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SUBJECT: STATE \-VATER PROJECT COASTAL BRANCH, PHASE II AND MISSION 
HILLS EXTENSION FINAL ENVIRONt\lENTAL I~'1PACT REPORT. 

Dear Mr. Kashiwada: 

As you are aware, the County raised a number of issues regarding potentia] growth 
inducing impacts of supp!emental water supplies, induding the Coastal Branch Extension 
and related projects. tn order to expedite completion of this EIR, and after discussion with 
your department, Santa Barbara County and the County's water purveyors have developed 
a more detailed analysis than previously available of local water demand and supply 
forecasts and the condition of local groundwater basins. The enclosed report, prepared by 
the County Water Agency, in consultation with the water purveyors, summarizes the results 
of that analysis. 

We understand that this report will be incorporated into the final Environmental Impact 
Report for the SWP Co'astal Branch Phase II project. We appreciate the opportunity to 
comment on that report and look forward to seeing the final'document. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~f2 
Robert B. Almy/ 
Water Agency Manager 
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akewpeir.ltr 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 
GROWTH INDUCEMENT POTENTIAL 
OF STATE WATER IMPORTATION 

Prepared by 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
122 West Figueroa Str~et, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California g3101 

(805) 568-3540 
Contacts: 

Robert B. Almy, Water Agency Manager 
Jon Ahlroth 

and by 

PAMELA GENE COSBY r P.E., AICP 
287 Kevin Street 

Thousand Oaks. Cali£ornia 91360 
(805) '+94-9312 

FINAL 

Ma r c h 15, 1 991 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



TABLE OF CO~lEN1S 

REPORT ORGANIZATIO~ 
:2 

DATA COLLECTION fu~D REVIEF 
2 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER DEMAND 

4 
Population Forecasts 

4 
Population Trends 

General Plans and Future Growth Forecasts 

Municipal and Industrial ~ater Demand 
6 

Per Capita Water Demand 

Total Water Demand 

Water Conservation 

Agricultural Water Demand 7 

Drought Buffer 
8 

EXISTING WATER SUPPLY 
• • • • 0 • • " • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. .. • 9 

Surface Water Supplies 
9 

Reclaimed Wastewater 
9 

Groundwater Supplies 
10 

Return Flows 

Groundwater Basin Safe Yields 

Santa Ynez River Wells 

Groundwater Overdrafts 
11 

Water Quality 
13 

Alternative Water Supplies 
13 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



STATE ~ATER IMPORTATION 
.'. " , . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . .. 15 

State Water Entitlements 

,Groundwater O~erdraft Offsets 

Pro Rata Groundwater Ov~rdraft Shares 

Basin Wide Groundwater Overdraft Offsets 

Conjunctive Use 

Water Quality Improvement 

GROY1'TH INDUCEr-lENT IMPACTS 

Impact on 1990 Conditions 

Impact on General Plan Build Out 

Mitigation ~easures 

CONCLUSIONS 
........................ t t ••• , t • , • " .. I ill , •• , • 

REFERENCES 
....... t , ... 

LIST OF PERSO~S CONSULTED 

15 
16 

17 

18 

18 

19 

19 

20 

22 

27 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



"SAl\lA BARBARJ\ COUNTY 
POTEN1IAL GROWTH INDUCEMENT I~PACTS OF 

STATE WATER IMPORTATION 

There are three water resource projects now under consideration which could 
affect the long-term availability of water for Santa Barbara County residents. 
Two involve importing state water project water to the county: 1) the State Water 
Project Coastal Branch. Phase II and Mjssion Hills Extension, and 2) the Santa 
Ynez Extension to Lake Cachurna. Enlarging the Lake Cachuma reservoir is also 
under consideration. The California Dep~rtment of Water Resources serves as the 
lead ag~ncy for the Environmental Impact Reports (EIR's) on the Coastal Branch 
Phase II project and the "Lake Cachuma enlargement. The Santa Barbara County 
Water P~rveyors Agency is preparing the Santa Ynez Extension EIR. 

One of the environmental concerns for all three projects is whether or not 
importing state water. In its State Water Project Coastal Branch. Phase II and 
Mission Hills Extension EIR, the DY-t'R used Detail Analysis Units (DAU's) to 
analyze water demand forecasts, groundwater basin overdrafts, agricultural land 
conversions and other issues affecting water supply and demand and growth 
inducement potential. Unique condi~ions in each water district suggest that a 
mare detailed district level analysis would reveal important insights into the 
potential growth inducing impact state water importation could have. 

To consider growth inducement potential at the water purveyor level, the Santa 
Barbara County Water Agency, in cooperation with local municipalities and water 
districts, initiated this study. The goal has been to quantify the .-expected 
population growth attributable to the increased water supply state water 
importation provides. The effects of developing alternative water supplies such 
as desalination, importing water by tanker or instituting groundwater basin 
management practices such as conjunctive use would be similar and in proportion 
to the projected increase in available domestic water. 

Another use for the computer model developed during this study is as a water 
supply planning tool for Santa Barbara County. Many technical, environmental and" 
economic issues must be addressed in long-term water resource planning, but this 
model could be a useful part of a regional analysis. Fifty years has commonly 
been considered the typical planning horizon for major water resource development 
projects since it often takes that long to estimate addi tional ""-ater needs, 
identify and evaluate potential water sources, select the preferred alternative, 
and design, permit and construct the necessary capital improvements. While this 
report only considers the twenty-year timeframe from 1990 through 2010, the most 
common General Plan build out period for localities~ it provides a beginning and 
a :framework for long-term water planning. It also places supplemental water 
supplies in context with existing supply shortfalls and potential for inducing 
growth. 

Short-term operational planning goals include meeting the peak day and peak month 
water demand. retaining adequate reservoir storage and regular maint~nance. 
Long-term planning focuses on developing water resources, meeting water quality 
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standards, and providing a buffer, or safety margIn, against long-term droughts: 

Any population growth that water development could induce would have secondary 
effects on corrununity r!=sources such as public services, air quality, and 
transportation. Evaluating these secondary impacts is beyond the scope of this 
report. Instead the focus is limit~d -to quantifying the population growth that 
may be attributable to increasing available water supplies. Detailed analyses 
of. the secondary impacts of growth associated with land use plan build out have 
already been provided in the EIR's for each General Plan. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The bas~c methodology foi this study has been evaluating historical trends in 
population growth and water demand for each water purveyor, projecting -municipal 
and industrial (M & I) and agricultural water demand by purveyor, and comparing 
the project'ed demand with available and projected water supplies. The first 
sec tion of this report surrunar i ze s the da ta call e c t ion and review proces s. In the 
next section, existing and ptojected water demand are evaluated for each water 
purveyor. The comparison of available water supp1 ies with water demand considers 
"safe yields" for surface and groundwater supplies, the water.quality of local 
sources, and the potential for alternative water resource development such as 
wastewater reclamation. The final two sections consider the impacts importing 
state water could have on improving water quality, meeting existing and projected 
water demand, and inducing population growth. 

DATA COLLECTION AND REVIEW 

During the course of this study, considerable assistance was provided by the 
water purveyors in Santa Barbara County, the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) , Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB), the Santa Barbara County 
Resource Management Department (RMD). the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments (SBCAG) and the Community. Development Departments of the six 
municipalities \',Tithin the county. The actual scope of work was based upon 
discussions with Santa Barbara County Water Agency (SBCWA) staff and ~everal 
meetings with the Santa Barbara Water Purveyors Agency (SBWPA) members. 

Most of the study data came from the individual water purveyors and planning 
departments. The initial data request by letter and in two water purveyor 
meetings, one in the North County and one in the South County, was followed up 
with phone calls requesting clarification or supplemental information. Each 
water district, Ci ty Communi ty Development Department and the County 
Comprehensive Planning Division provided available information on their 
historical and projected population estimates, water demand and water 
conservation trends. Particular attention was given to land use, population or 
dwelling unit forecasts, and water resource planning for the General Plan build 
out period. For districts serving agricultural customers, past and future 
irrigated acreages and water application rates were requested. Water supply data 
collected included historical water production by source, ",'ater quality, and both 
urban and agricultural return flows. 
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Considerable variation existed from water district to h'a.ter district in the 
precision and types of available data sources. In several cases no data was 
available for 1970 because a COITID1unity Service District ~1as formerly a private 
water company, records had been lost or for some other reason. Districts can 
maintain water re cords by either ca 1 endar year (J anua ry to December,) f i s ca 1 year 
(July to June) or Cachuma ~Tater year (May to May). Cropped acreage varies 
significantly each year, and frequently no records exist for actual agricultural 
acreages. Several districts have undergone significant shifts in land use 
patterns since 1970, particularly residential lot sizes and landscaping. To the 
degree possible, consistent 2ssumptions have been used to evaluate each water 
district. Extensi ve footnotes to each table document the data" sources and 
assumptions for each data point. 

One of the most difficult data analysis tasks was to estimate water"district 
populations Since v..:ater district boundaries seldom coincide with land use 
planning boundaries such as municipal boundaries, census tract boundaries, county 
Corrununity Planning Area boundaries, or the Detail Analysis Units boundarips used 
by the California Department of Water Resources in its Coastal Branch, Phase II 
ErR. The 1980 water district populations were taken from the 1985 Santa Barbara 
Countv State Water Project Alternatives Study. Prior to the 1990 Census. the 
most widely accepted Santa Barbara County economic and future population forecast 
was Forecast '89 prepared by the Santa Barbara County Association "of Governments 
(SBCAG). Using some of the Forecast '89 demographic analysis such as household 
sizes, Cen~us '90 data available to date and other data available from the water 
districts, SBCAG prepared the 1970 and 1990 water district populations used in 
this report. 

Except for a few districts where better information was available. DWR data from 
the Coastal Branch EIR was used to estimate total agricultural acreage and water 
application rates \-<,1ithin each DAU. DWR' s analysis was based on periodic DvlR 
surveys of all agricultural lands L and irrigation practices. 

The SBCWA used the Cachuma River model and otheI:" agency computer models to 
estimate the safe yields of county surface water sources. Groundwater basin safe 
yield estimates were taken from each basin I s most' recent geohydrology report 
available to the SBCWA. For some DAU's such as DAU 70, Santa ~aria, the DAU has 
only one groundwater basin. For other DAV's, such as DAU 75, the South Coast, 
and DAU 74, Santa Ynez, groundwater overdraft conditions vary considerably 
between the various basins inside the DAU. As a consequence, using data 
available for each majoI:" groundwater basin within the DAU's is a more accurate 
method than the Coastal Branch, Phase II ErR approach of grouping all the 
groundwater basins together. 

Once the basic data was collected, the SBCWA staff and consultant reviewed and 
analyzed the data "and prepared the interconnected computerized tables contained 
in this report. The draft tables were distributed to each water purveyor for 
review. Each purveyor was contacted for comments at a meeting of the South 
County purveyors or by phone. Review copies of the revised tables and draft 
report were also distributed to the water purveyors and agencies. A final round 
of meetings was held with the water purveyors, one in the north and one in the 
south, to review the purveyors comments. The final report will be submitted to 
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the Department of Water Resources as part of Santa Barbara's County's corrrrnents 
on the Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR. 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER DEMAND 

Water demand forecasts in this report are based on water district population 
forecasts and per capita water demand estimates adjusted for expected long-term 
conservation. This section describes the steps taken to estimate future 
population and ~ater demand. 

Population Foreca~ts 

Six municipalities have incorporated in Santa Barbara County: Carpinteria, 
Guadalupe. Lompoc, Santa "Barbara, Santa Maria, and Solvang. Prior population 
estimates for the county and six municipalities were a\'aiJable from the U.S. 
Census Bureau, Califor~ia Department of Finance (DOF), the Santa Barbara County 
Association of Government's Forecast '89, ~nd General Plans prepared for ~ac~ 
municipality and county Planning Area. In Table 1, official estimates are given 
for 1970 through 2010, which is the General Plan build out year for most planning 
areas. 

Table 2 presents historical and projected population estimates br~ken down by' 
water district. The General Plan and Census estimates have been adjusted to 
reflect water district boundaries. The 1980. Census estimates were taken from the 
previously mentioned 1985 Santa Barbara Countv State Water Proiect Alternatives 
study prepared jointly by DWR and the Santa Barbara County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District. In the extensive footnotes for Table 2, SBCWA and 
SBCAG have indicated the assumptions and methodology used to estimate each 
district's population. DOF and Forecast '89 municipal estimates are shown 
unchanged from Table 1 for comparison. 

When the 1990 Census resul ts became available, most Santa Barbara County 
communities had significantly more residents than predicted in prior state or 
local forecasts. The modified population forecasts. shown in Table 2 adjust the 
General Plan population forecasts for the 1990 Census results, for proposed' 
changes to the adopted General Plans or other factors noted in the table 
footnotes. These modified forecasts were then used to estimate future water 
demand. 

To complicate population breakdowns by water district, Census '90 information 
available to date includes only limited census tract demographics. Consequently, 
numerous assumptions, such as household size, were made in order to estimate 1990 
district populations. In its State Water Project Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR, 
the DWR used California Department of Finance county population estimates through 
2033, then did its own popUlation breakdown by Detail Analysis Units (DAU's). 
Because DAD boundaries roughly correspond to major ground~ater basin boundaries 
but not other planning boundaries such as census tracts and county planning 
areas, direct comparisons between DWR I s population and water demand forecasts and 
forecasts by planning agencies and water districts are difficult. Nevertheless, 
this report contains population forecasts as comparable as possible with the 
stat€ forecasts. The most difficult hindrance to accurate forecasts was the lack 
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of available data to estimate rural and urban populations served by pr.i vate wells 
instead of large water purveyors. 

Population Trends 

Santa Barbara County has been growing significantly faster than the United States 
average. During the 1970's the County grew by 13 percent. In the 1980's the 
growth rate increased to an average annual rate of 2.1 percent for a decade total 
of nearly 24 percent. Most of the last decade's gro~th has occurred outside the 
Santa Barbara-Goleta area, where growth was restric~ed to less ttlan 10 percent 
because of the Goleta ~·yater moratorium and high housing costs. Santa Maria, 
Orcutt and Guadalupe all grew by more than fifty percent. Buellton and Solvani 
had the fastest growth rates wi th increases of 64 percent for the decade. 
Vandenberg APB' s population is dictated by the missions and programs the 
Department of Defense assigns to the base. After cutbacks In the shuttle 
program. on base military personnel and their dependents at Vandenberg AFB 
decJined by almost 50 percent 'from 1970 to 1980. Dur-ing the last decade base 
population has grown about 20 percent. The proposed relocation of Los Allgeles 
AFB activities to Vandenberg AFB could return the base to its former population 
Slze. 

General Plans and Future Gro~th Forecasts 

General Plan documents define a community's growth and land use goals for the 
planning period. For most Santa Barbara County communities, the latest Gener-al 
Plan update projects build out of the master planned land uses \-;'ithin twenty 
years, which is typically 2007 or 2010. Before the General Plan is adopted, the 
planners and elected officials consider the community's goals and objectives. 
Through the planning and environmental re\'ie-i--.' process, decision makers also 
consider the availability of resources such as, jobs, land, air. water, 
transportation systems and public services to serve a gro~'ing community. The end 
result is an adopt.ed General Plan and land use element which meet the community's 
goals and objectives and balance growth with the area's natural resources and the 
community's ability to provide the concomitant public facilities and ser\yices. 

In the land use plan, planners specify through housing densities the maximum 
number of new residential units \>,'hich could be built if the land is fully 
developed or "b'uilt out". This is the ultimate limit to growth unless the 
elected officials modify the General Plan. Commercial and industrial areas are 
similarly defined. In some localities planners also estimated the build out 
population. If not, the household size projected by SBCAG was used to calculate 
the General Plan build out population shown in Table 2. 

How long it actually takes to reach master plan build out depends on the pace of 
economic growth and the city or cou.nty permitting process. Strong economic 
growth could lead to build out sooner than 2010; a weak economy would slow down 
development. If land uses have not been balanced between industrial, commercial 
and residential uses, the pace' of build out would depend on residential 
development and job creation in other communities. If a municipality or the 
county wants to control the rate of growth or slow down development, they have 
the option of adopting a type of growth management ordinance which limits the 
annual number of building permi ts. During the last year t the Ci ty of Solvang 
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adopted a three percent annual growth rate. The County approved a 0.5 percent 
growth rate for Montecito. with its most recent Community Plan update. 

Future population forecasts can also be based on economic and demographi·c trends. 
In Report 86-P-l, DOF explains that its baseline cohort method of projecting 
population "assumes no fundamental institutional changes and no major changes to 
policies and practices related to air, land, and water use, housing and 
transportation plans and environmental issues. Every person has the right to 
migrate where he chooses and no major natural catastrophes or war will befall the 
State or the nation." Residential build out potential provided the ceiling for 
SBCAG!s Forecast '89 growth projections, but an economic model determined the 
rate of' development.. . Comparing the General Plan and modified forecasts in 
Table 2 with the SBCAG and DOF forecasts indicates that after corrections for the 
1990 Census, the rates of groh"th assumed are reasonable and in line with 
forecasted economic growth. 

Municipal and Industrial Water Demand 

This study uses per capita water demand averages for each water purveyor to 
estimate future water demand. The quantities in Table 3 for gallons per capita 
per day include residential, industrial and commercial uses, but not agricultural 
water demand. This method assumes that each water district's mix of resjdentia 1, 
industrial and commercial uses y..1ill remain about the same during the next twenty 
years. 

Per Capita Water Demand 

Per capita water demand is calculated for each water purveyor in 1970, 1980 and 
1990 based on recorded water production and the census populaiion estimates from 
Table 2. Gross water demand figures in Table 3 for the South Coast water 
districts and Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District Improvement District 
No.1 include agricultural water, since these districts also serve agricultural 
customers. The formulas for gallons per capi ta per day (gpcd) exclude this 
agricultural water. All other districts serve municipal and industrial customers 
exclusively, 

Since 1970 was an average water year, that is neither excessively wet or dry, and 
water conservation programs had not started by then in most communities I 1970 per 
capita water consumption rates have been used to estimate pre-conservation 
baseline water demand. These rates appear in the 0 percent conservation column 
under the Gener&l Plan Build Out (GPBO) water demand estimates on the right side 
of Table 3. Per capita water demand is multiplied by the modified General Plan 
Build out Population from Table 2 to estimate total water demand. In some 
districts where the 1970 per capita figures do not represent current land use 
conditions or other factors, a more representative per capita demand has been 
given. Typical per capita water consumption rates prior to implementing water 
conservation programs ranged from 150 to 200 gallons per day per res ident . 
Communities with higher consumption rates have large residential lots requiring 
more landscape irrigation, (e.g., Montecito, Solvang and Orcutt,) warmer weather 
and/or certain soil types ( e.g:, San Antonio basin,) tourist populations not 
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counted In the census, (e.g., Solvang a:1d Buellton,) or large daytime 
populations, (e.g., Vandenberg AFB.) 

Another method ~ornetirnes used to forecast water demand is estimating the water 
demand for each acre of residential, industrial and comrnerci al J and. Several 
communities, including t'he City of Carpinteria and Vandenberg Air Force Base, 
have used this method. In these cases, their estimate of GPBO y.,-ater demand is 
included in the 0 percent or 10 percent conservation total water demand column 
as appropriCite. 

Total Water Demand 

To estimate the total gioss ~&I water demand, the 10 percent conservation gallons 
per capita per day (gpcd) figure for each district is multiplied times the census 
population for 1990 and times the modified General Plan populations Eor 2000 and 
2010 ass h own in Tab 1 e 4. Net......-ate r de rna n d s s h a h' n i n Tab 1 e 6 are e a c h dis t ric tIs 
gross ~&I plus agricultural water demands from Table 4 less the r.:&I and 
agricultural groundwater return flow credits from Table 4. Return flow rredits 
are discussed in greater detail below under water supply. 

~ater Conservation 

The larger wa ter di s tr i cts (3, 000 or more serv ices or 3,000+ acre feet /year 
(AF/yr) water production) are required to prepare an rrban Water Management Plan 
by AB797. These plans usually include a water conservation program to reduce per 
capita water demand. A proposal to require Best ~anagement Practices for water 
conservation statewide is being discussed by a ~orth-South state water coalition 
and by the state legislature. During the current drought, per capita demand in 
Santa Barbara County has been reduced from 5 to 50 percent as shown by the lo~ 

water consumption in Table 3 for 1990. In the long run, however, most people 
will not ~ant to maintain the severe lifestyle changes which such high cuts in 
water consumption require. On the other hand, institutional shifts such as low
flow shower heads, drip irrigation systems and water conserving toilets will 
create permanent savings in water demand. Potential,reductions in per capita and 
total water demand at conservation rates ranging from 0 percent to 20 percent are 
glven in Table 3. For this report, long-term water conservation has been assumed 
to be 10 percent. Individual districts may have higher or lower conservation 
rates, but the water purv.eyors believe 10 percent tu be a good average for 
planning purposes. The theoretical 1990 municipal and industrial (M & I) ~'ater 
demand in the absence of a drought and projected w~ter demands for 2000 and 
General Plan Build Out with 10 percent conservation appear in Table 4. 

Agricultural Water Demand 

Historical agricultural water demand estimates provided by the water districts 
serving agricultural customers were included in the Table 3 gross water' demand 
estimates. Future agricultural water demand is estimated based on the irrigated 
acreage and ~ater application rates listed in Table 4. When available, acreage 
estimates and 1990 agricultural water demand for individual districts were 
provided by the water purveyors or planning departments. The majority of 
agricultural land, however, is served by private wells. For these areas, the DWR 
estimates of current and future agricultural land were assumed to be correct 
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SInce they are based on periodic DhK field surveys 6£ planted acreage, crops and 
irrigation practices. 

Th e wa t era p pI j cat ion rat e s for the 1 and 0 n p r i vat ewe 11 s p,; ere bas e don m'm. 
est i rna t e s by D A U and c rap t y pep r 0 v ide din the S tat e Wa t e r Pro j e c t Co as tal 
Branch, Phase II EIR. Irrigation rates for each district were based on typical 
cr~ps in each district and DWR application rates for those crops. As shown in 
Table -+, D~R assumed \<:8ter application rates "\-\iill decrease over time as 
agricultural users employ more efficient irrigation practices. For instance, 
flood irrigation is used by f0~cr farmers than in the past since water costs have 
in~reas~d and because more water efficient methods such as drip irrigation are 
available. 

One of the most important trends identified during this study is decreasing 
agricultural h'ater demand. Although actual count)~ide irrigated acreage is 
forecClst to decrease by little more than one percent from 1990 to :2010" 
agricultural water demand is expected to decrease by almoit eight percent due to 
more efficient irrigation practices. This trend is even more important in some. 
groundwater basins such as Santa Maria, where agricultural -y;ater de:mand could 
decrease by ten percent, and Cuyama, 'h'here agr ic ul t ural l,.,'a ter demand caul d 
decrease by as much as 25 percent. Irrigated farmland declines ill these basins 
are partially offset by adding acreage in the Santa Ynez and San Antonio DAC's 
and elsewhere for vineyards, truck crops and berries. 

Drought Buffer 

Estimates of future water demand and supp]y are both subject to considerable 
uncertainty. Many unknowns could affect the actual supply and demand in the 
future. Examples include economic or climatic shifts, changes in land use 
development patterns, and the risk that future droughts could be significantly 
worse than droughts recorded during the 50 or 60 years of a\'ailable hydr.ologic 
data. To respond to this uncertainty, a ten percent drought buffer could be added 
to the water demands presented in this report. Adding a drought buffer is a 
standard practice in long-term water resource planning. Since some ",,'ater 
planners predict that the current drought could become the new worst drought on 
record, the wisdom of thi.s practice is clear. On the other hand, if a water 
district, county or city 8dopts a drought buffer policy, it is necessary ill a 
growth inducement analysis to ascertain that the additional water supply would, 
in fact, be held in reserve. 

Three Santa Barbara County purveyors have formally adopted drought buffers. 
Goleta Water District maintains a 2,000 AF buffer and has included this policy 
n its upcoming referendum. The City of Santa Barbara adopted an 1800 AF safety 
margin~ and Summerland Water District approved an ordinance requiring that the 
Distc-ict hold five percent of its water supply in reserve for emergencies. Since 
this analysis does not include a drought buffer, the actual water supply 
requirement is 'understated, especially for these three districts. 
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EXISTING WATER SUPPLY 

Santa Barbara County obtains its v.;ater supply from local surface supp..:....!..e:::" 
groundwater and reclaimed wastewater. Since one objective of this study is to 
evaluate the adequacy of the long-term water supply, this report uses the safe 
yield for each ""'ater source. The saf~ yj eld for a surface water source is 
defined as thequan t i ty of "..;at er \>.'hi c h caul d be obtained ea c h year whether or not 
a drought exist~. Storing water in reservoirs during wet years for future 
droughts and during the winter storm period for us£' during the summer irrigation 
period increases a river's safe yield. Groundwater safe yield is defined as the 
perennial yield for the groundwater basin, that is the average amount of water 
by ~hich a,basin is recharged each year plus recoverable losses. These losses 
could b~ captured flow 'that would otherwise flow out of a basin or be lost to 
evapotranspiration. Some'drought years Kill provide less recharge and het years 
more, but the average recharge is considered the safe yield. 

The total water supply available to each water purveyor from local sources is the 
sum 0 f . the sur f ace wa t C! r, r e c 1.'3 1 me d was t ew ate r, g r 0 u n d wa t era n d r i '.' e r \.\' e 11 
supplies. Each component of the existing safe yiEld ",'ater supply is listed ill 

Table S. The sections below provide more detail on each water :..;ource' s 
characteristics. 

Surface Water Supplies 

Table 5 provides estimates of the safe yield provided by the Juncal, Gibraltar 
and Cachuma Reservoirs to water districts in the South Coast and Santa Ynez area. 
These ~ater supply estimates have been obtained from a computer model of the 
reservoirs and riparian strip on the Santa Ynez River system. 
hydrologic study period, successive runs of the computer model 
reservoir siltation, which reduces the safe yield, as 
infiltration, which also increases the safe yield. 

Reclaimed Wastewater 

Based on a 62-year 
take into account 
well as tunnel 

Reclaimed \..;astewater is gaining increased acceptance as an alternative irr.~gation 
water source. Lompoc and the City of Santa Barbara already have reclaimed water 
systems in place and expect to expand their systems in the future. Lompoc's 
wastewater treatment plant is a secondary treatment facility, Santa Barbara's 
tertiary treatment plant allows a greater variety of reclaimed water use options. 
Several other water districts such as Goleta Water District have reclaimed 
wastewater systems in the planning stages. Table 5 gives estimates of the 
existing and future water supplies available from reclaimed wastewater ",'here firm 
projects have been identified. Other projects may be constructed, but thE: 
.locations and size are only speculative at this point. 

The reclaimed wastewater figures in Table 5 represent potable water equivalents. 
One acre foot of reclaimed h-ater usually equals less than one acre foot of 
~otab1e water since higher water application rates are required to avoid salt 
buildup in the soil. This is not the case in Lompoc, however, since both local 
groundwater (1200 to 2000 TDS) and the waste~ater treatment plant efflue.nt (1200 
TDS) have similar water quality. 
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Groundwater Supplies 

By far the most important water resource for Santa Barbara County is groundl-.Tater. 
Nearly 85 percent of the 1990 count:rwide net hater:- supply came from groundwater 
as shown in Table' 5. Return flof.o; credits to the groundwater basin can 
significantly reduce a water user's consumptive use of groundwater. 

Return Flows 

Some of the agricultural and:: & I water used by a community returns to the ri\'er 
or groundwater basin to be used again. These return flows increase the overall 
quantity of water available. Some of the agricultural irrigation water 
infiltrates to the ground~ater basin before it is used by the plaIlted crops. As 
irrigation practices become more efficient, less water is 1-.'3sted. ,On the otbE:!r 
hand, return flows decrease accordingly. The agricultural return flow rates in 
Table 4 were taken from DWR's State Water Project Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR. 
They decrease with time to reflect the adoption of increasingly more efficient 
irrigation practices. 

~ & I water return flows come from landscaping irrigation water infiltration dnd 
wastewater treatment ~lant effluent. Table 5 provides estimates of M & I return 
flows based on the D\'tR Coastal Branch EIR and information provided by the ",,-ater 
districts. M & I return flow credits for lawn irrigation are typically about 15 
percent, but can be higher or lower depending on geohydrology and proximity to 
the ocean. In communi ties such as Summerland ",,-here the groundt,.,"ater basin lS 

unusable, no irrigation return flot,.," credit is possible. 

The greatest amount of groundwater basin recharge occurs at wastewater treatment 
plants wi th high rate percolation ponds. For example, the ~ission Hills 
Community Services District has measured y,;asteKater percolation pond rates equal 
to 46 percent of its domestic water supply. Several treatment plants discharge 
their effluent to the Santa Ynez River, however clay soils under the river are 
thought to limit groundwater infiltration. Other treatment plants, especially 
in the South Coast, discharge their effluent to oc~an outfalls or into a river 
near the ocean. In these cases, little or no return flow credit is given. Some 
water purveyors such as Vandenberg AFB and Casmalia take their water supply from 
a groundy,-ater basin outside their cormnunity. In this case, the return flow 
credit would accrue to the groundwater basin where the residents live or their 
wastewater treatment plant is located. 

Groundwater Basin Safe Yields 

The groundKate~ basin net safe yields in Table 5 have been calculated by adding 
the M & I and agricultural return flows to the basin safe yield. The Santa 
I":aria, Cuyama and San Antonio DAU's are treated as single groundwater units. 
Infiltration from Twitchell Reservoir is treated as a groundwater source in the 
Santa ~aria Basin. To more accurately represent the Santa Ynez DAU, it has been 
divided into four areas: 1) the Santa Ynez Uplands groundwater basin, 2) the 
Buellton Uplands groundwater basin, 3) the Santa Ynez River riparian sysiem and 
Santa Rita subarea, and 4) the Lompoc groundwater basin. 
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Similarly the South Coast has been anal:r"zed as several separate groundh'ater 
units: Carpinteria, Montecito, Santa Barbara, and Goleta. The belt of 
consolidated rock areas from Rincon to Point Arguello and behind th~ larger South 
Coast groundwater b~sins are grouped together for the analysis since they act as 
a series of small ground~ater units which together pro\'ide a significant source 
of water. Some areas may have localized overdrafting, but most consolidated rock 
areas are assumed to be in balance. The area y.;est of Golec;; along thl::' coast iIl 
DAU 75 has not been included in this analysi s, so bot.h tbe groundhater SUI..1ply ond 
demand are understated, perhaps by as much as 10,000 AF/year. This area has 
private well users but not water purveyors eligible for State \·i,::tt.f.!r Project (S\I;P) 
""'ater. 

Under California water law, groundwater is allocated by ripariaII ~ater rights. 
Unless a groundwater basin is adjudicated as Goleta 1 s basin has been, or a 
groundw~ter management program has been implemented, individual water purveyors 
can pump as much as they choose. Where more than one water district draws froffi 
the same groundwater basin, the safe yield has been divided for demonstration 
purposes bet",,-een the "·ater districts and private well pumpers on a pro rata basis 
dccording to their net groundwater produ~~ion. In D~C's where future 
agricultural demand ~ill decrease significantly, the remaining water users each 
share a larger portion of the safe yield. Groundwater users \o,-:hicfl increase their 
groundwater demand in future years also capture higher percentages of the safe 
yield. The most dramatic example of this effect is the City of Santa ~aria. 
Beth"een 1990 and 2010 their share of the groundwater basin Safe yield would 
increase almost 60 percent due to population growth in the city and declining 
agricultural irrigation water demand. 

Santa Ynez River Wells 

The Santa Ynez River wells are different than the groundwater ~ells since the 
river wells draw appropriated \·;ater from the Santa Ynez River underflm..,'. 
Solvang, Buellton and the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District all have 
State Wate~ Resources Control Board appropriations and intend to increase their 
river well pumping in the future. Water releases from Cachuma reservoir can be 
varied torneet the demand. For the purposes of this report, it has been assumed 
that the river well demand equals the supply. In the long run this assumption 
may not hold as the number and capacity of developed wells increase to equal the 
amount of h-ater credi ts available for release from Cachuma reservoir. Court 
review of these water rights could also reduce the defined safe yield supply. 

Groundwater Overdrafts 

In Table 6 projected net wa ter demands are gl yen for 1990 under normal 
conditions, 2000 and General Plan Build Out, ~hich is 2010. Net water demand, 
also called consumptive use, is the gross water demand less re.turn flows. 
Comparing the projected water demand and the available water supply given in 
Table 6 reveals that insufficient safe yield water supplies currently exist in 
any DAD to meet the 1990 demand, much less the 2000.or General Plan Build Out 
water demand. Only Carpinteria County \'later District (CWD) and the City of 
Solvang have surpl~ses in 1990. All water purveyors have deficits by 2oio with 
the exception of the City of Solvang, which takes its water primarily from their 
Santa Ynez River appropriated rights. The largest deficits are assigned to the 
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pri vate t-,.'ater pumpers SlDce they are the agricultural users who pump most of each 
basin's groundwater. 

At present the water supply deficits are met by overdrafting or "mining" the 
groundwater basins. O~erdrafting occurs when net groundwater pumping (gross 
pumping less return flov;s) exceeds the ground\.;-ater basin's safe yield. This 
option can be used for a finite period of time before the groundwater basin is 
empti~d except for nonrecoverable water. Available working storage capacities 
for the major groundwater basins are given in Table l~ below. 

!: 
~ 

TABLE 12 
GROUND\<.'ATER BASIN WORKING CAPACITIES 

GROUND~TATER BASIN ! WORKING CAPACITY 
(AF) ~ 

I 

~ ................................................ , 
Carpinteria ! 

Montecito 10,000 

Goleta (All subbasins: West, 46,000 
~orth-Central, and East) 

1 Santa Ynez Uplands 900~OOO 

Lompoc 230,000 ! 

I San Antonio 800,000 

~ San ta r-Iar ia 1,500.000 
il 

~ Cuyama 1,500,000 I 
r---------------------------------------------- --------------------------------
~ SPECIAL BASINS/LIMITED DATA ~ 

Ellwood to Point Conception 
Coastal Basins 

Santa Ynez River Riparian 
Basin 

N/A 

I Basin is maintained 
at 10,000 AF below 
full to capture 
Cachuma releases 

* Working capacity is defined as the capacity difference between a full 
groundwater basin and the lowest desirable draw down level during a 
drought. If the aquifer is drawn down further, reservoir capacity could 
be permanently lost. 

Source: Draft Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element 
Groundwater Resources Section 

Although the Santa Maria groundwater basin is one of the largest with a storage 
capacity of 1,500,000 AP, it will take about 40 years at an average annual 
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overdraft of 39,000 AF (from Table 6) to exhaust the stored ground~·.-ater. Some 
of the potential impacts of· continued groundwater overdrafting include: seawater 
intrusion, ground subsidence, declining water quality and dropping ~ater tables. 
Dropping water tables will cause well yields to fall. Some wells may requ~re 

deepening or different types of pumps to continue producing. When a ground",,'ater 
basin is emptied of its "minable" ",,'ater, the long-term ground~ater supply will 
be reduced to the current perennial yield plus return flows. Higher pumping 
costs ~ saltwater intrusion and other impacts of overdrafting would rem()in. 
Unless a replacement water source is found, ",'ater users noi--." dependent on 
groundwater would have limited supplies. The economic impacts would be severe. 

Water Quality 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 1.S a measure of water quality. Although some 
chemicals could still be present at unacceptable levels. generally the lower the 
TDS, the better the water quality. The primary or recommended California 
drinking water standard for Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) is 500 ppm or less; the 
mandatory or secondary maximum for TDS is 1000 ppm when a reasonable or feasible 
alternative is not available. 

High TDS is characteris tic of mos t water suppl ies in Santa Barbara Coun ty . 
According t.o the data in Table 8, the Mission Hills Community Service District 
is the onl:y \.;ater purveyor which meets the recommended TDS st3ndard. The City 
of Lompoc is unable to meet the mandatory standard and has a special exemption 
from the Department of Health Services. All other county purveyors have surface 
and groundv·;ater supplies wi th TDS between 500 and 1000 TDS. The primary 
objections to the high TDS water are the taste and the need for water softening. 
Water softening increases the salinity of wastewater treatment plant effluent. 
High TDS levels in Santa Maria's and Lompoc's water supplies make it difficult 
for the either city's wastewater treatment plant to meet the National Pollution 
and Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. 

One effect of continued groundwater overdrafting is to decrease average water 
quality. Water quality has already declined during the last twenty years in many 
groundwater basins. 'If this trend continues, some ",,~ater districts will 
eventually see their groundwater quality reach IDS levels above 1000 TDS. 

Alternative Water Supplies 

Some of the water districts \-iith insufficient water supplies are evaluating 
alternative sources of water to meet demand. Alternatives under consideration 
in addition to state water importation include water conservation, groundwater 
development, increasing the size of existing reserVOlrs, desalination, and 
tankering water to the county. 

All of the districts have begun some type of water conservation program with 
varying effectiveness. During the last two years mandatory rationing has been 
instituted in several South Coast districts to cope with the ongoing drought. 
As discussed above, long-term conservation is expected to reduce ~ater demand by 
an average of ten percent. 
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The most common water resource development pl.an has been for the water districts 
or private parties to drill additi.onal \-\'ells. According to the County 
Environmencal Health Department, several hundred private wells were drilled in 
1990 in the ~ontecito basin alone. This approach only increases the rate of 
groundwater overdra£ting. Deep bedrock wells may be feasible, however their 
capital and operating costs are considerably higher and the Via-ter quality is 
often much lower than the shallower alluvial aquifer 's water quality. The Goleta 
Water District developed a bedrock test well, but legal decisions limiting the 
District's rights as a water appropriator have put the reliability of this well 
in q~estion (Goleta Water District, Report on the ~ater Supplv Management Plan, 
August 28, 1990.) 

Anothef method of increasing effective groundwater safe yields is to use thenl 

conjunctively in combination v,ith surface water sources. Conjunctive use 
involves reducing groundwater pumping belo~ the perennial yield during wet years 
Hhen surface i-'.-ater is plentiful. During dry years the groundwate;: basin is 
over-drafted to compensate for ] o~',er surface flows. \'7hen rainfall returns to 
normal, groundwater pumping is again reduced to levels lower than the perennial 
yield to alIa\.-;' the groundwater basin to replenish itself. This alternative 
requires strict groundwater basin management and would be difficult to implement 
\ .. ;hile groundy.;-ater demand exceeds the safe yield even in normal year-s. 

Several r.eservoir capacity enlargement projects have also been considered. 
Increasing the size of Gibraltar reservoir would have significant negative 
environmental impacts, so this project is less feasible than other potential 
water resource development projects. The CEQA (California Environmental QuaJity 
Act) review is now underway for a project to increase the size of Lake Cachuma. 

Both the Goleta Water District and the City of Santa Barbara have seriously 
considered water tankering and seawater desalination projects to meet their 
short-term needs during the current extended drought. Detailed feas'ibility 
studies submitted to the City of Santa Barbara in July 1990 indicate that the 
capital and operating costs for offsho~e and onshore activities necessary to 
deliver 5000 AF/yr of tankered water for five years ,could be as high as $3200 to 
$4900 per acrefoot of water. Desalination studies submitted at the same time 
estimate that a desalination plant delivering 10,000 AF!yr of water would cost 
about $1750 per acrefoot. Other South Coast purveyors receiving desalinated 
water would pay an additional $600 per acrefoot for distribution facilities and 
operating costs. The City of Santa Barbara selected desalination as the most 
feasible of these alternatives; until the current drought ends} the City plans 
to pursue a turnkey desalination facility with a temporary five-year plant life. 
Goleta Water District has not yet made a decision on how to proceed. 

One other water resource alternative developed in response to the drought is a 
complicated water exchange whereby 3600 acre feet per year of an emergency S~P 
allocation is being wheeled for a two year period through the Metropolitan Water 
District t s facili.ties. Several cooperating Ventura County water purveyors agreed 
to a series of water exchanges to bring the water to Santa Barbara County. 
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STATE WATER IMPORTATION 

SWP water importation is one of the larger water supply alternatives available 
to Santa Barbara County. This section discusses the potential quantity, quality 
and reliability of available SWP water, Also evaluated are imported \,\'ater t s 
po~ential impact 0:1 existing '·,ater quality, groundwater overdraft conditions and 
future development in the county. 

State Water Entitlements 

When the State Water Project (SWP) was originally created, the Santa Barbara 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District contracted Kith DWR for 
deliverj of 57,700 acre feet of SWP water. In 1981 the entitlement was reduced 
to 45,4.86 acre feet. Table 7 summarizes the existing entitlements for each water 
purveyor. Some districts have requested addi tional allocations; others may h'ant 
to sell or lease their entitlements. To date, however, no modifications have 
been finalized. 

The buy-back entitlements shown in the Table 7 are an additional 10,112 acre feet 
of state water which the districts have rights to pu~chase in accordance with a 
1987 legal settlement betheen the County and DWR. That settlement allows the 
County to reacquire most of the entitlements relinquished in 198~. 

Annual water charges. paid by districts with entitlements are used to finance 
state water project facilities. These charges are paid "h-hether or not the 
district receives water in any year. ~entative SWP facilities in the planning 
stages include additional pumps at the Banks Delta pumping plant, Delta Channel 
impro\'ements to improve deli very efficiencies, and the Kern y;at"er Bank 
groundwater basin conjunctive' use project, all of which are expected to be 
complete by 2000 (Dw""R t s Scenario B in the Coastal Branch EIR). The Los Ba~os 
Grande Off-stream Storage project would be completed by 2010 Scenario C in the 
Coastal Branch EIR). Other projects ·are also possible but more speculative. 

Because SWP facility construction has lagged behind original construction 
schedules. system capacity does not equal system demand. As a result average 
expected deliveries, which are comparable to a sustainable reservoir yield, are 
significantly less than 100 percent of system demand. Using SWP operation study 
results given in the SWP Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR, the SBWPA has estimated 
that the average SHP deliveries under Scenario B would be 94.8 percent of 
entitlements. Under Scenario C, deliveries would be 92.5 percent. Deliveries 
under Scenario C are lower than Scenario B even though SWP system capacity is 
higher. This seeming discrepancy occurs because scheduled SWP contractor water 
demand ~ill have increased even faster than system capacity. 

Goleta Water District has based its water master plan assessment of state Kater 
deliveries on a more conservative basis. Considering only existing SWP 
facilities, the ratio of existing SWP capaci ty to contracted enti tlements is 57.1 
percent. Until additional SWP facilities are constructed, this could be a more 
reliable estimate of state water deliveries than DWR I S average delivery 
assumptions used in this analysis. 
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In Table 7 these averageSWP delivery percentages are used to estimate the 
average deliveries which each district \-"OL!.ld receive based on their entitlement. 
Scenario B average 'deliveries are used to'calculate the potential deliveries in 
2000 and, for comparison purposes, in 1990. Scenario C deliveries are assumed 
for the 2010 analysis. 

Groundwater Overdraft Offsets 

Groundwater overdrafts can be allocated to water districts in two basic ways. 
The first is to assign a pro rata share of the groundwater basin! s safe yield 
based on each district's net groundwater demand (groundwater pumping less return 
flow credi ts). Thi s method, v.:hich is discussed in greater detail in the 
groundl,.;>ater demand section above, \-'-as used to develop Tables 5, 6, 8 and 9. The 
second method requires wafer districts to use state water in lieu of groundwater 
if an overdraft exists anywhere in the groundwater basin. Tables 10 and 11 are 
based on this second approach. 

Pro Rata Groundwater Overdraft Shares 

Tdble 8 contains estimates of the state water quantities needed to offset 
existing and projected groundwater overdrafting independent of state It,'ater needed 
to improve water quality. If state water were available in 1990, all of the 
water districts ~ith state water entitlements would use state water to offset 
exi sting overdrafts wi th the exc ept i on of the Summe r land Coun ty via ter Dis t ric t 
(C~D). Typically water districts would use state water for ten to 28 percent of 
their water supply, but for several districts state water would comprise less 
than ten percent of their tota~ 1990 Kater supply. On a countY1-oiide basis, state 
water used to offset groundwater overdrafting would equal five percerit of the 
county's It,'ater supply. In tbe heavily overdrafted San Antonio basin r,..-here annual 
"'later pumping equals more than three times the safe yield, Vandenberg APB 
officials intend to replace nearly 99 percent of their groundwater pumpage with 
state water (VAFB, 1991). 

By 2000 (Table 8b), all water districts will need additional water supplies such 
as state Hater to offset groundwater overdrafting. By 2010 (Table Bc), state 
water offsetting local and surface water shortages would be eight percent of 
total county water supplies. Most water districts would take 10 to 30 percent 
of their water supplies from the SWP. As shown in Table 9c .. several water 

. districts would still have water supply shortages that would continue to be met 
by overdrafting: Southern California Water Company, the cities of Guadalupe and 
Santa Barbara, Goleta Water District, and Santa Barbara Research. 

Basin Wide Groundwater Overdraft Offsets 

The calculations in Table 10 assume that each state water contractor would take 
their entire state y.,'ater entitlement. Groundwater would only be pumped if 
absolutely necessary, thereby increasing available supplies for non-state water 
contractors. If state water deliveries exceed a district's total demand less 
surface water supplies, the excess water would be leased to other water districts 
or private water users ~ithin the same groundwater basin. The Remaining Gross 
and Net Groundwater Demand columns from Table 10 tally the groundwater that each 
district would still have to pump after first using local surface sources and 
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state water to meet its water demand. Looking at Sarita Maria as an example, the 
city would continue to pump 9,700 AF,:year of ~roundwater at Gene~3) Plan Build 
Out. After return flows are credited, their net im~act on the ground~ater basin 
would be a net import of 375 AF/year. 

As shown in Table 11, eve~y groundwater basin and DAU has an existing groundwater 
overdrafting condition which will increase in the future. State ..... 'ater deliveries 
could fully offset the shortfall through General Plan Build Out in the Santa Ynez 
and South Coast DAU' s. Nevertheless, the Sant;; t"laria, San Antonio and CUY2ffiCl. 

groundwa~er basins would still have to continue overdrafting in 1990 and more so 
in 2010 even if state water is provided. Exercising the buy-back entitlements 
could reduce the remaining overdraft. 

Conjunctive Use 

State water can also be used conjunctively with local surface and groundwater 
supplies. State water is deli\'erf:>d on a uniform floy.' basis. v;ith this as 3 

given, examples of conjunctive use could include: 1) reserying local grounJ1,o,1ater 
and/or surface water for use during surruner peak demand periods, 2) reserving 
local ground~ater for use during droughts affecting surface supplies in the local 
area or in the SWP system, and 3) using state water to recharge the ground1,o,-ater 
basin during the wet winter season when water demand is lo~. Designing a 
conjuncti\'.e use program requires detailed hydrogeologic and economi.c analysis and 
is beyond the scope of this report. ~11en and if SHP 1,o,'ater is imported to Sunt3 
Barbara County, the wat~r purveyors can pursue this option; however, it is not 
evaluated further here. 

Water Quality Improvement 

The average water quality for SWP deliveries from 1970 to 1988 is 258 ppm TDS 
(SWP Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR, p. 31). Tables 8a, 8b and 8c list the 
quantities of state water needed in 1~90, 2000 and 2010, respectively) to blend 
with local supplies in order to meet the 500 ppm TDS drinking water standard. 
Percentages of state water used for blending range from 0 percent for~ission 
Hills to almost 80 percent for Lompoc. Most ~ater districts are in the 40 to 60 
percent state water range. 

If each district is required to tuke its fuJl state water entitlement, several 
water districts would have a blended water quality better than the recommended 
state drinking wat"pr standard. Blended water quality is calcul.ated for each 
water purveyor in Table 10. As overall water demand increases from 1990 to 2010 
and state water decreases as a percentage of the district's total water supply, 
water quality would gradually decline. ~iany \-<;ater purveyors would again be 
unable to meet the primary drinking water standjrd. 

Secondary water quality improvement impacts under either scenario would be a 
decreased need for water softening and decreased salinity of the waste'-'iater 
treatment plant effluent. The resulting lower TDS of groundwater return flows 
combined with a reduction or elimination of ground~ater overdrafting would slow 
the gradual decline in basin groundwater quality. 
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GROWTH INDUCEMENT IMP ACTS 

Two cases are relevant to analyze the potential growth inducing impactS' of state 
project water importation. The first case is hOi-( state water would impact 
exis t i ng condi tions for the exi s ti ng popula ti on. The second case i nvol yes 
meeting the water demand associated with General Plan Build Out. 

Impact on 1.990 Conditions 

In Table 9a each district's SWP water deliveries are first allocated to improving 
water quality. If additional state water is s'l:ill available, it is applied 
towards offsetting any.still remaining groundwater overdraft not offset by the 
state w~ter used to impro,(e water quality. In the last two columns of the table, 
an entry is made under Remaining SWP if potential deliveries are greater than the 
water needed to meet both the water quality and overdraft offset objectives. If 
either objective cannot be met, the quantity of additionaJ water needed over and 
abo v est ate h-ate r del i v e r i e sis en t ere d i Ii the 1 a s teo 1 umn en tit 1 e d II R e rna i n i n g 
Deficit'!, 

For some districts whj ch have groundwater overdraft reduction as a first 
p rio r i t Y I the 0 r de r 0 f C U:'"'l I at i v e 'i.": ate r qual i t .Y and g r 0 un d w ate r 0 v e r d r aft of f set s 
should be reversed in TaL_2 9a. The independent calculations in ~able 8 and the 
combined total need would remain the same. 

As indicated in Table 8a, every water district needs additional water supplies 
to meet either the overdraft offset or water quality improvement objectives or~ 
In most cases, both. After both objectives have been met to the de.gree possible 
In each district for 1990, (see Table 9a,) approximately 8,600 acre f~et or 2Q 
percent of the '+3,100 acre feet total average county state water deli veries 
(under a year 2000 scenario) would be available to support future population 
growth. 8,600 acrefeet of water represents 3.5 percent of Santa Barbara County's 
net water demand for 1990. Assuming an average post-conservation per capita 
demand of 200 gallons per capita per day, this water could support a population 
growth of 38,400 persons or a 10 percent lncrease over the County I 5 1990 
population. _ At the rates of growth forecast in the various city and county 
General Plans, the county would reach this population level by 1993. 

If Tables 10 and 11 are used to evaluate the impact of state water importation 
on 1990 conditions, one assumes that each water district will lease unused state 
water to other water districts and private water users in the same groundwater 
basin in order to offset groundwater overdrafts in the basin. Under this 
scenario, and \-"ithout considering water quality, the state water deliveries would 
all be used to reduce groundwater overdrafts. No additional population growth 
could be supported. 

In a final scenario where water districts are allowed to lease their state water 
to any water district or private user, the countywide ground",,'ater overdraft could 
be reduced to 24,000 acre feet a year as shown in Table 11. In this case no 
water would be available to support population growth beyond 1990 levels. 
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Impact on General Plan Build Out 

In analyzing the impact of state water imports on General Plan Build Out, one 
assumes that the ci,ty and county planning corrunissions, cit,), councils and county 
board of supervisors considered the secondary impacts of population growth when 
they adopted the General Plans for each corrununity. Plan adoption i.mplies that 
the locality has considered its capacity to providQ the public facilities and 
services necessary to support the populatipn associated with General PIa:1 build 
out . Wit h t his a sag i \' en, 0 n e can in fer t hat some sou r ceo f wa t e r wo u 1 d be 
developed to support t.he planned population increase whether that source lS 

conservation, de$alination, groundwater basin overdrafting or state water 
importation. 

From Table 8e, every water district with a state water entitlement would need 
most of its SWP deliveries to meet the projected water demand and water quality 
objectives. If SWP water is first allocated to water quality improvement and 
t.hen overdraf t reduc tion as shown in Tab 1 e 9 c, the only water di s tr i c ts h-i t h s\-~p 
water deli veries not completely used \\-ould be Casmalia Cornmun: ty S~r\'ices 

District (CSD), Vandenberg AFB, tv~ission Hills CSD, Santa Ynez River T,.:ater 
Conservation District ID ~n, the Surrunerland County Water Distr:ct (C\{D) 1 

Montecito Water District, and Cuyama CSD. The unused 3100 acrefeet of ~ater 
could support a population of 13,800 persons, which is about the average county' 
population groKth over 2 1/2 years. 3100 aerefeet represents seven percent of 
the expected Santa Barbara County SWP deliveries in 2010. If the water districts 
\A.'ith unused state h-ater are allo\o(ed to lease their S,,;P water to other districts 
or private users within the same DAD, all of the state water available would be 
allocated to offsetting groundwater overdrafting. If water districts were free 
to lease their SWP to anyone in the county, groundwater overdrafting 'could be 
reduced by a similar amount. Nevertheless, annual overdrafts of more than 34,000 
acrefeet would still occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

This analysis was based on two scenarios. The first assumes that SWP imports will 
be dedicated by each recipient of state water to the public policy objectives of 
offsetting its proportionate share of groundwater overdrafts and improving water 
quality before it is made available to support future population growth. The 
second scenario is a more general assessment that assumes that all available SWP 
water is applied towards offsetting overdrafts in each groundwater basin, each 
DAU~ and finally elsewhere in the county. This second scenario also assumes that 
individual entitlement holders would agree to lease or sell all or part of their 
entitlement and that physic3l facilities are in place to accommodate the 
transfers. Since this second scenario has not been adopted as public policy, it 
1S shown for illustrative purposes only. 

To ensure that the state water is permanently dedicated to the objectives of 
offsetting groundwater overdrafts and improving water quality, mitigation 
measures could be implemented by D~~, the County, the cities, each water district 
or agricultural users. 

The ultimate development and adoption of mitigation measures, if needed, should 
be done cooperatively with individual purveyors and water users. Such a process 
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should also recogr..ize each group's unique goals and needs. During 1990, Santa 
Barbara Water Purveyors Association members adopted a resolution stating their 
intent-to dedicate state ......-ater deliveries towards offsetting their dlstr-ict's 
share of the overdraft in their groundwater basin. If these v,-ater district 
actions to manage thE: groundwater basins are not adequate to protect the 
groundwa te r re sour c es r seve ral other mit iga t i on opt ions are pas sib 1 e. They 
include: 

o Each I-,'ater district 
restricting allo~ed 
done. 

(auld adopt offic·ial policies or r-eferenda 
S1'~P I-,-ater uses as Goleta ~ater District has 

o A conjunctive use progr-arn with groundwater and state water could be 
implemented. 

o \<; ate r dis t ric t s not nee din g the i r f u 1 1 S W Pen tit 1 ern en t s co u 1 d sell 
or lease water entitlements to other districts within the ~ounty In 
accordance with the provisions of the Retention agreements. 

o Agricultural users could pay a groundwater pump tax or otherwise 
compensate M&I users who replace their groundwater with state water. 

o A basin by basin ground~ater management plan could be implemented 
through a cooperative effort of the groundwater users in each basin. 

o A basin by basin groundh'ater management plan could be implemented by 
a conservation district (such as the Santa ~1aria Valley \~ater 

Conservation District), a joint powers authority 01.' some other 
county or state authority. 

Concerns about total population growth potential are addressed in each locality's 
General Plan. Limits for the rate of.giowth could best be addressed by adopting 
a growth management ordinance tied to the General Plan. The gro~th management 
ordinance would specify the maximum number of development permits to be granted 
in one year. It would also take into account all of the resources affecting a 
community's ability to absorb population growth such as transportation and air 
quality as well as I-,'ater availability. City and county planners can also 
scrutinize adopted General Plans for conformance with iden t i f i ed carrYIng 
capacities; nonconforming plans could be revised accordingly. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Santa Barbara County residents rely upon groundwater for more than 85 percent of 
their net water demand. Local surface sources and wastewater reclamation meet 
the rest of the demand. Agricultural users account for about 76 percent of water 
demand, and residential, industrial and commercial users account for the balance. 
Currently, many of the Santa Barbara County water purveyors are experiencing 
water supply shortfalls because of the extended drought or due to continued 
overdrafting of their groundwater basins. Furthermore, only a few water 
purveyors can meet the 500 ppm TDS recommended state drinking water standard. 
Additional water supplies, whether they are state water, desalinated water or 
some other sources, are needed to address these current problems. During the 
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next twenty years as each community b~ilds out according to their adopted General 
Plans, the water supply shortfalls and hater quality problems ,\-\'ill jncrc)se. The 
demonstrated need for additional ~ater supplies will also increase. 

The secondary impacts or population groi....;th associated with land use plan buildout 
have been pre\'iously evaluated in the EIR' s for each General Plan. General Plan 
b u i 1 d 0 u t tar 8 e t s ha v e bee n 5 e 1 e c ted aft era b a 1 a n l' i. n g 0 f ~::d 1 10 C .31 res 0 u r C' e s wit h 
communi ty goals for the future. Fater y,;hich is available to support populations 
over and above the General Plan buildout population js considered growth 
inducing. However, after state '\-\'ater is allocated to address water quality 
impro\'ement and offsetting the groundv,'ater overd:-3ft under 1990 condi tions, less 
thall twenty percent of the state water will be available tO,induce growth. A~ 

buildout, the county wo~ld have a net water supply deficit, even Kith full state 
wa t e r de 1 i ve r i e s . If Hate r dis t ric t s are a b 1 e to 1 e a s e or s e 11 the 1. r S I·Ip 
entitlements to other county water users experiencing existing and projected 
shortfalls, the county's entire SWP entitlement could be used to improve Kater 
quality, offset groundwater overclrafting and meet the 1990 and General Plan 
buildout population water demands. 

If General Plan buildout continues ~ithout additional water supplies from the 
state Kater project or some other source, even larger numbers of people Kill be 
at risk when the next drought comes. If one defines gro""th inducing as promoting 
growth beyond the General Plan Buildout populat.ion, the proposed project is not 
growth inducing. If one defines gro~th inducing as promoting population gro~th 
beyond the cu~rent population, e\'en if it is included in the General Plan, the 
case for importing water to address existing 1990 water quality and quantity 
requirements is still quite clear. 
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TABLE 1 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY POPULATION DATA AND FORECASTS 

CITY AND 1970 1980 1990 
---_._-- .. 

2000 
UNINCORPORATED AREAS Census Census DOF Forcst'89 GenPlan Census'90 DOF Forcst'B9 GenPlan 

CITY OF CARPINTERJA 7,000 10.835 12.600 12,554 NA 13,747 14,4 79 NA 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 69,000 74,414 80,400 79,972 84,285 85,571 85,632 89,908 

CITY OF SOLVANG NA 3,106 4,450 4,212 NA 4,741 5,637 NA 

CITY OF LOMPOC 25,000 26,267 33,850 33.630 37.600 37,649 39,165 43,900 

CITY OF SANTA MARIA 31,000 39,685 55,200 55,204 61,284 61,284 70,619 113,600 

CITY OF GUADALUPE 3,000 3,629 5,650 5,833 5,428 5,479 8,335 

UNINCORPORATED AREAS NA 140,980 161,900 159,537 NA 16!,137 180,311 
f------

COUNTY TOTALS NA 298,916 354,050 350,942 NA 369,608 407,400 404.178 
NOTES ON TABLE 1: 

1) Population estimates ae 'or cities. It water district bounda-ies are not coincident with city boundaies, estimates may 
differ significantly from the water district population shown In Table 2. 

2) 'GPBO' signifies General Plan Buildout. 
3) California Dept. or Finance (DOF) population estimates are taken from Reports 90 E-1, 89 P-1 E, and 86 P -1. 
4) Carpint~ia forecasts are bas~d on residential units 'Ofecasted in the 'General Plan and EnvironmentaJ Impact Report', 1986, 

fXepaed by Michael Brandman Associates. 
5) Santa Barbara General Plan rorecasts are given in residential dwetling units (DU's). Population estimates ae based on 

6,8141 

NAI 

NAI 

household sizes of 2.35 in 1990,2.37 in 2000, and 2.39 in 2010 (SBCAG). DU's are assumed to be 35,866 in 1990 and increase by 
4,139 additional DU's by Build Out In 2010. 

6) Solvang forecasts ae based on the City's General Plan 1989 Land Use Element. 
7) Lompoc General Plan forecasts are based upoo Forecast '89 estimates updared IOf the 1990 Census results and prefimina--y Gen~al 

Plan update estimates provided by Jeremy Graves with the De~. of Community Development. 
8) Santa Maia forecasts ere based on the 'City of Santa Maria Sphere of influence Boundary and ConclJrent Annexation Study', 

June, 1990, prepared by McClelland Consultants. 
9) Guadalupe rorecasts ae taken from 'Comprehensive General Plan, City ot Guadalupe, California, A FramewOfk for Planning, 

1987-2007" and Helen Elder, Cl!.Ji Planner 

2010 
OOF 

435,700 

--------- ------_._---_._- .. -,----

GPBO 2035 
GenPlan . GenPlar OOF 

16,359 22,418 

95,612 95,612 

7,845 7,845 

46,000 46,000 

134,500 134,500 

11,0401 18,000 

NAl NA 

NAI NAI 498,800 
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TABLE 2 
POPULATION FORECASTS BY WATER PURVEYOR SEFIVICE AREAS AND DESIGNATED ANALYSIS UNITS 

OAU 
MdSubel'f)U 

OAU 71: 

1970 
CeO$us 

1980 
Cenl!us 

1990 
OOF Forcst'89 OenPlan CeMu;'90 

2CDO 2010 Build Oul 
DOF, Forc!t'89 OenPIM Modfied DOF OenPIM Modfled OPBO Modtled 

City of Santa MllJia 32.3"'0 39,685 55,200 55.204 54,597 60,229 70.1 519 
Southern CsJif Water Co 13,608 23,215 31,377 31,469 38,739 38,739 45,079 >45,079 45,079 45,079 
City of Guadalupe 3.115 3,700 5,650 5,833 5,428 5,695 8,335 6,886 7,020 11,112 11,379 18,072 18,206 
S.M.Valley Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0 
Private SMV M&I, Ag 472 836 984 984 1,260 1,260 1 ~36-4 I ,~4 1,364 1,364 
C~malia CSO 230 226 164 164 164 164 164164 164 164 

" TOTAL SANTA MARfA 49.765 67,662 92,386 96,54 I 123,692 129,457 ,---- 149,915 155,814 156,875 162,641 
II OAU 73: 1--.-

LOfJ AIllmo4 CSO 722 734 887 890 1,08 1 1,005 1.318·' ,322 2,024 2,024 
Vandenberg AFB 10,705 5,421 6.SH 6,544 9,616 9,816 9,816 9,816 '9,816 9,816 
~~~ate SAV M&I, A9_ 346 460 . 440 543 _ 507 626, 567 700 567 702 
TOTALSANANTQNIO 11,773 6.615 7,871 7,977 11,405 11,527 11,701 11,838 12,'406 12,539 

If-- OA U 74: - -- .. ---------'--- --, , 

City of Lompoc 24,084 26,270 33,850 33,630 35,557 35,711 37,122 4',857 >41,857 43,957 43,957 43,957 43,957 
Vandenberg Village CSO 4,523 5,839 6,793 6,793 7,884 7,884 9,149 9,149 9,149 9,149 
Mission HillsCSO 3,00-0 2,755 3,430 3,121 4,326 4,326 5,222 5,222 6',118 6,118 
Vandenberg AFB 5,362 2,715 3,277 3,277 4,226 4,226 4,226 04,226 4,226 4,226 
Buellton CSO 1,500 2,242 3,688 3,688 5,321 4,~5 6,954 5,321 6,954 5,321 
City of Solvang 2,100 2',899 4,450 4,212 4,755 -4,755 5,637 6,~O 6,~0 7,845 7,845 7,845 7,845 
SanlaYnezRWCOIO,f, 5,500 7,712 6,2:#8 8,2:#8 10,395 10.748 12,238 13,198 12,238' 13,198 

II Private SY-lom M&I, Ag _lJ.76 1,824 1,747 2,192 2,015 2,528 2,251 2,825 2,251 -. ___ 2,825 
U TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 47.445 52,256 67,546 67,835 82,324 82,373 ___ 91,843 91,743 92,739 92,639 

" OAU 75: 
Carpinteria CWO 
Summerland CWO 
Montecito WD 
Cily of Sanla Barbars 
LaCumbre Mutual Wilter Co 
Golela WO 
Private se M&I, Ag 
Morehart Land Co. 
Santa Barbara Ruearch 

9,400 
1,000 

8,000 
69,700 

3,363 
61,000 

1,003 
o 
o 

13,410 
1.245 
9,964 

76,705 
<4,000 

64,503 
1,330 

o 
o 

12,600 12,554 

80,400 79,972 

17,052 
1,436 

10,886 
82,546 

4,129 
70,142 

1,273 
o 
o 

17,102 
1,442 

11,719 
84,170 

4,141 
70,348 

4,951 
o 
o 

14,479 

85,632 

19,516 
1,747 

11,295 
88,156 

4,368 
77,314 

1,362 
o 
o 

19,541 
1,641 

12,126 
89,777 

4,366 
76,213 

5,297 
o 
o 

21,980 
2,056 

11,678 
93,846 

",596 
84,486 

1,451 

o 
o 

21,980 
1,840 

12,511 
95,467 

4,596 
82,079 

5,641 
a 
a 

21,980 
2,056 

11,678 
93,B46 

4,666 
84,486 

',451 
o 
o 

21,980 
1,840 

12,511 
95,467 

4,666 
82,079 

5,641 

o 
o 

~9iALSOtJfH-COAST 
DAU 76: 

~366 171,1571 187,469 193,873t=---'------ 203,757 208,9641 220,092 224,1131~Q.J62=~~?~,_!~~ 

Cuyama CSD 
Privale CV M&I, Ag 
TOTALCLNAMA VAli.EY 

',',4 
452 

',566 

601 
662 662 1 850 850 1 861 861 f 861 861 
718 718 755 755 793 793 793 793 

1,380 ',380 1,604 1,604 I ,654---~654--·~~-~J..!~4-

625 

f2:26 

SANTABARBARA COUNTY 26-4,915 298.9161 354,050 35~!.942 356,651 369,0061 407.400 404,178 422~~ .. _~,~~,926L ___ 5~~,700 475,206 485,163 J 483,83 7 493,657 H 

NOTES ON TABLE 2: 
1) These Oelail~d Analyses Unils (OAU'!I) include on{y the wl!.lershed portion within SantI!. Barbara County, 

2) The modiled population columN Indicclo Ihe General Plan population modified to I!Iccounl for the 1990 Census, propHed updates to the adopted Genera! 

Plan or other factors, 
(PLEASE SEE FOL1.0WING SHEET FOR MORE NOTES ON TABLE 2] 

==~-====================-==--,,===,.~---
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~OTES ON TJIEl..E 2 (C01'l1ued): 

3) 1geJ Census p:lpJEI01 es1Jma~s 'MTslFt<en Iran the 19ffi 'Smta Eu-lEra Cbtxny Snle Wat£J" Ftoject />JlB'miws Study" by DNA and SOCo Flood OJnrd and Watff Cmsliv.l~m Dls.-let. Census IXlPJwHm estlmalBs t"6vu been 
odjus'Bd 10' watS' d~"1ct OOundarles. Since the 1005 tut:l1 IXlpJll'm did no! eqt.el '19 u~11m:J crunty p:JpJotlon, tla mlsslno peqJla wae dlsrlbutEd P-Op:TtlorBJly D the ON.1s In Ile orsas Cl.Jtslrn....eta" dstic15. 

4) Unla:rpcratEd pivalB wall area, W9"e 85MJmad 1IJ fJCNf 8t the rates elven In F O'B:ast '0010' l1e o::rrespmdng Yaney: Sant:! Mlrl<i.;Gwrnlupe - (1 ~-!2COJ)2 .5%/C2COJ-201 0;0.8%: S3nm Yne:zA.[)('!lJoc~n NltmkJ-l .4%/1 .1%; SCJ..Jth 
CCEst-{).1%,oB%: Cuyama -o.5%ft).5'lI../M 

5) Sarm M:lrta's becaru W(JO rnsad m !he Sarm Miria,G't:utt Sp/ltnl d lr1luence Bruncbry and Cma.rrent Annexatlm Study p-ep:lfed by McClellamil\.5socia res, 199). ~ nJSEhdd sue Yle5 assumed to I:::e 3Dl. r lousing unit'! In the 
Orcutt IWea MlVed by Southem CalHomie W .. t~ Company (Cal-Citie3 Waler C<lmpany) were nat included In the citY s forllC4~1 (9737 In 1990 incrollOing 10 14,000 by Wd OIA. 

6} SOJth~ catllO'nla WltlJ" CanlEny sETVtce areas IncluctJ o-cutt. Tanofe""Uoo, Lake Mlrle, and Sisquoc UnlnlD'pOdted OOvefoP'llents. Househdd size was 
8s:sumld to rn 30 In 100J, derrooslno to 2.95 by 2010 (SOCAG). 

1} Gu:ldilUJJe lo-BC9Sts aOO 119 lBr8sfrnncas SfJ'ved outside the City . .-tJus8hold size Is assurned lobe JB8 In 1~ and 4.0 in 2UXl and 2010. BuAdcut crud Oa:lI lJy' 2CX.Xl1l ec'momic {Jowth allo.vs. 

BJ Sarm MJrJa VaGey Indunlal is nmiB'O..lS IndJ5tgl op;rat!Of\5 InckJdnu oR and CJl~ dilHno. Vl:lQeBble p-ocesslno ~ants, and seve-al leedlats. 

Q) Casrnala v.as assumed tl h:Jve a smUc rx>p.JklI01. 

10) Los ./IJamos (Taw al2% amuaJly fn:m 1900 t:l 1fXX); this 0"'a.¥thrat9 was assumed 10 COllrue t'rruCh 2010. Bufldcut was based en Ile Los ABmos area canp-chensive pEn and a househdd 5110 d 3 56. 

11) Vandenber~ Nr Fora! Bas. derives about 70% of 118 wate( from ~ San Antonio Ground Water &.sin and about 30% from the Lompoc Plain and Terrace. VAFB proviOOt dom.utic water $uppliu kI ~ lompoc Fede,bl Pri&en, which I~ local 
DAU 74, 50 Ila p1SOl p:JpJotlon Is Included In fle VN'B pJpJlltion 'lQue. FO' Ile PJl'pose otassesslng the ~UIld walIr ~ft, he DqJlIiatlon has boon afto::ared between Dltls 75 and 14 based on Ile oum:lrvalIr srurce d 
85 oosaitod In 118 'FtopJsed OOSLJ a 01 LCl'I Moel8:5 N'B, O:IIIIO'TIia and Relo::atlon at Sp1ca SystEmS [)v1slm DBR.' 8ulld 0Jt assumes the QITcnt pq:rulatlm pus 1he ImlEct pcpulatlOl d 4B40 act1ltl[J181 mlUary DB"scnnel an 
cOJld be hOJsed 00 OOSD by 1007. The 19GO GenEral Plan 1I0t.nl 15 rnsed on the SePl3mba' l00J resident p:lp.JlaUon of T..R3 gM3n In the 'VandenbB"Q ECCYlOll/C I mpaetAepat' plus 2426lnmalB~ aI the lad:ral D15m~. 

12} LWlPCC'S IO'eeasts MrS tBsed m the ctah Genacll Plan upjatB. Lcrnpcc S~te Prison pcpula1m C2D43 pQ'sons) was alocatsd D Vandenb£J"Q N"B, ....nich p-ov1des the pism's wal!:r. G'EU Is expectoo 10 ocrur by 2Cni. 

13) Vandenoo-g VIIlaQB 0"'9W at an MnLEI rate r:J 1.f1>h ron 1SQ) to lbO]. Thill ... and was B~sLKl1ed 10 crnUnue, althoug, the SCUll ~owth rnlB would te hlg'lB" If !he p-cposed develcpment al VAFB OCl:lI5. 

14) Mll5slm Hill!! was assumed to CloW al ~ new sB"llce connac1lms 8 year tcrnthe CUTen! 1072 cCJYmcUCJls with a cons1Wlt hOO5ahdd size of 3.2 (MSSI01 Hils CSO). 

15) In the SanD Yne:z Valley.Q"OWIl to'eca~l!! we--e t::esed mile RM) Canp'llhenslve Plan. I-nlf oIlhe pamed I1uwth was allocatoo tl Buefttm and tle baJa(')03 t:l Sd'ltl Ynez Ava- ACVV 10#1. HOJsehdd Sl19S VlQ"Q assumed tJ be 2.81 
In 1£Q) and2571r12CXXJand201O fer B./alton ~CJV3) 9003.3 In amand3.1In~1O 10' SaIlB Ynez 10#1. 

16) Sci'.enO p)PJla.m fO'SC9sts 8rat:»<an tOil the COllp-ehenslve Plan and assumes h0U'5ehold size d 2.~ albJlldout. 

17) Ca'DntlJ"la CWO G'EU I::Jased 01 Dq:.intB"ll Valley GPSo. Dry build out ~ DUs @2B persons) plus unloccrp:TalBd area buHoout (1913 DUS @2.ZlpB"sons) Bullc.but from LaWdIlaJ, FI~ &. M:Fartand.lnc, 'Y.e::ItQ' fl!l5rurcS 
Managemert Program Study forlho City of Cllrpinteria'. 1988, T 1l~~S g IIOd 10. 

18) Summl'l'land G'BO ICf'Bcast was 00 500 m adcptad G' [)J5 (551) and hshld size d 2.58. Mo::Jnied IO'ecasts assumed p-opJsed Gena-al PEn mooiflcation 15 adcptEd. 

19} Montltcl1o utimates were bft.$<)d on ~O eatlme1u In the Monbci1o comrr __ .Jl'Iity ~an end II current hstiO .ize 013.09 (SOCAG). Futu..., growfl WfJtS bft~d on the 1/2% *fInuoJ grow11 rate In It'-., FWvI&ed Community Plm odopled in March 19'9 
Ona-~lrd 01 tle lWJ Census pqJufatloo Y1QS assumed 10 be nOl 5t:n13d by ~8 dlstlct. 

ro) City d Santa B<rtara es~mate~ assurne hlt the numoo- d pa-S01~ !\6'Y!ld Cl.Jtsict3 dry bOJllrnrlesremaJns COO:lBnt. Hrusahdd 5118 is assumed to Increase torn CLrTent:2.J5 in 1900 to:2Jl In 2CXXJ and:2.;:}'J In;c:DlO (SBCN::i). 

:21) The GJiela WD and La OJmtJ'B Mltuil Watll' Company gena-at pan (lsikn9tm are rnsad rn 'le ac.bpled and PLPossd oena-al plan 10' fle Gde~ panning area. Bullc.but Is assumed 952020 10' 1.E D.xntTa and 2010 tIT Gd!?tH. SOCAG rae 
hrusahoid sizo to wel/oe /rom rurrentJ.l to 2.9 at GPBO 10' La OJmtra and CllTB'l12.B9 to 2.6 Icr GJleta. 

22) Cuyama CSO recen1y recevsd slate aWCMlI to Incroo 56 service hock1Jps by 72 based 0'1 tleir exisUno 'M:!II capa dry. SOCAG p-oleC13 hCl.Jsehdd si:ls to Incroose t-om 1!.UJ eSum8 lIJ 012 g1 102.96 In ax:o aJ1d 30 in 2010 
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Water District Population Forecast Gavials 

Both 1970 and 1980 districts were adjusted to equal the census county totals 

The 1970 estimates required that 3057 persons be proportionately subtracted while lhe 1990 did not require any adjustment. 

Vacancy rates were not incorporated into the estimates which means the estimates of population could be high 

for those districts where housing units or Dumber of hookups were used to calculate pop~lalion. 

In the case where water hookups were used in the population estimates there is a potential for 

error because an illegal unit could also be attached to the one water meter. 

Household sizes for non census years and 1990 (data is oot available from the 1990 ceosus) were estimated based 

on demographic trends as discussed in the Regional Growth Forecast 89. 

In some cases water district boundaries split tracts and blocks so housing units and or population"was 

allocated in a proportionate manner. 

The 1990 Census block maps arc subject to errors such as misplaced roads or other geographical boundaries. 

Vandenberg AFB buildout based on mission requirements. Proposed closure of other bases 

and relocation to V AFB will be individually accessed through the environmental 

review process and be subject to cOllgressional review and approval. 

.. ... - - .... 
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1970 Water District Population Estimate Notes 

DAU 71~' 

City of Santa Marfa 

Southern Calif ~9ter Co 

City of Guadalupe 

S.K. Valley IrdJsttial 

Private SKY M&t. Ag 

TOTAL SANTA KARIA 

OAUT3: 

Casma l i a cSt> 

Los Alamos cst> 

Vanderberg AFa 

Private SAY HAl, Ag 

TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 

OAU 74: 

CHy of lCXflX>C 

Vandenberg Village cst> 

Mission Hilts cso 
Vanderberg AF B 
Buellton ·.W 
City of Sol vang 
Santa Ynez R~ )011 
Private SY-lom M&I, Ag 
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 
DAU'l5: 
Carpinteria \,,{) 
St.Il1Derl aoo ~ 
Montecito ~ 
City of Santa Barbara 
laCumbre Mutual Utr.Co 
Goleta W 
Private SC H&r, Ag 
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 
OAU 76:. * 
New Cuyama CSO 
Private CY M&I, Ag 

1970 Census population, no California Vater in 1970. 

Us~1980·t990 trend, no block data available for north county in 1970 (not urbanil~) 

City population 

N\A 

20X less than 1980 

Resource M~nagement (Cliff Pauley) 

Resource Management (ctiff Pauley) 

N~ 

N~ 

1459 hookups from Pam Cosby, 3.72 HHS : 5427 persons 

Resource Management (Cliff Pauley) 
Census Tract 26.0 and the federal Prison 
S8 county ~ater and Sewage facilities Plan 1971 
S8 county Vater and Sewage facilities Plan 1971 
S8 county Vater and Sewage Facilities plan 1971 
20X less than 1980 

S8 county Uater and Sewage facilities Plan 1971 
S8 county Vater and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971 
S8 county Uater and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971 
S8 county Uater and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971 
1970 Block counts using 1970 water district bounderies 
S8 county Vater and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971 
20X tess than 1980 

Resource Hanagement (Cliff Pauley) 
20X less than 1980 
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1990 Water District Population Estimate Notes 

OAU 71: • 

City of Sent. Haria 1990 population fr~ the Census (61,284) and 50 units s~rved outside the city limits X 2.85 HHS ~ 61,426 - California Cities 4B2 Units X 2.85 (1373) = 60052. 

Southern Celif Water Co 1990 water hookup count X 2.5 HHS (lower~ due to retirees moving into th~ area and to lower total population) 10459 X 3.0 = 31377 

City of Gu&dal~ 1990 C~nsus population (5479) + 18 additional units 0.88 HHS) • 5678 

S.H.ValLey Industrial 

Private SHY MIl, A~ 

TOlAl SlJlTA HAAIA 

DAU 73: 

CaSl1l8tla CSO 

los AlMlOJI CSO 

Vardenbe rg Af B 

~rlv.te SAV H&I. A9 

roTAl SAM AHTONIO 

)AU 7': 

City of lllfllXl'C 

(~rg Vfl(ege CSO 

4i s s i 0Cl HilI. CSO 
'~rgAfll 
luel I too CSO 
:Ity of Solvang 
iantll Yoe: R\IO) lOll 
)rrvlt~ Sl'-lOOl 1<&1, A9 
rOTAl SAMTA YNEZ 
lAU 75: 
:arpinterla w ,urme rl and \l) 

lontedto W 

:ity of Santa Barbara 

.eClJlt:>;e Mutual "'t r .Co 
;al~ta \l) 

~rivattt SC "", Ag 
'OrAL SWTH roAST 

tAU 76: • 
[N Cuyarne CSO 

'rivate CV "11, Ag 

wv. 
Same as 19M 

52 Ictlve residentlsl water hookups X 3.16 HHS • 164 persons 

281 Unlu frocn sphere of fnftueoces{u:1y X 3.16 HHS .. M7 

NV. 
Slime II~ 1980 

1990 CensU5 populatfon - the prison population allocated to VM8 

2185 hook~ X 3.1 HHS 

1072 hookup$ X 3.2 HHS 
7T5l persons from BIIse Comprenensive Plan with additionaL 2230 prison inmates and 307 prison staff, (from the 1990 Census). 
Census tract 19.01 BU.t 301-312, 407·409, 415-417, 420-426, 416, 402-405, 501·523: )( 2.6 HKS 
1990 Census popul.t i on 
Census Tracts 19.06, 19.05, 19.03, and the corresponding Slocks, 2381 Units 2.61 HHS 2 6271 persons. 
Sallie as 19M 

City Census Population (JJ,707) + CT 17.01 (1460 units X 2.29 HHS = 3J45) x 17052 
551 residential Units fr~ bulldout, 2.61 HHS 2 1438 
10875 perS0n5 from Mooteclo community plan and additional ~4 persons (from 1960 block counts) for edditional arells in water district east of Montecito. 
City pop in 1990 mi~s trllcts 1.0l, B.Ol, 13.02, 2, end the appropriate blods (2849 persQ(1s subtract~), 199 units added In for Mission Cllnyon and Barker area: 
(443 and 758 persons) • 83923 
Telephone conversation with P&mCosby 1332 C~ctions X 3.1 HHS ~ 4129 persons. (3.18 HHS bas~ on 1970 H.U. and population> 
26348 HU from Resourc. MNGT buiLdout data, 2.69 HHS = 70826, minus l~ (umbra VD (1332 hook~) = 25016 units X 2.69 ~ 67293 + S.B. city persons served by Goleta (2849) • 70142. 
Goleta pclYlte wells esti~ted to support 1950 persons, Mont~cito wells 2000 persons snd other south coast 1000 persons. Other county private allocated 591 proportlonate{y. 

Census Tract 16.00 Ol('. lSl-159, 227 HU X 2.9 HHS 
Sa~ as 1980 
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TABLE 3 
HISTORICAL WATER DEMAND AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL 

DAU 1970 1980 1990 p(oj~cl~d GPBO M &. I Grou Waler Demand (AFY &. PerCapita) with Conurvation @:---
.nd SubbteU Popull!ltn Oro .. Wlr OpeD Po pur IItn OroSI Wtr GPCD Popuilltn Grosl Wtr OpeD O%:Total opeD 5%:TQ\al GPCD 10%:Total· OPCD 2O%:TottJ/ __ opeD 
AU71: 
lIy of Santa Marla 32,340 7,391 204 39,721 8,75" 197 60,229 12,D58 179 22,395 204 21,275 194 20,156 184 17,916 163 
outhem CeJjl Waler Co 13,608 NA 275 23,215 5,020 193 31,469 8,B1B 250 13,886 275 13,192 261 12,497 248 11,109 220 
ity 01 Guadalupe 3,115 NA 200 3,700 757 183 5,695 723 113 -4,079 200 3,846 190 3,671 180 3,263 160 
.M. VaHey InciJstrill.J 0 7.200 NA 0 7,120 NA 0 6,000 NA 6,000 NA 5,700 NA 5,400 NA -4,000 NA 
rlvate SMV M&I, Ag 472 N .... 155 800 89.739 155 98 .. 122,379 155 237 155 225 147 213 HO 189 124 
~maliaCSO 230 NA 7S 226 16 65 164 13 72 14 75 13 71 12 68 ~_ .. _!_1 ____ ~ 
)TAL SANTA MARIA 49,765 NA NA 67,662 111,406 288 98,541 149,991 252 

... -
46,610 256 44,251 243 41.949 230 F,288 205 --

I\U73: 
)' Alamoll CSD 722 NA 280 734 230 280 BOO 256 257 635 280 603 266 571 252 S08 224 
Hlden~fg AFB 10,705 NA 515 5,421 3,129 515 6,544 3,600 491 6,896 627 6,551 596 8,206 564 5,516 502 
ivp!~. SA V M&I, I\g 3-46 NA 162 460 16,260 155 543 17,405 155 127 162 121 154 114 H6 102 130 
)TALSAN ANTONIO 11,773 NA NA 6,615 19,619 464 7,977 21,261 -442 7,657 ·-·----545 7,274 518 6,691 491 =~-=~;j26~ 
i,U 74: 
!yof Lompoo 24,08~ 3,511 130 26,270 3,638 12" 35,711 5,252 f 31 7,678 160 7,484 124 7,090 f 17 6,:~)2 104 
Inden~g Village eso 4,523 !,.we 276 5,639 1,527 233 6,793 1,500 197 2,848 276 2,706 264 2,563 250 2,278 222 
salon HiIIl CSO 3,000 NA 200 2,755 583 189 3,121 629 180 1,371 200 1,302 190 1.23-4 180 1,097 

16°1 ,ndenberg AF8 ~,362 NA 500 2,715 1,567 515 3,277 1,003 491 2,367 500 2,249 475 2,130 450 1,89~ 400 
IOlItonCSD 1,500 NA 300 2,242 762 299 3,688 1 ,an 262 1,788 300 1.699 285 1,609 270 t ,431 240 
tyof Solvang 2,100 919 391 2,fI99 1.146 353 4,755 1,963 369 3,243 369 3,000 371 2,918 352 2,594 313 
nta Ynez RWCD 10,.,1 5,500 4,3-41 211 7,712 6,116 212 8,296 6,475 215 3,173 215 3,014 204 2,856 193 2,538 172 
vale SY-lom M&I. Ag 1,376 NA 16-4 1,B24 55,120 157 2,192 56,334 155 519 104 493 156 467 148 415 131 
)TALSANTA YNEZ .(7,4"5 NA NA 52,256 70,""9 173 . 67,835 75,039 192 23,186 223 ---0.,027 --- 2"2 20,868 201 18,54-9---T79: 

.U 75: · .. ·--1 
Jplntaria cwo 9,400 4,~3 139 13,410 5,208 143 17.102 5,362 109 3,416 139 3,245 132 3,075 125 2,733 1111 
mrnerland CWO 1,000 173 112 1,245 249 108 1,442 354 115 278 135 264 128 250 122 223 108

1 mt&eitoWD 8,900 4,349 356 9,964 3,702 278 11,719 4,024 265 5,129 366 4,B73 348 4,616 329 4,103 293 
Y of Santa Barbara 69,700 13,522 167 76,705 ''',148 153 84,170 13,461 132 17,836 167 16.944 158 16,052 ,50 14,269 133 
:::umbro MutuN Waler Co 3,363 1,6046 -424 4,000 t ,716 345 4,141 1,297 260 2,214 424 2,104 402 1,993 381 l,nZ 339 
,I61aWO 61,000 1-4,863 170 6",.5{)3 16,455 170 70,348 14,500 143 15,621 170 14,840 161 14,058 153 12,496 136 
lIalo se M&~ Ag 1,003 NA 158 1,330 9,.225 151 4,951 19,415 155 998 158 949 ISO 899 142 799 126 
'fehart Lend Co. 0 900 NA 0 900 NA a 900 NA 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 0 NA 
nta Barbara Research 0 NA NA 0 100 NA 0 100 NA 167 NA ,59 NA 150 NA 134 NA 

IT AL SOUTH COAST 154,366 NA NA 171,157 50,703 226 193873 58,413 141 4S,'W3 181 43,219 172 40j}44 
~- --._----

163 36,395 145 
U 76: 

- --

~mft CSD 1,114 NA 282 625 282 403 662 185 249 272 282 .258 268 245 254 218 226 
illlto CV M&I, Ag 452 NA 130 601 28,604 125 716 20,925 ' 155 138 155 131 124 12-4 117 110 104 
'TAL CUYAMA VAll.EY 1,566 NA NA 1,226 28,886 267 1,380 2U10 200 otl0 221 389 210 ---369----· 199 328 177 

--.~ ~-~. 

NT A BARBARA COUNTY 264,915 . NA NA 298,9H3 28\,063 NA 369,006 325,813 187 123,357 223 117,161 212 111,021 201 98,&85 178 . .~ ..... 
~TESON TABLE 3: 
1) All PopUlation figlHes tire derived from the appropriato column of TABLE 2. The General Plan 'GPBO· modi~ed population figure. from TABLE 2 Me u5ed 10 genernle the GPBO wn1el demand and va/ues, 

2) Th$ 1970 condillon I, laken tiS the Z&fO point for wator conllelVation Thus, conserva1ion GPCD cstimalea use 1970 wll1er demand lIlI a ba~e ~I!.r. This was an 'aveJ&<;)o' wl'lier demand yeN, neither dry or weI. When the 1970 per 
capita waler demand Is not available or does not repre~nl currtlnlland ulle or pre-conservation demAnd, Ii representative pre- cons6rvs1ion per caplin demand hel b~Htn slIIum&d for Iho di5trict in Ihe 0% conservation column. 

{PLEASE SEE FOLLONINO SHEET FOR FURTHER NOTES ON TABLE 31 - -- •.•••••. ~ .• - .• :.:;.:.:..:.=..:....:..:..~-=--- --'-:"'::T::==-:~' =.-=_ 

II .. • 'II dII ... ·'111 .... III • .. -
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ES ON TABLE 3 (contlnue~: 
3) Agriou/luraJ water domand hu been excluded from pef capta wat.r calculatIon •. The only districl!i which .erve Agricultural CU410mers are Santa Yne1:. RWCO 10 11, Carpinteria CWD, $ummenllJ1d CWO. Montecito WD. City of 

Santa BarbA"" La Cumbre MWC, Golela WD. and MorMlartLAnd Company. AgricLJltLul water demand has ~n included In the Santa Yne1 Rlvel Water Con!H)rvation Di!ltrictlD II 1990 water demand. but left oLrt of the 1970 
and 1980 oetima/e •. Since a breakout of ag1cul1Ufal water demand waa not available for Monteei1o WD, the gped estimates wore not a~u6ted. Agricultural consum~on Is taken from Table 4. 

4) Waler cOfl$umption figuuII IJ.ro provided bytha waler purwyofl with the following exceptions: Vandenml\J Air Force BMts con,umption waa laken from thts Draft Environmenlallmp~cl Statement. Proposed CI05UflI of LOl Angelu 
AFB. California and Relocation of Space Sy.tema DlvI_on, U.S. Air Force. July 1000; Morehart Land Company was 6$timllt&d at 3.0 AFfacf. for 300 acr~. 

5) Some error axl.ta In the dimo~t popUlation and per capita waler elltimale •• Ince ruidenll on private weill, eQuid not alway. ~ ucludlXl from Iha district poPJlation eatimatM. 

6) Wh.~ In.ufficl.nt dllla j,a available to calcullll. 1970 per capita water d(tmand to ro preaent lhe pro-conservation condition, I yalue has bMn assumed. District! wholo 1970 gpcd utimatea are IIssumoo include: Southern 
California Wat.r Comptanv, Ouada/u~. Cuma/Ia, Lo. Alamo., Vandenb4trg AFB. Minion Hill, CSD, Buellton CSD, and the private well areu oulllido the water districts. 

7) Ceamalia CSD obtain. It. water from the Santa Marfa OWB, and aliso I. NOT within the San Anlonio Creek watershed Therts/ore, Casmalia I. Included In the Senla Maria 51udy aroa DAU 71. 

8) lompoc'. 0% comervdon GPCD I. tak.n from 1989 district Will", consum~on dlita. 

9) Summerland CWO','970 water demand of 1 'of gpcd II not repr.unllltlv. ot Averago pro-conurvatlon water demand. 135 gpcd w" lub$tituhd alnee It j$ a repro$enhdlve gp<:d figure bM6d on tI~ average M &. I WeItH demand 0 

210 AF/yttlrfor FY 8610 FY90 and the 1987 flaUmated population of 1392. 

0) Some waler district. have unu.utlllly high PtIf' ¢i!lph waler demands becauw 01 large daytime p()p~alion4 (VAFB). large Industrial o~ratlons (S ante Marla Valley Industrial) or tourism (Solvang and Buelilon CSD.) 

11) The per capta water demend utimatM Include a per capita 'hare for commelciN and Industrial ~es in addition to residential use. 

12) TM 1990 GPCD figure. are unu$ualty low bee.uM many dlstrict. had volunlAIy or mandatory water rationing during the ext.nded drought. As .. consequence, Iheso figures are not th. ume 11$ Ihe theoretical t 990 GPCD figures 
In TABLE .... 

13) S.lI'IOral di.trictl hllVII drought buffer or safety mar(jnl which afa a part of their wahr supply they hold In re$erve as di~rict policy (Golela WO-2000 AF, City of S IInla Bll1bara-1800 AF, and Summerland CWO -- 5% 01 wat~H IUpply 
for.catted wahll demand should be Incrt!lft8ed bylhe IAfety margn for 111<1 •• district. and all others 10 account lor uneel1ainty In pr&dicling droughts. we1er supply reliabilfty and papulation growth. 

, 4) The Cl1yof Santa Ba/bara, lAiog their own methodology, forecut, a eombln&d M!I\.I and agrlcutural water demand of 17,900 AF/yr at GPBO. Thi, i. roughly the same at th. O~ conservation GPBG estimate of M&I willer In 
TABLE ... plUt agricultural demand from TABLE 5. 
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-_ .. 
TABLE 4 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED M&I AND AG RICUL TURAL APPLIED WATER USE AND RETURN FLOWS 

[)AU TIlitoretical 1990 M&I The<>reticall990 Agriculture 2000 M&I , 2000 Agriculture GPBOM&l GPBO (About 2010) Agricultur. j Subar __ 
:rotlAF % Retml . Aciea . ac-ft/ao Tolf AF '% Rertma ToU AF % Retmsl Acres ac-tl/ac Totl AF % Retms Toll AF % Retm. Acres ac-tVec Totl AF _%.B~lrT1' 

71: 
JI Santa /;,A,arla 12,388 50% 0 16,957 50% 
h£l'TlO1urWattl'co8,72" 31% 0 10,740 31% 
)fGuadalupo 1,148 ~ 0 1,415 50% 
w'A1loylnduII.rilI 5,400 31% 0 5,400 31% 
Ie SMVM&I, Ag 15-4 31% 50,920 2,'"' 122,206 31% 197 31% 51,240 2,3 117,852 29% 

20,156 
12,497 
3,671 
5,400 

213 

50% 
32'3(, 

50% 
32% 
32% 

relia CSD 12 0% 0 12 0% 12 0% 
49,940 2.2 109,868 28% 

iL~AMN1IA 27,827 40% 50,920 2.-4 122,208 31% _ -~...'.?~==-l'% =~~240 2.3 117,852 29% ----.cT.949-~2%' 49,940 2.2 109,868 28% ... 
13: 
Ila mo. CSD 251 37% 0 306 38% 57 1 43% 
oMlbe,g AFB 4,137 0% 0 5,206 D% 6.206 0% 

Ie SAVM&.I.Ag 69 37% 6,2.(3 2.1 17,310 37% . 102 3a% 8,510 2.0 17,020 34% 114 43% 9.060 1.9 17,2"" 31% 
(. 5IW ANTONIO 4,477 3% 8,2<C-3 --~-2:1--17.310---37%- - 6:614 2%- - 8,510 2.0 17,020 34% . __ ~_t ____ ._~~ _. __ ~~~.. 1.9 17,2104 -31%, 
74: 
~LDmpoc 

eoberg Vilb~ CSD 
:>rI Hills CSO 
Mloorg AFB 
IOn CSD 
~ Sdvano 

4,685 
1,903 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

5,492 
2,209 

7,090 29% 
2,563 30% 
1,234 61% 
2,130 67% 
1,609 17% 

2,918 17% 
l Ynez AWCO IDA'1 
~._~_-Lom ~~ 
L SANTA YNEZ 

629 
1,652 
1,115 
1,873 
1,700 

362 
H,Q16 

~ 
30% 
61% 
60% 
17% 
17% 
30% 
17% 
32% 

1,-400 
27,977 
29.377 

3.2 
2.0 
2.1 

",480 
55,953 
60,433 

21% 
21% 
21% 

872 
2.130 
1,362 
2,481 
2,326 

418 

17.290 

29% 
30')j; 

61% 
67% 
17% 
17% 
30% 
18% 
33% 

1.200 
28,250 
29.450 

29 
2.0 
2.0 

3.480 
56,500 
59.980 

16%~.SS(l 30%1 1,000 2.8 2,800 18% 
l8% 467 18% _ 28,520 2.0 .. _H?~,Q~~ __ '8% 
18% 20,668 32% 29,520 2.0 _~J....'.~q ... ____ 18% 

75: 
m€t'ia CWO 
naiand CWO 
}dloWO 
1 Sanla Barbar. 
mbre Mutual Water Co 
aWO 
9 SCMI'!.I, AO 
rort Land Co. 
I Barbttra fluoarch 

2.392 
100 

",324 
14,153 

1.769 
12,049 

789 
o 

100 

7% 
0'1(. 

7% 
'N 
0% 
7% 
7% 

7% 

3,584 
179 
225 
500 

45 
2,034 
7,137 

300 
o 

1.1 
2.0 
2.4 
2.0 
2.0 
1.6 
2.6 
3.0 

3,262 
166 
540 

1,000 
90 

3.25-4 
18.555 

9DO 
o 

13% 
0% 

13% 
13% 
0% 

13% 
13% 
13% 

2,733 
223 

4,475 
15.096 
1,865 

13,054 
844 

o 
125 

7% 
0% 
1% 
1% 
0% 
0% 
7% 
7% 
7% 

3,628 
179 
210 
450 

23 
1,900 
7,201 

300 

1.1 
I.B 

2." 
2.0 
2.0 
1.6 
2,6 

2.9 

3,888 
286 
504 
900 

48 
3,040 

16,721 
870 

11% 
0% 

11% 
11% 
0% 

11% 
11% 
11% 

3,075 
250 

4,616 
16,052 
1,993 

14,058 
899 

o 
15O 

7% 
0% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
8% 
7"10 
7% 
7% 

3,671 
179 
200 
400 

o 
1,800 
6,910 

300 

1.1 
1.1 
2.4 
2.0 
2.0 
1.6 
2.6 
2.9 

4,060 
197 
480 
800 

o 
2,880 

17,966 
870 

11% 
0% 

11% 
11% 
0% 

11% 
11% 
11% 

.l ooDm COAST 35.772 ri. '4,003 2.0 27,789 13% 38,"'6 7% 13 BOO 2.0 28;255-- _"~ .=-:CT,094 ·~==~.f __ =--·13,~_~_ 2.0 27,253 _~' 
76: 
ma Cffi 186 50% ;?42 50% 245 50% 
B CV MI'!.I. Ag 9-4 25% 7,170 2.9 20,600 25% 99 25% 6,290 2.-4 15,300 25% 124 21% 6,260 2.-4 15.000 21% 
L CUYAMA VALlEY 282 ~~ 7170 2.9 20,600 25%- 340 43% 6,290 2." 15)00---25% - 369 40% 6,260 2.4 15,000 21% 
.......... . . '.... '. -. -----
AMR8ARAc60NiY 82375 22'?(. 109713. 2.3' 24-8,541' 26% 97,382 Z3% 109,380 2.2 238407 24~ 111,171 25% 108,240 2.1 22'9.175 
:8 ON TABLE .. : -------

23% 

1) All wattr demand estirmles Qssume 10 % CXX1SEI'Vcllon CNe'" p-a -cons9'Vatlon pa- capita watEr' demand. 'Whldlls usrnny 197DratBS. See Table 3, footnote 2. 

2) Ca.nulia csa obtain. Ita WlIIier from the Santa Mari!l GWB (DAU 71) IllflOugh it i. physlcsly locsted in DAU 73. Soce Callmalia CSD Wi NOT within the Softn Antonio Creek If'VI!I\crshed, there is no useable groundwaler r.eMrge. Thero-
for., eaamalia I. Included h fl8 Sant. Mariaawdy area DAU 71. . 

(PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING SHEET FOR MORE NOTES ON TABLE ".) 
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TES ON TABLE -4 (Cootnued): 

3) Th. OPOO Production valuel (Tod AF) .re derived using '1e 10% DOnservation OPCD's from TABLE 3 timell fle GPBO population. of TABLE 2, The Yeo&l 2000 M&I "aluu ue defiled from TABLE 2 populntionll &. 10% consilII/ilion GPeO's 
from TABLE 3, The "the<lreleal 1990" weter produclimvalue •• re bu&d on th1l1990 C&t'UUII popolation 1rom Tail'e 2 time!l flft 10% oonservation GPCD values from TABLE 3. Theu figures represent thl)ott:JtiO!\I 1990 W'Iltot demlll1d in 
non-ch:x.lQhtyear wtfl soma rnnsB'Ya1on. They are NOT tho samea~ the 1900 acrual demand In TAB....E 3. (Sse TNl..E 3, roo}lota 11.) The 9\11cultlrelrrlc;;atedaCfBag9 totals are d£Y'tved fi"om the S1i'Ile Department of 'Nat£Y' nesru 
[)-aft EIA on he CCll5bl Ehnch, TAfl.£ .. , ~g9 21-4 . 

... ) Agrlcullural water duty 1ac1cn and Ag and M&I retum now. Ire beslld 00 d.,trict record. and DWR', ~slal Aqueduct DEIR, T3~e& -4 and 6, PP. 21-4 AND 216. Where nsufficient da~ W8S ava.able b ca Iculate Irrigatioo water 
applioaion r.-"" OWR mle. were u~d ball&d on trplca.1 crop' h Ina DAU. 

5) A(7lculltral acraaQB! WEl'9 based on 'crBOlst! p-ovIded by wat .... dlsbicts and OWR. 

6) MI .. lon HIlII CSO', return now I. be led on 15% for !s.wn (rigalkn return flow and 46% for WWTP meo& sured ground'r'vllior rocha'g~ th roogh porcolalon ponda.. 

7) SummerLtnd CSD aorlctJtur. it primarRy eRru. and lIVocado tiel de.. Tho Irrigation rille of 2.0 AFIyM>.rfor 1990 is U5Umed i::l d&dine to 1.1 AFlyear by 2010 (SCWD). 

BJ U-ton ratun (lows have been adJusted upward to account fO' reclaimed wastewallr usa by ~1e followlnQ dis tlels: Lompoc, and Gd81a Wa t€t' Dislict 

9) Th, Bu,lIIon YWshrw"ler treatment facilly, which tONe. Buelilon and Sdvang, dischargea to fl. &tn1a YnflZ Ripati8n Strip. G&oIogic calditioos 
pftlVoolthill discharge 'rom nfillmting to the grot.l1<M-al.r betln (Buellton CSD), 10 return flow. 10r Ihue 2 dislric~ reflect mly urbftn Irrigation returns. 
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TABLE 5 
PRORATED SAFE YIELD WATER SUPPLY IN ACRE FEET PEA YEAR 

DAU . 
and Suba"68 . 

U 71: 
tvot S.nta MM. 
uthem Calif Water Co 

tv of Ouadalu~ 
M. VAlley Inci.utriaJ 
ya1. SMV M&I, Ag 

mafia CSO 
TAL SANTA MARlA 
U73: 
sAlamos CSD 
ndenberg AFB 
vat. SAY M&I. Ag 

)TAL SAN ANTONIO 
UH: 

I·:· ... GWB Sa". Yie(d fOf Year: . 
1990 2000 . opeo 

3927 
3816 

3M 
2362 

53523 
8 

6-4000 

67 
1763 
4670 
6500 

5210 
.554 

435 
2290 

51504 
6. 

64000 

70 
2280 
.,50 
6500 

6241 
5263 
1137 
2274 

49078 
8 

6-4000 

115 
2183 
4202 
6500 

Junc~ Yl~d 'or Year! . 
. 1990 2000 OPSO 

Glbrea'ltlr Yield for.Year: .. I Cachuma: 
1990 2000 OPBO Nld 50Yra 

WulevvalerRccforYettr.: .. J . Total SupplyforYur. 
1990· . 2000 . SlPBO _ 1990 2000 OPSC I 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

3927 
3816 

364 
2362 

53523 
B 

64000 

67 
1763 
4670 
6500 

5210 
4554 

435 
2290 

51504 
6 

64000 

70 
22M 
4150 
6500 

8241 
5263 
1137 
227-4 

Hore 
8 

s..ooo 

',5 
2163 
4202 
6500 

Iy of Lompoc 2605 2558 3205 30 650 650 2635 3208 3855 
ndcnbergVillagoCSD 1066 1217 1312 0 0 0 1068 1217 1312 
Ilsion Hills eso 197 268 352 0 0 0 197 268 352 
ndenb~rg AFB 535 561 521 0 0 0 535 561 521 
~lIon CS 0 784 950 111. 0 0 0 . 784 950 111 .. 

ty of Solvang 155-4 2059 2422 0 0 0 1554 2059 2422 
nta Ynez RWCD 10#1 2360 2020 1806 2425 0. 0. 0. 4805 4445 4231 
Ivat6SY-tomM&f,Ag 41124 -42737 42064 0. 0 0 41124 42737 42064 
HAL SANTA YNEZ 50249--S23n 52795 - 2425 30 650 650 52704 55447 55870 
U75: - I 

plnteria CWO 
mmtJrfAndCWD 
niecito WO 

Iy of Santa BMblHA 
Cumbfe Mutual W!'Jt(lt Co 
let.WD 
vale SC M&I, Ag 
rohart Land Co. 

nta Barbara Ruearch 

TAL SOUTH COAST 
U 76: 
yuma CSD 

ivete CV M&I, Ag 
)f~LClNAMA VAl1.EY 

2793 
o 

898 
1251 
1300 
2300 

15203 
736 

37 

24516 

37 
6163 
6200 

2997 
o 

9-42 
1265. 

1300 
2283 

15623 
729 
48 

25188 

64 
6136 
6200 

3011 
o 

1003 
128 .. 
1300 
2322 

14810 
725 

52 

2-4566 

63 
6137 
6200 

1292 
300 

1592 

1245 
300 

1545 

107-4 
300 

1374 

3091 2695 

3097 2695 

1740 

2572 
294 

2131 
7570 

330 
8196 

o 
o 
o 

669 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

1200 

o 
1000 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

1200 

o 
1000 

o 
o 
o 

5365 
294 

4319 
1?887 

1630 
10496 
15203 

736 
37 

5569 
294 

4318 
13030· 

1630 
11479 
15623 

729 
48 

5643 
29-4 

4208 
·,20S4 

1630 
11518 

'''810 
725 

52 

1740~ 210931 669 2200 -22001 50195 51944------50.196 

o 
Q 

o 
o 
Q 

o 
o 
o 
o 

37 
6163 

6200 

64 
6136 
6200 

63 
6137 
6200 

.NTA BARBARA COUNTY. 151464· 154260. 154001 1592 1545 1374 3091 2695 1740 235181 . 699.·.2850 2850 I· 1 ?~598 184001 182766 
TES ON TABLE 5: 1) The term 'GPBer signifies General Pllln Buildout. 
2) In the GWB Sa~ Yield column5, the DAU TOTALS represent the GW8(s) tolal consumptive yield (net perennial yield after allowing fOf return noW'S). Each District's 'Safe Yield· pro rata $hare of the groundwater basin'. 

total'Safe Yleld·'s calculated based on each district's not waler production values (water production minus retum flows) found for the correspondng year on TABLE 5. 
3) The Senta Marill, Cuyama, and San Antonio DAU'. lHe each uel'ltod u r;in~e groundNeter uni1e_ The Santa yrwz OAU I, di";ded Into fOUl subareM: 1) Lompoc GWB, 2) Buellton Upand, GW13. 3) SonIa Ynoz 

Uplands OWB, 4) Santa ynez Riparian strip plus the Santo Rita Subarea. The South COMt DAU ~ 11.100 divided into several groundwater units 85 follows: Carpinteria. Montocito, Santa Barbara, And Goleta groundwllter 
BA$lns. and consolidated rock aleu from Rincon to Point Arguello. 
r PLEASE SEE FOLlOtv'LNG SHEET FOR MORE NOTES ON TABLE 5] 

--.----::=::::..=:.:.:~ 
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[ NOTES ON TA8LE 5: continued] 
<4) Tho Oroundw.ltr Buin firm yield ,ha,e for each entity within the OAU'II is developeod In !fle lollowing way (by DAU): 

a. The DAU 11 perennial ~eld for consumriive use i. delermned as follows ... 

E.llmaled firm yield for pump$ge - 90000 AFY (from SBCWA- O'NR 'Slat& Water Alternative Study' pg. 29, datod Apr', 1985; {Iotal Suin pumpege yield I, - 110000 AFY, but 20000 AFY III outside DAU 71}). 
Eltlmated firm yield for conlumptlve uu ... 640CX> AFY (90000 tlmu .71 {year 2000} conllumrii'Je use factor from SBCWA 'AdequlIcy of the Santa Marla Groundwater Buln" pg..35, dated November, 1977). 
EntJty'. share of tH. conlumrt!ve use ute yield I. equal to the 64000 AFY mutiplliKf by the entitye net pumpage' (pumpego lell' return ftOW5) and divided by the DAU total net pumpage. 
Example; Santa Ma.ria City: 64000 AFYtlme. 50% of 12058 AFY divided by (60% of tol4l M&I pumpagfl plus 69% of total Ag pumpago) glYe. a 'hare of 3619 AFY out 01 t~ 6..woo AFY total (see TA8LES 4 & 5). 

b. The OAU 73 per.nniaJ yield for consumrt!v. Uet 1.6500 AFY (from USGS Open Fie Report 80-750, pg. <40: 9800 AFY perennial yield Ie $I 3000 AFY ET loaa at Barile Slough ... with base now recLced to three 
hundred acre feet per year eqUlll1I (90C>0 - 3000 - 300) AFY "" 6500 AFY rnmlllning nflt perennial yield. 
The entity's safe ~eld ahal. of thi. amount i. d.t.rmloed exactly the 5Ilme AI In the Santa Maria cllse. 

c. The DAU 74 pi)f1'Innlal yield ror con$um~ve ulJe i& made up olthe following components: 
The lompoc Oroundwater BMin ufo net yield Is 15550 AFY, and lhe lompoc area Agricultural CU ill fixed at 13900 AFY (see July, 1977 "Adequacy of the Groundwater Resources In the lompoc Arell', pg. 2, Ilnd 
J8.nuary,1979 ·Update on lompoc Groundwater 8uln Elemant. of RecharlJ8', Table 2). Thil private agriculture along with It"ie fourM&1 entili~ in Ihe Lo'mpoc orea share tht t5550 AFY net pe,enrial yield pfO
(ataaft a function of each entity. Mt grotrldwater pumPftge (Ill in the Santa Marla case). 
Buellton CSD Ie IUsumed to take 66% of ita werler from the Sllnta Yne:z River Riparian 6trip, which i5 considered 10 be a "safe yielcf ,ource. The remaining 34% ot I~ supply Is taken hom l~ Buellton UptAnds 
Groundwater Buln which re all8umed to be, for the pUrpoUI 01 thl. anlll/yllls,ln a modest state of ovordrnttwilh prlwte oet pump6g8 501 at 1500 AFY, and 8. net perennllll ~erd 8.et at 1000 AFY. The Buellton 
sate net yield Ihare for this 34'" porron of its demand is determined pro rala as In the other CMes tlbov~. 
The City of Solvang I. lIuumed to have the capa~ity 10 provCd. all of its demand from the Santa Ynez River riparian 5trip which ill, 118 noted above, co~ider&d to be a liMe yield !lupply. Thus Ihe grouncMIater 
net perenniN yield is sol equaJ \0 the Solvang demand 
The Sant .. Ynu River Water Conllervation OIl1trict Improvement Di.trict Number One (~rejMfter referroo to as 10,.,1) Is a Ullef of water pumped from tho Santa Ynez Upand Groundwater Basin. 1011 alw Imporh 
water Into the Upland, Buln from Lake Cachuma, e.nd from the Santa Ynez River Riparian 5trip. These imports are COn!lide,ed to ~ '5IIfe" lIuppHe5 and tolal2484 and 1000 AFY respectively. Part (in this anlll/~Ia 
one half) of the 101411 M&I return flow. do not relurn to the Uplands Grounwater Basin, but are returned to the riparian Itrip neN Solvang tiS wMte water Hows. From the point of vi&N of ths Santa Ynel Uplands 
Basln,the 10/1 M&I relurns are th~ orJ.y one half ofwhal the full relums are calcuhlfed 10 be from the apprpriate columns 01 TA8LE 4. This reduction In IOrfl1 retuloa is takon into accourt In the firsl column 01 
TABLE 6 and I. omploy6d In the g/ound-lvater Mt tar., yield .hare formula for IDll above. The Santa Ynez Uplands 8a"jn ufe yield for consumptivlI use (netllafe y;tlld) ill 6700 AFY, tlnd the Oi,trict plus private 
agricultum! coruumptive ~o Is 10600 AFY (see December, 1977 "Adequacy of the Groundwater Basins of Santa Barbara County", lath VII-l, pg. VII-S). The loil'1 net safe yield share of the Uplan~ Buin ill 
eomput~ as lollow.: 8700 AFY times 10,,1 net gromdwater pumpege (from Uplands) divided by the 10tal Uplands net groundwater pumpageo. T~ lOll not GWP equals the 1011 not dbmand (from TABLE <4) 
plus the wMlowater returns to the riparian.trip, minus the Importt from lake Cachuma, 6nd minus th6 import3 from the riparian strip. The total Uplands net groundwater pumpage equals the 1011 net gr.oundNater 
pumpage plus 10600 AFY minuelhe IDll net agricunural un plUt the Santa Ynez Upands private M&I conllumptive ~e. TM total groundwater net till Is yield share to 10,..1 IlIt~n equal to the lIum of the riparian 
Import (1000 AFY) plu. the 10"1 .hare of lhe Upa.nds Groundwater Basin net safe yield. 
The PriYate Santa Ynn to lompoc M&.I and Agricuturel groLndwater net ufe yield &hare is de1ermined by sutj,rllcting rrom the Pri,,!de M&I ptU5 Ag net groundwater demand ths aroa deficit share ~or prival~) 
found In the lompoc Basin alea, the Buelton Upllnds BMin, and in th" Santa Ynez Uplands 8asln. Those 1hree areas are the placea where overdratt Is found In OAU 74. The romaining areu (Riparian strip and 
Santll Rita subarea) are considered 10 have enough elasticity to meet the remaining private pumpag~ consumpive U5e demand variations found in TABLE 4. . 

d. The South Cout OAU 75 perennial yield lor consumrxive use i$ determined (very much like the Santa Ynez DAU 74 case) 8S follow,: 
Carpi,...erla: GrollS pumpege ~old .. ftbout 4400 AFY; Net )18/d .. 3740 AFY; prlvat6 consumptive GWB pumpagfl '" 850 AFY; Net District GWB pumpage = Net ~istrict demand less CtlChUmll do/iveries, and 18$3 

'any recleJmed wll5tewaler dellv~"s. Ttte GWB net ear" yield share ~ ttw pro relll portion of the 3740 AFY based upon net District and Private pumpagea (as in the cases for 1M other water purveyors). 
Montecito: Same method ulled here at for Carpirterla except net GWB sa1e yield = 1403 AFY (85% of 1650), Net District pumpaga = Net demand I~$S C&chumll,less wastewater, and let.8 Jamesof'/Dol.fton. and 
net PriYale pumpege = 604 AFY (85% 01710 AFY). {NOTE: Summerland has no 9rolX1dwaIM.} 
Santa Barbara City: Same as Montocl1o and Carpinteria with net GWB yield@ 1318 AFY (85% of 1850 - 300 AFY ... lhe 300 AFYis expor1ed to LIICumbre). The basin Priva.te net pumpage (besides laCumbre) 
totars 128 AFY (85% ot '50 AFY In t~ Foothill Buln, not counting lIlCumbre). LaCumb,e MutJIIII. assumed 10 have a 89,le groun<M-oler net 8Upply of 1300 AFY (300 AFY from Foothill B/l.Sin & 1000 AFY from 
thfl Golela Centntl Blillin. 
GolClta OWB: Same 8S Carpirterill. Net GWB yield ::2 2635 AFY (85% of 4100 - 1000 AFY ... the 1000 AFY I~ exported by LeCumtxe). Privato net pumpage = 850 AFY (85% 01 1000 AFY). Part (10';)(,) of Morithart 
land Co. and all of Sanla Barbara Research are considered to be included in this 850 AFY private net pumpage figure, and are calculated IIccordngly. 

The Private South Cout M&r lind Ag net lllife ~eld figures are calculated lIS the lIum of the net M~I and Ag consumptive use minus the PriV8tf) M&I plu~ Ag overdraft (it /lny, otherwiu 6e1 to zero) for each of the four 
South Coast grouncMtator basins, and minus 1000 AFY reprolSonting local pockcts of overdraft In the consolidated rock aleas .rom Rincon to Pt. Arguello. There is some elasticity In thl. net ute yield number thu. 
calculated whlch'represenh additlonlll yield awl/able In some II I ellS of thl5 groundw6ter environment outside olthe four South COllst Basin5. Please nole thai in tho cllSes for both DAU 74 and DAU 75 'Hidden" 
cells were used to c~lculate the Private M&.I plus Ag net safe yield share for elleh of th6 groundwater basins in these DAU's. 

5) The Burface water Il'~fe yield determinations were made utifizlng the Sents Ynez RiYer Model. The model run (named 'Base Run Z41 involves ufe yield lake d(afts al Juncal and GibraJtar and The 1990 Base Run Z2 safe 
yiold .... alu. i. used for Cachumll- Teeolote. No clouds~eding wall ut~iled. The yield value3 lor Juncal lind Gibraltar are lake safe yield pfu61unnel average yield figures. The siltation rales are 25 AFY at Juncal and 225 
AfY at Oibrallllr. The GPBO condition for Juncal represenls 50 yean, of siltati()n. GjbrattarJbY\Il~ULl1le--,-lsl<~sluiced out to about 1900 acre foot !oiZ.B, while Cachuma maintains its yield for this 50 E.Qtlriod. 
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TABLE 6 
EXISTING AND PROJECTED SAFE YIELD SUPPLY VERSES DEMAND AND RESULTING DEFICITS 

':' DAU···,,·:":··.·· 1990: D&m~ Tot~1 . SafeYld. minus I 2000: Demand Total Sal"Y1d minua'" . c GPBO: O1tmand Tolt1.l SIIJ"Yld . mlnu. # . 
(\nd SUbafltA. NetM&I' NetAg Net Oem' Supriv " Deficit Net M~I NetAg Nel ()em. SUppy i. Defidt Net M&I NetAg Net O$m Supply Is Defidt .... 

)AU 71;· 

:ity 01 Santa MM. 6'94 0 619 .. 3927 -'lZfi7 8478 0 8478 5210 -3268 10078 0 10018 6241 -3837 

:outhern Calif Water Co 6020 a 6020 3816 -2204 7410 0 7410 4554 -2857 8498 0 8498 5263 -3235 

:ity of Guadalupe 574 0 574 364 -210 708 a 708 435 -273 1835 a 1835 1137 -699 
:.M.YaUey Indu$trial 3726 0 3726 2362 -13&4 3726 0 3726 2290 -1436 3672 0 3672 227-4 -1396 
'rivale SMV M&I, Ag 106 6~324 64430 53523 -30006 136 83675 8.3811 51504 -323:17 145 79105 79250 49078 -30172 
:(l5malia CSD 12 a 12 8 -5 12 a 12 8 -5 12 a '12 8 -5 

OTALSANTA MARIA 16633 84324 100956 64000 -36956 20471 83675 104146 64000 -40146 24241 79105 103346 64000 -39346 

)AU73: 
os Alamo. CSD 156 0 158 67 -91 190 0 190 70 -120 326 0 326 115 - 21 t 
'andenb&tg AFB 4137 0 4137 1763 -2375 6206 0 6206 2280 -3926 6206 0 6200 2183 -~O22 

'livete SAY M&I. Ag 56 10905 10961 4670 -6291 63 11233 11297 ~150 -7146 65 11678 11943 4202 -77<41 -. 
OT AL SAN ANTONIO 4351 10905 15257 6500 -8751 6459 11233 17692 6500 -11192 6597 f 1678 18474 6500 -1197~ 

)AU 74: 
:ity of Lompoc 3260 a 3260 2635 -644 3899 0 3899 3208 -691 5034 a 5034 3855 -1179 

andenberg Village eso 1332 a 1332 1068 -264 1546 0 1546 1217 -329 1794 a 1794 1312 -483 

'i~ion Hills CSD 245 0 245 197 -49 340 0 340 268 -72 481 0 -481 352 129 
andenberg AFB 668 0 668 535 -132 713 0 713 561 -152 713 0 713 521 -192 

iuellton CSO 926 a 926 784 -141 1131 0 1131 950 -180 1336 0 1336 1114 -222 

:ity 0' SO/vllng 1554 0 1554 1554 a 2059 0 2059 2059 0 2422 0 2422 2422 0 

anta Ynez AWCD 10", 1257 3539 <4798 4805 9 1628 2854 4482 4445 -37 1999 2296 4295 4231 --64 

ovale SY -lorn M&I, Ag 301 44203 ~4504 41124 -3300 343 4633) 46673 42737 -3935 383 46773 47156 42004 -5092 

OTALSANTA YNEZ 9563 47742 57305 52704 -4602 11659 49184 60843 55447 -5396 1-4162 49069 63231 55870 -73~ -
IAU 75: 
:B1plntarlll CWO 2225 2855 5060 5365 285 2542 3460 6002 5569 -433 2859 3613 6473 5543 -830 

ummeriandCWO 196 168 364 294 -70· 2:23 286 510 294 -216 250 197 ~47 294 -153 

'ontecito WD 4022 470 4491 4319 -172 4162 449 ~610 4318 -292 4293 427 4720 4208 - 512 

~ity of Santa Barbara 13162 870 14032 12881 -1145 1-4039 801 14840 13030 -1810 14929 712 15641 12094 -3547 

&Cumoce Mutual Wtr.Co 1769 90 1859 1630 -2'29 1865 46 1911 1630 -281 1853 0 1653 1830 -223 

'oletaWO 11206 2831 14037 10496 -3541 12010 2706 1HI5 11~79 -3236 12934 2563 15497 115t8 -3979 

'rivElte SC M&I, Ag 733 16143 16876 15203 -1674 785 15662 17447 15623 -1824 836 15990 16825 14810 -2016 

10rehart Land Co. 0 763 783 736 --47 0 774 774 729 -45 0 774 774 725 -49 
:anta Barbara Research 93 a 93 31 -56 116 0 116 ..c8 -68 140 0 t40 52 -88 

OTAL SOUTH COAST 33400 24:210 57616 50967 -6649 35742 25184 - .- 60926 52721 --8205 38095 24277 62371 50973 -11398 
)AU76: .. 

:uyama CSD 94 a 94 37 -57 121 0 121 64 -57 122 0 122 63 -60 

'ovate CV M&I, Ag 71 15600 15671 6163 -9500 74 11475 11549 6136 -5413 98 11850 11948 6137 -5811 

OTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 165 15600 15765 (;200 -9565 195 11475 ',670 6200 -5470 220 11850 12070 6200 - 5.870 .* ____ 0" ___ • __ • __ '.w 

OTAL S.B. 'COUt:m> 64117 '82781 246899 180370 . -66528 • 74526 180750 255277 . 184868 -70409 83315 176178 25949~ 183543. -75950 

iOTES ON TABLE 6: 
1) The term 'GPSO' Ilgi'ifies General Plan Buildout. The Columns 'Net Oem" signify Mt Ag + M&I demands os calculated in the first two columns. 

2) Caemttlla CSO obtains lis waler from the Santa Maria GWB, and 81110 ill NOT within the San Antonio Creek watershed Therefore, Casmalia Is included In the Santa Maria study area OAU 71. 

3) The TABLE 6 val~s are developed entirely from the Suppy and [Jemand Informmion developed on TABLES 4 end 5. The deficilll are 'consumplive use" figures end aro the amou~s of water needed 10 make II baJllnc& 

after allowing for return flows. r-_ .. _ - == 
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TABLE 7: DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING AND BUY BACK SWP ENTITLEMENTS 
AND AVERAGE YIELDS TO SM-JTA BARBARA COUNTY PURVEYORS 

DAU .: WITH EXISTING ENTITLEMENTS: ADD AEACQURED ENT11LEMENT: 
end Su.t:araa s . Enttt1mrn. . Pe~rrt A~ Dels . AvQ Oels . BuyBack . Enttjmnt Percent Avg Dels Avg Oels 

OAU71: .. Yr=2COJ Yr=~o Yr=2O:)J Yr=201 0 
C tty of Sa rrta M3rta 11300 24.8% 10712 10453 490:> 16200 29.1% 15358 14985 
Southern Calif Water Co 30CXJ 6.5% 2844 2775 3CX)() 5.4% 2844 2775 
City of GLEcl3lupe 300 0.7% 284 278 300 0.5% 284 278 
S.M.Valley IndustriaJ 
Prtvats SMV M&I, Ag 
Casmale CSO 23 0.1% 22 21 23 0.0% 22 21 
TOT M.. Sl\NT A MARIA 14623 32.1% 138$2.6 13526.28 4900 1952"3 35.1% 18508 1005$ 
DAU73: 
Los Alamos CSJ 
VandenberQ .PJ=B 5330 11:7% 5053 4931 5330 9.6% 5053 4931 
Private SAV MS.!, Ag 
TOTPL SAN ANTONIO 5330 11.7% 5053 4931 5330 9.6% 5053 4931 
OAU74: 
City of Lompoc 4000 8.8% 3792 3700 4OClO 7.?% 3792 3700 
Vandenberg Village CSD 600 1.3% 569 555 400 1000 1.8% 948 925 
Mission Hills CSD 500 1.1% 474 403 500 0.9% 474 463 
VandenbErQ Af"B 2670 5.9% 2531 2469 2670 4.8% 2531 2469 
8 uellton CSO 578 1.3% 54B 535 422 1000 1.8% 948 925 
C tty of 5:J IvanQ 
Sarna Ynez RvVCD 10#1 2000 4.4% 1896 1850 HXX> 3ro) 5.4% 2844 2775 
Private SY -Lom N'&I, ~ 
TOTAL ::lAN 1 A YNtL 1~. 22.]% 9810 9572 1822 12170 21.9% 11537 112:)7 
DAU 75: 
Carplma-Ia CWO 2700 5.9% 2560 2498 2700 4.9% 2560 2498 
Summerland DND 300 0.7% 284 278 300 0.5% 284 278 
Montecito \NO 2185 4.8% 2071 2021 515 2700 4.9% 2560 2498 
C lty of Sa ntB Barba-a 3000 6.5% 2844 2nS 3C()Q 6000 10,8% 5688 5550 
LaCumt:re Mutual Wtr.Co 1000 2.2% 948 925 1 ()()Q 1.8% 948 925 
Golata \N:J 4500 9.9% 4266 4153 4500 8.1% 4266 4163 
Private SC W&.!, AQ 
Mcrehart Land Co. 200 0.4% 190 185 200 0.4% 190 185 
Santa ~ Research 50 0.1% 47 4S 125 175 0.3% 166 162 
Sarna Barbara CountY 250 0.5% 237 231 -250 0.0% 0 0 
TOTAL SOUTH cx)k:ll 14185 31.2% 13447 13121 3640 17575 31,6% 16661 16257 
DAU 76: * 
Cuyama CSD 1000 2.2% 948 925 1 ()()Q 1.8% 948 925 
Prtvate CV M&I, MJ 
TOTAL CUY MM V ALLEY 1000 2.2% 948 925 0 1 ()()Q 1.8% 948 925 

.. : .,. : ,. , 

TOT.AL S.B. caJNTY:::: .: : 45400 ':100.0% ·43121.· 42075 ,.1011 Z 55598 100.0% 52707 51428 
NOTES ON T AaE 7: 

1) In the first Entltlement column. Santa Bart:era County (Ftaoo Comrol & Wst!2 Conservatlon DISTler) 
holds 2S) #=Y of entitlement Which was o1Oinal1y resErWd fa- Goleta Wata"" DIS1rlct This entttlement 
Is a~sums:j 10 be disbursed to all Purwyors p-o-ratB who obtaln eci:litionaJ State Wate- In the buy tEd< 
column. It Is shO'NTl as a minus In the South Coast OOJ but mes nat a~ear In the South Coast 1Dta.ls. 
It ethe :29J AFY) apPS!25 In the County wide totals. 

2) SWP ewraQ9 deltwrles 128 tased an Table' 0, p, ;)5 of the State Watfr Project CoastaJ Ehlnch, Phase" 
DEIR. Scena:-!o B (94.8% delrwr!es) has been assumed to- 'i!XO and Scere.rlo C (92.5% deliveries) for 201 O. 

3) The ratio of p-asent SNP p-oductton C8p:iCtty to total contractual dJlIg3.tions tf 57.1 %. tf no addttonal S\NP facilttles are constrUcted, each 
Pl.fV8YO" 'MJuld only be able to rely an 57.1 % of !her- entttiemem. Galata VIO and La Cumtre MNC use ttlls lower pErCemage In their t.rban 
watEr" supply planning. 
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TABLE 8a: SWP VOLUMES REQUIRED TO MEET WATER QUALITY 

. & GWB OVERDRAFT OBJECTIVES (1990 CON DITIONS) 

:OAU DEMAND. PRESENT USE~ : WATER QUALITY: .. SWP NEEDED FOR.: GWB 
. andSubarms - RecWN SU-taC8 Ground SLTface . Ground . 50J Tds Percent 00 Share Percent 

OAU 71: * 
City 01 Santa Maria 12388 12388 840 7237 58.4% 2267 18.3% 
Soumern Calif Water Co 8724 8724 629 3034 34.8% 2204 25.3% 
City of Guadalupe 1'48 1148 836 668 58.1% 210 18.3% 
S.M. VaHey Industrial 5400 5400 800 NA NA NA NA 
Prr.rate SMV M&I, Ag 122362 122362 800 NA NA NA NA 
Casmalia CSD 12 12 670 5 41.3% 5 36.6% 
TOT,At SANTA MARA 150035 158035 10043 7.3% 4686 3,1% 
OAU 73: 
Los Alamos CSD 251 251 700 NA NA NA NA 
Vandenberg AFB 4137 4137 700 1872 45.2% 2375 57.4% 
Private SAV M&r, Ag 17399 17399 700 NA NA NA NA 
TOT />L SAN ANTONIO 21787 21787 1872 8.6% 2375 10.9% 
DAU 74: 
City of Lompoc 4655 4655 1000 3137 67.4% 653 14.0% 
Vandenberg Village CSD '903 1003 614 600 32.0% 264 13.9% 
Mission Hills CSD 629 629 392 0 0.0% 49 7.7% 
Vandenbero AFB 1652 1652 700 747 45.2% r 132 8.0% 

I 

Bueltton CSD 1115 1115 840 652 58.4% I 141 12.7% 
City of Solve ng 1673 1873 790 NA NA/ NA NA 
Sarna Ynaz AWCD 10-#1 6276 2425 3851 588 633 1935 30.8% 562 9.0% 
Private SY-Lom M&J, Ag 56316 56316 900 NA NA NA NA 
TOTPL SANTA YNEZ 74419 2425 71994 7080 9.5% 1802 2.4% 
DAU 75: 
Carpinteria CWO 5674 2572 3102 600 7&J 2099 37.0% 0 0.0% 
Summerland CWO 364 294 70 600 7&:J 95 26.2% 70 19.3% 
Montecito WD 4864 3423 1441 600 750 1428 29.4% 435 8.9% 
City of Santa Barbara 14484 10067 3517 700 656 6890 47.6% 2006 13.8% 
LaCLlTIbre Mutual Wtr.Co 1859 33:) 1529 600 856 965 51.9% 229 12.3% 
Goleta WD 15303 8196 7107 686 911 6808 44.5% 4219 27.6% 

Private SC M&I, Ag 19344 19344 750 NA NA NA NA 
MCTehart Land Co. 900 900 750 457 50.8% 47 5.3% 

Sama Barbara Research 100 '00 750 51 50.8% 56 56.4% 

TOT.N.. SOUTH COAST 62892 25782 37110 18793 29.9% 7002 11.2% 
OAU 76: '" 
Cuyama CSD 188 188 850 , , , 59.1% 57 30.3% 
Prr.rate CV M&I, AO 20094 20894 ;500 NA NA NA NA 
TOT.N.. CUYAMA VALLEY 21082 21082 "1 0.5% 57 0.3% 

.. 
.. '" .... " ....... ": ." 

TOT At.s~'8; COUNTY .:: .. 
'33::>216 28207 : . 30:2069 .:' : .38800 11 ~t% : .. 15981 .. 4.8% .. 

NOTES ON TAELE 8a: 
1) SWP denotes $late Water Project imported water. GWB il an abbreviation for Ground Water Basin. 
2) The Demand minus Reclaimed Waste Water ~ column uses gross demand \evels from TABLE 4 and Waste Wate-

Reclamation levels from TABLE 5. 
3) The Surlac e supplies are all per TABLE 5, while the ground water usage is the difference 

between g-oss Demand - Rec"NW and the (Safe Yield) Surfac8 supplies. 
4) The Surface and Ci"ound Water Quality ficures represent typical and average water quality levels associate~ with these SOLrces. 
5) Th~ next two columns display the volumes and percentages of imported State Project Water required to make the purveyors' overall 

blended water quality meettha 9:)0 ppm TOS (Total Dissolved Solids) pnmafy drlrking water standard. SWP wate- is assumed to have 
a water quality of 258 ppm TOS. 

S) The last two columns indicate each dia1rict'a prorata 8hare of the basin groundwater overdraft (from 
Table 5) and ttle percentage owrdrafted g-ound'nater Is of the district's water supply. 

7) Santa Earbers Research Center does nat need state water to meet wate- quality standards since their manufactlIing process 
already requires water treated by reverse osmosis. 

8) Vandanbe-o AFB Intends to use Its state water allocation to replace nearly 00 pe-cem of their oroundwate- pumpag9. This Is more 
than their prorata share of the grourdwater overdraft. 

9) Lompoc's raw groundwater quaity is about 1359 ppm TDS. During 'Miter puriAcation, Ifo.Iater quality improves to 1000 ppm TDS. 
Treated QroundwatEr at 1000 oom would be mlxsd wfth SWP water to meet the 5:)0 ppm IDS drlnklnQ water stanrnrd. 
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TABLE 8b: SWP VOLUMES REQUIRED TO MEET WATER QUALITY 

& GWB OVERDRAFT OBJECTIVES (2000 CONDITIONS) 

: DAU ..... .. DEMAND ,PRESENT USE: WATER QUALITY: •. SWP NEEDED FOR; '.' owe: 
:anctSubarees . - RacWVY SLrleca .' Ground 5Lrtac8 Ground SxJ T ds· .' P a'reB nt 00 Share P9r~nt 

OAU 71: ~ 
City of Santa Maria 16957 16957 840 9006 58.4% 3268 19.3% 
Southern Calif Wamr Co 10740 10740 629 3734 34.8% 2857 26.6% 
CItY of Guadalupe 1415 14J5 836 823 58.1% 273 19.3% 
8.M.VaHey Industrial 5400 5400 800 NA NA NA NA 
Private SMV M&I, AQ 118049 118049 800 NA NA NA NA 
Casmalia. CSO 12 12 670 5 41.3% 5 38.5% 
TOT N... SANTA MARA 152573 152573 14468 9.5% 6402 4.2% 
OAU 73: 
Los Alamos CSD 306 300 700 NA NA NA NA 
Vand&nberg AFB 62)6 62)6 700 2808 45.2% 3926 63.3% 
Privata SAV M&I, Ag 17122 17122 700 NA NA NA NA 
TOTN... SAN ANTONIO 23634 23634 2808 , 1.9% 3926 16.6% 
DAU 74: 
City of Lompoc 4842 4842 1000 3263 67.4% 879 18.2% 
Vandenbero Village CSO 22)9 2209 614 707 32.0% 329 14.9% 
Mission Hills CSD 872 872 392 0 O.~ 72 8.3% 
Vandenbero AF8 2130 2130 700 964- 45.2% 152 7.1% 
Buellton CSD 1362 1362 840 796 58.4% 180 13.2% 
City of Solvang 2481 2481 700 NA NA NA NA 
Sarna Ynez AWCD 10#1 5806 2425 3381 588 533 1768 30.5% 500 10.2% 
Private SY-Lom M&J, Ag 56918 56918 900 NA NA NA NA 
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 76620 2425 74195 7498 9.8% 2202 2.9% 
OAU 75: 
Carpinteria CWO 6621 2572 4049 600 .750 2580 39.0% 673 10.2% 
Summerland CWD 510 294 216 600 7r:fj 159 33.2% 216 42.3% 
Montecito WO 4979 3376 1€O3 600 75IJ 1501 30.1% 542 10.9% 
City of Santa Barbara 14796 , O:5€S 4231 700 656 6967 47.1% 2660 18.0% 
LaClJTIbre Mutual Wtr.OJ 1911 330 1581 600 856 997 52.1% 281 14.7% 
Goleta WD 15094 8196 6898 686 911 6676 442% 4024 26.7% 
Private SC M&I, Ag 19565 19565 7r::IJ NA . NA NA NA 
Mcrehan Land Ca. 670 870 75IJ 442 50.8% 45 5.2% 
Serna Barnara Aesesrch 125 '25 750 64 50.8% 6S 54.5% 

TOTJ.L SOUTH COAST 64471 25333 39138 19396 30.1% 8510 13.2% 
DAU 76: * 
CUYllma CSD 242 242 ~50 143 59.1% 57 23.4% 
Privata DI M&I, AO 15399 15399 1500 NA NA NA NA 
TOT,ttL CUYAMA VAlLEY 15640 15640 143 0.9% 57 0.4% 

rOT Ii. S.R :601..NTY: .. , . . . .. 332939 . 27758 30518' 44313 13;3% 21096 6.3% 
NOTES ON TAaE 8b: 

1) SWP denotes State Water Project imported water. GWB Is an abbreviation for Ground Water &sin. 
2) The Demand minus Reclaimed Waste Water 'fi'NW) column uses oross demand levals from TABLE 4 and Waste WatEJ' 

Reclamation lewis from TABLE 5. 
3) The Surface supplies are as per TABLE 5, while the grourd water usage is the difference 

be1W'gen ~DSS Demand - AscWW end the (Safe Yield) Surface supplies. 
4) The Surface and G-ound Water Quall1)r flQures repre~em typical and average water quality levels 8.ssoclates with these SDtrCes. 
5} The next two columns display the volumes and percentages of imported State Project WatElr fElCluired to make the purveyors' overa.1I 

blended water quality meet the 9:)0 ppm TDS (Total Dissotved Solids) pr1mary drirklng water standard. S'WP water Is assumeo tD have 
a water quality of 258 ppm TOS. 

6) The last two columns indicate .ach district'. prorata share of the basin groundwater overdraft (from 
Table 5) and the percentaoe owrdratted g-oundwater Isot the district'S water supply. 

7) Santa Barbara Research Cemer does not need state 'N8.ter to meet water qualrty standards since their manufacttrlng process 
aJread y reqLires water treated by reverse 0 smosis. 

8) Vande~rQ AFB Intends to use Its state W'9.ter allocetton to repjac8 nearly 99 pB"'cent of their oroundwatEJ' pumpaoa. This Is more 
1han their prorata share of the groundwater overdraft. 

9) Lompoc's raw groundwater quaityla about 1359 ppm TDS. During 'Moter purltcation, 'Miter quality improYes to 1000 ppm TDS. 
Treated aroondwater at 1 DOO oom would be miXEd W1th SWP 'Water to meet trl8 9:)0 ppm IDS drinking water stand3rd. 
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TABLE 8e: SWP VOLUMES REQUIRED TO MEET WATER QUALITY 
& GWB OVERDRAFT OBJECTIVES (GPBO CONDITIONS) 

... OAU·· .. '. DEMAND PRESENT USE~ .. 'WATERQUALITY~' SYfP NEEDED FOR GWS: 
. - RecWW Sufe.ce GroondSLTface Ground' 5CO TdsPercsm 00 Share • and Stlbarsas 

DAU 71:· 
City of Santa Maria 
Southern Cam Water Co 
City of Guadalupe 
8.M.Valley Industrial 
Prtvate SMV M&I, AQ 
Casmalia CSO 
TOT,lIt, SANTA MARA 
DAU 73: 
Los Alamos csa . 
Vandenbt!lrg AFB 
Prtwte SAV M&t, AQ 
TOT Ii.. SAN ANTONIO 
DAU 74: 
City of Lompoc 
Vandenberg VillaQ8 eso 
Miuion Hill~ CSD 
VandenberQ AFB 
Buellton CSO 
City of So~a ng 
Santa Ynez AWCo 10#1 
Private SY -Lam M&J, Ag 
TOTAl SANTA YNEZ. 
DAU 75: 
Carpinteria CWO 
Summerle.nd CWO 
Montecito WO 
City of Santa Barbara 
laCLJ'T1bre Mutual Wtr.Co 
Gol9taWO 
Private SC M&I, Ag 
Mcrehart Land Co. 
Sarna BartEra Research 

TOT Ii. SOUTH COAST 
DAU 75:'" 
Cuyama CSD 
Prtvate CV M&I, AQ 
TOTk. CUYAWtA VALLEY 

NOTES ON TAELE Bc: 

20156 
12497 

3Q71 

5400 
110081 

12 
151817 

57; 
63)6 

17328 
24105 

6440 
2563 

'234 
2130 
1609 
2918 
5655 

57507 
80058 

7135 
447 

5C96 
15652 

1993 
15938 
18865 

870 
15:) 

66147 

121 
15644 
15755 

2425 
o 

2425 

2572 
294 

32J5 
9610 
3~ 

8196 
o 
o 
o 

24207 

20156 
12497 
3671 
54D0 

110081 
12 

151817 

571 
6206 

17328 
241051 

6440 
2563 
1234 
2130 
1609 
2918 
3231 

57507 
77633 

4563 
153 

1891 
6042 
'663 
7742 

18865 
870 
150 

41940 

121 
15644 

'5765 

588 

600 
500 
600 
700 
600 
686 

840 
629 
836 
800 
800 
670 

700 
700 
700 

1000 
614 
392 
700 
840 
700 
633 
900 

7f:IJ 
750 
750 
656 
856 
911 
7f:IJ 
7&Y 
750 

.850 
1500 

11775 
4345 
2134 

NA 
NA 

5 
18259 

NA 
2808 

NA 
2808 

4340 
821 

o 
964 
940 
NA 

1715 
NA 

8780 

2841 
138 

1613 
7198 
1045 
7:208 

NA 
442 

76 

20560 

72 
NA 
72 

58.4% 
34.8% 
58.1% 

NA 
NA 

41.3% 
12.0% 

NA 
45.2% 

NA 
11.6% 

67.4% 
32.0% 

0.0% 
45.2% 
58.4% 

NA 
.30.3% 

NA 
11.0% 

39.8% 
30.8% 
31.6% 
46.0% 
52.4% 
45.2% 

NA 
50.8% 
50.8% 

31.1% 

59.1% 
NA 

0.5% 

.. '; 50479:.14.9% . 

1) SWP denotes State Wsier Project Imported water. GWB la an abbre'w'iation for Ground Water Besin. 

3837 
3235 

599 

NA 
NA 

5 
7ns 

NA 
4022 

NA 
4022 

1368 
483 
129 
192 
222 
NA 

647 
NA 

3041 

1009 
153 
749 

4324 

247 
4762 

NA 
49 
88 

11440 

o 
NA 

o 

26279.: 

2) The Demand minus Reclaimed Waste Water rfftNW) column uses grass demand levels from TABLE 4 and Waste Water 
Reclamation lewis from TABLE 5. 

3) The Surtace supplies are as per TABLE 5, while the ground water usage is the difference 
bEl1Ween 0-0S5 Demand - RecW/V and the (Safe Yield) Surface supplies. 

PerC13nt 

19.0% 
25.9% 
19.0% 

NA 
NA 

38.1% 
5.1% 

NA 
64.8% 

NA 
16.7% 

21.2% 
18.8% 
10.5% 

9.0% 
13.8% 

NA 
11.4% 

NA 
3.8% 

15.0% 
34.3% 
14.7% 
27.6% 
12.4% 
29.9% 

NA 
5.6% 

58.7% 

17.3% 

0.0% 
NA 

o.~· 

7.8% 

4) The Surface and Q-ound Water Quality fl!;lures represent typical and awrag9 water quality levels associates wlth these sou-ces. 
5) The next two columns display the volumes and percentages of imported State Project Water required to make the purveyors' ove rail 

blended water quality meet the 9:)0 ppm TDS (Total Dissotvsd Solids) primary drln<ing water standard. SVv'P water is assumed to have 
a water qualtty of 258 ppm ToS. 

6) The last two colutnnslndicate each district's prorata share of the basin groundwater overdraft (from 
Table 5) and the percentage overdrafted O"Qundwater Is of the dIstrict's water supply. 

7) Santa Barbara Research Center does nat need state 'l'r'ater to meet watEr qualt!y standards since their manutactlIinQ process 
already reqt.ires water treated by reveree o8moei~. 

s:l Vandenbero AFB lmends 10 use tts state water allocation to replace nearly 99 percent of their QrGundwater pumpage. This Is more 
than their prorata share of the groundwater overdraft. 

9) Lompoc's raw groundwater quaity is about 1359 ppm TD8. During -...e.ter puriic8tion, 'Nater quality improlies to 1000 ppm TDS. 
Treated qroundwate- at 1 000 ppm would be mlxgd 'Nlth SWP water to meet the 5:)0 opm IDS drinkln£;L l'I'8tsr stanrnrd. 

Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



TABLE 9a: ALLOCATION OF STATE PROJECT WATER 

1990 DErvtAND CONDITIONS: 
DAU .. ::Net Local SWP SWP for . W Qual S'NP for 

and Subareas :Demand Sources· ··Delvrys· WtrQuaf (ppm)· GWB OD 
Remaing 

SWP 
Remalng 

. De fi clt I 
DAU 71: .. 
aty of Santa Maria 
Southern Calif Water Co 
aty of Guadalupe 

I S.M.VaJley lodustrial 
Private SMV M& I, Ag 
Casmalia CSD 
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 
DAU 73: 
Los Alamos CSD 
Vandenberg AFB 
Private SA V M&1. Ag 
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 
DAU 74: 
city of Lompoc 
Vandenberg Vlllage CSD 
Mission Hills CSD 
Vandenberg AFB 
Buellton CSD 
City of Solvang 
santa Ynez RWCO 10#1 
Private SY -Lam f'v1&1. Ag 
TOTAL SANTA YNEl 
OAU 75: 
Carpinteria CWD 
Summerland CWO 
MonteCito WD 
aty of Santa Barbara 
LaCumbre Mutual Wtr.CD 
Goleta WD 
Private SC M&I, Ag 
Morehart Land Co. 
Santa Barbara Research 

TOTAL SOUTH COAST 
DAU 76: .. 
Cuyama CSD 
Private CV 1\.1&1. Ag 
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 
..... :: ...... : ..•... 

rOTAl:.S.B. CoLiNTY 
NOTES ON TABLE 9a: 

6194 
6020 

574 
3726 

84430 
12 

100956 

158 
4137 

10961 
15257 

3280 
1332 
245 
668 
926 

1554 
4796 

44504 
57305 

5080 
364 

4491 
14032 

1859 
14037 
16876 

783 
93 

57616 

94 
15671 
15765 

.. • 246899 

3927 
3816 

364 
2362 

53523 
8 

64000 

67 
1763 
4670 
6500 

2635 
1068 
197 
535 
784 

1554 
4805 

41124 
52704 

5365 
294 

43'9 
12887 

1630 
10496 
15203 

736 
37 

10712 
2844 
284 

o 
o 

12 
13853 

o 
4137 

a 
4137 

3792 
569 
474 

1652 
548 

o 
1896 

o 
8931 I 

2560 
284 

2071 
2844 
948 

4266 
o 

190 
47 

50967 13210 

37 188 
6163 0 
6200 188 

·l80370 ... >40320 

7237 
2844 

284 
NA 
NA 

5 
10371 

NA 
1872 

NA 
1872 

3137 
569 

o 
747 
548 
NA 

1896 
NA 

6897 

2099 
9S 

1428 
2844 
948 

4266 
NA 

190 
47 

11918 

111 
NA 

111 

500 
508 
693 
800 
800 
500 

700 
446 
700 

500 
508 
382 
500 
554 
790 
502 
900 

500 
510 
500 
611 
506 
608 
750 
646 
473 

500 
1500 

o 
o 
o 

NA 
NA 

a 
o 

NA 
503 
NA 

503 

o 
o 

49 
o 
o 

NA 
o 

NA 
49 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

NA 
o 
9 

3475 
o 
a 

NA 
NA 

7 
3483 

NA 
1763 

NA 
1763 

655 
o 

425 
904 

o 
NA 

o 
NA 

1985 

460 
189 
643 

o 
o 
o 

NA 
o 
o 

9 1293 

o 77 
NA NA 

o 77 

·:560 .. · .. 8600 

1) The Net Demand value comes from the Total Net Oem column on TABLE 6. The Local Sources column derives trom 
the totals on TABLE 5. The SWP deltverles are erther equaJ to the average State Water estimated deliveries for the year 
~OO. oc the Demand minus \N\N Reclamation value tram TABLE e, whichever Is smaller. 

2) The state Water for water quality objectives (500 ppm overall blended TDS) is derived from TABLE 8 exceptlno lMlere 
this volume exceeds the SWP delivery level on this table (9). 

3) The water quality column displays tne blended TDS level achieved by the Introduction of SWP water (@ 258 ppm. TOS) 
as per the SWP Oetvrys column, with local water SOLrces at qualIty levels displayed In TABLE 8. 

4) The S'NP for GWB 00. column displays the quantIty of SWP water required [In addItion to the volume requred to meet 
the water quality (500 ppm) obJective] to make up that entity's (lIne Item) share of the ground water overctaft. 

o 
o 
a 

NAj 

N~I 
o 

NA 
a 

NA 
o 

o 
a 
o 
a 
o 

NAt 
o 

NA 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

NA 
a 

-9 

I 
01 

NAI 
01 

·-9 

5) Any remainIng SWP water after satlstylno water quality and gromdwater overdraft requirements as defined above, shows 
up In the Remaining SWP column. 

S) The Remaining Deficit column shows extra water required (In addition to the SWP Imports) to make up that entity's Qround 
water overdraft share. An NA Indicates districts that have no state water entitjement. A negative value Indlcates 
that the expected state water deliveries would exceed the distriCt's prorata overdraft without state water. 

7) This table assumes that meeting the primary watE.{ quality standard has a higher priority than offset1ing the groundwater 
overdraft. Some water districts consider offsetting the groundwater overdraft as their first priority. In either c~se, the 

. cumulative quantity of SWP water required to meet botr1 objecttves would be the same. Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com



TABLE 9b: ALLOCATION O'F STATE PROJECT WATER 

2000 DEMAND CONDITIONS: 
,·DAU 

':and Subareas, ,. 
. ,Net, ' ,Local SWP SWP for 

, Demand Sources" DelvrysWtrQuat 
W-Qual S'WP for Remalng Remaln~l 

,(ppm} GWBOD ' SWP, Deficit! 
DAU 71: * 
aty of Santa Maria 
Southern Calif Water Co 
aty 01 Guadalupe 
S.M.VaJley Industrial 
Private SMV M&I, Ag 
Casmalia CSD 
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 
DAU 73: 
Los Alamos CSD 
Vandenberg AFB 
Private SAV M&I, Ag 
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 
DAU 74: 
City of Lompoc 
Vandenberg VlHage CSD 
Mission Hills CSD 
Vandenbero AFB 
Buellton CSD 
City or Solvang 
Santa Ynez AWCD lD#1 ' 
Private SY-Lom rv1&1, Ag 
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 
DAU 75: 
Carpinteria CWD 
Summerland CWO 
Montecito WD 
aty of Santa Barbara 
LaCumbre Mutual Wtr.Co 
Goleta WD 
Private SC M&I, Ag 
Morehart Land. Co. 
Santa Barbara Rese8£ch 

TOTAL SOUTH COAST 
DAU 76:· 
Cuyama CSD 
Private CV M&I, Ag 
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 

TOTALS.B. 'COUNTY' 
NOTES ON TABLE 9b: 

8478 
7410 
708 

3726 
83811 

12 
104146 

19{) 
6206 

11297 
17692 

'3899 
1546 
340 
713 

1131 
2059 
4482 

46673 
60843 

6002 
510 

4610 
14840 

1911 
14715 
17447 

774 
116 

60926 

121 
11549 
11670 

5210 
4554 

435 
2290 

51504 
8 

64000 

70 
2280 
4150 
6500 

3208 
1217 
268 
561 
950 

2059 
4445 

42737 
55447 

5569 
294 

4318 
13030 

1630 
11479 
15623 

729 
48 

52721 

64 
6136 
6200 

10712 
2844 
284 

o 
o 

12 
13853 

o 
5053 

o 
5053 

3792 
569 
474 

2130 
548 

o 
1896 

o 
9409 

2560 
284 

2071 
2844 
948 

4266 
o 

190 
47 

13210 

242 
o 

242 

41767 

9906 
2844 

284 
NA 
NA 

5 
13040 

NA 
2808 

NA 
2808 

3263 
569 

o 
964 
548 
NA 

1768 
NA 

7111 

2560 
169 

1501 
2844 
948 

4266 
NA 

190 
47 

12525 

143 
NA 

143 

35626 

500 
530 
720 
800 
800 
500 

700 

420 I 
700 

500 
5.22 
381 
500 
606 
790 
'500 
900 

502 i 
I 

455 
500 
611 
515 
604 
750 
643 
482 

500 
1500 

o 
13 
o 

~A 
NA 

o 
13 

NA 
1118 

NA 
1118 

o 
o 

72 
o 
o 

NA 
o 

NA 
72 

o 
46 
o 
a 
o 
o 

NA 
o 

21 

67 

o 
NA 

o 

1270 

806 
o 
o 

NA 
NA 

7 
814 

NA 
1127 

NA 
1127 

529 
o 

402 
1166 

o 
NA 

128 
NA 

2225 

o 
69 

571 
o 
o 
o 

NA 
o 
o 

639 

99 
NA 
99 

, 4904 

o 
-13: 

o 
NA 
NA 
o 

-13 

NA 
o 

NA 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

NA 
o 

NA 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

NA 
o 

-21 

-21 

o 
NA 

o 

-33 

1) The Net Demand value comes from the Total Net Dem column on TABLE 6. The Local Sources column derives from 
the totals on TABLE 5. The SWP deltverles are either equal to Itle average State Water estimated deliveries for the year 
2000. CI' the Demand minus WW Reclamation value from TABLE S, whIchever is smaller. 

2) The State Water for water' quality objectives (500 ppm overall blended IDS) Is derived from TABLEs exceptlno Wlere 
thIs volume exceeds the SWP delivery level on this table (9). 

3) The water Quality column displays the blended TDS level achieved by the Introduction of SWP water (@ 258 ppm, TOS) 
as per the SWP Delvrys column, with local water SOLCces at quality levels dlspla·yed in TABLE e. 

4) TIle S'NP for GWB 00. column displays ttle quantity of S'NP water required [In addttlon to ttle volume requred to meet 
the water Quallty (500 ppm) oblective] to make up that entity's Olne Item) share of Itle ground water overci'aft. 

S) Any remaining SWP water aner satisfying water quality and gromctwa.ter overdraft requirements as defined above, shows 
up In the Remalnlno SWP column. 

6} The Remaining Deficit column shows extra water required ~n addltlon,to the SWP Imports) to make up that entity's ground 
water overdraft share. AnONA Indicates districts that ha~ no state water entitlement. A negattve value indicates 
that the expected state water deliveries would exceed the district's prorata overdraft without state water. 

7) This table assumes that meeting the primary water quality standard has a higher priority than offsetting the groundwater 
overdraft. Some water districts consider offS€tting the groundwater overdraft as their first priority. In either c~se, the 
cumulat~8 quantity of SWP water required to meet both objectives would be the same. 

• 

• 
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TABLE ge: ALLOCATION OF STATE PROJECT WATER 

GPBO DEMAND CONDITIONS: 
DAU· Net Locat SWP SWPfor W-Qual SWPtor Remalng RematnQj 

:andSubareas .Demand ·S6urces Del'v'fYS WtrQual (ppm) . GWBOD SWP Deficitl 
OAU 71: * 
City of Santa Maria '0078 6241 10453 10453 538 0 0 0 
Southern Calif Water Co 8498 5263 2775 2775 533 460 0 -460 
aty of Guadalupe 1835 1137 278 278 726 421 0 -421 
S}.A.VaJley Industrial 3672 2274 0 NA 800 NA NA NA 
Private SMV M&I, Ag 79250 49078 0 NA 800 NA NA NA 
Casmalia CSD 12 8 12 5 500 0 7 0 
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 103346 64000 13517 13510 882 7 -882 
DAU 73: 
Los AJamos CSD 326 115 0 NA 700 NA NA NA 
Vandenberg AFB 6200 2183 4931 2808 414 1214 908 0 
Private SAY M&I, Ag 11943 4202 a NA 700 NA NA NA 
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 18474 6500 4931 2808 1214 908 0 
DAU 74: 
City of Lompoc 5034 3855 3700 3700 574 a 0 0 
Vandenberg VIllage CSD 1794 1312 555 555 537 0 0 0 
Mission Hills CSD 481 352 463 0 378 129 333 0 
Vandenbero AFB 713 521 2130 964 500 0 1166 0 
Buellton CSO 1336 1114 535 535 647 0 0 0 
City of S olvano 2422 2422 0 NA 790 NA NA NA 
Santa Ynez RWeD 10#1 4295 4231 1850 1715 500 0 135 0 
Private SY-Lom M&I. Ag 47156 42064 0 NA 900 NA NA NA 
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 63231 55870 9232 7468 129 1634 0 
DAU 75: 
CarplnterLq CWO 6473 5643 2498 2498 524 0 0 0 
Summerland CWO 447 294 278 138 483 16 124 0 
Montecito WD 4720 4208 2021 1613 500 0 409 0 
aty of Santa Barbara 15641 12094 2775 2775 573 1549 0 -1549 
LaCumbre Mutwl Wtr.Co 1853 1630 925 925 536 0 0 0 
Golel3 WD 15497 11518 4163 4163 600 599 0 -599 
Private SC M&I, Ag 16825 14810 0 NA 750 NA NA NA 
Morehart Land Co. 774 725 185 185 645 0 0 0 
Santa Barbara Research 140 52 46 46 461 42 0 -42 

TOTAL SOUTH COAST 62371 50973 12890 12341 2206 533 -2190 
DAU 7·6: • 
Cuyama CSD 122 63 121 72 500 0 50 0 
Private CV Wt&1, Ag 11948 6137 0 NA 1500 NA NA NA 
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 12070 6200 121 72 0 50 I 0 

: 
.. 

3132:1 TOTAL sj3'. COUNTY·· .259493 
... 

183543 40691· 35200:· 4431 -·3072 .... 
NOTES ON TABLE 9c: 

1) The Net Demand value comes from the Total Net Oem column on TABLE 6. The Local Sources column derives from 
the totaJs on TABLE 5. The SWP deliveries are either equal to the average State Water estimated deliveries for the year 
2000. Cf the Demand minus WW Reclamation value from TABLE e. 'Nhlchever Is smaller. 

2) The state Water for water quality objectives (600 ppm overall blended IDS) Is derived from TABLE 8 excepUno VvtIere 
this volume exceeds the S'NP delivery level on this table (9). 

3) The water qualttyt;:olumn displays the blended TDS level achieved by the Introduction of SWP water (@ 26S ppm, TOS) 
as per the S\NP Oetvrys column. w1th local water SOLSces at quality levels displayed In TABLE 8. 

4) The SWP for GWB 00. column displays the Quantity of S'NP water required [In addition to the volume requred to meet 
the water quality (500 ppm) objective} to make up that enUty's Olne Item) share of the ground water overctan. 

5) Any remaining SWP water after satisfying water Quality and groLlldwater overdrart requirements as defined above, shows 
up In the Remalnlno SWP column. 

S) The Remaining Deficit column shows extra water required ~n addftlon to the SVVP Impcrls) to make up that entltis ground 
water overdraft share. An NA Indicates districts that have no state water entitlement. A negative value Indicates 
that the expected state water deliveries would exceed the district's prorata overdraft without state water. 

T) This table assumes that meeting the primary water quality standard has a higher priority than offset1ing the groundvvater 
overdraft. Some water districts consider offsetting the groundwater overdraft as their first priority. In either case, the 
cumulative quantity of SWP water required 10 meet both object~es would be the same. Copy of document found at  www.NoNewWipTax.com
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TABLE 1 0 
EFFECTS OF OFFSEITING FULL GROUNDWATER BASIN OVERDRAFT WITH SWP WATER 

OAU. • OROSS WATER DEMAND SWPPELNERIES SlJAfACE&WASTEWtFfsUPPLY REMAINING GROSS OW DEMAND REMAINING NET-OW DEMAND Bt EN DE D WA T E R QlLA.l;ry-
1990 _.2~80 dSuba,.aa ·1990:" 2OOO0PBO 1!t90 .2000 OPBO 1990 2000 GPBO 1S90 2000 'OPBO 1990 ··2000 OPBO 

171 : 

otSanlaMarlll 12,388 16,957 20,156 10,712 10,712 10,-453 0 0 0 1,676 6,2<14 9,703 (4,~18) (:2,234) (.375 337 -472 538 
lhernCnlirWaterCo B,n-4 10,740 12,-497 2,M-4 2,8-4-4 2,n5 0 0 0 5,880 7,896 9,722 3,176 4,568 5,723 508 531 547 
of Gu.dlliupe 1,1-48 1,"'5 3,671 284 284 276 0 0 0 864 1,131 3,393 290 423 1,558 693 720 792 
Val1eylnck./ltrlal ~,-wo 5,4tOO 5,400 '0 0 0 0 0 0 5,-400 5,400 5,400 3,726 3,726 3,672 600 800 600 
Ih,SMVM&I,Ag 122,362 118.049 110.001 0 0 0 0 0 0 122,362 11B,049 110,001 84,430 63,811 79,:250 800 600 800 
nall .. CSD 12 12 12 22 22 21 0 0 0 (9) (9) J9 (9) ____ ~} ~_ 258 .. _.?~ __ 2~ 
ALSANTAMA~A 150,035 152,573 151,817 13,863 13,863 13.526 0 0 0 136,172 138,710 136,291 87.£)93 00,263 89,819 

- - - ·_------1 
73: • 

"'amosCSO 251 306 571 0 0 0 0 0 0 251 306 5·71 158 190 326 700 700 
lenb«gAFB 4,137 6,200 6,206 5.053 5,053 ",931 0 0 0 (916) 1,153 1,275 (916) 1,153 1,275 258 340 
leSAVM&f,Ag 17~99 17,122 17,32e 0 0 0 0 _ 0 0 17,399 17,!~2 ___ ~?:~Z8 10,961 11297 11,943 ____ .100 700 
~L SAN ANTONIO 21.767 23.6.34 24,105. ei,053 5,053 4.931 0 0 0 16,734 18,581 19,175 10,204 12,639 13,5-044 
704: 
); Lompoc "',685 ~,492 7.000 3.792 3,792 3,700 30 650 650 86.3 1,050 2,740 (542) /5.(3) 684 396 419 
enberg Village eso 1,003 2,209 2.563 569 569 555 0 0 0 1,334 1,640 2,008 763 977 1,239 508 522 
onHlllaCSO 629 872 1,23-4 474 -47-4 0463 0 0 0 155 398 771 (229) (134) 19 291 319 
gnbergAFB 1.652 2.130 2,130 2,531 2,531 2,469 0 0 0 (879) (401) (339 (1,863; (I.BI8) (1,750) 258 25a 
tonCSD 1,115 1,362 1,609 548 548 535 0 0 0 567 814 1,075 378 583 801 554 600 
>1 So~eng 1.673 2 ,,«H 2,918 0 0 a 0 0 a 1,873 2,481 2,918 1.554 2.059 2,422 790 790 
,YnazAWCOIDll 6,276 5,006 5,6M 1,896 1,006 1,850 2,425 2,425 2.425 1,954 1.485 1.361 -475 161 20 502 ... 92 
leSY-LomM&I,A 56,316 56.916 '57,507 0 0 0 0 0 0 56,31B 56,918 57,507 44,504 46,673 47,1SO 900 900 
,LSANTA YNEZ 7~~49 77,,270 80,708 9,810 9,810 9,572 2,455 3.075_ 3,075 62,185 e.4,386 68,061 <15,041 47,958 50,585 - -----
75: 
ntmll1CWO 
nerlMld CWO 
&CltoWO 
II Sanla BMbarll 
mbf. Mutuel Welar Co 

"WO 
ie se M&I, Ag 
hartland Co. 
I B.lbara Alilearch 

5,674 
364 

",004 
15.153 

1,859 
15,303 
19,344 

900 
100 

6.521 
510 

.... 979 
15,998 

1.911 
16,094 
19,565 

(l7D 

125 

7,135 
H7 

5,()9fj 
16,852 

1.993 
16,938 
18,.8!}3 

870 
150 

2,560 
28.4 

2,071 
2,8404 

948 
4,266 

o 
190 
47 

2,560 
284 

2,071 
2.84-4 

948 
4,266 

o 
190 
47 

2,498 
278 

2,021 
2,775 

925 
",163 

o 
185 
46 

2,572 
294 

3,423 
11,636 

330 
8,196 

o 
o 
o 

2,572 
294 

3.376 
11,765 

330 
9,195 

o 
o 
o 

2,572 
294 

3,205 
10,810 

330 
9,100 

o 
o 
o 

543 
/21-4) 
(630) 
673 
581 

2,641 
19,34'" 

710 
53 

1,~9 

(6~ 
(468) 

1,387 
633 

2,632 
19,565 

680 
78 

2,065 
(124 
(130 

3,267 
738 

3,580 
18,865 

685 
104 

(51) 
(21-4) 

(1,003) 
(448) 
581 

1.575 
16,876 

593 
46 

870 
(69) 

(837) 
231 
633 

1,253 
17.447 

585 
69 

1,403 
(124) 
(506 

2,056 
598 

2,139 
16,.825 

589 
94 

460 
333 
454 
611 
506 
608 
750 
646 
517 

502 
409 
456 
811 
515' 
60<4 
750 
643 
56.3 

700 
349 
700 

57-4 
537 

342 
258 
647 
790 
491 

900 

52-4 
388 
464 
612 

536 
625 
750 
645 
599 

17,954 29,050 20,182 --- '23,074 1 
.-. --------.---!J 

lL SOlfrH COAST 63,561 66,671 68,3-47 13,210 13210 12,890 25.451 27,53.3 26,407 23,900 25,927 
76: --

ma CSO t 88 242 2"~ 9-48 9-48 925 0 0 0 (760) (706) (600

f

t- (654) (827 (8oo 258 258 
.CVM&r,A9 2O,.8g,. 15,399 15,124 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,894 15,399 15,124 15,671 11,549 11.948 1500 1500 
,LCuYAMA VAUEY 21,062 15,640 15,369 948 948 925 0 0 0 20.134 14,592 1",44414,817 10,72'2 _. ___ 11.145 -----------,---

'A BAR8AfIA COUNTY 330915 3357(19 ~DJ.46 4288-4 -42684 -41843 28900 30600 29~82 259126 269021 175109 181785 188168 
:S ON TABLE 10: 
The term "GPBO' .Ignifiu General Plan Buildou1_ 
The year 2000 St.at. Water aver&gft deliveries .(ft 5hown with the 1990 cultural conditione 10 illu!!ltnde the p(~ent' day Impacts if State Waler were available al Ihi, time. 
Gro,s water d.mand Vll/UIIS' ar. from TABLE 4; SWP deliveries derive from TABLE 7; lurface and wUlewater supplie' lire from TABLE 5; the remaining g(O"-'.I groundwater demand i, then calculated in thill tatAe (gro~ demand minus SWP 
deliveries minua lurfaca & wule water .uppliM): the reinlining nel ground«ater demand uses the ,ame equation e:rceptlhe deliveries and $uppli~ .r. lub(racled from the Total Net Demand (from TABLE 6). NegativII net Q(ouncMiater 

demand v"ues Indicate dilS1ric\s whel'1l the 1Itate WilIer delivery would ~xceed Ihe demand if 100 water dlslrlct continued to ulle itll lull local surfnce Elnd recleimed w8~tewaler suppri~. See Table 11 for overdlDft reduction. 

The.ble~ed weIer qulllity 8"um~ that the waler diS!rict w~! 11!1~. i!s lull SWP entitlement. IItollll supplies 6><ceed demand, ~": disfric_t_will.fir~t cut back on grou~_d.-v.~!e~! ~_~!,n._j)'::~C:~ wllter_ 
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TABLE 11 

TOTAL GROUNDWATER OVERDRAFT BY DESIGNATED ANALYSIS UNITS 

·::DAU··::':':··· .:.<:<:.:. . .,,.::. : NET OW OVEADRAFTW/O SWP AVEPAOE SWPOB.IVERIES. REMAININGAVE OVERDRAFT BASIN WATER PEMANO 
<. :. ilrid City: .: .: .: :: .. : .. :. .. :: .::. SAFEYlD 1990 . ·2600· . 2010 . 1990 2000.·,.4010 1990 2000···· .. . :·:2010 ·1990 2000 . 2010 

DAU 71: SANTA MARIA 64,000 (36,956) (40,146) (39,346 13,863 13,863 13,526 (23,093) (26,283) (25,819 150,035 152,573 151,817 

DNJ 73: SAN ANTONIO 6,500 (6,757) (11,192) (11,974, 5,053 5,053 4,931 (3,704) (6,139) (7,044, 21,787 23,634 24,105 

OAU 74: SANTA YNEZ 50,249 (4,602) (5,396) [1,361 9,610 9,810 9,572 5,208 4,414 2,210 74,419 7,080 80,058 
i 

ON) 75: SOUTH COAST 24,516 (6,649) (8,205) (11,398 13,447 13,447 13,121 6.798 5,242 1,723 62,892 64,471 66,H7 

OAU 76: CUYAMA VAlLEY 6,200 (9,565) (5,470) (5,670' 946 948 925 (8,617) (4,522) (4,945' 21,082 15,640 15,765 
....... ;.., < .. :,. ... ,.., ;..,. ...•.•.. 

SANTA9ARBAAACOUNTY . 151 464 .(66528) . &0409) .... [75950\ .. ·43121 43·121 .42075 .(23,408) . .(27288) (33,875 .·330216· 263399 3376931 
TABlE 11 NOTES: . I 

1) ·OPBO· meana General Plan Bulldou1. 
2) Year 2000 6etimated 8\lerage SWP deliveriee are shown for 1990 10 JIIustrate the overdraft impact of Importod wat~r under 1990 culturl!ll conditione. 
3) Negatwe overdraft values Indicates thatgroundwllter waier pumping will exceed the basin's safe yield. 
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october 7, 1991 

6anla Barbara County 
WalerA8ency 

Roben B. Almy 
Wa:er Agency Manager 

122 IN F:gueroa S:. Ste 8 

Santa Barbara. California 93101 
(80S:) 568-3540 

-:-elecoP'er (805)568-3549 

To Interested Parties': 

RE: Draft program EIR on Groundwater Resources section, 
Conserva tion Element, Santa Barbara county Comprehensive Plan. (EIR * 91-EIR-1S) 

Enclosed for your review you will find a copy of the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Groundwater Resources 
section of the Conservation Element of the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan. This EIR is an informational document for the 
public and county decision makers, prepared under the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Background: In May 1989 the County Board of supervisors initiated 
the Draft Groundwater Resources section of the Conservation ~lement 
containing proposed goals and policies designed to guide the 
utilization and conservation of groundwater resources in the 
County. Primarily, these policies provide a framework to address 
the overdraft problem throughout the County. 

Program ErRs: As defined by the California Environmental Quality 
Act, Program EIRs are used to evaluate the environmental impacts of 
a series of related actions that are essentially one "project" 
(CEQA section 15168). Impacts are evaluated at a general level in 
a Program EIR because the specific actions or projects that would 
resul t from implementing the proposed plan or program usually 
cannot be accurately or completely predicted at the time of the 
plan adoption. Additional environmental review will occur for 
subsequent specific projects. 

summary of Impacts: Adoption of the proposed policies would not 
result in direct impacts to the environment. However, the 
subsequent implementation of the proposed goals and policies would 
have a cumulative beneficial impact on the groundwater resources of 
the County. . Implementation of spme of the proposed policies also 
could have a cumulative adverse effect on new land development 
projects, as well as the potential site specific impacts (air 
quality, traffic, growth inducement, geologic processes, biological 
resources, noise l polluting sources/ public services, aesthetics, 
energy, recreation, archeological and historical resources, 
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hazardous materials) associated with development of supplemental 
water supply projects. 

Public Review Period and Hearing Schedule: The Draft ErR public 
review period i$ 45 days and will close November 20, 1991. The 
purpose of the notification and review procedure is to gather 
public comments on the adequacy and completeness of the Draft EIR. 
Comments I both verbal and written 1 can only be accepted and 
responded to if they are submitted on or before the deadline date. 
If you challenge this environmental document in court you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearings described below, or written correspondence 
delivered to the county Water Agency at, or prior to, the end of 
the comment period. - Please limit comments to environmental issues 
only. Both written ·and verbal comments are welcome. Both will 
receive equal consideration. You may make both, but need only 
comment in either format. 

written comments: Please submit any written comments before the 
end of the review period to: 

Lynn Anderson-Rodriguez 
County Water Agency 

122 W. Figueroa st. suite B 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Two pUblic workshop/hearings have been scheduled to provide 
background information on the development of the Groundwater 
Resources Section of the Conservation Element, and to .receive 
verbal comments on the Draft EIR. These hearings 'will be held at 
the following two locations: 

Santa Maria 
Tuesday, November 12, 1991 

7:00 p.m. Workshop on Draft Element 
8:00 p.m. Public Hearing on-Draft EIR 

May Grisham Elementary School 
610 Pinal street 

Orcutt, California 

Santa Barbara 
Thursday, November 1., 1991 

1:00 p.m. Workshop on Draft Element 
2:00 p.m. Public Hearing on Draft EIR 

Board of Supervisors Hearing Room 
105 East Anapamu street 

4th Floor 
Santa Barbara county Government center 

Santa Barbara, California 

A final environmental hearing, after the close of the public review 
period, has been scheduled for Thursday, November 21, 1991 at 9:00 
a.m. in the Planning Commission Hearing Room, 123 E. Anapamu st. 
santa Barbara. The purpose of this hearing is for staff to provide 
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verbal responses to the comments received during the review period. 

Additional copies of the Draft EIR are available for review from 
the county water Agency I 122 W. Figueroa st. Suite B, Santa 
Barbara; the county Resource Management Department (RMD) Public 
Counter at 123 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara; and the North 
county RMD Office at 624 W. Foster Road in Santa Maria, and local 
libraries. 

Subsequent Process: Following the end of the Draft EIR public 
comment period, a Final EIR will be prepared, including responses 
to comments received on the Draft EIR. The Final ErR, along with 
the Groundwater Resources section of the Conservation Element, will 
then be presented 'to the county Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for ErR- certification and Element adoption. Public 
hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors are anticipated to occur in early 1992. Revisions to 
the Draft Element may be recommended prior to final adoption. 

If you need additional information regarding the Draft Program ErR, 
please contact Lynn Anderson-Rodriguez at (805)568-3540. 

S.incerely, 
r 

I,' t .) 
I • .-r-- __ 

Lynn Anderson-Rodriguez 
Program Manager 

enclosures 

EIRTRNS1.LTR 

I-
~ 7/ J 1 

../ ."-" 
f 
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