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SUMMARY
 



SUMMARY
 

The California Urban Water Planning Act (Act) requires most water utilities to update and 
submit an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years. An UWMP is required in 
order for a water supplier to be eligible for the California Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) administered State grants and loans and drought assistance. This document presents the 
Draft of the 2005 UWMP (Plan) for the Castaic Lake Water Agency (Agency, CLWA) service 
area, which includes four local retail water purveyors. This regional Plan builds upon previous 
documents, specifically CLWA’s 2000 UWMP and an amendment to the 2000 Plan. Following 
a general discussion of Plan preparation and general project rationale, information is provided on 
water use, water resources, recycled water, water quality, reliability planning, demand 
management measures (DMMs) and best management practices (BMPs), and water shortage 
contingency planning. This summary chapter presents an overview of each chapter in the Plan. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

CLWA’s service area includes the service areas of four local retail water agencies. This regional 
Plan has been prepared for CLWA and three of the purveyors: CLWA Santa Clarita Water 
Division (SCWD), Newhall County Water District (NCWD), and Valencia Water Company 
(VWC). The fourth purveyor, Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36 (LACWWD 
#36), does not prepare a plan because it does not provide water to more than 3,000 customers or 
supply more than 3,000 acre-feet (af) of water annually – the minimum requirements for plan 
preparation. However, LACWWD #36 participated in the development of the Plan on an “ad­
hoc” basis. Chapter 1.0 describes the purpose of the Plan, discusses Plan implementation, and 
provides general information about CLWA, the retail water purveyors, and service area 
characteristics. In response to new documents by DWR, this Plan also acknowledges the 
potential effects of global warming as a component of water management planning. 

2.0 WATER USE 

Chapter 2.0 describes historic and current water usage and the methodology used to project 
future demands within CLWA’s service area. Water usage is divided into sectors such as 
residential, industrial, institutional, landscape, agricultural, and other purposes. To undertake this 
evaluation, existing land use data and new housing construction information were compiled from 
each of the retail water purveyors and projections prepared by “One Valley One Vision,” a joint 
planning effort by the City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning (LACDRP). This information was then compared to historical trends for new water 
service connections and customer water usage information. In addition, weather and water 
conservation effects on historical water usage were factored into the evaluation. 

3.0 WATER RESOURCES 

Chapter 3.0 describes the water resources available to CLWA and the retail water purveyors 
from 2005 to 2030 – the 25-year period covered by the Plan. Resources include: (1) wholesale 
(imported) water supplies from the State Water Project (SWP), (2) local groundwater supplies 
from the Alluvium and Saugus Formation aquifers, and (3) transfers, exchanges, and 
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groundwater banking programs. Also described are planned water supply projects and programs 
and the development of desalination. Current and future imported water supplies are discussed, 
including “Table A” water supplies, CLWA’s Flexible Storage Account, and reliability issues 
associated with SWP supplies. CLWA’s Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) is described, 
and available groundwater supplies are assessed. The adequacy of groundwater supplies and the 
emergence of perchlorate contamination issues are introduced and discussed in more detail in 
subsequent chapters. The role of water transfers and groundwater banking is described, and 
recent and proposed cooperative agreements to maximize local supplies through these 
progressive water management strategies are also discussed. 

4.0 RECYCLED WATER 

State water policy identifies water recycling as a beneficial use of water, and recycled water is an 
important component of water management planning. Chapter 4.0 describes the existing and 
future recycled water opportunities available to the CLWA service area. Currently, CLWA 
serves recycled water to VWC for the Westridge Golf Course and miscellaneous landscape 
irrigation. This Plan presents estimates of potential supply and demand for 2005 to 2030 in five 
year increments, as well as CLWA’s proposed incentives and optimization plan. 

5.0 WATER QUALITY 

Chapter 5.0 describes the water quality of both groundwater and imported water supplies and 
discusses potential water quality impacts on supply reliability. As mentioned above, perchlorate 
contamination control is a major issue in CLWA’s service area. The contamination is associated 
with the former Whittaker-Bermite site. Extensive investigations, management plans, and 
control actions to address this issue have been undertaken and are described in detail in this Plan. 
It has been determined that the programs underway should restore the impaired wells during 
2006. 

6.0 RELIABILITY PLANNING 

The Act requires urban water suppliers to assess water supply reliability that compares total 
projected water used with the expected water supply over the next twenty years in five year 
increments. The Act also requires an assessment for a single dry year and multiple dry years. 
Chapter 6.0 presents the reliability assessment for CLWA’s service area. 

It is the stated goal of CLWA and the retail water purveyors to deliver a reliable and high quality 
water supply for its customers, even during dry periods. Based on conservative water supply and 
demand assumptions over the next 25 years in combination with conservation of non-essential 
demand during certain dry years, the plan successfully achieves this goal. 

The organization of the reliability tables presented in this Plan varies from those presented in the 
2000 Plan Amendment to follow more closely with the recommended tables provided in the 
DWR Guidebook to Assist Water Suppliers in the Preparation of a 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan, dated January 18, 2005. 
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7.0 WATER DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES AND BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Establishing goals and choosing water conservation measures is a continuing planning process. 
Goals are developed, adopted, and then evaluated periodically. Specific conservation measures 
are phased in and then evaluated for their effectiveness, achievement of desired results, and 
customer satisfaction. Chapter 7.0 of this plan summarizes DMMs and BMPs in both the 
implementation and development stages. CLWA and the retail water purveyors have been 
aggressively implementing DMM and BMP programs even though implementation is voluntary. 
Activities include water audits/repairs, public outreach, conservation pricing, residential 
plumbing retrofit, residential ultra low flush toilet replacement, large landscape conservation, 
and conservation programs for commercial, industrial, and institutional accounts. CLWA and the 
retail purveyors continue development and implementation of a comprehensive program. 

8.0 WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLANNING 

Water supplies may be interrupted or reduced significantly in a number of ways, such as a 
drought which limits supplies, an earthquake which damages water delivery or storage facilities, 
or a toxic spill that affects water quality. Chapter 8.0 of this Plan describes how CLWA and its 
retail water purveyors plan to respond to such emergencies so that emergency needs are met 
promptly and equitably. 
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Chapter 1.0
 
INTRODUCTION
 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

This volume presents the Urban Water Management Plan 2005 (Plan) for the Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (Agency, CLWA) service area, which includes four retail water purveyors. This chapter 
describes the general purpose of the Plan, discusses Plan implementation, and provides general 
information about CLWA, retail purveyors, and service area characteristics. A list of acronyms 
and abbreviations is also provided. 

1.2 PURPOSE 

An Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) is a planning tool that generally guides the actions 
of water management agencies. It provides managers and the public with a broad perspective on 
a number of water supply issues. It is not a substitute for project-specific planning documents, 
nor was it intended to be when mandated by the State Legislature. For example, the Legislature 
mandated that a plan include a section which “describes the opportunities for exchanges or water 
transfers on a short-term or long-term basis.” (California Urban Water Planning Act, Article 2, 
Section 10630(d).) The identification of such opportunities, and the inclusion of those 
opportunities in a general water service reliability analysis, neither commits a water management 
agency to pursue a particular water exchange/transfer opportunity, nor precludes a water 
management agency from exploring exchange/transfer opportunities not identified in the plan. 
When specific projects are chosen to be implemented, detailed project plans are developed, 
environmental analysis, if required, is prepared, and financial and operational plans are detailed. 

In short, this Plan is a management tool, providing a framework for action, but not functioning as 
a detailed project development or action. It is important that this Plan be viewed as a long-term, 
general planning document, rather than as an exact blueprint for supply and demand 
management. Water management in California is not a matter of certainty, and planning 
projections may change in response to a number of factors. From this perspective, it is 
appropriate to look at the Plan as a general planning framework, not a specific action plan. It is 
an effort to generally answer a series of planning questions including: 

�	 What are the potential sources of supply and what is the reasonable probable yield from 
them? 

�	 What is the probable demand, given a reasonable set of assumptions about growth and 
implementation of good water management practices? 

�	 How well do supply and demand figures match up, assuming that the various probable 
supplies will be pursued by the implementing agency? 

Using these “framework” questions and resulting answers, the implementing agency will pursue 
feasible and cost-effective options and opportunities to meet demands. CLWA and the retail 
water purveyors will explore enhancing basic supplies from traditional sources such as the State 
Water Project (SWP) as well as other options. These include groundwater extraction, water 
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exchanges, recycling, desalination, and water banking/conjunctive use. Specific planning efforts 
will be undertaken in regard to each option, involving detailed evaluations of how each option 
would fit into the overall supply/demand framework, how each option would impact the 
environment, and how each option would affect customers. The objective of these more detailed 
evaluations would be to find the optimum mix of conservation and supply programs that ensure 
that the needs of the customers are met. 

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (Act) requires preparation of a plan that: 

�	 Accomplishes water supply planning over a 20-year period in five year increments. (CLWA 
and the purveyors are going beyond the requirements of the Act by developing a plan which 
spans 25 years.) 

�	 Identifies and quantifies adequate water supplies, including recycled water, for existing and 
future demands, in normal, dry, and drought years. 

�	 Implements conservation and efficient use of urban water supplies. 

In short, the Plan answers the question, Will there be enough water for the Santa Clarita Valley 
community in future years, and what mix of programs should be explored for making this water 
available? 

1.3 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN 

The CLWA service area includes the service areas of four local retail water agencies. This Plan 
has been prepared for the CLWA and three of the purveyors: CLWA Santa Clarita Water 
Division (SCWD), Newhall County Water District (NCWD), and Valencia Water Company 
(VWC). The fourth purveyor, Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36 (LACWWD 
#36), is not required to prepare a Plan because the District does not provide water to more than 
3,000 customers or supply more than 3,000 acre-feet (af) of water annually; however, 
LACWWD #36 participated in the development of the Plan on an “ad-hoc” basis. This 
subsection provides the cooperative framework within which the Plan will be implemented 
including agency coordination, public outreach, and resources maximization. 

1.3.1 Joint Preparation of the Plan 

Water agencies are permitted by the State to work together to develop a cooperative regional 
plan. This approach has been adopted by the water agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley (Valley), 
which are jointly sponsoring the current Plan. Water resource specialists with expertise in water 
resource management have been retained to assist the local water agencies in preparing the 
details of the Plan. Agency coordination for this Plan is summarized in Table 1-1. 
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Table 1-1
 
Agency Coordination Summary
 

Sent Participated Received Attended Contacted Commented Notice of Not in UWMP Copy of Public for on Draft Intent to Involved Development Draft Meetings Assistance Adopt 

Antelope Valley-East Kern 
Water Agency � 
California Department of 
Water Resources � � 
Castaic Lake Water Agency � � � � � 
Castaic Town Council � � � � 
City of Santa Clarita 
Department of Planning 
and Building Services 
CLWA Santa Clarita Water 
Division � � � � � 
LA County Department of 
Regional Planning � � � 
LA County Waterworks 
District No. 36 � � � � � 
Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California � � 
Newhall County Water 
District � � � � � 
Los Angeles County 
Supervisor Mike 
Antonovich � � 
(representatives) 

Valencia Water Company � � � � � 
Ventura County Resource 
Management Agency � � � 
Westranch Town Council � 

1.3.2 Public Outreach 

The water agencies have encouraged community participation in water planning. For the current 
Plan, public sessions were held for review and to solicit input on the draft plan before its 
adoption. Interested groups were informed about the development of the Plan along with the 
schedule of public activities. Notices of public meetings were published in the local press. 
Copies of the draft plan were made available at the water agencies’ offices and local public 
libraries and sent to the City of Santa Clarita, the County of Los Angeles, and the County of 
Ventura, as well as interested parties. Water agencies have also convened meetings with various 
interests to gather data concerning planned development and the probable implementation of 
approved development. Such informed data gathering on important issues is a means of 
checking the short-term “reality” of official projections and understanding the concerns of 
various groups. 

CLWA has contracted with a local public relations firm to coordinate preparation of the Plan 
with the local community. The CLWA will notify the cities and counties within its service area 
of the opportunity to provide input regarding the Plan. Table 1-2 presents a timeline for public 
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participation during the development of the Plan. A copy of the public outreach materials, 
including paid advertisements, newsletter covers, website postings, and invitation letters are 
attached in Appendix B. 

Table 1-2 
Public Participation Timeline 

April 7, 2005 Kick-off Community Workshop Describe UWMP requirements and process 

June 27, 2005 Preliminary Draft UWMP Preliminary Draft released to solicit input 

June 29, 2005 Community Workshop Review UWMP and solicit input 

August 31, 2005 Follow-up Community 
Workshop 

Release Draft UWMP and review contents 

September 28, 2005 First CLWA Public Hearing 
Review contents of Draft UWMP and take 
comments 
UWMP considered for approval by the 

October 26, 2005 Second CLWA Public Hearing CLWA Board and NCWD Board (at a joint 
meeting) 

The components of public participation include: 

Local Media 

� Paid advertisements in local newspapers 

� Meeting(s) with local editorial boards (Daily News and Signal) 

Community-based Outreach 

� Building Industry Association 

� Castaic Town Council 

� Chamber of Commerce 

� Friends of the Santa Clara River 

� Santa Clarita Valley Well Owners Association 

� Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment (SCOPE) 

� Sierra Club 

� Valencia Industrial Association 

� Westranch Town Council 

Water Agencies Public Participation 

� Presentation(s) to NCWD Board – March, May and October 

� Presentation(s) to CLWA Board – March, May, July, and October 
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City/County Outreach 

�	 Meeting with City Planning Division – March, May, and July 

�	 Meeting with Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning – March, May, and July 

�	 Meeting with Supervisor Antonovich representative(s) Millie Jones, Paul Novak – May and 
July 

Public Availability of Documents 

�	 Water Agencies’ websites 

�	 City Hall 

�	 Local libraries 

1.3.3 Resources Maximization 

Several documents were developed to enable the CLWA to maximize the use of available 
resources and minimize use of imported water, including the Groundwater Management Plan, 
Santa Clara River Valley Memorandum of Understanding, Water Supply Reliability Plan Draft 
Report, and the 2004 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report. Chapter 3.0 describes in detail the 
water resources available to CLWA and the retail purveyors for the 25-year period covered by 
the Plan. Additional discussion regarding documents developed to maximize resources is 
included in Section 3.3.2 and Chapter 6. 

1.4 THE WATER AGENCIES OF THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY 

1.4.1 Castaic Lake Water Agency 

Local citizens recognized early that local groundwater would not be sufficient to supply the 
needs of the Valley communities. Thus, CLWA was formed in 1962 for the purpose of 
contracting with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to provide a 
supplemental supply of imported water to the water purveyors in the Valley. CLWA serves an 
area of 195 square miles in Los Angeles and Ventura Counties. 

CLWA is a SWP contractor with an annual contractual Table A Amount of 95,200 af. Table A 
Amount (formerly referred to as “entitlement”) is named for the “Table A” in each SWP 
Contractor’s Water Supply Contract. It contains an annual buildup in Table A Amounts of SWP 
water, from the first year of the Water Supply Contract through a specific year, based on growth 
projections made before the Water Supply Contract was executed. For most contractors, the 
maximum annual Table A Amount was reached in 1990. The total of all SWP contractors’ 
maximum Table A Amounts is currently about 4.17 million af. 

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, CLWA purchased 12,700 af of annual Table A 
Amount from a Kern County water district and in 1999 purchased 41,000 af of annual Table A 
Amount from another Kern County water district, for a current total annual Table A Amount of 
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95,200 af.1 CLWA wholesales this imported water to each of the local retail water purveyors 
through an extensive transmission pipeline system. 

Though the reliability of SWP water is variable due to weather-related issues and environmental 
factors, SWP water remains an important supplemental water supply source for the Valley in the 
long-term. An important element to enhancing the long-term water supply reliability of SWP 
supplies is the effective use of water banking/conjunctive-use programs, such as those described 
in this Plan. 

1.4.2 Retail Water Purveyors 

There are four retail purveyors that provide water service to most residents of the Valley. 

SCWD’s 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 CLWA imported water. 

LACWWD #36’s service area includes the Hasley Canyon area in the unincorporated 
community of Val Verde. During most years, the District obtains its water supply from CLWA. 

NCWD’s 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 CLWA imported water. 

VWC’s service area includes a portion of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated portions 
of Los Angeles County in the communities of Castaic, Stevenson Ranch, and Valencia. VWC 
supplies water from local groundwater, CLWA imported water, and recycled water. 

The service area for CLWA and the retail water purveyors is shown on Figure 1-1. 

1 CLWA’s contract rights to SWP water total 95,200 acre feet per year (“afy”), including a water transfer of 41,000 afy approved 
in 1999 from Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District, a member unit of the Kern County Water Agency. CLWA’s 
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) prepared in connection with the 41,000 afy water transfer was challenged in Friends of the 
Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (Los Angeles Superior Court, Case Number PC018110) (“Friends”). On 
appeal, the Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District held that since the 41,000 afy EIR tiered off the Monterey Agreement EIR 
that was later decertified, CLWA would also have to decertify its EIR as well and prepare a new EIR. As amplified in detail in 
the following sentences, this case was dismissed with prejudice in February 2005. CLWA has not been enjoined from using any 
water that is part of the 41,000 afy transfer. CLWA prepared and circulated another Draft EIR for the transfer; the public 
comment period ended for the Draft EIR and two separate hearings were held by CLWA regarding public comments. CLWA 
approved another EIR for the transfer on December 22, 2004 and lodged the revised EIR with the Los Angeles Superior Court as 
part of its Return to the Preemptory Writ of Mandate in Friends. In January 2005, two new challenges to CLWA’s 
environmental review were filed in the Ventura County Superior Court by the Planning and Conservation League and by the 
California Water Impact Network; these cases have been consolidated and transferred to Los Angeles Superior Court. 
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As of mid-2005, the retail water purveyors served about 65,809 connections, as presented in 
Table 1-3. 

Table 1-3 
Retail Water Service Connections 

Retail Water Purveyor	 Connections 

CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD)	 26,784 

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36 (LACWWD # 36) 1,311 

Newhall County Water District (NCWD)	 9,112 

Valencia Water Company (VWC)	 28,602 

Total Connections	 65,809 

1.5 CLIMATE 

The climate in CLWA’s service area is generally semi-arid and warm. Summers are dry with 
temperatures as high as 110°F. Winters are somewhat cool with temperatures as low as 20°F. 
Average rainfall is about 17.64 inches per year in the flat areas and about 27 inches in the 
mountains. The region is subject to wide variations in annual precipitation and also experiences 
periodic wildfires. Table 1-4 presents the region’s annual average climate data. Standard 
Monthly Average data is generated from 1996-2005 data. Average Monthly Rainfall data is 
provided for 1980-2004 and Average Maximum Temperature data is provided for 1971-2000. 

Table 1-4 
Climate Data for the Santa Clarita Valley 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun 

Standard Monthly Average ETo(1) 2.20 2.45 3.64 4.74 5.31 6.06 
Average Rainfall (inches) (2) 3.52 4.88 3.13 0.88 0.28 0.06 
Average Max. Temperature (Fahrenheit) (3) 64.2 66.0 68.7 73.1 79.9 88.0 

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Standard Monthly Average ETo(1) 6.75 6.66 5.01 3.95 2.73 2.31 51.81 
Average Rainfall (inches)(2) 0.03 0.05 0.15 0.88 1.29 2.49 17.64 
Average Max. Temperature (Fahrenheit) (3) 94.9 94.9 89.4 81.3 69.1 65.2 78.1 
Notes: 

(1)	 ETo (evapotranspiration) data provided for Glendale region, http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/welcome.jsp 
(2)	 Average Monthly Rainfall data gathered from long-term average precipitation records from Newhall-Soledad 32c gage 

during period 1980-2004. 
(3)	 Temperature data provided for Dry Canyon Reservoir region, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/CLIMATEDATA.html 

1.5.1 Potential Effects of Global Warming 

A topic of growing concern for water planners and managers is global warming and the potential 
impacts it could have on California’s future water supplies. DWR’s Draft California Water Plan 
Update 2005 contains the first-ever assessment of such potential impacts in a California Water 
Plan. 
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Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the California Water Plan, “Preparing for an Uncertain Future,” lists 
some potential impacts of global warming, based on more than a decade of scientific studies on 
the subject: 

�	 Could produce hydrologic conditions, variability and extremes that are different from what 
current water systems were designed to manage 

�	 May occur too rapidly to allow sufficient time and information to permit managers to 
respond appropriately 

�	 May require special efforts or plans to protect against surprises or uncertainties 

Changes in Sierra snowpack patterns (the source of the SWP’s water supply in Lake Oroville), 
hydrologic patterns, sea level, rainfall intensity and statewide water demand are all possible 
should global warming prove to be increasing through time. Computer models (such as 
CALVIN) have been developed to show water planners what types of effect climate change 
could have on the water supply. DWR has committed to continue to update and refine these 
models based on ongoing scientific data collection and to incorporate this information into future 
California Water Plans, so that agencies like CLWA and the purveyors can plan accordingly. 

1.6 OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS 

Water service is provided to residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and 
agricultural customers and for environmental and other uses, such as fire protection and pipeline 
cleaning. 

Recently, the Valley area (along with most of California) has experienced significant increases in 
both single family and multi-family residential construction, as well as in commercial and 
industrial construction. As the local population has increased, the demand for water has also 
increased. 

1.7 LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 

The following abbreviations and acronyms are used in this report. 

AB Assembly Bill 
ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Act California Urban Water Management Planning Act 
af acre-feet 
afy acre-feet per year 
Agency Castaic Lake Water Agency 
AVEK Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency 
AWWARF American Water Works Association Research Foundation 
Basin Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin 
Bay Delta San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta 
BMP Best Management Practices 
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Calleguas Calleguas Municipal Water District 
CCF One Hundred Cubic Feet 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
CIP Capital Improvements Plan 
CLWA Castaic Lake Water Agency 
Commission California Public Utilities Commission 
CUWCC California Urban Water Conservation Council 
CVP Central Valley Project 
DBP Disinfection by-product 
DHS California Department of Health Services 
DMM Demand Management Measures 
DOF Department of Finance 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
DWR California Department of Water Resources 
EC Electrical conductivity 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ETo Evapotranspiration 
gpcd gallons per capita per day 
gpd gallons per day 
gpm gallons per minute 
GWMP Groundwater Management Plan 
KCWA Kern County Water Agency 
LACDRP Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
LACSD Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
LACWWD #36 Los Angeles County Waterworks District # 36 
M&I Municipal and Industrial 
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level 
MCWD Marina Coast Water District 
MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Metropolitan Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
mgd million gallons per day 
mg/L milligrams per liter 
MMWD Marin Municipal Water District 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
NCWD Newhall County Water District 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
OVOV One Valley One Vision 
Plan Urban Water Management Plan 2005 
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PUC California Public Utilities Commission 
RAP Remedial Action Plan 
RO Reverse Osmosis 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCLLC Santa Clarita LLC 
SCOPE Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment 
SCWC Santa Clarita Water Company 
SCWD Santa Clarita Water Division 
SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority 
Semitropic Semitropic Water Storage District 
SWP State Water Project 
TDS Total Dissolved Solids 
TOC Total Organic Carbon 
TRA Tax Record Area 
umhos/cm Micromhos per centimeter 
UWCD United Water Conservation District 
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 
Valley Santa Clarita Valley 
VWC Valencia Water Company 
WRP Wastewater Reclamation Plant 
WSA Water Service Areas 
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Chapter 2.0
 
WATER USE
 

2.1 OVERVIEW 

This chapter describes historic and current water usage and the methodology used to project 
future demands within CLWA’s service area. Water usage is divided into sectors such as 
residential, industrial, institutional, landscape, agricultural, and other purposes. To undertake this 
evaluation, existing land use data and new housing construction information were compiled from 
each of the retail water purveyors and projections prepared by “One Valley One Vision” 
(OVOV), a joint planning effort by the City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning (LACDRP). This information was then compared to historical 
trends for new water service connections and customer water usage information. In addition, 
weather and water conservation effects on historical water usage were factored into the 
evaluation. 

The methodology used to project future demands within CLWA’s service area includes three 
steps: (1) obtain projected demands to 2030 from each water purveyor, (2) compare projections 
based on historical records to the totals developed by the purveyors, and (3) compare these 
results with the OVOV Plan for consistency with the General Plan. 

This approach allows the comparison of three different sources of data and projections to be 
evaluated. Several factors can affect demand projections, including: 

� Land use revisions 
� New regulations 
� Consumer choice 
� Economic conditions 
� Transportation needs 
� Highway construction 
� Environmental factors 
� Conservation programs 
� Plumbing codes 

The foregoing factors affect the amount of water needed, as well as the timing of when it is 
needed. Past experience in the Santa Clarita Valley has indicated that the economy is the biggest 
factor in determining water demand projections. During an economic recession, there is a major 
downturn in development and a subsequent slowing of the projected demand for water. The 
projections in this UWMP do not attempt to forecast recessions or droughts. Likewise, no 
speculation is made about future plumbing codes or other regulatory changes. However, the 
projections do include water conservation which is projected to reduce overall water demand by 
10 percent. There have been, and continue to be, major efforts statewide to conserve water, 
which have been successful. 
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2.2 HISTORIC WATER USE 

Predicting future water supply requires accurate historic water use patterns and water usage 
records. Both the economy and entitlement process (compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]) are key factors impacting growth in population and 
demand. Figure 2-1 illustrates the steady increase in Valley water demand since 1980. 

Figure 2-1
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Table 2-1 presents the historical accounts and deliveries by retail purveyor since 1990. The type 
of customer accounts included in the table are single family homes, multi-family homes, 
commercial, industrial, institutional/government and landscape. 

Table 2-1 
Historical Accounts and Deliveries by Retail Purveyor 

Purveyor 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 
CLWA No. Accounts 18,550 19,000 19,400 19,650 20,300 21,970 24,175 26,161 
SCWD Deliveries (af) 18,503 17,551 19,911 22,006 20,319 25,280 28,434 29,191 

LACWWD No. Accounts 706 736 752 768 774 972 1,200 1,300 
#36 Deliveries (af) 513 456 500 533 578 758 1,071 1,302 

NCWD No. Accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

6,039 
7,813 

6,230 
7,973 

6,373 
7,754 

6,475 
8,916 

6,726 
8,782 

7,434 
9,623 

7,941 
9,869 

8,970 
10,555 

VWC 
No. Accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

13,965 
16,572 

14,520 
15,338 

15,359 
17,390 

17,009 
19,721 

19,389 
19,874 

21,661 
25,190 

24,453 
28,360 

27,238 
30,682 

No. Accounts 39,260 40,486 41,884 43,902 47,189 52,037 57,769 63,669 
Total Deliveries (af) 43,401 41,318 45,555 51,176 49,553 60,851 67,734 71,730 

af/Account 1.11 1.02 1.09 1.17 1.05 1.17 1.17 1.13 
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2.3 PROJECTED WATER USE 

2.3.1 Purveyor Projections 

Each of the four retail water purveyors provided projected water demands based on the projects 
that are under evaluation, are in the planning process, or the result of their own water planning 
efforts for their service area. The purveyors maintain historical data, as well as work closely 
with property owners and developers in their service areas to ensure that they have an adequate 
water supply and the necessary infrastructure to provide water service. 

Since there are only four purveyors in the service area, there is close coordination and exchange 
of data. SCWD’s engineering department continually updates expected demands and 
infrastructure needs. NCWD prepared a “Water Supply Assessment” in 2004 that is the basis for 
NCWD’s projected demand. VWC is a California Public Utilities Commission (PUC)-regulated 
water supplier and is required to regularly provide its service plan for rate increases and service 
area changes. In VWC’s case, most of the undeveloped land within its service area belongs to a 
single landowner that has prepared extensive and detailed development plans. This affords 
VWC a unique ability to forecast water demand and when it might occur, subject to the same 
factors previously described. Table 2-2 summarizes the purveyors’ projected water demands 
through 2030. 

Table 2-2 
Projected Water Demands 

Purveyor 
2005 2010 2015 2020 

Demand (af) 
2025 2030 

Annual 
Increase 

CLWA SCWD 30,400 35,000 39,100 43,100 47,100 51,100 2.1% 
LACWWD #36 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,400 2,800 3.1% 
NCWD 11,800 14,400 16,000 17,700 19,300 21,000 2.4% 
VWC 30,200 35,100 40,200 43,700 50,600 54,400 2.4% 

Total Purveyor 73,700 86,100 97,100 106,500 119,400 129,300 2.2% 

Agricultural/Private Uses 15,600 13,950 12,300 10,650 9,000 9,000 --

Total (w/o conservation) 89,300 100,050 109,400 117,150 128,400 138,300 --

Conservation (1) (7,370) (8,610) (9,710) (10,650) (11,940) (12,930) --

Total (w/conservation) 81,930 91,440 99,690 106,500 116,460 125,370 1.3% 
Notes: 

(1) Assumes 10 percent reduction in urban portion of demand. 

Tables 2-3 through 2-6 present the past, current, and projected water deliveries by customer type 
for the CLWA SCWD, LACWWD #36, NCWD, and VWC, respectively. 
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Table 2-3 

CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division 
Past, Current, and Projected Water Deliveries (by customer type) 

2000 

2005 

2010 

2015 

2020 

2025 

2030 

metered 

metered 

metered 

Year 

metered 

metered 

metered 

metered 

Water Use 
Sectors 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

Single 
Family 
16,906 
15,966 
20,550 
19,139 
23,575 
21,486 
25,715 
23,333 
27,855 
25,080 
29,995 
26,827 
32,135 
28,574 

Multi-
Family 
3,784 
2,669 
4,800 
3,386 
5,800 
4,091 
6,800 
4,796 
7,800 
5,501 
8,800 
6,206 
9,800 
6,911 

Comm­
ercial 
537 
930 
650 

1,126 
750 

1,299 
850 

1,472 
950 

1,645 
1,050 
1,818 
1,150 
1,991 

Industrial 

48 
1,096 

50 
1,142 

60 
1,370 

70 
1,598 

80 
1,826 

90 
2,054 
100 

2,282 

Institutional/ 
Government 

83 
893 
125 

1,345 
175 

1,883 
225 

2,421 
275 

2,959 
325 

3,497 
375 

4,035 

Landscape 

612 
3,726 
700 

4,262 
800 

4,871 
900 

5,480 
1,000 
6,089 
1,100 
6,698 
1,200 
7,307 

Total 

21,970 
25,280 
26,875 
30,400 
31,160 
35,000 
34,560 
39,100 
37,960 
43,100 
41,360 
47,100 
44,760 
51,100 

Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36 
Past, Current, and Projected Water Deliveries (by customer type) 

Table 2-4 

2015 

2020 

2025 

2030 

2010 

2000 

2005 

metered 

metered 

metered 

metered 

metered 

Year 

metered 

metered 

Water Use 
Sectors 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

Single 
Family 

948 
643 

1,275 
1,185 
1,575 
1,480 
1,774 
1,676 
1,973 
1,872 
2,372 
2,268 
2,772 
2,665 

Multi-
Family 

5 
29 
5 
29 
5 
30 
5 
31 
6 
32 
6 
33 
6 
34 

Comm­
ercial 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Const/ 
Industrial 

10 
54 
10 
54 
10 
56 
11 
58 
11 
60 
11 
62 
12 
63 

Institutional/ 
Government 

5 
20 
5 
20 
5 
21 
5 
22 
6 
22 
6 
23 
6 
23 

Landscape 

4 
12 
5 

12 
4 

12 
4 

13 
4 

13 
5 

14 
5 

14 

Total 

972 
758 

1,300 
1,300 
1,600 
1,600 
1,800 
1,800 
2,000 
2,000 
2,400 
2,400 
2,800 
2,800 

Newhall County Water District 
Past, Current, and Projected Water Deliveries (by customer type) 

Table 2-5 

2015 

2020 

2025 

2030 

2010 

2000 

2005 

metered 

metered 

metered 

metered 

metered 

Year 

metered 

metered 

Water Use 
Sectors 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

Single 
Family 
6,608 
5,556 
8,047 
7,243 
9,735 
8,750 
10,730 
9,475 
11,865 
10,385 
12,620 
11,000 
14,050 
12,275 

Multi-
Family 

293 
1,537 
293 

1,969 
425 

2,485 
450 

2,595 
475 

2,750 
500 

2,900 
525 

3,000 

Commercial 

377 
872 
399 
891 
425 
999 
450 

1,038 
475 

1,066 
500 

1,114 
525 

1,140 

Construction/ 
Industrial 

11 
411 
35 
207 
60 
250 
85 
315 
110 
375 
135 
425 
160 
500 

Institutional/ 
Government 

18 
119 
59 
133 
75 
176 
90 
212 
105 
234 
120 
261 
135 
285 

Landscape 

127 
1,128 
232 

1,357 
300 

1,740 
425 

2,365 
550 

2,890 
675 

3,600 
800 

3,800 

Total 

7,434 
9,623 
9,065 
11,800 
11,020 
14,400 
12,230 
16,000 
13,580 
17,700 
14,550 
19,300 
16,195 
21,000 
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Table 2-6
 
Past, Current, and Projected Water Deliveries (by customer type)
 

Valencia Water Company
 

Year 
Water Use 

Sectors 
Single 
Family 

Multi-
Family 

Comm­
ercial 

Industrial Institutional/ 
Government 

Landscape Total 

2000 metered 
No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

19,805 
12,112 

191 
1,373 

876 
5,798 

382 
1,759 

406 
3,711 

1 
437 

21,661 
25,190 

2005 metered 
No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

25,067 
14,526 

364 
1,646 

1,307 
6,949 

452 
2,108 

505 
4,448 

3 
523 

27,698 
30,200 

2010 metered 
No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

29,405 
17,147 

2,035 
2,186 

1,615 
8,611 

558 
2,399 

624 
4,465 

3 
292 

34,240 
35,100 

2015 metered 
No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

30,724 
17,998 

8,176 
4,151 

1,998 
9,882 

690 
2,753 

772 
5,124 

3 
292 

42,363 
40,200 

2020 metered No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

31,234 
18,326 

13,203 
5,760 

2,282 
10,752 

788 
2,995 

882 
5,575 

3 
292 

48,392 
43,700 

2025 metered No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

36,384 
21,803 

14,341 
6,124 

2,605 
12,454 

900 
3,469 

1,007 
6,458 

3 
292 

55,240 
50,600 

2030 metered No. of accounts 
Deliveries (af) 

39,484 
23,909 

14,391 
6,140 

2,767 
13,388 

956 
3,729 

1,069 
6,942 

3 
292 

58,670 
54,400 

2.3.2 Projections Based On Historical Use 

Another methodology to forecast demand involves projecting historical water use into the future. 
Mathematical methods are used to perform this projection. A correlation factor to the historical 
data of 1.0 would be considered the most exact. The ideal method results in a correlation of 0.9 
or greater. In this case, a Linear Regression method was used to project demands. 

2.3.2.1 Linear Regression Method 

The Linear Regression method examines the historical growth in water demand and projects 
forward using linear regression. Figure 2-2 displays the growth in water demand since 1980 for 
the CLWA service area with a linear progression through the year 2030. Growth in demand has 
been relatively constant with some downturns that reflect either weather patterns or economic 
trends. The demand includes agricultural as well and municipal and industrial (M&I) uses. 

Figure 2-2
 
Historical vs. Projected Annual Demand
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In Figure 2-3, agricultural demand is removed to show M&I use only. As shown in Figure 2-3, 
results from the linear regression (after extracting the projected agricultural demands provided in 
Table 2-2) indicate a total 2030 demand of 137,100 af. This demand figure is comparable to the 
129,300 af submitted by the purveyors (a 6 percent difference), as shown in Table 2-2. 

Figure 2-3 
Historical vs. Projected Annual Demand 
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2.3.2.2 Comparison to City and County Planning 

The next step involved comparison of the purveyor-projected growth in water demand with the 
growth projections provided by local land use planning agencies. Table 2-7 is the result of the 
joint OVOV planning effort by the City of Santa Clarita and LACDRP. 

Table 2-7 
Adjusted Santa Clarita Valleywide General Plan (1)(2) 

(SCAG 2004 RTP, Projections: Years 2000 to 2030) 

Average 
Jurisdiction 2000 (3) 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 Change Annual 

Growth 
City of Santa Clarita 
Population 151,088 171,290 196,680 210,280 222,290 232,830 242,620 91,532 1.6% 
Households 50,787 55,614 62,837 67,832 72,883 77,868 82,806 32,019 1.6% 
Employment 51,380 59,640 68,820 73,240 77,490 81,460 85,190 33,810 1.7% 
Jobs/Household ratio 1.01 1.07 1.10 1.08 1.06 1.05 1.03 0.02 
Persons per Household 2.97 3.08 3.13 3.10 3.05 2.99 2.93 (0.04) 

SCV Unincorporated Area 
Population 61,523 78,053 105,094 125,850 146,401 166,557 185,589 124,066 3.7% 
Households 17,973 20,645 28,108 34,609 41,154 47,941 54,630 36,657 3.8% 
Employment (estimated) 10,790 13,900 18,830 23,190 27,980 33,080 38,240 27,450 4.3% 
Jobs/Household ratio 0.60 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.69 0.70 0.10 
Persons per Household 3.42 3.78 3.74 3.64 3.56 3.47 3.40 (0.03) 

SCV Planning Area(4) 

Population 212,611 249,343 301,774 336,130 368,691 399,387 428,209 215,598 2.4% 
Households 68,760 76,259 90,945 102,441 114,037 125,809 137,436 68,676 2.3% 
Employment 62,170 73,540 87,650 96,430 105,470 114,540 123,430 61,260 2.3% 
Jobs/Household ratio 0.90 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.92 0.91 0.90 (0.01) 
Persons per Household 3.09 3.27 3.32 3.28 3.23 3.17 3.12 0.02 

Notes: 
(1) Source: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc.; Southern California Association of Governments, 2004 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). 
(2) The SCAG population and household projections are used as control totals for the entire "One Valley One Vision" (OVOV) 
planning area while the allocation between the City and unincorporated areas is based on 2000-2003 Department of Finance (DOF) 
population and household trend data. The 1998-2003 Employment Development Department data is used to calibrate the 2005 
base year for employment. However, the employment totals for the unincorporated area are allowed to exceed the SCAG RTP 2004 
forecast based on local information from the County of Los Angeles Planning staff. 
(3) 2000 Population and Household data is based on DOF estimates benchmarked to the 2000 U.S. Census Figures. 
(4) The Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area estimates are the sum of the City and unincorporated area. 
(5) On May 11, 2005, the OVOV Team agreed to use these adjusted RTP data for the OVOV General Plan Update. 

The OVOV task force used the data provided by Southern California Association of 
Governments’ (SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the State Department of Finance 
(DOF) and the Employment Development Department. This joint effort was undertaken to 
ensure compatibility of planning efforts since the Valley is considered a realistic planning area 
with both City and County jurisdictions. 

The annual rate of growth was examined to determine if the projected water demand was in 
accordance with the purveyors’ projected growth shown in Table 2-2. 

In Table 2-7, the OVOV projections indicate a 1.6 percent annual growth rate of population and 
households for the City of Santa Clarita, and 3.7 to 3.8 percent annual growth rates for the SCV 
Unincorporated Area. This results in a combined growth rate of 2.3 to 2.4 percent. This 
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combined growth rate is comparable to the purveyor’s projected annual growth rate in water 
demand of 2.2 percent, as shown in Table 2-2. 

Table 2-8 summarizes the projected Valley water use per household in af and in gallons per 
capita per day (gpcd). The data developed in this table is derived from the total annual demand 
projections provided in Table 2-2 divided by the projected annual populations and by the 
projected annual households provided in Table 2-7. Since the forecasted growth is based on 
households and population, it is not possible to obtain a direct match to number of service 
connections and water use per connection. However, based on 2005 population and water 
demand, the current estimated water use is 264 gpcd. The projected water use in 2030 of 270 
gpcd remains very close to the 2005 water use of 264 gpcd, thus demonstrating that water 
demand and projected growth track closely. The terms “household” was a term used by OVOV 
and does not equate to a single family residence. 

Table 2-8 
Projected Household Water Use 

Projected Water Use 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Water Use (af/household) (1) 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.94 
Water Use (gpcd) (2) 264 255 258 258 267 270 
Notes: 

(1) Based on dividing the total annual demand projections provided in Table 2-2 by the projected 

annual households provided in Table 2-7. 

(2) Based on dividing the total annual demand projections (converted from af to gpd) provided in Table 2-2 

by the projected annual populations provided in Table 2-7. 

An additional analysis was conducted by using actual 2004 water use (in gpcd) and multiplying 
that by the projected population from the OVOV population forecast (Table 2-7). 2004 actual 
water use was determined by taking the 2004 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report M&I water use 
for 2004 and dividing that by the 2004 population. This resulted in an actual water use of 269 
gpcd, which compares closely to the values presented in Table 2-8. Table 2-9 presents a 
summary of the comparison between the purveyors and OVOV demand projections. The 
projected demand by the purveyors varies from -0.20 percent to 5.62 percent of the water 
demand determined based on the OVOV population projections. This demonstrates that the 
purveyors’ projections track closely with the anticipated growth projected by OVOV. 

Table 2-9 
Comparison of Purveyor and OVOV Projections 

Demand (af) 
Projection 

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Purveyor (1) 73,700 86,100 97,100 106,500 119,400 129,300 
OVOV (2) 75,136 90,936 101,288 111,100 120,350 129,035 
Difference 1,436 4,836 4,188 4,600 950 (264) 
Percent Difference 1.95% 5.62% 4.31% 4.32% 0.80% -0.20% 
Notes: 

(1) Demand projections based on total puveyor projections provided in Table 2-2. 

(2) Demand projections based on 269 gpcd multiplied by OVOV population projections provided in Table 2-7. 
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  The data provided in Tables 2-3 through 2-6 indicates total estimated 2005 Valley water use to 
be (in af/connection) of 1.13 for all connection types and 0.77 for a single family connection. 
These findings were compared with a study conducted by the American Water Works 
Association Research Foundation (AWWARF), Residential End Uses of Water (1999). This 
study compared residential water demand for several cities in the western United States. For 
comparison, the average annual water use (in af/connection) for a single family connection in 
Las Virgenes Municipal Water District and the City of San Diego are 0.87 and 0.47, 
respectively, which compare with the Valley water use of 0.78. 

2.4 OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING WATER USAGE 

Two major factors that affect water usage are weather and water conservation. Historically, when 
the weather is hot and dry, water usage increases. The amount of increase varies according to the 
number of consecutive years of hot, dry weather and the conservation activities imposed. During 
cool-wet years, historical water usage has decreased to reflect less water usage for external 
landscaping. Water conservation measures employed within the Agency’s and purveyors’ service 
areas have a direct long-term effect on water usage. Both of these factors are discussed below in 
detail. 

2.4.1 Weather Effects on Water Usage 

Historically, about 605 to 1,110 gallons of water is consumed daily for urban uses for every 
household in the CLWA’s and purveyors’ service areas. Most of this range in water use is due to 
seasonal weather variations. As presented in Figure 2-4, the historical water use from 1980 to 
2004 fluctuated principally due to weather, with the maximum variance around the projected 
normal of approximately 9 percent higher use in hot, dry years to approximately 10 percent 
lower use in cool, wet years. 
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Figure 2-4
 
Weather Effects on Water Usage
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The same AWWARF study described in Section 2.3.2.2 compared residential indoor and outdoor 
water use for several cities in the western United States. A comparison of the water use for four 
California locations is presented in Figure 2-5. As shown on the figure, indoor water use tracks 
closely between each of the four locations. However, outdoor use (landscaping), varies 
significantly between the locations. CLWA and the retail purveyors' water use correlates most 
closely with the data provided for Las Virgenes MWD. 

Figure 2-5
 
Comparison of Regional Indoor/Outdoor Water Use
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2.4.2 Conservation Effects on Water Usage 

In recent years, water conservation has become an increasingly important factor in water supply 
planning in California. The California plumbing code has instituted requirements for new 
construction that mandate the installation of ultra low-flow toilets and low-flow showerheads. 
CLWA and the purveyors have developed water conservation measures that include public 
information and education programs. CLWA funds toilet replacement program and, through its 
connection fee program, has provided financial incentives to developers for good water 
management practices. 

During the 1987-1992 drought period, overall water requirements due to the effects of hot, dry 
weather were projected to increase by approximately 10 percent. As a result of extraordinary 
conservation measures enacted during the period, the overall water requirements actually 
decreased by more than 10 percent. 

Residential, commercial, and industrial usage can be expected to decrease as a result of the 
implementation of more aggressive water conservation practices. As previously discussed, the 
greatest opportunity for conservation is in developing greater efficiency and reduction in 
landscape irrigation. The irrigation demand can represent as much as 50 percent of the water 
demand for residential customers depending upon lot size and amount of irrigated turf and 
plants. It is assumed that conservation will result in a long-term 10 percent reduction of demand. 
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WATER RESOURCES
 

3.1 OVERVIEW 

This section describes the water resources available to CLWA and the purveyors for the 25-year 
period covered by the Plan. These are summarized in Table 3-1 and discussed in more detail 
below. Both currently available and planned supplies are discussed. 

Table 3-1 
Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies and Banking Programs(1) 

Supply (af) 
Water Supply Sources 

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Existing Supplies 

Wholesale (Imported) 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980 
SWP Table A Supply (2) 65,700 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300 
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) (3) 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (3) (4) 0 1,380 1,380 0 0 0 

Local Supplies 
Groundwater 40,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 

Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 
Saugus Formation 5,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 

Total Existing Supplies 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680 

Existing Banking Programs (3) 
Semitropic Water Bank (5) 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0 

Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0 

Planned Supplies 
Local Supplies 

Groundwater 0 10,000 10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Recycled Water (6) 0 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700 
Transfers 

Buena Vista-Rosedale (7) 0 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700 

Planned Banking Programs (3) 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
Additional Planned Banking 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 

Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 

Notes: 

(1) The values shown under "Existing Supplies" and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in average/normal years. The values shown 

under "Existing Banking Programs" and "Planned Banking Programs" are either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of 

program withdrawals. 

(2) SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of average deliveries projected to be available, taken 

from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Draft of 2005 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). 

(3) Supplies shown are total amounts that can be withdrawn, and would typically be used only during dry years. 

(4) Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2015). 

(5) Supplies shown are the total amount currently in storage, and would typically be used only during dry years. Once the current storage amount is 

withdrawn, this supply would no longer be available and in any event, is not available after 2013. 

(6) Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in Chapter 4, Recycled Water. 

(7) CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the potential demands of future annexations to the CLWA service 

area. This acquisition is consistent with CLWA’s annexation policy under which it will not approve potential annexations unless 

additional water supplies are acquired. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy of this supply which, 

if approved, would leave the remaining 7,000 afy available for potential future annexations. Unless and until any such annexations 

are actually approved, this supply will be available to meet demands within the existing CLWA service area. 
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The term "dry" is used throughout this chapter and in subsequent chapters concerning water 
resources and reliability as a measure of supply availability. As used in this Plan, dry years are 
those years when supplies are the lowest, which occurs primarily when precipitation is lower 
than the long-term average precipitation. The impact of low precipitation in a given year on a 
particular supply may differ based on how low the precipitation is, or whether the year follows a 
high-precipitation year or another low-precipitation year. For the SWP, a low-precipitation year 
may or may not affect supplies, depending on how much water is in SWP storage at the 
beginning of the year. Also, dry conditions can differ geographically. For example, a dry year 
can be local to the Santa Clarita Valley area (thereby affecting local groundwater replenishment 
and production), local to northern California (thereby affecting SWP water deliveries), or 
statewide (thereby affecting both local groundwater and the SWP). When the term "dry" is used 
in this Plan, statewide drought conditions are assumed, affecting both local groundwater and 
SWP supplies at the same time. 

3.2 WHOLESALE (IMPORTED) WATER SUPPLIES 

Imported water supplies consist primarily of SWP supplies, which were first delivered to CLWA 
in 1980. In addition, CLWA has access to water from a Flexible Storage Account in Castaic 
Lake, which is planned for dry-year use, but is not strictly limited as such. CLWA wholesales 
these imported supplies to each of the local retail water purveyors. 

The SWP is the largest state-built, multi-purpose water project in the country. It was authorized 
by the California State Legislature in 1959, with the construction of most initial facilities 
completed by 1973. Today, the SWP includes 28 dams and reservoirs, 26 pumping and 
generating plants, and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts. The primary water source for the 
SWP is the Feather River, a tributary of the Sacramento River. Storage released from Oroville 
Dam on the Feather River flows down natural river channels to the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
River Delta (Delta). While some SWP supplies are pumped from the northern Delta into the 
North Bay Aqueduct, the vast majority of SWP supplies are pumped from the southern Delta into 
the 444-mile-long California Aqueduct. The California Aqueduct conveys water along the west 
side of the San Joaquin Valley to Edmonston Pumping Plant, where water is pumped over the 
Tehachapi Mountains and the aqueduct then divides into the East and West Branches. CLWA 
takes delivery of its SWP water at Castaic Lake, a terminal reservoir of the West Branch. From 
Castaic Lake, CLWA delivers its SWP supplies to the local retail water purveyors through an 
extensive transmission pipeline system. 

In the early 1960s, DWR began entering into individual SWP Water Supply Contracts with 
urban and agricultural public water supply agencies located throughout northern, central, and 
southern California for SWP water supplies. CLWA is one of 29 water agencies (commonly 
referred to as “contractors”) that have an SWP Water Supply Contract with DWR. Each SWP 
contractor’s SWP Water Supply Contract contains a “Table A”, which lists the maximum 
amount of water that an agency may request each year throughout the life of the contract. Table 
A is used in determining each contractor’s proportionate share, or “allocation,” of the total SWP 
water supply DWR determines to be available each year. The total planned annual delivery 
capability of the SWP and the sum of all contractors’ maximum Table A amounts was originally 
4.23 million af. The initial SWP storage facilities were designed to meet contractors’ water 
demands in the early years of the SWP, with the construction of additional storage facilities 
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planned as demands increased. However, essentially no additional SWP storage facilities have 
been constructed since the early 1970s. SWP conveyance facilities were generally designed and 
have been constructed to deliver maximum Table A amounts to all contractors. After the 
permanent retirement of some Table A amount by two agricultural contractors in 1996, the 
maximum Table A amounts of all SWP contractors now totals about 4.17 million af. Currently, 
CLWA’s annual Table A Amount is 95,200 af.1,2 

While Table A identifies the maximum annual amount of water that an SWP contractor may 
request, the amount of SWP water actually available and allocated to SWP contractors each year 
is dependent on a number of factors and can vary significantly from year to year. The primary 
factors affecting SWP supply availability include hydrology, the amount of water in SWP 
storage at the beginning of the year, regulatory and operational constraints, and the total amount 
of water requested by SWP contractors. Urban SWP contractors’ requests for SWP water, which 
were low in the early years of the SWP, have been steadily increasing over time, which increases 
the competition for limited SWP dry-year supplies. 

Tables 3-2 and 3-3 present historical total SWP deliveries to municipal purveyors and CLWA 
SWP demand projections provided to DWR (CLWA’s wholesale supplier), respectively. 

Table 3-2 
Historical Total SWP Deliveries to Purveyors(1) 

Year Deliveries (af) Year Deliveries (af) 
1980 1,125 1993 13,393 
1981 5,816 1994 14,389 
1982 9,659 1995 16,996 
1983 9,185 1996 18,093 
1984 10,996 1997 22,148 
1985 11,823 1998 20,254 
1986 13,759 1999 27,282 
1987 16,285 2000 32,579 
1988 19,033 2001 35,369 
1989 21,618 2002 41,768 
1990 21,613 2003 44,419 
1991 7,968 2004 47,205 
1992 13,911 

Notes: 

(1) Includes CLWA SCWD, LACWWD 36, NCWD, and VWC. 

Table 3-3 
CLWA Demand Projections Provided to Wholesale Supplier (DWR) (af) 

Wholesaler (Supply Source) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
DWR (SWP) 95,200 95,200 95,200 95,200 95,200 

1 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, CLWA 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. 
2 See footnote page 1-5. 
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In an effort to assess the impacts of these varying conditions on SWP supply reliability, DWR 
issued its “State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report” in May 2003. The report assists SWP 
contractors in assessing the reliability of the SWP component of their overall supplies. DWR is 
in the process of updating this report and, on May 25, 2005, DWR provided updated delivery 
reliability estimates to the SWP contractors in its “Excerpts from the Working Draft of 2005 
State Water Project Delivery Reliability.” In this update, DWR provided a recommended set of 
analyses for SWP contractors to use in preparing their 2005 UWMPs. These updated analyses 
indicate that the SWP, using existing facilities operated under current regulatory and operational 
constraints, and with 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. These 
most recent analyses also project that SWP deliveries during multiple-year dry periods could 
average about 25 to 40 percent of total Table A Amounts and could possibly be as low as 5 
percent during an unusually dry single year. During wetter years, or more than 25 percent of the 
time, 100 percent of full Table A Amounts is projected to be available. 

The SWP supplies projected to be available for delivery to CLWA were determined based on the 
total SWP delivery percentages identified by DWR in its updated analyses. Table 3-4 shows 
SWP supplies projected to be available to CLWA in average/normal years (based on the average 
delivery over the study’s historic hydrologic period from 1922-1994), or long-term average 
basis. Table 3-5 summarizes estimated SWP supply availability in a single dry year (based on a 
repeat of the worst-case historic hydrologic conditions of 1977), and over a multiple dry year 
period (based on a repeat of the worst-case historic four-year drought of 1931-1934). Reliability 
and dry-year planning of water supplies are further described in Chapter 6, Reliability Planning. 

Table 3-4
 
Wholesaler Identified and Quantified Existing and Planned Sources
 

of Water Available to CLWA for Average/Normal Years (1)
 

Wholesaler (Supply Source) 
DWR (SWP) 

Table A Supply (af) 
% of Table A Amount 

2010 

67,600 
71% 

2015 

69,500 
73% 

2020 

71,400 
75% 

2025 

73,300 
77% 

2030 

73,300 
77% 

Notes: 

(1) The percentages of Table A Amount projected to be available are taken from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working 

Draft of 2005 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). Supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's 

Table A Amount of 95,200 af by these percentages. 
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Table 3-5
 
Wholesale Supply Reliability (1)
 

Wholesaler 
Single 

Dry Year (2) 
Multiple Dry 

Years (3) 

DWR (SWP Supply) 
2005 

Table A Supply (af) 3,800 30,500 
% of Table A Amount 4% 32% 

2025/2030 
Table A Supply (af) 4,800 31,400 
% of Table A Amount 5% 33% 

Notes: 
(1) The percentages of Table A Amount projected to be available are taken 

from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Draft of 2005 State 

Water Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). Supplies are 

calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by 

these percentages. 

(2) Based on the worst case historic single dry year of 1977. 

(3) Supplies shown are annual averages over four consecutive dry years, 

based on the worst case historic four-year dry period of 1931-1934. 

As part of its Water Supply Contract with DWR, CLWA has access to a portion of the storage 
capacity of Castaic Lake. This Flexible Storage Account allows CLWA to borrow up to 4,684 af 
of the storage in Castaic Lake. Any of this amount that CLWA borrows must be replaced by 
CLWA within five years of its withdrawal. CLWA manages this storage by keeping the account 
full in normal and wet years and then delivering that stored amount (or a portion of it) during dry 
periods. The account is refilled during the next year that adequate SWP supplies are available to 
CLWA to do so. CLWA has recently negotiated with Ventura County water agencies to obtain 
the use of their Flexible Storage Account on a year-to-year basis. This will allow CLWA access 
to another 1,376 af of storage in Castaic Lake. Based on initial terms for its use, CLWA access to 
this additional storage is anticipated to be available for ten years, beginning in 2006. 

While the primary supply of water available from the SWP is allocated Table A supply, SWP 
supplies in addition to Table A water may periodically be available, including “Article 21” 
water, Turnback Pool water, and DWR dry-year purchases. Article 21 water (which refers to the 
SWP contract provision defining this supply) is water that may be made available by DWR when 
excess flows are available in the Delta (i.e., when Delta outflow requirements have been met, 
SWP storage south of the Delta is full, and conveyance capacity is available beyond that being 
used for SWP operations and delivery of allocated and scheduled Table A supplies). Article 21 
water is made available on an unscheduled and interruptible basis, and is typically available only 
in average to wet years, generally only for a limited time in the late winter. The Turnback Pool 
is a program where contractors with allocated Table A supplies that are in excess of their needs 
in a given year may turn back that excess supply for purchase by other contractors that need 
additional supplies that year. The Turnback Pool can make water available in all types of 
hydrologic years, although there is generally less excess water turned back in dry years. As 
urban contractor demands increase in the future, the amount of water turned back and available 
for purchase will likely diminish. In critical dry years, the DWR has formed Dry Year Water 
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Purchase Programs for contractors needing additional supplies, through which water is purchased 
by DWR from willing sellers in areas that have available supplies, and is then sold by DWR to 
contractors willing to purchase those supplies. Because the availability of these supplies is 
somewhat uncertain, they are not included as supplies in this UWMP. However, CLWA’s 
access to these supplies when they are available may enable it to improve the reliability of its 
SWP supplies beyond the values used throughout this report. 

3.3 GROUNDWATER 

This section presents information about CLWA’s and the purveyor’s groundwater supplies, 
including a summary of the adopted Groundwater Management Plan. 

3.3.1 Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin – East Subbasin 

The sole source of local groundwater for urban water supply in the Valley is the groundwater 
Basin identified in the DWR Bulletin 118, 2003 Update as the Santa Clara River Valley 
Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin (Basin) (Basin No. 4-4.07). The Basin is comprised of two 
aquifer systems, the Alluvium and the Saugus Formation. The Alluvium generally underlies the 
Santa Clara River 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 water 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 3-1 illustrates the mapped extent of the Santa 
Clara River Valley East Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 118 (2003), which approximately coincides 
with the outer extent of the Alluvium and Saugus Formation. The service area for CLWA and the 
purveyors is also shown on Figure 3-1. 

3.3.2 Adopted Groundwater Management Plan 

As part of legislation authorizing CLWA to provide retail water service to individual municipal 
customers, Assembly Bill (AB) 134 (2001) included a requirement that CLWA prepare a 
groundwater management plan in accordance with the provisions of Water Code Section 10753, 
which was originally enacted by AB 3030. The general contents of CLWA’s groundwater 
management plan were outlined in 2002, and a detailed plan was drafted and adopted in 2003 to 
satisfy the requirements of AB 134. The plan both complements and formalizes a number of 
existing water supply and water resource planning and management activities in CLWA’s 
service area, which effectively encompasses the East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley 
Groundwater Basin. 
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CLWA adopted the Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) on December 10, 2003. The 
GWMP contains four management objectives, or goals, for the Basin including (1) development 
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 
groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of operational yield values that use local 
groundwater conjunctively with supplemental SWP supplies and recycled water to avoid 
groundwater overdraft; (3) preservation of groundwater quality, including active characterization 
and resolution of any groundwater contamination problems; and (4) preservation of interrelated 
surface water resources, which includes managing groundwater to not adversely impact surface 
and groundwater discharges or quality to downstream basin(s). 

Prior to preparation and adoption of the GWMP, a local Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
process among CLWA, the purveyors, and United Water Conservation District (UWCD) in 
neighboring Ventura County had produced the beginning of local groundwater management, 
now embodied in the GWMP. In 2001, out of a willingness to seek opportunities to work 
together and develop programs that mutually benefit the region as well as their individual 
communities, those agencies prepared and executed the MOU. The agreement is a collaborative 
and integrated approach to several of the aspects of water resource management included in the 
GWMP. UCWD manages surface water and groundwater resources in seven groundwater basins, 
all located in Ventura County, downstream of the East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley 
(Basin). UWCD is a partner in cooperative management efforts to accomplish the objectives 
(goals) for the Basin, particularly as they relate to preservation of surface water resources that 
flow through the respective basins. As a result of the MOU, the cooperating agencies have 
undertaken the following measures: integrated their database management efforts, developed and 
utilized a numerical groundwater flow model for analysis of groundwater basin yield and 
containment of groundwater contamination, and 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 GWMP 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 

Chapter 3: Water Resources	 Page 3-8 



 

� Continuation of public education and water conservation programs 

� Identification and management of recharge areas and wellhead protection areas 

� Identification of well construction, abandonment, and destruction policies 

� Provisions to update the groundwater management plan 

Work on a number of the GWMP elements had been ongoing for some time prior to the formal 
adoption of the GWMP and continues on an ongoing basis. The results of some of that work are 
reflected in this Plan. 

3.3.2.1 Available Groundwater Supplies 

The groundwater component of overall water supply in the Valley derives from a groundwater 
operating plan developed over the last 20 years to meet water requirements (municipal, 
agricultural, small domestic) while maintaining the Basin in a sustainable condition (i.e., no 
long-term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water). This operating plan also 
addresses groundwater contamination issues in the Basin, all consistent with both the MOU and 
the GWMP described above. The groundwater 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, to collectively assure that the groundwater Basin is 
adequately replenished through various wet/dry cycles. As described in the MOU and 
subsequently formalized in the GWMP, the operating yield concept has been quantified as ranges 
of annual pumping volumes. 

The ongoing work of the MOU has produced two formal reports. The first report, dated April 
2004, documents the construction and calibration of the groundwater flow model for the Santa 
Clarita Valley. The second report, dated August 2005, presents the modeling analysis of the 
purveyors’ groundwater operating plan, described below. The primary conclusion of the 
modeling analysis is that the groundwater operating plan will not cause detrimental short or long 
term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Santa Clarita Valley and is 
therefore, sustainable3. The analysis of sustainability for groundwater and interrelated surface 
water is described in Appendix C. 

The groundwater operating plan, summarized in Table 3-6, is as follows: 

Alluvium – Pumping from the Alluvial Aquifer in a given year is governed by local 
hydrologic conditions in the eastern Santa Clara River watershed. Pumping ranges 
between 30,000 and 40,000 afy during normal 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 Formation – Pumping from the Saugus Formation in a given year is tied directly 
to the availability of other water supplies, particularly from the SWP. During average­
year conditions within the SWP system, Saugus pumping ranges between 7,500 and 
15,000 afy. Planned dry-year pumping from the Saugus Formation ranges between 

3 From “Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Basin, Eastern Subbasin, Los Angeles 
County, California,” prepared by CH2MHill and Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, August 2005. 
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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 high 
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 recover water levels and groundwater storage volumes after the 
higher pumping during dry years. 

Table 3-6 
Groundwater Operating Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley 

Groundwater Production (af) 
Aquifer 

Normal Years Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3 
Alluvium 30,000 to 40,000 30,000 to 35,000 30,000 to 35,000 30,000 to 35,000 
Saugus 7,500 to 15,000 15,000 to 25,000 21,000 to 25,000 21,000 to 35,000 
Total 37,500 to 55,000 45,000 to 60,000 51,000 to 60,000 51,000 to 70,000 

Within the groundwater operating plan, three factors affect the availability of groundwater 
supplies: sufficient source capacity (wells and pumps); sustainability of the groundwater 
resource to meet pumping demand on a renewable basis; and protection of groundwater sources 
(wells) from known contamination, or provisions for treatment in the event of contamination. 
The first two factors are briefly discussed as follows, and more completely addressed in 
Appendix C. Protection of groundwater sources and provisions for treatment in the event of 
contamination are developed further in Chapter 5. 

For reference to the Groundwater Operating Plan, recent historical and projected groundwater 
pumping by the retail water purveyors is summarized in Tables 3-7 and 3-8, respectively. 

Table 3-7 
Historical Groundwater Production by the Retail Water Purveyors(1) 

Basin Name 
2000 2001 2002 2003 

Groundwater Pumped (af) (2) 

2004 
Santa Clara River Valley East Subbasin 

CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division 11,529 9,896 9,513 6,424 7,146 
Alluvium 11,529 9,896 9,513 6,424 7,146 
Saugus Formation 0 0 0 0 0 

LA County Waterworks District 36 0 0 0 0 380 
Alluvium 0 0 0 0 380 
Saugus Formation 0 0 0 0 0 

Newhall County Water District 3,694 4,073 4,376 3,779 5,321 
Alluvium 1,508 1,641 981 1,266 1,582 
Saugus Formation 2,186 2,432 3,395 2,513 3,739 

Valencia Water Company 13,186 11,353 12,568 12,775 11,824 
Alluvium 12,179 10,518 11,603 11,707 9,862 
Saugus Formation 1,007 835 965 1,068 1,962 

Total 28,409 25,322 26,457 22,978 24,671 
Alluvium 25,216 22,055 22,097 19,397 18,970 
Saugus Formation 3,193 3,267 4,360 3,581 5,701 

% of Total Municipal Water Supply 47% 42% 39% 34% 34% 
Notes: 

(1) From 2004 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (May 2005). 

(2) Pumping for municipal and industrial uses only. Does not include pumping for agricultural and miscellaneous uses. 
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Table 3-8 
Projected Groundwater Production (Normal Year) 

Range of Groundwater Pumping (af) (1)(2)(3) 

Basin Name 
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Santa Clara River Valley East Subbasin 
CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division 

Alluvium 6,000-14,000 6,000-14,000 6,000-14,000 6,000-14,000 6,000-14,000 
Saugus Formation 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 

LA County Waterworks District 36 
Alluvium 0 0 0 0 0 
Saugus Formation 500-1,000 500-1,000 500-1,000 500-1,000 500-1,000 

Newhall County Water District 
Alluvium 1,500-3,000 1,500-3,000 1,500-3,000 1,500-3,000 1,500-3,000 
Saugus Formation 3,000-6,000 3,000-6,000 3,000-6,000 3,000-6,000 3,000-6,000 

Valencia Water Company 
Alluvium 12,000-20,000 12,000-20,000 12,000-20,000 12,000-20,000 12,000-20,000 
Saugus Formation 2,500-5,000 2,500-5,000 2,500-5,000 2,500-5,000 2,500-5,000 

Notes: 

(1) The range of groundwater production capability for each purveyor varies based on a number of factors which include each purveyor's 
capacity to produce groundwater, the location of its wells within the Alluvium and Saugus Formation, local hydrology, availability of imported 
water supplies and water demands. 

(2) To ensure sustainability, the purveyors have committed that the annual use of groundwater pumped collectively in any given year will not exceed the purveyors' 
operating plan as described in the Basin Yield Study and reported annually in the SCV Water Report. As noted in the discussion of the purveyors' operating 
plan for groundwater in Table 3-5 of this Plan, the "normal" year quantities of groundwater pumped from the Alluvium and Saugus Formation are 30,000 to 
40,000 afy and 7,500 to 15,000 afy, respectively. 

(3) Groundwater pumping shown for purveyor municipal and industrial uses only. 

The groundwater operating plan recognizes ongoing Alluvial pumping for both municipal and 
agricultural water supply, as well as other small private domestic and related pumping. During 
preparation of this Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley Well Owners’ Association submitted some 
limited information about the nature and magnitude of private well pumping. This included a 
detailed estimate of private well pumping in the San Francisquito Canyon portion of the Basin: a 
total of 85 afy by 73 individual private pumpers, or nearly 1.2 afy per private well pumper. As a 
result of that input, it is now better recognized that total private pumping is likely well within the 
500 afy estimates of small private well pumping in recent annual Water Reports, or about 1 
percent of typical Alluvial Aquifer pumping by the purveyors and other known private well 
owners, e.g. agricultural pumpers, combined. Thus, while the small private wells are not 
explicitly modeled in the Basin yield analysis described herein because their locations and 
operations are not known, their operation creates a pumping stress that is essentially negligible at 
the scale of the regional model. Ultimately, the intent to maintain overall pumping within the 
operating plan, including private pumping, will result in sustainable groundwater conditions to 
support the combination of municipal (purveyor), agricultural, and small private groundwater use 
on an ongoing basis. 

3.3.2.1.1 Alluvium 

Based on a combination of historical operating experience and recent groundwater modeling 
analysis, the Alluvial Aquifer can supply groundwater on a long-term sustainable basis in the 
overall range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy, with a probable reduction in dry years to a range of 30,000 
to 35,000 afy. Both of those ranges include about 15,000 afy of Alluvial pumping for current 
agricultural water uses and an estimated pumping of up to about 500 afy by small private 
pumpers. The dry year reduction is a result of practical constraints in the eastern part of the 
Basin, where lowered groundwater levels in dry periods have the effect of reducing pumping 
capacities in that shallower portion of the aquifer. 
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Adequacy of Supply 

For municipal water supply, with existing wells and pumps, the three retail water purveyors with 
Alluvial wells (NCWD, SCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active 
wells (not contaminated by perchlorate) of 33,520 gpm, which translates into a current full-time 
Alluvial source capacity of nearly 54,000 afy. Alluvial pumping capacity from all the active 
municipal supply wells is summarized in Table 3-9. The locations of the various municipal 
Alluvial wells throughout the Basin are illustrated on Figure 3-2. These capacities do not include 
the two Alluvial Aquifer wells that have been temporarily inactivated due to perchlorate 
contamination: VWC Well Q2 and the SCWD Stadium Well, which represent another 2,000 gpm 
of pumping capacity, or full-time source capacity of about 3,200 afy. VWC is currently pursuing 
permitting and installation of wellhead treatment, as described in the “Impact and Response to 
Perchlorate Contamination, Valencia Water Company Well Q2” Report, dated April 2005. Well 
Q2 is being returned to active water supply service, with treatment, in October 2005; the 
reactivation of that well will increase the total pumping capacity reflected in Table 3-9 by 1,200 
gpm. 

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Alluvial groundwater source capacity 
of municipal wells is nearly 54,000 afy. This is more than sufficient to meet the municipal, or 
urban, component of groundwater supply from the Alluvium, which is currently 20,000 to 
25,000 afy of the total planned Alluvial pumping of 30,000 to 40,000 afy (the balance of Alluvial 
pumping in the operating plan is for agricultural and other, including small private, pumping). 

Sustainability 

Until recently, the long-term renewability of Alluvial groundwater was empirically determined 
from approximately 60 years of recorded experience. Generally, it consists of long-term stability 
in groundwater levels and storage, with some dry period fluctuations in the eastern part of the 
Basin, over a historical range of total Alluvial pumpage from as low as about 20,000 afy to as 
high as about 43,000 afy. Those empirical observations have now been complemented by the 
development and application of a numerical groundwater flow model, which has been used to 
predict aquifer response to the planned operating ranges of pumping. The numerical 
groundwater flow model has also 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 wells in the Basin. The 
latter use of the model is described in Chapter 5, which addresses the Saugus Formation and the 
overall approach to the perchlorate contamination issue. 
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 Table 3-9
 
Active Municipal Groundwater Source Capacity—Alluvial Aquifer Wells
 

Pump Max Annual Normal Year Dry-Year 
Wells Capacity Capacity Production 1 Production 

(gpm) (af) (af) (af) 
Newhall CWD 

Castaic 1 600 960 385 345 
Castaic 2 425 680 166 125 
Castaic 4 270 430 100 45 
Pinetree 1 300 480 164 N/A 
Pinetree 3 550 880 545 525 
Pinetree 4 500 800 300 N/A 
NCWD Subtotal 2,645 4,230 1,660 1,040 

Santa Clarita WD 
Clark 600 960 782 700 
Guida 1,000 1,610 1,320 1,230 
Honby 950 1,530 696 870 
Lost Canyon 2 850 1,370 741 640 
Lost Canyon 2A 825 1,330 1,034 590 
Mitchell 5B 700 1,120 557 N/A 
N. Oaks Central 1,000 1,610 822 1,640 
N. Oaks East 950 1,530 1,234 485 
N. Oaks West 1,400 2,250 898 N/A 
Sand Canyon 750 1,200 930 195 
Sierra 1,500 2,410 846 N/A 
SCWD Subtotal 10,525 16,920 9,860 6,350 

Valencia WC 
Well D 1,050 1,690 690 690 
Well N 1,250 2,010 620 620 
Well N7 2,500 4,030 1,160 1,160 
Well N8 2,500 4,030 1,160 1,160 
Well S6 2,000 3,220 865 865 
Well S7 2,000 3,220 865 865 
Well S8 2,000 3,220 865 865 
Well T2 800 1,290 460 460 
Well T4 700 1,120 460 460 
Well U4 1,000 1,610 935 935 
Well U6 1,250 2,010 825 825 
Well W9 800 1,290 600 600 
Well W10 1,500 2,410 865 865 
Well W11 1,000 1,610 350 350 
VWC Subtotal 20,350 32,760 10,720 10,720 

Total Purveyors 33,520 53,910 2 22,240 2 18,110 2 

Notes: 
(1) Based on recent annual pumping. 
(2) Currently active wells only; capacity will slightly increase by restoration of contaminated wells. 

To examine the yield of the Alluvium or, in other words, the sustainability of the Alluvium on 
a renewable basis, the groundwater flow model was 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 
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afy range under average/normal and wet conditions, and in the 30,000 to 35,000 afy range 
under locally dry conditions. To examine the response of the entire aquifer system, the model 
also incorporated pumping from the Saugus Formation in accordance with the normal (7,500­
15,000 afy) and dry year (15,000-35,000 afy) operating plan for that aquifer. The model was 
run over a 78-year hydrologic period, which was selected from actual historical hydrology 
(i.e., precipitation) to examine a number of hydrologic conditions expected to affect both 
groundwater pumping and groundwater recharge. The selected 78-year simulation period was 
assembled from an assumed recurrence of 1980 to 2003 conditions, followed by an assumed 
recurrence of 1950 to 2003 conditions. The 78-year period was analyzed to define both local 
hydrologic conditions (normal and dry), which affect the rate of pumping from the Alluvium, 
and hydrologic conditions that affect SWP operations, which 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 wells, for normal and dry years respectively, 
as shown in Table 3-9. 

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: (1) 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 with 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 groundwater 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. 

3.3.2.1.2 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 limited 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, followed by recharge (replenishment) of that storage during a 
subsequent normal-to-wet period when pumping would be reduced. 

Adequacy of Supply 

For municipal water supply, with existing wells, the three retail water purveyors with Saugus 
wells (NCWD, SCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active wells (not 
contaminated by perchlorate) of 14,900 gpm, which translates into a full-time Saugus source 
capacity of 24,000 afy. Saugus pumping capacity from all the active municipal supply wells is 
summarized in Table 3-10; the locations of the various active municipal Saugus wells are 
illustrated on Figure 3-3. These capacities do not include the four Saugus wells contaminated by 
perchlorate, although they indirectly reflect the capacity of one of the contaminated wells, 
VWC’s Well 157, which has been sealed and abandoned, and replaced by VWC’s Well 206 in a 
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non-impacted part of the Basin. The four contaminated wells, one owned by NCWD and two 
owned by SCWD, in addition to the VWC well, represent a total of 7,900 gpm of pumping 
capacity (or full-time source capacity of about 12,700 afy) inactivated due to perchlorate 
contamination. 

Table 3-10
 
Active Municipal Groundwater Source Capacity—Saugus Formation Wells
 

Pump Max Annual Normal Year Dry-Year 
Wells Capacity Capacity Production 1 Production 

(gpm) (af) (af) (af) 
Newhall CWD 

12 2,300 3,700 1,315 2,044 
13 2,500 4,030 1,315 2,044 
NCWD Subtotal 4,800 7,730 2,630 4,088 

Valencia WC 
159 500 800 50 50 
160 2,000 3,220 1,000 1,330 
201 2,400 3,870 100 3,577 
205 2,700 4,350 1,000 3,827 
206 2,500 4,030 1,175 3,500 
VWC Subtotal 10,100 16,270 3,325 12,284 

Total Purveyors 14,900 24,000 2 5,955 2 16,372 2 

Notes: 
(1) Based on recent annual pumping. 
(2) Currently active wells only; additional capacity to meet dry-year operating plan would be met by restoration of 
contaminated wells and new well construction. 

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Saugus groundwater source capacity 
of municipal wells of 24,000 afy, is more than sufficient to meet the planned use of Saugus 
groundwater in normal years of 7,500 to 15,000 afy. During the currently scheduled two-year 
time frame for restoration of impacted Saugus capacity (as discussed further in Chapter 5.0), this 
currently active capacity is more than sufficient to meet water 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 two 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. 
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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 Alluvium 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 Chapter 5, Water 
Quality, of this Plan. 

To examine the yield of the Saugus Formation or, in other words, its sustainability on a 
renewable 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 historically occurred. The pumping 
simulated in the model was in accordance with the operating plan for the Basin. For the Saugus, 
simulated pumpage included the planned restoration of recent historic pumping from the 
perchlorate-impacted wells. In addition to assessing the overall recharge of the Saugus, that 
pumping was analyzed to assess the effectiveness of controlling the migration of perchlorate by 
extracting and treating contaminated water close 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 declines 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 show 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 groundwater Basin. 

3.3.3 Potential Supply Inconsistency 

A small group of wells that have been impacted by perchlorate represent a temporary loss of well 
capacity within CLWA’s service area. Six contaminated wells, with a combined capacity of 
10,000 afy, were previously removed from active water supply service upon the detection of 
perchlorate. However, CLWA and the purveyors have developed an implementation plan that 
would restore this well capacity. The implementation plans includes a combination of treatment 
facilities and replacement wells. Treatment facilities for several of the impacted wells will be 
operational in 2006 and the production restoration (replacement) wells will be operational by 
2010. Additional information on the treatment technology and schedule for restoration of the 
impacted wells is provided in Chapter 5. Additional information concerning water quality issues 
and replacement capacity is also provided in Chapter 5. 
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3.4	 TRANSFERS, EXCHANGES, AND GROUNDWATER BANKING 
PROGRAMS 

Additional water supplies can be purchased from other water agencies and sources, and CLWA 
is currently exploring opportunities. An important element to enhancing the long-term reliability 
of the total mix of supplies currently available to meet the needs of the Santa Clarita Valley is the 
use of transfers, exchanges, and groundwater banking programs, such as those described below. 

3.4.1	 Transfers and Exchanges 

An opportunity available to CLWA to increase water supplies is to participate in voluntary water 
transfer programs. Since the drought of 1987-1992, the concept of water transfer has evolved 
into a viable supplemental source to improve supply reliability. The initial concept for water 
transfers was codified into law in 1986 when the California Legislature adopted the “Katz” Law 
(California Water Code, Sections 1810-1814) and the Costa-Isenberg Water Transfer Law of 
1986 (California Water Code, Sections 470, 475, 480-483). These laws help define parameters 
for water transfers and set up a variety of approaches through which water or water rights can be 
transferred among individuals or agencies. 

Up to 27 million af of water are delivered for agricultural use every year. Over half of this water 
use is in the Central Valley, and much of it is delivered by, or adjacent to, SWP and Central 
Valley Project (CVP) conveyance facilities. This proximity to existing water conveyance 
facilities could allow for the voluntary transfer of water to many urban areas, including CLWA, 
via the SWP. Such water transfers can involve water sales, conjunctive use and groundwater 
substitution, and water sharing and usually occur as a form of spot, option, or core transfers 
agreement. The costs of a water transfer would vary depending on the type, term, and location of 
the transfer. The most likely voluntary water transfer programs would probably involve the 
Sacramento or southern San Joaquin Valley areas. 

One of the most important aspects of any resource planning process is flexibility. A flexible 
strategy minimizes unnecessary or redundant investments (or stranded costs). The voluntary 
purchase of water between willing sellers and buyers can be an effective means of achieving 
flexibility. However, not all water transfers have the same effectiveness in meeting resource 
needs. Through the resource planning process and ultimate implementation, several different 
types of water transfers could be undertaken: 

3.4.1.1 Core Transfers 

Agreements to purchase a defined quantity of water every year. These transfers have the benefit 
of more certainty in costs and supply, but in some years can be surplus to imported water 
(available in most years) that is already paid for. 

3.4.1.2 Spot Market Transfers 

Water that is purchased only during the time of need (usually a drought). Payments for these 
transfers occur only when water is actually requested and delivered, but there is usually greater 
uncertainty in terms of costs and availability of supply. An example of such a transfer was the 
Governor’s Drought Water Banks of 1991 and 1992. An additional risk of spot market transfers 
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is that the purchases may be subject to institutional limits or restricted access (e.g., requiring the 
purchasing agency to institute rationing before it is eligible to participate in the program). 

3.4.1.3 Option Contracts 

Agreements that specify the amount of water needed and the frequency or probability that the 
supply will be called upon (an option). Typically, a relatively low up-front option payment is 
required and, if the option is actually called upon, a subsequent payment would be made for the 
amount called. These transfers have the best characteristics of both core and spot transfers. With 
option contracts, the potential for redundant supply is minimized, as are the risks associated with 
cost and supply availability. 

3.4.1.4 Future Market Transfers 

The most viable types of water transfers are core and option transfers and, as such, represent 
CLWA’s long-term strategy. The costs for these types of transfers have been estimated to be 
about $60 to $110 per af (equivalent to $1,100 to $2,000 per af for Table A Amount) for core 
transfers and $250 per af for option transfers. Although the option transfer costs might seem 
high, the equivalent average annual cost is much less - about $65 to $112 per af. Average annual 
option transfer costs are much lower due to the variable likelihood that the transfers will be 
needed. Currently, CLWA is proceeding with environmental compliance to acquire a core 
transfer of an additional 11,000 afy of surface water from the Buena Vista Water Storage District 
and Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District, both located in Kern County. 

3.4.2 Groundwater Banking Programs 

With recent developments in conjunctive use and groundwater banking, significant opportunities 
exist to improve water supply reliability for CLWA. Conjunctive use is the coordinated operation 
of multiple water supplies to achieve improved supply reliability. Most conjunctive use concepts 
are based on storing groundwater supplies in times of surplus for use during dry periods and 
drought when surface water supplies would likely be reduced. 

Groundwater banking programs involve storing available SWP surface water supplies during wet 
years in groundwater basins in, for example, the San Joaquin Valley. Water would be stored 
either directly by surface spreading or injection, or indirectly by supplying surface water to 
farmers for their use in lieu of their intended groundwater pumping. During water shortages, the 
stored water could be pumped out and conveyed through the California Aqueduct to CLWA as 
the banking partner, or used by the farmers in exchange for their surface water allocations, which 
would be delivered to CLWA as the banking partner through the California Aqueduct. Several 
conjunctive use and groundwater banking opportunities are available to CLWA. 

In 2003, CLWA produced a Draft Water Supply Reliability Plan. The plan outlines primary 
elements that CLWA should include in its water supply mix to obtain maximum overall supply 
reliability enhancement. These elements include both conjunctive use and groundwater banking 
programs, as well as water acquisitions. The Plan also contains a recommended implementation 
plan and schedule. 

The plan recommends that CLWA obtain total banking storage capacity of 50,000 af, with 
pumpback capacity of 20,000 af per year, by 2005. For the long-term, CLWA should obtain a 
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total of 183,000 af of storage capacity, with total pumpback capacity of 70,000 af per year by 
2050. Table 3-11, taken from the 2003 Draft Water Supply Reliability Report, presents an 
implementation schedule recommended for both storage and pumpback capacity beginning in 
2005 and incrementally increasing through 2050. 

Table 3-11 
Recommended Schedule for Water Banking Capacity(1) 

Year Total Pumpback 
(afy) 

Total Storage 
(afy) 

2005 20,000 50,000 
2010 20,000 50,000 
2020 40,000 100,000 
2030 60,000 150,000 
2040 70,000 183,000 
2050 70,000 183,000 

Notes: 
(1) Reference “Draft Report – CLWA Water Supply Reliability Plan”, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2003. 

3.4.2.1 Semitropic Water Banking 

Semitropic Water Storage District (Semitropic) provides SWP water to farmers for irrigation. 
Semitropic is located in the San Joaquin Valley in the northern part of Kern County immediately 
east of the California Aqueduct. Using the groundwater storage capacity available to Semitropic 
(approximately one million af), Semitropic has developed a groundwater banking program. 
Semitropic operates the program by taking available SWP supplies in wet years and returning the 
water in dry years. As part of this dry-year return, Semitropic can leave its SWP water in the 
Aqueduct for delivery to a banking partner and increase its groundwater production for its 
farmers. Semitropic constructed facilities so that groundwater can be pumped into a Semitropic 
canal and, through reverse pumping plants, be delivered to the California Aqueduct. Semitropic 
currently has six banking partners: the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Santa 
Clara Valley Water District, Alameda County Water District, Alameda County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District Zone 7, Vidler Water Company, and The Newhall Land and 
Farming Company. The total amount of storage under contract is approximately 1 million af. 

In 2002, CLWA stored an available portion of its Table A Amount (24,000 af) in an account in 
Semitropic’s program.4 In 2004, 32,522 af of available 2003 Table A Amount water was stored 
in a second Semitropic account.5 In accordance with 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 
2013 to meet CLWA water demands when needed. Each account has a term of ten years for the 
water to be withdrawn and delivered to CLWA.6 Current operational planning includes use of the 
water stored in Semitropic for dry-year supply. Accordingly, it is reflected in the available 

4 CLWA’s approval of this project and of its negative declaration was challenged under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”) in the Ventura County Superior Court (i.e., California Water Network v. Castaic Lake Water Agency [Ventura 
County Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327]). Finding that CLWA’s approval of this project and of its negative declaration did 
not violate CEQA, the trial entered judgment in favor of CLWA. Petitioners have, however, filed an appeal with the California 
Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District, Division 6 Court of Appeal Case No. B177978). 
5 No legal challenge was made to CLWA’s approval of this project or to the negative declaration for this project. 
6 Thereafter, the remaining amount of project water is forfeited from the account. 
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supplies delineated in this section, and it is also reflected in contributing to short-term (prior to 
2013) reliability in Chapter 6. 

3.4.2.2 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking 

Also located in Kern County, immediately adjacent to the Kern Water Bank, Rosedale-Rio 
Bravo Water Storage District has completed environmental documentation for a Water Banking 
and Exchange Program. The initial offering from the program is storage and pumpback capacity 
of 20,000 afy, with up to 100,000 af of storage capacity. This banking program would meet the 
total pumpback and exceed the total storage capacity recommended in the implementation 
schedule provided in the 2003 Draft Water Supply Reliability Report. This program is available 
for subscription and, in 2004, CLWA signed an MOU with Rosedale-Rio Bravo to begin 
preliminary non-binding negotiations on the possible terms for participation in the program. 
Such terms would define a project that would then be subject to subsequent environmental 
analysis. In April 2005, CLWA and Rosedale-Rio Bravo executed a deposit agreement for the 
exclusive right to negotiate, and CLWA issued a draft of an Environmental Impact Report for 
public review in August 2005. This project is a water management program to improve the 
reliability of CLWA’s existing dry-year supplies; it is not and should not be considered an 
annual supply that could support growth. CLWA anticipates that upon completion of CEQA 
documentation this program will be operational by 2006. 

3.4.2.3 Other Opportunities 

The Draft Water Supply Reliability Plan recommends water banking storage and pumpback 
capacity both north and south of CLWA’s service area, the latter of which would provide an 
emergency supply in case of catastrophic outage along the California Aqueduct. With short-term 
storage now existing in the Semitropic program and negotiations underway with Rosedale-Rio 
Bravo, CLWA is assessing southern water banking opportunities. These include potential 
programs with the Chino Basin Watermaster (with whom CLWA signed an MOU in 2003), 
Calleguas Municipal Water District, and San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency. 

Groundwater banking and conjunctive-use programs enhance the reliability of both the existing 
and future supplies. Table 3-12 summarizes CLWA’s future reliability enhancement programs. 

Table 3-12
 
Future Reliability Enhancement Programs
 

Proposed Quantities (af) Year 
Project Name Average/ Single Multiple 

Available 
Normal Year Dry Year Dry Years (1) 

Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Banking Program 2006 0 20,000 20,000 
Additional Planned Banking Programs 2014 0 20,000 20,000 
Notes: 

(1) Supplies shown are maximum withdrawal capacity for each of four consecutive dry years. 
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3.5 PLANNED WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

The 2003 Draft Water Supply Reliability Plan also discusses the potential for acquiring 
additional water supplies to meet future demands (the plan refers to these as “water transfer 
opportunities”). Table 3-13 summarizes CLWA’s transfer and exchange opportunities. 

Table 3-13
 
Transfer and Exchange Opportunities
 

Transfer/ Year Short/Long Proposed 
Source Transfer Agency 

Exchange Available Term Quantity (afy) 

Buena Vista-Rosedale (1) Transfer 2006 Long Term 11,000
 
Notes:
 

(1) CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the potential demands of future annexations to 

the CLWA service area. This acquisition is consistent with CLWA’s annexation policy under which it will not approve 

potential annexations unless additional water supplies are acquired. Currently proposed annexations have a demand 

for about 4,000 afy of this supply which, if approved, would leave the remaining 7,000 afy available for potential 

future annexations. Unless and until any such annexations are actually approved, this supply will be available to 

meet demands within the existing CLWA service area. 

Buena Vista Water Storage District/Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water 
Storage and Recovery Program: These two districts, both located in Kern County, have joined 
together to develop a program that provides both a firm water supply and a water banking 
component. Both districts are member agencies of the Kern County Water Agency (KCWA), an 
SWP contractor, and both districts have contracts with KCWA for SWP Table A Amounts. 
Environmental documentation has been completed for this program, which envisions a single 
partner purchasing a firm annual water supply, which can then be banked in years when it is not 
needed for withdrawal and delivery in later years. The supply is based on existing long-standing 
Kern River water rights, which would be delivered by exchange of SWP Table A Amount. In 
2004, CLWA signed an MOU with both districts to begin preliminary non-binding negotiations 
on the possible terms for participation in the program. Such terms would define a project subject 
to subsequent environmental analysis. The initial offering from the program is up to 11,000 afy 
of firm supply. In December 2004, CLWA, Buena Vista, and Rosedale-Rio Bravo executed a 
deposit agreement for the exclusive right to negotiate, and CLWA started preparing an EIR. 
CLWA anticipates that upon completion of CEQA documentation this program will be 
operational during 2006. 

3.6 DEVELOPMENT OF DESALINATION 

The following section describes CLWA’s opportunities for development of desalinated water. 
Opportunities for desalination of brackish water, groundwater, and seawater are discussed. 

3.6.1 Opportunities for Brackish Water and/or Groundwater Desalination 

As discussed in Chapter 5.0, Water Quality, there are two sources of groundwater in the Valley: 
water drawn from the Alluvial Aquifer and from the Saugus formation. Neither of these supplies 
can be considered brackish in nature and desalination is not required. 
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However, CLWA and the retail water purveyors could team up with other SWP contractors and 
provide financial assistance in construction of other regional groundwater desalination facilities 
in exchange for SWP supplies. The desalinated water would be supplied to users in communities 
near the desalination plant and a similar amount of SWP supplies would be exchanged and 
allocated to CLWA from the SWP contractor. A list summarizing the groundwater desalination 
plans of other SWP contractors is not available; however, CLWA would begin this planning 
effort should the need arise. 

In addition, should an opportunity emerge with a local agency other than an SWP contractor, an 
exchange of SWP deliveries would most likely involve a third party, such as the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California. (Metropolitan). Most local groundwater desalination 
facilities would be projects implemented by retailers of SWP contractors and, if an exchange 
program was implemented, would involve coordination and wheeling of water through the 
contractor’s facilities to CLWA. 

3.6.2 Opportunities for Seawater Desalination 

Because the Valley is not in a coastal area, it is not practical nor economically feasible for 
CLWA and its purveyors to implement a seawater desalination program. However, similar to the 
brackish water and groundwater desalination opportunities described above, CLWA and the 
purveyors could provide financial assistance to other SWP contractors in the construction of their 
seawater desalination facilities in exchange for SWP supplies. 

CLWA and the purveyors have been following the existing and proposed seawater desalination 
projects along California’s Coast. In March 2004, the California Coastal Commission released 
the “Seawater Desalination and the California Coastal Act.” This Act provides a summary and 
status of the existing and proposed seawater desalination plants along California’s coast. Tables 
3-14 and 3-15 provide a summary of several of California’s existing and proposed 
municipal/domestic seawater desalination facilities, respectively. 

As shown on the tables, most of the existing and proposed seawater desalination facilities 
are/would be operated by agencies that are not SWP contractors. However, in these cases as 
described above, an exchange for SWP deliveries would most likely involve a third party (SWP 
contractor), the local water agency (retailer) and CLWA. 

Table 3-14 
Existing Seawater Desalination Facilities Along the California Coast(1) 

Maximum Capacity Operator/Location Status (gpd/afy[2]) 

City of Morro Bay 830,000/930 Intermittent Use 

City of Santa Barbara N/A Inactive 

Marina Coast Water District 300,000/335 Active 
Notes: 
(1) Reference “Seawater Desalination and the California Coastal Act,” California Coastal Commission, March 2004. 
(2) gpd = gallons per day; afy = acre-feet per year 
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Although not listed in Table 3-15, the Bay Area Regional Desalination Partnership, made up of 
four agencies collaborating on a Regional Desalination Project in the San Francisco Bay Area, is 
working to develop desalination as a water supply for the region. This partnership, comprised of 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Santa Clara Valley Water District, East Bay 
Municipal Utilities District, and Contra Costa Water District, are in the process of planning 
regional seawater/brackish water desalination facilities. This regional desalination project is an 
example of the type of project that CLWA could participate in on an exchange basis. 

Table 3-15 
Proposed Seawater Desalination Facilities Along the California Coast(1) 

Maximum Capacity Operator/Location Status (gpd/afy[2]) 
Cambria Community Services District 500,000/560 Planning 
City of Santa Cruz 2,500,000/2,800 Planning 
Marina Coast Water District/Fort Ord 2,680,000/3,000 Planning 
Long Beach 10,000,000/11,000 Planning 
Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power 10,000,000/11,000 Planning 
Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. District/Sand City 7,500,000/8,400 Planning 
Cal-Am/Moss Landing Power Plant 9,000,000/10,000 Planning 
Municipal Water District of Orange County/Dana 27,000,000/30,000 Planning 
Point 
Poseidon Resources/Huntington Beach 50,000,000/55,000 Draft EIR 

Complete 
San Diego County Water Authority/San Onofre TBD Planning 
San Diego County Water Authority/South County 50,000,000/55,000 Planning 
San Diego County Water 50,000,000/55,000 Planning 
authority/Poseidon/Carlsbad 
West Basin Municipal Water District 20,000,000/22,000 Planning 
Notes: 
(1) Reference “Seawater Desalination and the California Coastal Act,” California Coastal Commission, March 2004. 
(2) gpd = gallons per day; afy = acre-feet per year 
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Chapter 4.0
 
RECYCLED WATER
 

4.1 OVERVIEW 

This section of the Plan describes the existing and future recycled water opportunities available 
to the CLWA service area. The description includes estimates of potential supply and demand 
for 2005 to 2030 in five year increments, as well as the CLWA’s proposed incentives and 
optimization plan. 

4.2 RECYCLED WATER MASTER PLAN 

The four retail water purveyors provide water to municipal and industrial (M&I) customers. In 
normal years, approximately 50 percent of the M&I demand within CLWA’s service area is met 
with imported water. However, the reliability of the imported SWP supply is variable (due to its 
dependence on current year hydrology in northern California and prior year storage in SWP 
reservoirs). When sufficient imported water is not available, the balance is met with local 
groundwater provided by the purveyors. 

It is anticipated that water demands will continue to increase. Accordingly, additional reliable 
sources of water are necessary to meet projected water demands. CLWA recognizes that recycled 
water is an important and reliable source of additional water. Recycled water would enhance 
reliability in that it would provide an additional source of supply and allow for more effective 
utilization of CLWA’s water supplies. A Draft Reclaimed Water System Master Plan for the 
CLWA service area was completed in 1993 and a Draft Recycled Water Master Plan update was 
completed in 2002. Table 4-1 provides a list of the agencies that participated in the Recycled 
Water Master Plan update. 

Table 4-1
 
Participating Agencies
 

Participating Agencies Role in Plan Development 

Castaic Lake Water Agency Wholesale water provider 
Newhall County Water District Retail water purveyor 
Santa Clarita Water Division Retail water purveyor 
Valencia Water Company Retail water purveyor 
Los Angeles County Waterworks District 36 Retail water purveyor 
Los Angeles County Sanitation District 26 Recycled water supplier 
Los Angeles County Sanitation District 32 Recycled water supplier 
Berry Petroleum Potential recycled water supplier 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD) own and operate two water 
reclamation plants, Saugus WRP and Valencia WRP, within the CLWA service area. The water 
is treated to tertiary levels and discharged to the Santa Clara River. The Newhall Ranch 
development is also planning to construct a water recycling facility, and non-potable water from 
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this source may be incorporated into the CLWA’s recycled water system. Additionally, Berry 
Petroleum has expressed interest in treating oilfield produced water from the Placerita Oilfield 
for sale to CLWA for non-potable uses. Oilfield produced water is a by-product of petroleum 
extraction, however, and would only be available on a short-term basis. By utilizing the effluent 
from the WRPs and oilfield produced water for irrigation and other non-potable purposes, 
CLWA can more efficiently allocate its potable water and increase the overall reliability of water 
supplies in the Valley. 

4.3 POTENTIAL SOURCES OF RECYCLED WASTEWATER 

LACSD provides wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal services to residents of two 
sanitation districts in the Valley: District Nos. 26 and 32, which serve the eastern and western 
portions of the Valley, respectively. The majority of the two districts’ service areas lies within 
the City of Santa Clarita. 

4.3.1 Existing and Planned Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

4.3.1.1 Existing Facilities 

LACSD’s Saugus and Valencia WRPs operated independently until 1980, at which time the two 
plants were linked by a bypass interceptor. The interceptor was installed to transfer a portion of 
flows received at the Saugus WRP to the Valencia WRP. In order to improve operating 
efficiencies and because a shortage of space at the Saugus WRP limits future expansion of 
wastewater facilities in District No. 26, a joint powers agreement was enacted in 1984, creating 
the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System. Through use of wastewater and sludge 
connecting lines, future expansions of treatment works, including sludge handling and disposal 
operations, will be provided at the larger Valencia WRP. 

The primary sources of wastewater to the Saugus and Valencia WRPs are domestic. Both plants 
are tertiary treatment facilities and produce high quality effluent. Historically, the effluent from 
the two WRPs has been discharged to the Santa Clara River. The Saugus WRP effluent outfall is 
located approximately 400 feet downstream (west) of Bouquet Canyon Road. Effluent from the 
Valencia WRP is discharged to the Santa Clara River at a point approximately 2,000 feet 
downstream (west) of The Old Road Bridge. 

Together, the Valencia and Saugus WRPs have a design capacity of 28.1 mgd. In fiscal year 
2002-2003 (FY 02/03), they produced an average of 18.33 mgd, none of which was used for 
recycled water purposes. 

Located within District No. 26, the Saugus WRP, completed in 1962, is southeast of the 
intersection of Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road. Two subsequent expansions 
and flow equalization facilities brought its current design capacity to 6.5 mgd. The treatment 
process was brought up to a tertiary level with the addition of dual-media pressure filters in 
1987. However, no future expansions are possible due to space limitations at the site. In FY 
02/03, the Saugus WRP produced an average effluent flow of 5.28 mgd (5,914 afy). Use of 
recycled water from this facility is permitted under Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) Order No. 87-49; however, LACSD staff has expressed concern about diverting these 
discharges due to potential impacts to downstream habitat. Until more detailed habitat 
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investigations are conducted, it is assumed that only recycled water from the Valencia WRP will 
be used. 

The Valencia WRP is located within District No. 32 and is on The Old Road near Magic 
Mountain Amusement Park. The Valencia WRP was completed in 1967. The existing capacity 
is 21.6 mgd following three subsequent expansions: construction of a 4.4 million gallon flow 
equalization tank in February 1995, the Stage 4 expansion completed in June 1996, and the Joint 
Sewerage System Phase I expansion of 9 mgd in 2002. In FY 02/03, the Valencia WRP 
produced an average effluent flow of 13.05 mgd (14,628 afy). Use of recycled water from the 
Valencia WRP is permitted under RWQCB Order No. 87-48. On July 24, 1996, CLWA 
executed an agreement with LACSD to purchase up to 1,700 afy of recycled water from the 
Valencia WRP. In 2002, CLWA constructed the facilities to utilize this supply and initiated 
deliveries in 2003 to the Westridge Golf Course . 

Recycled water from Valencia WRP has been used in the past by the City of Santa Clarita for 
landscape irrigation and by Pacific Pipeline and Oberg Construction for construction 
applications, delivered via tanker truck. In April 2000, a contract was signed with TransCoast 
Financial for use of up to 20,000 gpd for dust control at a nearby composting facility. When 
recycled water is requested, it is transported via tanker truck. 

4.3.2 Planned Improvements and Expansions 

To accommodate anticipated growth in the Valley and to ensure compliance with discharge 
requirements from the RWQCB, LACSD has begun an expansion of the Valencia WRP as part 
of the 2015 Joint Sewerage System Facilities Plan. The ultimate capacity of the WRP is planned 
to be 27.6 mgd. The Phase I expansion (9 mgd increase) was completed in 2002. Phase 2 is 
expected to be completed in 2010 and involves an additional 6 mgd increase. No expansion is 
planned at the Saugus WRP. Thus, the ultimate total capacity for both WRPs is 34.1 mgd 
(38,200 afy). Table 4-2 provides the projected wastewater flow for the combined Valencia and 
Saugus WRP planning area. 

Table 4-2 
Wastewater Collection and Capacity 

Capacity (af) 
Type of Wastewater 

2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Wastewater Collected and 
Treated in Service Area 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 

Quantity that meets recycled 
water standard 20,542 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 

Note: 

(1) Information collected from LACSD and Draft 2002 Recycled Water Master Plan. 

4.3.3 Water Rights 

The ability of CLWA to use recycled water is constrained by its rights to use the water available. 
While there are few regulatory limitations on the use of oilfield produced water, the use of 
wastewater effluent is limited by various state water laws, codes, and court decisions. These 
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regulatory limitations are described in greater detail in the 2002 Draft Recycled Water Master 
Plan. 

CLWA has been approved to use 1,700 afy, but the ultimate recycled water use is governed by 
the availability of native versus foreign water as shown in Table 4-3. According to the Water 
Code section 1211, downstream water rights holders are protected if the source of return flow is 
“native water.” Native water is water that under natural conditions would contribute to a given 
stream or other body of water (i.e., surface water or percolating groundwater). Thus if the source 
of water is “foreign” (e.g., imported or SWP water), downstream water rights holders are not 
protected under the code. Thus groundwater extracted from and used in the Valley and then 
discharged to the Santa Clara River as wastewater effluent may be considered a “native water” to 
the river; whereas, SWP water imported into and used in the Valley and then discharged to the 
Santa Clara River as wastewater effluent may be considered a “foreign water.” Furthermore, 
while existing discharges may have a permanent public use (i.e. habitat), only the “foreign 
water” percentage within the effluent flows can be diverted for recycling purposes. 

In 2005, the Valley’s potable water supply is projected to consist of approximately 36 percent 
native water (groundwater) and 64 percent foreign water (imported water). Projected potable 
water demand for the year 2030 is approximately 112,500 af, 65 percent derived from foreign 
water and 35 percent derived from native sources. The projected recycled water component 
would consist of approximately 65 percent (72,800 af foreign / 112,500 total) of projected 
wastewater generation. Therefore, CLWA’s future recycled water system is limited to the 
foreign water portion of wastewater. This volume is determined by multiplying the percentage 
of foreign water by the wastewater flow. As shown in Table 4-3, the future foreign water portion 
of wastewater is 24,830 afy (65 percent times 38,200 afy). It is important to note that these 
percentages are of potable water demand (i.e. they do not include the use of recycled water in the 
calculation) and as such are not percentages of total water demand. Although the foreign water 
percentage of potable water demand only increases by one percent in 2030, actual use of foreign 
water increases by approximately 63 percent. 

Table 4-3
 
Use of Native Water vs. Foreign Water
 

Foreign Potable Foreign Native Foreign Recycled Water Water Wastewater Water Water Water Water Percentage Demand Flow Portion of Demand Demand Demand of Potable Total (afy) Wastewater 
(afy) (afy)(1) (afy) Water (afy) (afy) Demand 

Projected 
(2005) 
Future 
(2030) 

25,500 

39,700 

46,100 

72,800 

800 

17,391 

71,600 

112,500 

31,500 

38,200 

64% 

65% 

20,100 

24,830 

Note: 

(1) Foreign water includes SWP water, water transfers, and desalination. 
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In order to maintain native water rights, and assuming the ultimate capacities and recycled water 
demand (as discussed in Section 4.3), the existing and planned methods of wastewater effluent 
discharge and use are as summarized in Table 4-4. 

Table 4-4
 
Disposal of Wastewater (non-recycled)
 

Method of Treatment Wastewater Discharge and Use (af) 
Disposal Level 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Discharge to 
Santa Clara River 

Disinfected, 
tertiary 

30,700 36,600 34,900 30,200 25,500 20,800 

Recycled Water 
Users 

Disinfected 
Tertiary 

800 1,600 3,300 8,000 12,700 17,400 

Total 31,500 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 38,200 

4.3.4 Other Potential Sources of Recycled Water 

4.3.4.1 Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant 

A third Valley reclamation plant is proposed as part of the Newhall Ranch project. This 
proposed facility would be located near the western edge of the development project along the 
south side of State Route 126. The plant will be constructed in stages, with an ultimate capacity 
of 7.7 mgd. Effluent from the proposed water reclamation plant would be used to meet non­
potable water demand within the development area. According to the Newhall Ranch Draft 
Additional Analyses, this plant is projected to produce 5,344 afy on average. During the dry 
months, all of the recycled water would be used for non-potable uses within Newhall Ranch, 
supplemented by additional recycled water from CLWA. During the wet winter months when 
demands are low, the Newhall Ranch WRP would on average have approximately 286 afy 
excess recycled water. In order for the WRP to be non-discharging (i.e. have production equal 
demand), this recycled water would be transferred into CLWA’s recycled water system for use 
and/or storage. Any excess demand would need a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge. NPDES permits could place stricter regulatory 
limitation on the effluent which may increase treatment costs. Furthermore, the discharge could 
be subject to additional environmental review prior to approval. 

4.3.4.2 Oilfield Produced Water 

Oilfield produced water is a by-product of oil production generated when oil is extracted from 
the oil reservoir. It is generally of poor quality and unsuitable for potable, industrial, or 
irrigation use without treatment. Because of the poor water quality, reinjection has often been the 
most cost-effective disposal option. 

Treatment processes can produce potable quality water; yet, because of the poor initial water 
quality and the organic constituents, it is often more appropriate for treated oilfield produced 
water to be used for irrigation or industrial purposes to offset potable water demand. Pilot 
studies performed at the Placerita Oilfield have indicated that even with RO treatment, some 
organic compounds such as naphthalene, 2-butanone, and ethylbenzene, can be detected in the 
RO effluent. 
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The economics of oil production are market-driven and are different from those of drinking 
water supplies. As oil prices rise or drop, oilfields go into and out of production depending on 
the costs of production. Also, oilfields are eventually depleted of supply and abandoned. 
Therefore, while oilfield produced water should be considered as long-term, it is not a 
completely firm supply and is not permanent. 

Studies of the potential reuse of treated oilfield produced water from the Placerita Oilfield have 
indicated that approximately 44,000 barrels per day (1.8 mgd) of treated oilfield produced water 
may be available. For irrigation reuse, the produced water would need to be cooled and treated 
to remove hardness, silica, total dissolved solids (TDS), boron, ammonia, and total organic 
carbon (TOC). 

4.3.5 Summary of Available Source Water Flows 

As discussed previously, the non-potable water system has four potential sources of water. The 
flows projected to be available are shown in Table 4-5. For planning purposes, only recycled 
water from LACSD is considered available to meet the projected recycled water demands due to 
the level of evaluation still needed on the alternative sources. 

Table 4-5
 
Summary of Available Source Water Flows
 

Projected to be 
Current Capacity Projected Capacity Available for Non-

Source 
(mgd) (mgd) Potable Use 

(afy) 

LACSD Total 28.1 34.1 19,995 
Valencia WRP 21.6 27.6 19,995
 
Saugus WRP 6.5 6.5 0
 

Oilfield Produced Water 0 1.8 1,980 
Newhall Ranch WRP 0 7.7 5,344 
Total 27,319 

4.4 RECYCLED WATER DEMAND 

In this section, current recycled water use is discussed, and potential recycled water users within 
CLWA’s service area are identified as determined from the 2002 Draft Recycled Water Master 
Plan. For each potential user, estimates are provided for annual demand, peak monthly demand, 
peak daily demand, and the hourly distribution of water demand during peak months. The 
requirements for potential users to convert their existing water potable systems to recycled water 
are also discussed. 

4.4.1 Current Use 

Currently, Recycled water is served to landscape irrigation customers, including the Westridge 
Golf Course. Table 4-6 provides a summary of existing recycled water use. 
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Table 4-6 
Actual Recycled Water Uses 

Type of Use Treatment Level Actual 2004 Use (af) 

Landscape Disinfected tertiary 448 
Total 448 

4.4.2 Potential Users 

Potential recycled water users were identified through a number of sources including: 

� 1993 Recycled Water Master Plan 

� Water consumption records for LACWD No. 36, NCWD, SCWD, and VWC 

� Land use maps 

� General Plans and Specific Plans for the City of Santa Clarita and County of Los Angeles 

� Discussions with City, County, water purveyor, and land developer staff 

� “Windshield” survey of CLWA service area 

� Draft 2002 Recycled Water Master Plan 

In order to be considered as a potential recycled water user, the user had to be located within 
CLWA’s service area and have a potential non-potable water demand of at least 4 afy. A total 
potential demand for existing and future recycled water users is 34,514 afy as identified in the 
Draft 2002 Recycled Water Master Plan for 2015. As this volume is already greater than the 
anticipated source of recycled water supply, additional future recycled users were not identified 
at this time. However, CLWA may reevaluate the list of recycled users after 2015 to consider 
future users not included in the Draft Master Plan. Table 4-7 provides a summary of the 
demands by user type. 

Table 4-7 
Potential Recycled Water Uses 

Type of Use Treatment 
Level 2010 

Potential Use (af) 
2015 2020 2025 2030 

Landscape Disinfected tertiary 34,500 34,500 34,500 34,500 34,500 
Total 34,500 34,500 34,500 34,500 34,500 

The initial list of potential recycled water users was reduced by evaluating the potential users 
that would be most expensive to serve until potential uses were approximately 17,000 afy. The 
unit cost to serve each user was calculated using the capital costs for pipelines, reservoirs, and 
pump stations as well as operational costs for pumping. The areas retained for recycled water 
service have costs per af ranging from $120 to $5,000. Areas eliminated from service had costs 
as high as $13,000/af. However, only two of the proposed phases in the Draft Master Plan had 
costs above $1,000 per af. The resulting proposed recycled water service area encompasses a 
large portion of CLWA’s western service area. 
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4.4.3 Potential Recycled Water Demand 

Potential annual recycled water demands were estimated from historical water use records for 
existing users and the proposed irrigated area and expected water use per acre for future users. 
Demands for recycled water are seasonal, with the highest demands occurring during the hot, dry 
summer months when irrigation requirements are greatest. 

The total potential annual recycled water demand that is cost effective to serve is approximately 
17,400 afy. Implementation of the recycled water system is expected to occur over the next 
twenty-five years. Table 4-8 summarizes the projected future use by user type. 

Table 4-8 
Projected Potential Future Use of Recycled Water in Service Area 

Projected Use (af) 
Type of Use 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Landscape 1,600 3,300 8,000 12,700 17,400 
Total 1,600 3,300 8,000 12,700 17,400 

4.4.4 Recycled Water Comparison 

CLWA’s 2000 UWMP projected a total recycled water demand of 19,612 afy by the year 2010. 
Although it did not specifically state a projected 2005 demand, CLWA had approval for 
1,700 afy of recycled water use and was in the process of constructing the necessary facilities to 
deliver this amount at the time the 2000 UWMP was written. Approximately 448 afy was served 
in 2004 to landscape irrigation customers, including the Westridge Golf Course. Current 
demand is lower than originally predicted due to delays in the necessary environmental 
documentation and funding availability to expand the recycled water distribution system. Table 
4-9 provides a comparison of the 2000 projected demand versus the actual 2004 demand. 

Table 4-9 
Recycled Water Uses - 2000 Projection Compared with 2004 Actual 

User Type 2000 Projection for 2005 (af) 2004 Actual Use (af) 

Landscape 1,700 448 
Total 1,700 448 

4.5 METHODS TO ENCOURAGE RECYCLED WATER USE 

In order to provide an incentive to recycled water users, it was recommended in the draft 2002 
Recycled Water Master Plan that the CLWA issue a monthly rebate directly to each recycled 
water user. However, CLWA is currently considering utilizing a two-fold approach to encourage 
recycled water use. CLWA plans on making recycled water available at a reduced rate and to 
work with the City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County to adopt a Recycled Water 
Ordinance, mandating recycled use for certain applications. A Draft Ordinance is currently 
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being developed and is anticipated to be ready for review in late 2005. The recycled water 
incentives are summarized in Table 4-10. 

Table 4-10
 
Methods to Encourage Recycled Water Use
 

Use Projected to Result From This Action (1) (af) 
Actions 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Reduced Rate/Recycled 
800 1,600 3,980 6,340 8,700 

Water Ordinance 
Total 800 1,600 3,980 6,340 8,700 
Note: 
(1) Estimated as the projected use due to future customers and assuming future customer use is half of projected recycled water 
demand for the given years. 

CLWA may consider providing financial assistance to retail water providers to offset the costs of 
extending the recycled water conveyance system or to existing customers to cover a portion of or 
all of the costs to convert their potable water system to receive recycled water. 

4.6 OPTIMIZATION PLAN 

Production from the WRPs is not anticipated to be adequate to meet the total demands of the 
system. However, as potable water demands increase and, consequently, recycled water 
production increases, the water available to meet system demands would also increase. 
Therefore, it is recommended that construction of the recycled water system be phased to utilize 
the increases in plant production. 

Oilfield produced water would also not be available immediately, nor would it be available as a 
permanent source of supply. Instead, this alternative water source would be used as an interim 
supply when the field is in operation and inadequate recycled water is available from Valencia 
WRP. Oilfield produced water is anticipated to be available as a long-term supply, available for 
approximately the next 20 years. The phasing considers when this water source would be 
available. A detailed discussion of the recommended phasing plan is provided in the Draft 
Master Plan. 

Phasing implementation of the recycled water system is recommended for the following reasons: 

�	 A number of the potential recycled water users are future users that do not yet need recycled 
water 

�	 The current flow of the Valencia WRP is not adequate to meet the total demands of the 
recycled water users 

�	 Capital requirements would be spread over CLWA’s current planning period through 2030 

�	 Oilfield produced water is not immediately (nor permanently) available 

�	 Initial and increasing demand due to development of Newhall Ranch. 
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The recycled water system is divided into implementation phases based primarily on service 
zone boundaries. 

In general, the following factors were considered in developing a phasing plan: 

� Ease or willingness of customers to connect to recycled water 

� Retrofit costs 

� Regulatory requirements 

� Community impacts and development requirements 

� Water utility involvement/cooperation 

� Funding availability 

� Reliability and operational costs considerations 

� System flexibility 

The implementation phases are prioritized based on the status of the users (existing or future), 
the anticipated construction schedule of future users, and the proximity of the users to the non­
potable water source (e.g., Valencia WRP, Placerita Oilfield). 
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WATER QUALITY
 

5.1 OVERVIEW 

The quality of any natural water is dynamic in nature. This is true for the SWP and the local 
groundwater of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin - East Subbasin. During 
periods of intense rainfall or snow melt, routes of surface water movement are changed; new 
constituents are mobilized and enter the water while other constituents are diluted or eliminated. 
The quality of water changes over the course of a year. These same basic principles apply to 
groundwater. Depending on water depth, groundwater will pass through different layers of rock 
and sediment and leach different materials from those strata. Water depth is a function of local 
rainfall and snowmelt. During periods of drought the mineral content of groundwater increases. 
Water quality is not a static feature of water and these dynamic variables must be recognized. 

Water quality regulations also change. This is the result of the discovery of new contaminants, 
changing understanding of the health effects of previously known as well as new contaminants, 
development of new analytical technology, and the introduction of new treatment technology. 
All water purveyors are subject to drinking water standards set by the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Department of Health Services (DHS). 
Additionally, investor-owned water utilities, such as VWC, are also subject to water quality 
regulation by the CPUC. CLWA provides surface water from the SWP while local retail water 
purveyors combine local groundwater with treated SWP water from CLWA for delivery to their 
customers (LACWWD #36 is an exception and only receives water from SWP). An annual 
Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) is provided to all Santa Clarita Valley residents who 
receive water from CLWA and one of the four retail water purveyors. That report includes 
detailed information about the results of quality testing of the water supplied during the 
preceding year (CCR, 2005). 

The quality of water received by individual customers will vary depending on whether they 
receive SWP water, groundwater, or a blend. Some will receive only SWP water at all times 
while others will receive only groundwater. Others may receive water from one well at one time, 
water from another well at a different time, different blends of well and SWP water at other 
times, and only SWP water at yet other times. These times may vary over the course of a day, a 
week, or a year. 

This section provides a general description of the water quality of both imported water and 
groundwater supplies. A discussion of potential water quality impacts on the reliability of these 
supplies is also provided. 

5.2 IMPORTED WATER QUALITY 

CLWA provides SWP water to the Santa Clarita Valley. The source of SWP water is rain and 
snow of the Sierra Nevada, Cascade, and Coastal mountain ranges. This water travels to the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Bay Delta) through a series of rivers and 
various SWP structures. There it is pumped into a series of canals and reservoirs, which 
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provides water to urban and agricultural users throughout the Bay Area and central and southern 
California. The most southern reservoir on the West Branch of the SWP California Aqueduct is 
Castaic Lake. CLWA gets water from Castaic Lake and distributes it to the purveyors following 
treatment. 

Perhaps the most important difference in quality between surface water and groundwater is the 
presence of microbes in surface water. Surface water is exposed to a variety of microbial 
contaminants while groundwater in general is not. As a result, there are considerably more water 
quality regulations for surface water providers. CLWA has two surface water treatment plants, 
the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant and the Earl Schmidt Water Filtration Plant, whose function 
is to ensure the safety of the water by eliminating microbial contaminants. Both of these plants 
have a multi-barrier strategy. The first barrier is the application of ozone, a powerful disinfectant 
which has the ability to kill a broad range of microbes. The second barrier is the addition of 
chemicals to remove particles from the water, which can hide and protect microbes. Removing 
particles improves the anti-microbial action of the disinfectants. The water is then passed 
through two sets of filters and chloramines are added to the water. Chloramines are similar to 
chlorine and prevent the growth of bacteria in the distribution system, which delivers water from 
the treatment plants to the retail water purveyors. 

An important property of SWP water is the chemical make up caused by its passage through the 
Bay Delta. The Bay Delta is basically a very large marsh (or estuary) with large masses of plants 
and peat soils. These contribute organic materials (usually described as Total Organic Carbon or 
TOC) to the water. Salt water can also move into the Bay Delta from San Francisco Bay and the 
Pacific Ocean. This brings in salts, notably bromide and chloride. None of these chemicals are 
harmful in and of themselves; however, when bromide and TOC react with disinfectants such as 
ozone, chlorine, or chloramines, a reaction occurs forming substances known as disinfection by­
products (DBPs). There are a variety of health-based concerns associated with DBPs (CCR, 
2005). 

Another important property of SWP water is the mineral content. SWP water is generally low in 
dissolved minerals, such as calcium, magnesium, sodium, potassium, iron, manganese, nitrate, 
and sulfate. Most of these minerals do not have health based concerns, but “hard” water (water 
high in calcium, magnesium, and iron) can cause a number of problems for consumers, such as 
the formation of white crusts in plumbing fixtures, water spots, damage to water heaters, and 
excess use of soaps. Nitrate is the main exception, as it has significant health effects for infants; 
however, the nitrate content of SWP water is very low. Also of significance is the chloride 
content. Although not a human health risk, chloride can have a negative impact on agricultural 
activities and regulatory compliance for local sanitation agencies. The chloride content of SWP 
water varies widely from well over 100 mg/L to below 40 mg/L, depending on Bay Delta 
conditions. 

All surface waters can have taste and odor problems caused by the growth of algae in reservoirs, 
such as Castaic Lake. Under certain conditions, algae can grow in large mats which then die, 
releasing foul smelling chemicals. Although harmless, the taste and odor causing chemicals can 
generally be very unpleasant for consumers. 
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5.3 GROUNDWATER QUALITY 

There are two sources of groundwater in the Basin. Most local wells draw water from the 
Alluvial Aquifer. A smaller portion of the Valley’s water supply is drawn from the Saugus 
Formation, a much deeper aquifer than the Alluvial Aquifer. The quality components of these 
aquifers differ with changing rainfall conditions. The two aquifers’ water quality changes at 
different rates and much more slowly than surface water. 

Local groundwater generally does not have microbial water quality problems. Parasites, 
bacteria, and viruses are filtered out as the water percolates through the soil, sand, and rock on its 
way to the aquifer. Even so, disinfectants are added to local groundwater when it is pumped by 
wells to protect public health. Local groundwater has very little TOC and generally has very low 
concentrations of bromide, minimizing potential for DPB formation. Taste and odor problems 
from algae are not an issue with groundwater. 

The mineral content of local groundwater is very different from SWP water. The groundwater is 
very “hard,” that is, it has high concentrations of calcium and magnesium (approximately 250­
600 mg/L, as developed in the CLWA et al 2005 Annual Water Quality Report). Groundwater 
may also contain higher concentrations of nitrates and chlorides when compared to SWP water. 
However, all groundwater meets or exceeds drinking water standards. 

The following sections describe the groundwater quality of the Alluvium and Saugus Formation. 

5.3.1 Groundwater Quality – Alluvium 

Groundwater quality is a key factor in assessing the Alluvial Aquifer as a municipal and 
agricultural water supply. In terms of the aquifer system, there is no convenient long-term 
record of water quality, i.e. water quality data in one or more single wells that spans several 
decades and continues to the present. Thus, in order to examine a long-term record of water 
quality in the Alluvium, individual records have been integrated from several wells completed in 
the same aquifer materials and in close proximity to each other to examine historical trends in 
general mineral groundwater quality throughout the basin. Based on these records of 
groundwater quality, wells within the Alluvium have experienced historical fluctuations in 
general mineral content, as indicated by specific conductance (or electrical conductivity [EC]), 
which correlates with fluctuations of individual constituents that contribute to EC. The historic 
water quality data indicates that, on a long-term basis, there has not been a notable trend and, 
specifically, there has not been a decline in water quality within the Alluvium. 

Specific conductance within the Alluvium exhibits a westward gradient, corresponding with the 
direction of groundwater flow in the Alluvium. EC is lowest in the easternmost portion of the 
Basin, and highest in the west. Water quality in the Alluvium generally exhibits an inverse 
correlation with precipitation and streamflow, with a stronger correlation in the easternmost 
portion of the Basin, where groundwater levels fluctuate the most. Wet periods have produced 
substantial recharge of higher quality (low EC) water, and dry periods have resulted in declines 
in groundwater levels, with a corresponding increase in EC (and individual contributing 
constituents) in the deeper parts of the Alluvium. 
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Specific conductance throughout the Alluvium is currently below the Secondary (aesthetic) 
Upper Maximum Contaminant Level of 1600 micromhos per centimeter (umhos/cm). The 
presence of long-term consistent water quality patterns, although intermittently affected by wet 
and dry cycles, supports the conclusion that the Alluvial aquifer is a viable ongoing water supply 
source in terms of groundwater quality. 

The most notable groundwater quality issue in the Alluvium is perchlorate contamination. In 
2002, one Alluvial well located near the former Whittaker-Bermite facility was inactivated for 
municipal water supply due to detection of perchlorate slightly below the Notification Level. In 
early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second Alluvial well, VWC’s Well Q2. In response, 
VWC removed the well from active service and commissioned an analysis and report assessing 
the impact of, and response to, the perchlorate contamination of that well. Sections 5.4 and 5.5 
present additional information on the results of the Q2 analysis and report and VWC’s response 
plan for Well Q2 to pursue permitting and installation of wellhead treatment by the fall of 2005, 
which will return the well to water supply service. 

5.3.2 Groundwater Quality – Saugus Formation 

Similar to the Alluvium, groundwater quality in the Saugus Formation is a key factor in 
assessing that aquifer as a municipal and agricultural water supply. As with groundwater level 
data, long-term Saugus groundwater quality data is not sufficiently extensive (few wells) to 
permit any basin-wide analysis or assessment of pumping-related impacts on quality. As with 
the Alluvium, EC has been chosen as an indicator of overall water quality, and records have been 
combined to produce a long-term depiction of water quality. Water quality in the Saugus 
Formation has not historically exhibited the precipitation-related fluctuations seen in the 
Alluvium. Based on the historical record over the last 50 years, groundwater quality in the 
Saugus has exhibited a slight overall increase in EC. More recently, several wells within the 
Saugus Formation have exhibited an additional increase in EC similar to that seen in the 
Alluvium. In 2004, monthly data collected by VWC for two Saugus wells shows that the overall 
level of EC remained fairly stable during the year. Levels of EC in the Saugus Formation remain 
below the Secondary (aesthetic) Upper Maximum Contaminant Level for EC. Groundwater 
quality within the Saugus will continue to be monitored to ensure that degradation that presents 
concern relative to the long-term viability of the Saugus as an agricultural or municipal water 
supply does not occur. 

As with the Alluvium, the most notable groundwater quality issue in the Saugus Formation is 
prechlorate contamination. Perchlorate was originally detected in four Saugus wells operated by 
the retail water purveyors in the eastern part of the Saugus Formation in 1997, near the former 
Whittaker-Bermite facility. Since then, perchlorate has been detected in the four municipal 
Saugus supply wells and the wells were voluntarily removed from service by the individual 
purveyor. While the inactivation of those wells does not limit the ability of the purveyors to 
meet water requirements, there is an ongoing effort to restore impacted pumping capacity and 
contain potential perchlorate migration in the Saugus Formation by 2006 as discussed in Sections 
5.4 and 5.5. 

The local retail water purveyors continue to test for perchlorate in active water supply wells near 
the Whittaker-Bermite site and there has been no additional detection of perchlorate in any other 
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municipal Saugus well. Details are provided below on the various aspects of ongoing 
perchlorate-related work, including investigation of the extent of contamination, development of 
an interrelated program for control and extraction of perchlorate by restoring impacted capacity 
(wells), treatment technology and its planned application for restoration of impacted wells, 
regulatory aspects of utilizing impacted wells with treatment for domestic water supply, and the 
current state of planning and implementation of perchlorate control and clean-up, including 
restoration of contaminated municipal water supply as part of that control and clean-up. 

5.4 AQUIFER PROTECTION 

As introduced in Chapter 3, three factors affect the availability of groundwater: sufficient source 
capacity (wells and pumps); sustainability of the groundwater resource to meet pumping demand 
on a renewable basis; and protection of groundwater sources (wells) from known contamination, 
or provisions for treatment in the event of contamination. The first two of those factors are 
addressed Chapter 3, Water Resources, of this Plan. The third factor, the impact and resolution 
of contamination, is being addressed in the Valley’s two aquifers as follows. 

5.4.1 Alluvium 

Details of the overall perchlorate contamination issue, which has had a larger impact on the 
Saugus Formation (four impacted wells with a total pumping capacity of 7,900 gpm) than on the 
Alluvium (two impacted wells with a total pumping capacity of 1,200 gpm), are discussed in 
Appendix D of this Plan. As detailed in that Appendix, there has been extensive investigation of 
the extent of perchlorate contamination which, in combination with the groundwater modeling 
previously described, has led to the current plan for integrated control of contamination 
migration and restoration of impacted pumping (well) capacity in 2006. While most of the 
perchlorate contamination control and restoration plan is focused on the Saugus Formation, part 
of that plan includes induced capture of potentially contaminated groundwater in the Alluvium 
by pumping of selected Saugus wells. Specific long-term resolution of perchlorate 
contamination in the Alluvium, which has impacted two water supply wells, is currently 
expected to focus on a combination of wellhead treatment at one well, the VWC’s Well Q2, and 
several source control methods such as on-site pumping and treatment in the northern Alluvium 
(at the northerly portion of the former Whittaker-Bermite site) and subsequent restoration of the 
impacted Stadium Well. In the interim, i.e. through 2006, a key challenge is protection of active 
Alluvial wells that could be impacted, including what effect that might have on adequacy of 
Alluvial groundwater supplies and what response will be taken. 

In April 2005, perchlorate was detected in VWC’s Well Q2. VWC’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, VWC analyzed the impact of the temporary inactivation of the well on its 
water supply capability; the analysis determined that VWC’s other sources are sufficient to meet 
demand and that the inactivation of Well Q2 thus had no impact on VWC’s water supply 
capability (LSCE, 2005). VWC proceeded through mid-2005 to gain approval for installation of 
wellhead treatment (ion-exchange as described below), including environmental review, and 
completed the installation of the wellhead treatment facilities in September 2005. Well Q2 is 
being returned to active water supply service in October 2005. 
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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 (See Appendix D), there is logical concern that 
perchlorate could impact nearby, downgradient Alluvial wells. 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 time period through currently scheduled restoration of 
impacted wells in 2006 (Technical Memorandum “Analysis of Near-Term Groundwater Capture 
Areas for Production Wells Located Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property (Santa Clarita, 
California)”, CH2M Hill, November 2004). The capture zone analysis of Alluvial wells 
generally near the Whittaker-Bermite site, shown on Figure 5-1, suggests that inflow to those 
wells will 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 VWC’s 
Pardee wellfield, which includes Wells N, N7, and N8. 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 Whittaker-Bermite site. 

The combined pumping capacity of VWC’s Pardee wells is 6,200 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 would 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 
CLWA or by utilizing existing capacity from other Alluvial wells (see Table 3-9 in Chapter 3.0). 
However, if the Pardee wells were to become contaminated by perchlorate contamination, VWC 
has made site provisions at its Pardee wellfield for installation of wellhead treatment. Such 
treatment would be the same methodology as installed at its Well Q2. 

In addition to the preceding, on-site investigation by Whittaker-Bermite since late 2003 has 
resulted in the completion, in June 2005, of a Workplan for a Pilot Remediation Pumping 
Program in the Northern Alluvium and certain on-site sub-areas that are east/southeast, or 
generally upgradient, of the impacted Stadium well. That program basically involves the 
establishment of containment, generally along the northern boundary of the Whittaker-Bermite 
site, upgradient of the Stadium Well, by continuous pumping of a former Whittaker-Bermite 
facility well, at a continuous low capacity, complemented by pumping at several groundwater 
“hot spots” that are also generally upgradient of the Stadium well. Due to the low conductivity 
nature of the aquifer materials at the various “hot spots”, pumping for containment at those 
locations would be from several wells at low pumping capacities. Extracted water would be 
treated at the existing on-site treatment system. Generally consistent with the Saugus restoration 
concept, the Northern Alluvium pumping program would have the concurrent objectives of 
preventing site-related contaminants from leaving the site and removing some contamination 
from groundwater such that it can be removed in the on-site treatment process prior to discharge 
of the water back to the groundwater Basin. 
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5.4.2 Saugus Formation 

Details of the overall nature and extent of perchlorate contamination are discussed in Appendix 
D. The program and schedule involves the ultimate installation of treatment facilities to both 
extract contaminated water and control migration in the aquifer, such that the impacted capacity 
is restored and perchlorate migration is controlled in 2006. 

In the interim, 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 groundwater flow model to analyze 
capture zones of existing active wells through 2006, the scheduled period for permitting, 
installation of treatment, and restoration of impacted capacity. For that analysis, recognizing 
current hydrologic conditions and available supplemental SWP 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 analysis, illustrated on Figure 5-2, were that the two 
nearest downgradient Saugus wells, VWC’s Wells 201 and 205, would draw water from very 
localized areas around the wells and would not draw water from locations where perchlorate has 
been detected in the Saugus. 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 draw water from areas farther to the east through that time 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 wells 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. 

5.5 WATER QUALITY IMPACTS ON RELIABILITY 

5.5.1 Groundwater Contamination (Perchlorate) 

The detection of perchlorate in Santa Clarita Valley groundwater supplies has raised concerns 
over the reliability of those supplies, in particular the Saugus Formation, where four wells have 
been removed from active service as a result of perchlorate. As discussed below and in 
Appendix D, planning for remediation of the perchlorate and restoration of the impacted well 
capacity is substantially 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. CLWA, the local retail water purveyors, the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) continue to work 
closely on the perchlorate contamination issue. 

The following is a summary of the status of perchlorate remediation and restoration of 
perchlorate-impacted groundwater supply. A more detailed discussion of pertinent events related 
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to perchlorate contamination, containment, remediation, and water supply restoration is included 
in Appendix D. These discussions are provided to illustrate that work toward the ultimate 
remediation of the perchlorate contamination, including the reactivation of impacted 
groundwater supply wells, has progressed on several integrated fronts over the last five years. 

5.5.2 Perchlorate Impacted Water Purveyor Wells 

As introduced above, perchlorate was detected in four Saugus Formation production wells near 
the former Whittaker-Bermite site in 1997. As a result, these wells (SCWD’s Wells Saugus 1 
and Saugus 2, NCWD’s Well NC-11, and VWC’s Well V-157) were removed from service. In 
2002, perchlorate was detected in the SCWD Stadium well located directly adjacent to the 
Whittaker-Bermite site. This Alluvial also has been 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 Whittaker-Bermite site. In 
April 2005, that monitoring detected the presence of perchlorate in VWC’s Well Q2, an Alluvial 
well located immediately northwest of the confluent of Bouquet Creek and the Santa Clara 
River. The location of this well is also shown on Figures 5-1 and 5-2. As a result of the detection 
and confirmation of perchlorate in its Well Q2, VWC removed the well from active service and 
has pursued rapid permitting and installation of wellhead treatment in order to return the well to 
water supply service as described in Section 5.4.1. 

In January 2005, VWC permanently closed well V-157 and in September 2005 completed the 
construction of new Saugus well V-206 located in an area of the Saugus Formation not impacted 
by perchlorate. VWC’s V-206 is operational and replaces the pumping capacity temporarily 
impacted by the detection of perchlorate at V-157. In October 2005, VWC restored the pumping 
capacity of well Q2 with the start-up of wellhead treatment designed to effectively remove 
perchlorate. In summary, four wells (Saugus 1 and 2, NC-11, and Stadium well) remain 
temporarily offline due to perchlorate contamination. 

Locations of the impacted wells, and other nearby non-impacted wells, relative to the Whittaker-
Bermite site are shown on Figures 5-1 and 5-2. 

5.5.3 Restoration of Perchlorate Impacted Water Supply 

Since the detection of perchlorate in the four Saugus wells in 1997, CLWA 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 (westerly) direction. Thus, CLWA and the retail water 
purveyors expect that the overall perchlorate remediation program could include dedicated 
pumping from some or all of the impacted wells, with appropriate treatment, such that two 
objectives could both be achieved. The first objective 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. 
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In cooperation with state regulatory agencies and investigators working for Whittaker-Bermite, 
CLWA and the local retail water purveyors developed an off-site plan that focuses on the 

concepts of groundwater flow control and restored pumping capacity and is compatible with 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 two 
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 wells by pumping the wells at rates that will capture water 
from all directions around them 

�	 Protecting the down gradient non-impacted wells through the same hydraulic containment 
that results from pumping two of the impacted wells 

�	 Restoring the annual volumes of water pumped from the impacted wells before they were 
inactivated and also restoring the wells’ total capacity to produce water in a manner 
consistent with the retail water purveyors’ operating plan for groundwater supply described 
above 

The current schedule for implementation of the plan to restore contaminated water supply (wells) 
is illustrated on Figure 5-3. Included in the schedule is a planned extended test of the wells that 
will be returned to service as part of restoring contaminated water supply and that will also be 
operated to extract contaminated water and control the migration of contamination in the aquifer. 
Concurrent with the testing of the wells, several specific ion exchange resins will also be tested 
to evaluate their performance and longevity. The two 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 2006. Notable recent accomplishments toward 
implementation include completion of the Final Draft Interim Remedial Action Plan (RAP) in 
August 2005 and completion of environmental review with the adoption of a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration in September 2005. 

In light of the preceding, with regard to the adequacy of groundwater as the local component of 
water supply in this Plan, the impacted capacity will remain unavailable through early to mid­
2006, during which time the non-impacted groundwater supply will be sufficient to meet near­
term water requirements as described in Chapter 3, Water Resources. Afterwards, the total 
groundwater capacity will be sufficient to meet the full range of normal and dry-year conditions 
as provided in the operating plan for groundwater supply. 

Returning the contaminated Saugus wells to municipal water supply service by installing 
treatment requires issuance of permits from DHS before the water can be considered potable and 
safe for delivery to customers. The permit requirements are contained in DHS Policy Memo 97-
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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 overall water supply permit, DHS requires 
that studies and engineering work be performed to demonstrate that pumping the wells and 
treating the water will be protective of public health for users of the water. The policy memo 
requires that DHS 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 service for potable use. Ultimately, CLWA’s and the local retail water 
purveyor’s plan and the DHS requirements are intended to ensure that the water introduced to the 
potable water distribution system has no detectable concentration of perchlorate. 

The DHS 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 
will include the following: 

�	 Delineation of the groundwater capture zone caused by operating the impacted wells 

�	 Identification of contaminants found in the groundwater at or near the impacted wells 

�	 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 

CLWA is currently working directly with the retail water purveyors and its consultants on 
development of the DHS Policy Memo 97-005 permit application. Two coordination workshops 
have already been held with DHS. Drafts of all six elements of the 97-005 Policy Memo have 
been submitted to DHS and the retail purveyors for review, including: the Source Water 
Assessment, Raw Water Quality Characterization, Source Protection Plan, and Effective 
Monitoring and Treatment Evaluation, Human Health Risk Assessment, and the Alternatives 
Sources Evaluation. The Engineer’s Report, which summarizes these six elements for the 97-005 
process is anticipated to be complete by the end of October 2005. 

The CEQA process for the “CLWA Groundwater Containment, Treatment, and Restoration 
Project,” for which the 97-005 process is being conducted, was completed in August 2005. The 
Project Description from the project’s CEQA Initial Study is included in Appendix E. 

As listed above, DHS Policy Memo 97-005 requires an analysis to demonstrate contaminant 
capture and protection of other nearby water supply wells. The development and calibration of a 
numerical groundwater flow model of the entire basin had been initiated as a result of a 2001 
MOU among the Upper Basin Water Purveyors (CLWA, CLWA SCWD, LACWWD #36, 
NCWD, and VWC) and the United Water Conservation District in Ventura County. 

The groundwater model was initially intended for use in analyzing the operating yield and 
sustainability of groundwater in the basin. Use of the model for that analysis is described in 
Chapter 3. However, the model was adaptable to analyze both the sustainability of groundwater 
under an operational scenario that includes full restoration of perchlorate-contaminated supply 
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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 construction and 
calibration of the regional model as described in the final model report, “Regional Groundwater 
Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley, Model Development and Calibration” (CH2MHill, 
April 2004). 

After DTSC approval, the model was used to simulate the capture and control of perchlorate by 
restoring impacted wells, with treatment. The results of that work are summarized in a second 
report, “Analysis of Perchlorate Containment in Groundwater Near the Whittaker-Bermite 
Property, Santa Clarita, California” (CH2M Hill, December 2004). The modeling analysis 
indicates that the pumping of impacted wells SCWD-Saugus 1 and SCWD-Saugus 2 on a nearly 
continual basis will effectively contain perchlorate migrating westward in the Saugus Formation 
from the Whittaker-Bermite property. The analysis also indicates that (1) no new production 
wells are needed in the Saugus Formation to meet the perchlorate containment objective, (2) 
impacted well NCWD-11 is not a required component of the containment program, and (3) 
pumping at SCWD-Saugus 1 and SCWD-Saugus 2 is necessary to prevent migration of 
perchlorate to other portions of the Saugus Formation. 

The perchlorate containment report also includes the general design of a sentinel groundwater 
monitoring network and program required by DHS as part of its Policy Memo 97-005 permitting. 
The perchlorate containment report was approved by DTSC in November 2004. With that 
approval, the model is now being used to support the source water assessment and the balance of 
the permitting process required by DHS under its Policy Memo 97-005. 
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Chapter 6.0
 
RELIABILITY PLANNING
 

6.1 OVERVIEW 

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (Act) requires urban water suppliers to 
assess water supply reliability that compares total projected water used with the expected water 
supply over the next twenty years in five year increments. The Act also requires an assessment 
for a single dry year and multiple dry years. This chapter presents the reliability assessment for 
CLWA’s service area. 

It is the stated goal of CLWA and the retail water purveyors to deliver a reliable and high quality 
water supply for it customers, even during dry periods. Based on conservation water supply and 
demand assumptions over the next 25 years in combination with conservation of non-essential 
demand during certain dry years, the plan successfully achieves this goal. 

6.2 RELIABILITY OF WATER SUPPLIES 

Each water supply source has its own reliability characteristics. In any given year, the variability 
in weather patterns around the state may affect the availability of supplies to the Santa Clarita 
Valley differently. For example, from 2000 through 2002, southern California experienced dry 
conditions in all three years. During the same period, northern California experienced one dry 
year and two normal years. The Valley is typical in terms of water management in southern 
California; local groundwater supplies are used to a greater extent when imported supplies are 
less available due to dry conditions in the north, and larger amounts of imported water supplies 
are used during periods when northern California has wetter conditions. This pattern of 
“conjunctive use” has been in effect since SWP supplies first came to the Valley in 1980. SWP 
supplies have supplemented the overall supply of the Valley, which previously depended solely 
on local groundwater supplies. 

To supplement these local groundwater supplies, CLWA contracted with DWR for delivery of 
SWP water, providing an imported water supply to the Valley. However, the variability in SWP 
supplies affects the ability of the agencies to meet the overall water supply needs for the service 
area. While each of the Valley’s available supply sources has some variability, the variability in 
SWP supplies has the largest effect on overall supply reliability. 

As discussed in Section 3.2 of Chapter 3.0, while each SWP contractor’s Water Supply Contract 
contains a Table A Amount that identifies the maximum amount of water that contractor may 
request, the amount of SWP water actually allocated to contractors each year is dependent on a 
number of factors than can vary significantly from year to year. The primary factors affecting 
SWP supply availability include hydrologic conditions in northern California, the amount of 
water in SWP storage reservoirs at the beginning of the year, regulatory and operational 
constraints, and the total amount of water requested by the contractors. The availability of SWP 
supplies to CLWA and the other SWP contractors is generally less than their full Table A 
amounts in many years and can be significantly less in very dry years. 
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DWR’s SWP Delivery Reliability Report, issued in May 2003, assists SWP contractors in 
assessing the reliability of the SWP component of their overall supplies. DWR is currently in the 
process of updating this report and, on May 25, 2005, provided excerpts from this update that 
includes updated reliability analyses and a recommendation for which set of analyses to use in 
preparation of 2005 UWMPs. DWR provided these updated delivery reliability estimates to the 
SWP contractor in its “Excerpts from the Working Draft of 2005 State Water Project Delivery 
Reliability.” 

The amount of SWP water projected to be available to CLWA in this Plan is based on DWR’s 
draft reliability report update. In its report, DWR presents the results of its analysis of the 
reliability of SWP supplies, based on model studies of SWP operations. In general, DWR model 
studies show the anticipated amount of SWP supply that would be available for a given SWP 
water demand, given an assumed set of physical facilities and operating constraints, based on 73 
years of historic hydrology. The results are interpreted as the capability of the SWP to meet the 
assumed SWP demand, over a range of hydrologic conditions, for that assumed set of physical 
facilities and operating constraints. 

DWR’s draft report presents the results of model studies for years 2005 and 2025. In these 
model studies, DWR assumed existing SWP facilities and operating constraints for both the 2005 
and 2025 studies. The primary differences between the two studies are an increase in projected 
SWP contractor demands and an increase in projected upstream demands (which affects SWP 
supplies by reducing the amount of inflows available for the SWP). In the report, DWR presents 
the SWP delivery capability resulting from these studies as a percent of full contractor Table A 
Amounts. To estimate supply capability in intermediate years between 2005 and 2025, DWR 
interpolates between the results of those studies. 

6.3 NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY, AND MULTIPLE-DRY YEAR PLANNING 

CLWA has various water supplies available to meet demands during normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry years. The following sections elaborate on the different supplies available to 
CLWA including groundwater, recycled water, and SWP supplies. 

6.3.1 Groundwater 

Supplies from the Alluvial Aquifer are projected to be 30,000 to 40,000 afy in average years, and 
30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years; and supplies from the Saugus Formation are projected to be 
7,500 to 15,000 afy in average years, and 25,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. Groundwater 
modeling of the aquifers has shown that short-term, dry-year supply from the Saugus Formation 
could increase to up to 35,000 afy. This amount of Saugus Formation pumping can be achieved 
through pumping from a combination of existing wells at about 15,000 afy, restored capacity 
from perchlorate-impacted wells of about 10,000 afy, and new wells at 10,000 afy. Given the 
large amount of groundwater storage within the Saugus Formation, it is assumed that dry-year 
pumping on an intermittent basis would be limited primarily by well capacity, to 35,000 afy. 

The projected groundwater supplies used in this Plan are generally the midpoints of the ranges 
mentioned above, with the exception as noted above for dry-period pumping from the Saugus 
Formation. For the multiple dry-year period, it is assumed that, while alluvial groundwater 
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supplies might change from year to year during that period, the average annual supply over the 
dry period would be the same as for a single, very dry year. Therefore, the dry-year supply 
identified above was used for both the single-dry year and the multiple-dry year period. 

6.3.2 Recycled Water 

Recycled water is available from two existing water reclamation plants operated by the County 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. CLWA has completed environmental review on the 
construction of Phase I of its Reclaimed Water System Master Plan, a multi-phased program to 
deliver recycled water in the Valley. As described in Chapter 4.0, the ability of CLWA to use 
recycled water is constrained by its rights to use the water available. CLWA currently has rights 
to use 1,700 afy of recycled water and Phase I provides for the delivery of this amount. While 
actual use of recycled water currently totals approximately 500 afy, the amount of this supply 
currently available is 1,700 afy. In this UWMP, the existing supply of recycled water assumed 
to be available is 1,700 afy in an average year, a single-dry year, and in each year of a multiple­
dry year period. CLWA projects an increase of 15,700 afy in the supply of recycled water by 
2030, for a total of 17,400 afy. Similar to the existing recycled water supply, the 15,700 afy of 
planned recycled water supply is assumed to be available in an average year, a single-dry year, 
and in each year of a multiple-dry year period. 

6.3.3 State Water Project Table A Supply 

For this Plan, the availability of SWP supplies to CLWA is estimated by multiplying CLWA’s 
95,200 afy of Table A Amount by the delivery percentages from DWR’s draft report. For the 
three hydrologic conditions evaluated, the delivery percentages used are taken from DWR’s 
report based on the 73-year average, 1977, and the 1931-1934 average, for the average year, 
single-dry year, and multiple-dry year conditions, respectively. 

In DWR’s 73-year model studies, the lowest single-year SWP delivery results from 1977 
hydrologic conditions, and the lowest delivery over any four-year period results from the 
hydrologic conditions from 1931 to 1934. Thus, the estimates of SWP dry-year supply 
availability used in this assessment are based on the worst case hydrologic conditions in DWR’s 
report. 

6.3.3.1 Flexible Storage Account 

Under the Water Supply Contracts with DWR for SWP water, the contractors that share in the 
repayment of Castaic Lake may access a portion of the storage in that reservoir. This accessible 
storage is referred to as “flexible storage.” The contractors may withdraw water from flexible 
storage, in addition to their allocated Table A supplies, on an as-needed basis. A contractor must 
replace any water it withdraws from this storage within five years. As one of the three 
contractors sharing in the repayment of Castaic Lake, CLWA has access to this flexible storage. 
Its share of the total flexible storage is currently 4,684 af. After recent negotiations with Ventura 
County water agencies, CLWA has gained access to an additional 1,376 af of flexible storage for 
ten years beginning in 2006. 

CLWA plans to use this supply only in dry years. For the single-dry year condition, it is 
assumed the entire amount would be used. For the multiple-dry year condition, it is assumed that 
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the entire amount would be used sometime during the four-year period, so the average annual 
supply during that period would be one fourth of the total. Any water withdrawn is assumed to 
be replaced in intervening average and wet years and would be available again for use in the next 
dry year. 

6.3.3.2 Semitropic Water Bank 

In 2002, CLWA stored 24,000 af of its allocated SWP Table A supply through a groundwater 
banking agreement with the Semitropic Water Storage District in Kern County. In 2004, CLWA 
stored 32,522 af of its 2003 allocated SWP Table A supply in a second Semitropic storage 
account. Under the terms of these agreements, and after consideration for losses within the 
groundwater basin, CLWA may withdraw up to 50,870 af when needed within ten years of when 
the water was stored. In addition to this short-term storage for CLWA, Semitropic has a long­
term groundwater banking program with several other partners. The facilities that Semitropic 
may use in the return of CLWA’s banked water supply are the same facilities that Semitropic 
may use to return banked water to its long-term banking program partners. As a result, there 
may be competition for use of those facilities in a particularly dry year, which could limit 
CLWA’s ability to access the water in that year. 

CLWA plans to use this supply only in dry years. For the single dry year, it is assumed that 
competition among Semitropic’s banking partners for use of return facilities would limit 
CLWA’s supply to about one third of the storage available, or about 17,000 af. For the multiple­
dry year period, it is assumed that the entire amount would be accessible and used sometime 
during the four-year period, so the average annual supply during that period would be one fourth 
of the total available, or about 12,700 af. Since the stored water must be withdrawn within ten 
years of when it was stored, it is assumed that this supply is available only through 2013. 

6.3.4 Buena Vista-Rosedale 

The Buena Vista Water Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District, 
both member districts of Kern County Water Agency, have jointly developed a program that 
provides both a firm water supply and a water banking component. This planned supply program 
would provide a firm annual water supply based on existing and long-standing Kern River water 
rights, which would be delivered by exchange of their SWP Table A supplies. In years when this 
supply is not needed, it can be banked for withdrawal and delivery in later years. The supply 
from this program is up to 11,000 afy of firm supply, which will be available in every year. 

6.3.5 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Bank 

Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District has also developed a water banking and exchange 
program. The initial offering from the program is for storage and withdrawal capacity of 20,000 
afy, with up to 100,000 af of storage capacity. Withdrawals from the program can be made by 
exchange of Rosedale’s Table A supply, or by pumpback into the California Aqueduct. CLWA 
issued a draft Environmental Impact Report on its participation in this program in August 2005, 
and plans to use this supply only in dry years. For the single-dry year, supplies are assumed at 
the program’s maximum withdrawal capacity of 20,000 af. For the multiple-dry year period, it is 
assumed in the first five-year increment the program is available that supplies would be limited 
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to an average of 5,000 afy, and assumes that 20,000 af of water would be stored in one wet year 
prior to the dry period. In later years, it is assumed that supplies would average at least 15,000 
afy over the dry period and assumes that additional supplies would be banked during wetter 
years to allow withdrawal of at least this amount. 

6.3.6 Additional Planned Banking 

CLWA’s Draft Water Supply Reliability Plan identifies a need for additional banking programs 
to firm up the dry-year reliability of service area supplies. While a specific banking program has 
not yet been identified, the amount of the additional dry-year supply needed was estimated as 
equivalent to the storage and withdrawal capacity of the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Bank. The supply 
amounts needed from this additional banking program are assumed to be the same as for the 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Bank, with the exception that the program is not assumed to be available 
until 2015. 

6.4 SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISONS 

The available supplies and water demands for CLWA’s service area were analyzed to access the 
region’s ability to satisfy demands during three scenarios: a normal water year, single-dry year, 
and multiple-dry years. The tables in this section present the supplies and demands for the 
various drought scenarios for the projected planning period of 2010-2030 in five year 
increments. Table 6-1 presents the base years for the development of water year data. 

Table 6-1 
Basis of Water Year Data 

Water Year Type Base Years Historical Sequence 
Normal Water Year Average 1922-1994 

Single-Dry Water Year 1977 -­

Multiple-Dry Water Years 1931-1934 -­

6.4.1 Normal Water Year 

Table 6-2 summarizes CLWA’s water supplies and demands over the 20 year planning period. 
As presented in the table, CLWA’s water supply is broken down into existing and planned water 
supply sources, including wholesale (imported) water, local supplies, transfers, and banking 
programs. Imported water supplies are based upon an average delivery as a percent of total SWP 
Table A Amount, as per DWR’s draft report. During a normal year, water conservation has not 
been factored in the total estimated demands. 

6.4.2 Single-Dry Year 

The water supplies and demands for CLWA’s service area over the 20 year planning period were 
analyzed in the event that a single-dry year occurs, similar to the drought that occurred in 
California in 1977. Table 6-3 summarizes the existing and planned supplies available to meet 
demands during a single-dry year. Conservation of demand of 10 percent has been assumed for 
a single-dry year event. 
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6.4.3 Multiple-Dry Year 

The water supplies and demands for CLWA’s service area over the 20 year planning period were 
analyzed in the event that a four-year multiple-dry year event occurs, similar to the drought that 
occurred during the years 1931 to 1934. Table 6-4 summarizes the existing and planned 
supplies available to meet demands during multiple-dry years. Conservation of demand of 10 
percent has been assumed for a multiple-dry year event. 

6.4.4 Summary of Comparisons 

As shown in the analyses above, CLWA and the retail purveyors have adequate supplies to meet 
demands during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years throughout the 20-year planning 
period. 
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Table 6-2
 
Projected Average/Normal Year Supplies and Demands
 

Supply (af) 
Water Supply Sources 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Existing Supplies 

Wholesale (Imported) 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300 
SWP Table A Supply (1) 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300 
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) 0 0 0 0 0 
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (2) 0 0 0 0 0 

Local Supplies 
Groundwater 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 

Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 
Saugus Formation 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 

Total Existing Supplies 115,300 117,200 119,100 121,000 121,000 

Existing Banking Programs 
Semitropic Water Bank 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Existing Banking Programs 0 0 0 0 0 

Planned Supplies 
Local Supplies 

Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0 
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 0 0 0 
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 0 0 0 

Recycled Water (3) 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700 
Transfers 

Buena Vista-Rosedale (4) 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Total Planned Supplies 11,000 12,600 17,300 22,000 26,700 

Planned Banking Programs 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo 0 0 0 0 0 
Additional Planned Banking 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Planned Banking Programs 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Existing and Planned Supplies and Banking 126,300 129,800 136,400 143,000 147,700 

Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (5) 100,050 109,400 117,150 128,400 138,300 

Conservation (6) (8,600) (9,700) (10,700) (11,900) (12,900) 

Total Adjusted Demand 91,450 99,700 106,450 116,500 125,400 

Notes: 
(1) SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of average deliveries projected to be 

available (71% in 2010 and 77% in 2025/2030), taken from Table 6-5 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Draft of 2005 State Water 

Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). 

(2) Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2015). 

(3) Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in Chapter 4, Recycled Water. 

(4) CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the potential demands of future annexations to the CLWA service 

area. This acquisition is consistent with CLWA’s annexation policy under which it will not approve potential annexations unless 

additional water supplies are acquired. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy of this supply which, 

if approved, would leave the remaining 7,000 afy available for potential future annexations. Unless and until any such annexations 

are actually approved, this supply will be available to meet demands within the existing CLWA service area. 

(5) Demands are for uses within the existing CLWA service area.	 Demands for any annexations to the CLWA service area will be added 

if and when such annexations are approved. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy and, given supplies 

CLWA is in the process of acquiring, potential future annexations with demands up to an additional 7,000 afy could eventually 

be approved (see Footnote 4). 

(6) Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of total demand. 
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Projected Single Dry Year Supplies and Demands 
Table 6-3 

Existing Supplies 
Wholesale (Imported) 

SWP Table A Supply (1) 
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) 
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (2) 

Local Supplies 
Groundwater 

Alluvial Aquifer 
Saugus Formation 

Recycled Water 

Water Supply Sources 
2010 

9,860 
3,800 
4,680 
1,380 

47,500 
32,500 
15,000 
1,700 

2015 

9,860 
3,800 
4,680 
1,380 

47,500 
32,500 
15,000 
1,700 

2020 

8,480 
3,800 
4,680 

0 

47,500 
32,500 
15,000 
1,700 

Supply (af) 
2025 

9,480 
4,800 
4,680 

0 

47,500 
32,500 
15,000 

1,700 

2030 

9,480 
4,800 
4,680 

0 

47,500 
32,500 
15,000 

1,700 

Total Existing Supplies 59,060 59,060 57,680 58,680 58,680 

Existing Banking Programs 
Semitropic Water Bank (3) 17,000 0 0 0 0 

Total Existing Banking Programs 17,000 0 0 0 0 

Planned Supplies 
Local Supplies 

Groundwater 
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 

Recycled Water (4) 
Transfers 

Buena Vista-Rosedale (5) 

10,000 
10,000 

0 
0 

11,000 

10,000 
10,000 

0 
1,600 

11,000 

20,000 
10,000 
10,000 
6,300 

11,000 

20,000 
10,000 
10,000 
11,000 

11,000 

20,000 
10,000 
10,000 
15,700 

11,000 

Total Planned Supplies 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700 

Planned Banking Programs 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo (6) 
Additional Planned Banking (7) 

20,000 
0 

20,000 
20,000 

20,000 
20,000 

20,000 
20,000 

20,000 
20,000 

Total Planned Banking Programs 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 

Total Existing and Planned Supplies and Banking 117,060 121,660 134,980 140,680 145,380 

Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (8) (9) 110,100 120,300 128,900 141,200 152,100 

Conservation (10) (9,500) (10,700) (11,700) (13,100) (14,200) 

Total Adjusted Demand 100,600 109,600 117,200 128,100 137,900 

Notes: 
(1) SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of single dry deliveries projected 

to be available for the worst case single dry year of 1977 (4% in 2010 and 5% in 2025/2030), taken from Table 6-5 of DWR's 

"Excerpts from Working Draft of 2005 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). 

(2) Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2015). 

(3) The total amount of water currently in storage is 50,870 af, available through 2013. Withdrawals of up to this amount are potentially 

available in a dry year, but given possible competition for withdrawal capacity with other Semitropic banking partners in extremely 

dry years, it is assumed here that about one third of the total amount stored could be withdrawn. 

(4) Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in Chapter 4, Recycled Water. 

(5) CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the potential demands of future annexations to the CLWA service 

area. This acquisition is consistent with CLWA’s annexation policy under which it will not approve potential annexations unless 

additional water supplies are acquired. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy of this supply which, 

if approved, would leave the remaining 7,000 afy available for potential future annexations. Unless and until any such annexations 

are actually approved, this supply will be available to meet demands within the existing CLWA service area. 

(6) Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Banking and Recovery Program online in 2006, based on completing CEQA and subsequent adoption 

by CLWA Board of Directors. 

(7) Assumes additional planned banking supplies available by 2014. 

(8) Assumes increase in total demand during dry years of 10 percent. 

(9) Demands are for uses within the existing CLWA service area. Demands for any annexations to the CLWA service area will be added 

if and when such annexations are approved. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy and, given supplies 

CLWA is in the process of acquiring, potential future annexations with demands up to an additional 7,000 afy could eventually 

be approved (see Footnote 5). 

(10) Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of total demand. Per footnote 8, in dry years this demand is first increased by 

10 percent ([urban portion of total demand x 1.10] * 0.10). 
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Table 6-4
 
Projected Multiple Dry Year Supplies and Demands (1)
 

Water Supply Sources 
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Existing Supplies 
Wholesale (Imported) 32,010 32,910 32,570 32,570 32,570 

SWP Table A Supply (2) 30,500 31,400 31,400 31,400 31,400 
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) (3) 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (3) (4) 340 340 0 0 0 

Local Supplies 
Groundwater 47,500 47,500 47,500 47,500 47,500 

Alluvial Aquifer 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 
Saugus Formation 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 

Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 

Total Existing Supplies 81,210 82,110 81,770 81,770 81,770 

Existing Banking Programs 
Semitropic Water Bank (3) 12,700 0 0 0 0 

Total Existing Banking Programs 12,700 0 0 0 0 

Planned Supplies 
Local Supplies 

Groundwater 10,000 10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Recycled Water (5) 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700 
Transfers 

Buena Vista-Rosedale (6) 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 

Total Planned Supplies 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700 

Planned Banking Programs 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo (7) (8) 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 
Additional Planned Banking (8) (9) 0 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 

Total Planned Banking Programs 5,000 20,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 

Total Existing and Planned Supplies and Banking 119,910 124,710 149,070 153,770 158,470 

Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (10) (11) 110,100 120,300 128,900 141,200 152,100 

Conservation (12) (9,500) (10,700) (11,700) (13,100) (14,200) 

Total Adjusted Demand 100,600 109,600 117,200 128,100 137,900 

Notes: 
(1) Supplies shown are annual averages over four consecutive dry years. 

(2) SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of deliveries projected to be available 

for the worst case four-year drought of 1931-1934 (32% in 2010 and 33% in 2025/2030), taken from Table 6-5 of DWR's 

"Excerpts from Working Draft of 2005 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). 

(3) Based on total amount of storage available divided by 4 (4-year dry period). 

(4) Initial term of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2015). 

(5) Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in Chapter 4, Recycled Water. 

(6) CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the potential demands of future annexations to the CLWA service 

area. This acquisition is consistent with CLWA’s annexation policy under which it will not approve potential annexations unless 

additional water supplies are acquired. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy of this supply which, 

if approved, would leave the remaining 7,000 afy available for potential future annexations. Unless and until any such annexations 

are actually approved, this supply will be available to meet demands within the existing CLWA service area. 

(7) Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Banking and Recovery Program online in 2006, assuming CEQA complete and adoption by CLWA Board of Directors. 

(8) Average dry year period supplies could be up to 20,000 af for each program depending on storage amounts at the beginning of the dry period. 

(9) Assumes additional planned banking supplies available by 2014. 

(10) Assumes increase in total demand during dry years of 10 percent. 

(11) Demands are for uses within the existing CLWA service area.	 Demands for any annexations to the CLWA service area will be added 

if and when such annexations are approved. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy and, given supplies 

CLWA is in the process of acquiring, potential future annexations with demands up to an additional 7,000 afy could eventually 

be approved (see Footnote 5). 

(12) Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of total demand. Per footnote 9, in dry years this demand is first increased by 

10 percent ([urban portion of total demand x 1.10] * 0.10). 

Chapter 6: Reliability Planning	 Page 6-9 



Chapter 7
 
DEMAND MANAGEMENT
 

MEASURES
 



 

Chapter 7.0
 
WATER DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES
 

7.1	 OVERVIEW 

This section describes the Water Demand Management Measures (DMMs) and the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) implemented by CLWA as a part of water conservation programs 
to result in quantifiable water savings for the Valley. 

7.2	 WATER DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES AND BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Establishing goals and choosing water conservation measures is a continuing planning process. 
Goals are developed, adopted, and then evaluated periodically. Specific conservation measures 
are phased in and then evaluated for their effectiveness, achievement of desired results, and 
customer satisfaction. Water conservation can achieve a number of goals such as: 

� Meeting legal mandates 

� Reducing average annual potable water demands 

� Reducing wastewater flows 

� Reducing urban runoff 

� Reducing demands during peak seasons 

� Meeting drought restrictions 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act specifies 14 DMMs. The Act was revised in 2000 
to relate the DMMs to the 14 BMPs of the California Urban Water Conservation Council 
(CUWCC). 

The CUWCC was formed in 1991 through the “Memorandum of Understanding Regarding 
Urban Water Conservation in California.” The urban water conservation BMPs included in the 
MOU are intended to reduce California’s long-term urban water demands. The BMPs are 
currently implemented by the signatories to the MOU on a voluntary basis. However, the 
CALFED Bay-Delta Program (now the California Bay-Delta Authority) included mandatory 
implementation of the BMPs and certification of water use efficiency programs in its final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report and Record of Decision. Work toward this certification 
requirement has taken place during the five year planning period since 2000, but to date a final 
decision on such a requirement has not been made by the Bay-Delta Authority. Therefore, 
implementation of the BMPs/DMMs continues to be voluntary. 

After adoption of the 2000 UWMP, CLWA signed the urban MOU in February 2001 on its own 
behalf as a water wholesaler and on behalf of the local retail water purveyors, thus meeting one 
of the recommendations of the 2000 UWMP. NCWD signed the MOU separately on its own 
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behalf in September 2002. Los Angeles County signed the MOU prior to the 2000 UWMP on 
behalf of all its Waterworks Districts. The retail purveyors have voluntarily complied with those 
BMPs considered locally cost-effective, as discussed in Section 7.3. 

7.3 IMPLEMENTATION LEVELS OF DMMs/BMPs 

The CUWCC is composed of over 150 urban water suppliers and 30 environmental 
organizations, as well as other interested companies and organizations. It has spent much its 
existence determining the methodology by which savings from various water conservation 
measures (BMPs) can be quantified. The CUWCC has published “Guidelines to Preparing Cost­
effectiveness Analysis” and a “BMP Cost and Savings Study,” which assigns the water savings 
that can be ascribed to specific devices and activities when making cost-effectiveness evaluations 
for specific BMPs. 

The BMP Cost and Savings Study recognizes two categories of BMPs: device-based and 
activity-based. Device-based BMPs, such as showerhead and toilet replacement programs, are 
intended to alter water use patterns through the actual installation of water-saving appliances. 
Activity-based BMPs, such as school education and public information programs, are intended to 
modify social behaviors to encourage people to save water. The savings from device-based 
BMPs can be directly quantified and attributed, whereas savings from activity-based BMPs are 
usually not possible to quantify. Device-based BMPs will result in quantifiable water savings for 
the Valley. 

CLWA has been implementing the following BMPs, which pertain to wholesalers and retailers 
(with the exception of BMP 10), for the past several years (both prior to and after signing the 
urban MOU): 

BMP 3 System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
BMP 7 Public Information 
BMP 8 School Education 
BMP 10 Wholesale Agency Assistance 
BMP 11 Conservation Pricing 
BMP 12 Conservation Coordinator 

CLWA implements BMP 8 on behalf of all the retailers. 

In addition, since signing the urban MOU, CLWA has been assisting the purveyors by 
implementing BMPs 2 (Residential Plumbing Retrofit) and 14 (Residential Ultra Low Flush 
Toilet Replacement Programs). CLWA and VWC also undertook a pilot program to assess the 
cost-effectiveness of BMP 5 (Large Landscape Conservation Programs and Incentives) and BMP 
9 (Conservation Programs for Commercial, Industrial and Institutional Accounts). These two 
BMPs will see increased focus during the next five year planning period of this Plan. NCWD 
has been implementing all cost-effective BMPs since it signed the MOU. 
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Three BMPs are undergoing revision by the CUWCC and their implementation will be re­
assessed during this planning period. 

Signatories to the urban MOU are allowed by Water Code section 10631(j) to include their 
biennial CUWCC BMP reports in an UWMP to meet the requirements of the DMMs sections of 
the UWMP Act. As a wholesaler MOU signatory, CLWA assists with BMP implementation and 
reporting for two retail purveyors: SCWD and VWC. NCWD, as a separate MOU signatory, is 
responsible for BMP implementation and reporting for its own retail service area. LACWWD 
#36 BMP implementation and reporting is done by the County of Los Angeles on behalf of all its 
Waterworks Districts. For the purposes of this Plan, the most recent BMP reports (2003 and 
2004) as required by the urban MOU are attached as Appendix B. This appendix includes the 
reports for CLWA (wholesale), SCWD, and VWC. NCWD’s separate report is also included in 
the Appendix. 

7.4 SUMMARY OF CONSERVATION 

CLWA will continue to implement the BMPs applicable to a wholesale water agency (BMPs 3, 
7, 8, 10, 11, and 12), as well as other BMPs found to be locally cost-effective. NCWD will 
continue to implement all locally cost-effective BMPs for its service area. VWC, while not a 
signatory, will also continue to implement all cost-effective BMPs in its service territory. 

CLWA, in cooperation with the retail purveyors, continues development and implementation of a 
comprehensive water conservation program. The program will expand existing water 
conservation activities and BMP implementation. These efforts will be tied to water 
conservation programs in adjoining urban areas making appropriate improvements to meet the 
unique conditions of the Valley. 
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Chapter 8.0
 
WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLANNING
 

8.1 OVERVIEW 

Water supplies may be interrupted or reduced significantly in a number of ways, such as a 
drought which limits supplies, an earthquake which damages water delivery or storage facilities, 
a regional power outage, or a toxic spill that affects water quality. This chapter of the Plan 
describes how CLWA and the retail water purveyors plan to respond to such emergencies so that 
emergency needs are met promptly and equitably. 

To date, both a Water Shortage Contingency Plan and a Drought Emergency Water Sharing 
Agreement have been prepared by the CLWA and the retail purveyors. Prohibitions, penalties 
and financial impacts of shortages have recently been developed by CLWA SCWD, NCWD, and 
VWC and are summarized in this chapter. 

8.2 COORDINATED PLANNING 

The CLWA and purveyors have coordinated efforts in the past to meet water shortages. During 
1991 (the fifth year of a six-year drought), the purveyors and CLWA prepared a Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan. Since this plan was first prepared, the Valley has experienced two water 
shortages: in 1991-1992 due to the continuation of the 1987-1992 drought and in 1994 due to the 
January 17, 1994, Northridge earthquake. The plan worked extremely well in both instances, and 
minor updates were made to incorporate what was actually experienced during these two periods. 
It is envisioned that the Water Shortage Contingency Plan will be implemented whenever needed 
on a contingency basis. 

8.2.1 CLWA and the Water Purveyors 

During times of normal supply, the water agencies meet periodically to review total water supply 
and demand in the Valley and any new regulations affecting the water industry. 

During 1991, the local agencies met about once per month. Monthly water production and 
demand reports were produced and shared with the City of Santa Clarita Drought Committee. 
Also, after the 1987-1992 drought, the CLWA and the retail purveyors cooperated in sharing 
available water from all sources without regard to contractual or other water rights for the 
duration of the emergency, and to facilitate among themselves water transfers, exchanges, and 
arrangements to use each others distribution facilities. Should water shortage conditions similar 
to the 1987-1992 drought occur again, it is expected that similar coordinated planning between 
the local agencies would be conducted. 

8.2.2 City of Santa Clarita Drought Committee 

The City of Santa Clarita Drought Committee was created by the City’s Ordinance No. 91-16, 
adopted on March 13, 1991. The committee was made up of five appointees representing the 
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public, a representative of the City Staff, purveyor representatives, and a representative from the 
CLWA. The function was to: 

1.	 Review all available data on water consumption, water supply and groundwater 
conditions. 

2.	 Evaluate the level of compliance with the terms of the ordinance. 

3.	 Evaluate the level of achievement of the stated water consumption reductions. 

4.	 Make recommendations to the City Council concerning the timing of and need for 
implementation of future additional water restrictions as may be developed. 

5.	 Make recommendations to the water purveyors serving the City of Santa Clarita 
concerning additional measures to encourage water conservation. 

From its inception and through the crucial summer months of 1991, the group met twice 
monthly. In the event of another drought or water shortage crisis, such a committee could be 
reinstituted. 

8.3 STAGES OF ACTION TO RESPOND TO WATER SHORTAGES 

The Saugus Formation has underground storage of approximately 1.65 million acre-feet. In times 
of continued drought, the Saugus Formation can be pumped for temporary periods above its 
normal-year production. During an extended drought, the purveyors would consider upgrading 
the pumping capacity of their wells in the Saugus Formation and possibly drill additional wells 
to enable temporary pumping above the normal-year production of 7,500 to 15,000 afy. As 
developed in the Valley’s groundwater operating plan and presented in Table 3-6, production in 
the Saugus Formation can be as high as 25,000-35,000 afy during multiple dry-year periods. 

The Alluvium would be most affected by a continued local drought. As developed in the 
Valley’s groundwater operating plan and further presented in Table 3-6, sustainable production 
during normal years can range from 30,000 to 40,000 afy. However, due to operational 
constraints in the eastern part of the Basin, production would be reduced to approximately 
30,000 to 35,000 afy during locally dry years. 

Table 8-1 presents the four-stage rationing and demand reduction goals for the Valley. 

Table 8-1 
Rationing and Reduction Goals 

Deficiency Stage Demand Reduction Goal Type of Program 

Up to 15% 1 15% reduction Voluntary
 
15-25% 2 25% reduction Mandatory
 
25-35% 3 35% reduction Mandatory
 
35-50% 4 50+% reduction Mandatory
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Priorities for use of available water, based on Chapter 3 of the California Water Code, are: 

� Health and Safety—Interior residential, sanitation and fire protection 

� Commercial, Industrial, and Governmental—Maintain jobs and economic base 

� Existing Landscaping—Especially trees and shrubs 

� New Demand—Projects with permits when shortage declared 

Water quantity calculations used to determine the interior household gallons per capita per day 
(gpcd) requirements for health and safety are provided in Table 8-2. As developed in Table 8-2, 
the California Water Code Stage 2, 3, and 4 health and safety allotments are 68 gpcd, or 33 ccf 
(100 cubic feet) per person per year. When considering this allotment and the 2005 SCV 
Planning Area population of 249,343, as presented in Table 2-7, the total annual water supply 
required to meet the first priority use during a water shortage is approximately 19,000 afy. 

Table 8-2
 
Per Capita Health and Safety Water Quantity Calculations
 

Non-Conserving Fixtures Habit Changes Conserving Fixtures 

Toilets 5 flushes x 5.5 gpf = 27.5 3 flushes x 5.5 gpf = 16.5 5 flushes x 1.6 gpf = 8.0 

Showers 5 min x 4.0 gpm = 20.0 4 min x 3.0 gpm = 12.0 5 min x 2.0 gpm = 10.0 

Washers 12.5 gpcd (1/3 load) = 12.5 11.5 gpcd (1/3 load) = 11.5 11.5 gpcd (1/3 load) = 11.5 

Kitchens 4 gpcd = 4.0 4 gpcd = 4.0 4 gpcd = 4.0 

Other 4 gpcd = 4.0 4 gpcd = 4.0 4 gpcd = 4.0 

Total gpcd 68.0 48.0 37.5 

CCF per capita per year 33.0 23.0 18.0 

8.4 MINIMUM WATER SUPPLY AVAILABLE DURING NEXT 3 YEARS 

The minimum water supply available during the next three years would occur during a 3-year 
multiple-dry year event between the years 2006 and 2008. As shown in Table 8-3, the total 
supplies and banking range from approximately 103,500 afy to 120,500 afy during the next three 
years. When comparing these supplies to the demand projections provided in Chapters 2 and 6 of 
this Plan, CLWA and the purveyors have adequate supplies available to meet projected demands 
should a multiple-dry year period occur during the next three years. 
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Table 8-3
 
Estimate of Minimum Supply for the Next Three Years
 

Supply (af) 
Source 

2006 2007 2008 
Wholesale Imported 29,620 29,620 29,620 

SWP Table A Supply (1) 27,600 27,600 27,600 
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) (2) 1,560 1,560 1,560 
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (2) 460 460 460 

Local Supply 
Groundwater 37,500 54,500 54,500 

Alluvial Aquifer 32,500 32,500 32,500 
Saugus Formation 5,000 22,000 22,000 

Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 
Transfers 

Buena Vista-Rosedale (3) 11,000 11,000 11,000 
Banking Programs 23,600 23,600 23,600 

Semitropic Water Bank (4) 16,900 16,900 16,900 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo (5) (6) 6,700 6,700 6,700 

Total Supplies 103,420 120,420 120,420 
Notes: 

(1) SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages 

of total deliveries projected to be available for the worst case three-year drought of 1990-1992, 

calculated from data in Table B-8 of DWR's "Excerpts from Working Draft of 2005 State Water 

Project Delivery Reliability Report" (May 2005). The average of total SWP deliveries over this 

three year period was 29 percent of total Table A Amounts. 

(2) Based on total amount of storage available divided by 3 (3-year dry period). 

(3) CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the potential demands of future 

annexations to the CLWA service area. This acquisition is consistent with CLWA’s annexation 

policy under which it will not approve potential annexations unless additional water supplies are 

acquired. Currently proposed annexations have a demand for about 4,000 afy of this supply 

which, if approved, would leave the remaining 7,000 afy available for potential future 

annexations. Unless and until any such annexations are actually approved, this supply will be 

available to meet demands within the existing CLWA service area. 

(4) Based on total amount of storage available (50,870 af) divided by 3 (3-year dry period) and 

rounded down to the nearest 100. 

(5) Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Banking and Recovery Program on line in 2006, based on completing 

CEQA and subsequent adoption by CLWA Board of Directors. 

(6) Based on total amount of storage available (20,000 af) divided by 3 (3-year dry period). 

8.5 ACTIONS TO PREPARE FOR CATASTROPHIC INTERRUPTION 

8.5.1 General 

The Valley is located approximately 20 miles southwest of the San Andreas Fault. A major 
earthquake along the southern portion of the San Andreas Fault would affect the Valley. The 
California Division of Mines and Geology has stated two of the aqueduct systems that import 
water to southern California could be ruptured by displacement on the San Andreas Fault, and 
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supply may not be restored for a three- to six-week period. The situation would be further 
complicated by physical damage to pumping equipment and local loss of electrical power. 

DWR has a contingency aqueduct outage plan for restoring the California Aqueduct to service 
should a major break occur, which it estimates would take approximately four months to repair. 

Experts agree it may be at least 3 days after the earthquake before outside help could get to the 
Valley. Extended supply shortages of both groundwater and imported water, due to power 
outages and/or equipment damage, would be severe until the water supply could be restored. 

Combined water storage of the local agencies totals approximately 190 million gallons of water 
in storage tanks, which can be gravity fed to Valley residences, even if there is a power outage. 
In addition, since the 1994 Northridge earthquake, storage tanks have been fitted with flexible 
couplings, which should reduce damage to local storage facilities. The public would be asked to 
reduce consumption to minimum health and safety levels, extending the supply to seven days. 
This would provide sufficient time to restore a significant amount of groundwater production. 
After the groundwater supply is restored, the pumping capacity of the four retail purveyors, 
along with CLWA’s proportionate share of storage from Pyramid and Castaic Lakes, could meet 
the reduced demand until such time that the imported water supply was reestablished. Updates 
on the water situation would be made as often as necessary. 

The Valley’s water sources are generally of good quality, and no insurmountable problems 
resulting from industrial or agricultural contamination are foreseen. If contamination did result 
from a toxic spill or similar accident, the contamination would be isolated and should not 
significantly impact the total water supply, and such an event would be covered by the 
purveyors’ emergency response plan. The recent detection of perchlorate in the Saugus 
Formation and Alluvial Aquifer is an example of prior contamination due to industrial chemical 
processes. The few affected wells have been shut down; design of the treatment process to 
remove the perchlorate is near completion; and the wells are expected to return to service in 
2006. 

8.5.2 SWP Emergency Outage Scenarios 

In addition to earthquakes, the SWP could experience other emergency outage scenarios. Past 
examples include slippage of aqueduct side panels into the California Aqueduct near Patterson in 
the mid-1990s, the Arroyo Pasajero flood event in 1995 (which also destroyed part of Interstate 5 
near Los Banos), and various subsidence repairs needed along the East Branch of the Aqueduct 
since the 1980s. All these outages were short-term in nature (on the order of weeks), and DWR’s 
Operations and Maintenance Division worked diligently to devise methods to keep the Aqueduct 
in operation while repairs were made. Thus, the SWP contractors experienced no interruption in 
deliveries. 

One of the SWP’s important design engineering features is the ability to isolate parts of the 
system. If one reservoir or portion of the California Aqueduct (the Aqueduct is divided into 
“pools”) is damaged in some way, other portions of the system can still remain in operation. The 
Primary SWP facilities are shown on Figure 8-1. 
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Figure 8-1. Primary SWP Facilities 



 

 

Other events could result in significant outages and potential interruption of service. Examples 
of possible nature-caused events include a levee breach in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
near the Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant, a flood or earthquake event that severely damaged the 
Aqueduct along its San Joaquin Valley traverse, or an earthquake event along either the West or 
East Branches. Such events could impact some or all SWP contractors south of the Delta. 

The response of DWR, CLWA, and other SWP contractors to such events would be highly 
dependent on the type of event and the specific location of any such event. In typical SWP 
operations, water flowing through the Delta is diverted at the SWP’s main pumping facility, 
located in the southern Delta, and is pumped into the California Aqueduct. During the relatively 
heavier runoff period in the winter and early spring, Delta diversions generally exceed SWP 
contractor demands and the excess is stored in San Luis Reservoir. Storage in SWP aqueduct 
terminal reservoirs, such as Pyramid and Castaic Lakes, are also refilled during this period. 
During the summer and fall, when diversions from the Delta are generally more limited and less 
than contractor demands, releases from San Luis Reservoir are used to make up the difference in 
deliveries to contractors. The SWP share of maximum storage capacity at San Luis Reservoir is 
1,062,000 af. 

CLWA receives its SWP deliveries through the West Branch of the California Aqueduct at 
Castaic Lake. The only other contractors receiving deliveries from the West Branch are 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and Ventura County Watershed Protection 
District (formerly known as the Ventura County Flood Control District). The West Branch has 
two terminal reservoirs, Pyramid Lake and Castaic Lake, which were designed to provide 
emergency storage and regulatory storage (i.e., storage to help meet peak summer deliveries) for 
CLWA and the other two West Branch contractors. Maximum operating capacity at Pyramid 
and Castaic lakes is 169,900 af and 323,700 af, respectively. 

In addition to SWP storage south of the Delta in San Luis and the terminal reservoirs, a number 
of contractors have stored water in groundwater banking programs in the San Joaquin Valley, 
and many also have surface and groundwater storage within their own service areas. 

Three scenarios that could impact the delivery to CLWA of its SWP supply, previously banked 
supplies, or other supplies delivered to it through the California Aqueduct are described below. 
For each of these scenarios it is assumed that an outage of six months could occur. CLWA’s 
ability to meet demands during the worst of these scenarios is presented following the scenario 
descriptions. 

Scenario 1: Levee Breach near Banks Pumping Plant 

As demonstrated by the June 2004 Jones Tract levee breach and previous levee breaks, the 
Delta’s levee system is fragile. As noted above, the SWP’s main pumping facility, Banks 
Pumping Plant, is located in the southern Delta. Should a major levee in the Delta near these 
facilities fail catastrophically, salt water from the eastern portions of San Francisco Bay would 
flow into the Delta, displacing the fresh water runoff that supplies the SWP. All pumping from 
the Delta would be disrupted until water quality conditions stabilized and returned to pre-breach 
conditions. The re-freshening of Delta water quality would require large amounts of additional 
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Delta inflows, which might not be immediately available, depending on the timing of the levee 
breach. The Jones Tract repairs took several weeks to accomplish and months to complete; a 
more severe breach could take much longer, during which time pumping from the Delta might 
not be available on a regular basis. 

Assuming that Banks Pumping Plant would be out of service for six months, DWR could 
continue making at least some SWP deliveries to all Southern California contractors from water 
stored in San Luis Reservoir. The water available for such deliveries would be dependent on the 
storage in San Luis Reservoir at the time the outage occurred, and could be minimal if it 
occurred in the late summer or early fall when San Luis Reservoir storage is typically low. In 
addition to supplies from San Luis Reservoir, water from the West Branch terminal reservoirs 
would also be available to the three West Branch contractors, including CLWA. CLWA water 
stored in groundwater banking programs in the San Joaquin Valley may also be available for 
withdrawal and delivery to CLWA. 

Scenario 2: Complete Disruption of the California Aqueduct in the San Joaquin Valley 

The 1995 flood event at Arroyo Pasajero demonstrated vulnerabilities of the California Aqueduct 
(that portion that traverses the San Joaquin Valley from San Luis Reservoir to Edmonston 
Pumping Plant). Should a similar flood event or an earthquake damage this portion of the 
aqueduct, deliveries from San Luis Reservoir could be interrupted for a period of time. DWR 
has informed the SWP contractors that a four-month outage could be expected in such an event. 
CLWA’s assumption is a six-month outage. 

Arroyo Pasajero is located downstream of San Luis Reservoir and upstream of the primary 
groundwater banking programs in the San Joaquin Valley. Assuming an outage at a location 
near Arroyo Pasajero that resulted in the California Aqueduct being out of service for six 
months, supplies from San Luis Reservoir would not be available to those SWP contractors 
located downstream of that point. However, CLWA water stored in groundwater banking 
programs in the San Joaquin Valley could be withdrawn and delivered to CLWA, and water from 
the West Branch terminal reservoirs would also be available to the three West Branch 
contractors, including CLWA. Assuming an outage at a location on the California Aqueduct 
south of the groundwater banking programs in the San Joaquin Valley, these supplies would not 
be available to CLWA, but water from the West Branch terminal reservoirs would be available to 
the three West Branch contractors, including CLWA. 

Scenario 3: Complete Disruption of the West Branch of the California Aqueduct 

The West Branch of the California Aqueduct begins at a bifurcation of the Aqueduct south of 
Edmonston Pumping Plant, which pumps SWP water through and across the Tehachapi 
Mountains. From the point of bifurcation, the West Branch is an open canal through Quail Lake, 
a small flow regulation reservoir, to the Peace Valley Pipeline, which carries water into Pyramid 
Lake. From Pyramid Lake, water is released into the Angeles Tunnel, through Castaic 
Powerplant into Elderberry Forebay, and then into Castaic Lake. 
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If a major earthquake (an event similar to or greater than the 1994 Northridge earthquake) were 
to damage a portion of the West Branch, deliveries could be interrupted. The exact location of 
such damage along the West Branch would be key to determining emergency operations by 
DWR and the three West Branch SWP contractors. For this scenario, it is assumed that the West 
Branch suffers a single-location break and deliveries of SWP water from north of the Tehachapi 
Mountains or of CLWA water stored in groundwater banking programs in the San Joaquin 
Valley would not be available. It is also assumed that Pyramid and Castaic dams would not be 
damaged by the event and that water in Pyramid and Castaic lakes would be available to the 
three West Branch SWP contractors, including CLWA. 

In any of these three SWP emergency outage scenarios, DWR and the SWP contractors would 
coordinate operations to minimize supply disruptions. Depending on the particular outage 
scenario or outage location, some or all SWP contractors south of the Delta might be affected. 
But even among those contractors that might be affected, potential impacts would differ given 
each contractor’s specific mix of other supplies and available storage. During past SWP outages, 
the SWP contractors have worked cooperatively to minimize supply impacts among all 
contractors. Past examples of such cooperation have included certain SWP contractors agreeing 
to rely more heavily on alternate supplies, allowing more of the outage-limited SWP supply to be 
delivered to other contractors; and exchanges among SWP contractors, allowing delivery of one 
contractor’s SWP or other water to another contractor, with that water being returned after the 
outage was over. 

Of these three SWP outage scenarios, the West Branch outage scenario presents the worst-case 
scenario for CLWA. In this scenario, CLWA would rely on local supplies and water available to 
it from Pyramid and Castaic Lakes. An assessment of the supplies available to meet demands in 
CLWA’s service area during a six-month West Branch outage, and the additional levels of 
conservation projected to be needed are identified in Table 8-4 for 2005 through 2030. 

During an outage, the local supplies available would consist of groundwater from the Alluvial 
Aquifer and the Saugus Formation, and recycled water. It is assumed that local well production 
would be unimpaired by the outage, and that the outage occurs during a year when 
average/normal supplies would be available from the Alluvial Aquifer. Pumping from the 
Saugus is assumed to be one half of the annual supplies available in a single dry year. Note that 
adequate well and aquifer capacity exists to pump at levels higher than those assumed in this 
assessment, particularly during a temporary period such as an outage. However, to be 
conservative, groundwater production is assumed to be one half of annual supplies. Based on the 
assumption that additional voluntary conservation could reduce the amount of waste discharge, 
and therefore the amount of recycled water available, the amount of recycled water assumed to 
be available is reduced by 25 percent. 

The water available to CLWA from Pyramid and Castaic Lakes includes flexible storage 
available to CLWA at Castaic Lake, and emergency and potentially regulatory storage available 
in both Pyramid and Castaic Lakes. Regulatory storage, which is used to help meet high peak 
summer deliveries, may or may not be available depending on what time of year an outage 
occurs. For this assessment, regulatory storage is not assumed to be available. The amount of 
emergency storage assumed to be available to CLWA is based on CLWA’s proportionate share 
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of usable storage in each reservoir, where usable storage is maximum operating storage, less 
regulatory storage and dead pool storage. At Castaic Lake, this usable storage determination also 
excludes the three West Branch contractors’ total flexible storage. CLWA’s proportionate share 
of usable storage is assumed to be slightly less than three percent, based on its share of capital 
cost repayment at each reservoir. On this cost repayment basis, the proportionate shares of the 
Metropolitan Water District and Ventura County Flood Control District are about 96 percent and 
one percent, respectively. 

Table 8-4 shows that for a six-month emergency outage, additional conservation beyond the 
conservation BMPs described in Chapter 7 would be required, with the additional demand 
reductions ranging from three to 16 percent of the urban portion of total demand. It is likely that 
potential cooperation among SWP contractors and/or temporarily increased purveyor 
groundwater production during such an outage could increase supplies so that lower amounts, or 
even no amount, of additional conservation would be needed. However, even without such 
supply increases, these levels of additional conservation would be readily achievable. In an 
emergency such as this, these levels of additional conservation would likely be achieved through 
voluntary conservation, but mandatory measures would be enacted if needed. 
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Table 8-4
 
Projected Supplies and Demands During
 

Six-Month Disruption of Imported Supply System (1)
 

Supply / Demand (af) 
2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Local Supplies 
Existing Supplies 

Groundwater 
Alluvial Aquifer (2) 
Saugus Formation (3) 

Recycled Water (4) (5) 

17,500 
5,000 

190 

17,500 
7,500 

600 

17,500 
7,500 

640 

17,500 
7,500 

640 

17,500 
7,500 

640 

17,500 
7,500 

640 

Planned Supplies 
Groundwater (3) 

Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 

Recycled Water (5) 

0 
0 
0 

5,000 
0 
0 

5,000 
0 

600 

5,000 
5,000 
2,360 

5,000 
5,000 
4,130 

5,000 
5,000 
5,890 

Total Existing and Planned Local Supplies 22,690 30,600 31,240 38,000 39,770 41,530 

SWP West Branch Storage Available 
Flexible Storage (at Castaic Lake) 

Existing (CLWA) 
Existing (Ventura County) (6) 

Emergency Storage 
Pyramid Lake (7) 
Castaic Lake (8) 

4,680 
0 

4,370 
3,370 

4,680 
1,380 

4,370 
3,370 

4,680 
1,380 

4,370 
3,370 

4,680 
0 

4,370 
3,370 

4,680 
0 

4,370 
3,370 

4,680 
0 

4,370 
3,370 

Total West Branch Storage 12,420 13,800 13,800 12,420 12,420 12,420 

Total Local Supplies and West Branch Storage 35,110 44,400 45,040 50,420 52,190 53,950 

Demands (9) 
Total Estimated Demand (w/o Conservation) (10) 44,700 50,000 54,700 58,600 64,200 69,100 
Conservation (11) (3,700) (4,300) (4,900) (5,300) (6,000) (6,500) 

Total Demand (w/ Conservation)	 41,000 45,700 49,800 53,300 58,200 62,600 

Additional Conservation Required 5,900 1,300 4,800 2,900 6,000 8,700 
Additional Conservation as Percent of Demand (12) 16% 3% 10% 5% 10% 13% 

Notes: 
(1) Assumes complete disruption in SWP supplies and in deliveries through the California Aqueduct for six months. 

(2) Pumping from the Alluvial Aquifer is assumed to be one half of average/normal year supplies (see Table 6-2). 

(3) Pumping from the Saugus Formation is assumed to be one half of single dry year supplies (see Table 6-3). 

(4) Existing recycled water supply is based on one half of: current actual use of about 500 af for 2005, projected demand of 1,600 af for 2010, 

and existing supply of 1,700 af from 2015 on. 

(5) Assumes 25 percent reduction in waste discharge, and therefore in recycled water availability, due to additional voluntary conservation. 

(6) Initial terms of use of the Ventura County entities' flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2015). 

(7) CLWA's share of usable storage at Pyramid Lake, based on its 2.817 percent proportionate share of capital cost repayment of the reservoir. 

Usable storage is assumed to be 165,100 af (maximum operating storage of 169,900 af, less regulatory storage of 10,000 af for making 

peak summer deliveries and dead pool storage of 4,800 af). 

(8) CLWA's share of usable storage at Castaic Lake, based on its 2.927 percent proportionate share of capital cost repayment of the reservoir. 

Usable storage is assumed to be 115,100 af (maximum operating storage of 323,700 af, less regulatory storage of 30,000 af for making 

peak summer deliveries, total SWP contractor flexible storage of 160,000 af, and dead pool storage of 18,600 af). 

(9) Demands are assumed to be one half of average/normal year demands (see Table 2-2). 

(10) Demands are for uses within the existing CLWA service area.	 Demands for any annexations to the CLWA service area will be added 

if and when such annexations are approved. During a six-month outage, currently proposed annexations would have a demand for about 

2,000 afy and, given supplies CLWA is in the process of acquiring, potential future annexations with demands up to an additional 3,500 afy 

could eventually be approved. 

(11) Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of total demand resulting from conservation best management practices (see Chapter 7). 

(12) Additional Conservation is expressed as percent of urban portion of total demand, since an outage would result in shortfall only to 

purveyors' customers (i.e., urban users). 
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8.5.3 Regional Power Outage Scenarios 

For a major emergency such as an earthquake, Southern California Edison (Edison) has declared 
that in the event of an outage, power would be restored within a 24 hour period. Following the 
Northridge earthquake, Edison was able to restore power within 19 hours. Edison experienced 
extensive damage to several key power stations, yet was still able to recover within a 24 hour 
timeframe. 

CLWA 

To specifically address the concern of water outages due to loss of power, CLWA has equipped 
its two treatment plants with generators to produce power for treating water to comply with the 
State of California Safe Drinking Water Act and the Health and Safety Code. The Rio Vista 
Water Treatment Plant and Intake Pump Station emergency generator system provides electrical 
power to treat 30 MGD for 72 hours without fuel replacement. The Earl Schmidt Filtration Plant 
emergency generator system provides electrical power to treat 33 MGD for 72 hours without fuel 
replacement. 

CLWA SCWD 

SCWD is committed to providing regular service and meeting the needs of the community 
during any emergency situation. SCWD is obligated to respond to emergencies by using all 
available resources in the most effective way possible. SCWD has prepared an Emergency 
Response Plan that provides emergency operations procedures for the effective use of resources 
during various emergency situations. Emergency situations include but are not limited to: 
earthquakes, major fire emergencies, water outages due to loss of power, localized flooding, 
water contamination, and acts of sabotage. 

To specifically address the concerns of water outages due to loss of power, SCWD has purchased 
and maintains one mobile generator and has the ability to obtain emergency access to others. 
The current generator is trailer mounted and has the capability of supplying 180 KVA. This 
capacity provides the capability to run any facility within the service area of SCWD. Most 
primary pumping facilities are equipped with emergency transfer switches and SCWD 
employees are trained regularly to install and operate the generators in the most efficient and safe 
manner. The generator’s run time is only limited by the amount of available diesel fuel. SCWD 
has an above ground diesel fuel storage tank with a capacity of 1,000 gallons located at its 
Warehouse at 21110 West Golden Triangle Road in the City of Santa Clarita. SCWD maintains 
one carrier truck which is equipped with the capability of dispensing 100 gallons of diesel as 
necessary in refilling the generators. In addition, SCWD maintains a trailer-mounted 100 gallon 
diesel tank that will be deployed as required to preserve services. SCWD will respond to power 
outages on a prioritized basis and will continue its response to the power emergency as long as 
necessary. In addition to the generators, SCWD has a gas driven pump capable of delivering a 
maximum 2,000 gallons per minute. This pump can be installed at select facilities and run as 
required. 
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NCWD 

NCWD fully understands its role in providing a vital service to the community. NCWD is 
obligated to respond to emergencies by using all available resources in the most effective way 
possible. NCWD has prepared an Emergency Response Plan that provides emergency 
operations procedures for the effective use of NCWD resources during various emergency 
situations. Emergency situations that are meant to be addressed by this plan are; earthquakes, 
major fire emergencies, water outages due to loss of power, localized flooding, water 
contamination, and acts of sabotage. To specifically address the concerns of water outages due 
to loss of power, NCWD has purchased and maintains three mobile generators. The generators 
are trailer mounted and have the following capacities: 600 KVA; 300 KVA; and 180 KVA. 

These capacities provide the capability to run any facility within the service area of NCWD. All 
primary pumping facilities are equipped with emergency transfer switches and NCWD 
employees are trained regularly to maximize the speed to install and operate the generators. The 
generator run time is only limited by the amount of available diesel fuel. NCWD has an above 
ground diesel fuel storage tank with a capacity of 1,000 gallons located at its main office at 
23780 N. Pine Street in the City of Santa Clarita. Multiple crew trucks are equipped with 100 
gallon diesel tanks and the necessary fueling equipment to refill the generators. NCWD would 
respond to power outages on a prioritized basis and would continue its response to the power 
emergency as long as necessary. In addition to the generators, NCWD has a gas driven pump 
capable of delivering 600 gallons per minute. This pump can be installed at select facilities as 
needed. 

The NCWD Emergency Response Plan should be referenced for a more detailed description of 
specific actions NCWD plans to take in the event of a major power failure. 

VWC 

In the event that a power outage occurs, VWC has one mobile generator capable of powering 
either one of VWC’s Saugus wells or two alluvial wells that are in close proximity to one 
another. VWC would use the generator as a back-up to ensure water service remained until 
Edison was able to restore power. For regional power outages, VWC will rely on Edison's 
reliability criteria for restoring service with the longest outage assumed not to exceed 24 hours. 
This length of outage would not have a significant impact on water service. 

The VWC Emergency Response Plan should be referenced for a more detailed description of 
specific actions VWC plans to take in the event of a major power failure. 

8.6 MANDATORY PROHIBITIONS DURING SHORTAGES 

All Valley residents live within the boundaries of the City of Santa Clarita or Los Angeles 
County. Several ordinances were passed in 1991, during the last long-term drought, by the 
various governmental entities in the Santa Clarita Valley outlawing wasteful water practices. It is 
expected that if the Valley experienced another dry-year period, the same ordinances would be 
reactivated. 
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On February 11, 1991, the Castaic Lake Water Agency Board of Directors adopted Resolution 
No. 804 mandating a program of water conservation in the Santa Clarita Valley. 

On February 14, 1991, the Newhall County Water District Board of Directors adopted 
Resolution No. 101 outlawing wasteful water practices. The ordinance was amended on October 
15, 1991, with the adoption of Ordinance No. 102 and further amended on July 14, 2005, with 
the adoption of Ordinance No. 112.. 

On March 13, 1991, the City of Santa Clarita adopted Ordinance No. 91-16 outlawing wasteful 
water practices and calling for voluntary water conservation. The ordinance was amended on 
October 8, 1991 by the adoption of Ordinance No. 91-48. 

On March 21, 1991, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance 
No. 91-0046U, which prohibits wasteful water practices. 

Most of the ordinances mentioned above had sunset provisions that were effective January 1, 
1992. However, these ordinances could be reinstituted as needed. 

8.7 CONSUMPTIVE REDUCTION METHODS DURING RESTRICTIONS 

8.7.1 Supply Shortage Triggering Levels 

The agencies will manage water supplies to minimize the social and economic impact of water 
shortages. The Plan is designed to provide a minimum 50 percent of normal supply during a 
severe or extended water shortage. 

Demand reduction stages may be triggered by a shortage in any one of the water sources in the 
Valley or by shortages in a combination of supplies. The guidelines for triggering the stages are 
listed in Table 8-5. However, circumstances may arise where the purveyors may deviate from 
these guidelines, such as in a case where the Governor declares a water shortage emergency 
and/or institutes a statewide rationing program. 

Table 8-5 
Water Deficiency Triggering Levels 

Stage Percent Shortage 

1 Up to 15 percent water deficiency 
2 15 to 25 percent water deficiency 
3 25 to 35 percent water deficiency 
4 35 to 50+ percent water deficiency 

8.7.2 Consumption Limits 

The Valley-wide consumption allocation method for each customer type is as follows: 

Single Family Hybrid of Per-capita and Percentage Reduction
 
Multi Family Hybrid of Per-capita and Percentage Reduction
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Commercial Percentage Reduction 
Industrial Percentage Reduction 
Governmental Percentage Reduction 
Recreational Percentage Reduction 
Irrigation Percentage Reduction 

The percentage reductions at each stage and for each customer type correspond to the figures 
listed in Table 8-4. In a drought situation (multiple dry year period), individual customer 
allotments will be based on a normal year consumption table. The water agencies will classify 
each customer and calculate each customer’s allotment according to Table 8-4. Each customer 
will be notified of its classification and allotment by mail before the implementation of a 
mandatory program. New customers and connections will be notified at the time service 
commences if a mandatory program is in effect. Any customer may appeal its classification on 
the basis of use or the allotment on the basis of incorrect calculation. 

In a disaster, prior notice of allotment may not be possible. Notice will be provided by the most 
efficient means available, if necessary, through the terms of the CLWA’s Emergency Response 
Plan. 

8.7.3 New Demand 

During any declared water shortage emergency requiring mandatory rationing, the retail 
purveyors recommend that the City and County Building Departments continue to process 
applications for grading and building permits, but not issue the actual permits until mandatory 
rationing is rescinded. In Stages 3 and 4, it may be necessary to discontinue all use of grading 
water, even if permits have been issued, and consider banning all use of water for non-essential 
uses, such as new landscaping and pools. 

8.8 PENALTIES FOR EXCESSIVE USE 

The following section provides a summary of the penalties, if any, that are implemented for 
excessive water use for CLWA SCWD, NCWD, and VWC. 

8.8.1 CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division 

The SCWD has one commodity rate for all customer classes, so no excessive use penalties are in 
place. 

8.8.2 Newhall County Water District 

In July 2005, NCWD’s Board of Directors adopted Ordinance No. 112, which addresses water 
conservation, shortage, drought, and emergency response procedures. NCWD’s Water 
Conservation Action Plan states that no water user shall waste water or make, cause, or permit 
the use of water for any purpose contrary to any provision of Ordinance No. 112, or in quantities 
in excess of the use permitted by the conservation stage in effect. If excessive use (water leaks 
and/or waste) is detected from any water user, the following enforcement plan will be followed: 
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Efficient Water Use and Stage 1 Enforcement: 

�	 Any sign of water leaks and/or waste will be documented. 

�	 NCWD will then determine the appropriate level of action to inform the water 
user of the guidelines in Ordinance No. 112 and will encourage more efficient 
water use. 

Stages 2, 3, and 4 Enforcement: 

�	 First Violation: NCWD shall issue a verbal warning to the water user and 
recommend corrective action. 

�	 Second Violation: NCWD shall issue a written warning to the water user, and a 
fine of $40 shall be added to the water user’s bill if the corrective action is not 
taken within 30 days after receiving the written warning. 

�	 Third Violation: A fine of $100 shall be added to the water user’s bill if the 
corrective action is not taken within 30 days after receiving the written warning. 
In addition, the NCWD Board or General Manager may require installation of a 
flow-restricting device on the water user’s service connection. 

�	 Fourth Violation: For the fourth and any additional violations, a fine of $250 shall 
be added to the water user’s bill at the property where the violation occurred. 
NCWD may also discontinue the water user’s water service at the property where 
the violation occurred. Reconnection shall be permitted only when there is 
reasonable protection against future violations, such as a flow-restricting device 
on the customer’s service connection, as determined at NCWD’s discretion. 

NCWD Enforcement Costs: District shall be reimbursed for its costs and expenses in 
enforcing the provisions of Ordinance No. 112, including such costs as NCWD incurs for 
staff to investigate and monitor the Water User’s compliance with the terms of the 
Ordinance. Charges for installation of flow-restricting devices or for discontinuing or 
restoring water service, as NCWD incurs those charges, shall be added to the Water 
User’s bill at the property where the enforcement costs were incurred. 

8.8.3 Valencia Water Company 

VWC is regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). During times of 
threatened or actual water shortage, the PUC will require that VWC apportion its available water 
supply among its customers. In the absence of direction from the PUC, VWC will apportion the 
supply in the manner that appears most equitable under circumstances then prevailing and with 
the cooperation of the Valley water purveyors with due regard to public health and safety. 

The PUC’s methodology for water utilities to implement Water Conservation Plans is 
documented in Standard Practice U-40-W, “Instructions for Water Conservation, Rationing, and 
Service Connection Moratoria.” Water shortage contingency plans must be approved by the 
Commission prior to implementation by VWC. As stated in the Standard Practice U-40-W, the 
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PUC shall authorize mandatory conservation and rationing by approving Schedule No. 14.1, 
Mandatory Water Conservation and Rationing. Schedule No. 14.1 sets forth water use violation 
fines, charges for removal of flow restrictors, and the period during which mandatory 
conservation and rationing measures will be in effect. 

8.9 FINANCIAL IMPACTS OF ACTIONS DURING SHORTAGES 

The following section addresses the financial impacts of actions during water shortages for the 
CLWA SCWD, NCWD, and VWC. 

8.9.1 CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division 

Approximately 45 percent of SCWD’s expenses are variable and will be reduced proportionately 
with any reduction in sales due to voluntary or mandatory conservation. The remaining 55 
percent of expenses are fixed and will not decrease as a result of reduced sales. Also, only 50 
percent of the fixed expenses are included in the meter charge and 70 percent of SCWD’s 
revenues are generated by the commodity and energy charge. 

As a result of the 1987-1992 drought, the Valley’s retail water purveyors asked their retail 
customers to voluntarily reduce water use in 1992. The customers temporarily achieved a 25 
percent reduction in usage. Approximately 70 percent of SCWD’s revenues are derived from the 
commodity charge. A reduction of 25 percent could dramatically affect the financial stability of 
SCWD and impact its ability to meet its payment obligations and fund its capital program. 
Rather than being faced with the necessity of raising rates during a drought period, the Board 
directed staff to establish and maintain a Water Conservation Rate Stabilization Fund to be used 
in years when actual consumption drops 10 percent or more below average consumption. The 
Rate Stabilization Fund, established to address the financial impacts of water shortages, was 
approved by the Board in 2004. 

8.9.2 Newhall County Water District 

NCWD’s rates are designed with the intent that NCWD will generate adequate revenues to meet 
the costs of operating the water system. For the 2005-06 budget year it is expected that 26 
percent of NCWD’s total water revenues will come from the service charge and about 74 percent 
of the total revenues will come from the commodity charge. The service charge is based on 
meter size and the commodity charge is based on the quantity of water consumed. 

The nature of NCWD’s operation (as with any water utility) is that the majority of the operating 
costs are “fixed” in nature and do not increase or decrease in direct proportion with increases or 
decreases in water use by customers. For example, if water availability issues or shortages cause 
NCWD to request a voluntary reduction in the customer’s water use, two-thirds of the operating 
costs will remain the same even though less water is sold. This would result in a major revenue 
shortfall. 

In an effort to address this shortfall, NCWD established a reserve policy (Resolution 2005-26), 
that includes a “rate stabilization” fund to be used in situations where actual consumption of 
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water is reduced as a direct result of a water shortage situation as defined in Table 8-1 of this 
Plan. 

In the event of a declaration of a water shortage situation, NCWD’s Board of Directors will 
consider options and actions intended to replenish the rate stabilization reserve to its ideal level. 
These actions may include but are not limited to rate increases or surcharges, per customer 
assessments, and utilization of other reserve funds. 

8.9.3 Valencia Water Company 

The CPUC allows the investor owned water utilities it regulates to track and seek recovery of 
lost revenues and expense increases due to mandatory or voluntary water rationing during a 
drought. CPUC regulated utilities’ rates are set based on an assumed level of customer water 
usage during normal weather conditions. Therefore, when a drought occurs and customers 
conserve water, a utility’s revenue declines and it is difficult for the utility to fund its operating 
expenses. In order to provide an incentive for utilities to promote water conservation during 
periods of drought, the CPUC developed a mechanism whereby utilities can track lost revenues 
as well as increases in expenses due to drought. Utilities can then recover a portion of their lost 
revenues and expense increases via a surcharge to customers. This reduces the financial strain 
conservation programs place on investor owned utilities while furthering the statewide goal of 
water conservation during periods of drought. 

8.10 WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY RESOLUTION 

If a water shortage crisis reoccurs, such as the 1987-1992 drought, the water agencies will call a 
public hearing to declare a water shortage pursuant to Sections 351 and 352 of the California 
Water Code. 

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (on behalf of LACWWD #36, NCWD’s, and 
CLWA’s) respective Boards of Directors would adopt ordinances, similar to those adopted in 
1991, implementing the Water Shortage Contingency Plan. As stated in Section 8.6, in February 
1991, the CLWA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 804, which recognized reductions 
in requested delivery of SWP supply and mandated water conservation in the Valley. 

VWC would file an advice letter with the PUC implementing the Water shortage Contingency 
Plan. 

8.11 MECHANISM TO DETERMINE REDUCTIONS IN WATER USE 

Demand. NCWD, SCWD, and VWC bill their customers on a monthly basis. The prior year’s 
consumption is included on most customer bills. This allows comparison of the total 
consumption from each billing period to the same billing period from the prior year. 

Production. Under normal conditions, CLWA, NCWD, SCWD, and VWC prepare monthly 
production reports, which are reviewed and compared to production reports and pumping 
statistics from the same period of the prior year. Under water shortage conditions, these 
production reports could be prepared as often as daily. 
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Stage 1 and 2 Water Shortages. During Stage 1 and 2 Water Shortages, retail purveyors will 
review selected production reports on a daily basis, and the CLWA will provide each retail 
purveyor with a copy of its daily production report. The water agencies will meet on a more 
frequent basis to review water supply and demand in the Valley. Billing reports will be reviewed 
to identify users who are not abiding by the plan. 

Stage 3 and 4 Water Shortages. During Stage 3 and 4 Water Shortages, the retail purveyors 
will review all production reports and pumping statistics on a daily basis. The water agencies 
will continue to monitor the supply and demand in the Valley. Water transfers and agreements 
to use each other’s distribution facilities will be implemented as needed. Billing reports will be 
reviewed to identify users who are not abiding by the plan. 

Disaster Shortage. During a disaster shortage, management will continually monitor production 
figures. The water agencies will work to transfer water and use each other’s distribution 
facilities where feasible. 
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Appendix A
 
2005 Urban Water Management Plan Checklist (Final Draft)
 

Coordination with Appropriate Agencies (Water Code §10620 (d)(1)(2)) 
Yes No 
� 

� 

Participated in area, regional, watershed or basin wide plan 1-2 Page or Chapter
 

Describe the coordination of the plan preparation and anticipated benefits. 1-2 thru 1-4 Page or Chapter
 

Describe resource maximization / import minimization plan 
� Describe how water management tools / options maximize resources & minimize 

(Water Code §10620 (f)) 
1-5 Page or Chapter 

need to import water 

Plan Updated in Years Ending in Five and Zero (Water Code § 10621(a)) 
� Date updated and adopted plan received TBD (enter date) 1-2 thru 1-4 Page or Chapter 

City and County Notification and Participation 
� Notify any city or county within service area of UWMP of plan review & revision 

� Consult and obtain comments from cities and counties within service area 

(Water Code § 10621(b)) 
1-3 thru 1-5 Page or Chapter 

1-3 thru 1-5 Page or Chapter 

Service Area Information 
� Include current and projected population 

� Population projections were based on data from state, regional or local agency 

� Describe climate characteristics that affect water management 

� Describe other demographic factors affecting water management 

(Water Code § 10631 (a)) 
2-7 Page or Chapter 

2-7 Page or Chapter 

1-8; 1-9; 2-9; 2-10 Page or Chapter 

1-9 Page or Chapter 

Water Sources 
� 

� 

� Provide planned water supply quantities 

Identify existing and planned water supply sources 

Provide current water supply quantities 

(Water Code § 10631 (b)) 
3-1; chapter 3 Page or Chapter 

3-1; chapter 3 Page or Chapter 

3-1; chapter 3 Page or Chapter 

If Groundwater identified as existing or planned source (Water Code §10631 (b)(1-4)) 
� Has management plan 3-6 thru 3-9 Page or Chapter 

Attached management plan (b)(1) [to be attached to adopted plan] Page or Chapter 

� Description of basin(s) (b)(2) 3-6 Page or Chapter 

Basin is adjudicated -- Page or Chapter 

� 

� 

If adjudicated, attached order or decree (b)(2) -- Page or Chapter
 

Quantified amount of legal pumping right (b)(2) -- Page or Chapter
 

Analysis of location, amount & sufficiency, last five years (b)(3) 3-9 thru 3-18 Page or Chapter
 

Analysis of location & amount projected, 20 years (b)(4) 3-9 thru 3-18 Page or Chapter
 

Describes the reliability of the water supply and vulnerability to seasonal or climatic shortage 

Reliability of Supply 
� 

(Water Code §10631 (c) (1-3) 

Chapter 6 Page or Chapter 

Water Sources Not Available on a Consistent Basis 
� 

� 

� Describe plans to supplement/replace inconsistent sources with alternative sources/DMMs 

Describe the reliability of the water supply due to seasonal or climatic shortages 

Describe the vulnerability of the water supply to seasonal or climatic shortages 

(Water Code §10631 (c)) 

3-3, 3-8, Chapter 6 Page or Chapter 

1-8; 1-9; Chapter 6 Page or Chapter 

3-17; 5-5; 5-10 Page or Chapter 

Transfer or Exchange Opportunities 
� Describe short term and long term exchange or transfer opportunities 

(Water Code §10631 (d)) 
3-19; 3-23 Page or Chapter 

Water Use Provisions 
� Quantify past water use by sector 

� Quantify current water use by sector 

� P j f b 

(Water Code §10631 (e) (1-2)) 
2-4; 2-5 Page or Chapter 

2-4; 2-5 Page or Chapter 

2 4 2 5 P Ch 
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� 

� 

Opportunities for development of desalinated water 
� Describes opportunities for development of desalinated water, including, but not limited to, 

(Water Code §10631 (i)) 
3-23 thru 3-25 Page or Chapter 

ocean water, brackish water, and groundwater, as a long-term supply 

If Supplier receives or projects receiving water from a wholesale supplier 
� Agency receives, or projects receiving, wholesale water 

� Agency provided written demand projections to wholesaler, 20 years 

� Wholesaler provided written water availability projections, by source, to agency, 20 years 

(Water Code §10631 (k)) 
3-2 thru 3-6 Page or Chapter 

3-3 Page or Chapter 

3-4 Page or Chapter 

(if agency served by more than one wholesaler, duplicate this table and provide the source 

availability for each wholesaler) 

Reliability of wholesale supply provided in writing by wholesale agency 3-5; chapter 6 Page or Chapter 

(if agency served by more than one wholesaler, duplicate this table and provide the 
source availability for each wholesaler) 

Water Shortage Contingency Plan Section 
Stages of Action 

(Water Code § 10632) 
(Water Code § 10632 (a)) 

� Provide stages of action 

Provide the water supply conditions for each stage 

Includes plan for 50 percent supply shortage 

8-2 Page or Chapter 

8-2 Page or Chapter 

8-2 Page or Chapter 

� 

� 

Three-Year Minimum Water Supply 
� Identifies driest 3-year period 

� Minimum water supply available by source for the next three years 

(Water Code §10632 (b)) 

8-3; 8-4 Page or Chapter 

8-3 Page or Chapter 

Preparation for catastrophic water supply interruption 
� Provided catastrophic supply interruption plan 

(Water Code §10632 (c)) 

8-4 thru 8-13 Page or Chapter 

Prohibitions 
� List the mandatory prohibitions against specific water use practices during water shortages 

(Water Code § 10632 (d)) 

8-13; 8-14 Page or Chapter 

Consumption Reduction Methods 
� List the consumption reduction methods the water supplier will use to reduce water use in the most restrictive stages 

(Water Code § 10632 (e)) 

8-14; 8-15 Page or Chapter 
with up to a 50% reduction. 

Penalties 
� List excessive use penalties or charges for excessive use 

(Water Code § 10632 (f)) 

8-15 thru 8-17 Page or Chapter 

Revenue and Expenditure Impacts 
� 

� 

� Describe measures to overcome the revenue and expenditure impacts 

Describe how actions and conditions impact expenditures 

Describe how actions and conditions impact revenues 
(Water Code § 10632 (g)) 

8-17; 8-18 Page or Chapter 

8-17; 8-18 Page or Chapter 

8-17; 8-18 Page or Chapter 

Water Shortage Contingency Ordinance/Resolution (Water Code § 10632 (h)) 
Yes No 

Attach a copy of the draft water shortage contingency resolution or ordinance. [to be attached to adopted plan] Page or Chapter 

Reduction Measuring Mechanism 
� Provided mechanisms for determining actual reductions 

(Water Code § 10632 (i)) 

8-18 Page or Chapter 

Recycling Plan Agency Coordination 
� Describe the coordination of the recycling plan preparation information to the 

(Water Code § 10633) 
4-1 Page or Chapter 

extent available. 

Wastewater System Description 
� 

(Water Code § 10633 (a)) 

4-2; 4-3 Page or Chapter 
Describe the wastewater collection and treatment systems in the supplier's service area 

Quantify the volume of wastewater collected and treated 4-3 Page or Chapter 

Appendix A Page A-2 



� 

� 

� 

Water quality impacts on availability of supply 
� Discusses water quality impacts (by source) upon water management strategies 

(Water Code §10634) 
Chapter 5 Page or Chapter 

and supply reliability 

Supply and Demand Comparison to 20 Years 
� Compare the projected normal water supply to projected normal water use over the next 20 years, in 5-year 

(Water Code § 10635 (a)) 
6-7 Page or Chapter 

increments. 

Supply and Demand Comparison: Single-dry Year Scenario 
� Compare the projected single-dry year water supply to projected single-dry year water use over the next 20 years, in 5­

(Water Code § 10635 (a)) 
6-8 Page or Chapter 

year increments. 

Supply and Demand Comparison: Multiple-dry Year Scenario 
� Project a multiple-dry year period (as identified in Table 9) occurring between 2006-2010 and compare projected 

(Water Code § 10635 (a)) 
6-9 Page or Chapter 

supply and demand during those years 

Project a multiple-dry year period (as identified in Table 9) occurring between 2011-2015 6-9 Page or Chapter 
and compare projected supply and demand during those years 

Project a multiple-dry year period (as identified in Table 9) occurring between 2016-2020 and compare projected 6-9 Page or Chapter 
supply and demand during those years 

Project a multiple-dry year period (as identified in Table 9) occurring between 2021-2025 and compare projected 6-9 Page or Chapter 
supply and demand during those years 

Provision of Water Service Reliability section to cities/counties within service area (Water Code § 10635(b)) 

Provided Water Service Reliability section of UWMP to cities and counties within which it provides water [to be complied w/ adopted Plan] Page or Chapter 
supplies within 60 days of UWMP submission to DWR 

Does the Plan Include Public Participation and Plan Adoption 
Attach a copy of adoption resolution 

� Encourage involvement of social, cultural & economic community groups 

� Plan available for public inspection 

Provide proof of public hearing 

� Provided meeting notice to local governments 

(Water Code § 10642) 
[to be inc. w/ adopted Plan] Page or Chapter 

1-3 thru 1-5; Appendix B Page or Chapter 

1-3 thru 1-5; Appendix B Page or Chapter 

1-3 thru 1-5; Appendix B Page or Chapter 

1-3 thru 1-5; Appendix B Page or Chapter 

Review of implementation of 2000 UWMP (Water Code § 10643) 

Reviewed implementation plan and schedule of 2000 UWMP Chapter 1 Page or Chapter 

Implemented in accordance with the schedule set forth in plan Chapter 1 Page or Chapter 

Yes No 

� 

� 

Provision of 2005 UWMP to local governments (Water Code § 10644 (a)) 
Provide 2005 UWMP to DWR, and cities and counties within 30 days of adoption [to be complied w/ upon adoption of Plan] Page or Chapter 

Does the plan or correspondence accompanying it show where it is available for public review 
� Does UWMP or correspondence accompanying it show where it is available 

(Water Code § 10645) 
1-3 Page or Chapter 

for public review 
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Appendix B 
Public Outreach Materials 



UWMP 2005 Workshop and Pnblic Hearing Schedule 

Date Meeting 

April 7, 2005 Community Workshop #1 

June 29, 2005 Community Workshop #2 

August 31, 2005 Community Workshop #3 

September 28, 2005 First Joint Public Hearing 

October 26, 2005 Second Joint Public Hearing 

UWMP 2005 Outreach Meeting Schedule 

Date Meeting 

May 17,2005 
City of Santa Clarita Planning and Government 
Relations Staff 

July 13, 2005 Building Industry Association Executive Director 

August 3, 2005 
Building Industry Association Government Affairs 
Committee 

August 9, 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Government Affairs Committee 

September 20, 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce Board 

September 21, 2005 Castaic Town Council 

September 22, 2005 
Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Environmental Committee 
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Publications (Newsletters, etc.) Page lof4 

Publications (Newsletters, etc.) 

This is where new items, important notices and information on upcoming avents are posted. 

IMPORTANT: The Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley is available for review. 
PLEASE SCROll TO THE BOTTOM OF THIS PAGE FOR MORE INFORMATION. 

Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley 

The Draft 2005 Urban Water Management Plan is prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Urban Water Management 
Planning Act (Water Code sections 10630 et seq.). Every five years, in years ending in "5" and "0," water suppliers having more th 
3,000 service connections or selling at least 3,000 acre-feet of water per year must prepare a plan. 

Castaic lake Water Agency, ClWA Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County Waler District and Valencia Water Company ha 
prepared a joint regional plan for the Santa Clarita Valley, as encouraged by the Act. los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 
36 is participating on an ad hoc basis. 

Two public hearings will be held to review the plan. Both hearings will he held during joint meetings of the ClWA and NCWD Boar 
of Directors, and will take place in the ClWA Board Room at the address shown below. 

Wednesday, September 28, 2005 7:00 p.m. 

Wednesday, October 26, 2005 7:00 p.m. 

Written comments should be submitted to ClWA by 5:00 p.m., Wednesday, October 21,2005. Comments should be directed to: 

Mary lou Cotton
 
Water Resources Manager
 
ClWA
 
27234 Bouquet Canyon Road
 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350
 
Fax: 6611297-1611
 

• Draft 2005 UWMP Introduction and Table of Contents 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Chapters 1 through 4 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Chapters 5 through 8 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Appendix A 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Appendix B 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Appendix C 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Appendix D 
• Draft 2005 UWMP Appendix E 

htlp://www.cIwa.org/about/publications.cfin 8/3112005 



CASTAIC 
L A K E Vital News About Water Issues in the Santo Clarita Valley Summer 2005 

Urban Water Management Plan to Address 
SCV Water Demand and Supply 
CLWA and the local water retailers are preparing a draft ofthe Santa Clarita 
Valley 2005 UrbanWater Management Plan (UWMP) for review this sununer 
and fall All California urban water suppliers having more than 3,000 service 

connections or selling more than 3,000 acre-feet ofwater annually are required 

bythe CaliforniaWaterCode to prepare a UWMP every five years. About 450 

water suppliers statewide are affected. CLWA, CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division, 

Newhall County Water District (NCWD), and Valencia Water Company are working jointly 

to prepare a draft of a 2005 plan for the Santa Clarita Valley. Los Angeles County 

Waterworks District No. 36 is participating on an ad hoc basis, as the Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works must prepare its own UWMP. 

A UWMP must consider projected demands and supplies for a 2o-year period, in five-year 

increments. It must also assess water supply and demand scenarios for average/normal 

wateryears (i.e., periods of normal precipitation), a single dry year, and multiple dryyears. 

The draft 2005 UWMP for the Santa ClaritaValleywill identitY current local and imported 

water supply sources, as well as potential future sources. Current sources include the 

State Water Project, local groundwater and recycled water. Future potential sources 

include all of these plus water transfers, additional recycled water, groundwater banking, 

water conservation and desalination. 

The plan will identify future demand based on growth projections; By assessing projected 

demand along with projected supply, the 2005 UWMP will show how the Santa Clarita 

Valleywill meet its water needs through 2030. 

CLWA and the retailers published an amended 

2000 UWMP this past January, which addresses 

in detail the issue of perchlorate contamination 

first detected in 1997 in certain groundwater 

welis adjacent to theformerWhitta.ker-Bermitesite. 

Itdescribes plans for returning the contaminated 

wells to service.. 

Years of negotiations between CLWA, the local 

waterretallers and the current and former owners 

of the site, in an effort to reach agreement on 

clean-up, were unproductive. In November 2000 

CLWA and the retailers filed sult to compel the 

Continued, page 4 



CASTAIC 
L A K E Vital News About Water Issues in the Santo Clarita Volley Fall 2005 

CLWA and Retailers Seek Public Comment 
on 2005 Urban Water Management Plan 
The California Urban Water PlanningAct requires water utilities to update 

and submit an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years. 

CLWA is one of California's approximately 450 water suppliers now preparing 

such a plan. GLWA. CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall CountyWater District 

(NCWD), and Valencia Water Company have worked together to prepare a draft of a 2005 

plan for the Santa Clarita Valley. (Los Angeles CountyWaterworks District No. 36 is 

participating on an ad hoa basis, as the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

must prepare its own UWMP.) 

A UWMP must consider projected demands and supplies for a 2o-year period, in five-year 

increments. It must also assess water supply and demand scenarios for average/normal 

water years (i.e., periods of normal precipitation), a single dry year, and multiple dryyears. 

The draft 2005 UWMPforthe Santa ClaritaValleyis avaIlable for public reviewand comment. 

The Plan identifies current local and imported water supply sources, as well as potential 

future sources. Current sources include the StateWater Project, localground· water and 

recycled water. Future potential sources include all of these sources plus water transfers, 

additional recycled water, groundwater banking, water conservation and desalination. 

The Plan identifies future demand based on growth projections. By assessing projected 

demand along with projected supply, the 

2005 UWMP shows how the Santa Clarita 

Valleywill meet its water needs through 2030. 

Two public hearings to discuss the 2005 

UWMP have been scheduled, the first of 

whiah was held on Wednesday, September 

28, 2005, during a joint meeting of the CLWA 

andNCWD Boards ofDirectors .Asecond 

public hearing is scheduled for 7 p.m. on 

Wednesday, October 26, 2005. The hearing 

will be held in the CLWABoardroom at 27234 

Bouquet Canyon Road, SantaCisrita, CA91350. 



JEFFREY LAMBERT, AICP
 
Planning / Government Relations
 

March 26, 2005 

Sand Canyon Area Well Owners Association 
c/o 27363 Sand Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91387-3632 

Subject: 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water Manager Plan 

Dear Sand Canyon Well Owners Association: 

We havc begun to prepare the 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water Management Plan. 
In an effort to ensure all interested parties are fully informed and involved in our process, 
we have scheduled the first of many community workshops. 

Date: Thursday, April 7, 2005 
Time: 6:00pm 
Location: Castaic Lake Water Agency, Administration Building, 27234 

Bouquet Canyon Road 

The purpose of this Kick-Off Community Workshop is to present an overview ofthe state 
requirements and an outline of the contents of the 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water 
Management Plan. 

I have enclosed a flyer for this workshop and encourage you to attend. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 
Public Outreach Manager, 2005 SCV UWMP 

4603 Morse Avenue, Sherman Oaks, CA 91423, (818) 907-0294 
Jeffrey@Jeffrey-Lambert.com 



Jeffrey Lambert, AICP
 
Planning / Government Relations
 

July 20, 2005 

Paul Ash, President 
Westranch Town Council 
Hanger, Levine & Steinberg 
21031 Ventura Blvd, Suite 800 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364-6512 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP in August. 

With this in mind, I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to meeting with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 to arrange a meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 



Ms. Dana Wisehart 
United Water Conservation District 
106 N. 8th Street
 
Santa Paula, California 93060
 

Friends of the Santa Clara River
 
660 Randy Drive
 
Newbury Park, California 91320-4323
 

Mr. David Todd 
Office of Water Use Efficiency 
CA Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 942836
 
Sacramento, CA 94236-000 I
 

McConnick, Kidman & Behrens, LLP
 
Russ Behrens, Esq.
 
695 Town Center Drive
 
Suite 400
 
Costa Mesa, California 92626-7187
 

Mr. Michael Murphy
 
Inter-Government Relations Officer
 
City of Santa Clarita
 
23920 Valencia Blvd.
 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355
 

Paul Fancett
 
Castaic Area Town Council
 
P.O. Box 325
 
Castaic, CA 91310
 

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning 
the Environment SCOPE 
P.O. Box 1182
 
Canyon Country, CA
 
91386-1182
 

Stephan C. Volker
 
436 14th Street, Suite 1300
 
Oakland, California 94612
 

Mr. Steve Cole
 
Acting General Manager
 
Newhall Country Water District
 
P.O. Box 220970
 
Newhall, California 91322-0970
 

Mr. Gerald Johns, Deputy Director
 
CA Department of Water Resources
 
P.O. Box 942836
 
Sacramento, CA 94236-0001
 

Mr. Chris Stephens, Planning Director
 
Resource Management Agency
 
Connty of Ventura
 
800 South Victoria Avenue
 
Ventura, California 93009-1600
 

Ms. Judy Reinsma, President 
Santa Clarita Valley Well Owners Association 
P.O. Box 800085
 
Santa Clarita, CA 91380
 

Paul Ash, President
 
Westranch Town Council
 
Hanger, Levine and Steinberg
 
21031 Ventura Blvd., Suite 800
 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364
 

Sierra Club Angeles Chapter
 
3435 Wilsbire Boulevard, Suite 320
 
Los Angeles, California 90010-1904
 

Mr. Dennis Slivinski, Assistant Connty
 
Counsel
 
County of Ventura
 
800 South Victoria Avenue
 
Ventura, California 93009-1830
 

Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP
 
Southern CA Association ofGovernments
 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435
 

Mr. James Hartl
 
Director, Regional Planning
 
County of Los Angeles
 
320 West Temple Street
 
Los Angeles, CA 90012
 

Sand Canyon Area Well Owners Association
 
clo 27363 Sand Canyon Road
 
Santa Clarita, CA 91387-3632
 

Santa Clarita Sierra Club
 
21827 Parvin Dr.
 
Saugus, CA 91350
 



JEFFREY LAMBERT, AICP
 
Planning / Government Relations
 

June 21, 2005 

Subject: 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water Management Plan 

Dear: 

As you know, we are preparing the 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water Management 
Plan. In an effort to ensure all interested parties are fully informed and involved in the 
process, we have scheduled the second community workshop. 

Date: Wednesday, June 29, 2005 
Time: 5:30 pm 
Location: Castaic Lake Water Agency, Administration Building, 

27234 Bouquet Canyon Road 

The purpose of this Community Workshop is to present the Preliminary Draft 2005 
UWMP and to seek your feedback. The Draft 2005 UWMP is scheduled to be released 
in August with public hearings scheduled for September and October. 

I encourage you to attend and learn more about the 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban 
Water Management Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 
Public Outreach Manager, 2005 SCV UWMP 

4603 Morse Avenue, Sherman Oaks, CA 91423, (818) 907-0294 
Jeffrey@Jeffrey-Lambert.com 



JEFFREY LAMBERT, AICP 
Planning / Government Relations 

4603 Morse Avenue, Sherman Oaks, CA 91423, (818) 907-0294 
Jeffrey@Jeffrey-Lambert.com 

August 22, 2005 

Subject: 2005 Santa Clarita Valley Urban Water Management Plan 

Dear Interested Party: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water suppliers are preparing the 2005 Santa Clarita 
Valley Urban Water Management Plan. This letter is intended to provide you with advanced 
information on upcoming public meetings. We have scheduled the third community workshop 
and have tentatively scheduled two public hearings at joint meetings of the Castaic Lake Water 
Ageney and Newhall County Water Distriet Boards of Directors. These mectings have been 
scheduled as follows: 

What: Third Community Workshop 
Date: Wednesday, August 31, 2005 
Time: 6:30 pm 
Location: Castaic Lake Water Agency, Administration Building, 

27234 Bouquet Canyon Road 

What: Joint Public Hearing 
Date: Wednesday, September 28,2005 (tentative) 
Time: 7:00 pm 
Location: Castaic Lake Water Agency, Administration Building, 

27234 Bouquet Canyon Road 

What: Joint Public Hearing (Second) 
Date: Wednesday, October 26, 2005 (tentative) 
Time: 7:00pm 
Location: Castaic Lake Water Agency, Administration Building, 

27234 Bouquet Canyon Road 

The Draft 2005 UWMP is scheduled for release in mid- to late-August. The Draft 2005 UWMP 
will be available on the CLWA and NCWD web sites. 

I encourage you to attend and be involved in the review and adoption of the 2005 Santa Clarita 
Valley Urban Water Management Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 
Public Outreach Manager, 2005 SCV UWMP 
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M,. Dana Wisellarl 
United Water Conservation District 
106 N. 8~ Street 
Santa Paula, Californi. 93060 

Friends oflhe SantaCI.... River 
660 Randy Drive 
Newbury prot, California 91320-4323 

Mr. David Todd 
Onice ofWater Use Efficiencv 
CA Department ofWat« Res~"",es 
P.O. Box 942836 
Sacramento. CA 94236-0001 

McCormick. Kidman & Behren,. LlP 
Rus> Seh"-ns. Esq. 
695 Town Cenror Drive 
Suite 400 
Costa Mesa. Calilomia 92626-7187 

Mr. Miehacl Murphy 
In1(,"r-Government Relations Officer 
City ofS.n'" Clarita 
23920 Valencia Blvd. 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

Paul Fancctt
 
Castaic Area Town Council
 
P,O. Box 325
 
Castaic. CA 91310
 

Santa Clarita Organiution for Planning 
the Environment SCOPE 
P.O, Box 1182 
canyon Country. CA 
91386-1182 

Stephan C. Volker
 
436 14'" Str",,'!, Suite 1300
 
Oakland, California 94612
 

Mr. Steve Cole
 
Acting General Manager
 
Newhall Country Water District
 
P.O, Box 220970
 
Newball, California 9132Hl970
 

Mr. Ger.ld Johns. Dcputy Dir""lOt
 
CA Department ofWoter Resources
 
P.O. Box 942836
 
Sacram"""o, CA 94236-0001
 

Mr. Chris Stephen.. Planning Director 
Resource Management Agency 
County orVentura 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, California 93009·1600 

M•. Judy Rein.ma, Pte'idenl 
Santa Clarita Valley Well <>woe", A3soclation 
P.O. Sex 800085 
Santa Clarita, CA 91380 

Paul Ash, President
 
Wcstra:nch Town Council
 
Hanser. Levine and Steinberg
 
2103 I Vontura Blvd.. Sui'" 800
 
Woodland Hilt., CA 91364
 

NOTE:
 
Those shaded addresses were sent
 
Return R..eipt (only Judy Rein'ma was
 
retumad without evidence of""",ipt)
 

Sierra Club Apgeles Chapter
 
3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 320
 
Los Angele.. California 900I0·1904
 

Mr. Dennis Slivinski, I\s~istant County 
Counsel 
County ol'Ventura
 
800 South Victoria Avenue
 
Ventu"," Califomi. 93009-1830 

Jeffiey M. Smith, AICP 
Southern CA Association ofGovernments 
&18 West Seventh SIreel, 12th I'loor 
los Angol"" CA 90017·3435 

Mr. James H.rt! 
DU"td.()r~ Regional ?Ianning 

. i County of Los Angeles 
320 We" Tomple Street 
los Angeles. CA 90012 

Sand Canyon Area Well Owners Associ"';on 
0/027363 Sand Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91387-3632 

SllIIt8 Clarita Siem< Club
 
21827 Parvin Dr.
 
saugus, CA 91350
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Jeffrey Lambert, AlCP 
PlanllingI Gowrnmellt IUllItiolls 

July 20, 2005 

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning tiro Environment SCOPE 
P.O. Box 1182 
Canyon Country, CA 
91386-1182 

Dear SCOPE: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing tile 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the public ou1reach component of 
this effort This includes seeking opportunitit:$ to talk with interested community groups 
about tile 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 tjWMP on June 27, 
2005 and arc working toward the relea.'lC of the Draft 2005 UWMP'in August 

With this in mind, I !Un requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would likc to present the most recent v<mIlon ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forwdl'd to meetin with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 to arrange g. 

SillCe1ty1Y, 

OCT-19-2005 11:24AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: Pao,,:003 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 
Planning / Govunment Relations 

July 20, 2005 

Sanla Clurita Sierra Club 
21827 Parvin Dr. 
SauglL'l, CA 91350 

Dear Santa Clarila Sierra Club: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies arc preparing lhe 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked 10 manage the public outreach componenl of 
tlus effort. This include, scckinl1, opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We releasc:d the Preliminary Drafi 2005 UWMP on June 27. 
2005 and are WOrking toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP! in August. 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like 10 prescntthc most recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and an~'Wet any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to mee . with you. Plca.'lC contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605· 
~r-)···ng. 

OCT-19-2005 11:24AM From: 818 907 0342 IO: P••e:004 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AICP
 
P/anllillg I G<>~t!f'Ilmell/ RdatibllS
 

July 20, 2005 

Paul Ash, President 
Wcstraneh Town Council 
Hanger. Levine and Steinberg 
21031 Ventura Blvd.• Suite 800 
Woodland Hills., CA 91364 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Watel' Management Pian. I bave been asked to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with intereS1,ed community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft2005UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP in August. 

With this in mind, 1am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
Wc would like to present the most recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look fOlWard to meeti 'th you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 to arrange i g. 

/ 7·. 
Sineete1)l{ 

Je~/yinliert, AlCP 

OCT-19-2005 11:24AM From: 818 907 0342 IO: P.... : 005 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AICP
 
Plalllfillg / Gut>emmell/ Relations
 

July 20, 2005 

PaulFancett 
Castaie Area Town Council 
P.O, Box 325 
Cal;taic, CA 9131 0 

Dear Mr. Fancett: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water MlllIllgeD1ent Plan. I have been asked to manage the public outreach compunent of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
aoout!be 2005 UWMP. We released !be Preliminary Draft 2005 tfWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release ot'thc Draft 2005 UWMP'in August. 

With this in mind. I am reque.1ing an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to prcsent!be most recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

~""')J.ng With you. Please contact me via my ceU phone at (818) 605­
ting. 

Sincerel , 

Je bert. AICP 

? 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: P••e : 006 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 
Planning I Gol'l!f1lmenJ Rdat/t",s 

July 20, 2005 

Sand Canyon Area Well Owners Associalion 
c/o 27363 Sand Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91387-3632 

Dear Sand Canyon Area Well Owners Association: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley ";ater agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Waier Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This indudes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
aboul the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP!in August. 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to mootin with you. Please eontact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 to arrangel~AIr~~ 

Sincerely/ 

L9rlI~., AICP 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: Pa.e:007 R=88% 
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Jeffrey lAmbert. AICP 
Planning I Gove,nmellt Relations 

July 20. 2005 

Ms. Judy Reinsma, President 
Santa Clarita Valley Wen Owners Association 
P.O. Box 800085 
Santa Clarita, CA 91380 

Dear Ms. Reinsma: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the publie outreach component of 
this effort. This includes Sl.'Cking opportunities to talk with interested commUllity groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 U,WMP on June 27. 
2005 and are working toward the release ofme Draft 2005 UWMp'in Angus!. 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most reeent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questiollS you may have. 

I look forward to meeting with you. Please oonlact me via my cell phone at (8 I8) 605­
1506 to arrange . g. 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: P••e:008 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AlCP 
Plmtning I Govemmenl Relations 

July 20, 2005 

Mr. Michael Murphy 
Inter-Govemment Relations Officer 
City ofSanta Clarita 
23920 Valencia Blvd. 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

D~'aI" Mr. Murphy: 

As you know, the Sanla Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. {have becn asked to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to wk with interestpd community b'l'OUPS 

about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release ofthe Draft 2005 UWMP in August. 

With this in mind, I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent ver.:;ion ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

{look forward to meetin ·th you. Please eomact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 to arrange a m g. 

~"./,~ 
Sincerely,/ 

,/ 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: Page: 009 R=88% 
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Jel/rey Lambert. AICP 
Planning I Govemmellf ReJatwllS 

July 20. 2005 

Mr. James Hartl 
Director. Regional Planning 
County of Los Angeles 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Hartl: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley w.u.er ageneies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the publie outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interes~ community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release of Ihe Draft 2005 UWMP in August 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at yOu:r convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to mee . with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
ng. 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: Page:010 R=88% 



J"ffr,,~ Lam 818 907-0342 ", 11 

Jeffrey Lambert, AlCP 
P/tuIllingI GOve",IMllt Re/tltiom 

July 20, 2005 

Mr. Chris Stephens, Planning Director 
Resource Management Agency 
CoW1ty ofVcntura 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura. Califumia 93009-1600 

Dear Mr. Stephens: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I bave been asked 10 manage the public outreach component of 
this etYort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interestpd community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the 1'elea.~e of thc Draft 2005 UWMP in AuguSL 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenien¢c. 
We would like to present the most recent version oftbe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to me Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605+ 
1506 to arrange a 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: Pa ... : 011 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AICP 
Plannilfg / Govemnumt Rdationf 

July 20, 2005 

Jcffi'ey M. Smith. AlCP 
Southern CA Association ofGovemmcnts 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles. CA 90017·3435 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested communily groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on JWlC 27. 
2005 and are working toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP in August. 

With this in mind. I am reque:>1ing an opportunity to meet with you at youe convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to meeting with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at(818) 605­

150610 arran~. 

Sincerely /.J6 bert, AICP 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: Pa.e:012 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AlCP 
Planning I Government Relations 

July 20, 2005 

Mr. Gerald Johns, Deputy Director
 
CA Department of Water Resoorcc:s
 
P.O. Box 942836
 
Sacramento, CA 94236-000 1
 

Dear Mr. Johns: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water ageucies arc preparing the 2005 Urban
 
Waler Management Plan. I have bocn asked to manage the public outreach component of
 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested comIDWlily groups
 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 tjWMP on June 21,
 
2005 and arc working toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP'in August
 

With this in mind, I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your oonvenicnce.
 
We would like to present the most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any
 
questions you may have.
 

I look forward to meeti ·th you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605·
 
1506 to arrangs:,.<~~.lf;
 

h
/' 

SincerelY: 

if 
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Jeffrey Lambert. AICP
 
PlannUrg I GOl'Unment Reltltions
 

July 20. 2005 

Mr. David Todd 
Office of Water Use Efficiency 
CA Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 942836 
SacrdJllento. CA 9423().OOOI 

Dear Mr. Todd: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. 1bave been asked to manage the public ourreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interesfF<! community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working loward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP in Augu.~t 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look fOlWard to meeting with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 10 arrange meeting. 

Sincerel , 

./
eiLambert, AICP 
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Jeffrey Lambert, AlCP 
Pltmnmg I Government ReltltJ;ms 

July 20. 2005 

Mr. Dennis Slivinski, Assistant County Counsel 
County ofVentura 
800 Soutll Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, California 93009-1830 

Dear Mr, Slivinski: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Watec Management Plan. 1 bave been asked to manage the public outreacll component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft. 2005 ljWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release ofthe Draft 200S UWMP'in August 

With this in mind, I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your conveni~nee. 

We would like to present the most recent version ofthe 200S UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to meetin ·th you. Plealle contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
1506 to arrange a m g. 

Sincerely, 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: P••e:015 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lumbe,t, AICP 
Planning / Grwe,,,mJ!:N ReltItWns 

July 20. 2005 

Friends of the Santa Clara River 
660 Randy Drive 
Newbury Park, California 91320-4323 

Dear Friends of the Santa Clara River: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley waler agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. 1have been aqkcd to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to tulk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 t;WMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27. 
2005 and arc working toward the release of the Draft 2005 UWMP, in August. 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at yoW" convenience. 
We would like to presenl the most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer lilly 
questions you may have. 

[look forward to meet' w;th you. Please contaCt me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
]506 to ng. 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: P.ge:016 R=88% 
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Jeffrey lAmbert, AlCP 
PlanniRg / Gowmmelfl ReJllJions 

July 20. 2005 

SieIT'd Club Angeles Chapter 
3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 320 
Los Angeles. Califomia 90010-1904 

Dear Sierra Club: 

As you know. the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the public outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27. 
2005 and arc working toward the release of the Draft 2005 U~ in August. 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the mosl recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
queslions you may have. 

I look forward to meet; with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (8111) 605­
1506 to arrange;JH'~!i6& 

.JMlbii'irt., AlCP 

OCT-19-2005 11:25AM From: 818 907 0342 ID: P••e:017 R=88% 
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Jeffrey Lambert, A1CP 
Planning/Government Relations 

July 20, 2005 

Stephan C. Volker 
436 14" Street, Suit<: 1300 
Oakland. California 94612 

Dear Mr. Volker: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been a.~ked to manage the publie outreach component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 UWMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release ofthe Draft 2005 UWMP, in August. 

With this in mind, I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

with you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
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Jeffrey Lamberl, AICP 
Planning I Governmelfl Relations 

July 20, 2005 

Ms. Dana Wisehart
 
United Wate! Conservation District
 
106 N. Slll Street
 
Santa Paula, California 93060 

Dear Ms Wisehart: 

As you know, lhe Santa Clarita Valley water agencies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the public outreacb component of 
this effort. This includes seeking opportunities to talk with interested community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Preliminary Draft 2005 t)WMP on June 27, 
2005 and are working toward the release ofthe Draft 2005 UWMP in August. 

With this in mind. I am requesting an opportunity to mect with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present lhe most recent version of the 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to ~gwith you. Please contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605-

IS06 to ammg~in¢iJ:
 

/' ./ 

~i7~Jf' 
17 bert. AICP 
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Jeffrey Ltzmbert, AICP
 
P/Julnint:/ Govef'1l1l'/Jtnt RdlZtions
 

July 20, 2005 

Paul Ash, President 
Westnmch Town Council 
Hanger, Levine & Steinberg 
21031 Ventura Blvd, Suite 800 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364-6512 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

As you know, the Santa Clarita Valley water agcncies are preparing the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan. I have been asked to manage the pUblic outreach component of 
this eflbl1. This includes seeking opportunities 10 talk with intefCS\ed community groups 
about the 2005 UWMP. We released the Prelimiruuy Draft 2005 UWMP on JUM 27, 
2005 and are Working toward the relea--;e of the Draft 2005 UWMP in August. 

With this in mind, I am requesting an opportunity to meet with you at your convenience. 
We would like to present the most recent version ofthe 2005 UWMP and answer any 
questions you may have. 

I look forward to meeting with you. Pl_ contact me via my cell phone at (818) 605­
150610 arran~. 

Sincerel "~////' 
// 
/ 

rt, A1CP 
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Appendix C 
Groundwater Resources and Yield in the Santa Clarita Valley 

Introduction 

Beginning in the early part of the twentieth century, and continuing through the 1970s, local 
groundwater extracted from the two aquifers that comprise the local groundwater basin was the 
Santa Clarita Valley’s sole source of water supply. Since 1980, local groundwater supplies have 
been supplemented with imported surface water from the State Water Project (SWP). In 2003, 
augmentation of those water supplies began with the initiation of deliveries from Castaic Lake 
Water Agency’s (CLWA) recycled water system, which is anticipated to increase with time. 

Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin – East Subbasin 

The groundwater basin generally beneath the Santa Clarita Valley, identified in the California 
Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) Bulletin 118, 2003 Update as the Santa Clara River 
Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin (Basin) (Basin No. 4-4.07), is comprised of two 
aquifer systems. The Alluvium generally underlies the Santa Clara River 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; however, since these deposits are located in limited areas that 
are situated at elevations above the regional water 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 C-1 illustrates the mapped extent of the Basin in DWR Bulletin 
118 (2003), which approximately coincides with the outer extent of the Alluvium and Saugus 
Formation, and its relationship to the extent of the CLWA service area. 

A 2001 Update Report on both the Alluvium and Saugus Formation Aquifers was completed by 
Richard C. Slade and Associates, Consulting Groundwater Geologists (Slade, 2002). That report 
updated the analyses and interpretation of hydrogeologic conditions from earlier reports (Slade, 
1986 and 1988), including extensive detail on major aspects of the groundwater Basin. Notable 
parts of the 2001 Update Report includes: 

�	 Description of the extensive additional data available since the original Alluvium and 
Saugus Formation reports were prepared in 1986 and 1988, respectively 

�	 Organization of historic data into a Geographic Information System (GIS) database 
�	 Description of the overall groundwater basin in conformance with that being mapped by 

the Department of Water Resources in Bulletin 118 (2003) 
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�	 Analysis of historical groundwater levels and production, and conclusions that there have 
been no conditions that would be illustrative of groundwater overdraft 

�	 Suggestion that utilization of operational yield (as opposed to perennial yield) as a basis 
for managing groundwater production would be more applicable in this basin to reflect 

�	 Fluctuating utilization of groundwater in conjunction with utilization of imported SWP 
water 

�	 Conclusion that operational yield of the Alluvium is 30,000 to 40,000 acre-feet per year 
(afy) for wet and average/normal rainfall years, with an expected reduction into the range 
of 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years 

�	 Conclusion that operational yield of the Saugus Formation would be in the range of 7,500 
to 15,000 afy on a long-term basis, with short-term increases during dry periods into a 
range of 15,000 to 25,000 afy, and to 35,000 afy if dry year conditions continue 

Groundwater Management Plan 

As part of legislation authorizing CLWA to provide retail water service to individual municipal 
customers in addition to its ongoing wholesale water supply, Assembly Bill 134 (2001) included 
a requirement that CLWA prepare a groundwater management plan in accordance with the 
provisions of Water Code Section 10753, which was originally enacted by, and is commonly 
known as, Assembly Bill 3030. The general contents of CLWA’s groundwater management 
plan were outlined in 2002, and a detailed plan was drafted and adopted in 2003 to satisfy the 
requirements of AB 134. The plan both complements and formalizes a number of existing water 
supply and water resource planning and management activities in CLWA’s service area, which 
effectively encompasses the East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin. 

CLWA adopted the Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) in December 2003. As part of the 
GWMP, four management objectives, or goals, were established for the Basin including: (1) 
development 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 groundwater Basin conditions to determine a range of operational yield values that will make 
use of local groundwater conjunctively with supplemental SWP supplies and recycled water to 
avoid groundwater overdraft, (3) preservation of groundwater quality, including active 
characterization and solution of any groundwater contamination problems, and (4) preservation 
of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing groundwater to not adversely 
impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to downstream basin(s). 

The adopted GWMP includes 14 elements that are 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 
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�	 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 water conservation programs 
�	 Identification and management of recharge areas and wellhead protection areas 
�	 Involvement in land use planning process 
�	 Identification of well construction, abandonment, and destruction policies 
�	 Provisions to update the groundwater management plan 

Alluvium – General 

The Alluvial Aquifer system, of Quaternary to Holocene (Recent) geologic age, consists 
primarily of stream channel and flood plain deposits of the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. 
The Alluvium is deepest along the center of the present river channel, with a maximum thickness 
of about 200 feet near the Saugus area. It thins toward the flanks of the adjoining hills and 
toward the eastern and western boundaries of the Basin and, in the tributaries, becomes a mere 
veneer in their upper reaches. The spatial extent of the Alluvium throughout the Basin is 
illustrated in Figure C-2. 

Groundwater generally moves westward toward the outlet of the Basin, which is also the outlet 
of the Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area. Thus, groundwater movement in the Alluvium 
beneath the tributaries is toward their confluence with the Santa Clara River and then westward 
in the Alluvium. From about Castaic Junction to Blue Cut, the Alluvium thins and narrows. 
This configuration forces groundwater to rise, keeping the depth to water at or close to the land 
surface. As discussed in more detail below, the general groundwater flow direction has remained 
unchanged whether groundwater levels are high or intermittently depressed. The San Gabriel 
and Holser faults traverse the Basin but neither fault measurably affects groundwater levels or 
flows in the Alluvium. 
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Alluvial wells are distributed throughout the basin along the Santa Clara River and its southwest 
draining tributaries. Figure C-3 illustrates the location of the wells operated by retail water 
purveyors and other known Alluvial wells in the Basin. The Alluvium is the most permeable of 
the local aquifer units. Based on well yields and aquifer testing, estimated transmissivity values 
of 50,000 to 500,000 gallons per day per foot have been reported for the Alluvium, with the 
higher values where the Alluvium is thickest in the center of the Valley and generally west of 
Bouquet Canyon. The amount of groundwater in storage in the Alluvium can vary because of 
the effects of recharge, discharge, and pumping from the aquifer. The maximum storage 
capacity of the Alluvium has been estimated to be 240,000 acre-feet (af). 

Consistent with the 2001 Update Report (Slade, 2002), the current management practice of the 
local retail water purveyors is to continue a groundwater operating plan that generally results in 
total Alluvial pumping in the range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy, slightly reduced to 30,000 to 35,000 
afy in dry periods. This operating plan maximizes use of the Alluvium because of the aquifer’s 
ability to store and produce good quality water on a perennial basis, and because the Alluvium is 
capable of rapid recovery of water levels and storage in wet periods. As with many groundwater 
basins, it is possible to intermittently exceed the long-term average yield for one or more years 
without long-term adverse effects. In the eastern part of the Alluvial aquifer system, pumping 
during dry periods results in intermittently lower water levels in that portion of the aquifer. 
However, management of pumping during dry periods limits the lowering of water levels, and 
normal-to-wet period recharge results in a rapid return of groundwater levels to historic highs. 
Historical groundwater data collected from the Alluvium over many hydrologic cycles provides 
assurance that groundwater elevations return to normal in average or wet years following periods 
during which the groundwater elevations have declined. In addition, high rainfall totals in only 
one to two years generally will cause water levels within the Alluvium to rise quickly and by a 
relatively large amount. Such water level response to rainfall is a significant characteristic of 
permeable, porous, alluvial aquifer systems that occur within large watersheds. 
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Alluvium – Historical and Current Conditions 

Total pumpage from the Alluvium in 2004 was about 33,800 af, of which about 56 percent 
(19,000 af) was for municipal water supply, and the balance, about 44 percent (14,800 af), was 
for agriculture and other (minor) miscellaneous uses. 

Alluvial pumpage has been recorded intermittently since the mid-1940s, and consistently since 
1980. When pumpage records are unavailable (e.g. in the 1970s), data has been approximated to 
obtain a continuous historic record (Figure C-4). Alluvial pumpage from private wells, 
estimated to be at most 500 afy, has been included in the total Alluvial pumpage. Since the 
inception of SWP deliveries to CLWA in 1980, total pumpage from the Alluvium has ranged 
from a low of about 20,000 afy (in 1983) to slightly more than 43,000 afy (in 1999). 
Agricultural pumpage remained stable from the mid-1940’s through about 1960, generally 
ranging from 33,000 to 37,000 afy, with annual pumpage as high as 41,000 af. From 1960 
through the late 1970’s, agricultural pumpage declined in a nearly linear trend, and has fluctuated 
slightly since then, between approximately 10,000 and 16,000 afy. As agricultural pumpage 
declined, municipal pumpage from the Alluvium increased from less than 4,000 afy in the 1950s 
to approximately 17,000 af in 1980. Beginning in 1980 with the importation of SWP water, 
municipal pumpage from the Alluvium declined to about 12,500 afy and remained stable 
throughout the 1980’s. Municipal pumpage has subsequently increased to the current range of 
approximately 20,000 to 25,000 afy. Overall, there has been a change in municipal/agricultural 
pumping distribution since 1980, toward a slightly higher fraction for municipal water supply 
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(from about 50 percent to nearly 60 percent of Alluvial pumpage), which reflects the general 
land use changes in the Valley. 

The most recent analysis of the Alluvium (Slade, 2002) suggested that the operational yield of 
the Alluvium is 30,000 to 40,000 afy in average/normal and wet years, with a reduction to 
30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. On a long-term basis since the importation of SWP water, 
total Alluvial pumpage has been about 30,500 afy (31,300 af in years with less than average 
precipitation, and 29,400 af in years with greater than average precipitation). These amounts are 
at the lower end of the range of operational yield of the Alluvium. 

Groundwater levels in various parts of the Basin have historically exhibited different responses 
to both pumpage and climatic fluctuations. During the last 20 to 30 years, in essentially all the 
alluvial portions of the Basin, groundwater levels have fluctuated from near the ground surface 
when the Basin is full, to as much as 100 feet lower when the Basin is pumped during 
intermittent dry periods of reduced recharge. Figure C-3 groups the Alluvial wells into areas 
with similar groundwater level fluctuations. Figures C-5 and C-6 present historical groundwater 
levels organized into hydrograph form (groundwater elevation vs. time) for four of these areas in 
the Basin. The other areas shown in Figure C-3 exhibit groundwater level responses similar to 
those in these four areas. 

The ‘Mint Canyon’ area is located at the far eastern end of the Basin along the Santa Clara River. 
In this area, the Alluvium is shallower than in the western parts of the Basin; consequently, the 
area has historically exhibited the most dramatic responses to climatic fluctuations. The ‘Above 
Saugus WRP’ and ‘Bouquet Canyon’ areas generally exhibit groundwater level responses that 
are similar to those in the ‘Mint Canyon’ area. 

The ‘Below Saugus WRP’ area is located along the Santa Clara River immediately downstream 
of the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). This area has shown a dramatic increase in 
groundwater levels (30 to 60 feet) since the 1960s. The area now receives recharge from the 
treated wastewater discharged from the Saugus WRP to the Santa Clara River, and is located in 
one of the thickest areas of the Alluvium. The ‘Below Saugus WRP’ area exhibits groundwater 
level responses to climatic fluctuations, but these responses are much smaller than those further 
east in the Basin. The ‘San Francisquito Canyon’ area generally exhibits groundwater level 
responses that are similar to those in the ‘Below Saugus WRP’ area. 

The ‘Castaic Valley’ area is located along Castaic Creek below Castaic Lake. Groundwater 
levels in this area have remained fairly constant, with slight responses to climatic fluctuations, 
since the 1950s. 

The ‘Below Valencia’ WRP area is located along the Santa Clara River downstream of the 
Valencia WRP, and receives recharge from the treated wastewater discharged from the Valencia 
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WRP to the Santa Clara River. Groundwater levels in this area exhibit slight, if any, response to 
climatic fluctuations, and have remained fairly constant since the 1950s. 

Groundwater fluctuations in the ‘Mint Canyon’ area (illustrated in Figure C-5) represent the 
most substantial intermittent changes in the basin. As described and discussed above, the 
Alluvium has historically experienced a number of alternating wet and dry hydrologic conditions 
during which groundwater level declines are followed by returns to historic highs. Since the 
Alluvium is thinner to the east, the resulting groundwater fluctuations are most dramatic in this 
area, up to 75 to 100 feet. When water levels are low, well yields and pumping capacities in this 
area can be impacted. The affected retail water purveyors respond by decreasing pumping and 
increasing use of Saugus Formation and imported SWP supplies. The purveyors also shift a 
fraction of the Alluvial pumpage that would normally be supplied by ‘Mint Canyon’ area wells 
to areas further west, where well yields and pumping capacities remain fairly constant because of 
smaller groundwater level fluctuations. As shown in Figure C-7, the purveyors have decreased 
the percent of total Alluvial pumpage from the ‘Mint Canyon’ area steadily beginning in 2000, 
and have offset these decreases by increasing pumpage in the ‘Below Saugus WRP’ and ‘Below 
Valencia WRP’ areas. This allows the purveyors to maximize the available supply from the 
Alluvium during dry periods to best meet demand. In spite of the current period of below 
average precipitation, groundwater levels in the ‘Mint Canyon’ area have ceased to decline in the 
last two years. This is illustrative of the purveyors’ integrated use of surface water and 
groundwater to maintain local groundwater resources within their overall yield. 

Depending on the period of available data, all the hydrographs of groundwater levels in the 
Alluvium show the same general picture: recent (last 30 years) groundwater levels have 
exhibited historic highs; in some locations, there are intermittent dry-period declines (and an 
associated use of some groundwater from storage) followed by wet-period recoveries (and 
associated natural refilling of storage space). On a long-term basis, the Alluvium shows no signs 
of water level-related overdraft (i.e., no trend toward decreasing water levels and storage). Since 
there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend toward permanent groundwater level or 
storage decline, pumpage from the Alluvium has been, and continues to be, within the 
operational yield of that aquifer. 

As previously mentioned, it is possible to intermittently pump the aquifer by exceeding its 
average yield for one or more years without long-term impacts. This utilizes some water from 
storage in the aquifer, and is evidenced by lowered groundwater levels, which subsequently 
recover during periods of reduced pumpage or higher than average precipitation. Records of 
groundwater levels, pumpage and precipitation suggest that declines and subsequent rises in 
groundwater levels are influenced more by fluctuations in the availability of water for recharge 
than by pumpage. When less water is available for recharge, during periods of lower than 
average precipitation and streamflow, groundwater levels decline even when pumpage remains 
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constant. Conversely, when an abundance of water is available for recharge because of wet 
conditions, pumpage can increase significantly without affecting groundwater levels. Overall, 
long-term experience with Alluvial Aquifer response to pumping in the ranges now considered to 
be its operational yield shows that such ranges can be considered reliable components of future 
supply. Recently completed numerical groundwater flow modeling, discussed in detail below, 
has been used to project Alluvial Aquifer response to the same ranges of pumping over multiple 
decades of varying hydrologic conditions; groundwater levels are projected to essentially repeat 
what has historically occurred since the importation of supplemental SWP water. 

Saugus Formation – General 

The Saugus Formation, of Pliocene to Pleistocene geologic age, has traditionally been divided 
into two stratigraphic units: the lowermost, geologically older Sunshine Ranch Member, which is 
of mixed marine to terrestrial (non-marine) origin; and the overlying, or upper, portion of the 
Formation which is entirely terrestrial in origin. The Sunshine Ranch Member of the Saugus 
Formation has a maximum thickness of about 3,000 to 3,500 feet in the central part of the 
Valley; however, due to its marine origin and fine-grained nature, it is not considered to be a 
viable source of groundwater for municipal or other water supply. Above the Sunshine Ranch 
Member, the upper portion of the Saugus Formation is coarser grained, consisting mainly of 
lenticular beds of sandstone and conglomerate that are interbedded with lesser amounts of sandy 
mudstone, which were deposited in stream channels, flood plains, and alluvial fans by one or 
more ancestral drainage systems in the Valley. The sand and gravel units that represent aquifer 
materials in the upper part of the Saugus Formation are generally located between depths of 
about 300 and 2,500 feet. The spatial extent of the Saugus Formation throughout the Basin is 
illustrated on Figure C-8. 

The Saugus Formation is much thicker and more spatially extensive throughout the Basin when 
compared to the Alluvium. It is also significant in terms of groundwater storage and individual 
well capacity. However, the Saugus Formation has typically lower values of transmissivity, in 
the range of 80,000 to 160,000 gpd/ft, with the higher values in the upper portions of the 
Formation. The storage capacity of the Saugus has most recently been estimated to be 1.65 
million af between depths of 300 feet and approximately 2,500 feet (to the base of the Saugus, or 
to the base of fresh water if shallower than 2,500 feet). Groundwater in the Saugus Formation 
generally moves north along the South Fork of the Santa Clara River, towards the Santa Clara 
River and the outlet of the Basin. Saugus wells operated by the retail water purveyors (shown in 
Figure C-8) are located in the southern portion of the Basin, south of the Santa Clara River. 

For long-term planning purposes, the operating plan includes pumping from the Saugus in the 
range of 7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years, a conservative estimate in light of 
historical estimates of potential recharge to the Saugus complemented by observations of high 
groundwater levels in the overlying Alluvium over the last 30 years. The operating plan also 
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includes planned dry-year pumping of 15,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three consecutive dry 
years, when shortages to other water supplies could occur. Such high pumping would be 
followed by periods of lower pumpage (7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years as noted 
above) to allow recharge to recover water levels and storage in the Saugus. Maintaining the 
substantial volume of water in the Saugus Formation is an important strategy to help provide 
water supplies in the Valley during dry periods. 

Saugus Formation – Historical and Current Conditions 

Total pumpage from the Saugus Formation in 2004 was 6,500 af, of which most (5,700 af) was 
for municipal water supply, and the balance (800 af) was for agricultural and other (minor) uses. 
Historically, groundwater pumpage from the Saugus peaked in the early 1990s and then declined 
steadily. Pumpage has remained generally stable, at an average of about 4,600 afy, since 1998. 

Historical pumpage records for the Saugus Formation are limited prior to 1980, but suggest that 
pumpage from the Saugus was minimal at that time. When pumpage records are unavailable, 
data have been approximated to obtain a continuous historic record (Figure C-9). The records 
indicate that there was almost no pumping from the Saugus prior to 1960 (about 100 af in most 
years, beginning in 1948), and that some increased pumping for agricultural water supply (about 
900 af) began in about 1962. The largest amount of agricultural pumping from the Saugus was 
during the mid-1960s, when annual pumpage was about 3,000 af. Agricultural pumping from 
the Saugus declined to near zero by the late 1970s, but has generally ranged from 500 to 1,000 
afy since 1982. Municipal pumping records from the Saugus are incomplete prior to 1980. 
There was no Saugus pumpage for municipal supply in the early 1960s. Despite the lack of pre­
1980 records, post-1980 data suggests that municipal pumping from the Saugus began in the 
1970s, and reached nearly 5,000 afy by 1980-81. 

The first historical investigation of the Saugus (Slade, 1988) suggested that the recharge potential 
of the Saugus was in the range of 11,000 to 22,000 afy, depending on precipitation and 
groundwater levels in the partially overlying Alluvium. Recent updating of that original work 
(Slade, 2002) suggested that the operational yield of the Saugus Formation is in the range of 
7,500 to 15,000 afy in average years, with an increase to as much as 35,000 afy in multiple dry 
year periods. On a long-term average basis since the importation of SWP water, total pumpage 
from the Saugus Formation has ranged from a low of about 3,700 afy (in 1999) to a high of 
nearly 15,000 afy (in 1991); average pumpage from 1980 to present has been about 6,700 afy. 
These numbers are at the lower end of the estimated range of the operational yield of the Saugus 
Formation. 

Unlike the Alluvium, which has an abundance of wells with extensive water level records, the 
water level data for the Saugus Formation is limited by the distribution of the wells in this 
Formation and the periods of record. The wells that do have water level records extending back 
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to the mid-1960s indicate that groundwater levels in the Saugus Formation were highest in the 
mid-1980s and are currently higher than they were in the mid-1960s (Figure C-10). Based on 
these data, there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend toward permanent water level or 
storage decline. 

Records of groundwater levels, pumpage and precipitation suggest that declines and subsequent 
rises in groundwater levels in the Saugus Formation are more influenced by pumpage than by 
climatic fluctuations. Water levels in wells in the Saugus Formation are highly dependent on 
pumping in the respective wells. As opposed to the Alluvium, where pumpage is fairly evenly 
distributed among a number of wells in a given area, there are fewer active wells in the Saugus 
Formation. Consequently, pumping at one well can create a localized pumping depression that is 
evident in groundwater level hydrographs. Water levels in the Saugus Formation also exhibit 
stronger seasonal pumping fluctuations over a year than in the Alluvium (generally more than 20 
feet in active Saugus wells, as opposed to generally less than ten feet in Alluvial wells). These 
responses to pumping are characteristic of the lower transmissivity of the Saugus Formation. 

During the period from 1985 through 1991, which experienced consecutive years of lower than 
average precipitation (with one average year in the middle), pumpage from the Saugus increased 
from 4,700 afy to nearly 15,000 afy, and groundwater levels declined more than 100 feet in some 
cases. The subsequent rise in water levels at an individual well depended on pumping at that 
well. For example (as illustrated on Figure C-10), pumping of Saugus wells declined 
dramatically beginning between 1993 and 1995, and water levels in individual wells 
subsequently rose when pumping decreased. Since 1999, water levels in the Saugus have been 
stable and have exhibited very slight, if any, response to current less-than-average precipitation. 
A slight pumping depression is evident around active wells. Water levels in the Saugus remain 
at or above historic levels, and there is no trend toward a sustained decline in Saugus water levels 
or storage that would be indicative of overdraft. 

Consistent with the 2001 Update Report (Slade, 2002), the current management practice of the 
retail water purveyors is to preserve the Saugus Formation so this supply is available during 
drought periods, when Alluvial groundwater and SWP supplies are anticipated to decrease. The 
period of increased pumpage during the late 1980s and early 1990s is a good example of this 
management strategy. Most notably, in 1991, when SWP deliveries were substantially reduced, 
increased pumpage from the Saugus made up almost half of the decrease in SWP deliveries. 
This increased Saugus pumpage resulted in a short-term decline in water levels reflecting the use 
of stored water. However, the water levels subsequently rose when pumping was reduced, 
reflecting recovery of groundwater storage in the Saugus Formation. 

As with the Alluvial aquifer as introduced above, the response of the Saugus Formation to 
pumping in the operational yield ranges has been projected by use of a recently completed 
numerical groundwater flow model. Results of those projections, discussed in detail below, 
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Figure C-10 
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show that fluctuations in pumping over multiple decades of varying hydrologic conditions will 
cause fluctuations in groundwater levels similar to what has historically occurred. Short-term 
declines during dry periods when Saugus pumping is temporarily increased are followed by 
recovery of water levels when pumping is reduced during wet/normal periods. The lack of any 
projected permanent decline in Saugus groundwater levels supports the reliability of the Saugus 
Formation as a long-term water supply at the capacities included in its operational yield. 

Sustainability of Groundwater Supplies 

Alluvial Aquifer – Based in part on historical operating experience, complemented by recent 
groundwater modeling work as described herein, it is planned that the Alluvial aquifer can 
supply water on a long-term sustainable basis in the overall range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy, with a 
probable reduction in dry years to a range of 30,000 to 35,000 afy. Both of those ranges include 
about 15,000 afy of Alluvial pumping for current agricultural water uses and about 500 afy for 
small private water supply. The dry year reduction is a result of practical constraints in the 
eastern part of the Basin where lowered groundwater levels in dry periods have the effect of 
reducing pumping capacities in that shallower portion of the aquifer. 

Until recently, the long-term renewability of Alluvial groundwater was empirically determined 
from approximately 60 years of recorded experience as previously described: long-term stability 
in groundwater levels and storage, with some dry period fluctuations in the eastern part of the 
Basin, over a historical range of Alluvial pumpage from as low as about 20,000 afy to as high as 
about 43,000 afy. Over the last couple of years, those empirical observations have been 
complemented by the development and application of a numerical groundwater flow model, has 
been used to predict aquifer response to the planned operating ranges of pumping. The 
numerical groundwater flow model has also been used to analyze the control of contaminant 
migration under selected pumping conditions that would restore, with treatment, pumping 
capacity that has been inactivated due to perchlorate contamination detected in some wells in the 
Basin. 

To examine the yield of the Alluvium or, in other words, the sustainability of Alluvium on a 
renewable basis, the groundwater flow model was used to examine 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 wet conditions, and in the 30,000 to 35,000 afy range under locally 
dry conditions. To examine the response of the entire aquifer system, the model also 
incorporated pumping from the Saugus Formation in accordance with the normal (7,500-15,000 
afy) and dry year (15,000-35,000 afy) operating plan for that aquifer. The model was run over a 
78 year hydrologic period which was selected from actual historical hydrology (i.e., 
precipitation) to examine a number of hydrologic conditions that would be expected to affect 
both groundwater pumping and groundwater recharge. The selected 78-year simulation period 
was assembled from an assumed recurrence of 1980 to 2003 conditions, followed by an assumed 
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recurrence of 1950 to 2003 conditions. The 78-year period was analyzed to define both local 
hydrologic conditions (normal vs. dry), which affect the rate of pumping from the Alluvium, and 
hydrologic conditions that affect SWP operations, which in turn affect the rate of pumping from 
the Saugus. The resultant simulated pumping cycles included the distribution of pumping around 
the Basin for each of the existing wells, for normal and dry years respectively, shown in Tables 
C-1 and C-2. 

The resultant pumping cycles are summarized as follows: 

•	 Twenty-four years of dry year Alluvial pumping at 30,000 to 35,000 afy 
•	 One drought of four consecutive dry years of Alluvial pumping at 30,000 to 35,000 

afy 
•	 Two droughts of three consecutive dry years each, with Alluvial pumping at 30,000 

to 35,000 afy 
•	 Three selected years with assigned dry-year Alluvial pumping despite near-normal or 

above-normal rainfall because each selected year was preceded by a multi-year 
drought 

•	 Eighteen years of dry-year pumping from the Saugus, or an average of one dry year 
approximately every four years 

•	 Two droughts lasting three years, plus (in both cases) a dry year that occurs two years 
before the beginning of each three-year drought and another dry year that begins one 
year after each three-year drought has ended; Saugus pumping was increased into the 
15,000 to 35,000 afy range in all those years 

•	 Two droughts lasting two years; Saugus pumping was increased into the 15,000 to 
25,000 afy range in those years 

•	 Sixty years of normal-year Saugus pumping, 7,500 to 15,000 afy 

Simulated Alluvial aquifer response to the preceding range of hydrologic conditions and 
pumping stresses was essentially a long-term repeat of the historical conditions that have resulted 
from similar pumping over the last several decades. The resultant response consisted of (1) 
generally constant groundwater levels in the middle to western portion of the Alluvium, and 
fluctuating groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the Alluvium as a function of wet and dry 
hydrologic conditions, (2) variations in recharge that directly correlate with wet and dry 
hydrologic conditions, and (3) no long-term decline in groundwater levels or storage. Examples 
of projected groundwater levels and storage in various parts of the basin are illustrated in Figures 
C-11 through C-15. 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, complemented by modeled projections of aquifer 
response to planned pumping rates that also show no depletion of groundwater, the Alluvial 
aquifer is considered a sustainable water supply source to meet the Alluvial portion of the 
operating plan for the groundwater Basin. 
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TABLE C-1 
Recent and Simulated Future Annual Groundwater Pumping Volumes from the Alluvial Aquifer 
Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, Los Angeles County, California 

Historical Pumping UWMP Pumping 
Well Name Locationa 2001 2002 2003 Normal Years Dry Years 
NCWD-Castaic 1 Castaic Valley 345 385 561 385 345 
NCWD-Castaic 2 Castaic Valley 166 0 123 166 125 
NCWD-Castaic 3 Castaic Valley 0 0 0 0 0 
NCWD-Castaic 4 Castaic Valley 100 47 56 100 45 
NCWD-Pinetree 1 Mint Canyon 164 0 0 164 0 
NCWD-Pinetree 2 Mint Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 
NCWD-Pinetree 3 Mint Canyon 566 544 525 545 525 
NCWD-Pinetree 4 Mint Canyon 300 5 0 300 0 
NCWD Total 1,641 981 1,265 1,660 1,040 
NLF-161 Downstream of Valencia WRP 496 485 2,021 485 485 
NLF-B10 Downstream of Valencia WRP 1,240 534 344 344 344 
NLF-B11 Downstream of Valencia WRP 205 232 271 232 232 
NLF-B5 Downstream of Valencia WRP 1,680 2,280 1,582 1,582 1,582 
NLF-B6 Downstream of Valencia WRP 1,312 2,175 1,766 1,766 1,766 
NLF-B7 Downstream of Valencia WRP 474 584 402 584 584 
NLF-C Downstream of Valencia WRP 1,319 1,720 1,373 1,373 1,373 
NLF-C3 Downstream of Valencia WRP 93 192 186 192 192 
NLF-C4 Downstream of Valencia WRP 1,028 809 764 809 809 
NLF-C5 Downstream of Valencia WRP 680 850 622 850 850 
NLF-C6 Downstream of Valencia WRP 231 241 108 241 241 
NLF-C7 Downstream of Valencia WRP 741 866 443 866 866 
NLF-C8 Downstream of Valencia WRP 293 594 408 594 594 
NLF-E Castaic Valley 1,691 16 28 16 16 
NLF-E2 Castaic Valley 141 55 14 55 55 
NLF-E4 Downstream of Valencia WRP 0 0 0 0 0 
NLF-E5 Downstream of Valencia WRP 172 679 537 679 679 
NLF-E9 Downstream of Valencia WRP 238 814 47 814 814 
NLF-G45 Downstream of Valencia WRP 291 283 60 283 283 
NLF-W4 San Francisquito Canyonb 46 1 0 0 0 
NLF-W5 San Francisquito Canyon 276 104 23 107 107 
NLF-X3 Downstream of Valencia WRP 12 0 0 0 0 
NLF Total 12,659 13,514 10,999 11,872 11,872 
SCWD-Clark Bouquet Canyon 696 782 712 782 700 
SCWD-Guida Bouquet Canyon 1,047 1,320 1,230 1,320 1,230 
SCWD-Honby Above Saugus WRP 721 696 874 696 870 
SCWD-Lost Canyon 2 Mint Canyon 741 730 644 741 640 
SCWD-Lost Canyon 2A Mint Canyon 1,034 905 593 1,034 590 
SCWD-Mitchell #5A Mint Canyon 407 143 19 0 0 
SCWD-Mitchell #5B Mint Canyon 0 150 0 557 0 
SCWD-N. Oaks Central Mint Canyon 822 1,646 1,641 822 1,640 
SCWD-N. Oaks East Mint Canyon 1,234 448 485 1,234 485 
SCWD-N. Oaks West Mint Canyon 898 1,123 31 898 0 
SCWD-Sand Canyon Mint Canyon 930 705 195 930 195 
SCWD-Sierra Mint Canyon 846 87 0 846 0 
SCWD-Stadium Above Saugus WRP 565 778 0 800 800 
SCWD Total 9,941 9,513 6,424 10,660 7,150 
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TABLE C-1 
Recent and Simulated Future Annual Groundwater Pumping Volumes from the Alluvial Aquifer 
Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, Los Angeles County, California 

Historical Pumping UWMP Pumping 
Well Name Locationa 2001 2002 2003 Normal Years Dry Years 
VWC-D Castaic Valley 645 772 687 690 690 
VWC-I San Francisquito Canyon 0 0 0 0 0 
VWC-K2 Downstream of Saugus WRPc 669 955 364 0 0 
VWC-L2 Downstream of Saugus WRPd 349 490 71 0 0 
VWC-N Downstream of Saugus WRP 591 700 622 620 620 
VWC-N3 Downstream of Saugus WRPe 226 857 255 0 0 
VWC-N4 Downstream of Saugus WRPf 458 909 248 0 0 
VWC-N7 Downstream of Saugus WRP 1,160 1,160 
VWC-N8 Downstream of Saugus WRP 1,160 1,160 
VWC-Q2 Downstream of Saugus WRP 923 1,167 1,451 985 985 
VWC-S6 Downstream of Saugus WRP 1,490 1,320 2,134 865 865 
VWC-S7 Downstream of Saugus WRP 564 419 1,095 865 865 
VWC-S8 Downstream of Saugus WRP 327 190 409 865 865 
VWC-T2 Above Saugus WRP 900 696 1,014 460 460 
VWC-T4 Above Saugus WRP 690 831 799 460 460 
VWC-U3 Above Saugus WRPg 956 572 823 0 0 
VWC-U4 Above Saugus WRP 942 796 934 935 935 
VWC-U6 Above Saugus WRP 0 0 0 825 825 
VWC-W10 San Francisquito Canyon 182 0 0 0 
VWC-W11 San Francisquito Canyon 806 939 764 600 600 
VWC-W6 San Francisquito Canyonh 0 0 36 865 865 
VWC-W9 San Francisquito Canyon 350 350 
VWC Total 10,718 11,613 11,706 11,705 11,705 
Robinson Ranch Mint Canyon 932 400 
WHR (All Wells) Castaic Valley 1,604 1,602 2,273 1,600 1,600 

Total Alluvial Aquifer Pumping 36,563 37,223 32,667 38,429 33,767 
aSee Figure 2-4 for well locations.
 
bFormer well NLF-W4 was located approximately 900 feet west of existing production well VWC-11.
 
cFormer well VWC-K2 was located approximately 210 feet south of existing production well VWC-N7.
 
dFormer well VWC-L2 was located approximately 150 feet southeast of existing production well VWC-N7.
 
eFormer well VWC-N3 was located approximately 440 feet northeast of existing production well VWC-N8.
 
fFormer well VWC-N4 was located approximately 430 feet southeast of existing production well VWC-N8.
 
gFormer well VWC-U3 was located approximately 2,300 feet northeast of existing production well VWC-U4.
 
hFormer well VWC-W6 was located approximately 575 feet northeast of existing production well VWC-11.
 

Notes: 
All pumping volumes are listed in AF/yr. Blank entries for historical pumping indicate that the well did not exist at that time. 

Wells that are not listed are assumed to not be pumping in the future. 

NLF = Newhall Land & Farming Company 

UWMP = Urban Water Management Plan 

VWC = Valencia Water Company 

WHR = Wayside Honor Rancho, whose wells are owned by the Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36 
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TABLE C-2 
Simulated Annual Groundwater Pumping from the Saugus Formation for the 78-year Simulation 
Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, Los Angeles County, California 

Owner Well Name Normal Years Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3 

NCWD 	11 811 811 811 811 


12 1,315 2,044 2,044 2,044 


13 1,315 2,044 2,044 2,044 


Total Pumping (NCWD)	 3,441 4,899 4,899 4,899 
NLF	 156 369 369 369 369 


Total Pumping (NLF)	 369 369 369 369 

SCWC 	Saugus1 1,772 1,772 1,772 1,772 


 Saugus2 1,772 1,772 1,772 1,772 


Total Pumping (SCWC)	 3,544 3,544 3,544 3,544 
VWC 159 50 50 50 50 


 160 (Municipal) 500 830 830 830 


 160 (Valencia 500 500 500 500 

Country Club) 


201 100 100 3,577 3,577 


205 1,000 2,734 3,827 3,827 


206 1,175 2,734 3,500 3,500 


3,325 
0 
0 

 Future #3 0 
 Future #4 0 

Total Saugus Formation Pumping 10,679 

All pumping volumes are listed in acre-feet. 

Total Pumping (VWC) 	 6,948 12,284 12,284 
To Be Determined 	 Future #1 0 3,250 3,250 
 Future #2 	 0 0 3,250 

0 0 3,250 
0 0 3,250 

Total Pumping (Future) 	 0 0 3,250 13,000 
15,760 24,346 34,096 

Notes: 

Wells VWC-157 and NCWD-7, 8, 9, and 10 are assumed to no longer operate in the future. 
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FIGURE C-11 
SIMULATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATIONS IN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER 
WEST OF INTERSTATE 5 
ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER BASIN YIELD 
UPPER SANTA CLARA RIVER GROUNDWATER BASIN 
EAST SUBBASIN, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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NOTE: 

1. SEE FIGURE 2-4 FOR LOCATIONS OF WELLS.
 WELL NLF-TOPCO1 IS LOCATED 210 feet
 SOUTHWEST OF WELL NLF-B11. 
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FIGURE C-12 
SIMULATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATIONS IN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER 
EAST OF INTERSTATE 5 
ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER BASIN YIELD 
UPPER SANTA CLARA RIVER GROUNDWATER BASIN 
EAST SUBBASIN, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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FIGURE C-13 
SIMULATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATIONS IN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER 
IN SOLEDAD CANYON 
ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER BASIN YIELD 
UPPER SANTA CLARA RIVER GROUNDWATER BASIN 
EAST SUBBASIN, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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FIGURE C-14 
SIMULATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATIONS IN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER 
ALONG CASTAIC CREEK 
ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER BASIN YIELD 
UPPER SANTA CLARA RIVER GROUNDWATER BASIN 
EAST SUBBASIN, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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1. SEE FIGURE 2-4 FOR LOCATIONS OF WELLS. 

178973-369.GRF 

DRAFT 



 
 

  
 

 

 

    
  
   
  

FIGURE C-15 
SIMULATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATIONS IN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER 
ALONG THE SOUTH FORK SANTA CLARA RIVER 
ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER BASIN YIELD 
UPPER SANTA CLARA RIVER GROUNDWATER BASIN 
EAST SUBBASIN, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
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1. SEE FIGURE 2-4 FOR LOCATIONS OF WELLS. 

2. THESE WELLS ARE CONSTRUCTED IN THE SAUGUS FORMATION AND
  ARE NOT OPEN TO THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER. THE SIMULATED
  HYDROGRAPHS AT THESE WELL LOCATIONS ARE FOR GROUNDWATER
  LEVELS IN THE ALLUVIAL AQUIFER, ABOVE THE OPEN INTERVALS 
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Saugus Formation – Based partially on historical operating experience, complemented by 
extensive recent testing and groundwater modeling work as described herein, it is planned that 
the Saugus Formation aquifer 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 multiple dry 
years. The dry-year increases result from limited historical observation, now complemented by 
modeled projections, that a small amount of the large groundwater storage in the Saugus 
Formation can be pumped over a relatively short (dry) period, followed by recharge 
(replenishment) of that storage during a subsequent wet to normal period when pumping would 
be reduced. 

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. As with 
the Alluvium as described above, those empirical observations have now been complemented by 
the development and application of the numerical groundwater flow model. The model has been 
used to examine aquifer response to the operating plan for pumping from both the Alluvium and 
the Saugus, and to examine the effectiveness of pumping for both contaminant extraction and 
control of contaminant migration within the Saugus Formation. 

To examine the yield of the Saugus Formation or, in other words, its sustainability on a 
renewable 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 to introduce alternating wet and dry periods as have historically occurred. The 
pumping simulated in the model was in accordance with the operating plan for the Basin. For 
the Saugus, simulated pumpage included the planned restoration of recent historic pumping from 
the perchlorate-impacted wells. That pumping was analyzed to assess, in addition to the overall 
recharge of the Saugus, the effectiveness of controlling the migration of perchlorate by extracting 
and treating contaminated water close to the source of contamination. 

Simulated Saugus Formation response to the ranges of pumping under assumed recurrent 
historical hydrologic conditions was consistent with actual experience under smaller pumping 
rates. The response consisted of (1) short-term declines 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. Examples of projected groundwater levels and storage around the 
planned Saugus pumping areas are illustrated in Figures C-16 and C-17. 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 show 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 
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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 groundwater Basin. 

Appendix C Page C-32
 



 
  

 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

FIGURE C-16 
SIMULATED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROUNDWATER 
ELEVATIONS IN THE SAUGUS FORMATION 
WEST OF INTERSTATE 5 
ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER BASIN YIELD 
UPPER SANTA CLARA RIVER GROUNDWATER BASIN 
EAST SUBBASIN, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 

ELAPSED TIME (years) 

900 

910 

920 

930 

940 

950 

960 

970 

980 

990 

1000 

1010 

1020 

1030 

1040 

G
R

O
U

N
D

W
A

TE
R

 E
LE

VA
TI

O
N

 (f
t m

sl
) 

LEGEND 

NLF-C6 
NLF-156 
LACFCD-6968 
FUTURE WELLFIELD 

NOTES: 

1. SEE FIGURE 2-4 FOR LOCATIONS OF WELLS. 

2. WELLS NLF-C6 AND LACFCD-6968 ARE CONSTRUCTED IN THE
   ALLUVIAL AQUIFER AND ARE NOT OPEN TO THE SAUGUS
   FORMATION. THE SIMULATED HYDROGRAPHS SHOWN AT THESE
   WELL LOCATIONS ARE FOR GROUNDWATER LEVELS IN THE 
   SAUGUS FORMATION, BELOW THE OPEN INTERVALS OF THESE WELLS. 

3. THE SIMULATED HYDROGRAPH FOR THE FUTURE WELLFIELD IS
   FOR A MODEL NODE WITH NO ASSIGNED PUMPING, LOCATED INSIDE
   THE WELLFIELD NEAR VWC-206. 
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Appendix D 
Perchlorate Contamination and Impact on Groundwater Supplies in the Santa 
Clarita Valley 

Introduction 

The detection of perchlorate in Santa Clarita Valley groundwater supplies has raised concerns 
over the reliability of those supplies, in particular the Saugus Formation where four wells have 
been removed from active service as a result of perchlorate. As discussed below, planning for 
remediation of the perchlorate and restoration of the impacted well capacity is substantially 
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. CLWA, the local 
retail water purveyors, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) continue to work closely on the perchlorate 
contamination issue, which reasonably ensures a prompt response to any significant changes in 
conditions. 

The following is a discussion of pertinent events related to perchlorate contamination. This 
discussion is provided to illustrate that work toward the ultimate remediation of the perchlorate 
contamination, including the reactivation of impacted groundwater supply wells, has progressed 
on several integrated fronts over the last four years. The following discussion is organized into a 
section which summarizes the on-site investigations and clean-up activities which are under the 
regulatory control of DTSC, followed by several sections that focus on various aspects of the off­
site impacts of perchlorate on water supply wells, and the ongoing activities to remediate that 
problem and restore the impacted water supply. 

On-Site Investigations and Clean-up 

On-site investigation is substantially underway and clean-up is in the planning stages at the 
former Whittaker-Bermite facility. The on-site investigation and clean-up activities at the source 
of the contamination are under the regulatory authority and control of DTSC. 

Brief History1 

The Whittaker-Bermite site is located in the center of the Santa Clarita Valley and was operated 
as an explosives and munitions manufacturing, testing and storage facility since the late 1930’s. 
It was first owned by the Los Angeles Powder Company and later by Golden State Fireworks, 
the Halifax Explosives Company, the Bermite Powder Company, and the Whittaker Corporation 
(Whittaker), which assumed ownership of the site in 1967. Under contracts with the U.S. 
Department of Defense, Whittaker Corporation used perchlorate in the manufacture of solid 
propellants for rockets and missiles until operations ceased in 1987. There is a long history of 

1 See, "General Site History," Whittaker Bermite Clean-Up, http://www.whittaker-bermite.com/history.html, pp. 1­
3. 
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perchlorate use and other chemical use at the site, and recent surface and subsurface 
investigations at the site have revealed the presence of perchlorate and other contaminants in soil 
and groundwater. 

The contaminants found in the soil that require clean-up are perchlorate and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs). These chemicals were used in the manufacturing and testing of fireworks, 
dynamite, oil-field explosives, and munitions. The site consists of about 996 acres, with actual 
production facilities occupying approximately 50 acres. The property is characterized by 
chaparral covering the undisturbed portions of the site, fire breaks, dirt roads and remnants of 
facility foundations and buildings. The surrounding areas include commercial, light industrial 
and residential land uses. The facility was closed in 1987 and most of the structures on the 
property were removed at or about that time. 

Between 1987 and 1998, Whittaker conducted environmental investigations and clean-up 
activities under the supervision of DTSC and its predecessor agency. In 1994, Whittaker entered 
into an enforceable agreement with DTSC to conduct a comprehensive site-wide investigation of 
areas of concern. In early 1997, with the remedial investigations underway, DTSC informed 
Whittaker that the soils, groundwater, and surface runoff would have to be reassessed for the 
presence of perchlorate, a compound that had been unregulated during the entire period of 
manufacturing at the site. 

In 1998, Whittaker sold the property to Santa Clarita LLC, a brownfield development company. 
In addition to assuming all clean-up responsibilities, Santa Clarita LLC acquired the right to 
develop the property contingent upon the full cleanup and certification of the property's reuse by 
DTSC. Between 1999 and 2001, Santa Clarita LLC continued and expanded the site 
investigation and clean-up programs that had been initiated by Whittaker under the 1994 
agreement. In 2002, however, with Santa Clarita LLC unable to fund additional site work due to 
financial difficulties, DTSC opened negotiations with Whittaker to resume site investigation and 
clean-up work. In November 2002, DTSC issued an Order that required Whittaker to complete 
the site investigations and feasibility studies for all contaminants of concern under a tight time 
schedule. 

Recent Site Activities2 

Because the site is so large, DTSC has divided the property into separate and distinct areas called 
Operable Units (OUs), which are defined largely by topographic features as shown in Figure D­
1. OUs 1 through 6 comprise soils and perched groundwater zones from the ground surface to 
200 feet below grade. OU-7 comprises soils below 200 feet from grade and site-wide 
groundwater and surface water, including any off-site migration of contaminants. 

2 See, "Recent Site Activities," http://www.whittaker-bermite.com/recent.html, pp. 1-5; see also, letter from Hassan 
Amini, Ph.D., C.HG., Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., to Sayareh Amir, DTSC, dated August 20, 2004, pp. 1-20; and 
letters from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., C.HG., Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., to Sayareh Amir, DTSC, dated August 25 
and 26, 2004. 
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In complying with DTSC's Order, Whittaker consultants and contractors have conducted a 
significant amount of work since December 2002. The work has been performed pursuant to 
workplans submitted to and approved by DTSC. The principal activities, summarized by OU, 
include (1) additional remedial investigations, including soil samples, borings, exploratory 
trenching and groundwater monitoring wells, (2) feasibility reports, treatability studies and pilot 
tests and (3) remedial action plans.3 These efforts have included expediting the final remedial 
investigation reports, feasibility studies and remedial action plan for OU-1 soils. The final draft 
remedial action plan for OU-1 was submitted to DTSC in May 2004, and represents the results of 
efforts to initiate soil remediation work this year in some of the key source areas.4 

In October 2004, DTSC issued a second public notice requesting comments on DTSC's proposal 
to clean-up perchlorate and other contaminants in the soil at OU-1.5 Because of the different 
chemical and physical properties of the contaminants and the different types of soils in the 
impacted areas, DTSC has evaluated seven soil remediation alternatives that would protect 
human health and the environment. DTSC proposes to clean up perchlorate and VOCs in the 
soil by using a combination of the identified remediation alternatives.6 

In addition, remedial investigation field work for the soil in OUs 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 is almost 
complete, with the investigation results indicating it would be most expedient to conduct the 
remaining remedial response work for soils by modifying DTSC's Order to allow Whittaker to 
prepare and submit comprehensive site-wide documents for soil clean-up (e.g., remedial 
investigation, feasibility study, baseline risk assessment, and remedial action plan), rather than 
OU-specific documents.7 

Whittaker also recently submitted a letter to DTSC requesting modifications to DTSC's Order, as 
it relates to the groundwater remedial response work for the area designated OU-7.8 Although 
substantial progress has been made in OU-7, the remedial investigation and feasibility study field 
work for OU-7 is still ongoing.9 Whittaker has proposed a tentative schedule for completing 
site-wide investigation and groundwater remediation work. The work is scheduled to be 
completed in 2005.10 

In OU-7, in close coordination with the ACOE, CLWA, and local retail water purveyors, 
Whittaker has been conducting remedial investigation and clean-up work with respect to 
production wells impacted by the perchlorate contamination.11 As part of that effort, ACOE has 

3 See, "Recent Site Activities," http://www.whittaker-bermite.com/recent.html, pp. 1-4.
 
4 See, letter from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., C.HG., Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., to Sayareh Amir, DTSC, dated August
 
20, 2004, p. 1.
 
5 See, DTSC: Site Cleanup, Whittaker-Bermite Facility (former), Fact Sheet - October 2004,
 
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Whittaker_Bermite/, p. 2.
 
6 See, DTSC: Site Cleanup, Whittaker-Bermite Facility (former), Fact Sheet - May 2004,
 
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Whittaker_Bermite/, p. 2.
 
7 See, letter from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., C.HG., Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., to Sayareh Amir, DTSC, dated August
 
25, 2004, pp. 1-2.
 
8 See, letter from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., C.HG., Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., to Sayareh Amir, DTSC, dated August
 
26, 2004, pp. 1-2.
 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
11 See, "Recent Site Activities," http://www.whittaker-bermite.com/recent.html, p. 4. 
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been investigating the nature and extent of the perchlorate contamination impacting the 
production wells. In OU-7, Whittaker, CLWA, the local retail water purveyors, and ACOE have 
conducted the following remedial investigation and feasibility study work in 2002-2004: 

�	 Installed and sampled approximately 30 temporary Alluvial aquifer monitoring wells 

�	 Installed 12 permanent Alluvial aquifer monitoring wells 

�	 Installed and sampled six temporary Saugus monitoring wells on and off the site 

�	 Installed five deep multi-port Saugus monitoring wells, four within the site boundaries and 
one off-site 

�	 Installed one deep single-port Saugus monitoring well within the site boundaries 

�	 Installed cluster wells at four locations to monitor discrete Saugus Formation zones, two 
within and two outside the site boundaries 

�	 Conducted several rounds of groundwater monitoring for new and existing wells 

�	 Constructed and calibrated a computer model capable of simulating aquifer conditions for 
development and evaluation of plume containment and treatment strategies 

�	 Conducted aquifer pumping and permeability tests 

�	 Conducted sampling of some of the impacted production wells 

�	 Conducted pilot-scale testing of above-ground treatment options for removing perchlorate 
from drinking water, including ion exchange and bioremediation.12 

Remedial response actions for groundwater is continuing through 2005. The schedule 
contemplates additional remedial investigations, feasibility studies, interim remedial measures, 
and a remedial action plan for groundwater. The remedial action plan will include the design, 
construction and commencement of treatment of perchlorate-contaminated groundwater from 
two of the retail water purveyors’ impacted production wells, which would concurrently provide 
treated potable water and contain and capture the OU-7 perchlorate plume along its 
downgradient edges. 13 

For contaminated surface waters on site, Whittaker updated the site-wide surface water sampling 
plan subject to the approval of DTSC and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB).14 Whittaker collected surface water samples from the primary site drainages during 
winter storm events in 2003 and 2004. In addition, Whittaker updated the site's stormwater 
pollution plan and devised and implemented erosion control measures in various areas of the site. 
Whittaker also conducted a sediment sampling program for the principal drainage areas.15 

12 Id. at pp. 4-5.
 
13 See, letter from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., C.HG., Geomatrix Consultants, Inc., to Sayareh Amir, DTSC, dated August
 
20, 2004, pp. 16-19.
 
14 See, "Recent Site Activities," http://www.whittaker-bermite.com/recent.html, p. 5.
 
15 Id. 
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In short, the investigation of on-site sources of the perchlorate contamination and evaluation of 
clean-up options are substantially underway and closely monitored by DTSC (soils and 
groundwater), RWQCB (surface water), and ACOE (groundwater). 

Perchlorate Impacted Water Purveyor Wells 

As previously noted, in 1997, perchlorate was detected in four Saugus Formation production 
wells operating near the former Whittaker-Bermite site. These wells, CLWA Santa Clarita 
Water Division’s (SCWD) Wells Saugus 1 and Saugus 2, Newhall County Water District’s 
(NCWD) Well NC-11 and Valencia Water Company’s (VWC) Well V-157, were removed from 
service. In 2002, perchlorate was detected in the SCWD Stadium well located directly adjacent 
to the Whittaker-Bermite site. This Alluvial well was also removed from service. Locations of 
the impacted wells, and other nearby non-impacted wells, relative to the Whittaker-Bermite site 
are shown on Figure D-1. 

Since the detection of perchlorate and resultant inactivation of impacted wells, the retail water 
purveyors have been conducting regular monitoring of active wells near the Whittaker-Bermite 
site. In late March 2005, that monitoring detected the presence of perchlorate in VWC’s Well 
Q2, an alluvial well located immediately northwest of the confluent of Bouquet Creek and the 
Santa Clara River. As a result of the detection and confirmation of perchlorate in its Well Q2, 
VWC has removed the well from active service and is pursuing rapid permitting and installation 
of wellhead treatment in order to return the well to water supply service by Fall 2005. 

Regulatory Standards for Perchlorate 

Perchlorate is a chemical salt and is very soluble in water. It is also very mobile in water and is 
persistent (i.e., doesn’t degrade) under typical environmental conditions. The applicable 
drinking water standards for perchlorate are summarized below. 

On December 6, 2002, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) proposed a public health goal (PHG) for the amount of perchlorate present in drinking 
water. OEHHA's proposal suggested a range of 2 to 6 micrograms per liter (µg/l). A proposed 
PHG is a theoretical calculation that initiates a thorough, multi-year standard-setting process by 
DHS. An adopted PHG reflects a very stringent health standard and is not an enforceable 
drinking water standard. A final PHG contributes to DHS' development of a Maximum 
Contaminant Level (MCL), which is an enforceable drinking water standard. DHS is required to 
establish an MCL at a level as close as is technically and economically feasible to the PHG. 

In addition to OEHHA's proposal, DHS was required to adopt an MCL for perchlorate by 
January 1, 2004. However, this date has been extended into 2005 to allow additional review and 
study by DHS. Presently, there is no drinking water standard, or MCL, for perchlorate, only a 
provisional limit called an “action level”. The perchlorate advisory action level is currently 6 
µg/l, and is not an enforceable standard. 

When perchlorate was first discovered in California drinking water supplies in 1997, DHS set the 
advisory action level at 18 µg/l. It was revised to 4 µg/l in January 2002 and then finally to its 
current level of 6 µg/l in March 2004. In September 2004, Assembly Bill 2528 was signed into 
law by Governor Schwarzenegger. This bill eliminates the term “action level” and replaces it 
with two new terms, “notification level” and “response level”. This new terminology became 
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effective January 2005. However, DHS has advised public water systems that they may use the 
new terminology in advance of the effective date. Using this new approach, the term 
“notification level” is the same as the “action level”. With respect to perchlorate, the notification 
level would be 6 µg/l and DHS recommends that the utility provide information to its customers 
about the presence of the contaminant using its annual consumer confidence report. The 
response level for perchlorate is 10 times the notification level, or 60 µg/l. At this level, DHS 
recommends the source be removed from service. At perchlorate levels greater than ten times 
the action level (or 60 µg/l), DHS recommends (or may require) that a water system remove the 
source(s) of supply with that concentrations from service. However, with the primary interest of 
protecting public health from those contaminants regulated by an action level, water utilities 
normally employ conservative operations by limiting use of the contaminated source, or elect to 
deliver an alternate source of supply until DHS establishes an enforceable drinking water 
standard (i.e., MCL). Accordingly, the local retail water purveyors removed all the perchlorate­
impacted wells from active water supply service. At present, while prepared to comply with 
evolving terms, the retail water purveyors have adopted an intended goal in restoring impacted 
capacity to utilize groundwater for water supply at non-detect concentrations of perchlorate. 
This goal is consistent with the DHS Policy 97-005 for use of impaired water sources. 

Water Purveyor Litigation and Interim Settlement 

On November 29, 2000, CLWA and the local retail water purveyors filed suit against the current 
and prior owners of the Whittaker-Bermite facility. The lawsuit includes causes of action 
relating to payment of all necessary costs of response, removal of the perchlorate contamination, 
payment of remediation action costs, and compensation for other damages associated with the 
perchlorate contamination. CLWA and the local retail water purveyors have incurred substantial 
response costs and other expenses as a result of production lost on account of the contamination 
As a result, CLWA’s purveyors have used SWP water to make up for lost groundwater 
production. 

In late summer 2003, CLWA, the local retail water purveyors, Whittaker and Remediation 
Financial, Inc. (RFI) and Santa Clarita LLC (SCLLC) entered into an interim settlement 
agreement, in which the parties agreed to work cooperatively for a minimum of one year to 
further define long-term costs and possibly achieve a long-term settlement. The interim 
settlement agreement specifies that Whittaker, RFI and SCLLC and/or their insurers will 
reimburse certain past costs as well as fund studies and prepare cost estimates for the clean-up 
plan that will restore water production and capacity of the impacted wells and protect other wells 
from future contamination. The interim settlement provided for a one-year stay of the lawsuit 
between the parties and was subsequently amended to extend the stay through January 31, 2005. 
This has allowed the parties to focus on the final elements of the clean-up plan, which will be 
submitted to the regulatory agencies in early 2005. The parties continue negotiations to reach a 
complete settlement. 

United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Groundwater Study 

In early 2002, the owner of the Whittaker-Bermite property and CLWA initiated efforts to obtain 
federal assistance to conduct onsite and off-site groundwater investigations. Through 
Congressman McKeon, an initial federal authorization of seven million dollars was provided in 
the form of participation by the ACOE. 
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Toward that end, on April 11, 2002, ACOE and CLWA entered into a Feasibility Cost-Sharing 
Agreement to study and locate the source of perchlorate contamination, and other contaminants 
of interest (COI), in the groundwater in the Santa Clarita Valley. The main objective of the 
ACOE/CLWA study is to sufficiently characterize the existing groundwater conditions, develop 
and evaluate both interim and long-term solutions to the contamination and address the 
contaminated groundwater in the study area, which includes the former Whittaker-Bermite 
facility and areas adjacent to the property. The project is being implemented pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and in 
October 2004, the ACOE issued its report entitled, “Draft Final Conceptual Hydrology 
Memorandum, Eastern Santa Clara Subbasin Study, Santa Clarita, California”.16 

ACOE is actively testing the groundwater in the region in two major phases. ACOE completed 
five rounds of groundwater sampling in the Saugus Formation and the Alluvial aquifer between 
October 2002 and April 2004.17 ACOE drilled over 8,500 linear feet in the study area, and 
installed 41 groundwater monitoring wells at 11 different locations. Groundwater sampling was 
performed at all 41 wells, collecting a total of 149 groundwater samples. The testing began with 
an initial baseline assessment of each well,18 and was followed by additional groundwater 
sampling events of each well.19 As a result of the testing program, ACOE identified the 
concentrated source areas, began tracing and understanding the contaminant plume and 
developed two-dimensional geologic cross-sectional drawings of the study area.20 

As a result of the sampling program, ACOE determined that perchlorate appears to be one of the 
primary COI in the groundwater.21 Perchlorate was detected in a monitoring well and 
reconnaissance sampling points in the Alluvial aquifer approximately one mile west of the 
former Whittaker-Bermite facility at Bouquet Junction.22 Additionally, ACOE found perchlorate 
in a monitoring well in the Alluvial aquifer at the mouth of Oakdale Canyon in the South Fork of 
the Santa Clara River, apparently caused by surface water runoff from the former Whittaker-
Bermite facility.23 Testing at this monitoring well has revealed that perchlorate may have 
migrated vertically into the Saugus Formation at this location, which may have caused the 
contamination of the NC-11 well, one of the wells that has been inactivated.24 

16 See, ACOE, Los Angeles District, Draft Final Conceptual Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum
 
(Memorandum), October, 2004, p.ES-1.
 
17 See, Memorandum, p.ES-2; see also, ACOE, Los Angeles District, Citizens Advisory Group Update on City of
 
Santa Clarita Eastern Santa Clara Subbasin Groundwater Study (Update), June 9, 2004, p.6.
 
18 The initial baseline sampling tested for perchlorate, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), explosive compounds,
 
nitrosamines and other contaminants of interest (COIs) (i.e., 1,4-dioxane, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs),
 
chlorate, gross alpha and gross beta, cyanide and hexavalent chromium). The wells were also tested for metals
 
(including major cations), major anions, alkalinity, total Kjedahl nitrogen (TKN), nitrate, ammonia, total dissolved
 
solids (TDS), biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), chemical oxygen demand (COD) and total organic compound
 
(TOC). See, Memorandum, p.ES-3.
 
19 See, Memorandum, p.ES-3; Section 6.1.
 
20 See, Update, p.7.
 
21 See, Memorandum, p.ES-5; Section 6.1.
 
22 See, Memorandum, p.ES-5; Section 6.1; see also, Update, p.15.
 
23 See, Memorandum, p. ES-5; see also, Update, p.16.
 
24 See, Memorandum, p.ES-5; Section 6.1.
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In the Saugus Formation, ACOE found perchlorate in a monitoring well west of Bouquet 
Junction, over two miles from the former Whittaker-Bermite facility.25 However, it appears that 
the impact on groundwater in this area of the Saugus Formation may be limited to the upper 
portions of the Saugus Formation, as the contamination was not detected below 
hydrostratigraphic unit (HSU) SIII. The contamination of the V-157 and SC-Saugus 1 and 2 
wells, which also have been deactivated, appears to be caused by the vertical downward 
migration of perchlorate in HSU SIII, and lateral migration away from the source areas. It also 
appears that the NC-11 well also may have been impacted by this contaminant plume.26 

As a result of ACOE's work to date, the extent of perchlorate contamination in the Santa Clara 
region is better understood. Further work will continue to define the lateral and vertical extent of 
the contaminated groundwater in the Saugus Formation and Alluvial aquifer, and evaluate 
potential changes in groundwater contaminants over time.27 Therefore, ACOE plans to continue 
integrating its current study results with other ongoing investigations in the area, including the 
remedial investigation by the Whittaker Company and the response activities undertaken by 
CLWA and the local retail water purveyors for impacted production wells.28 ACOE also intends 
to complete further focused sampling programs and prepare follow-up technical memoranda of 
those test results.29 

Based on the knowledge obtained by its testing and analysis, ACOE plans to implement interim 
remedial measures at selected locations to reduce the perchlorate concentration before it can 
disperse and/or interfere with the known transportation pathways. By these efforts, ACOE, in 
coordination with response actions of the property with oversight from DTSC, anticipates 
preventing further contamination and establishing source control.30 

DTSC/CLWA/Purveyor Environmental Oversight Agreement 

In February 2003, DTSC and CLWA, NCWD, SCWD, and VWC entered into an Environmental 
Oversight Agreement (Agreement) whereby DTSC provides review and oversight of the 
response activities being undertaken by CLWA and the local retail water purveyors relating to 
the detection of perchlorate in the five impacted wells. The Agreement is included in Appendix 
C of this Plan. 

The significance of the Agreement lies in the response actions to be undertaken in its “Scope of 
Work” (Exhibit B to the Agreement). Under the Scope of Work, CLWA and the retail water 
purveyors will prepare (1) Well Characterization Reports, (2) a Health-Based Risk Assessment, 
(3) a Regional Groundwater Flow Model, and (4) a Treatment Technology Evaluation Report. 
The regional groundwater flow model and the treatment technology evaluation are key inputs to 
the permitting for restoring the impacted wells by returning them to water supply service as 
described below. Both have been completed and are being utilized in conjunction to control 
contamination migration and restore impacted water supply well capacity. Most importantly, 

25 See, Memorandum, P.ES-5; see also, Update, p.9.
 
26 See, Memorandum, p. ES-5; Section 6.1.
 
27 See, Memorandum, p.ES-6; Section 6.2.
 
28 See, Memorandum, p.ES-1.
 
29 See, Update, p.17.
 
30 See, ACOE, Los Angeles District, "Citizens Advisory Group Update on City of Santa Clarita Eastern Santa Clara
 
Subbasin Groundwater Study," June 9, 2004, p.18.
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under the Scope of Work, CLWA and the retail water purveyors will prepare and implement a 
Remedial Action Plan (RAP) that will be used in connection with water treatment programs 
and/or well relocation. The RAP is important to the retail water purveyors, who have been 
working cooperatively with DTSC to implement the groundwater clean-up. CLWA is planning 
to submit the RAP to DTSC for its review in early 2005. 

Treatment Technology 

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, CLWA 
commissioned an investigation to identify and evaluate alternative treatment processes effective 
in removing perchlorate. The scope of that investigation includes resolving permitting issues 
pertaining to the construction and certification of a treatment facility, conducting bench-scale 
and pilot scale test 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. The report “Treatment of Perchlorate Contaminated Groundwater from the Saugus 
Aquifer, TM 3 Bench and Pilot Test Results” (Carollo Engineers, February 2004), concluded that 
all three systems were effective in removing perchlorate. 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 CLWA, 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 one-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 available). 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 with 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. DHS has approved operation of the perchlorate 
treatment plants currently in operation at the following locations: 

� La Puente Valley Water District (2,500 gallons per minute [gpm]) 

� San Gabriel Valley Water Company, El Monte (7,800 gpm) 

� California Domestic Water Company, Whittier (5,000 gpm) 

� City of Riverside (2,000 gpm) 

� West San Bernardino Water District, Rialto (2,000 gpm) 

� City of Rialto (2,000 gpm) 

� City of Colton (3,500 gpm) 
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�	 Fontana Union WC (5,000 gpm) 

�	 City of Pomona (10,000 gpm) 

Based on (1) the results of CLWA’s investigation of perchlorate removal technologies, (2) the 
technical group’s evaluation, and (3) DHS’ approval of single-pass ion exchange for treatment in 
other settings, CLWA and the local retail water purveyors are planning single-pass ion exchange 
for the treatment technology for restoration of impacted capacity (wells) in accordance with the 
permitting, testing, and installation process as currently scheduled and described in the next 
section. The wellhead treatment installed at VWC Well Q2, to return that well to water supply 
service by Fall 2005, is the same single-pass ion exchange as is planned for restoration of 
impacted Saugus well capacity. 

Restoration of Perchlorate Impacted Water Supply 

Since the detection of perchlorate in the four Saugus wells in 1997, CLWA 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 (westerly) direction. Thus, CLWA and the retail water 
purveyors expect that the overall perchlorate remediation program could include dedicated 
pumping from some or all of the impacted wells, with appropriate treatment, such that two 
desirable objectives could both be achieved. The first objective 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 other non­
impacted locations. 

In cooperation with state regulatory agencies and investigators working for Whittaker-Bermite, 
CLWA and the local retail water purveyors developed an off-site plan that focuses on the above 
concepts of groundwater flow control and restored pumping capacity and is compatible with 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 two 
impacted wells such that the produced water can be used for municipal supply 

�	 Hydraulically containing the perchlorate contamination moving from the Whittaker-Bermite 
site toward the impacted wells by pumping the wells at rates that will 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 water that were pumped from the impacted wells before 
they were inactivated, and also restoring the wells’ total capacity to produce water in a 
manner consistent with the retail water purveyor’s operational plan for groundwater supply 

Appendix D	 Page D-11 



The current schedule for implementation of the plan to restore contaminated water supply (wells) 
is illustrated in Figure D-2. Included in the schedule is a planned extended test of the wells that 
will be returned to service as part of restoring contaminated water supply and that will also be 
operated to extract contaminated water and control the migration of contamination in the aquifer. 
Concurrent with the testing of the wells, several specific ion exchange resins will also be tested 
to evaluate their performance and longevity. The two 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 2006. Notable recent accomplishments toward 
implementation include completion of the Final Draft Interim Remedial Action Plan (RAP) in 
August 2005 and completion of environmental review with the adoption of a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration in September 2005. In light of the preceding, with regard to the adequacy of 
groundwater as the local component of water supply in this UWMP, the impacted capacity will 
remain unavailable into 2006, during which time the non-impacted groundwater supply will be 
sufficient to meet near-term water requirements. Afterwards, the total groundwater capacity will 
be sufficient to meet the full range of normal and dry-year conditions as provided in the 
operating plan for groundwater supply, as described in Chapter 3.0 of this UWMP. 

Returning contaminated wells to municipal water supply service by installing treatment requires 
issuance of permit from DHS before the water can be considered potable and safe for delivery to 
customers. The permit requirements are contained in DHS 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 overall water supply permit, DHS requires that studies and 
engineering work be performed to demonstrate that pumping the wells and treating the water will 
be protective of public health for users of the water. The policy memo requires that DHS 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 service for 
potable use. Ultimately, CLWA and the local retail water purveyor’s plan and the DHS 
requirements are intended to ensure that the water introduced to the potable water distribution 
system has no detectable concentration of perchlorate. 

The DHS 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 
will include the following: 

�	 Delineation of the groundwater capture zone caused by operating the impacted wells 

�	 Identification of contaminants found in the groundwater at or near the impacted wells 

�	 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 
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Figure 0-2
 
Preliminary 97-005 Implementation Schedule
 

Castaic Lake Water Agency
 

10 Task Name Duration Start Finish 4 i 2005 I 2006 I 
03 I 04 i 01 I 02 i 03 I 04 I 01 i 02 I 03 I 04 i 01 

1 OTSC Approval Activities 230 days I Mon 1111/04 FrI9/16/05 • --- ... • •..... •- III.....- III­ •.----------" ......-......
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20 TM4: Effectlve-rvfo-nffoiTng-&-Treat'ment' -- -----j ----- --::frrlons'r -------F-lr3Ha/cfs - ----ThU-6/9:_~_~J
 

21 DHS Workshop No.2 0 days I Thu 6/9/05 Thu 6/9/051
 -.6/9 
22 TM5: Human Health Risk Assessment 4,5 mons j Thu 4/28/05 c----Wec(s/Tiios-'
 
23 TM6: Alternative Source Assessment ------~--~-- ----~5 monst-----t-hu'4/2Sio5 -----V.;ied8731755
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27 Permit Application 1.7 mons, --TueTf71705T~ -Frf-i271S/OS
 
28 ----Pu-b-Ii~c Hear-in-g-~~--~-~~-~~------~I 0 days i Wed 7/12/06 i Wed 7/12/06
 .7/12
29 DHS Evaluation ---1~5 mons i-Men6/f2ios[-FnTo/13/06 
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CLWA is currently working directly with the retail water purveyors and its consultants on 
development of the DHS Policy Memo 97-005 permit application. Two coordination workshops 
have already been held with DHS. Drafts of the Source Water Assessment, Raw Water Quality 
Characterization, Source Protection Plan, and Treatment Evaluation and Effective Monitoring 
elements of the application have already been presented and submitted to DHS and the retail 
water purveyors for review. Drafts of the remaining two elements, Risk Assessment and 
Alternatives Sources Evaluation, are anticipated to be complete by the end of June 2005. 

As noted above, CLWA and the local retail water purveyors have recognized the probable need 
for some form of pumping in or near the impacted wells to extract contamination and protect 
downgradient non-impacted wells. As part of the permitting for use of impacted wells with 
treatment, DHS Policy Memo 97-005 requires an analysis to demonstrate contaminant capture 
and protection of other nearby water supply wells. The development and calibration of a 
numerical groundwater flow model of the entire basin was initiated as a result of a 2001 
Memorandum of Understanding among the Upper Basin Water Purveyors (CLWA, CLWA 
SCWD, LACWWD #36, NCWD, and VWC) and the United Water Conservation District in 
Ventura County. 

The groundwater model was initially intended for use in analyzing the yield and sustainability of 
groundwater in the basin. Use of the model for that analysis is described in Chapter 3.0, Water 
Resources. 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), including preventing movement of perchlorate contamination to other 
portions of the aquifer system. DTSC reviewed and approved the construction and calibration of 
the regional model as described in the final model report “Regional Groundwater Flow Model 
for the Santa Clarita Valley, Model Development and Calibration” (CH2MHill, April 2004). 

After DTSC’s approval of the model, it was used to simulate the capture and control of 
perchlorate by restoring impacted wells, with treatment, as described above. The results of that 
work were summarized in a second report “Analysis of Perchlorate Containment in Groundwater 
Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property, Santa Clarita, California” (CH2M Hill, December 2004). 
The modeling analysis indicate that the pumping of impacted wells SCWD-Saugus 1 and 
SCWD-Saugus 2 at rates of 1,200 gpm each on a nearly continual basis will effectively contain 
perchlorate migrating westward in the Saugus Formation from the Whittaker-Bermite property. 
The analysis also indicates that (1) no new production wells are needed in the Saugus Formation 
to meet the perchlorate containment objective, (2) impacted well NCWD-11 is not a required 
component of the containment program, and (3) pumping at SCWC-Saugus 1 and SCWC-
Saugus 2 is necessary to prevent migration of perchlorate to other portions of the Saugus 
Formation. 

This report also includes the general design of a sentinel groundwater monitoring network and 
program required by DHS as part of its Policy Memo 97-005 permitting. The perchlorate 
containment report was approved by DTSC in November 2004. With that approval, the model is 
now being used to support the source water assessment and the remainder of the permitting 
process required by DHS under its Policy Memo 97-005. 

Appendix D Page D-14 



Somewhat independent of the focus on impacted Saugus wells and restoration of that impacted 
water supply has been the Alluvial Stadium Well. On-site investigations by Whittaker-Bermite 
since late 2003 have resulted in the completion, in June 2005, of a Workplan for a Pilot 
Remediation Pumping Program in the Northern Alluvium and certain on-site sub-areas that are 
east/southeast, or generally upgradient, of the impacted Stadium Well. That program basically 
involves the establishment of containment, generally along the northern boundary of the 
Whittaker-Bermite site, upgradient of the Stadium Well, by continuous pumping of a former 
Whittaker-Bermite facility well, at a continuous low capacity, complemented by pumping at 
several groundwater “hot spots” that are also generally upgradient of the Stadium Well. Due to 
the low conductivity nature of the aquifer materials at the various “hot spots”, pumping for 
containment at those locations would be from several wells at low pumping capacities. 
Extracted water would be treated at the existing on-site treatment system. Generally consistent 
with the Saugus restoration concept, the Northern Alluvium pumping program would have the 
concurrent objectives of preventing site-related contaminants from leaving the site and removing 
some contamination from groundwater such that it can be removed in the on-site treatment 
process prior to discharge of the water back to the groundwater Basin. 
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Appendix E 
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Appendix E 
Project Description Excerpt from August 2005 “CLWA Groundwater Containment, 
Treatment, and Restoration Project” Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Containment/Treatment Facilities 

The Proposed Project for containment/treatment is based on analysis of temporal and spatial 
variations in groundwater flow patterns using the Regional Groundwater Flow Model for Santa 
Clarita Valley (“Draft Interim Feasibility Study,” Kennedy/Jenks 2005). Model development 
and calibration are described in the “Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita 
Valley: Model Development and Calibration,” CH2M HILL 2004. Based on the model, the 
movement of contaminated water from the Whittaker-Bermite Property in the Saugus Formation 
was in a westerly direction. The San Gabriel Fault Zone, which runs east-west through the 
northern portion of the Whittaker-Bermite Property, was determined to provide a partial barrier 
to northward migration of the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater, and perchlorate­
contaminated water could therefore be intercepted at the existing Saugus 1 and Saugus 2 wells, 
which are located near the intersection of Magic Mountain Parkway and San Fernando Road. 
Pumping of groundwater along the leading edge of the plume at these wells would effectively 
create a cone of depression adjacent to the wells. Perchlorate-contaminated water would then 
flow into this cone of depression where it would be extracted. The volume of extraction was 
evaluated to match it to the inflow of perchlorate-contaminated water, thereby maintaining a 
cone of depression that does not induce migration of better quality groundwater from the 
Alluvial Aquifer into the cone of depression. An extraction rate of from 1,100 gpm to 1,250 gpm 
is proposed. 

Once extracted, the contaminated water would then be treated to remove the perchlorate and 
utilized. Over time, this interception of the contaminated plume would (a) reduce downstream 
migration of the plume and (b) collect the perchlorate and permanently remove it from the 
groundwater basin. Given that no new contamination would occur up-gradient from the 
interceptor wells, this strategy should eventually remediate the perchlorate problem. 

The primary elements of the Containment Facilities to be constructed and operated (Figure 4 [not 
included]; Table E-1) are new pumps for existing production wells, new monitoring wells, new 
pipelines, and a new treatment plant for perchlorate removal. In addition, several existing wells 
would be removed. These facilities would provide for extraction of contaminated groundwater, 
conveyance of this water to a treatment facility, and treatment to remove perchlorates. The 
treatment plant would be tied into existing CLWA distribution pipelines to deliver treated water. 
Containment facility elements and specifications are shown on Table E-1. 

Appendix E Page E-1 



 

 Table E-1
 
Proposed Project Perchlorate Containment Facilities
 

FACILITY SITE DESCRIPTION (SEE FIGURE 4 [Not Included]) 
New pumps Saugus-1 and New variable speed up to 1200 gpm each, installed at existing well 

Saugus-2 wells site. 
Network of North of Saugus-2 New Small-diameter wells not used for production, located to 
monitoring wells and adjacent to characterize the contaminant plume and to monitor program 

alluvial basin effectiveness; included up gradient wells managed in cooperation 
with other entities. 

Conveyance to Road rights of way Segment 1: New 10" pipeline from Saugus-2, along San Fernando 
Treatment Plant and bike trail Road to connect with an existing 14-21 inch pipeline on the east side 

of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River. 
Segment 2: Connection of segment 1 to an existing 14-21" pipeline 
under the Santa Clara River, along Magic Mountain Parkway, and 
north along Valencia Blvd. to the bridge at the South Fork of the 
Santa Clara River. 
Segment 3. New 16" pipeline under the Valencia Blvd. bridge at 
the South Fork of the Santa Clara River, along the north/west right­
of-way of Valencia Boulevard, along a bike path around the gas 
station at Bouquet Canyon Bridge, suspended on the west side of 
Bouquet Canyon Bridge, then west along a bike path to the Rio 
Vista Intake Pump Station. 

Treatment Plant At Rio Vista Intake New one-train, two vessel ion exchange system using Amberlite 
Pump Station PWA2 strong-base anion exchange resin followed by chloramination 

disinfection with a rated capacity of 2400 gpm. 
Conveyance from West of Treatment Connect new Treatment Plant to existing Rio Vista Intake Pump 
Treatment Plant Plant Plant and CLWA's existing treated water pipeline. 

Containment Facility Operation 

Containment wells would initially be operated at 1,100 gpm, and then adjusted based on 
monitoring well data to achieve effective containment of perchlorates. Adjustments would be 
made in consultation with the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC). Contaminants 
would be treated in accordance with DHS requirements. 

The containment treatment facility utilizes disposable filters to remove perchlorates (US Filter). 
The dual vessel design of the facility would provide for continuous operation. Primary filtration 
would occur in Vessel 1, with Vessel 2 providing a final "polishing." When the filter in Vessel 1 
requires replacement, primary filtration would switch to Vessel 2 while the filter in Vessel 1 is 
removed and replaced. Filters would then be collected from the facility and transported off site 
to an approved commercial disposal facility. The perchlorate treatment plant would be 
monitored on a continuous 24-hour basis at the adjacent Rio Vista Intake Pump Station using a 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) program. 
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Facilities for Restoration of Service 

The containment element of the Proposed Project would restore up to 43% of production from 
the Saugus-1 and Saugus-2 wells. The permanent closure of VWC's V-157 well (V-157), 
NCWD's well number 11 (NC 11), and the Stadium well operated by CLWA's Santa Clara Water 
Division has created a deficit in local groundwater production of 6,300 gpm capacity, or about 
3,838 afy. The containment project would also convert several existing pipelines from treated 
water use for conveyance of perchlorate-contaminated water to the treatment plant. 

To restore local well production to pre-contamination levels and to restore service affected by 
conversion of existing facilities to carry untreated water, CLWA proposes to relocate production 
wells to areas outside of the zone of perchlorate contamination and to construct new conveyance 
facilities to replace the existing treated water pipelines that will be converted to convey water 
from Saugus 1 and Saugus 2 to the new treatment plant. This involves two elements (Figures 5 
and 6 [not included]). 

First, to replace lost production east of the confluence of the Santa Clara River and the South 
Fork of the Santa Clara River from closure of the Stadium Well, CLWA would relocate the 
Stadium Well from its location adjacent to the Stadium along the south bank of the Santa Clara 
River to a location about 0.6 miles upstream from the Stadium site to an existing CLWA facility 
at Furnivall Avenue and Santa Clara Street and would construct a short (50-100 foot) pipeline 
from the well to an existing 8-inch distribution line. 

Second, in addition to VWC's new 2,500 gpm well northwest of Magic Mountain Amusement 
Park (hereafter MMA Park), CLWA would: 

�	 Construct a new multiple-well 4,000 gpm facility (with chloramination facilities) along a 
dirt road to the west of the MMA Park), with wells connected via a 12-inch pipeline; 

�	 Construct a new 18-inch treated water pipeline from CLWA's 48-inch pipeline at the 
McBean Parkway Bridge to a site opposite from NC 11; and 

�	 Construct a new 18-inch groundwater pipeline along new road alignments that would 
connect these new wells directly to CLWA's existing 42-inch pipeline. 

Long-term planning for CLWA's water storage and conveyance facilities includes potential 
development of a regulating reservoir southwest of the two proposed new wells. The regulating 
reservoir and the pipelines, which may be developed to connect it to the Proposed Project, are 
shown on Figure 6 [not included] for informational purposes and because they are addressed in 
the cumulative impacts discussion in this Initial Study. However, this reservoir facility and the 
pipelines needed to connect it to the Proposed Project are not a part of the Proposed Project and 
the Proposed Project does not depend upon them. 
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The wells, 12-inch connecting pipeline, chloramination facility, and 12-inch to 18-inch pipeline 
would be constructed within the road alignments of future planned roads. CLWA facilities 
would be constructed following the initial grading for these roads and the adjacent development. 
In combination with yield from the Saugus-1 and Saugus-2 wells and associated treatment plant, 
these actions would restore production lost due to perchlorate contamination and would restore 
service to areas previously served by the NC-11, V-157, and Stadium wells. Siting and details of 
the proposed restoration-of-service facilities are summarized on Table E-2. Note that the 
planned reservoir is not a part of the Proposed Project. 

Chloramination Facilities 

Chloramination facilities would be constructed at two sites: (a) at the new perchlorate treatment 
facility and (b) at the new well field west of MMA Park. Chloramines are formed by mixing 
sodium hypochlorate and ammonia, which are produced or stored in separate areas prior to 
mixing into the water stream. Several types of facilities would be considered during final design. 
Regardless of facility type, these facilities would be fully contained, and storage of water 
treatment chemicals would be within double-walled containers with separate containment back­
up systems capable of holding 1.5 times the capacity of each chemical tank. 

Table E-2 
Proposed Project facilities for Restoration of Service 

FACILITY SITE DESCRIPTION (SEE FIGURES 5 AND 6 [Not Included]) 
To replace Stadium Well 

New alluvial well Furnivall Ave. & New 800 gpm well and up to 100 foot long pipeline to connect to 
Santa Clara St. existing 8" pipeline. 

To replace pumping capacity from contaminated wells to restore local dry year water supplies 
Well field and West of MMA Park New wells with a combined capacity of 4,000 gpm to be 
chloramination constructed along the unpaved perimeter road on the west boundary 
facility of the MMA Park, with a chloramination facility located at the last 

well along the 12" to 18" pipeline connecting these wells. 
Pipeline from new West Magic Mountain Segment 4: New 18" pipeline from the chloramination facility to 
wells to Existing Parkway to I-5 Magic Mountain Parkway and then east along Magic Mountain 
42" CLWA Parkway to the terminus of CLWA's 42" pipeline at I-5. 
Pipeline to serve McBean Parkway to Segment 5. New 33" pipeline along bikeway on south levee of the 
area west of NC-11 South Fork of the Santa Clara River to Valencia Boulevard; 
McBean Parkway Segment 6. New 39" pipeline along Valencia Blvd. and Magic 

Mountain Parkway with a turnout west of San Fernando Road. 
Segment 7. New 18" pipeline from the Segment 5 turnout to San 
Fernando Road; and 
Segment 8. New turnout, connection to the CLWA existing 21" 
pipeline along the west side of the South Fork of the Santa Clara 
River, and 18" pipeline from the turnout parallel to CLWA's existing 
21" pipeline along an access road to a site opposite NC-11, 
connecting to existing turnouts. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for this yes 
reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AFlYear) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 44418 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) o 
c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 44838 
d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.99 
Verifiable Uses) 1Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the values yes 
used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total production? 

4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report no 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or the no 
completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 

6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? yes 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

monthly review of metered sales vs. supply 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 26 

2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. 26 

C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 5000 6000 

2. Actual Expenditures 5000 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active public information program yes 
to promote and educate customers about water conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

Agency provides a quarterly community newsletter to approx. 2,000 
people/organizatioms/elected officials. Utilize paid advertising, public and 
media events and Agency conservation garden to promote water 
conservation in service area. 

2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number ofPublic Information Program Activity Yes/No 
Events 

a. Paid Advertising yes 10 

b. Public Service Announcement yes o 
c. Bill Inserts I Newsletters I Brochures yes 4 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison yes 
to previous year's usage 

e. Demonstration Gardens yes 15 

f. Special Events, Media Events yes 10 

g. Speaker's Bureau yes 3 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public
 
interest groups and media
 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 147102 100000 

2. Actual Expenditures 144283 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
A2d. Retailers are billed based on usage and are shown last year's 
usage of Agency wholesale production. B1 and B2. After 2003, began 
new accounting system, also re-organized personnel. 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 5/712005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program yes 
to promote water conservation? 

2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 

materials reached workshops 
distributed? 

Grades K­ yes 147 3033 o 
3rd 

Grades 4th­ yes 67 2421 o 
6th 

Grades 7th­ yes 0 0 o 
8th 

High School yes 0 0 o 
3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework yes 
requirements? 

4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 09/01/1995 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 114670 115000 

2. Actual Expenditures 110979 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Have expanded program to include more workshops, career days and 
job fairs. PROBLEM: increased school district emphasis on testing has 
made entry into Grades 7-12 very difficult. 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printaIl.lasso 5/7/2005 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 5 of 11 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 10: Wholesale Agency Assistance Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Financial Support by BMP 

Financial Financial 
Incentives Budgeted Amount Incentives Budgeted Amount 

BMP Offered? Amount Awarded BMP Offered? Amount Awarded 

1 No 0 0 8 yes 165852 162161 

2 yes 10000 10000 9 No 

3 No 10 yes 93659 72659 

4 No 11 No 

5 No 12 yes 58000 58000 

No No6 13 

7 yes 147102 144283 14 yes 20000 20000 

2. Technical Support 

a. Has your agency conducted or funded workshops addressing yes 
CUWCC procedures for calculating program savings, costs and 
cost-effectiveness? 
b. Has your agency conducted or funded workshops addressing yes 
retail agencies' BMP implementation reporting requirements? 

c. Has your agency conducted or funded workshops addressing: 

1) ULFT replacement yes 

2) Residential retrofits yes 

3) Commercial, industrial, and institutional surveys No 
4) Residential and large turf irrigation No 
5) Conservation-related rates and pricing No 

3. Staff Resources by BMP 
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BMP 

1 

Qualified 
Staff 

Available 
for BMP? 

yes 

NO.FTE 
Staff 

Assigned 
to BMP 

.5 

BMP 

8 

Qualified 
Staff 

Available 
for BMP? 

yes 

No. FTE 
Staff 

Assigned 
to BMP 

10 

2 yes .5 9 yes .5 

3 yes 1 10 yes 2 

4 yes .5 11 yes .5 

5 yes 2.5 12 yes 2 

6 yes .5 13 yes .5 

7 yes 3 14 

4. Regional Programs by BMP 

yes .5 

Implementationl 

BMP 
Management 

Program? 

1 No 

Implementationl 

BMP 
Management 

Program? 

8 yes 

2 yes 9 yes 

3 No 10 yes 

4 No 11 No 

5 yes 12 yes 

6 No 13 No 

7 yes 14 yes 
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B. Wholesale Agency Assistance Program Expenditures 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

This Year Next Year 
1. Budgeted Expenditures 494613 500000 
2. Actual Expenditures 467103 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
No 

variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 

BMP Form 
Status: 

100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Implementation 
Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure Uniform 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $6049713 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $3264000 
Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a a 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? yes 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which no 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program? 

4. Partner agency's name: 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation 
50%

coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name Mary Lou Cotton 

c. Coordinator's Title Water Resources 
Manager 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of 11
Years 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created 0211512001
(mm/dd/yyyy) 

6. Number of conservation staff, including 3
Conservation Coordinator. 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 68497 59000 

2. Actual Expenditures 68497 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

no
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments
 
One position filled for only part of calendar year.
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for this yes 
reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AF/Year) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 46669 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) o 
c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 47088 
d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.99 
Verifiable Uses) / Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the values yes 
used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total production? 

4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report no 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or the no 
completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 

6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? yes 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

monthly review of metered sales vs. supply 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 26 
2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. 26 

C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year 
Year 

1. BUdgeted Expenditures 6000 6000 

2. Actual Expenditures 6000 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active public information program yes 
to promote and educate customers about water conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

Agency provides a quarterly community newsletter to approx. 50,000 
people/organizatioms/elected officials. Utilize paid advertising, pUblic and 
media events and Agency conservation garden to promote water 
conservation in service area. 

2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number ofPublic Information Program Activity YeslNo Events 

a. Paid Advertising yes 15 

b. Public Service Announcement yes o 
c. Bill Inserts I Newsletters I Brochures yes 5 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison yes 
to previous year's usage 

e. Demonstration Gardens yes 15 

f. Special Events, Media Events yes 3 

g. Speaker's Bureau yes 8 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 235163 200000 

2. Actual Expenditures 241461 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
A2d. Retailers are billed based on usage and are shown last year's 
usage of Agency wholesale production. B1 and B2. Relects new 
accounting process and reorganization. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program to yes 
promote water conservation? 
2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 
materials reached workshops 

distributed? 

Grades K-3rd yes 54 1080 0 

Grades 4th-6th yes 21 732 0 

Grades 7th-8th yes 0 0 0 

High School yes 0 0 0 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework yes 
requirements? 
4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 09/01/1995 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This Next Year 
Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 207270 200000 

2. Actual Expenditures 219362 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Continuing difficulty gaining entry into Grades 7-12. B1 and B2. Reflects 
additonal staff hired in 2004. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 10: Wholesale Agency Assistance Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Financial Support by BMP 

Financial Financial 
Incentives Budgeted Amount Incentives BUdgeted Amount 

BMP Offered? Amount Awarded BMP Offered? Amount Awarded 

1 No 8 yes 235163 241461 

2 yes 20000 21000 9 No 

3 No 10 yes 88659 86621 

4 No 11 No 

5 No 12 yes 58000 58000 

6 No 13 No 

7 yes 207270 219362 14 yes 25000 25000 

2. Technical Support 

a. Has your agency conducted or funded workshops addressing yes 
CUWCC procedures for calculating program savings, costs and 
cost-effectiveness? 

b. Has your agency conducted or funded workshops addressing yes 
retail agencies' BMP implementation reporting requirements? 

c. Has your agency conducted or funded workshops addressing: 

1) ULFT replacement yes 

2) Residential retrofits yes 

3) Commercial, industrial, and institutional surveys No 
4) Residential and large turf irrigation No 
5) Conservation-related rates and pricing No 

3. Staff Resources by BMP 
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BMP 

1 

Qualified 
Staff 

Available 
for BMP? 

yes 

No.FTE 
Staff 

Assigned 
toBMP 

.5 

BMP 

8 

Qualified 
Staff 

Available 
for BMP? 

yes 

No. FTE 
Staff 

Assigned 
to BMP 

10 

2 yes .5 9 yes .5 

3 yes 1 10 yes 2 

4 yes .5 11 yes .5 

5 yes 2.5 12 yes 2 

6 yes .5 13 yes .5 

7 yes 3 14 

4. Regional Programs by BMP 

yes .5 

Implementationl 

BMP 
Management 

Program? 

1 No 

Implementationl 

BMP 
Management 

Program? 

8 yes 

2 yes 9 yes 

3 No 10 yes 

4 No 11 No 

5 yes 12 yes 

6 No 13 No 

7 yes 14 yes 
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B. Wholesale Agency Assistance Program Expenditures 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 634092 650000 

2. Actual Expenditures 651444 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
No 

variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
all budget numbers reflect new accounting process started in 2004. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 

BMP Form 
Status: 

100% Complete 

Year: 
2004 

A. Implementation 
Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure Uniform 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $8561300 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $0 
Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 
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b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $ 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $ 
Sources 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a a 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 10 of 11 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? yes 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which no 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program? 

4. Partner agency's name: 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation 50%coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name Mary Lou Cotton 

c. Coordinator's Title Water Resources 
Manager 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of 11
Years 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created 02/1812001
(mm/dd/yyyy) 

6. Number of conservation staff, including 3Conservation Coordinator. 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 80503 80000 

2. Actual Expenditures 80503 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

novariant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Base Year Data 

Reporting Unit: Submitted to CUWCC 

~L090ut
 

Memorandum of
 
Understanding
 

04/19/2003Santa Clarita Water Division 

INSTRUCTIONS: This form MUST BE completed and submitted to the CUWCC 
prior to filing any BMP reports. The data provided on this form is used in 
determining coverage requirements for specific BMPs as indicated. If some of the 
data requested is not available, make reasonable estimates. You can update and 
edit values, if more precise information becomes available in the future. 

For Customer Classification Definitions (i.e. Single Family, 
Multi-Family) click HERE. 

4> 

4> 

• 

~ 

• 

~ 

• 

1. Your BASE YEAR is 2001. 
NOTE: Many calculations in determining credit history and coverage requirements are contingent on 
your BASE YEAR, which is calculated based on the following criteria. If a Signatory signed the MOU 
in 1997 or earlier, then the Base Year is 1997. If a Signatory signed the MOU after 1997, then the 
Base Year is the year the MOU was signed. The same holds true for USBR Contractors, except the 
date their Base Year is calculated from is the date that their Plan was noticed in the Federal Register. 

BMP1 
2. Number of single-family customers in 2001 

3. Number of multi-family units in 2001 11892_.'~.~"'.'_'''''''_'NA'''"'~_''_'_'~my~~y_..~_~,,=i' 

BMPs 2 and 14 
4. Number of single-family housing units 
constructed prior to 1992 

5. Number of multi-family units prior to 1992 

BMP4 

6. Number of unmetered accounts in 2001 

BMPs 5 and 9 
7. Number of commercial accounts in 2001 1582 

8. Number of industrial accounts in 2001 

9. Number of institutional accounts in 2001 

10. Total water use (AF) by commercial, 
industrial and institutional accounts in 2001 

BMP 14 
11. Average number of toilets per single-family 
household 

12. Average number of toilets per multi-family 
household 

13. Five-year average resale rate of single­
family households 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/onetime/showform.lasso?whichform=baseyear&1780383 5/31/2005 
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14. Five-year average resale rate of multi-family 
households 

t~~·1 

15. Average persons per single-family 
household 

13.3 

16. Average persons per multi-family household 13.3 

Contact Us Coverage Summaries
 

Copyright © 2000-2001, California Urban Water Conservation Council.
 
All Rights Reserved.
 

Webmaster
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

Accounts & Water Use 
Reporting Unit Name: Submitted to Year:
 
Santa Clarita Water Division CUWCC 2003
 

02/15/2005 
A. Service Area Population Information: 

1. Total service area population 82200 

B. Number of Accounts and Water Deliveries (AF) 
Type Metered Unmetered 

No. of Water No. of Water 
Accounts Deliveries Accounts Deliveries 

(AF) (AF) 
1. Single-Family 21754 16006 0 0 
2. Multi-Family 4216 2594 0 0 
3. Commercial 617 888 0 0 

4. Industrial 19 135 0 0 

5. Institutional 95 764 0 0 

6. Dedicated Irrigation 731 4231 0 0 

7. Recycled Water 000 0 
8. Other 000 0 
9. Unaccounted NA 0 NA 0 

Total 27432 24618 0 0 

Metered Unmetered 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 01: Water Survey Programs for Single-Family and 
Multi-Family Residential Customers 
Reporting Unit: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Implementation 
1. Based on your signed MOU date, 02/07/2001, your Agency 
STRATEGY DUE DATE is: 

02/07/2003 

2. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl 
marketing strategy for SINGLE-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

no 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

3. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl 
marketing strategy for MULTI-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

no 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

B. Water Survey Data 
Single M If F '1
Family u 1- ami ySurvey Counts: 

Accounts Units 

1. Number of surveys offered: o o 
2. Number of surveys completed: o o 

Indoor Survey: 
3. Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets and no no 
meter checks 

4. Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow rates, no no 
and offer to replace or recommend replacement, if 
necessary 

5. Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or no no 
recommend installation of displacement device or 
direct customer to ULFT replacement program, as 
neccesary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as 
necessary 

Outdoor Survey: 
6. Check irrigation system and timers no no 

7. Review or develop customer irrigation schedule no no 

8. Measure landscaped area (Recommended but not no no 
required for surveys) 

9. Measure total irrigable area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

10. Which measurement method is typically used None 
(Recommended but not required for surveys) 

11. Were customers provided with information no no 
packets that included evaluation results and water 
savings recommendations? 

12. Have the number of surveys offered and no no 
completed, survey results, and survey costs been 
tracked? 

a. If yes, in what form are surveys tracked? None 
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b. Describe how your agency tracks this information. 

C. Water Survey Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a a 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
Waiting on BMP revision before beginning implementation. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 02: Residential Plumbing Retrofit 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Is there an enforceable ordinance in effect in your service no 
area requiring replacement of high-flow showerheads and other 
water use fixtures with their low-flow counterparts? 

a. If YES, list local jurisdictions in your service area and code or 
ordinance in each: 

2. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
single-family housing units? 
3. Estimated percent of single-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
4. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
multi-family housing units? 
5. Estimated percent of multi-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
6. If YES to 2 OR 4 above, please describe how saturation was determined, 
including the dates and results of any survey research. 

B. Low-Flow Device Distribution Information 
1. Has your agency developed a targetingl marketing strategy yes 
for distributing low-flow devices? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 5/12/2002 
strategy? 

b. Describe your targetingl marketing strategy. 

Newspaper ads, flyers and newsletter notifications of distrbution events. 

Low-Flow Devices Distributed/Installed SF Accounts MF Units 

2. Number of low-flow showerheads 83 4 
distributed: 
3. Number of toilet-displacement devices 0 0 
distributed: 
4. Number of toilet flappers distributed: 0 0 

5. Number of faucet aerators distributed: 25 15 

6. Does your agency track the distribution and cost of low-flow yes 
devices? 

a. If YES, in what format are low-flow Manual Activity 
devices tracked? 
b. If yes, describe your tracking and distribution system: 

Keep records of which account addresses received low-flow devices. 

C. Low-Flow Device Distribution Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 0 0 
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2. Actual Expenditures 0 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
All funding provided by CLWA on behalf of retailers. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for this no 
reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AFlYear) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) 

c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 

d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.00 
Verifiable Uses) 1Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the values no 
used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total production? 
4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report no 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or the no 
completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 

6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? yes 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

Visual inpsectionslresponse to customers. 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 286 
2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. a 

C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a a 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 04: Metering with Commodity Rates for all New 
Connections and Retrofit of Existing 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency require meters for all new connections and bill yes 
by volume-of-use? 

2. Does your agency have a program for retrofitting existing no 
unmetered connections and bill by volume-of-use? 

a. If YES, when was the plan to retrofit and bill by volume-of­
use existing unmetered connections completed? 

b. Describe the program: 

3. Number of previously unmetered accounts fitted with meters o 
during report year. 

B. Feasibility Study 
1. Has your agency conducted a feasibility study to assess the merits no 
of a program to provide incentives to switch mixed-use accounts to 
dedicated landscape meters? 

a. If YES, when was the feasibility study conducted? 
(mm/dd/yy) 

b. Describe the feasibility study: 

2. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. 700 

3. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with o 
dedicated irrigation meters during reporting period. 

C. Meter Retrofit Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 0 0 

2. Actual Expenditures 0 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments
 
All connections are metered.
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 05: Large Landscape Conservation Programs and 
Incentives 
Reporting Unit: 
Santa Clarita Water 
Division 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Water Use Budgets 
1. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts: 731 

2. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets: 
3. Budgeted Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets (AF): 
4. Actual Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water Budgets o 
(AF): 
5. Does your agency provide water use notices to accounts with no 
budgets each billing cycle? 

B. Landscape Surveys 
1. Has your agency developed a marketing / targeting strategy no 
for landscape surveys? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 
strategy? 

b. Description of marketing / targeting strategy: 

2. Number of Surveys Offered. 0 

3. Number of Surveys Completed. 0 

4. Indicate which of the following Landscape Elements are part of your survey: 

a. Irrigation System Check no 

b. Distribution Uniformity Analysis no 

c. Review / Develop Irrigation Schedules no 

d. Measure Landscape Area no 

e. Measure Totallrrigable Area no 

f. Provide Customer Report / Information no 

5. Do you track survey offers and results? no 

6. Does your agency provide follow-up surveys for previously no 
completed surveys? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

C. Other BMP 5 Actions 
1. An agency can provide mixed-use accounts with ETo-based no
 
landscape budgets in lieu of a large landscape survey program.
 
Does your agency provide mixed-use accounts with landscape
 
budgets?
 
2. Number of CII mixed-use accounts with landscape budgets. o 
3. Do you offer landscape irrigation training? yes 

4. Does your agency offer financial incentives to improve no 
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landscape water use efficiency? 

Type of Financial 
Incentive: 

Budget 
(Dollarsl 

Year) 

Number Awarded 
to Customers 

Total 
Amount 

Awarded 

a. Rebates 

b. Loans 

c. Grants 

yes
5. Do you provide landscape water use efficiency information to 
new customers and customers changing services? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

Information and training provided by Castaic Lake WA 

6. Do you have irrigated landscaping at your facilities? yes 

a. If yes, is it water-efficient? yes 

b. If yes, does it have dedicated irrigation metering? yes 

7. Do you provide customer notices at the start of the irrigation no 
season? 

8. Do you provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation no 
season? 

D. Landscape Conservation Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

E. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

F. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 06: High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate 
Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Do any energy service providers or waste water utilities in your no 
service area offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? 

a. If YES, describe the offerings and incentives as well as who the 
energy/waste water utility provider is. 

2. Does your agency offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? no 

3. What is the level of the rebate? 0 

4. Number of rebates awarded. 0 

B. Rebate Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active public information program no 
to promote and educate customers about water conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

CLWA as wholesaler runs program for retailers. See CLWA form. 
2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number 
Public Information Program Activity Yes/No of 

Events 

a. Paid Advertising no 

b. Public Service Announcement no 

c. Bill Inserts / Newsletters / Brochures no 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison to yes 
previous year's usage 

e. Demonstration Gardens no 

f. Special Events, Media Events no 

g. Speaker's Bureau no 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program provided by Castaic Lake WA. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program to no 
promote water conservation? 

2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 

materials reached workshops 
distributed? 

Grades K-3rd 

Grades 4th-6th 

Grades 7th-8th 

High School 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework yes 
requirements? 
4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This 
Year 

Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program provided by CLWA on behalf of retailers. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09: Conservation Programs for CII Accounts 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year:Santa Clarita Water 100% Complete 2003Division 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency identified and ranked COMMERCIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

2. Has your agency identified and ranked INDUSTRIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

3. Has your agency identified and ranked INSTITUTIONAL yes 
customers according to use? 

Option A: CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives 
Program 

4. Is your agency operating a CII water use survey and no 
customer incentives program for the purpose of complying with 
BMP 9 under this option? 

CII Surveys Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

a. Number of New Surveys 
Offered 

b. Number of New Surveys 
Completed 

c. Number of Site Follow-ups 
of Previous Surveys (within 1 
yr) 

d. Number of Phone Follow­
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 

CII Survey Components Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

e. Site Visit no no no 

f. Evaluation of all water­ no no no 
using apparatus and 
processes 

g. Customer report no no no 
identifying recommended 
efficiency measures, 
paybacks and agency 
incentives 

Agency CII Customer Budget No. Awarded to Total $ 
Incentives ($/Year) Customers Amount 

Awarded 
h. Rebates 0 0 0 

i. Loans 0 0 0 

j. Grants 0 0 0 

k. Others 0 0 0 
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Option 8: CII Conservation Program Targets 

5. Does your agency track CII program interventions and water no 
savings for the purpose of complying with BMP 9 under this 
option? 
6. Does your agency document and maintain records on how no 
savings were realized and the method of calculation for 
estimated savings? 
7. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from site-verified actions
 
taken by agency since 1991.
 
8. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from non-site-verified
 
actions taken by agency since 1991.
 

B. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII Accounts 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a a 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Not implementing BMP. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP ~ga: ell ULFT Water Savings 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 

1. Did your agency implement a CII ULFT No 
replacement program in the reporting year? 
If No, please explain why on Line B. 10. 

A. Targeting and Marketing 
1. What basis does your agency 
use to target customers for 
participation in this program? 
Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

2. How does your agency advertise 
this program? Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

B. Implementation 
1. Does your agency keep and maintain customer participant 
information? (Read the Help information for a complete list of 
all the information for this BMP.) 

2. Would your agency be willing to share this information if 
the CUWCC did a study to evaluate the program on behalf of 
your agency? 

3. What is the total number of customer accounts participating 
in the program during the last year? 

CII Subsector Number of Toilets Replaced 
4. Standard Air Valve Floor Valve Wall 

Gravity Tank Assisted Mount Mount 
a. Offices 

b. Retail / 
Wholesale 

c. Hotels 

d. Health 

e. Industrial 

f. Schools: 
Kto 12 

g. Eating 

h. Govern­
ment 

i. Churches 

j. Other 
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5. Program design. 

6. Does your agency use outside services to implement this 
program? 

a. If yes, check all that apply. 

7. Participant tracking and follow­

up.
 

8. Based on your program experience, please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 
being the least frequent cause and 5 being the most frequent cause, the 
following reasons why customers refused to participate in the program. 

a. Disruption to business 

b. Inadequate payback 

c. Inadequate ULFT performance 

d. Lack of funding 

e. American's with Disabilities Act 

f. Permitting 

g. Other. Please describe in B. 9. 

9. Please describe general program acceptance/resistance by customers, 
obstacles to implementation, and other isues affecting program implementation 
or effectiveness. 

10. Please provide a general assessment of the program for this reporting year. 
Did your program achieve its objectives? Were your targeting and marketing 
approaches effective? Were program costs in line with expectations and 
budgeting? 

Not implementing BMP. 

C. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII ULFT 
1. CII ULFT Program: Annual Budget & Expenditure Data 

ActualBudgeted Expenditure 
a.Labor o o 
b. Materials o o 
c. Marketing &Advertising o o 
d. Administration & o o 
Overhead 

e. Outside Services o o 
f. Total o o 

2. CII ULFT Program: Annual Cost Sharing 

a. Wholesale agency 
contribution 

b. State agency 
contribution 

c. Federal agency 
contribution 

d. Other contribution 

e. Total o 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 

BMP Form 
Status: 

100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Implementation 
Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$6968914 

$2740750 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$337293 

$122163 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$51278 

$9310 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$290286 

$42691 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$1606562 

$215115 

Service Not Provided 
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b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $0 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $0 
Sources 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
2003 revenues reflect new accounting process. 
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Reported as of 5/7105 

BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? no 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which yes 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program? 

4. Partner agency's name: Castaic Lake WA 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation %
coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name 

c. Coordinator's Title 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of 
Years 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created 
(mm/dd/yyyy) 

6. Number of conservation staff, including o
Conservation Coordinator. 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

novariant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 22 of24 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 13: Water Waste Prohibition 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 

1. Is a water waste prohibition ordinance in effect in your service no 
area? 

a. If YES, describe the ordinance: 

2. Is a copy of the most current ordinance(s) on file with CUWCC? no 

a. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the first text box and 
water waste ordinance citations in each jurisdiction in the second text 
box: 

B. Implementation 
1. Indicate which of the water uses listed below are prohibited by your 
agency or service area. 

a. Gutter flooding no 

b. Single-pass cooling systems for new connections no 

c. Non-recirculating systems in all new conveyor or car wash 
yes

systems 

d. Non-recirculating systems in all new commercial laundry 
no 

systems 

e. Non-recirculating systems in all new decorative fountains yes 

f. Other, please name no 

2. Describe measures that prohibit water uses listed above: 

Recirculating systems required in all car washes and fountains (city/san 
district ordinance). 

Water Softeners: 

3. Indicate which of the following measures your agency has 
supported in developing state law: 

a. Allow the sale of more efficient, demand-initiated 
regenerating DIR models. 

no 

b. Develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that: 

L) Increase the regeneration efficiency standard to at 
least 3,350 grains of hardness removed per pound of no 
common salt used. 

iL) Implement an identified maximum number of gallons 
discharged per gallon of soft water produced. no 

c. Allow local agencies, including municipalities and special 
districts, to set more stringent standards and/or to ban on-site 
regeneration of water softeners if it is demonstrated and found no 
by the agency governing board that there is an adverse effect 
on the reclaimed water or groundwater supply. 

4. Does your agency include water softener checks in home water 
audit programs? no 
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5. Does your agency include information about DIR and exchange­

type water softeners in educational efforts to encourage replacement no
 
of less efficient timer models?
 

C. Water Waste Prohibition Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year 
Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant 

noof this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
Agency supported San District water softener ban ordinance adopted in 
2003. 

51712005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 24 of24 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 14: Residential ULFT Replacement Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

Single­ Multi ­
Family Family 

Accounts Units 
1. Does your Agency have program(s) for replacing yes yes 
high-water-using toilets with ultra-low flush toilets?
 

Number of Toilets Replaced by Agency Program During Report Year
 

Replacement Method SF 
Accounts 

MF Units 

2. Rebate 60 9 
3. Direct Install o o 
4. CBO Distribution o o 
5. Other o o 

Total 60 9 

6. Describe your agency's ULFT program for single-family residences. 

publicly advertised rebate program 

7. Describe your agency's ULFT program for multi-family residences. 

publicly advertised rebate program 

8. Is a toilet retrofit on resale ordinance in effect for your service no 
area? 

9. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the left box and ordinance 
citations in each jurisdiction in the right box: 

B. Residential ULFT Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 10000 20000 

2. Actual Expenditures 10000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program run by CLWA on behalf of retailers 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

Accounts &Water Use 
Reporting Unit Name: Submitted to Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division CUWCC 2004 

02/15/2005 
A. Service Area Population Information: 

1. Total service area population 85300 

B. Number of Accounts and Water Deliveries (AF) 
Type Metered Unmetered 

No. of Water No. of Water 
Deliveries Accounts DeliveriesA tccoun s (AF) (AF) 

1. Single-Family 22404 16922 0 0 

2. Multi-Family 4351 2538 0 0 

3. Commercial 627 917 0 0 

4. Industrial 19 127 0 0 

5. Institutional 97 790 0 0 

6. Dedicated Irrigation 773 4828 0 0 

7. Recycled Water 000 0 
8. Other o 0 0 0 
9. Unaccounted NA 0 NA 0 

Total 28271 26122 0 0 

Metered Unmetered 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 01: Water Survey Programs for Single-Family and 
Multi-Family Residential Customers 
Reporting Unit: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2004 

A. Implementation 
1. Based on your signed MOU date, 02/07/2001, your Agency 
STRATEGY DUE DATE is: 

02/07/2003 

2. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl 
marketing strategy for SINGLE-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

no 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

3. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl 
marketing strategy for MULTI-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

no 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

B. Water Survey Data 
Single M If F '1
Family u 1- am~ ySurvey Counts: 

Accounts Units 

1. Number of surveys offered: o o 
2. Number of surveys completed: o o 

Indoor Survey: 
3. Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets and no no 
meter checks 

4. Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow rates, no no 
and offer to replace or recommend replacement, if 
necessary 

5. Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or no no 
recommend installation of displacement device or 
direct customer to ULFT replacement program, as 
neccesary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as 
necessary 

Outdoor Survey: 
6. Check irrigation system and timers no no 

7. Review or develop customer irrigation schedule no no 

8. Measure landscaped area (Recommended but not no no 
required for surveys) 

9. Measure total irrigable area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

10. Which measurement method is typically used None 
(Recommended but not required for surveys) 

11. Were customers provided with information no no 
packets that included evaluation results and water 
savings recommendations? 

12. Have the number of surveys offered and no no 
completed, survey results, and survey costs been 
tracked? 

a. If yes, in what form are surveys tracked? None 
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b. Describe how your agency tracks this information. 

C. Water Survey Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 0 0 

2. Actual Expenditures 0 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
Waiting on BMP revision before beginning implementation. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 02: Residential Plumbing Retrofit 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Is there an enforceable ordinance in effect in your service no 
area requiring replacement of high-flow showerheads and other 
water use fixtures with their low-flow counterparts? 

a. If YES, list local jurisdictions in your service area and code or 
ordinance in each: 

2. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
single-family housing units? 
3. Estimated percent of single-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
4. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
multi-family housing units? 
5. Estimated percent of multi-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
6. If YES to 2 OR 4 above, please describe how saturation was determined, 
including the dates and results of any survey research. 

B. Low-Flow Device Distribution Information 
1. Has your agency developed a targeting/ marketing strategy yes 
for distributing low-flow devices? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 5/12/2002 
strategy? 

b. Describe your targeting/ marketing strategy. 

Newspaper ads, flyers and newsletter notifications of distrbution events. 

Low-Flow Devices Distributed/Installed SF Accounts MF Units 

2. Number of low-flow showerheads 41 3 
distributed: 

3. Number of toilet-displacement devices 0 0 
distributed: 
4. Number of toilet flappers distributed: 0 0 

5. Number of faucet aerators distributed: 25 10 

6. Does your agency track the distribution and cost of low-flow yes 
devices? 

a. If YES, in what format are low-flow Manual Activity 
devices tracked? 

b. If yes, describe your tracking and distribution system: 

Keep records of which account addresses received low-flow devices. 

C. Low-Flow Device Distribution Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
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2. Actual Expenditures 0 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
All funding provided by CLWA on behalf of retailers. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for this no 
reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AF/Year) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) 

c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 

d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.00 
Verifiable Uses) 1Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the values no 
used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total production? 
4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report no 
year? 
5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or the no 
completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 
6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? yes 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

Visual inpsections/response to customers. 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 299 

2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. o 
C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 

NextThis Year Year 
1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 04: Metering with Commodity Rates for all New 
Connections and Retrofit of Existing 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency require meters for all new connections and bill yes 
by volume-of-use? 

2. Does your agency have a program for retrofitting existing no 
unmetered connections and bill by volume-of-use? 

a. If YES, when was the plan to retrofit and bill by volume-of­
use existing unmetered connections completed? 

b. Describe the program: 

3. Number of previously unmetered accounts fitted with meters o 
during report year. 

B. Feasibility Study 
1. Has your agency conducted a feasibility study to assess the merits no 
of a program to provide incentives to switch mixed-use accounts to 
dedicated landscape meters? 

a. If YES, when was the feasibility study conducted? 
(mm/dd/yy) 

b. Describe the feasibility study: 

2. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. 715 

3. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with o 
dedicated irrigation meters during reporting period. 

C. Meter Retrofit Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. BUdgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments
 
All connections are metered.
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 05: Large Landscape Conservation Programs and 
Incentives 
Reporting Unit: 

BMP Form Status: Year:
Santa Clarita Water 100% Complete 2004
Division 
A. Water Use Budgets 

1. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts: 773 

2. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets: 

3. Budgeted Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets (AF): 

4. Actual Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water BUdgets o 
(AF): 

5. Does your agency provide water use notices to accounts with no 
budgets each billing cycle? 

B. Landscape Surveys 
1. Has your agency developed a marketing / targeting strategy no 
for landscape surveys? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 
strategy? 

b. Description of marketing / targeting strategy: 

2. Number of Surveys Offered. 0 

3. Number of Surveys Completed. 0 

4. Indicate which of the following Landscape Elements are part of your survey: 

a. Irrigation System Check no 

b. Distribution Uniformity Analysis no 

c. Review / Develop Irrigation Schedules no 

d. Measure Landscape Area no 

e. Measure Total Irrigable Area no 

f. Provide Customer Report / Information no 

5. Do you track survey offers and results? no 

6. Does your agency provide follow-up surveys for previously no 
completed surveys? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

C. Other BMP 5 Actions 
1. An agency can provide mixed-use accounts with ETo-based no
 
landscape budgets in lieu of a large landscape survey program.
 
Does your agency provide mixed-use accounts with landscape
 
budgets?
 

2. Number of CII mixed-use accounts with landscape budgets. o 
3. Do you offer landscape irrigation training? yes 

4. Does your agency offer financial incentives to improve no 
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landscape water use efficiency? 

Type of Financial 
Incentive: 

Budget 
(Dollarsl 

Year) 

Number Awarded 
to Customers 

Total 
Amount 

Awarded 

a. Rebates 

b. Loans 

c. Grants 

yes
5. Do you provide landscape water use efficiency information to 
new customers and customers changing services? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

Information and training provided by Castaic Lake WA 

6. Do you have irrigated landscaping at your facilities? yes 

a. If yes, is it water-efficient? yes 

b. If yes, does it have dedicated irrigation metering? yes 

7. Do you provide customer notices at the start of the irrigation no 
season? 

8. Do you provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation no 
season? 

D. Landscape Conservation Program Expenditures 
This-Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 0 0 

2. Actual Expenditures 0 

E. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

F. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 06: High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate 
Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Do any energy service providers or waste water utilities in your no 
service area offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? 

a. If YES, describe the offerings and incentives as well as who the 
energy/waste water utility provider is. 

2. Does your agency offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? no 

3. What is the level of the rebate? o 
4. Number of rebates awarded. o 

B. Rebate Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 0 0 

2. Actual Expenditures 0 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active public information program no 
to promote and educate customers about water conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

CLWA as wholesaler runs program for retailers. See CLWA form. 

2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number 
Public Information Program Activity Yes/No of 

Events 

a. Paid Advertising no 

nob. Public Service Announcement 

c. Bill Inserts / Newsletters / Brochures no 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison to yes 
previous year's usage 

e. Demonstration Gardens no 

f. Special Events, Media Events no 

g. Speaker's Bureau no 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program provided by Castaic Lake WA. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program to no 
promote water conservation? 

2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 
materials reached workshops 

distributed? 

Grades K-3rd 

Grades 4th-6th 

Grades 7th-8th 

High School 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework yes 
requirements? 

4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This 
Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program provided by CLWA on behalf of retailers. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09: Conservation Programs for CII Accounts 
Reporting Unit: 

BMP Form Status: Year:Santa Clarita Water 100% Complete 2004Division 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency identified and ranked COMMERCIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

2. Has your agency identified and ranked INDUSTRIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

3. Has your agency identified and ranked INSTITUTIONAL yes 
customers according to use? 

Option A: CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives 
Program 

4. Is your agency operating a CII water use survey and no 
customer incentives program for the purpose of complying with 
BMP 9 under this option? 

CII Surveys Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

a. Number of New Surveys 
Offered 

b. Number of New Surveys 
Completed 

c. Number of Site Follow-ups 
of Previous Surveys (within 1 
yr) 

d. Number of Phone Follow­
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 

CII Survey Components Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

e. Site Visit no no 

f. Evaluation of all water­ no no no 
using apparatus and 
processes 

g. Customer report no no no 
identifying recommended 
efficiency measures, 
paybacks and agency 
incentives 

Agency CII Customer Budget No. Awarded to Total $ 
Incentives ($/Year) Customers Amount 

Awarded 
h. Rebates 0 0 0 

i. Loans 0 0 0 

j. Grants 0 0 0 

k. Others 0 0 0 
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Option 8: CII Conservation Program Targets 

5. Does your agency track CII program interventions and water no 
savings for the purpose of complying with BMP 9 under this 
option? 
6. Does your agency document and maintain records on how no 
savings were realized and the method of calculation for 
estimated savings? 
7. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from site-verified actions 
taken by agency since 1991. 
8. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from non-site-verified 
actions taken by agency since 1991. 

B. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII Accounts 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Not implementing BMP. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09a: ell ULFT Water Savings 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 

1. Did your agency implement a CII ULFT No 
replacement program in the reporting year? 
If No, please explain why on Line B. 10. 

A. Targeting and Marketing 
1. What basis does your agency 
use to target customers for 
participation in this program? 
Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

2. How does your agency advertise 
this program? Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

B. Implementation 
1. Does your agency keep and maintain customer participant 
information? (Read the Help information for a complete list of 
all the information for this BMP.) 

2. Would your agency be willing to share this information if 
the CUWCC did a study to evaluate the program on behalf of 
your agency? 

3. What is the total number of customer accounts participating 
in the program during the last year? 

CII Subsector Number of Toilets Replaced 
4. Standard Air Valve Floor Valve Wall 

Gravity Tank Assisted Mount Mount 
a. Offices 

b. Retail / 
Wholesale 

c. Hotels 

d. Health 

e. Industrial 

f. Schools: 
Kto 12 

g. Eating 

h. Govern­
ment 

i. Churches 

j. Other 
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5. Program design. 

6. Does your agency use outside services to implement this 
program? 

a. If yes, check all that apply. 

7. Participant tracking and follow­

up.
 

8. Based on your program experience, please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 
being the least frequent cause and 5 being the most frequent cause, the 
following reasons why customers refused to participate in the program. 

a. Disruption to business 

b. Inadequate payback 

c. Inadequate ULFT performance 

d. Lack of funding 

e. American's with Disabilities Act 

f. Permitting 

g. Other. Please describe in B. 9. 

9. Please describe general program acceptance/resistance by customers, 
obstacles to implementation, and other isues affecting program implementation 
or effectiveness. 

10. Please provide a general assessment of the program for this reporting year. 
Did your program achieve its objectives? Were your targeting and marketing 
approaches effective? Were program costs in line with expectations and 
budgeting? 

Not implementing BMP. 

C. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII ULFT 
1. CII ULFT Program: Annual Budget & Expenditure Data 

Actual 
Budgeted Expenditure 

a. Labor 

b. Materials 

c. Marketing & Advertising 

d. Administration & 
Overhead 

e. Outside Services 

f. Total o o 

2. CII ULFT Program: Annual Cost Sharing 

a. Wholesale agency 
contribution 

b. State agency 
contribution 

c. Federal agency 
contribution 

d. Other contribution 

e. Total o 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 

BMP Form 
Status: 

100% Complete 

Year: 
2004 

A. Implementation 
Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$8082631 

$3716432 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$374628 

$166423 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$52330 

$12265 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$339935 

$57314 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$2072553 

$299384 

Service Not Provided 
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b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $0 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $0 
Sources 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
CII revenues are combined and shown in Commercial 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/printJprintall.lasso 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 21 of24 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? no 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which yes 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program? 

4. Partner agency's name: Castaic Lake WA 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation 
%

coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name 

c. Coordinator's Title 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of
 
Years
 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created
 
(mm/dd/yyyy)
 

6. Number of conservation staff, including o
Conservation Coordinator. 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 0 

2. Actual Expenditures o 
C. "At Least As Effective As" 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 
novariant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 13: Water Waste Prohibition 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 

1. Is a water waste prohibition ordinance in effect in your service no 
area? 

a. If YES, describe the ordinance: 

2. Is a copy of the most current ordinance(s) on file with CUWCC? no 

a. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the first text box and 
water waste ordinance citations in each jurisdiction in the second text 
box: 

B. Implementation 
1. Indicate which of the water uses listed below are prohibited by your 
agency or service area. 

a. Gutter flooding no 

b. Single-pass cooling systems for new connections no 

c. Non-recirculating systems in all new conveyor or car wash 
no 

systems 

d. Non-recirculating systems in all new commercial laundry 
no 

systems 

e. Non-recirculating systems in all new decorative fountains no 

f. Other, please name no 

2. Describe measures that prohibit water uses listed above: 

Recirculating systems required in all car washes and fountains (city/san 
district ordinance). 

Water Softeners: 

3. Indicate which of the following measures your agency has 
supported in developing state law: 

a. Allow the sale of more efficient, demand-initiated 
regenerating DIR models. 

no 

b. Develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that: 

L) Increase the regeneration efficiency standard to at 
least 3,350 grains of hardness removed per pound of no 
common salt used. 

iL) Implement an identified maximum number of gallons 
discharged per gallon of soft water produced. no 

c. Allow local agencies, including municipalities and special 
districts, to set more stringent standards and/or to ban on-site 
regeneration of water softeners if it is demonstrated and found no 
by the agency governing board that there is an adverse effect 
on the reclaimed water or groundwater supply. 

4. Does your agency include water softener checks in home water 
audit programs? no 
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5. Does your agency include information about DIR and exchange­

type water softeners in educational efforts to encourage replacement no
 
of less efficient timer models?
 

C. Water Waste Prohibition Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year 
Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant 

noof this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
Agency supported San District water softener ban ordinance adopted in 
2003. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 14: Residential ULFT Replacement Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Santa Clarita Water Division 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

Single­ Multi­
Family Family 

Accounts Units 
1. Does your Agency have program(s) for replacing yes yes 
high-water-using toilets with ultra-low flush toilets? 

Number of Toilets Replaced by Agency Program During Report Year 

Replacement Method SF 
Accounts 

MF Units 

2. Rebate 125 10 

3. Direct Install 0 0 

4. CBO Distribution 0 0 

5. Other 0 0 

Total 125 10 

6. Describe your agency's ULFT program for single-family residences. 

publicly advertised rebate program 

7. Describe your agency's ULFT program for multi-family residences. 

publicly advertised rebate program 

8. Is a toilet retrofit on resale ordinance in effect for your service no 
area? 

9. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the left box and ordinance 
citations in each jurisdiction in the right box: 

B. Residential ULFT Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. BUdgeted Expenditures 20000 20000 

2. Actual Expenditures 20000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program run by CLWA on behalf of retailers 
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Base Year Data 

Reporting Unit: Submitted to CUWCC 

1~1.~ 

1152
 

01

12
 

21

~1090ut
 

Memorandum of
 
Understanding
 

Valencia Water Company 04/19/2003 

INSTRUCTIONS: This form MUST BE completed and submitted to the CUWCC 
prior to filing any BMP reports. The data provided on this form is used in 
determining coverage requirements for specific BMPs as indicated. If some of the 
data requested is not available, make reasonable estimates. You can update and 
edit values, if more precise information becomes available in the future. 

For Customer Classification Definitions (Le. Single Family, 
Multi-Family) click HERE. 

<$> 

<$> 

.. 

., 

.. 

.. 

.. 

1. Your BASE YEAR is 2001. 
NOTE: Many calculations in determining credit history and coverage requirements are contingent on 
your BASE YEAR, which is calculated based on the following criteria. If a Signatory signed the MOU 
in 1997 or earlier, then the Base Year is 1997. If a Signatory signed the MOU after 1997, then the 
Base Year is the year the MOU was signed. The same holds true for USBR Contractors, except the 
date their Base Year is calculated from is the date that their Plan was noticed in the Federal Register. 

BMP1 
2. Number of single-family customers in 2001 

3. Number of multi-family units in 2001 

BMPs 2 and 14 
4. Number of single-family housing units 
constructed prior to 1992 

5. Number of multi-family units prior to 1992 

BMP4 

6. Number of unmetered accounts in 2001 

BMPs 5 and 9 

7. Number of commercial accounts in 2001 

8. Number of industrial accounts in 2001 

9. Number of institutional accounts in 2001 

10. Total water use (AF) by commercial, 
industrial and institutional accounts in 2001 

BMP 14 
11. Average number of toilets per single-family 
household 

12. Average number of toilets per multi-family 
household 

13. Five-year average resale rate of single­
family households 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/onetime/showform.lasso?whichform=baseyear&1169210 6/1/2005 
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14. Five-year average resale rate of multi-family 
households 

I?~~ 

15. Average persons per single-family 
household 

1~~3 .y'. 

16. Average persons per multi-family household I~:?m 

Contact Us Coverage Summaries
 

Copyright © 2000-2001, California Urban Water Conservation Council.
 
All Rights Reserved.
 

Webmaster
 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/onetime/showfonn.lasso?whichfonn=baseyear&1169210 6/1/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

Accounts &Water Use 
Reporting Unit Name: Submitted to Year: 
Valencia Water Company CUWCC 2003 

02/15/2005 
A. Service Area Population Information: 

1. Total service area population 89000 

B. Number of Accounts and Water Deliveries (AF) 
Type Metered Unmetered 

No. of Water No. of Water 
Accounts Deliveries Accounts Deliveries 

(AF) (AF) 
1. Single-Family 23365 14191 0 0 

2. Multi-Family 277 1186 0 0 

3. Commercial 854 5110 0 0 

4. Industrial 441 1825 0 0 

5. Institutional 59 1101 0 0 

6. Dedicated Irrigation 400 2952 0 0 

7. Recycled Water 1 96 0 0 

8. Other 000 0 

9. Unaccounted NA 0 NA 0 

Total 25397 26461 0 0 

Metered Unmetered 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 01: Water Survey Programs for Single-Family and 
Multi-Family Residential Customers 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Based on your signed MOU date, 02/07/2001, your Agency 02/07/2003 
STRATEGY DUE DATE is: 

2. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl no 
marketing strategy for SINGLE-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

3. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl no 
marketing strategy for MULTI-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

B. Water Survey Data 
Single Mit' F '1'1 u I- ami Y Survey Counts: FamlY U . 

Accounts mts 

1. Number of surveys offered: o o 
2. Number of surveys completed: o o 

Indoor Survey: 
3. Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets and no no 
meter checks 

4. Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow rates, no no 
and offer to replace or recommend replacement, if 
necessal)G 

5. Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or no no 
recommend installation of displacement device or 
direct customer to ULFT replacement program, as 
neccesary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as 
necessary 

Outdoor Survey: 
6. Check irrigation system and timers no no 

7. Review or develop customer irrigation schedule no no 

8. Measure landscaped area (Recommended but not no no 
required for surveys) 

9. Measure total irrigable area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

10. Which measurement method is typically used None 
(Recommended but not required for surveys) 

11. Were customers provided with information no no 
packets that included evaluation results and water 
savings recommendations? 

12. Have the number of surveys offered and no no 
completed, survey results, and survey costs been 
tracked? 

a. If yes, in what form are surveys tracked? None 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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b. Describe how your agency tracks this information. 

C. Water Survey Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
waiting on BMP revision 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 02: Residential Plumbing Retrofit 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Is there an enforceable ordinance in effect in your service no 
area requiring replacement of high-flow showerheads and other 
water use fixtures with their low-flow counterparts? 

a. If YES, list local jurisdictions in your service area and code or 
ordinance in each: 

2. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
single-family housing units? 
3. Estimated percent of single-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
4. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
multi-family housing units? 
5. Estimated percent of multi-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
6. If YES to 2 OR 4 above, please describe how saturation was determined, 
including the dates and results of any survey research. 

B. Low-Flow Device Distribution Information 
1. Has your agency developed a targetingl marketing strategy yes 
for distributing low-flow devices? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 5/12/2002 
strategy? 

b. Describe your targetingl marketing strategy. 

Distribution at public events, paid advertising. 

Low-Flow Devices Distributed/Installed SF Accounts MF Units 

2. Number of low-flow showerheads 25 6 
distributed: 
3. Number of toilet-displacement devices 0 0 
distributed: 
4. Number of toilet flappers distributed: 0 0 

5. Number of faucet aerators distributed: 30 5 

6. Does your agency track the distribution and cost of low-flow yes 
devices? 

a. If YES, in what format are low-flow Database 
devices tracked? 

b. If yes, describe your tracking and distribution system: 

Names and address of recipient. 

C. Low-Flow Device Distribution Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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2. Actual Expenditures a 
D. "At Least As Effective As" 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
CLWA provides program and funding on behalf of retailers. 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for this no 
reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AF/Year) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) 

c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 

d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.00 
Verifiable Uses) I Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the values yes 
used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total production? 

4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report yes 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or the yes 
completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 

6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? no 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 310 

2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. 310 

C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 
Next

This Year Year 
1. Budgeted Expenditures a o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant yes 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

see 2002 explanation 

E. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 5/712005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 04: Metering with Commodity Rates for all New 
Connections and Retrofit of Existing 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency require meters for all new connections and bill yes 
by volume-of-use? 

2. Does your agency have a program for retrofitting existing no 
unmetered connections and bill by volume-of-use? 

a. If YES, when was the plan to retrofit and bill by volume-of­
use existing unmetered connections completed? 

b. Describe the program: 

3. Number of previously unmetered accounts fitted with meters o 
during report year. 

B. Feasibility Study 
1. Has your agency conducted a feasibility study to assess the merits no 
of a program to provide incentives to switch mixed-use accounts to 
dedicated landscape meters? 

a. If YES, when was the feasibility study conducted? 
(mm/dd/yy) 

b. Describe the feasibility study: 

2. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. o 
3. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with o 
dedicated irrigation meters during reporting period. 

C. Meter Retrofit Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 0 

2. Actual Expenditures o 
D. "At Least As Effective As" 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments
 
All connections are metered.
 

517/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/printlprintall.1asso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 05: Large Landscape Conservation Programs and 
Incentives 
Reporting Unit: 
Valencia Water Company 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Water Use Budgets 
1. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts: 400 

2. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
BUdgets: 

3. Budgeted Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets (AF): 

4. Actual Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water Budgets o 
(AF): 

5. Does your agency provide water use notices to accounts with no 
budgets each billing cycle? 

B. Landscape Surveys 
1. Has your agency developed a marketing / targeting strategy no 
for landscape surveys? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 
strategy? 

b. Description of marketing / targeting strategy: 

2. Number of Surveys Offered. 0 

3. Number of Surveys Completed. 0 

4. Indicate which of the following Landscape Elements are part of your survey: 

a. Irrigation System Check no 

b. Distribution Uniformity Analysis no 

c. Review / Develop Irrigation Schedules no 

d. Measure Landscape Area no 

e. Measure Total Irrigable Area no 

f. Provide Customer Report / Information no 

5. Do you track survey offers and results? no 

6. Does your agency provide fOllow-up surveys for previously no 
completed surveys? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

C. Other BMP 5 Actions 
1. An agency can provide mixed-use accounts with ETo-based no
 
landscape budgets in lieu of a large landscape survey program.
 
Does your agency provide mixed-use accounts with landscape
 
budgets?
 

2. Number of CII mixed-use accounts with landscape budgets. o 
3. Do you offer landscape irrigation training? yes 

4. Does your agency offer financial incentives to improve no 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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landscape water use efficiency? 

Type of Financial Budget Number Awarded Total 
Incentive: (Dollarsl to Customers Amount 

Year) Awarded 

a. Rebates o 0 o 
b. Loans o 0 o 
c. Grants o 0 o 

No
5. Do you provide landscape water use efficiency information to
 
new customers and customers changing seNices?
 

a. If YES, describe below: 

CLWA provides training and information on behalf of retailers 

6. Do you have irrigated landscaping at your facilities? yes 

a. If yes, is it water-efficient? yes 

b. If yes, does it have dedicated irrigation metering? yes 

7. Do you provide customer notices at the start of the irrigation no 
season? 
8. Do you provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation no 
season? 

D. Landscape Conservation Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

E. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

F. Comments 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 06: High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate 
Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Do any energy service providers or waste water utilities in your no 
service area offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? 

a. If YES, describe the offerings and incentives as well as who the 
energy/waste water utility provider is. 

2. Does your agency offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? no 

3. What is the level of the rebate? 

4. Number of rebates awarded. 

B. Rebate Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active pUblic information program yes 
to promote and educate customers about water conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

Newlsetters, bill inserts, website, coordination with wholesaler. 
2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number 
Public Information Program Activity Yes/No of 

Events 

a. Paid Advertising yes 3 

b. Public Service Announcement no 

c. Bill Inserts / Newsletters / Brochures yes 4 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison to yes 
previous year's usage 

e. Demonstration Gardens yes 2 

f. Special Events, Media Events yes 3 

g. Speaker's Bureau no 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Coordinate public outreach with CLWA programs/part of CLWA budget 

5/7/2005http://brnp.cuwcc.orglbrnp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program to no 
promote water conservation? 

2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 

materials reached workshops 
distributed? 

Grades K-3rd
 

Grades 4th-6th
 

Grades 7th-8th
 

High School
 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework no 
requirements? 

4. When did your Agency begin implementing this progra!!1? 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This Next Year 
Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a o 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program is run by CLWA on behalf of retailers 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09: Conservation Programs for CII Accounts 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency identified and ranked COMMERCIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

2. Has your agency identified and ranked INDUSTRIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

3. Has your agency identified and ranked INSTITUTIONAL yes 
customers according to use? 

Option A: CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives 
Program 

4. Is your agency operating a CII water use survey and 
customer incentives program for the purpose of complying with 
BMP 9 under this option? 

CII Surveys 

a. Number of New Surveys 
Offered 
b. Number of New Surveys 
Completed 

c. Number of Site Follow-ups 
of Previous Surveys (within 1 
yr) 

d. Number of Phone Follow­
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 

CII Survey Components 

e. Site Visit 

f. Evaluation of all water­
using apparatus and 
processes 

g. Customer report 
identifying recommended 
efficiency measures, 
paybacks and agency 
incentives 

Agency CII Customer
 
Incentives
 

h. Rebates 

i. Loans 

j. Grants 

k. Others 

Commercial Industrial 
Accounts Accounts 

16 4 

12 2 

o 0 

o 0 

Commercial 
Accounts 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Budget 
($/Year) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Industrial 
Accounts 

yes 

yes 

yes 

No. Awarded to 
Customers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

yes 

Institutional 
Accounts 

4 

4 

0 

0 

Institutional 
Accounts 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Total $ 
Amount 
Awarded 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Option 8: CII Conservation Program Targets 

5. Does your agency track CII program interventions and water no 
savings for the purpose of complying with BMP 9 under this 
option? 
6. Does your agency document and maintain records on how no 
savings were realized and the method of calculation for 
estimated savings? 
7. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from site-verified actions 0 
taken by agency since 1991. 
8. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from non-site-verified 0 
actions taken by agency since 1991. 

B. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII Accounts 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 40000 45000 

2. Actual Expenditures 40000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Operating a pilot survey program while waiting on BMP revision. 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09a: ell ULFT Water Savings 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 

1. Did your agency implement a CII ULFT No 
replacement program in the reporting year? 
If No, please explain why on Line B. 10. 

A. Targeting and Marketing 
1. What basis does your agency 
use to target customers for 
participation in this program? 
Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

2. How does your agency advertise 
this program? Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

B. Implementation 
1. Does your agency keep and maintain customer participant 
information? (Read the Help information for a complete list of 
all the information for this BMP.) 

2. Would your agency be willing to share this information if 
the CUWCC did a study to evaluate the program on behalf of 
your agency? 

3. What is the total number of customer accounts participating 
in the program during the last year? 

CII Subsector Number of Toilets Replaced 
4. Standard Air Valve Floor Valve Wall 

Gravity Tank Assisted Mount Mount 
a. Offices 

b. Retail / 
Wholesale 

c. Hotels 

d. Health 

e. Industrial 

f. Schools: 
K to 12 

g. Eating 

h. Govern­
ment 

i. Churches 

j. Other 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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5. Program design. 

6. Does your agency use outside services to implement this 
program? 

a. If yes, check all that apply. 

7. Participant tracking and follow­

up.
 

8. Based on your program experience, please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 
being the least frequent cause and 5 being the most frequent cause, the 
following reasons why customers refused to participate in the program. 

a. Disruption to business 

b. Inadequate payback 

c. Inadequate ULFT performance 

d. Lack of funding 

e. American's with Disabilities Act 

f. Permitting 

g. Other. Please describe in B. 9. 

9. Please describe general program acceptance/resistance by customers, 
obstacles to implementation, and other isues affecting program implementation 
or effectiveness. 

10. Please provide a general assessment of the program for this reporting year. 
Did your program achieve its objectives? Were your targeting and marketing 
approaches effective? Were program costs in line with expectations and 
budgeting? 

ULFTs are part of a pilot CII survey program. Seemed well­
accepted by those entities that accepted surveys 

C. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII ULFT 
1. CII ULFT Program: Annual BUdget & Expenditure Data 

Actual 
Budgeted Expenditure 

a. Labor 

b. Materials 

c. Marketing & Advertising 

d. Administration & 
Overhead 

e. Outside Services 

f. Total o o 

2. CII ULFT Program: Annual Cost Sharing 

a. Wholesale agency 
contribution 

b. State agency 
contribution 

c. Federal agency 
contribution 

d. Other contribution 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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e. Total o 
D. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printal1.1asso 5/7/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit: 
Valencia Water Company 

BMP Form 
Status: 

100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Implementation 
Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$5886000 

$3181000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$1984000 

$468000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$708000 

$262000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$426000 

$426000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$1152000 

$238000 

Uniform 
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b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $33000 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $1000 
Sources 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
"Other" is recycled water service initiated in 2003. 

5/712005http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 21 of24 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? no 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which yes 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program? 

4. Partner agency's name: Castaic Lake WA 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation %
coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name 

c. Coordinator's Title 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of 
Years 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created 
(mm/dd/yyyy) 

6. Number of conservation staff, including 2
Conservation Coordinator. 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

novariant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 13: Water Waste Prohibition 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 

1. Is a water waste prohibition ordinance in effect in your service no 
area? 

a. If YES, describe the ordinance: 

2. Is a copy of the most current ordinance(s) on file with CUWCC? no 

a. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the first text box and 
water waste ordinance citations in each jurisdiction in the second text 
box: 

B. Implementation 
1. Indicate which of the water uses listed below are prohibited by your 
agency or service area. 

a. Gutter flooding no 

b. Single-pass cooling systems for new connections no 

c. Non-recirculating systems in all new conveyor or car wash 
yes

systems 

d. Non-recirculating systems in all new commercial laundry 
no 

systems 

e. Non-recirculating systems in all new decorative fountains yes 

f. Other, please name no 

2. Describe measures that prohibit water uses listed above: 

Local planning rules. 

Water Softeners: 
3. Indicate which of the following measures your agency has 
supported in developing state law: 

a. Allow the sale of more efficient, demand-initiated 
yes

regenerating DIR models. 

b. Develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that: 

L) Increase the regeneration efficiency standard to at 
least 3,350 grains of hardness removed per pound of yes 
common salt used. 

ii.) Implement an identified maximum number of gallons 
yes

discharged per gallon of soft water produced. 

c. Allow local agencies, including municipalities and special 
districts, to set more stringent standards and/or to ban on-site 
regeneration of water softeners if it is demonstrated and found yes 
by the agency governing board that there is an adverse effect 
on the reclaimed water or groundwater supply. 

4. Does your agency include water softener checks in home water 
audit programs? 

no 

5. Does your agency include information about DIR and exchange­
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type water softeners in educational efforts to encourage replacement 
noof less efficient timer models? 

C. Water Waste Prohibition Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant noof this BMP? . 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 14: Residential ULFT Replacement Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

Single­ Multi ­
Family Family 

Accounts Units 
1. Does your Agency have program(s) for replacing yes yes 
high-water-using toilets with ultra-low flush toilets?
 

Number of Toilets Replaced by Agency Program During Report Year
 

Replacement Method 
SF 

Accounts 
MF Units 

2. Rebate 40 7 

3. Direct Install 0 0 
4. CBO Distribution 0 0 
5. Other 0 0 

Total 40 7 

6. Describe your agency's ULFT program for single-family residences. 

publicly-advertised rebate program 

7. Describe your agency's ULFT program for multi-family residences. 

publicly-advertised rebate program 

8. Is a toilet retrofit on resale ordinance in effect for your service no 
area? 

9. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the left box and ordinance 
citations in each jurisdiction in the right box: 

B. Residential ULFT Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 10000 20000 

2. Actual Expenditures 10000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program run by CLWA on behalf of retailers 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

Water Supply &Reuse 
Reporting Unit: Year: 

2004 
Water Supply Source Information 
Supply Source Name Quantity (AF) Supplied Supply Type 

Total AF: 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

Accounts &Water Use 
Reporting Unit Name: Submitted to Year:
 
Valencia Water Company CUWCC 2004
 

02/15/2005 
A. Service Area Population Information: 

1. Total service area population 93000 

B. Number of Accounts and Water Deliveries (AF) 
Type Metered Unmetered 

1. Single-Family 

No. of 
Accounts 

24297 

Water 
Deliveries 

(AF) 

15522 

No. of 
Accounts 

0 

Water 
Deliveries 

(AF) 

0 

2. Multi-Family 293 1288 0 0 

3. Commercial 928 5827 0 0 

4. Industrial 442 1957 0 0 
5. Institutional 63 928 0 0 

6. Dedicated Irrigat
7. Recycled Water 

ion 405 

8 

3193 

420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8. Other 000 0 

9. Unaccounted NA 0 NA 0 

Total 26436 29135 0 0 

Metered Unmetered 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 01: Water Survey Programs for Single-Family and 
Multi-Family Residential Customers 
Reporting Unit: 
Valencia Water Company 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2004 

A. Implementation 
1. Based on your signed MOU date, 02/07/2001, your Agency 
STRATEGY DUE DATE is: 

02/07/2003 

2. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl 
marketing strategy for SINGLE-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

no 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

3. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl 
marketing strategy for MULTI-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

no 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? 

B. Water Survey Data 
Single M If F '1
Family u 1- am~ ySurvey Counts: 

Accounts Umts 

1. Number of surveys offered: o 0 
2. Number of surveys completed: o 0 

Indoor Survey: 
3. Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets and no no 
meter checks 

4. Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow rates, no no 
and offer to replace or recommend replacement, if 
necessary 

5. Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or no no 
recommend installation of displacement device or 
direct customer to ULFT replacement program, as 
neccesary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as 
necessary 

Outdoor Survey: 
6. Check irrigation system and timers no no 

7. Review or develop customer irrigation schedule no no 

8. Measure landscaped area (Recommended but not no no 
required for surveys) 

9. Measure total irrigable area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

10. Which measurement method is typically used None 
(Recommended but not required for surveys) 

11. Were customers provided with information no no 
packets that included evaluation results and water 
savings recommendations? 

12. Have the number of surveys offered and no no 
completed, survey results. and survey costs been 
tracked? 

a. If yes, in what form are surveys tracked? None 
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b. Describe how your agency tracks this information. 

C. Water Survey Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
waiting on BMP revision 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 02: Residential Plumbing Retrofit 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Is there an enforceable ordinance in effect in your service no 
area requiring replacement of high-flow showerheads and other 
water use fixtures with their low-flow counterparts? 

a. If YES, list local jurisdictions in your service area and code or 
ordinance in each: 

2. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
single-family housing units? 
3. Estimated percent of single-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 
4. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
multi-family housing units? 
5. Estimated percent of multi-family households with low-flow % 
showerheads: 

6. If YES to 2 OR 4 above, please describe how saturation was determined, 
including the dates and results of any survey research. 

B. Low-Flow Device Distribution Information 
1. Has your agency developed a targetingl marketing strategy yes 
for distributing low-flow devices? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 5/12/2002 
strategy? 

b. Describe your targetingl marketing strategy. 

Distribution at public events, paid advertising. 

Low-Flow Devices Distributedl Installed SF Accounts MF Units 

2. Number of low-flow showerheads 20 5 
distributed: 
3. Number of toilet-displacement devices 0 0 
distributed: 

4. Number of toilet flappers distributed: 0 0 

5. Number of faucet aerators distributed: 25 5 

6. Does your agency track the distribution and cost of low-flow yes 
devices? 

a. If YES, in what format are low-flow Database 
devices tracked? 

b. If yes, describe your tracking and distribution system: 

Names and address of recipient. 

C. Low-Flow Device Distribution Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
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2. Actual Expenditures o 
D. "At Least As Effective As" 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
CLWA provides program and funding on behalf of retailers. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for this no 
reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AFlYear) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) 

c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 

d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.00 
Verifiable Uses) / Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the values yes 
used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total production? 

4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report yes 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or the yes 
completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 
6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? no 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 323 

2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. 323 

C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 
NextThis Year Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant yes 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

see 2002 explanation 

E. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 04: Metering with Commodity Rates for all New 
Connections and Retrofit of Existing 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency require meters for all new connections and bill yes 
by volume-of-use? 

2. Does your agency have a program for retrofitting existing no 
unmetered connections and bill by volume-of-use? 

a. If YES, when was the plan to retrofit and bill by volume-of­
use existing unmetered connections completed? 

b. Describe the program: 

3. Number of previously unmetered accounts fitted with meters o 
during report year. 

B. Feasibility Study 
1. Has your agency conducted a feasibility study to assess the merits no 
of a program to provide incentives to switch mixed-use accounts to 
dedicated landscape meters? 

a. If YES, when was the feasibility study conducted? 
(mmlddlyy) 

b. Describe the feasibility stUdy: 

2. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. o 
3. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with o 
dedicated irrigation meters during reporting period. 

C. Meter Retrofit Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant No 
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 05: Large Landscape Conservation Programs and 
Incentives 
Reporting Unit: 

BMP Form Status: Year:
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 

A. Water Use Budgets 
1. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts: 1119 

2. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water 0 
Budgets: 
3. Budgeted Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water 0 
Budgets (AF): 
4. Actual Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water Budgets 0 
(AF): 

5. Does your agency provide water use notices to accounts with no 
budgets each billing cycle? 

B. Landscape Surveys 
1. Has your agency developed a marketing / targeting strategy no 
for landscape surveys? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 
strategy? 

b. Description of marketing / targeting strategy: 

2. Number of Surveys Offered. 0 

3. Number of Surveys Completed. 0 

4. Indicate which of the following Landscape Elements are part of your survey: 

a. Irrigation System Check no 

b. Distribution Uniformity Analysis no 

c. Review / Develop Irrigation Schedules no 

d. Measure Landscape Area no 

e. Measure Totallrrigable Area no 

f. Provide Customer Report / Information no 

5. Do you track survey offers and results? no 

6. Does your agency provide follow-up surveys for previously no 
completed surveys? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

C. Other BMP 5 Actions 
1. An agency can provide mixed-use accounts with ETo-based no
 
landscape budgets in lieu of a large landscape survey program.
 
Does your agency provide mixed-use accounts with landscape
 
budgets?
 
2. Number of CII mixed-use accounts with landscape bUdgets. o 
3. Do you offer landscape irrigation training? yes 

4. Does your agency offer financial incentives to improve no 
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landscape water use efficiency? 

Type of Financial 
Incentive: 

a. Rebates
 

b.Loans
 

c. Grants 

Budget 
(Dollarsl 

Year) 
o 
o 
o 

Number Awarded 
to Customers 

0 

0 

0 

5. Do you provide landscape water use efficiency information to 
new customers and customers changing services? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

CLWA provides training on behalf of retailers 

6. Do you have irrigated landscaping at your facilities? 

a. If yes, is it water-efficient? 

b. If yes, does it have dedicated irrigation metering? 

7. Do you provide customer notices at the start of the irrigation 
season? 
8. Do you provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation 
season? 

D. Landscape Conservation Program Expenditures 
This Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

E. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 
variant of this BMP? 

Total 
Amount 

Awarded 
o 
o 
o 

No 

yes 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

Next Year 

o 

No 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

F. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 06: High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate 
Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Do any energy service providers or waste water utilities in your no 
service area offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? 

a. If YES, describe the offerings and incentives as well as who the 
energy/waste water utility provider is. 

2. Does your agency offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? no 

3. What is the level of the rebate? 

4. Number of rebates awarded. 

B. Rebate Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active public information program yes 
to promote and educate customers about water conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

Newlsetters, bill inserts, website, coordination with wholesaler. 

2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number 
Public Information Program Activity Yes/No of 

Events 

a. Paid Advertising yes 3 

b. Public Service Announcement no 

c. Bill Inserts / Newsletters / Brochures yes 4 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison to yes 
previous year's usage 

e. Demonstration Gardens yes 2 

f. Special Events, Media Events yes 3 

g. Speaker's Bureau no 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 0 

2. Actual Expenditures o 
C. "At Least As Effective As" 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Coordinate public outreach with CLWA programs/part of CLWA budget 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program to no 
promote water conservation? 

2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 

materials reached workshops 
distributed? 

Grades K-3rd
 

Grades 4th-6th
 

Grades 7th-8th
 

High School
 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework no 
requirements? 

4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This Next Year 
Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program is run by CLWA on behalf of retailers 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 14 of24 

Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09: Conservation Programs for CII Accounts 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency identified and ranked COMMERCIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

2. Has your agency identified and ranked INDUSTRIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

3. Has your agency identified and ranked INSTITUTIONAL yes 
customers according to use? 

Option A: CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives 
Program 

4. Is your agency operating a CII water use survey and 
customer incentives program for the purpose of complying with 
BMP 9 under this option? 

CII Surveys 

a. Number of New Surveys 
Offered 

b. Number of New Surveys 
Completed 

c. Number of Site Follow-ups 
of Previous Surveys (within 1 
yr) 

d. Number of Phone Follow­
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 

CII Survey Components 

e. Site Visit 

f. Evaluation of all water­
using apparatus and 
processes 

g. Customer report 
identifying recommended 
efficiency measures, 
paybacks and agency 
incentives 

Agency CII Customer
 
Incentives
 

h. Rebates 

i. Loans 

j. Grants 

k. Others 

Commercial Industrial 
Accounts Accounts 

7 3 

7 3 

a a 

a a 

Commercial 
Accounts 

yes 

yes 

yes 

BUdget 
($/Year) 

a 
a 
0 

0 

Industrial 
Accounts 

yes 

yes 

yes 

No. Awarded to 
Customers 

a 
0 

0 

a 

yes 

Institutional 
Accounts 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Institutional 
Accounts 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Total $
 
Amount
 
Awarded
 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Option B: CII Conservation Program Targets 

5. Does your agency track CII program interventions and water no 
savings for the purpose of complying with BMP 9 under this 
option? 
6. Does your agency document and maintain records on how no 
savings were realized and the method of calculation for 
estimated savings? 
7. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from site-verified actions 0 
taken by agency since 1991. 
8. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from non-site-verified 0 
actions taken by agency since 1991. 

B. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII Accounts 
This Year Next Year 

1. BUdgeted Expenditures 40000 40000 

2. Actual Expenditures 45000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Operating a pilot survey prorgam while waiting on BMP revision. 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 09a: ell ULFT Water Savings 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 

1. Did your agency implement a CII ULFT No 
replacement program in the reporting year? 
If No, please explain why on Line B. 10. 

A. Targeting and Marketing 
1. What basis does your agency 
use to target customers for 
participation in this program? 
Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

2. How does your agency advertise 
this program? Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

B. Implementation 
1. Does your agency keep and maintain customer participant 
information? (Read the Help information for a complete list of 
all the information for this BMP.) 

2. Would your agency be Willing to share this information if 
the CUWCC did a study to evaluate the program on behalf of 
your agency? 

3. What is the total number of customer accounts participating 
in the program during the last year? 

CII Subsector Number of Toilets Replaced 
4. Standard Air Valve Floor Valve Wall 

Gravity Tank Assisted Mount Mount 
a. Offices 

b. Retail / 
Wholesale 

c. Hotels 

d. Health 

e. Industrial 

f. Schools: 
K to 12 

g. Eating 

h. Govern­
ment 

i. Churches 

j. Other 

http://brnp.cuwcc.orgibrnp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 



CUWCC IPrint All Page 17 of24 

5. Program design. 

6. Does your agency use outside services to implement this 
program? 

a. If yes, check all that apply. 

7. Participant tracking and follow­

up.
 

8. Based on your program experience, please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 
being the least frequent cause and 5 being the most frequent cause, the 
following reasons why customers refused to participate in the program. 

a. Disruption to business 

b. Inadequate payback 

c. Inadequate ULFT performance 

d. Lack of funding 

e. American's with Disabilities Act 

f. Permitting 

g. Other. Please describe in B. 9. 

9. Please describe general program acceptancelresistance by customers, 
obstacles to implementation, and other isues affecting program implementation 
or effectiveness. 

10. Please provide a general assessment of the program for this reporting year. 
Did your program achieve its objectives? Were your targeting and marketing 
approaches effective? Were program costs in line with expectations and 
budgeting? 

ULFTs are part of a pilot CII survey program. Seemed well­
accepted by those entities that accepted surveys 

C. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII ULFT 
1. CII ULFT Program: Annual Budget & Expenditure Data 

Actual 
Budgeted Expenditure 

a. Labor 

b. Materials 

c. Marketing & Advertising 

d. Administration & 
Overhead 

e. Outside Services 

f. Total o o 

2. CII ULFT Program: Annual Cost Sharing 

a. Wholesale agency 
contribution 

b. State agency 
contribution 

c. Federal agency 
contribution 

d. Other contribution 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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e. Total o 
D. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit: 
Valencia Water Company 

BMP Form 
Status: 

100% Complete 

Year: 
2004 

A. Implementation 
Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue 
Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$6504000 

$3190000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$2420000 

$489000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$813000 

$245000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$385000 

$58000 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$1331000 

$231000 

Service Not Provided 

51712005http://bmp.cuwcc.0rgibmp/printiprintaIl.lasso 
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b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric Rates $143000 

d. Total Revenue from Non-Volumetric 
Charges, Fees and other Revenue $7000 
Sources 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
"Other" is recycled water 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? no 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which yes 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program ? 

4. Partner agency's name: Castaic Lake WA 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation %
coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name 

c. Coordinator's Title 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of 
Years 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created 
(mm/dd/yyyy) 

6. Number of conservation staff, including 2
Conservation Coordinator. 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures a a 
2. Actual Expenditures a 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

no
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 13: Water Waste Prohibition 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 

1. Is a water waste prohibition ordinance in effect in your service no 
area? 

a. If YES, describe the ordinance: 

2. Is a copy of the most current ordinance(s) on file with CUWCC? no 

a. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the first text box and 
water waste ordinance citations in each jurisdiction in the second text 
box: 

B. Implementation 
1. Indicate which of the water uses listed below are prohibited by your 
agency or service area. 

a. Gutter flooding no 

b. Single-pass cooling systems for new connections no 

c. Non-recirculating systems in all new conveyor or car wash 
yes

systems 

d. Non-recirculating systems in all new commercial laundry 
no 

systems 

e. Non-recirculating systems in all new decorative fountains yes 

f. Other, please name no 

2. Describe measures that prohibit water uses listed above: 

Local planning rules. 

Water Softeners: 

3. Indicate which of the following measures your agency has 
supported in developing state law: . 

a. Allow the sale of more efficient, demand-initiated 
yes

regenerating DIR models. 

b. Develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that: 

L) Increase the regeneration efficiency standard to at 
least 3,350 grains of hardness removed per pound of yes 
common salt used. 

ii.) Implement an identified maximum number of gallons 
yes

discharged per gallon of soft water produced. 

c. Allow local agencies, including municipalities and special 
districts, to set more stringent standards and/or to ban on-site 
regeneration of water softeners if it is demonstrated and found yes 
by the agency governing board that there is an adverse effect 
on the reclaimed water or groundwater supply. 

4. Does your agency include water softener checks in home water 
audit programs? 

no 

5. Does your agency include information about DIR and exchange­

5/7/2005http://brnp.cuwcc.org/brnp/printiprintall.lasso 
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type water softeners in educational efforts to encourage replacement 
noof less efficient timer models? 

C. Water Waste Prohibition Program Expenditures 
Next

This Year Year 
1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" variant no
of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

E. Comments 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 5/7/2005 
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Reported as of 5/7/05 

BMP 14: Residential ULFT Replacement Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Valencia Water Company 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

Single­ Multi ­
Family Family 

Accounts Units 
1. Does your Agency have program(s) for replacing yes yes 
high-water-using toilets with ultra-low flush toilets?
 

Number of Toilets Replaced by Agency Program During Report Year
 

Replacement Method SF 
Accounts 

MF Units 

2. Rebate 90 4 
3. Direct Install 0 0 
4. CBO Distribution 0 0 
5. Other 0 0 

Total 90 4 

6. Describe your agency's ULFT program for single-family residences. 

publicly-advertised rebate program 

7. Describe your agency's ULFT program for multi-family residences. 

publicly-advertised rebate program 

8. Is a toilet retrofit on resale ordinance in effect for your service no 
area? 
9. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the left box and ordinance 
citations in each jurisdiction in the right box: 

B. Residential ULFT Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 20000 20000 

2. Actual Expenditures 20000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
Program run by CLWA on behalf of retailers 

5/7/2005http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printall.lasso 
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.... ... 

Memorandum of 
Understanding 

~ Base Year Data 

Reporting Unit: Submitted to CUWCC 
Newhall County Water District 08/21/2003 

INSTRUCTIONS: This form MUST BE completed and submitted to the CUWCC 
prior to filing any BMP reports. The data provided on this form is used in 
determining coverage requirements for specific BMPs as indicated. If some of the 
data requested is not available, make reasonable estimates. You can update and 
edit values, if more precise information becomes available in the future. 

For Customer Classification Definitions (i.e. Single Family, 
Multi-Family) click HERE. 

BMP1 
2. Number of single-family customers in 2002 

3. Number of multi-family units in 2002 

BMPs 2 and 14 
4. Number of single-family housing units 
constructed prior to 1992 

5. Number of multi-family units prior to 1992 

BMP4 

6. Number of unmetered accounts in 2002 

BMPs 5 and 9 

7. Number of commercial accounts in 2002 

8. Number of industrial accounts in 2002 

9. Number of institutional accounts in 2002 

10. Total water use (AF) by commercial, 
industrial and institutional accounts in 2002 

BMP 14 
11. Average number of toilets per single-family 
household 

12. Average number of toilets per multi-family 
household 

13. Five-year average resale rate of single­
family households 

14812 

, 
..............
 

lili_6__ 

18................................................ _.i
 

liI ..__._J
 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

<!> 

~ 

~ 

1. Your BASE YEAR is 2002. 
NOTE: Many calculations in detennining credit history and coverage requirements are contingent on 
your BASE YEAR, which is calculated based on the following criteria. If a Signatory signed the MOU 
in 1997 or earlier, then the Base Year is 1997. Ifa Signatory signed the MOU alter 1997, then the 
Base Year is the year the MOU was signed. The same holds true for USBR Contractors, except the 
date their Base Year is calculated from is the date that theirPlan was noticed in the Federal Register. 

http://bmp.cuwcc.orglbmp/onetime/showform.lasso?whichform=baseyear&1730796 5/18/2005 
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.. 

14. Five-year average resale rate of multi-family 
households 

1~..~Q?._.m ... m._. ............J....._...........­

15. Average persons per single-family 
household 

I~:.~~.....m........" I 
..........,......",... ......."...,.. ~ 

16. Average persons per multi-family household ji51.__--I 

!::!om~ Coverage Summaries 

Copyright © 2000-2001, California Urban Water Conservation Council.
 
All Rights Reserved.
 

Webmaster
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Accounts & Water Use 
Reporting Unit Name: Submitted to Year: 
Newhall County Water District CUWCC 2003 

1113012004 
A. Service Area Population Information: 

1. Total service area population 32000 

B. Number of Accounts and Water Deliveries (AF) 
Type Metered Unmetered 

1. Single-Family 

No. of 
Accounts 

6807 

Water 
Deliveries 

(AF) 

5687 

No. of 
Accounts 

0 

Water 
Deliveries 

(AF) 

0 
2. MUlti-Family 384 1803 0 0 
3. Commercial 267 562 0 0 
4. Industrial 7 76 0 0 
5. Institutional 64 632 0 0 

6. Dedicated Irrigat
7. Recycled Water 

ion 70 945 

00

0 

0 

0 

0 
8. Other n 1~A 0 0 
9. Unaccounted NA 21.55 NA 12A8 

Total 7671 9856.95 0 12.48 

Metered Unmetered 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/printlprintform.1asso?whichform=acctwateruse&Year=2003 5/18/2005 
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Accounts & Water Use 
Reporting Unit Name: Submitted to Year: 
Newhall County Water District CUWCC 2004 

11/30/2004 
A. Service Area Population Information: 

1. Total service area population 35000 

B. Number of Accounts and Water Deliveries (AF) 
Type Metered Unmetered 

1. Single-Family 

No. of 
Accounts 

7544 

VVater 
Deliveries 

(AF) 

6054 

No. of 
Accounts 

0 

VVater 
Deliveries 

(AF) 

0 
2. Multi-Family 367 1682 0 0 
3. Commercial 283 524 0 0 
4. Industrial 7 116 0 0 
5. Institutional 63 613 0 0 

6. Dedicated Irrigat

7. Recycled VVater 

ion 77 1457 

00

0 

0 

0 

0 
8. Other 81 54 0 0 
9. Unaccounted NA 6.62 NA 826.23 

Total 8422 10506.62 0 826.23 

Metered Unmetered 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/printJprintform.lasso?whichform=acctwateruse&Year=2004 5/18/2005 
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BMP 01: Water Survey Programs for Single-Family and 
Multi-Family Residential Customers 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Based on your signed MOU date, 03/05/2002, your Agency 03/0412004 
STRATEGY DUE DATE is: 
2. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl no 
marketing strategy for SINGLE-FAMilY residential water use
 
surveys?
 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? N/A 

3. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl no 
marketing strategy for MULTI-FAMilY residential water use 
surveys? 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? N/A 

B. Water Survey Data 
Single Multi-Family

Survey Counts: Family 
UnitsAccounts 

1. Number of surveys offered: 0 0 

2. Number of surveys completed: 0 0 

Indoor Survey: 
3. Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets and no no 
meter checks 

4. Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow rates, no no 
and offer to replace or recommend replacement, if 
necessary 

5. Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or no no 
recommend installation of displacement device or 
direct customer to UlFT replacement program, as 
neccesary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as 
necessary 

Outdoor Survey: 
6. Check irrigation system and timers no no 

7. Review or develop customer irrigation schedule no no 

8. Measure landscaped area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

9. Measure total irrigable area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

10. Which measurement method is typically used None 
(Recommended but not required for surveys) 

11. Were customers proVided with information no no 
packets that included evaluation results and water 
savings recommendations? 

12. Have the number of surveys offered and no no 
completed, survey results, and survey costs been 
tracked? 

a. If yes, in what form are surveys tracked? None 

b. Describe how your agency tracks this information. 

NCWD did not have a residential survey program from 7/2002 - 6/2003. 
However, in Fiscal Year 2002/2003 NCWD updated their database system 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printbmp.lasso?BMP=OI&Year=2003&ShowMissing=Yes 5/18/2005 
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to Inhance which allowed for customer service to more easily identify and 
log customers based on their class code. Single-family and multi-family 
customers were classified in separate classes and homeowner association 
accounts, neighborhood recreation facilities, and other common irrigated 
areas were coded as landscape for future BMP 5 programs. The Inhance 
system also allowed NCWD to electronically sort residential customers by 
parcel groupings or books. From the listed books/groups, Customer 
Service was able to calculate the estimated number of single and multi­
family dwelling units built before 1992. This data information can then be 
used for the development and marketing BMP 2 (Residential Plumbing 
Retrofit) and 14 (ULFT Rebate Program). 

C. Water Survey Program Expenditures 
Next YearThis Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

E. Comments 
NCWD signed the MOU in 3/2002 and therefore was not required to 
implement a Residential Water Use Survey Program until 7/2003 which is 
the start of the 2004 reporting period. Although a residential water use 
survey program was not implemented in FY 2002103, NCWD offered 
residential customers informative material and guidebooks to help them 
identify water waste or inefficiency and how they could conserve. All new 
residential customers were given Conservation Packets with information on 
water conservation for indoor and outdoor residential water usage. These 
packets included irrigation and gardening guidebooks (Sunset Magazine), 
55 Quick Tips, recommendations to identify and prevent leaks, how to 
complete a self audit of your home, and other useful pamphlets and 
material. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 01: Water Survey Programs for Single-Family and 
Multi-Family Residential Customers 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Based on your signed MOU date, 03/05/2002, your Agency 03/0412004 
STRATEGY DUE DATE is: 

2. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl no 
marketing strategy for SINGLE-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? N/A 

3. Has your agency developed and implemented a targetingl no 
marketing strategy for MULTI-FAMILY residential water use 
surveys? 

a. If YES, when was it implemented? N/A 

B. Water Survey Data 
Single MUlti-Family

Survey Counts: Family 
UnitsAccounts 

1. Number of surveys offered: 0 0 

2. Number of surveys completed: 0 0 

Indoor Survey: 
3. Check for leaks, including toilets, faucets and no no 
meter checks 

4. Check showerhead flow rates, aerator flow no no 
rates, and offer to replace or recommend 
replacement, if necessary 

5. Check toilet flow rates and offer to install or no no 
recommend installation of displacement device or 
direct customer to ULFT replacement program, as 
neccesary; replace leaking toilet flapper, as 
necessary 

Outdoor Survey: 
6. Check irrigation system and timers no no 

7. Review or develop customer irrigation schedule no no 

8. Measure landscaped area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

9. Measure total irrigable area (Recommended but no no 
not required for surveys) 

10. Which measurement method is typically used None 
(Recommended but not required for surveys) 

11. Were customers provided with information no no 
packets that included evaluation results and water 
savings recommendations? 

12. Have the number of surveys offered and yes yes 
completed, survey results, and survey costs been 
tracked? 

a. If yes, in what form are surveys tracked? database 

b. Describe how your agency tracks this information. 

A tracking system for monitoring participation in BMP 1 and other 
programs was created in NCWO's Inhance database in 2002103 which is 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/print/printbmp.lasso?BMP=O1&Year=2004 5/18/2005 
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connected to the customer service and billing database. In 2003/04, 
NCWDls Customer Service staff began connecting the BMP data to the 
district's GIS mapping software. With the GIS, NCWD is able to map out 
pre and post 1992 residential accounts so that the district could have 
additional information such as lot size, topographic conditions and other 
issues essential to identify ideal customers for a residential survey 
program. Furthermore, a new detailed BMP data section was added to the 
Inhance system to log customer participation in each of the BMP programs 
including residential surveys. Combining the new BMP data section and 
the GIS capabilities, NCWD was able to determine trends in customer 
behavior/participation so that BMP 1 and other programs can be better 
marketed and implemented. Specific data and information related to BMP 1 
is also tracked in an excel database. 

C. Water Survey Program Expenditures 
Next Year This Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

E. Comments 
NCWD filed a late exemption in November 2004 for the District's first year 
(2003/04 reporting period) for implementing BMP 1. NCWD did not have 
the staff or budgeted funds to implement a residential survey program. 
NCWD has begun development of a pilot survey program in late FY 
2003/04 to evaluate the effectiveness (resulting water savings and cost 
savings achieved) of a district managed residential survey program. The 
pilot survey program is expected to begin in 2005. After the completion of 
30-50 surveys and post-survey monitoring and assessments, NCWD will 
determine the most cost-effective method for reducing residential water 
usage out of the listed options below: 1. In-house (staff operated and 
maintained) survey program. 2. Outsourced (to outside consulting firm) 
large scale residential survey program. 3. ValleY-Wide survey program (With 
other local retailers and CLWA assistance). 4. Discontinuation of any and 
all residential survey programs. Although a residential water use survey 
program was not implemented in FY 2003/04, NCWD continued to offer 
residential customers informative material and guidebooks to help them 
identify water waste or inefficiency and how they could conserve. All new 
residential customers were given Conservation Packets with information on 
water conservation for indoor and outdoor residential water usage. These 
packets included irrigation and gardening guidebooks (Sunset Magazine), 
55 Quick Tips, recommendations to identify and prevent leaks, how to 
complete a self audit of your home, and other useful pamphlets and 
material. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 02: Residential Plumbing Retrofit 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Is there an enforceable ordinance in effect in your service no 
area requiring replacement of high-flow showerheads and other 
water use fixtures with their low-flow counterparts? 

a. If YES, Ust local jurisdictions in your service area and code or 
ordinance in each: 

The City of Santa Clarita requires the replacement of high flow plumbing 
fixtures and devices in high stage drought conditions only. No other local 
ordinance or code requiring installationor retrofit of low flow plumbing 
devices (for residential customers) is in place for NCWOfs service area in 
the Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD is creating a Water Use Efficiency 
Ordinance (effective 12/2004) with listed recommendations to be water 
efficient including the installation of low flow plumbing devices. NCWD is 
considering requiring that customers/residents follow these 
recommendations during a DWR declared drought. 

2. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
single-family housing units? 

3. Estimated percent of single-family households with low-flow 1.3% 
showerheads: 

4. Has your agency satisfied the 75% saturation requirement for no 
multi-family housing units? 

5. Estimated percent of multi-family households with low-flow .15% 
showerheads: 

6. If YES to 2 OR 4 above, please describe how saturation was determined, 
including the dates and results of any survey research. 

N/A 

B. Low-Flow Device Distribution Information 
1. Has your agency developed a targeting/ marketing strategy yes 
for distributing low-flow devices? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this 01/0112003 
strategy? 

b. Describe your targeting/ marketing strategy. 

Showerheads and aerators were provided by the wholesaler (CLWA) to 
give out to customers at local events (i.e. Open House, River Rally, 
Emergency Expo). The program was mainly marketed by CLWA; 
however NCWD advertised the program in the quarterly newsletter and 
at the front office desk. In 2003/04 NCWO expanded the BMP 2 program 
to also include all pre-1992 multi-family homes in addition to the (pre­
1992) single-family homes. This includes several mobile home parks and 
small apartment buildings built prior to 1992. Customers were allocated 
up to 4 devices per household unless they could prove additional low 
flow devices were necessary. 

Low-Flow Devices Distributed/Installed SF Accounts MF Units 

2. Number of low-flow showerheads 21 4 
distributed: 

3. Number of toilet-displacement devices o o 
distributed: 

4. Number of toilet flappers distributed: o o 
5. Number of faucet aerators distributed: 29 27 

http://bmp.cuwcc.org/bmp/printiprintbmp.lasso?BMP=02&Year=2004 5/18/2005 
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6. Does your agency track the distribution and cost of low-flow yes 
devices? 

a. If YES, in what format are low-flow Database 
devices tracked? 
b. If yes, describe your tracking and distribution system: 

In 2003/04 NeWD staff added data box in the customer service and 
billing database (Inhance) in order to accurately track customer 
participation. BMP participation was categorized by program and tracked 
based on the status or level of a customerls participation as follows: 1. 
Call or email of interest 2. Received Application Form (for rebate 
programs) 3. Participated in designated BMP program (example: 
received showerhead) 4. Customer on waiting list 5. Post program follow 
up completed For BMP 2, each low flow device (i.e. showerheads, faucet 
aerators and garden hose spray nozzles) was tracked as well. Using the 
database, NCWD was able to map the distribution of participation 
throughout the four service areas and easily identify patterns and trends. 
For example, participation in BMP 2 was clumped in neighborhoods most 
likely due to communication between neighbors regarding the programs. 

C. Low-Flow Device Distribution Expenditures 
Next Year This Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures 2228.4 

D. "'At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

E. Comments 
In June of 2/004, NCWD offered the free devices to both single and 
multi-family customers to increase distribution and meet the 
requirements of BMP 2. NCWD also started prOViding the low flow 
devices to customers at the district's front office rather than strictly at 
public events. The estimated expenditures are for approximately 60 
hours of staff time invested at $37.14/hour. Staff hours includes the time 
necessary to created the tracking database and maps, coordinating with 
CLWA, assisting customers, stocking front office inventory, and logging 
customer participation. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for yes 
this reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AFNear) used to calculate verifiable use as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 9840.96 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) o 
c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 9869.43 
d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 1.00 
Verifiable Uses) I Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the yes 
values used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total 
production? 

4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report no 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or no 
the completed AWWA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 

6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? no 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

Although NCWD does not have a proactive leak detection program, the 
district monitors key data to quickly identify leaks and other necessary 
repairs in the distribution system. Monthly records of total water 
purchased from CLWA and water supply obtained through district wells 
(groundwater), as well as the total water sales and other verifiable usage 
for all 4 service areas is logged. The percent water loss is tracked to 
determine potential leaks or system misreads throughout the 4 service 
areas. The total (annual) water loss for the entire district averages 
around 7.5 to 9.0 percent. 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 134.93 

2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. o 
C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 

This Year Next Year 
1. Budgeted Expenditures 500000 382.343 

2. Actual Expenditures 567444.49 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

E. Comments 

The listed budget and expenditures [Section C (1,2)) include all 
maintenance, leak and general repairs, upgrades and replacement of the 
distribution system in the four service areas. NCWD investigates 
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potential leaks and system damages as needed and monitors the 
collected data to detect major leaks and other irregularities in the system. 
The investigation of system leaks is classified under system 
maintenance in the 2002-03 BUdget. A detailed breakdown of the budget 
and expenditures for Leak Detection, Repair and Distribution System 
Maintenance is attached (submitted separately to CUWCC). 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 03: System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency completed a pre-screening system audit for no 
this reporting year? 

2. If YES, enter the values (AFNear) used to calculate verifiable use. as a 
percent of total production: 

a. Determine metered sales (AF) 10507.16 

b. Determine other system verifiable uses (AF) -4.04 

c. Determine total supply into the system (AF) 11332.85 
d. Using the numbers above, if (Metered Sales + Other 0.93 
Verifiable Uses) 1Total Supply is < 0.9 then a full-scale 
system audit is required. 

3. Does your agency keep necessary data on file to verify the yes 
values used to calculate verifiable uses as a percent of total 
production? 

4. Did your agency complete a full-scale audit during this report yes 
year? 

5. Does your agency maintain in-house records of audit results or no 
the completed AWVVA audit worksheets for the completed audit? 

6. Does your agency operate a system leak detection program? no 

a. If yes, describe the leak detection program: 

Refer to 2002-03 Submission 

B. Survey Data 
1. Total number of miles of distribution system line. 147.41 
2. Number of miles of distribution system line surveyed. o 

C. System Audit I Leak Detection Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 382343 500000 

2. Actual Expenditures 358475.08 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

E. Comments 
The listed budget and expenditures [Section C (1,2)] include all 
maintenance, leak and general repairs, upgrades and replacement of the 
distribution system in the four service areas. NCWD investigates 
potential leaks and system damages as needed and monitors the 
collected data to detect major leaks and other irregularities in the system. 
The investigation of system leaks is classified under system 
maintenance in the 2002..Q3 Budget. A detailed breakdown of the budget 
and expenditures for Leak Detection, Repair and Distribution System 
Maintenance is attached (SUbmitted separately to CUWCC). 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 04: Metering with Commodity Rates for all New 
Connections and Retrofit of Existing 
Reporting Unit: 8MP Form Status: Year: 
N~w~all County Water 100% Compi t 2003District 0 e e 

A. Implementation 
1. Does your agency require meters for all new connections and yes 
bill by volume-of-use? 

2. Does your agency have a program for retrofitting existing no 
unmetered connections and bill by volume-of-use? 

a. If YES, when was the plan to retrofit and bill by volume­ Always 
of-use existing unmetered connections completed? Metered 

b. Describe the program: 

All existing accounts are metered and have been for several years. All new 
connections are required to install the appropriate size meter and type (i.e. 
CII mixed or dedication irrigation meter) as determined necessary by the 
district's engineering department and approved by management. 

3. Number of previously unmetered accounts fitted with meters 0 
during report year. 

B. Feasibility Study 
1. Has your agency conducted a feasibility stUdy to assess the no 
merits of a program to provide incentives to switch mixed-use 
accounts to dedicated landscape meters? 

a. If YES, when was the feasibility study conducted? N/A 
(mmldd/yy) 

b. Describe the feasibility stUdy: 

N/A - NCWD has an "at least as effective" district policy to assess the 
benefits of installing a dedicated irrigation meter on a case by case basis 
[see Section D(b»). 

2. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. 341 

3. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with 0 
dedicated irrigation meters during reporting period. 

C. Meter Retrofit Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" yes 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NCWD meets the requirements under BMP 4 Sections A(a), C, and D as 
described in the BMP. A dedicated irrigation meter retrofit program [Section 
A(b)] and a feasibility study [Section a(c)] on the merits of an incentive 
program to switch mixed meters to dedicated landscape (irrigation) meters 
has not been completed. These two requirements have been meet through 
NCWD*s new water service connection policies and procedures. Currently, 
dedicated irrigation meters have been installed in all appropriate CII 
properties within the district and therefore there are no retrofit opportunities 
available. Like all CII and other meters, the dedicated irrigation meters are 
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billed based on monthly usage. The irrigation meters are also separately 
billed from a property*s main meter with a separate monthly service fee 
(based on the size of the meter). energy and water availability fees. and 
other standard monthly charges. Instead of a feasibility study to determine 
the potential merits of an incentive program, NCWD requires developers to 
install dedicated irrigation meters when appropriate (as determined by the 
district). NCWD evaluates the cosUbenefits of installing a dedicated 
irrigation meter during a new projects* (or customer*s) water service 
application and installation process. The engineering staff work with the 
developer/customer to determine if a dedicated irrigation meter is 
necessary and will benefit the customer and the district to help conserve 
water. If the NCWD*s engineering department determines a dedicated 
irrigation meter is necessary, the developer/customer is required to install 
the separate meter and incur any related installation costs. As a result of 
these policies, NCWD has a significant number of dedicated irrigation 
meters in the CII sectors that will allow the district to better audit these 
accounts and establish water budgets (for BMP 5 requirements) to reduce 
district water usage. 

E. Comments 
NCWD has met the requirements stated under BMP 4 requiring meters for 
all existing and new customers. Furthermore, dedicated irrigation meters 
are installed at the time of initial service connection (When appropriate) to 
reduce water usage and minimize costs to the district and the customer. 
NCWD will assist any property owners in retrofitting their property with a 
dedicated irrigation meter if there is an increase in the landscape area(s} or 
other circumstance to constitute the need for a separate 
landscape/irrigation meter. However, NCWD does not offer any incentive 
for customers to retrofit and the associated installation costs are the 
responsibility of the customers. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 04: Metering with Commodity Rates for all New 
Connections and Retrofit of Existing 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency require meters for all new connections and yes 
bill by volume-of-use? 
2. Does your agency have a program for retrofitting existing no 
unmetered connections and bill by volume-of-use? 

a. If YES, when was the plan to retrofit and bill by volume- N/A 
of-use existing unmetered connections completed? 
b. Describe the program: 

All existing accounts are metered and have been for several years. All new 
connections are required to install the appropriate size meter and type (i.e. 
ell mixed, residential, dedication irrigation meter, etc.) as determined 
necessary by the district's engineering department. 

3. Number of previously unmetered accounts fitted with meters 0 
during report year. 

B. Feasibility Study 
1. Has your agency conducted a feasibility study to assess the no 
merits of a program to provide incentives to switch mixed-use 
accounts to dedicated landscape meters? 

a. If YES, when was the feasibility study conducted? NI A 
(mrnldd/yy) 

b. Describe the feasibility study: 

N/A 
2. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters. 358 

3. Number of CII accounts with mixed-use meters retrofitted with o 
dedicated irrigation meters during reporting period. 

C. Meter Retrofit Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" yes 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA i'i NCWD has an "at least as effective" district policy to assess the 
benefits of installing a dedicated irrigation meter on a case by case basis 
[see Section D(a) 2002-03 submission). 

E. Comments 

NCWD continues to meet the requirements under BMP 4 Sections A(a), C, 
o as described in the BMP, as well as Section A(b) (retrofit program) and 
Section A(c) (feasibility study) under the district*s lIat least as effectivei 
program in place. These two requirements are met through NCWD*s new 
water service connection policies and procedures. The incentives of 
installing a dedicated irrigation meter are evaluated during the initial 
service application process for each individual service application. 
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Dedicated irrigation meters are installed in all appropriate CII properties 
during the initial service connection to minimize retrofit costs to the district 
and the customer (refer to BMP 4 2002-03 Comment sUbmission). 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 05: Large Landscape Conservation Programs and 
Incentives 
Reporting Unit: 

BMP Form Status: Year:Newhall County Water 
100% Complete 2003District 

A. Water Use Budgets 
1. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts: 118 

2. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets: 
3. Budgeted Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets (AF): 

4. Actual Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water Budgets o 
(AF): 

5. Does your agency provide water use notices to accounts with no 
budgets each billing cycle? 

B. Landscape Surveys 
1. Has your agency developed a marketing I targeting strategy no 
for landscape surveys? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this N/A 
strategy? 

b. Description of marketing I targeting strategy: 

N/A 
2. Number of Surveys Offered. 0 

3. Number of Surveys Completed. 0 

4. Indicate which of the following Landscape Elements are part of your survey: 

a. Irrigation System Check no 

b. Distribution Uniformity Analysis no 

c. Review I Develop Irrigation Schedules no 

d. Measure Landscape Area no 

e. Measure Totallrrigable Area no 

f. Provide Customer Report I Information no 

5. Do you track survey offers and results? no 

6. Does your agency provide follow-up surveys for previously no 
completed surveys? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

N/A 

C. Other BMP 5 Actions 
1. An agency can provide mixed-use accounts with ETo-based no
 
landscape budgets in lieu of a large landscape survey program.
 
Does your agency provide mixed-use accounts with landscape
 
budgets?
 
2. Number of CII mixed-use accounts with landscape budgets. o 
3. Do you offer landscape irrigation training? no 

4. Does your agency offer financial incentives to improve no 
landscape water use efficiency? 

Type of Financial Budget Number Awarded Total Amount
 
Incentive: (Dollars! to Customers Awarded
 

Year)
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a. Rebates o o o 
b.Loans o o o 
c. Grants o o o 

yes
5. Do you provide landscape water use efficiency information to 
new customers and customers changing services? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

NCWD offers basic landscape design manuals (published by A'WWA) to 
help customers incorporate native and drought tolerant plants with 
consideration to the unique conditions found in the Santa Clarita Valley. 
Information on efficient gardening is also provided to children in the 
Culver and AWWA published coloring and activity books provided to 
customers at events and the NCWD office. The local water wholesaler 
(CLWA) also provides NCWD and the other local retailers with several 
sources and opportunities for all customers to learn more about water 
efficient landscape irrigation. Residents and businesses in the valley 
have access to an extensive list of plants and key information on planting 
and maintaining the recommended species on CLWAls website. CLWA 
also offers training courses to all Santa Clarita Valley residents (inclUding 
NCWD customers), gardeners and business owners on creating and 
maintaining a water efficient landscape. Classes include organic 
gardening, drip irrigation, native and drought tolerant plants, among other 
classes available. NCWD further promotes water efficient landscape 
design and irrigation through newsletter articles, local newspaper articles 
and through the districtls Ordinance 101 (Water Conservation) that lists 
recommended watering hours and outdoor (and indoor) water wasting 
activities. 

6. Do you have irrigated landscaping at your facilities? yes 

a. If yes, is it water-efficient? yes 

b. If yes, does it have dedicated irrigation metering? yes 

7. Do you provide customer notices at the start of the irrigation yes 
season? 
8. Do you provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation yes 
season? 

D. Landscape Conservation Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

E. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N1A 

F. Comments 

There are no listed expenditures for BMP 5 for 2002/03 since any costs 
for landscape /irrigation educational material and guidebooks were 
included in expenditures for BMP 7 (Public Information Programs). 
Estimated expenditures specifically for educational material on water 
efficient landscapelirrigation are approximately $400 ordered from 
A'WNA. Staff hours and miscellaneous costs are also calculated under 
BMP 7. NCWD signed the MOU in 3/2002 and therefore was not 
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required to implement a Landscape Survey Program until 7/2004 which 
is the start of the 2005 reporting period. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 05: Large Landscape Conservation Programs and 
Incentives 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year:
Newhall County Water 100% Complete 2004
District 
A. Water Use Budgets 

1. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts: 133 

2. Number of Dedicated Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
Budgets: 
3. Budgeted Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water o 
BUdgets (AF): 
4. Actual Use for Irrigation Meter Accounts with Water BUdgets o 
(AF): 
5. Does your agency provide water use notices to accounts with no 
budgets each billing cycle? 

B. Landscape Surveys 
1. Has your agency developed a marketing I targeting strategy no 
for landscape surveys? 

a. If YES, when did your agency begin implementing this N/A 
strategy? 

b. Description of marketing I targeting strategy: 

N/A 
2. Number of Surveys Offered. 0 

3. Number of Surveys Completed. 0 

4. Indicate which of the following Landscape Elements are part of your survey: 

a. Irrigation System Check no 

b. Distribution Uniformity Analysis no 

c. Review I Develop Irrigation Schedules no 

d. Measure Landscape Area no 

e. Measure Totallrrigable Area no 

f. Provide Customer Report !Information no 

5. Do you track survey offers and results? no 

6. Does your agency provide follow-up surveys for previously no 
completed surveys? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

N/A 

C. Other BMP 5 Actions 
1. An agency can provide mixed-use accounts with ETo-based no
 
landscape budgets in lieu of a large landscape survey program.
 
Does your agency provide mixed-use accounts with landscape
 
budgets?
 
2. Number of CII mixed-use accounts with landscape bUdgets. o 
3. Do you offer landscape irrigation training? yes 

4. Does your agency offer financial incentives to improve no 
landscape water use efficiency? 
Type of Financial Budget Number Awarded Total Amount 
Incentive: (Dollarsl to Customers Awarded 

Year) 
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a. Rebates o o o 
b. Loans o o o 
c. Grants o o o 

yes
5. Do you provide landscape water use efficiency information to 
new customers and customers changing services? 

a. If YES, describe below: 

In 2003/04 NCWD expanded its library of water conservation information 
and resources to include more landscape and irrigation guidebooks, 
references and other helpful material for customers. The District provided 
the Sunset Magazine series to all new homeowners and made them 
available to customers attending public events and to customers at the 
NCWD office. The Sunset magazine series included; lSmart Water & 
Energy Use in the West,i 1How to Water Your Garden,i and iWater-Wise 
Gardening for CalifomiaJ NCWD also offers basic landscape design 
manuals (published by AWWA) to help customers incorporate native and 
drought tolerant plants with consideration to the unique conditions found 
in the Santa Clarita Valley. Information on efficient gardening is also 
provided to children in the Culver and AWNA published coloring and 
activity books provided to customers at events and the NCWD office. 
The local wholesaler (ClWA) continues to provide a list of native and 
drought tolerant vegetation on their website and offer various courses on 
water efficient landscape design and irrigation. The resources provided 
by ClWA are available to all NCWD customers and other residents of 
the Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD will continue to expand its efforts to 
promote water efficient landscape and irrigation practices throughout the 
district. At the end of 2003/04, The Engineering and Conservation 
Department began applying customer data to the districtis GIS mapping 
system to start gathering necessary information and data to establish 
water budgets. The information will also help the district in identify ideal 
candidates for landscape surveys and/or water budgets based on their 
lot size, location, topographic features and water usage history. 

6. Do you have irrigated landscaping at your facilities? yes 

a. If yes, is it water-efficient? yes 

b. If yes, does it have dedicated irrigation metering? yes 

7. Do you provide customer notices at the start of the irrigation yes 
season? 

8. Do you provide customer notices at the end of the irrigation yes 
season? 

D. LandscaRe Conservation Program Expenditures, 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

E. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

F. Comments 

There are no listed expenditures for BMP 5 for 2002/03 since any costs 
for landscape /irrigation educational material and guidebooks was 
included in expenditures for BMP 7 (Public Information Programs). 
Estimated expenditures specifically for educational material on water 
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efficient landscapelirrigation are $2,343.30 for the 3 Sunset Magazine 
guidebooks, and approximately $1,500 to $2,000 for various education 
materials from AWWA and the Culver Company. Staff hours and 
miscellaneous costs are also calculated under BMP 7. NCWD is 
investigating installing a CIMIS weather station for district customers to 
use to obtain accurate (local) ET values to improve the efficiency of their 
irrigation systems. The district will be increasing its efforts to promote 
water efficient irrigation and will be developing a landscape survey 
program targeting top water using meters (per square foot landscape 
area). NCWD filed a late exemption in November 2004 for the District's 
second reporting period (2005/06) for implementing BMP 5. The 
exemption was filed since NCWD currently does not have the staff or 
budgeted funds to implement a landscape survey program, however the 
district will actively seek funding sources for such a program. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 06: High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate 
Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Do any energy service providers or waste water utilities in your no 
service area offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? 

a. If YES, describe the offerings and incentives as well as who the 
energytwaste water utility provider is. 

NCWD did not offer a rebate program in 2002-03. los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts 32 &26 (LACSD) and Southern California Edison did 
not offer any type of rebate for water efficient clothes washers. 

2. Does your agency offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? no 

3. What is the level of the rebate? 0 

4. Number of rebates awarded. 0 

B. Rebate Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. BUdgeted Expenditures 0 0 

2. Actual Expenditures 0 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and Why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

D. Comments 
N/A 

Reported as of 5118105 
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BMP 06: High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate 
Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Do any energy service providers or waste water utilities in your no
 
service area offer rebates for high-efficiency washers?
 

a. If YES, describe the offerings and incentives as well as who the
 
energytwaste water utility provider is.
 

los Angeles County Sanitation Districts or LACSD, (specifically 32 & 26) 
offer a cost reduction of 20%, 40% or 60% for customers that reduce 
their wastewater (sewer) discharge by 20% or more. The reduction is 
calculated based on a 12 month comparison of water usage as shown on 
the customer's water bill (from NCWD). If they reduced their bill 20%, 
they receive a 20% reduction on their fees. Customers must reduce their 
water usage (and thus discharge) by at least 20% in order to qualify for 
the financial incentives. Installing a water efficient clothes washer could 
generat~ 20% water savings and therefore qualify the customer for a 
reduction. However, neither LACSD nor Southern California Edison 
offers a rebate specifically for high efficiency clothes washers. Thus, at 
this time NCWD is not offering a complementing rebate to customers. 

2. Does your agency offer rebates for high-efficiency washers? no 

3. What is the level of the rebate? 0 

4. Number of rebates awarded. 0 

B. Rebate Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 0 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no
 
variant of this BMP?
 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA 

D. Comments 
NCWD currently does not have the staff or funds to implement a water 
efficient clothes washer rebate program. NCWD will reassess the cost­
effectiveness of such a program as funding sources change and/or 
Southern California Edison or LACSD implement a specific clothes
 
washer rebate program.
 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: 
Newhall County Water District 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Implementation 
1. Does your agency maintain an active public information 
program to promote and educate customers about water 
conservation? 

yes 

a. IfYES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

NCWD has a comprehensive public outreach and education program to 
promote water conservation and water use efficiency. The district efforts 
are designed to target the various classes of customers including (single 
&multi-family) residential, CII and large landscape. For several years the 
district has been releasing a quarterly newsletter to the entire customer 
base to inform customers on district upgrades and additions to improve 
the water quality and service, recognition of employee excellence, and 
education on new district policies and programs. Most importantly, the 
newsletter includes a 'Water Awareness" section that provides 
customers with useful tips and recommendations to be water efficient 
and to reduce water waste. The newsletters also include a seasonal 
article describing how to increase water efficiency such as how to set 
your summer irrigation schedule or how to protect pipes from freezing 
temperatures in the winter. In addition to the newsletter, NCWD includes 
a bill notice (or by-line) with important reminders and water conservation 
tips. For example, the bill notice in May 2003 reminded customers to 
change out their old toilets and receive a ULFT rebate voucher from the 
district. NCWD also includes bill stuffers in the customer*s monthly water 
bill several times a year to promote conservation programs and/or to 
provide general information on conservation. NCWD participates in 4 
major community events (River Rally, CLWA Open House, Emergency 
Expo and The Street Fair) to further reach out to the customers and the 
general public. At these events and at the district office, customers can 
obtain pamphlets, guidebooks, conservation promo items and children*s 
coloring and activities books on water conservation, and other 
informative material. NCWD maintains an extensive inventory of 
information resource material on conservation, leak detection, water 
safety, district operations, water quality (annual reports), and more. In FY 
2002-03 NCWD expanded its website to include a uWater Conservationi 
section which includes easy tips for conserving water. NCWD continues 
to expand all areas of public outreach and education 

2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number of
Public Information Program Activity Yes/No 

Events 

a. Paid Advertising no o 
b. Public Service Announcement no o 

5c. Bill Inserts / Newsletters / Brochures yes 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison yes 
to previous year's usage 

1e. Demonstration Gardens yes 

4f. Special Events, Media Events yes 

g. Speaker's Bureau no 

h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 

Page 1 of2 
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Next YearThis Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures 14930.85 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
In 2002103 the BMP 7 (PUblic Information Programs) budget was not 
separately defined and therefore only actual expenditures are provided. 
Expenditures were taken from a general account that is used for various 
uses including public outreach and education, employee supplies and 
uniforms, and other marketing uses. The expenditures were calculated 
based on the development and production (printing, mailing, etc.) costs 
associated with the PR material and events, as well as the employee 
time expended. Various levels of staff participated in public outreach 
efforts including management, customer service, accounting, and 
technical field staff. Therefore, an average hourly employee rate of 
$37.14 was used which includes auxiliary costs such as insurance, 
worker*s compensation, taxes and other fees. With a total of 7,715 meter 
accounts and an estimated population of 28,000, NCWD expended 
$1.94 per meter account or $0.53 per person. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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.• 

BMP 07: Public Information Programs 
Reporting Unit: 8MP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your agency maintain an active public information yes 
program to promote and educate customers about water 
conservation? 

a. If YES, describe the program and how it's organized. 

NCWD continued to maintain a comprehensive public outreach and 
education program to promote water conservation and water use 
efficiency in FY 2003/04. In 2003/04 NCWD identified that irrigation 
constituted a significant portion of the districtls water usage and 
therefore added new information material to educate and promote water 
efficient irrigation (to residential customers). The District provided the 
Sunset Magazine series to all new homeowners and made them 
available to customers attending public events and to customers at the 
NCWD office. The Sunset magazine series included; Jsmart Water & 
Energy Use in the West,6 THow to Water Your Garden,6 and JWater­
Wise Gardening for Califomia.6 NCWD continued to release a quarterly 
newsletter to the entire customer base to inform customers on district 
upgrades and additions to improve the water quality and service, 
recognition of employee excellence, education on new district policies 
and programs and water conservation. The newsletters also continued to 
include seasonal articles describing how to increase water efficiency for 
indoor and outdoor water usage. In May of 2003, NCWD included a bill 
notice (or by-line) in the customerls monthly water bill to remind 
customers to change out their old toilets and receive a ULFT rebate 
voucher from the district. A separate postcard was also sent to advertise 
the valley wide Residential ULFT Rebate Program sponsored and 
organiZed by the local wholesaler (CLWA). The district wor1<.s with the 
wholesaler and the other local water retailers in the Santa Clarita Valley 
to promote water efficiency and conservation through various PR 
campaigns, advertising and newspaper articles. Since the annual city 
Street Fair was not held September 2003, NCWD only participated in 3 
major community events (River Rally, CLWA Open House, and the 
Emergency Expo) to further reach out to the customers and the general 
public. At these events and at the district office, customers can obtain 
pamphlets, guidebooks, conservation promo items and childrenls 
coloring and activities books on water conservation, and other 
informative material. NCWD maintains an extensive inventory of 
information resource material on conservation, leak detection, water 
safety, district operations, water quality (annual reports), and more. 
NCWD continued to expand the IWater Conservation6 section of the 
district website adding new easy tips for conserving water and links to 
useful information sites. 

2. Indicate which and how many of the following activities are included in your 
public information program. 

Number ofPublic Information Program Activity Yes/No Events 

a. Paid Advertising no o 
b. Public Service Announcement no o 

6c. Bill Inserts / Newsletters / Brochures yes 

d. Bill showing water usage in comparison yes 
to previous year's usage 

1e. Demonstration Gardens yes 

1. Special Events, Media Events yes 3 
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g. Speaker's Bureau no o 
h. Program to coordinate with other yes 
government agencies, industry and public 
interest groups and media 

B. Conservation Information Program Expenditures 
Next Year This Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 10000 

2. Actual Expenditures 25692.01 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

D. Comments 
In mid 2003/04 a separate BMP budget account was created to better 
record expenses related to the BMP programs. Therefore, the 
expenditures for BMP 7 in 2003104 are recorded under two separate 
accounts in the districtls budget and expenditures report. Most of the 
recorded BMP expenses were for BMP 7 (Public Information Programs) 
such as design and printing costs, educational and promotional item 
purchases and other related costs. The expenditures were calculated 
based on the development and production (printing, mailing, etc.) costs 
associated with the PR material and events, as well as the employee 
time expended. Various levels of staff participated in public outreach 
efforts including management, customer service, accounting, and 
technical field staff. Therefore, an average hOUrly employee rate of 
$37.14 was used which includes auxiliary costs such as insurance, 
wOrkerls compensation, taxes and other fees. With a total of 8,531 meter 
accounts and an estimated population of 32,000, NCWD expended 
$3.01 per meter account or $0.80 per person. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year:Newhall County Water 100% Complete 2003District 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program yes 
to promote water conservation? 
2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 

materials reached workshops 
distributed? 

Grades K­
3rd 

yes 47 1410 o 

Grades 
4th-6th 

yes 23 700 o 

Grades 
7th-8th 

yes 0 0 o 

High yes 0 0 o 
School 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework yes 
requirements? 
4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 01/0111993 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N1A 

D. Comments 
The education program is provided entirely by our wholesaler (CLWA) on 
our behalf since 1993 for K-6 and 7-12, however the program has been 
unsuccessful at reach students and teachers in grades 7-12. Students 
travel to CLWA for their workshops and presentations which include a 
tour of CLWA's drought tolerant and native vegetation garden and 
classes how water science, conservation and composting. The actual 
number of workshops held was not provided to NCWD, therefore an 
estimated value is provided in this report. The estimated number of 
presentations was based on the total number of participating students 
assuming 30 students per workshop or presentation. Currently, CLWA 
does not offer curriculum workshops teachers on water conservation and 
related topics. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 08: School Education Programs 
Reporting Unit: 

BMP Form Status: Year:Newhall County Water 100% Complete 2004District 
A. Implementation 

1.Has your agency implemented a school information program yes 
to promote water conservation? 
2. Please provide information on your school programs (by grade level): 

Grade Are grade- No. of class No. of No. of 
appropriate presentations students teachers' 

materials reached workshops 
distributed? 

Grades K­
3rd 

yes 29 844 o 

Grades 
4th-6th 

yes 22.650 o 

Grades 
7th-8th 

yes 0 0 o 

High yes 0 0 o 
School 

3. Did your Agency's materials meet state education framework yes 
requirements? 
4. When did your Agency begin implementing this program? 01/01/1993 

B. School Education Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

D. Comments 
CLWA continues to organize and implement a school education program 
on our behalf of NCWD and the other water retailers in the Santa Clarita 
Valley since 1993 for K-6. In 2003-04, grades and 7-12 students and 
teachers did not participate. CLWA is working on developing a program 
in 2005 specifically targeted at grades 7-12. The actual number of 
workshops held was not provided to NCWD for 2003-04, therefore an 
estimated value is provided in this report. The estimated number of 
presentations was based on the total number of participating students 
assuming 30 students per workshop or presentation. Currently, CLWA 
does not offer curriculum workshops teachers on water conservation and 
related topics. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 09: Conservation Programs for CII Accounts 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year:Newhall County Water 100% Complete 2003District 
A. Implementation 

1. Has your agency identified and ranked COMMERCIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

2. Has your agency identified and ranked INDUSTRIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

3. Has your agency identified and ranked INSTITUTIONAL yes 
customers according to use? 

Option A: CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives 
Program 

4. Is your agency operating a CII water use survey and no 
customer incentives program for the purpose of complying with 
BMP 9 under this option? 

CII Surveys Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

a. Number of New Surveys 0 0 0 
Offered 

b. Number of New Surveys 0 0 0 
Completed 

c. Number of Site Follow­ 0 0 0 
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 

d. Number of Phone 0 0 0 
Follow-ups of Previous 
Surveys (within 1 yr) 

CII Survey Components Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

e. Site Visit no no no 

f. Evaluation of all water­ no no no 
using apparatus and 
processes 

g. Customer report no no no 
identifying recommended 
efficiency measures, 
paybacks and agency 
incentives 

Agency CII Customer Budget No. Awarded to Total $ 
Incentives ($/Year) Customers Amount 

Awarded 
h. Rebates 0 0 0 

i. Loans 0 0 0 

j. Grants 0 0 0 

k. Others 0 0 0 

Option B: CII Conservation Program Targets 

5. Does your agency track CII program interventions and water no 
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savings for the purpose of complying with BMP 9 under this 
option? 
6. Does your agency document and maintain records on how no 
savings were realized and the method of calculation for 
estimated savings? 
7. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from site-verifted actions o 
taken by agency since 1991. 
8. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from non-site-verifted o 
actions taken by agency since 1991. 

B. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII Accounts 
Next Year This Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA 

D. Comments 
Based on NCWD signatory date of the MOU, the district does not need 
to implement a CII conservation program until FY 2004-05. NCWD's 
Customer Service staff began preparations for a CII program in 2002-03 
by sorting accounts by the BMP class codes such as commercial, 
industrial, large landscape, etc. The class codes were applied to the 
Inhance (customer service and billing database) System to use for future 
CII programs. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 09: Conservation Programs for CII Accounts 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
N~w~all County Water 
District 

100'% Complete 
0 

2004 

A. Implementation 
1. Has your agency identified and ranked COMMERCIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

2. Has your agency identified and ranked INDUSTRIAL yes 
customers according to use? 

3. Has your agency identified and ranked INSTITUTIONAL yes 
customers according to use? 

Option A: CII Water Use Survey and Customer Incentives 
Program 

4. Is your agency operating a CII water use survey and no 
customer incentives program for the purpose of complying with 
BMP 9 under this option? 

CII Surveys Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

a. Number of New Surveys 0 0 0 
Offered 
b. Number of New Surveys 0 0 0 
Completed 
c. Number of Site Follow­ 0 0 0 
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 
d. Number of Phone Follow­ 0 0 0 
ups of Previous Surveys 
(within 1 yr) 

ell Survey Components Commercial Industrial Institutional 
Accounts Accounts Accounts 

e. Site Visit no no no 

f. Evaluation of all water­ no no no 
using apparatus and 
processes 

g. Customer report no no no 
identifying recommended 
efficiency measures, 
paybacks and agency 
incentives 

Agency CII Customer Budget No. Awarded to Total $ 
Incentives ($/Year) Customers Amount 

Awarded 
h. Rebates 0 0 0 

i. Loans 0 0 0 

j. Grants 0 0 0 

k. Others 0 0 0 

Option B: CII Conservation Program Targets 

5. Does your agency track CII program interventions and water no 
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savings for the purpose of complying with BMP 9 under this 
option? 
6. Does your agency document and maintain records on how no 
savings were realized and the method of calculation for 
estimated savings? 
7. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from site-verified actions o 
taken by agency since 1991. 
8. Estimated annual savings (AF/yr) from non-site-verified o 
actions taken by agency since 1991. 

B. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII Accounts 
Next Year This Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" No 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA 

D. Comments 
NCWD did not have a CII Survey program in 2003-04 as the MOU was 
signed in March 2002. During 2003-04, NCWD began gather necessary 
data and information to implement a CII Surveyor conservation program 
for the next reporting period (2005-06) as scheduled. 

Reported as of 5118/05 
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BMP 09a: ell ULFT Water Savings 

Reporting Unit: 
Newhall County Water District 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

1. Did your agency implement a CII ULFT 
replacement program in the reporting year? 
If No, please explain why on Line B. 10. 

No 

A. Targeting and Marketing 
1. What basis does your agency 
use to target customers for Consumption ranking 
participation in this program? Potential savings 
Check all that apply. Oldest meter 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

NCWD did not implement a CII ULFT program during the 2003-04 
reporting period, however a program is in potential development 
(as part of a CII survey program) for the 2004-05 that will identify 
target customers based on the facilities water usage 
(consumption) volume, water savings potential and if the site has 
plumbing fixtures installed or replaced prior to January 1992. 

2. How does your agency 
advertise this program? Check all Direct letter 
that apply. Bill insert 

Bill message 
Newsletter 
Telephone 
Web page 

RadioPSAs 
Newspapers 

Trade publications 
Other print media 

Trade shows and events 
Telemarketing 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

All BMP programs are advertised in our district newsletter, 
through newspaper articles, our website, customer calls, bill 
inserts and other applicable and other cost effective means. 
Although a CII toilet rebate program was not implemented in 
2003-04 reporting period, the above marked advertising efforts 
were included for the residential ULFT rebate program (5/2003 & 
512004). 

B. Implementation 
1. Does your agency keep and maintain customer participant Yes 
information? (Read the Help information for a complete list of 
all the information for this BMP.) 

2. Would your agency be willing to share this information if Yes 
the CUWCC did a study to evaluate the program on behalf of 
your agency? 

3. What is the total number of customer accounts 0 
participating in the program during the last year? 

ell Subsector Number of Toilets Replaced 
4. Standard Air Valve Floor Valve Wall 
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Gravity Tank Assisted Mount Mount 
a. Offices 0 0 0 0 

b. Retail/ 0 0 0 0 
Wholesale 

c. Hotels 0 0 0 0 

d. Health 0 0 0 0 

e. Industrial 0 0 0 0 

f. Schools: 0 0 0 0 
Kto 12 

g. Eating 0 0 0 0 
h. Govern­ 0 0 0 0 
ment 
i. Churches 0 0 0 0 

j. Other 0 0 0 0 

5. Program design. 
Rebate or voucher 

Direct installation 
Direct installation with customer co-payment 

Direct distribution 
Direct distribution with customer co-payment 

Retrofit on resale 
6. Does your agency use outside services to implement this Yes 
program? 
a. If yes, check all that apply. 

Community Based Organization 
Plumbing contractors/subcontracts 

7. Participant tracking and follow­
up.	 Letter 

Telephone 
8. Based on your program experience, please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 
being the least frequent cause and 5 being the most frequent cause, the 
following reasons why customers refused to participate in the program. 

a. Disruption to business	 4 

b. Inadequate payback	 5 

c. Inadequate ULFT performance	 2 

d. Lack of funding	 4 

e. American's with Disabilities Act	 1 

f. Permitting	 2 

g. Other. Please describe in B. 9.	 3 

9. Please describe general program acceptance/resistance by customers, 
obstacles to implementation, and other isues affecting program implementation 
or effectiveness. 

Although a specific program has not been implemented, several 
CII customers have been informally surveyed during customer 
service phone calls and at public events. regarding participation in 
district programs. From the provided customer input, the above 
rankings were determined for reasons for not participating in 
conservation and rebate programs. 

10. Please provide a general assessment of the program for this reporting year. 
Did your program achieve its objectives? Were your targeting and marketing 
approaches effective? Were program costs in line with expectations and 
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budgeting? 

N/A - CII ULFT Retrofit program was not implemented in NCWD. 

C. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII ULFT 
1. CII ULFT Program: Annual BUdget &Expenditure Data 

ActualBudgeted 
Expenditure 

a.Labor 0 o 
b. Materials 0 o 
c. Marketing & Advertising 0 o 
d. Administration & 0 o 
Overhead 
e. Outside Services 0 o 
f. Total 0 o 

2. CII ULFT Program: Annual Cost Sharing 

a. Wholesale agency o 
contribution 
b. State agency o 
contribution 
c. Federal agency o 
contribution 
d. Other contribution o 
e. Total o 

D. Comments 
NlA - CII ULFT Retrofit program was not implemented in NCWD. 

Reported as of 5118/05 
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BMP 09a: ell ULFT Water Savings 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 

1. Did your agency implement a CII ULFT No
 
replacement program in the reporting year?
 
If No, please explain why on Line B. 10.
 

A. Targeting and Marketing 
1. What basis does your agency
 
use to target customers for
 
participation in this program?
 
Check all that apply. 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

N/A 

2. How does your agency advertise
 
this program? Check all that apply.
 

a. Describe which method you found to be the most effective 
overall, and which was the most effective per dollar expended. 

NlA 

B. Implementation 
1. Does your agency keep and maintain customer participant 
information? (Read the Help information for a complete list of 
all the information for this BMP.) 

2. Would your agency be Willing to share this information if	 Yes 
the CUWCC did a study to evaluate the program on behalf of 
your agency? 

3. What is the total number of customer accounts participating o 
in the program during the last year? 

CII Subsector Number of Toilets Replaced 
4.	 Standard Air Valve Floor Valve Wall 

Gravity Tank Assisted Mount Mount 

a. Offices	 0 0 0 0 

b. Retail! 0 0 0 0 
Wholesale 

c. Hotels	 0 0 0 0 

d. Health	 0 0 0 0 

e. Industrial	 0 0 0 0 

f. SchOOls: 0 0 0 0 
Kto 12 

g. Eating	 0 0 0 0 
h. Govem- 0 0 0 0 
ment 

i. Churches	 0 0 0 0 

j. Other	 0 0 0 0 

5. Program design. 

6. Does your agency use outside services to implement this No 
program? 
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a. If yes, check all that apply. 

7. Participant tracking and follow­

up.
 
8. Based on your program experience, please rank on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 
being the least frequent cause and 5 being the most frequent cause, the 
following reasons why customers refused to participate in the program. 

a. Disruption to business 4 

b. Inadequate payback 5 

c. Inadequate ULFT performance 2 

d. Lack of funding 4 

e. American's with Disabilities Act 1 

f. Permitting 2 

g. Other. Please describe in B. 9. 3 

9. Please describe general program acceptance/resistance by customers, 
obstacles to implementation, and other isues affecting program implementation 
or effectiveness. 

N/A - NCWD did not implement a CII ULFTRebate program in 
2003/04. Refer to BMP 9(a) 2002103 regarding general 
acceptance/resistance by customers for all BMP and other 
conservation programs within in NCWD. 

10. Please provide a general assessment of the program for this reporting year. 
Did your program achieve its objectives? Were your targeting and marketing 
approaches effective? Were program costs in line with expectations and 
budgeting? 

NlA 

C. Conservation Program Expenditures for CII ULFT 
1. CII ULFT Program: Annual Budget & Expenditure Data 

ActualBudgeted Expenditure 
a. Labor o o 
b. Materials o o 
c. Marketing & Advertising o o 
d. Administration & o o 
Overhead 
e. Outside Services o o 
f. Total o o 

2. CII ULFT Program: Annual Cost Sharing 

a. Wholesale agency o 
contribution 
b. State agency o 
contribution 
c. Federal agency o 
contribution 
d. Other contribution o 
e. Total o 

D. Comments 
A CII ULFT Rebate Program was not implemented in 2003/04. The 
district is reviewing the cost-effectiveness of incorporating a ULFT 
Rebate program with the CII Survey project. 
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Reported as of 5/18/05 
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" 

BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 

Reporting Unit:
 
Newhall County Water District
 

A. Implementation 

BMP Form
 
Status:
 

100% Complete
 

Year: 
2003 

Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric
 
Rates
 
d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other 
Revenue Sources 

2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric
 
Rates
 
d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other 
Revenue Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric 
. Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other 
Revenue Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

C. Total Revenue from Volumetric
 
Rates
 
d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other 
Revenue Sources 

5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric
 
Rates
 

d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other 
Revenue Sources 

6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure 

b. Sewer Rate Structure 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$2610115.2 

$4971003.58 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$195845.76 

$426019.58 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$26484.4~ 

$37008.69 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$220239.36 

$0 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 

$468008.64 

$605189.36 

Uniform 

Service Not Provided 
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c. Total Revenue from Volumetric 
$48438.72Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non-

Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $490129.57
 
Revenue Sources
 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective No
 
as" variant of this BMP?
 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
All NCWD customers are metered and billed based on their usage 
and standard monthly fees and other miscellaneous charges. NCWD 
received $6,704,884.61 in revenue for volumetric and non-volumetric 
charges (as a total for all classes). Non-volumetric revenue collected 
from institutional customers is incorporated in the commercial class 
non-volumetric revenue. The volumetric revenue for each class was 
calculated using the flat rate of $0.80100 and the class usage values 
as provided in the Customer Account and Usage Worksheet. 

Reported as of 5/18105 
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BMP 11: Conservation Pricing 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

Rate Structure Data Volumetric Rates for Water Service by Customer 
Class 

1. Residential 

a. Water Rate Structure Unifonn 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 
c. Total Revenue from Volumetric $2695841.28Rates 
d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $5672106.46 
Revenue Sources 
2. Commercial 

a. Water Rate Structure Unifonn 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 
c. Total Revenue from Volumetric 

$182603.52Rates 
d. Total Revenue from Non­
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $458349.06 
Revenue Sources 

3. Industrial 

a. Water Rate Structure Unitonn 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric $40423.68Rates 
d. Total Revenue from Non­
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $67094.02 
Revenue Sources 

4. Institutional I Government 

a. Water Rate Structure Unifonn 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric $213618.24Rates 
d. Total Revenue from Non-
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $0 
Revenue Sources 
5. Irrigation 

a. Water Rate Structure Unitonn 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric 
$50n35.36Rates 

d. Total Revenue from Non­
Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $809294.6 
Revenue Sources 
6. Other 

a. Water Rate Structure Unitonn 

b. Sewer Rate Structure Service Not Provided 

c. Total Revenue from Volumetric 
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Rates $18817.92 
d. Total Revenue from Non-

Volumetric Charges, Fees and other $462445.13
 
Revenue Sources
 

B. Conservation Pricing Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 30000 

2. Actual Expenditures o 
C. "At Least As Effective As" 

1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective No
 
as" variant of this BMP?
 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this 
BMP differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as 
effective as." 

D. Comments 
All NCWD customers are metered and billed based on their usage 
and standard monthly fees and other miscellaneous charges. NCWD 
received $7.603.691.87 in revenue for volumetric and non-volumetric 
charges (as a total for all classes). Non-volumetric revenue collected 
from institutional customers is incorporated in the commercial class 
non-volumetric revenue. The volumetric revenue for each class was 
calculated using the flat rate of $0.80/ect and the class usage values 
as prOVided in the Customer Account and Usage Worksheet. NCWD 
budgeted for a water rate structure stUdy to identify the most effective 
rate structure for residential customers to increase water 
conservation while meeting revenue goals. The study evaluated 
several water districts' and other retailers' rate structures based on 
the impact on conservation, revenue, customer service and 
satisfaction, and implementation and maintenance time and effort. 
The NCWD Board voted to implement a tiered rate structure for 
individually metered residential customers starting January 2005. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? yes 

2. Is this a full-time position? no 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with which yes 
you cooperate in a regional conservation program? 

4. Partner agency's name: Castaic Lake Water Agency 
(Wholesaler) 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this conservation 35%coordinator's position? 

b. Coordinator's Name Paula Forsberg 

c. Coordinator's Title Customer service Manager 

d. Coordinator's Experience and Number of Customer Serv'ce 22 s
Years I year 

e. Date Coordinator's position was created 03/0112002 
(mrnlddlyyyy) 

6. Number of conservation staff, including 
Conservation Coordinator. 5 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 30000 30000 

2. Actual Expenditures 27000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 
variant of this BMP? no 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA 

D. Comments 
The budget and expenditures are strictly estimates based on the number 
of estimated staff hours used for BMP programs inclUding gathering the 
Base Year data for the BMP reporting requirements. An estimated 535­
550 hours of staff time went into BMP programs for 2002-03. An average 
employee per hour estimated cost including benefits and other 
miscellaneous charges is approximately $37.14, however management 
and supervisory level staff also participated in BMP efforts. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 12: Conservation Coordinator 
Reporting Unit: 

BMP Form Status: Year:Newhall County Water 100% Complete 2004District 
A. Implementation 

1. Does your Agency have a conservation coordinator? yes 

2. Is this a full-time position? yes 

3. If no, is the coordinator supplied by another agency with no
 
which you cooperate in a regional conservation program?
 

4. Partner agency's name: Castaic Lake Water Agency
 
(CLWA)
 

5. If your agency supplies the conservation coordinator: 

a. What percent is this
 
conservation coordinator's 85%
 
position?
 

b. Coordinator's Name Melinda Weinrich 

c. Coordinator's Title Environmental Conservation
 
Specialist
 

d. Coordinator's Experience and ConservationIProgram 
Number of Years Management/Consulting 10 years 

e. Date Coordinator's position was 0511012004
 
created (mm/dd/yyyy)
 

6. Number of conservation staff, including 6
 
Conservation Coordinator.
 

B. Conservation Staff Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures 30000 60000 
2. Actual Expenditures 35000 

C. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" 

novariant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

D. Comments 
A new position was created in May of 2004 in order to address the 
conservation issues within the district and to meet the requirements of 
the BMP under CUWCC. The Conservation Coordinator works with the 
Customer Service staf, field team, engineering and other departments as 
needed. As a small district, the entire staff works on some aspect of the 
BMP and other water conservation programs at the district such as 
working at public events, providing data and reports, mapping
 
participation, etc.
 

Reported as of 5/18105 
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BMP 13: Water Waste Prohibition 
Reporting Unit: 
Newhall County Water District 

BMP Form Status: 
100% Complete 

Year: 
2003 

A. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 
1. Is a water waste prohibition ordinance in effect in your service 
area? 

yes 

a. If YES, describe the ordinance: 

NCWD's Ordinance (Water Conservation) was adopted in 2/1991 due to 
water supply conditions in the district's service area. The purpose of the 
ordinance is to provide a water conservation plan to minimize the effect 
of shortage of water supplies on the customers of the district. The 
ordinance sets parameters or irrigation hours and schedules to optimize 
water efficiency and prevent water waste. The ordinance also states that 
it is the duty of all persons to inspect for leaks and damages to indoor 
and outdoor plumbing and fixtures and to repair as necessary as soon as 
possible. The ordinance also lists prohibited use of water for washing 
vehicles, for cleaning and operating decorative fountains and for serving 
water in restaurants, cafeterias and other foOd service locations. A copy 
of the complete ordinance was submitted to the CUWCC as an 
attachment to this BMP report. 

2. Is a copy of the most current ordinance(s) on file with noCUWCC? 
a. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the first text box and 
water waste ordinance citations in each jurisdiction in the second text 
box: 

1. Ordinance Prohibiting the 
Installation of Certain Water 
Softening Appliances 2. City 
Code, Title 9 Health & Safety, 
Chapter 9.38 (Water 1. LA County Sanitation District Conservation & Water Waste), (32 &26) 2. City of Santa Chapter 10.04 Runoff Water & Clarita 3. County of Los Pollution 3. County COde, Title 11Angeles Health & Safety, Chapter 11.38 
(Water & Sewer) * All the above 
listed ordinances and codes were 
submitted to the CUWCC for 
reference. 

B. Implementation 
1. Indicate which of the water uses listed below are prohibited by 
your agency or service area. 

a. Gutter flooding yes 

b. Single-pass cooling systems for new connections no 

c. Non-recirculating systems in all new conveyor or car 
wash systems 

no 

d. Non-recirculating systems in all new commercial laundry 
no 

systems 
e. Non-recirculating systems in all new decorative yesfountains 
f. Other, please name 
See listed measures below (B2) & in attached Ordinance yes 
101 

2. Describe measures that prohibit water uses listed above: 

1. Watering lawns and landscaped areas more than once a day. 2. 
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Watering lawns and landscaped areas between 10am through 5pm 3. 
Causing water to runoff into the street, storm drains, gutters, parking lots, 
etc. 4. Not repairing leaks or broken indoor and outdoor plumbing and 
fixtures. 5. Serving water to customers in restaurants, cafeterias or other 
food service location unless the customer specifically request water 

Water Softeners: 
3. Indicate which of the following measures your agency has
 
supported in developing state law:
 

a. Allow the sale of more efficient, demand-initiated 
yesregenerating DIR models. 

b. Develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that:
 
i.) Increase the regeneration efficiency standard to
 
at least 3,350 grains of hardness removed per yes 
pound of common salt used. 
ii.) Implement an identified maximum number of 
gallons discharged per gallon of soft water yes 
produced. 

c. Allow local agencies, including municipalities and
 
special districts, to set more stringent standards and/or to
 
ban on-site regeneration of water softeners if it is
 

yesdemonstrated and found by the agency governing board 
that there is an adverse effect on the reclaimed water or 
groundwater supply. 

4. Does your agency include water softener checks in home
 
water audit programs? no
 

5. Does your agency include information about DIR and
 
exchange-type water softeners in educational efforts to yes
 
encourage replacement of less efficient timer models?
 

C. Water Waste Prohibition Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 0 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" novariant of this BMP? 

a. IfYES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA 

E. Comments 
Copies of NCWO's Ordinance 101 as well as the LA County, Los 
Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) and city of Santa Claritais 
ordinances and codes related to water waste were submitted to the
 
CUWCC as an attachment to these 2003-04 BMP reports.
 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 13: Water Waste' Prohibition 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Requirements for Documenting BMP Implementation 

1. Is a water waste prohibition ordinance in effect in your service yes 
area? 

a. If YES, describe the ordinance: 

NCWD's Ordinance (Water Conservation) was adopted in 2/1991 due to 
water supply conditions in the district's service area. The purpose of the 
ordinance is to provide a water conservation plan to minimize the effect 
of shortage of water supplies on the customers of the district. The 
ordinance sets parameters or irrigation hours and schedules to optimize 
water efficiency and prevent water waste. The ordinance also states that 
it is the duty of all persons to inspect for leaks and damages to indoor 
and outdoor plumbing and fixtures and to repair as necessary as soon as 
possible. The ordinance also lists prohibited use of water for washing 
vehicles, for cleaning and operating decorative fountains and for serving 
water in restaurants, cafeterias and other food service locations. A copy 
of the complete ordinance was submitted to the CUWCC as an 
attachment to this BMP report. 

2. Is a copy of the most current ordinance(s) on file with 
CUWCC? yes 

a. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the first text box and 
water waste ordinance citations in each jurisdiction in the second text 
box: 

1. Title 9 Health & Safety, 
Chapter 9.38 & Chapter 10.4 
Stormwater & Urban Runoff1. City of Santa Clarita 2. Pollution Control (see submitted County of Los Angeles documents) 2. County Codes, 
Title 11 Health & Safety, Chapter 
11.38 (Water & Sewers) 

B. Implementation 
1. Indicate which of the water uses listed below are prohibited by
 
your agency or service area.
 

a. Gutter flooding yes 

b. Single-pass cooling systems for new connections no 

c. Non-recirculating systems in all new conveyor or car 
wash systems no 

d. Non-recirculating systems in all new commercial laundry 
systems no 

e. Non-recirculating systems in all new decorative yesfountains 
f. Other, please name yesSee list of measures below & in Ordinance 101 (attached) 

2. Describe measures that prohibit water uses listed above: 

1. Watering lawns and landscaped areas more than once a day. 2. 
Watering lawns and landscaped areas between 10am through 5pm 3. 
Causing water to runoff into the street, storm drains, gutters, parking lots, 
etc. 4. Not repairing leaks or broken indoor and outdoor plumbing and 
fIXtures. 5. Serving water to customers in restaurants, cafeterias or other 
food service location unless the customer specifically request water. 

Water Softeners: 
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3. Indicate which of the following measures your agency has 
supported in developing state law: 

a. Allow the sale of more efficient, demand-initiated 
yesregenerating DIR models. 

b. Develop minimum appliance efficiency standards that: 
i.) Increase the regeneration efficiency standard to 
at least 3,350 grains of hardness removed per yes 
pound of common salt used. 
ii.) Implement an identified maximum number of 
gallons discharged per gallon of soft water yes 
produced. 

c. Allow local agencies, including municipalities and 
special districts, to set more stringent standards and/or to 
ban on-site regeneration of water softeners if it is 

yesdemonstrated and found by the agency governing board 
that there is an adverse effect on the reclaimed water or 
groundwater supply. 

4. Does your agency include water softener checks in home 
water audit programs? no 

5. Does your agency include information about DIR and 
exchange-type water softeners in educational efforts to yes 
encourage replacement of less efficient timer models? 

C. Water Waste Prohibition Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o o 
2. Actual Expenditures o 

D. "At Least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as"
 
variant of this BMP? no
 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

E. Comments 
Copies of NCWO's Ordinance 101 as well as the LA County and city of 
Santa ClaritaAs ordinances and codes related to water waste were 
submitted to the CUWCC as an attachment to these 2003-04 BMP 
reports. 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 14: Residential ULFT Replacement Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2003 
A. Implementation 

Single-Family Multi­
Accounts	 Family 

Units 
1. Does your Agency have program(s} for yes no 
replacing high-water-using toilets with ultra-low 
flush toilets? 

Number of Toilets Replaced by Agency Program During Report Year 

Replacement Method 

2. Rebate 

3. Direct Install 

4. CSO Distribution 

5. Other 

SF Accounts 

69 

0 

0 

0 

MF Units 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 69 0 

6. Describe your agency's ULFT program for single-family residences. 

The ULFT (residential) Rebate program was conducted by the area 
wholesaler (CLWA) for pre-1993 single family homes in the Santa Clarita 
Valley. All the local retailers participated including Valencia Water 
Company, Santa Clarita Water District and LA County District 36. CLWA 
promoted the program in the local paper and throughout the community. 
NCWD released additional PR notices to district customers in the 
quarterly newsletter, on the monthly water bill (by-line) and with a 
postcard notices regarding the program. The program started May 1, 
2003. Customers were required to contact the district (by phone or in 
person) to receive a rebate form to complete. NCWD made a copy of the 
rebate form for district records and to log which customers received 
rebates and those who also returned the voucher forms. Customers had 
30 days upon receiving their voucher sheet and rebate number to 
purchase a ULFT and return the voucher form and their receipt to NCWD 
or the wholesaler. NCWD forwarded all forms to CLWA for final 
processing. Santa Clarita Water District coordinated the processing of 
the rebate checks and tallied participation. Once a customer returned 
their voucher form and ULFT receipt, they were mailed a rebate check 
for either $20 or $40. Customers who purchased ULFT between $50 and 
$75 received a $20 rebate and $40 for ULFT above $75. There was no 
limit on the number of rebates allocated per customers, however no 
customer took more than 3 voucher forms. The program lasted until the 
end of May 2003 with NCWD customers receiving 69 total rebates. 

7. Describe your agency's ULFT program for multi-family residences. 

CLWA selected to only target single-family residents for the 2003 ULFT 
Rebate Program. 

8. Is a toilet retrofit on resale ordinance in effect for your service no 
area? 

9. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the left box and ordinance 
citations in each jurisdiction in the right box: 

There is currently no ordinance 
requiring retrofit of toilets (to 

1. City of Santa Clarita 2. Los ULFT) upon resale in the Santa 
Angeles County Clarita Valley. 
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B. Residential ULFT Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 

1. Budgeted Expenditures o 5000 

2. Actual Expenditures 3946.57 

C. "'At Least As Effective As"' 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an "at least as effective as" no 
variant of this BMP? 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

N/A 

D. Comments 
The 2003-03 ULFT Rebate Program Budget was based on the employee 
time and effort, program marketing and PR efforts and miscellaneous 
supplies and costs. The costs are as follows: 1. Printing cost for ULFT 
Rebate Program notification postcard - $393.212. Postcard Postage to 
3,500 qualified customers (at $0.23/postcard) - $805.00 3. Staff Time of 
74 hours at $37.14/hour (average wage with benefit costs) - $2,748.36 
Total Costs $3,946.57 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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BMP 14: Residential ULFT Replacement Programs 
Reporting Unit: BMP Form Status: Year: 
Newhall County Water District 100% Complete 2004 
A. Implementation 

Single-Family Multi­
Accounts	 Family 

Units 
1. Does your Agency have program(s} for yes yes 
replacing high-water-using toilets with ultra-low 
flush toilets? 

Number of Toilets Replaced by Agency Program During Report Year 

Replacement Method	 SF Accounts MF Units 

2. Rebate	 104 5 

3. Direct Install	 0 0 

4. CBO Distribution	 0 0 

5. Other	 0 0 

Total 104 5 

6. Describe your agency's ULFT program for single-family residences. 

CLWA coordinated a residential ULFT rebate program for all the local 
retailers in the Santa Clarita Valley (including NCWD). The rebate 
program starts on May 1st offering rebates to eligible customers (with 
toilets installed prior to 1992) to receive a rebate for purchasing a ULFT. 
Customers received a $30 rebate for ULFT from $50 to $75, and $60 
rebate for ULFTs over $75. Retailers receive a percentage of the 
available rebate funds ($20,000 for entire program) based on their 
customer population or eligible residents. Customers had 30 days to 
return their voucher form with their ULFT receipt in order to receive their 
rebate check. NCWD had such a high demand from customers that a 
waiting list had to be created. Over 135 customers were signed up on the 
waiting list to receive a voucher form if additional program funding 
became available. 

7. Describe your agency's ULFT program for multi-family residences. 

NCWD allowed multi-family residents to receive a rebate for the 
purchase of a ULFT through the CLWA. Previously, the rebate was only 
offered to single-family residents. Two landlords (or property owners) 
received rebates to update their rental facilities and two tenants received 
rebates. There was no limit on the number of rebates allocated per 
person; however District staff confirmed the number of toilets needed for 
any customers who request more than 3 rebates. 

8. Is a toilet retrofit on resale ordinance in effect for your service no 
area? 

9. List local jurisdictions in your service area in the left box and ordinance 
citations in each jurisdiction in the right box: 

There is no retrofit on resale 
City of Santa Clarita & LA County ordinance in the Santa Clarita 

Valley. 

B. Residential ULFT Program Expenditures 
This Year Next Year 
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1. Budgeted Expenditures 5000 3000 

2. Actual Expenditures 4417.31 

C. "At least As Effective As" 
1. Is your AGENCY implementing an Hat least as effective as" no
 
variant of this BMP?
 

a. If YES, please explain in detail how your implementation of this BMP 
differs from Exhibit 1 and why you consider it to be "at least as effective 
as." 

NlA 

D. Comments 
Budget for Residential ULFT Rebate Program includes the following 
calculated costs: 1. Staff time (approximately 50 hours) - Preparation & 
implementation - Planning meetings - PR efforts, mail outs, bill stuffers, 
etc. - Creating rebate forms and database - Translating program 
documents into Spanish 2. Printing and postage cost for postcard notice 
to customers 3. Creating & incorporating bill stuffers 4. Miscellaneous 
Costs (supplies &materials &other costs) 

Reported as of 5/18/05 
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The following documents were used in the preparation of the 2005 Urban Water Management 
Plan for the Castaic Lake Water Agency: 

2000 Urban Water Management Plan, prepared for Castaic Lake Water Agency, Newhall 
County Water District, Santa Clarita Water Company, Valencia Water Company, 
December 2000, prepared by SA Associates, Reiter/Lowry/Consultants, and Black & 
Veatch. 

2001 Update Report: Hydrogeologic Conditions in the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer 
Systems, prepared for Santa Clarita Valley Water Purveyors, July 2002, prepared by 
Richard C. Slade and Associates, LLC (RCS). 

2004 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, prepared for Castaic Lake Water Agency, CLWA Santa 
Clarita Water Division, Los Angeles County Waterworks District 36, Newhall County 
Water District, Valencia Water Company, May 2005, prepared by Luhdorff & 
Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. 

2004a. Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley: Model Development 
and Calibration, prepared for the Upper Basin Water Purveyors (Castaic Lake Water 
Agency, Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA, Newhall County Water District, and 
Valencia Water Company), April, prepared by CH2M HILL. 

2004b. Final Report: Analysis of Perchlorate Containment in Groundwater Near the Whittaker-
Bermite Property, presented in Support of the 97-005 Permit Application, prepared for 
the Upper Basin Water Purveyors (Castaic Lake Water Agency, Santa Clarita Water 
Division of CLWA, Newhall County Water District, and Valencia Water Company), 
December, prepared by CH2M HILL. 

Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East 
Subbasin, Los Angeles County, California, prepared for Upper Basin Water Purveyors: 
Castaic Lake Water Agency, Newhall County Water District, Santa Clarita Water 
Division of CLWA, and Valencia Water Company, August 2005, prepared by CH2M 
HILL and Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. 

California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118, Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, Santa 
Clara River Valley East Subbasin, February 27th, 2004. 

Castaic Lake Water Agency Groundwater Containment, Treatment, and Restoration Project, 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, August 2005, prepared by Black & Veatch. 

CLWA/Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD) Water Banking and Exchange 
Program Environmental Impact Report, August 2005, prepared by Science Applications 
International Corporation. 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report – Supplemental Water Project Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet 
of State Water Project Table A Amount, prepared for Castaic Lake Water Agency, June 
2004, prepared by Science Applications International Corporation. 

Draft Report, Recycled Water Master Plan, Castaic Lake Water Agency, May 2002, prepared by 
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants. 

Excerpts from the Working Draft of 2005 State Water Project Delivery Reliability, May 25th , 
2005, prepared by the California Department of Water Resources. 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Supplemental Water Project Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet 
of State Water Project Table A Amount, prepared for Castaic Lake Water Agency, 
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