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. SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
POTENTTAL CROWTH INDUCEMENT IMPACTS 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 Mission Hills Extension, and 2) the Santa
Ynez Extension to Lake Cachuma. Enlarging the Lake Cachuma reservoir 1is also
under consideration. The California Department of Water Resources serves as the
lead agency for the Environmental Impact Reports (EIR's) on the Coastal Branch
Phase II project and the Lake Cachuma enlargement. The Santa Barbara County
Water Purvevors Agency is preparing the Santa Ynez Extension EIR.

" One of the environmental concerns for all three projects 1is whether or not
importing state water. In 1ts State Water Project Coastal Branch, Phase II and
Mission Hills PBExtension EIR, the DWR 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 conditions in each water district suggest that a
more 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, 1in 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 vears has commonly
been considered the typical planning horizon for major water resource development
projects since it often takes that long to estimate additional water 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 maintenance.
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 community rescurces such as public services, air quality, and
transportation. Evaluating these secondary impacts is beyond the scope of this
report. Instead the focus is limited 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 basic methodology for 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 projected demand with available and projected water supplies. The first
section of this report summarizes the data collection and review process. In the
next section, existing and projected water demand are evaluated for each water
purveyor. The comparison of available water supplies 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 1in Santa Barbara County, the Czlifornia 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 within the county. The actual scope of work was based upon
discussions with Santa Barbara County Water Agency (SBCWA) staff and several
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 distriect, City Community 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, water quality, and both
urban and agricultural return flows.
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Considerable variation existed from water district to water district in the
precision and types of available data sources. In several cases no data was
available for 1970 because a Community Service District was formerly a private
water company, records had been lost or for some other reason. Districts can
maintain water records by either calendar vear (January to December,) fiscal vear
(July to June) or Cachuma water 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 assumptions have been used to evaluate each water
district. Extensive 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 water district boundaries seldom coincide with land use
planning boundaries such as municipal boundaries, census tract boundaries, county
Community Planning Area boundaries, or the Detail Analysis Units boundaries used
by the California Department of Water Resources in its Coastal Branch, Phase TII
EIR. The 1980 water district populations were taken from the 1985 Santa Barbara
County 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, Census 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 within each DAU. DWR's analysis was based on perlodlc DWR
surveys of all agricultural lands®and irrigation practices,

The SBCWA used the Cachuma River model and other agency computer models to
estimate the safe ylelds of county surface water sources. Groundwater basin safe
vield estimates were taken from each basin's most recent geohydrology report
available to the SBCWA. For some DAU's such as DAU 70, Santa Maria, the DAU has
only one groundwater basin. For other DAU's, such as DAU 75, the South Coast,
and DAU 74, Santa Ynez, groundwater overdraft conditions vary considerably
between the various basins 1inside the DAU. As a consequence, using data
available for each major groundwater basin within the DAU's is a more accurate
method than the Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR 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. Fach 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 comments
on the Coastal Branch, Phase II RIR.

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 water demand. :

Population Forecasts

Six municipalities have lncorporated in Santa Barbara County: Carpinteria,
Guadalupe, Lompoc, Santa Barbara, Santa Maria, and Solvang. Prior population
estimates for the county and six municipalities were available from the U.S.
Census Bureau, Califoernia Department of Finance (DOF), the Santa Barbara County
Association of Government's Forecast 89, and General Plans prepared for each
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 broken 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 County State Water Project 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 PForecast '89 municipal estimates are shown
unchanged from Table 1 for comparison.

When the 1990 Census results 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
2035, then did its own population breakdown by Detail Analysis Units (DAU's).
Because DAU boundaries roughly correspond to major groundwater basin boundaries
but not other planning boundaries such as census tracts and county planning
areas, direct comparisons between DWR'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
state 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 private 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 growth has occurred outside the
Santa Barbara-Goleta area, where growth was restricted to less than 10 percent
because of the Goleta water moratorium and high housing costs. Santa Maria,
Orcutt and Guadalupe all grew by more than fifty percent. Buellton and Solvang
had the fastest growth rates with increases of 64 percent for the decade.
Vandenberg AFB's population is dictated by the missions and programs the
Department of Defense assigns to the base. After cutbacks 1in the shuttle
program, on base military personnel and their dependents at Vandenberg AFB
declined by almost 5C percent from 1970 to 1980. During the last decade base
population has grown about 20 percent. The proposed relocation of Los Augeles
AFB activities to Vandenberg AFB could return the base to its former population
size.

General Plans and Future Growth 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 General
Plan update projects build out of the master planned land uses within twenty
vears, which 1s 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 review process, decision makers also
consider the availability of resources such as. jobs, land, air, water,
transportation systems and public services to serve a growing community. The end’
result is an adopted 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 services.

In the land use plan, planners specify through housing densities the maximum
number of new residential units which could be built if the land is fully
developed or "built 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 1t actually takes to reach master plan build out depends on the pace of
economic growth and the city or county permitting process. Strong economic
growth could lead to build out sconer than 2010; a weak economy would slow down
development. If land uses have not been balanced between industrial, commercial
and residential wuses, 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 permits. During the last year,the City of Solvang
3/15/91
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adopted a three percent annual growth rate. The Cduntv 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 demographic trends.
In Report 86-P-1, 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 wuse, housing and
transportation plans and environmental 1ssues. 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 growth 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 guantities 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 residential,
industrial and commercial uses will remain about the same during the next twenty
¥ears.

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 population 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. | include agricultural water, since these districts also serve agricultural
customers. The formulas for gallons per capita per day (gpcd) exclude this
agricultural water. All other districts servemunicipal 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, 1970 per
capita water consumption rates have been used to estimate pre—conservation
baseline water demand. These rates appear in the O percent conservation column
under the General 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 Populat:ion 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 resident.
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
3/15/91
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counted in the census, (e.g., Solvang and Buellton,) or large daytime
populations, (e.g., Vandenberg AFB.)

Another method sometimes used to forecast water demand 1s estimating the water

demand for each acre of residential, industr:al and commercial land. Several
communities, including the City of Carpinteria and Vandenberg Air Force Base,
have used this method. 1In these cases, their estimate of GPBO water demand is

included in the O percent or 10 percent conservation total water demand column
as appropriate.

Total Water Demand

To estimate the total gross M&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 for 2000 and
2010 as shown in Table 4. Net water demands shown in Table 6 are each district's
gross M&I plus agricultural water demands from Table 4 less the M&I and

agricultural groundwater return flow credits from Table 4. Return flow credits
are discussed in greater detail below under water supply.

Water Conservation

The larger water districts (3,000 or more services or 3,000+ acre feet/year:
(AF/yr) water production) are required to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan
by AB797. These plans usually include a water conservation program to reduce per
capita water demand. A proposal to require Best Management Practices for water
conservation statewide is being discussed by a North-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 low
water consumption in Table 3 for 1990. In the long run, however, most people
will not want 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 O percent to 20 percent are
given 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 purveyors believe 10 percent to be a good average for
planning purposes. The theoretical 1990 municipal and industrial (M & I) water
demand in the absence of a drought and projected water 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. Puture agricultural water demand is estimated based on the irrigated
acreage and water 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
3/15/91 7
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since they are based on periodic DWR field surveys of planted acreage, crops and
irrigation practices.

The water application rates for the land on private wells were based on DWR
estimates by DAU and crop type provided in the State Water Project Coastal
Branch, Phase TI EIR. Irrigation rates for each district werc based on typical
crops in each district and DWR application rates for those crops. As shown in
Table 4, DWR assumed water application rates will decrease over time as
agricultural users employ more efficient irrigation practices. For instance,
flood irrigation is used by fewer farmers than in the past since water costs have
increased and because more water efficient methods such as drip irrigation are
available. ‘

One of the most important trends identified during this study 1is decreasing
agricultural water demand. Although actual countywide irrigated acreage is
forecast to decrease by little more than one percent from 1990 to 2010,.
agricultural water demand 1s expected to decrease by almost eight percent due to
more efficient irrigation practices. This trend is even more important in some
groundwater basins such as Santa Maria, where agricultural water demand could
decrease by ten percent, and Cuyama, where agricultural water demand could
decrease by as much as 25 percent. Irrigated farmland declines in these basins
are partially offset by adding acreage in the Santa Ynez and San Antonic DAL 's
and elsewhere for vineyards, truck crops and berries.

Drought Buffer

Estimates of future water demand and supply 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 available hydrologic
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 1is a
standard practice in long-term water resource planning. Since some water
planners predict that the current drought could become the new worst drought on
record, the wisdom of this practice 1s clear. On the other hand, 1f a water
district, county or city adopts a drought buffer policy, it is necessary in 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
District 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 1s understated, especially for these three districts,
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BEXISTING WATER SUPPLY

Santa Barbara County obtains its water supply from local surface supplies,
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
yvield for each water source. The safe yield for a surface water source 1is
defined as the,qgantity‘of water which could be obtained each year whether or rnot
a drought exists. Storing water in reservoirs during wet years for future
droughts and during the winter storm period for use during the summer irrigation
period increases a river's safe yield. Groundwater safe vield is defined as the
perennial yield for the groundwater basin, that is the average amount of water
by which a basin is recharged each year plus recoverable losses. These losses
could be captured flow that would otherwise flow out of a basin or be lost to
evapotranspiration. Some drought years will provide less recharge and wat 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 of the surface water, reclaimed wastewater, groundwater and river well
supplies. £Each component of the existing safe yield water supply is listed 1in
Table 5. The sections below provide more detail on each water source'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 water supply estimates have been obtained from a computer model of the
reservoirs and riparian strip on the Santa Ynez River system. Based on a 62-year
hvdrologic study perioed, successive runs of the computer model take into account
reservoir siltation, which reduces the safe yield, as well as tunnel
infiltration, which also increases the safe vield.

Reclaimed Wastewater

Reclaimed wastewater is gaining increased aéceptance as an alternative irrigation
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 where firm
projects have been 1identified. 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 water usually equals less than one acre foot of
potable 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 wastewater treatment plant effluent (1200
TDS) have similar water quality.
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Groundwater Supplies

By far the most important water resource for Santa Barbara County is groundwater.
Nearly 85 percent of the 19%0 countywide net water supply came from groundwater
as shown in Table 5. Return flow credits to the groundwater basin can
significantly reduce a water user s consumptive use of groundwater.

Return Flows

Some of the agricultural and M & I water used by a community returns to the river
or groundwater basin to be used again. These return flows increase the overall
gquantity of water avdilable. Some of the agricultural irrigation water
infiltrates to the groundwater basin before it 1s used by the planted crops. As
irrigation practices become more efficient, less water is wasted. -On the other
hand, return flows decrease accordingly. The agricultural return flow rates in
Table & were taken from DWR's State Water Project Coastal Branch, Phase IT TIR.
They decrease with time to reflect the adoption of increasingly more efficient
irrigation practices.

M & I water return flows come from landscaping irrigation water infiltration and
wastewater treatment plant effluent. Table 5 provides estimates of M & I return
flows based on the DWR Coastal Branch EIR and information provided by the water
districts. M & I return flow credits for lawn irrigation are typically about 15
percent, but can be higher or lower depending on geohydroleogy and proximity to
the ocean. In communities such as Summerland where the groundwater basin is
unusable, no irrigation return flow credit is possible.

The greatest amount of groundwater basin recharge occurs at wastewater treatment
plants with high rate percolation ponds. For example, the Mission Hills
Community Services District has measured wastewater 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 ocean outfalls or into a river
near the ocean. In these cases, little or no return flow credit 1s given. Some
water purveyors such as Vandenberg AFB and Casmalia take their water supply from
a groundwater basin outside their community. 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 groundwater basin net safe yields in Table 5 have been calculated by adding
the ™ & I and agricultural return flows to the basin safe yield. The Santa
Maria, 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 Maria 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 system and
Santa Rita subarea, and 4) the Lompoc groundwater basin.
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Similarly the South Ccast has been analyzed as several separate groundwater
units: Carpinteria, Montecito, Santa Barbara, and Goleta. The belt of
consolidated rock areas from Rincon to Peint Arguello and behind the larger South
Coast groundwater basins are grouped together for the analysis since they act as
a series of small groundwater units which together provide & significant source
of water. Some areas may have localized overdrafting, but most consclidated rock
areas are assumed to be in balance. The area west of Goleta aloug the coast in
DAU 75 has not been 1included in this analysis, so both the groundwater supply and
demand are understated, perhaps by as much as 10,000 AF/vear. This area has
private well users but not water purveyors eligible for State Water Project (SWP)
water.

Under California water law, groundwater is allocated by riparian water rights,
Unless a groundwater. basin is adjudicated as Goleta's basin has been, or a
groundwater management program has been implemented, individual water purveyors
can pump as much as they choose. Where more than one water district draws from
the same groundwater basin, the safe yield has been divided for demonstration
purposes between the water districts and private well pumpers on a pro rata basis
according to their net  groundwater production. In DAU's where future
agricultural demand will decrease significantly, the remaining water users each
share a larger portion of the safe yield. Groundwater users which increase their
groundwater demand in future years also capture higher percentages of the safe
vield. The most dramatic example of this effect 1s the City of Santa Maria.
Between 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 Kells

The Santa Ynez River wells are different than the groundwater wells since the
river wells draw appropriated water from the Santa Ynez River underflow.
Solvang, Buellton and the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District all have
State Water Resources Control Board appropriations and intend to increase their
river well pumping in the future. Water releases from Cachuma reservoir can be
varied to meet 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 water credits available for release from Cachuma reservoir. Court
review of these water rights could also reduce the defined safe vield supply.

Groundwater Overdrafts

In Table 6 projected net water demands are given for 1990 under normal
conditions, 2000 and General Plan Build Out, which is 2010. Net water demand,
also called consumptive use, is the gross water demand less return 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 DAU to meet the 1990 demand, much less the 2000 or General Plan Build Out
water demand. Only Carpinteria County Water District (CWD) and the City of
Solvang have surpluses in 1990. All water purveyors have deficits by 2010 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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3 13/91 Copy of document found alflv\/vvvv.NoNeWWipTax.com



private water pumpers since 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. Overdrafting occurs when net groundwater pumping (gross
pumping less return flows) exceeds the groundwater basin's safe yield. This
option can be used for a finite period of time before the groundwater basin is
emptied except for nonrecoverable water. Available working storage capacities
for the major groundwater basins are given in Table 12 below.

, TABLE 12
GROUNDWATER BASIN WORKING CAPACITIES
GROUNDWATER BASIN WORKING CAPACITY
(AF)
TR !
Carpinteria 50,000 ;
Montecito 10,000
Goleta (All subbasins: West, 46,000
{ North-Central, and East)
| santa Ynez Uplands 900,000
Lompoc 230,000 |
San Antonio 80C, 000 .
! Santa Maria 1,500,000

Cuyama l,5OOJOOO
SPECIAL BASINS/LIMITED DATA

Ellwood to Point Conception , N/A
Coastal Basins

Santa Ynez River Riparian Basin 1s maintained
Basin at 10,000 AF below

full to capture »
Cachuma releases I

* Working capacity 1s 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 furthér, 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 AF, 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 groundwater. Some
of the potential impacts of centinued groundwater overdrafting include: seawater
intrusion, ground subsidence, declining water quality and dropping water tables.
Dropping water tables will cause well yields to fall. Some wells may require
deepening or different types of pumps to continue producing. When a groundwater
basin is emptied of its "minable” water, the long-term groundwater supply will
be reduced to the current perennial yield plus return flows. Higher pumping
costs, saltwater 1intrusion and other impacts of overdrafting would remain.
Unless a replacement water source 1s found, water users now dependent on
groundwater would have limited supplies. The economic impacts would be severe,

Water Quality

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) is 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 Sclids (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 1is characteristic of most water supplies in Santa Barbara County.
According to the data in Table 8, the Mission Hills Community Service District
is the only water purveyor which meets the recommended TDS standard. 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 groundwater supplies with 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
guality. Water quality has already declined during the last twenty years in many
groundwater basins. ‘'If this trend continues, some water districts will
eventually see their groundwater gquality reach TDS levels above 1000 TDS.

Alternative Water Supplies

Some of the water districts with 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 reservoirs, 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 water demand by
an average of ten percent. :
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The most common water resource development plan has been for the water districts
or private parties to drill additicnal wells. Accerding te the County
Environmental Health Department, several hundred private wells were drilled in
1990 1n the Montecito basin alone. This approach only increases the rate of
groundwater overdrafting. Deep bedrcck wells may be feasible, however their
capital and operating costs are considerably higher and the water quality 1is
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 gquestion {Goleta Water District, Report on the %ater Supplv Management Pian,
August 28, 1990.)

Another method of increasing effective groundwater safe yields is tc use them
conjunctively in combination with surface water sources. Conjunctive use
involves reducing groundwater pumping below the perennial yield during wet years
when surface water is plentiful. During dry years the groundwater basin 1is
overdrafted to compensate for lower surface flows. When rainfall returns to
normal, groundwater pumping 1s again reduced to levels lower than the perennial
yield to allow the groundwater basin to replenish itself. This alternative
requires strict groundwater basin management and would be difficult to implement
while groundwater demand exceeds the safe yield even in normal years.

Several reservoir 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 Quality
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 feasibility’
studies submitted to the City of Santa Barbara in July 1990 indicate that the
capital and operating costs for offshore 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 SWP
allocation is being wheeled for a two year period through the Metropolitan Water
District's facilities. 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 cne 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 water's
potential impact on existing water quality, groundwater overdraft conditions and
futurc 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 with DWR for
delivery of 57,700 acre feet of SWP water. 1In 1981 the entitlement was reduced
to 45,486 acre feet. Table 7 summarizes the existing entitlements for each water
purveyor. Some districts have requested additilonal allocations; others may want
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 purchase in accordance with a
1987 legal settlement between 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 whether or not the
district receives water in any year. Tentative SWP facilities in the planning
stages include additional pumps at the Banks Delta pumping plant, Delta Channel
improvements to 1improve delivery efficiencies, and the Kern Water Bank
groundwater basin conjunctive' use project, all of which are expected to be
complete by 2000 (DWR's Scenario B in the Coastal Branch EIR). The Los Banos
Grande QOff-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 svstem 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 SWP 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 1is
higher. This seeming discrepancy occurs because scheduled SWP contractor water
demand will have increased even faster than system capacity.

Goleta Water District has based its water master plan assessment of state water
deliveries on a more conservative basis. Considering only existing SWP
facilities, the ratio of existing SWP capacity to contracted entitlements is 57.1
percent., Until additional SWP facilities are constructed, this could be a more
reliable estimate of state water deliveries than DWR's average delivery
assumptions used in this analysis.
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In Table 7 these average SWP delivery percentages are used to estimate the
average deliveries which each district would 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 credits). This method, which 1s discussed in greater detail in the
groundwater demand section above, was used to develop Tables 3, 6, 8 and 9. The
second method requires water 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

Table B contains estimates of the state water quantities needed to offset
existing and projected groundwater overdrafting independent of state water needed
to improve water gquality. If state water were available in 1990, all of the
water districts with state water entitlements would use state water to offset
existing overdrafts with the exception of the Summerland County Water District
(CWD). 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 total 1990 water supply. On a countywide basis, state
water used to offset groundwater overdrafting would equal five percernt of the
county's water supply. In the heavily overdrafted San Antonio basin where annual
water pumping equals more than three times the safe yield, Vandenberg AFB
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 water to offset groundwater overdrafting. By 2010 (Table 8c), 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 1in 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 Overdrafr Offsets

The calculations in Table 10 assume that each state water contractor would take
their entire state water 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 within 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 Santa Maria as an example, the
city would continue to pump 9,700 AF ‘vear of groundwater at General Plan Build
Out. After return flows are credited, their net impact on the groundwater basin
would be a net import of 375 AF/year.

As shown in Table 11, every groundwater basin and DAU has an existing groundwater
overdrafting condition which will increase in the future. State water deliveries
could fully offset the shortfall through General Plan Build Out in the Santa Ynez
and South Coast DAU's. Nevertheless, the Santa Maria, San Antenio and Cuyama
groundwater basins would still have to continue overdrafting in 1990 and more so
in 2010 even if state water 1s 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 delivered on a uniform flow basis. With this as a
given, examples of conjunctive use could include: 1) reserving local groundwater
and/or surface water for use during summer peak demand periods, 2) reserving
local groundwater for use during droughts affecting surface supplies in the local
area or in the SWP system, and 3) using state water to recharge the groundwater
basin during the wet winter season when water demand 1s low. Designing a
conjunctive use program requires detailed hydrogeologic and economic analysis and
is beyond the scope of this report. When and if SWP water is imported to Santa
Barbara County, the water purveyors can pursue this option; however, it 1s not
evaluated further here.

Water Quality Improvement

The average water quality for SWP deliveries from 1970 to 1988 1s 258 ppm TDS
(SWP Coastal Branch, Phase II EIR, p. 31). Tables 8a, 8b and 8c list the
quantities of state water needed in 1990, 2000 and 2010, respectively, to blend
with local supplies in order to meet the 500 ppm TDS drinking water standard.
Percentages of state water uvsed for blending range from O percent for Mission
Hills to almost 80 percent for Lompoc. Most water districts are in the 40 to 60
percent state water range. 1

If each district is reguired to take its full state water entitlement, several
water districts would have a blended water quality better than the recommended
state drinking water standard. Blended water guality is calculated for each
water purveyor in lTable 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. Many water purvevors would again be
unable to meet the primary drinking water standard.

Secondary water quality improvement impacts under either scenario would be a
decreased need for water softening and decreased salinity of the wastewater
treatment plant effluent. The resulting lower TDS of groundwater return flows
combined with a reduction or elimination of groundwater overdrafting would slow
the gradual decline in basin groundwater quality.

! /
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GROWTH INDUCEMENT IMPACTS

Two cases are relevant to analyze the potential growth inducing impacts of state
project water importation. The first case is how state water would impact
existing conditions for the existing population. The second case involves
meeting the water demand associated with General Plan Build Out.

Impact on 1990 Conditions

In Table 9a each district’'s SWP water deliveries are first allocated to improving
water quality. If additional state water is still available, it 1s applied
towards coffsetting any .still remaining groundwater overdraft not offset by the
state water used to improve 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 additional water needed over and
above state water deliveries is entered in the last column entitled "Remaining
Deficit".

For some districts which have groundwater overdraft reduction as a first
priority, the order of curu:lative water quality and groundwater overdraft offsets
should be reversed in Tat.2 9a. The independent calculations in Table 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 gquality improvement objectives or;
in most cases, both. After both objectives have been met to the degree possible
in each district for 1990, (see Table %a,) approximately 8,600 acre feet or 20
percent of the 43,100 acre feet total average county state water deliveries
(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 increase over the County's 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 1l 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 without 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 groundwater 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 Cut

In analyzing the impact of state water imports on General Plan Build Out, one
assumes that the city and county planning commissions, city councils and county
board of supervisors considered the secondary impacts of population growth when
they adopted the General Plans for each community. Plan adoption implies that
the locality has considered its capacity to provide the public facilities and
services necessary to support the population associated with General Plan build
out. With this as a given, one can infer that some source of water would be
developed to support the planned population increase whether that source 1is
conservation, desalination, groundwater basin overdrafting or state water
importation.

From Table 8c, every water district with a state water entitlement would need
most of its SWP deliveries to meet the projected water demand and water gquality
objectives. TIf SWP water :s first allocated to water quality improvement and
then overdraft reduction as shown in Table 9c, the only water districts with SHP
water deliveries not completely used would be Casmalia Community Services
District (CSD), Vandenberg AFB, Mission Hills CSD, Santa Ynez River Water
Conservation District ID #1, the Summerland County Water District (CWD},
Montecito Water District, and Cuyama CSD. The unused 3100 acrefeet of water
could support a population of 13,800 persons, which is about the average county
population growth over 2 1/2 years. 3100 acrefeet represents seven percent of
the expected Santa Barbara County SWP deliveries in 2010. If the water districts
with unused state water are allowed to lease their SWP water to other districts
¢r private users within the same DAU, 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 1s 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 physical facilities are in place to accommodate the
transfers. Since this second scenario has not been adopted as public policy, it
is 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 DWR, 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 recognize each group’'s unique goals and needs. During 1990, Santa
Barbara Water Purverors Association members adopted a resolution stating their
intent to dedicate state water deliveries towards offsetting their district's

share of the overdraft in their groundwater basin. If these water district
actions to manage the groundwater basins are not adeguate to protect the
groundwater resources, several other mitigation options are possible. They
include:

o Each water district could adopt official policies or referenda
restricting allowed SWP water uses as Goleta Water District has
done .. :

o A conjunctive use program with groundwater and state water could be
implemented.

o Water districts not needing their full SWP entitlements could sell

or lease water entitlements to other districts within the county 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 groundwater management plan could be implemented
through a cooperative effort of the groundwater users in each basin,

) A basin by basin groundwater management plan could be implemented by
a conservation district (such as the Santa Maria Valley Water
Conservation District), a joint powers authority cr 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 .growth could best be addressed by.adopting
a growth management ordinance tied to the General Plan. The growth management
ordinance would specify the maximum number of development permits to be granted
in one year. It would alsoc take into account all of the resocurces affecting a
community's ability to absorb population growth such as transportation and air
~guality as well as water availability. City and ccunty planners can also
scrutinize adopted General Plans for conformance with identified 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 vears as each community builds out according to their adopted General
Plans, the water supply shortfalls and water quality problems will i1ncrecase. The
demonstrated need for additional water supplies will also increase.

The secondary ilmpacts of population growth associated with land use plan buildout
have been previously evaluated in the EIR's for each General Plan. General Plan
buildout targets have been selected after a balancving of all local resources with
community goals for the future. Water which is available to support populations
over and above the Genmeral Plan buildout population i1s considered growth
inducing. However, after state water 1s allocated to address water gquality
improvement and offsetting the groundwater overdraft under 1990 conditions, less
than twenty percent of the state water will be available to induce growth. A:
buildout, the county would have a net water supply deficit, even with full state
water deliveries. If water districts are able to lease or sell their SWP
entitlements to other county water users experiencing existing and projected
shortfalls, the county's entire SWP entitlement could be used to improve water
quality, offset groundwater overdrafting and meet the 1990 and General Plan
buildout population water demands.

If General Plan buildout continues without additional water supplies from the
state water project or some other source, even larger numbers of people will be
at risk when the next drought comes. If one defines growth inducing as promoting
growth beyond the General Plan Buildout population, the proposed project i1s not
growth inducing. If one defines growth inducing as promoting population growth
beyond the current population, even if it is included in the General Plan, the
case for importing water to address existing 1990 water quality and quantity
requirements 1s still quite clear,
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November 9, 199C.

City of Santa Barbara, Final Environmental Jmpact Report, Five Year VWater

Policy Action Plan, SB-137-87. Prepared by EIP Assoclates. October 1989.

City of Santa Barbara, Public Works Department, Long-Term Water Supplvy
Alternatives Analvsis. Draft, November 199C.

City of Santa Mar:ia, Community Development Department, Advance Planning
Division, Santa Maria 20053. August 1988.

City of Santa Maria, Department of Public Werks, Letter from Jim Perry,
Superintendent, Water Division, to Pamela Gene Cosby; P.E., AICP.
Subject: Comments on Santaz Barbara County Water Purveyors Agency Table -
Growth Inducement Impact of Water Importation. November 26, 1990.

City of Solvany, General Plan Land Use Element; 1689.

City of Solvang, City of Solvang Open Space and Conservation Element.

Goleta Water District, Memorandum from Robert Paul tc Robert Almy, Santa
Barbara County Water Agency. March 7, 1991.

Goleta Water District, Report on the Water Supply Management Plan,
Manager's Draft and Appendix A. August 28, 1990.

Hatch and Parent, "Water Moratoria and Growth Contrcl; Trouble in River
City." October 1990.

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. and Leeds, Hill & Jewett, Inc.,
Environmental & Water Resources Reconnaissance Studv for State Water

Project & Alternatives, Final. January, 1979.

La Cumbre Mutual Water Company, "Annual Report to Stockholders of the La
Cumbre Mutual Water Company'. June 18, 1987.

La Cumbre Mutual Water Compahy, Letter from Dean C. May yo Pamela Gene
Cosby, P.E., AICP, RE: La Cumbre Water Potential Growth. November 14,
1990.

La Cumbre Mutual Water Company, "Long-Range Water Supply Options, Acre
Feet/Year". October 1989.
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La Cumbre Mutual Water Company, "Projected Maximum Water Use". October 16,
1986. :

Lawrance, Fisk & McFarland, Inc. W¥ater Resource Management Program Study
for the City of Carpinteria, California, Final Report. September ¢, 1988.

Livingston & Assoclates, City and Regional Planners, et al., Santa Barbara

County Comprehensive Plan, Conservation Element. Prepared for County of
Santa Barbara.

Naps of each water district's 1970 and 1990 boundaries were provided by
each water district.

McClelland Consultants, (West), Inc., et al., City of Santa Maria Sphere
of Influence Boundarv and Concurrent Annexation Study, Phase I: Track 1:

Baseline Conditions and Fconomic Analysis and Track 2: Target Area Land
Use Study. Prepared for City of Santa Maria. June 1990.

Michael Brandman Associates, General Plan Land Use Element, Citv of Santsa
Maria. 1990.

Morro Group, Inc, Guadalupe General Plan Final Environmental Impact
Report. Prepared for City of Guadalupe. November 1989.

Municipal Services, Inc. and Community Development Consulting Services,
City of Guadalupe Housing Element. Prepared for City of Guadalupe.

- November 1989.

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors, Letter from Tom Rogers,
Chairman, to Mr. .-Stephen L. Kashiwada, Department of Water Resources,
State Water Project Planning Branch, Division of Planning. August 31,
1990..

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors, Letter from Toru Miyoshi,
Chairman, to Kathlin Johnson, Department of Water Resources, November 18,
1986. '

Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, Housing Impacts and
Mitigation Measures Associated with the Planned Expansion of Vandenberg
Air Force Base. April 1982.

Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, Letter from Jeffery
T. Harris, Deputy Director, Division of Environmental Review and
Compliance, to Stephen L. Kashiwada, Project Manager, California
Department of Water Resources, State Water Project Planning Branch,
Division of Planning. May 25, 1989.

Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element, Groundwater Resources'Section,
First Revised Public Draft. May 1989, V
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56.

57.

Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan, Energy Conservation Element. May 1981.

Santa Barbara. County Resource Management Department, Santa Barbara County

Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Flement and Circulation Element. August
1990.
Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, Division of

Environmental Review and Compliance, Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manuel, Amended as of 1990. September, 1990.

Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, Division of
Environmental Review and Compliance, Memorandum from Brian R. Baca,
Geologist, to Jeff Harris, Deputy Director. Re! Questions for TAC raised
be the Board of Supervisors on La Cumbre Mutual Water Company's pumpage
reductions pursuant to the Wright Judgement. October 26, 1989.

Santa Barbara County Water Agency, Conservation/Efficiency Programs:
1988-Future.

Santa Barbara County Water Agency, ' Present and Future Water XNeeds of
Santa Barbara County."

Santa Barbara County-Cities Area Planning Council. Forecast 89, Santa
Barbara Countv Regional Growth Forecast 1985-2005. August 1989.

Santa Barbara Water Purveyors Agency, Memorandum from Jim Stubchaer to Pam
Cosby. March 14, 1991. :

Santa Barbara Water Purveyors Agency, Letter from James M. Stubchaer,

Consultant-Manager, to Board of Directors, Santa Barbara County Flood "
Control and Water Conservation District. RE: Extension of Time to

Reacquire SWP Entitlement. October 15, 1990.

Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District Improvement District No. 1,
Memorandum from Thomas M. Petersen to Santa Barbara County Water Agency,
Robert Almy. March 12, 1991.

Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District Improvement District No. 1,
Letter from Thomas M. Petersen, Manager to Pamela Cosby. Re: S.B. County
Water Purveyors Agency Study - Santa Ynez Extensicn. November 21, 199%90C.

Southern California Water Company, Letter from Alice F. S. Lou, Manager of
Water Distribution, to Pam Cosby, Data for Coastal EIR, Santa Barbara
Water Purveyors Agency. November 29, 1990.

Stetson Bngineers, Inc., Water Svstem Master Plan, Buellton Community
Services District, Santa Barbara County, California, (1986 Revision,)

June 15, 1987.

Summerland County Water District, Letter from Lloyd C. Fowler, P.E.,
Consultant Manager, to Pamela Gene Cosby, P.E., December 3, 1990.
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58. Summerland County Water District, Letter from Lloyd C. Fowler, P.E.,
Consultant Manager, to. Pamela Gene Cosby, P.E., January 20, 1991.

59, Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Santa Barbaré,
Martha H. Wright, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Goleta Water District, et al.,
Defendants, and Related Cross Actions. Citizens for Goleta Valley, Inc.,
Intervenors. Case No. SM57969 (Formerly 101485). Judgement. June 16,
1989.

60. Union 0il records, Casmite well, which serves Casmalia Community Services
District.

61. U. S. Air Force, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Closure of
Los Angeles AFB, California and Relocation of Space Svstems Division.
July 1990.

62 U. S. Department of the Air Force, 4392 Civil Engineering Group,
Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, Memorandum from Thomas C. Hom,
P.E., Chief, Engineering and Contracts Branch, to Pamela Cosby, P.E.,
"AJCP. March 7, 1991.

63. Vandenberg Village Community Services District, Letter from Roger Brett,
District Manager, to Ms. Pam Cosby. November 27, 1990.

64 John L. Wallace & Associates, City of Guadalupe Water System Storage
Analysis. October 1987.
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TABLE 1
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY POPULATION DATA AND FOREGASTS

CITY AND 1970 | 1980 1990 . 2000 B ) GPBO 2005
UNINCORPORATED AREAS Census Ceasus DOF Forest'89  GenPlan Census'90 DOF  Forcst'B9  GenPlan DOF GenPlan|. ~ GenPla DOF
CITY OF CARPINTERIA 7,000] 10835 12,600 12554 NA 13,747 14,479 NA 16359 22,418
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 69,000{ 74,414 B0400 79,972  B4,285 85571 85632 89908 95612|  95612|
CITY OF SOLVANG NA 3,106 4,450 4,212 NA 4,741 5,637 NA 7,845 7,845
CITY OF LOMPOC 25,000| 26,267| 33850 33630 37,600 37,649 39,165 43,900 46,000| 46,000
CITY OF SANTA MARIA 31,000 39,685 65200 55204 61,284 61,284 70619 113,600 134,500 134,500
CITY OF GUADALUPE 3,000 3,629 5,650 5,633 5,428 5,479 8,335 6,814 11,040 18,000
UNINCORPORATED AREAS NA| 140,980 161,900 159,537 NA 161,137 180,311 NA NA NA
GOUNTY TOTALS CNA| 298916] 354,050 350,942 NA  369.608| 407,400 404,178 NA| 435700 ©  NA NA| 498,800

NOTES ON TABLE 1:

1) Population estimates are for cmes If water district boundaries are not coincident with city boundaries, estimates may .
differ significantly from the water district population shown in Table 2.

2) *GPBO" signilies General Plan Buildout.

3J) California Dept. of Finance (DOF) population estimates are taken from Reports 90 E—1, 89 P-1E, and B6 P—1.

4) Carpinteria forecasts are based on residentlal units forecasted in the "General Plan and Envaronmental Impact Report®, 1986,
preparad by Michael Brandman Associates.

5) Santa Barbara General Plan lorecasts are given in residential dwalling units (DU's). Population estimates are based on
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 inaease by
4,139 additional DU’'s by Build Out in 2010.

€) Salvang forecasts are based on the City's General Plan 1989 Land Use Element.

7) Lompoc General Plan forecasts are based upon Forecast '89 estimates updated for the 18990 Census results and preliminary General
Plan updata estimates provided by Jeremy Graves with the Depx. of Community Development.

8) Santa Maria lorecasis are based on the *City of Santa Maria Sphere of influence Boundary and Concurrenl Annexation Study®,
June, 1990, prepared by McClelland Consultants.

9) Guadalupe lorecasts are taken from "Comprehensive Gener al Plan, City of Guadalupe California, A Framework for Planning,
1987 —-2007* and Helen Elder, City Planner
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TABLE 2

POPULATION FORECASTS BY WATER PURVEYOR SERVICE AREAS AND DESIGNATED ANALYSIS UNITS

DAU 1870 1980 1980 o o 20 : S ‘ 2010 . ~Buitd Out

and Subareas Census Census DOF | Forest'83  GenPlan Census's0 DOF . Forcst'88  QenPlan  Modfied DOF QGenPlan  Modfied GPBO  Modified
DAU71:
City of Santa Maria 32340 39,685 55200 55204 54,597 60229 70618 76,808 82,440 92,360 57,992 92,360 97992
Southern Calif Water Co 13,608 23215 31,377 31,469 38,739 38,739 45,079 45079 45079 45079
City of Guadalupe 3, 1s 3,700 5,650 5,833 5,428 5,695 8,335 6,886 7,020 11,12 11379 18,072 18206
S.M.Valley Industrial 0 (o] 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
Privals SMV M&{, Ag 472 836 084 984 1,260 1,260 1,364 1,364 1,364 1,364
Casmalia CSD 230 226 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 164
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 49,765 67,662 82,386 98,541 123,692 129,457 149,915 155,814 156,875 162,637
DAU 73: .
Los Alamos CSD 722 734 887 890 1,081 1,085 1.318 1,322 2,024 2,024
Vandenberg AFB 10,705 5,421 6.544 6,544 9,816 9,816 9,818 9,816 ‘9,816 9,816
Private SAV M&l, Ag 346 460 " 440 543 507 626 567 700 567 700
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 11,773 6,615 7.871 7,977 11,405 11,827 11,701 11838 12,406 12539
DAU 74;
City of Lompoc 24084 26270 33850 33,630 35,557 35711 37,122 41,857 41,857 43,957 43,957 433957 43,957
Vandenberg Village CSD 4,523 5,839 6,793 6,793 7.884 7,684 9,149 9,149 9,149 9,149
Mission Hills CSD 3,000 2,755 3,430 3,121 4,326 4,326 5,222 5222 6,118 6,118
Vandanberg AFB 5,362 2,715 3,277 3,277 4,226 4,226 4,226 4,226 4,226 4,226
Bueliton CSD 1,500 2,242 3,688 3,688 5,321 4,505 6,954 5,321 6,954 5,321
City of Solvang 2,100 2,899 4,450 4212 4,755 4,755 5,637 6,300 6,300 7,845 7,845 7.845 7,843
Santa Ynez RWCD ID#1 5,500 7.712 8,298 8,298 10395 10,748 12238 13,198 12238 13,198
Private SY-Lom M4&l, Ag 1,376 1,824 1,747 2,192 2,015 2,528 2,251 2,825 2,251 2,825
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 47,445 52,256 67,546 67,835 82,324 82,373 91,843 91,743 92,739 92,639
DAU 75:
Carpintaria CWD 2,400 13410 12,600 12,554 17,052 17,102 14,479 19516 19,541 21,980 21980 21980 21,9880
Summedand CWD 1,000 1,245 1,438 1,442 1,747 1,641 2,056 1,840 2,056 1,840
Montecito WD 8,900 9,964 10886 11,719 11295 12,128 11678 12511 11678 12511
City of Santa Barbara 69,700 76,705 80,400 79,972 82548 84,170 85,632 88,156 89,777 53,846 95,467 83,846 95467
LaCumbre Mutual Water Co 3,363 4,000 4 4,129 4,141 4,368 4,368 4,596 4,596 4,666 4,666
Golela WD 61,000 64,503 70,142 70,348 77314 76213 84,486 82,079 84,486 82,079
Piivate SC MA&I, Ag 1,003 1,330 1,273 4,951 1,362 5,297 1,451 5,641 1,451 5,641
Marehart Land Co. (4} 0 0 0 4] o] 0 o] 0 o]
Santa Barbara Rasearch 0 0 o] 0 0 o] s} 0 o] 0
TOTALSQUTH COAST 154,366 171,157 187,469 193,873 203,757 208,964 220,092 224,113| 220,162 _ 224,183
DAU 76
Cuyama CSD 1,114 625 662 662 850 850 861 861 861 861
Piivate CV M&l, Ag 452 601 718 718 755 755 793 793 793 - 7_9}
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 1,566 1.226 1,380 1,380 1,604 1,604 1,654 1,654 1,654 - 1,654
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 264,915 298.916| 354,060 350,942 356,651 369606 407,400 404,178 422782  433,926| 435700 475206 485163 483,837 493,657

NOTES ON TABLE 2:

1) Thess Deteiled Analyses Units (DAU's) include only the watershed portion within Santa Barbara County.

2) The modifed population columns Indicate the General Plan population modified to account for the 1990 Census, proposed updates to the adopted Ganeral

Plan or other factors.

[PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING SHEET FOR MORE NOTES ON TABLE 2]
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OTES ON TARLE 2 (contnued):
) 1860 Census popuiion estmales were teen from tha 1966 *Santa Barbara County Saite Water Project Alternatives Study* by DWR and SBCo Flood Conrd and Water Consecvaton District. Census populaton estmams have been

adjused lo water dsrict boundaries. Since the 1885 total populaton did Nat equal ha bl 1880 county popukaton, tha missing people were disributed proportionally to the DALI's In he arsas outside water disticts.

4) Unicomporated privais well areas wers assumed to grow 8t the rates given In Forecast 'BS lor he caTesponding valley: Sant Marla/Guacdalupe - (3 980200012 .5%/(2000 ~2010)0.8%:; Sant YnezA ompoc/San Antonko -1 4%/1.1%; Sauth
Coast—0.7%/0 68%; Cuyama —0.5%/0 5%.M

5) Sant Maria's forecasts wero tased on the Saria Maria/Orcutt Sphere o Influsnce Boundary and Canourert Annexation Study prepared by McCleflancdiAssoda tes, 1950. Household sze wes assumed to ba 3.01. Housing unis In the
Orcutt wea sarved by Southem Califoria Water Company (Cal—Cities Water Company) wers nol included in the city a loracast (9737 In 1990 incroasing to 14,000 by build out.

6) Southern Callfarnia Water Company sarvice areas Inchude Oreutt, Tanglawood, Lake Marle, and Sisquoc unincorporated developments. Housebdd size was
assumad W ba 30 In 1860, dea easing W 296 by 2010 (SBCAG).

7) Guadslupe lorecasts od he 18rasldences served outsida the city. Household size s assuned tobe 3.88 In 1980 and 4.0 in 2000 and 2010, Bulldout could occur by 2000 i sconomic growth allows.
8) Sarie Marla Valley Indusrial Is numarous Indusr ! operations includng off and gas driikng, vegetable processing pants, and several teadiats, '

g) Casmalia was assumed 10 have a smtc popukiton.
10) Los Alamos grew al 2% annually from 1560 10 1960; his growth rate was assumed 1o contnug frough 2010. Buildaut was based on helLos Alsmos area camprehensive plan and a househdd size of 355.

11) Vandenberg Alr Force Base derives about 70% of Its water from the San Antonio Ground Water Basin end about 30% from the Lompoc Piain and Temace. VAFB provides domestic water supplies 1o the Lompoc Fedesal Prisan, which Is locat
DAU 74, s0 he prison population is Included In the VAFB population figue. For he purpose of assessing the ground wa ter overdralt, he populkton has beaen allocated betwean DALT's 75 and 74 based on the groondwa b souroe o
as desaibad In the "Froposed Closu e ol Los Angeles AF B, Califomia and Relocation of Spaca Systems Division DOR.! Build outassumes the curent population plus the Impact population of 4540 additional milery personnel an
could be housed on basa by 1997. The 1890 Generat Planligurs Is based on the September 1690 resident population of 7383 ghven In the “Vandenberg Economic Impact Repat pius 2426 Inmates 8t the federal prisons.

12} Lompoc's horecasts ware based on the draht General Plan updates. Lompoc Sate Prison populalon (2043 persons) was allocated o Vandenbearg AFB, which provides the prison's water, GPBO Is expected 1 occur by 2005,
13) Vandenberg Vitage grew atan annuel rate of 1.5% rom 1960 to 1880. This rend was assumad 10 contnue, although the acue! growth e would be higher If the proposed development at VAFB ocours.

14) Mission Hiits was assumed to grow a128 new service connectians a year kam the cuTent 1072 connecions with a constant housshald skze of 3.2 (Msslon Hils CS0).

16} In the Sant Ynez Vallay, g-owh forecasts were based on ha AMD Canprehensive Plan. Hall of tha plannad growth wass allocated t Buekton and the bajance 10 Sant Ynez Rver ACW ID# 1. Househad sizes were assumad © be 2.681
In 1890 and 257 I 2000 and 2010 for Buditon (SBCAG) and 3.3 In 2000 and 3.1 In 2010 for Sant Ynez (D#1.

18) Sohvang populaton larecasts arg vkan kam the Comprehensive Plan and assume a household size of 2.45 at bullcout .

17) Carpinteria CWD GPBO based on Carpimeria Valley GPBO. Qlty bulld out §5298 DU's @ 2 8 persons) plus unincarparated area bulldout (1813 DU'S @ 2. Dpersons ) Bulldout rom Lawcance, Fisk & McFardand, Inc., "Water Rescource
Management Program Study for the City of Carpinteria’, 1988, Tables § and 10.

18) Summertand GPBO larecast was based on adopted GP DU's (561) and hshid sza o 258, Moditied farecasts assumed proposed Ganeral Plan modffication Is adopted.

19) Montacho estimetes were based on AMOD estimates in the Montcito community plan and e curment hatid size ol 3.09 (SBCAG). Future growth was basad on the 1/2% annuel grow® rate in the Pevised Community Plan sdoptad in March 199
Ona—tird of tha 1990 Caensus population was assumed 10 be not served by he disrict.

20) Chy o Sarrta Bartara estmates assume hal the number of persons served ousicde dty boundariesremalns consam. Househod size Is assumed L inarease kom curent 235 In 1990 10 2.37 In 2000 and 2.39 In 2010 (SBCAG).

21) The Goleta WD andla Cumtre Mutua) Water Company general plan estmates are based on e adopted and proposed general plan for the Goden planning area. Buildout Is assumed as 2020 far La Qumbre and 2010 1o Gdetm. SBCAG fore
household stze to decline fom curent 3.1 W 28 at GPBO o La Cumtreand curen! 268 tn 2 6 {ar Goleta.

22) Cuyama CSD recartty receved stte approvel 10 oea se service hodkups by 72 based on heir existing well capadty. SBCAG projects hausehdd size ta Inagease kom 1950 estmato of 291 10 2.96 In 2000 and 3 0 In 2010
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Water Dislrict Population Forecast Cavials

i

Both 1970 and 1980 districts were adjusted to equal the census county totals
The 1970 estimates required that 3057 persons be proportionately subtracted while the 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 pumber of hookups were used to calculate population.

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 not available from the 1990 census) 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 are subject to errors such as misplaced roads or other geographical boundaries.

Vandeoberg AFB buildout based on mission requirements. Proposed closure of other bases
and relocation to VAFB will be individually accessed through the environmental
review process and be subject lo congressional review and approval,
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1870 Water District Population Estimate Noles

DAU 71: *

City of Santa Maria
Southern Calif Water Co
City of Guadalupe
S.M.Valley Industrial
Private SMV MLI, Ag
TOTAL SANTA MARIA
DAU T73:

Casmalia CSD

Los Alamos CSD
Vandenberg AfB
Private SAV ML, Ag
TOTAL SAN ANTONIOD
DAU 74:

City of Lompoc
Vandenberg Village CSD

Mission Hills CsSD
Vandenberg AFB
Buelltor 50

City of Solvang

Santa Ynez RWCD 1D#1
Private SY-Lom M&1, Ag
TOTAL SANTA YHEZ

DAU 75:

Carpinteria W
Summerland WO
Hontecito WO

City of Santa Barbara
LaCumbre Mutual Wtr.Co
Goleta WO

Private SC K&I, Ag
TOTAL SOUTH COAST

DAU 76: *

New Cuyama CSO

Private CV K&, Ag

1970 Census population, no California Water in 1970.

Used 1980-1990 trend, no block data available for north county in 1970 (not urbanized)
City population

NA\A

20% less than 1980

Resource Management (CLiff Pauley)
Resource Management (Ctiff Pauley)
N\A
N\A

1459 hookups from Pam Cosby, 3.72 HHS = 5427 persons

Resource Management (Cliff Pauley)

Census Tract 26.0 and the Federal Prison

S8 county Water and Sewage facilities Plan 1971
S8 county Water and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971
SB county Water and Séwage Facilities Plan 1971
20X less than 1980

SB county Water and Sewage facilities Plan 1971

SB county Water and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971

S8 county Water and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971

SB county Water and Sewage Facilities Plan 1971

1970 Block counts using 1970 water district bounderies
S8 county Water and Sewage Facilities Plen 1971

20% less than 1980

‘Resource Management (CLiff Pauley)

20% less than 1980
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1990 Water District Population Estimate Notes

DAU 71: »

City of Santa Maria
Southern Calif Water Co
City of Guadalupe
$.M.Valley Industcial
Privaete SMV MLI, Ag
TOTAL SANTA MARIA
DAU 73:

Casmal{a CSO

Los Alamos €SO
Vandenberg AFB
Private SAV MRI, Ag
[OTAL SAN ANTONIO
DAU Ths

City of Lompoc
randenberg Village CSD

tission Hills CSD
‘andenberg AFB

el {ton €SO

ity of Solvang

3anta Ynex RWCD 1D#1
>rivate SY-Lom KXI, Ag
[OTAL SANTA YNEZ

AY 752 )
‘arpinteria WO
sutmer | and WD
tontecito WD

ity of Santa Barbara

aCunbre Mutual Wtr.Co
ialeta WO

'rivate SC MLI, Ag
‘OTAL SOUTH COAST

Ay 76: *

lew Cuyama CSD

'rivate CV ML, Ag

1990 populstion from the Census (41,284) and 50 units served outside the city limits X 2.85 HHS = 41,426 - California Cities 482 Units X 2.85 (1373) = 60052,
1990 water hookup count X 2.5 HHS (lowered due to retirees moving into the area and to lower total population) 10459 X 3.0 = 31377

1990 Census population (5479) + 18 additional units (3.88 HHS) = 5678 '

LAY

Same as 1980

52 active residential water hoolcupﬁk X 3.16 HHS = 164 persons
281 Units from sphere of (nfluence study X 3,16 HHS = 887
NA\A ’

Same a3 1980

1990 Census population - the prison poputatlon‘ullocated to VAFB
2185 hookups X 3.1 HHS

1072 hookups X 3,2 HHS

7752 persons from Base Comprehensive Plan with sdditional 2230 prison inmates and 307 prison staff, (from the 1990 Census).
Census tract 19.01 Blks 301-312, 407-409, 415-417, 420-426, 41B, 402-405, 501-523: X 2.6 HRS

1990 Census population

Census Tracts 19.08, 19.05, 19.03, and the corresponding Blocks, 23B1 Units 2.61 HHS = 6271 persons.

Sama as 1980 .

City Census Population (13,707) + CT 17,01 (1460 units X 2.29 HHS = 3345) = 17052

551 residential Units from buildout, 2.61 HHS = 1438

10875 persons from Montecio community plan and additional 844 persons (from 1980 block counts) for additional aress in water district east of Hontecito.

City pop in 1990 minus tracts 1.02, 13.01, 13.02, 2, end the appropriate blocks (2849 persons subtracted), 199 units asdded {n for Mission Canyon and Barker area:

(443 and 758 persons) = 83923

Telephone conversation with Pam Cosby 1332 Connections X 3.1 HHS = 4129 persons. (3.18 HHS based on 1970 H.U. and population)

26348 HU from Resource MNGT buildout data, 2.69 HHS = 70826, minus La Curbra WD (1332 hookups) = 25016 units X 2.69 = 67293 +« S.B. city persons served by Goleta (2849) = 70142,
Goleta private wells estimated to support 1950 persons, Montecito wells 2000 persons and other south coast 1000 parsons. Other county private sllocated 591 proportionately.

Census Tract 18,00 8LK’s 152-159, 227 HU X 2.9 HHS

Same a3 1980
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TABLE 3
HISTORICAL WATER DEMAND AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL

DAL~ .- L B 1970 L 1980 : 1990 . S Projected GPBO M & | Grose Water Damand (AFY & PerCapita) with Conservation @®:
and Subaress : L Populstn Gross Wir GPCD| Populain Gross Wur GPCD Populstn: Gross Wir. . GPCD{ 0%:Total GPCD|{. 5%:Totlal GPCD| 10%:Totad ..  GPCO|{ 20%:Total QPCD
AU 71: i
ty of Santa Maria 32,340 7,391 204 39,721 8,754 197 60,229 12,058 179 22,395 204 21,275 194 20,156 184 17916 163
suthein Calif Water Co 13,608 NA 275 23215 5,020 193 31,469 8,818 250 13888 275 13,192 261 12,497 248 11,109 220
ty of Guadalupe © 3,115 NA 200 3,700 757 183 5,695 723 113 4,079 200 3,848 190 3,671 180 3,263 160
M.Valley Industrial 0 7,200 NA 0 7.120 NA 0 6,000 NA 6,000 NA 5,700 NA 5,400 NA 4,800 NA
ivate SMV M&I, Ag 472 NA 155 800 89,739 155 964 122,379 155 237 155 225 147 213 - 140 189 124
smalia CSD 230 NA 75 228 1B 65 164 13 72 14 75 13 71 12 68 11 50
DTAL SANTA MARIA 49765 NA NA 67,662 111,406 288 98,541 149,991 252 46,610 256 44251 243 41,949 230 37,268 205
\U 73: .
s Alamos CSD 722 NA 280 734 230 280 890 256 257 635 280] | 603 266 571 252 508 224
indenberg AFB 10,705 NA 515 5421 3129 515 6,544 3,600 491 6,898 627 6,551 596 6,206 564 . 5516 502
vate SAV M&J, Ag 346 NA 162 460 16260 155 543 17,405 155 127 162 121 154 114 146 102 130
)TAL SAN ANTONIO 11,773 NA NA 6,615 19619 464 7.977 21261 442 7,657 545 7.274 518 6,891 491 6,128 436
\U 74:
y of Lompoc 24,084 3,511 130 26270 3,638 124 35711 5,252 131 7,878 160 7,484 124 7.000 117 8,302 104
ndenberg Village CSD 4,523 1,408 278 5,839 1,527 233 6,793 1,500 197 2,848 278 2,706 264 2.563 250 2,278 222
sslon Hills CSO 3,000 NA 200 2,755 583 189 3,121 629 180 1,371 200 1,302 190 1.234 180 1,007 160
ndenberg AFB 5362 © NA 500 2,715 1.567 515 3,277 1,803 491 2,367 500 2,249 475 2,130 450 1,694 400
olfton CSD : 1,500 NA 300 2,242 752 299 3,688 1,003 262 1,788 300 1.699 285 1,609 270 1,431 . 240
y.of Solvang 2,100 919 391 2,899 1.146 353 4,755 1,963 as9 3,243 369 3,080 371 2918 asz 2,594 313
nta Ynez RWCD [D#1 5,500 4,341 211 7.712 6,118 212 8,298 6,475 215 3,173 215 3,014 204 2,856 193 2,538 172
vate SY—Lom MA&I, Ag 1,378 NA 164 1,824 55,120 157 2,192 56,334 155 519 164 493 156 467 148 415 131
ITAL SANTA YNEZ 47 445 NA NA 52256 70449 173 67,835 75,039 192 23,186 223 22,027 212 20868 201 18,549 179
U 75:
spintetia CWD 9,400 4,303 139 13410 5,208 143 17,102 5,362 109 3,416 139 3,245 132 3,075 125 2,733 111
mmerand CWD 1,000 173 112 1,245 249 108 1,442 354 115 278 135 264 128 250 122 223 108
»ntecito WD 8,900 4,349 366 9,964 3,702 278 11,719 4,024 265 5,129 366 4,873 348 4616 . 329 4,103 293
y of Santa Barbara 69,700 13,522 167 76,705 14,148 153 84,170 13,461 132 17836 167 16,944 158 16,052 150 14269 . 133
Sumbre Mutusl Waler Co 3,363 1,846 424 4,000 1,718 345 4,141 1,297 260) 2214 424 2,104 402 1,993 381 1,772 339
lela WD 61,000 14,863 170 64,503 16,455 170 70,348 14,500 143 15,621 170 14,840 161 14,058 153 12,498 136
vato SC M4l Ag 1,003 NA 158 1,330 8,225 151 4,951 19415 155 998 158 949 150 899 142 799 126
iehart Land Co. 0 900 NA 0 900 NA 0 900 NA 0 NA 0 i 0 NA 0 NA
nia Barbara Aesearch 0 NA NA 0 100 NA 0 100 NA 167 NA 159 NA 150 NA 134 NA
TALSOUTH COAST 154,366 NA NA] 171,157 50,703 226| 193873 58413 141 45493 181 43219 172 409544 163] 36395 145
U7e:
yama CSD 1,114 NA 282 625 282 403 662 185 249 272 282 . 258 268 245 254 218 226
vate CV M&l, Ag 452 NA 130 601 28,604 125 718 20925 155 138 155 131 124 124 117 110 104
TAL CUYAMA VALLEY 1,568 NA NA 1,226 28,888 267 1,380 21,110 200 410 221 389 210 369 199 328 177
NTA BARBARA COUNTY 264915. - NA- - - NAl" 298916 281063 .. . NA| 369608 325813  -187| 123357 223 1179081 212] 111,021 ©201) 98685 178

'TES ON TABLE 3: .
1) All Population figures are derved from the eppropriate column of TABLE 2. The General Plan 'GPBO® modifed populalion figures from TABLE 2 are used 1o generale the GPBO water demand and values.

2) The 1970 condition Is taken as the rero point for waler conservation. Thus, conservation GPCD estimales use 1970 water demand as a base year. This was an *average® waler demand yew, neilher dry or wet. When the 1970 per
capita walar damandis not available or does not represant curent land uss or pre—conservation demand, a tepresentiative pre—conservation per capita demand has bean assumed for the district in the 0% conservation column.

{PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING SHEET FOR FURTHEAR NOTES ON TABLE 3} _ — e e e e .
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TES ON TABLE 3 (continued):
3) Agrioutural water demand has been exciuded from per capita water calculations. Thae only districts which serve agrcultural cusiomers are Santa Ynez RWCOD 1D #1, Carmpinteria CWD, Summerdand CWD, Montscito WD, City of

Santa Barbam, La Cumbre MWC, Goleta WD, and Morshart Land Company. Agricultisal water demand has been included In the Santa Ynez River Waler Consorvation District ID #1 1930 water demand, butleft out of the 1970
and 1980 estimates. Since a breakout of agricultural water dsmand was not available for Montecito WD, the gped estimates were not adjusted. Agdcultral consumption is taken from Tablo 4.

4) Water consumption figurea are provided by the water purveyors with the following exceptions: Vandenberg Alr Force Base consumption was taken lrom the Diaft Environmenial Impect Siatement, Proposed Closure of Los Angalss
AF8, Callornia and Relocation of Space Systems Divislon, U.S, Ali Force, July 1990; Morebart Land Company was estimated at 3.0 AF/acra for 300 acres.

5) Some error exists In the distdct population and par capita walsr estimales since residents on private wells cauld nol always be excluded from the district population estimates,

6) Where insufficiert data i avallable 1o calculae 1870 per capita water demand 10 repiesent the pra—conservation condition, a value has bean assumed. Districta where 1970 gped estimates are assumed include: Southemn
Californla Water Company, Guadalupe, Casmalia, Los Alamos, Vandanberg AFB, Mission Hills CSD, Busiiton CSD, and the private well areas outside the water districts. .

7) Casmalia CSD obtains its water from the Sania Marda GWB, and also is NOT withinthe San Antonio Creak watershed. Thearefore, Casmalia Is Included In the Santa Masia sludy area DAU 71,

8) Lompoc's 0% comssrvalon GPCD Is taken from 1989 distdct water consumption data.
9) Summerand CWD's 1970 water demand of 114 gpcd Is not representative of average pre—conservalion water demand. 135 gped was substituted since liis a representedive gped figure based on the average M & | wator damand o
210 AF/ysarfor FY 88 to FY90 and the 1987 estimated populetion of 1392. )

0) Some waler districts have unusually high per capla water demands because of large daytime populations (VAFB), larga Industdal opsrations (éama Maria Valley Industrial) or tourism (Solvang and Bueliton CSD.)

11) The per capita water demand estimates include a par capita share for commerclal and industrial uses in addition 1o residential use.

12) The 1990 GPCD figures are unusually low because many districts had volunlary or mandalory water ratloning during the extended drought. As a consequence, these figures are not the same as the theoretical 1990 GPCD figures
in TABLE 4. ’

13) Sewveral districts have drought butfer or safety margins which are a pat of their water supply they hold In reserve as district policy (Golela WD—2000 AF, City of Santa Basbara—1800 AF, and Summeriand CWD - 5% of watarsupply
Forecasted water demand should be increased by the safety margin for those districts and all others io account for uncedainty In predicting dioughts, water supply reliabilly and populstion growth.

14) The Cly of Santa Barbara, using their own methodology, forecasis a combined M&I and agricultural water demand of 17,800 AF/yr at GPBO. This is ioughly the same as tha 0% conservation GPBO estimate of M&! water in

TABLE 4 plus agdcultural demand from TABLE 5. :
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TABLE 4
EXISTING AND PROJECTED M&I AND AGRICULTURAL APPLIED WATER USE AND RETURN FLOWS

DAU. wi-i- o o T Theoretical 1990 MA&I . Theorstical 199Q Agriculture - 2000 M&l B ' 2000 Agriculture 1 7 GPBOMAI GPBO (About 2010) Agrcultue .

j Subareas - ¢ ToBAF % Retms|- ~Acies sc—flao To AF % Retms To# AF % Retms Acres  ac-fifac Tol AF_ % Retms| - Tof AF % Retms Acres _ac-ffac  Tol AF % Retme
71:

¥ Santa Marla 12,388 50% o 16,957 50% 20,158 50%

am Calll Watar Co 8,724 31% 0 10,740 31% 12,497 2%

{ Guadalups 1,148 50% 0 1,415 50% 3,671 50%

/slley Inclustral 5,400 1% ] 5,400 31% 5,400 32% )

o SMV MAI, Ag 154 31% 50,920 24 122,208 31% 197 31% 51,240 23 117852 29% 213 2% 49,940 22 109,868 26%
wlia CSD 12 0% 0 12 %l : 12 0%

\_ SANTA MARIA 27,827 40% 50,520 24 122,208 31% 34,721 A1% 51,240 23 117,852 20%| 41,949 42% 49,940 22 109868 28%
73

Ja mos CSD 251 % 0 306 38% : 571 43%

enberg AFB 4,137 0% 0 6,206 0% 6,206 0% :

a SAV MA&I, Ag 89 % 8243 21 17,310 37% 102 38% 8,510 2.0 17,020 34% 114 43% 9,050 1.9 17,214 31%
(. SAN ANTONIO 3477 % 8,243 21 17,310 37% 6,614 2% 8,510 2.0 17,020 34% 6,891 4% 9,060 1.9 17,214 31%
74:

I Lompoc 4,685 30% 0 5,492 29% 7,090 29%

anberg Village CSD 1,903 30% o 2,209 30% 2,563 30%

1 Hills CSD 629 61% o 872 61% 1,234 61%

onborg AFB 1,652 . 60% 0 2,130 67% 2,130 67%

on CSD 1,115 17% o : 1,362 17% 1,609 17%

¥ Savang 1,873 7% 0 2,481 17% 2,918 17%

L Ynez AWCD ID#1 1,798 30% 1,400 32 4,480 21% 2,328 30% 1,200 29 3,480 18% 2,856 30% 1,000 28 2,800 18%
o SY—Lom M&I, Ag 362 17%]  er9r7 20 55,953 21% 418 18%| 28,250 2.0 56,500 18% 467 18% 28,520 20 57,040 18%
L SANTAYNEZ 14,016 32%| 29377 21 60,433 21% 17,290 33%| 29,450 20 59,980 18%| 20,868 . 32%| 29,520 2.0 759,840 8%
75: :

meria CWD 2,392 7% 3,584 1.1 3,282 13% 2,733 % 3,628 14 3,888 1% 3,075 7% 3,671 1.1 4,060 1%
nerland CWD 196 0% 179 2.0 168 0% 223 o% 179 1.8 286 0% 250 0% 179 1.1 197 %
ycl o WD 4,324 7% 225 2.4 540 13% 4,475 7% 210 2.4 504 11% 4,616 7% 200 24 480 1%
{Santa Barbara 14,153 ™ 500 2.0 1,000 13% 15,098 % 450 2.0 900 11% 16,052 7% 400 2.0 800 1%
mbre Mutual Water Co 1,769 o% 45 2.0 0 - 0% 1,865 0% 23 2.0 48 0% 1,993 7% 0 20 - o 0%
a WD 12,049 % 2,034 1.6 3,254 13% 13,054 8% 1,900 1.6 3,040 1% 14,058 T 8% 1,800 1.6 2,880 1%
8 SC Mal, Ag 789 % 737 28 18,555 13% 844 % 7,201 2.6 18,721 11% 899 7% 6,910 26 17,966 1%
rartLand Co, 0 300 o 900 13% 0 7% 300 2.9 870 1% 0 7% 300 29 870 1%
. Barbara Research 100 % o] 0 125 7% 150 7%

L SOUTH COAST 35,772 7% 14,003 20 27,789 13% 38,416 7% 13,890 2.0 28,255 1% 41,094 7% 13,460 20 27253 11%
78:

ma CSD 188 50% 242 50% 245 50%

» CV M, Ag 94 25% 7,170 29 25% 99 25% 6,290 2.4 15,300 25% 124 21% 6,260 2.4 15,000 21%
L CUYAMA VALLEY 282 42% 7,170 - 2.9 25% 340 43% 6,290 2.4 15,300 25% 359 40% 6,260 24 15,000 21%
A BARBARA COUNTY " | 823715 22%| . 109713 - 23 P 2e%| 97,382 23%|. 109,380 . 2.2 238407 24%] 111,171 25%| 108,240 21 229,175 23%
'S ON TABLE 4:

1) All water demand estimates assuma 10 % consarvalon over pra —conservalion per caplita water damand, which is usually 1870rates. See Table 3, footnote 2,

2) Casmalia CS0O obtains lts water from the Santa Maria GWB (DAU 7 1) although itis physically located in DAU73. Since Casmalia CSD s NOT within tha San Antonlo Creek walershed, there is no useable groundwater recharge. There—

fore, Casmalia is included in he Santa Mariastudy area DAU 71.
(PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING SHEET FORMORE NOTES ON TABLE 4))
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TES ON TABLE 4 (Confrusd): A
3) The GPBO Productionvalues (Totl AF) are derived using he 10% conservation GPCD's from TABLE 3 tmes he GPBO populations of TABLE 2. The year 2000 M&Ivalues are darved trom TABLE 2 populations & 10% consenafon GPCO's

from TABLE 3. The *theorefical 1990 water production vakies are based on the 1990 Cenaus population from Table 2 timea he 10% conssrvation GPCD values from TABLE 3. These figures tepresent thoototioal 1990 water demand In
non-—drought year with soma conservaton. They ara NOT the sameas the 1890 aciual demand In TABLE 3. (See TABLE 3, footots 11.) The agricuiture imigated acreagae totals are dertved Fom the State Dapartmant of Water Resou

Oratt A on he Coastal Branch, TABLE 4, page 214. ’

4) Agricuitural water duty factors and Ag and M&l retum flows are based on district records and DWR's Coastal Aqueduct DEIR, Tables 4 and 6, PP. 214 AND 216. Whare nsufficient daia was avalable b calculate lmigation water
applicafon mws, DWR mtes ware used based on typical crops in the DAU.

5) Agricuitiral acreages ware basad on foreca sts pr(Mdéd by water disricts and OWR.

6) Mission Hiila CSO's retum flaw is based on 15% for lawn Frigation retun flow and 46% for WWTP men sured groundwaler recharge thiough percolaton ponds.

7) Summerland CSD agriculture i primarly chrue and avocado fielde.  The irrigation mta of 2.0 AF/yearfor 1990 is assumed 1o dedine to 1.1 AF/year by 2010 (SCWD)t
8) Lrbtan retum liows have been adjusted upward to a ccount for reclafimed wastewater use by ha following disticts: Lompoc, and Gaew Water Disrict

9) The Busllton wastewalsr ireatment facilty, which serves Busliton and Savang, discharges 1o he Santa Ynez Riparan Strip. Gedogic conditions
prevent thia discharge from infiltmting o the groundwaler basin (Bueltton CSD), sc retum fiows for thase 2 disticts reflect only urban irngation retums.
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TABLE 5

PRORATED SAFE YIELD WATER SUPPLY IN ACRE FEET PER YEAR

Juncael Yield for Year: - -

DA oh. GWB G ate Yield for Year: - : Gibratiar Yield for Year; Cachuma: WasteWatsr Rec for Year; . . Total Supply lor Year: .
and Subareas 1990 2000 GPRO | -~ 1990 2000 GPBO 1980 2000 GPBO | Nxd 50Yrs 1990 2000 GPBO 1890 2000 arsoQ
ALS71: '
ty of Santa Mara 3927 5210 6241 [o] 0 0 3927 5210 6241
puthern Calif Watar Co 3816 4554 5263 0 0 0 3816 4554 5263
ty of Guadaiupe 364 435 1137 0 o} [o] 364 435 1137
M. Valley Industrial 2362 2280 2274 o] 0 0 2362 2290 2274
fvate SMV M&J, Ag 53523 51504 49078 0] 0 (o] 53523 51504 43078
asmalia CSD 8 8. 8 0 0 o] = a 8 8
DTAL SANTA MARIA 64000 64000 64000 0 0 4] 64000 64000 64000
AU 73: .

s Alamos CSD 67 70 115 o] 0 [¢] 67 70 115
wndenberg AFB 1763 2280 2183 o] [s] o] 1763 - 2280 2183
(vale SAV M&J, Ag 4670 4150 4202 0 ] 0 4670 4150 4202
DTAL SAN ANTCONIO 6500 6500 6500 Q o] o] 6500 6500 8500
AL 74: .

ty of Lompoc 2605 2558 3205 30 650 650 2635 3208 3855
\ndenberg Village CSD 1068 1217 1312 0 0 [s] 1068 1217 1312
asion Hills CSD 197 268 352 o o] o 197 268 352
indenberg AFB 535 561 521 [ 0 o] 535 561 521
telllon CSD 784 950 1114 0o 0 0 784 950 L1114
ty of Solvang 1554 2059 2422 0 [} o] 1554 2059 2422
nta Yner RWCD ID#1 2380 2020 1806 2425 Q 0 0 4805 4445 4231
vate SY-Lom M4&L, Ag 41124 42737 42064 9 0 0 41124 42737 42064
YTAL SANTA YNEZ 50249 52372 52795 2425 30 650 . 650 52704 55447 55870
\U 75:

vpinteria CWD 2793 - 2897 3071 2572 (0] 0 [¢] 5365 5569 5643
immerdand CWD 0 0 4] 294 0 0 0 294 294 294
sntecito WD 898 942 1003 1292 1245 1074 2131 0 (¢} 4] 4319 4318 4208
ty of Santa Barbara 1251 1265. 1284 300 300 300 3097 2695 1740 7570 669 1200 1200 12887 13030 12094
Cumbre Mutual WaterCo 1300 1300 1300 330 o 0 0 1630 1630 1630
dleta WD 2300 2283 2322 8196 o] 1000 1000 10496 11479 11518
vata SC M&I, Ag 15203 15623 14810 0 0 0 15203 15623 14810
orehart Land Co. 738 729 725 [0) 0 0 736 729 725
\nia Barbara Ressarch 37 48 52 0 0 0 37 48 52
DTAL SOUTH COAST 24516 25188 24566 1592 1545 1374 3097 2695 1740 21033 669 2200 2200 50195 51944 50196
AU 76:

syama CSD a7 64 63 0 0 0 37 64 63
vate CV M&I, Ag 6163 6138 6137 a 0 o] 6163 6138 6137
DTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 6200 6200 6200 Q 0 0 6200 6200 6200
\NTA BARBARA COUNTY . .. 151464 1542607 " 154061 1592 . 1545 1374 3097 2695 . 1740 23518 . 699 ... 2850 2850. . 179598 184091 182766

DTES ONTABLE 5:

- 1) The term "GPBO” signifias General Plan Buildout.

2) In the GWB Saje Yield columns, the DAU TOTALS represent the GWHB(s) tolal consumptive yield (net perennlal yield after allowing for return flows). Each District's "Safe Yield® pro rata share of the groundwater basin's

total *Safe Yleld® Is calculated basod on each district's nel water production values (water production minus retum flows) found for the cornresponding year on TABLE 5.

3) The Santa Maria, Cuyama, and San Antonio DAU’s are each treatod as single groundwater units. The Santa ynez DAU Is divided into fout subarens: 1) Lompoc GW8, 2] Buelllon Uplands GWB, 3) Sanla Yneoz

Uplands GWB, 4) Santa ynez Riparan strip plus the Santa Rita Subarea. The South Coast DAU is also divided into several groundwater units as follows: Carpinteria, Montocito, Santa Barbara, and Goleta groundwaler
Baslns, and consolidated rock areas from Rincon 1o Point Arguallo.

[ PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING SHEET FOR MORE NOTES ON TABLE 5 ]
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[ NOTES ON TABLE 5: continued ]
4) The Groundwaler Basin firm yield share for each entity within the DAU's is developed In the lollowing way (by DAU):
a. The DAU 71 perennial yisld for consumplive use is determined as follows...
Estimated firm yleld for pumpage = 90000 AFY (from SBCWA - DWR *State Water Aftarnative Study’ pg. 29, dated Api, 1985; {lotal Basin pumpage yieldis ~ 110000 AFY, but 20000 AFY is outside DAU 71}).
Estimated firm yleld for consumptive uae = 64000 AFY (90000 times .71 {year 2000} consumptive use factor from SBCWA *Adequacy of the Santa Maria Groundwaler Basin® pg 35, dated November, 1977).
Entity’s share of this consumptive use safe ylsidis equal to the 64000 AFY multipliad by the entity's net pumpage (pumpaga less return flows) and divided by the DAU total net pumpage.
Example; Santa Maria City. 64000 AFY times 50% of 12058 AFY divided by (50% of 1otal M&I pumpage plus 63% of total Ag pumpage) glves & share of 3819 AFY out of the 64000 AFY total (see TABLES 4 & §).

b. Tha DAU 73 perennial yield for consumptive use s 6500 AFY (from USGS Open Flle Report B0—750, pg. 40: 9800 AFY perannial yisld less 3000 AFY ET loss at Barka Slough... with base flow reduced io three
hundred acre fest per ysar equals (3800 — 3000 — 300) AFY = 6500 AFY remalining net perennial yield,
The entity's safe yield share of this amountis determined exactly the same as inthe Santa Maria case.

o

. The DAU 74 perannial yield for consumptive use is madse up of the following components:
The Lompoc Groundwater Basin safe nel yleld ls 15550 AFY, and the Lompoc area Agricultural CU s fixed at 13900 AFY (see July, 1977 ‘*Adequacy of the Groundwater Resources inthe Lompoc Area’, pg. 2, and
January, 1979 *Update on Lompoc Groundwater Basin Elaments of Rechargs’, Tabla 2). This privata agriculture along with the four M&| entities in the Lcimpoc area share the 15550 AFY net perennial yield pro—
rata as a function of each entity's net groundwater pumpage (as in the Santa Maria case).
Busethan CSD fe sssumed to take 66% of ita water from the Santa Ynez River Riparian strip, which is considered io be a *safe yleld" sourca. Tha remaining 34% of Its supply Is taken from the Buellton Uplands
Groundwater Basin which s assumed to be, for the purposes of this analysis, In a modest slate of overdroft with private net pumpage sot 81 1500 AFY, and a nel perennial yleld set at 1000 AFY. The Busliton
safo net yield shara for this 34% porfon of ita demand is determined pro ratn as In the other cases above.
The City of Solvang Is assumed to have the capabldity to provide all of its demand from the Santa Ynex River riparian strip which is, as noted sbovs, considersd to ba a sale yield supply. Thus tha groundwutcr
net perennial yield is set squal to the Solvang demand.
The Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District improvement District Number One (heteinafter relerred to as ID#1) is a user of water pumped from the Santa Ynez Upland Groundwaler Basin. ID#1 aiso Imports
water [rto the Uplands Basin from Lake Cachuma, and from the Santa Ynez River Riparian strip. These imporis are considered to be 'safs’ supplies and tatal 2484 and 1000 AFY respectively. Part (in this analysis
one half) of the ID#1 M&I return filows do not return o the Uplands Grounwater Basln, but are returnad to the riparian strip near Solvang as waste water flows. From the point ol view of the Santa Ynez Uplands
Basin, the ID#1 MA&Ireturns are thus only one half of what the full retums are calculated to be from the apprprate columns of TABLE 4. This reduction In 1D#1 retuins is taken into account in the first column of
TABLE 6 andis employed in the groundwater nel sals yleld share formula for ID#1 above. The Santa Ynez Uplands Basin safe yield for consumptiva usa (nel safs yield) is 8700 AFY, and the District plus private
agrcullural consumptive use s 10600 AFY (see December, 1977 ‘Adequacy of the Groundwaler Basins of Santa Barbara County”, Tatle VIi—1, pg VII-5). The ID#1 net sale yleld share of the Upiands Basin is
compuled as follows: 8700 AFY times ID#1 net groundwatsr pumpege {from Uplands) divided by the total Uplands net groundwater pumpage. The ID#1 net GWP equals the ID#1 net demand (from TABLE  4)
plus the wastewater returna to the riparian strip, minus the Impors from Lake Cachuma, and minus the imports from the riparian strip. The (otal Uplands net groundwater pumpage equals the [D#1 net groundwater
pumpage plus 10600 AFY minus the ID#1 net agricultural use plus the Sania Ynez Uplands privata M&! consumpliva use. Tha total groundwater net sale yield share to ID#1 ia then equal to the sum of the riparian
Import (1000 AFY) plus the ID#1 share of the Uplands Groundwater Basin net safe yleld.
The Private Santa Ynez to Lompoc M&l and Agricutural groundwater net safe yield share is. determined by subliacting from the Private M&| plus Ag net groundwatet demand the area deficit share (for privates)
found In the Lompoc Basin ares, the Buelton Uplands Basin, and in the Santa Ynez Uplands Basin. Those three areas are tha places where overdraft Is found In DAU 74. The remaining areas (R(pnriu.n strip and
Santa Rita subarea) are considered to have snough elasticity to meet thé remaining private pumpage consumptive use demand variations found in  TABLE 4.

d. The Scouth Coast DAU 75 perennial yleld for consumptive use is determined (very much like the Santa Ynez DAU 74 case) as follows:
Carpinteria: Gross pumpags ylald = about 4400 AFY; Net yiald = 3740 AFY; private consumptive GWB pumpage = 850 AFY; Net District GWB pumpage = Net District demand less Cachuma deliveries, andless
any reclaimed wastewalar deliveries. The GWB net safs yiold share is the pro rata portion of the 3740 AFY based upon net District and Privale pumpages (es in the cases for the other water purveyors).
Montecito: Same method used here as for Carpinteria axcept net GWB sala yield = 1403 AFY (B5% of 1650), Net D\slnc( pumpage = Net demandless Cachuma, less wastewaler, andless JamesoryDoulon, and
net Private pumpage = 604 AFY (85% ot 710 AFY). {NOTE: Summedand has no groundwater.}
Santa Barbara City: Same as Mantocito and Carpinteria with net GWB yield @ 1318 AFY (85% of 1850 — 300 AFY...the 300 AFY is exported to LaCumbre). The basin Privale net pumpage (besides LaCumbre)
totals 128 AFY (85% of 150 AFY in the Foothill Basin, not counting LaCumbre). LaCumbre Mutualls assumedto have a safe groundwater net supply of 1300 AFY (300 AFY from Foothill Basin & 1000 AFY from
the Goleta Cantral Basin, : '
Goleta GWH: Same as Carpinteria. Net GWB yield = 2635 AFY (85% of 4100 — 1000 AFY... the 1000 AFY ia exporied by LaCumbre). Private net pumpage = 850 AFY (85% of 1000 AFY). Part (10%) of Morehan

Land Co. and all of Santa Barbara Research ate considered to be included in this B50 AFY private net pumpage figure, and are calculated accordngly.

The Private South Coast M&I and Ag net safe yield figures are calculated as the sum cf the net M&l and Ag consumplive use minus the Prvale M&l plus Ag overdratt (if any, otherwise setto zero) for each of the four
South Coast groundwater basins, and minus 1000 AFY representing local pockets of overdiaft it the consolidated rock areas from Rincon to Pt. Aiguello. There is some elasticity in this net safe yield number thus
calculsted which represents additional yleld available In some areas of this groundwater envionment outside of the four South Coasl Basins. Plaasa note that in the cases for both DAU 74 and DAU 75 *Hiddan®

cells were used to calculate the Private M&I plus Ag net safe yield share for each of the groundwaler basins in these DAU's.

S) The surface waler safs yleid determinations wera made utilizing the Santa Ynez River Model. The model run (named 'Base Run Z4°) involves safe yisld lake drafls at Juncal and Gibraltar and.  The 1990 Base Run Z2 sale
yield value is used for Cachuma—Tecolote. No cloudseeding was utilized. The yield values for Juncal and Gibraltar are lake safe yield plus tunnel average yield figures. The siltation rates are 25 AFY at Juncal and 225
AFY at Gibraltar. The GPBQ condition for Juncal represents 50 yesrs of siltation. Gibratlar, by that fime, Is kept sluiced out 1o about 1900 acre foot size, while Cachuma mainlains ils yield for this 50 yr perod.
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TABLE 6
EXISTING AND PROJECTED SAFE YIELD SUPPLY VERSES DEMAND AND RESULTING DEFICITS

v DAUT 1990: Demand Total . SafeYld. minus # = | - 2000: Demand Total - SafeYid > minus # ... - GPBO: Demand =~~~ Total ** SafeYld . minus #
and Subareas NetMA&|I- ° NetAg | NetDem =~ Supply ~ s Doficit " | NetM&l - NetAg . NetDem. Supply s Deficit NetM&l . NetAg NetDem Supply  la Deficit -
AUTE % )
ity of Santa Maria 8194 0 6194 3927 -2267 8478 0 8478 5210 -3268 10078 0 10078 6241 -3837
outhern Calif Watar Co 6020 0 6020 3816  —2204 7410 0 7410 4554  -2857 8498 0 8498 5263 3235
ity of Guadalupe 574 0 574 364 -210 708 0 708 435 -273 1835 0 1835 1137 ~699
M.Valley Industrial 3726 0 3726 2362 —1364 ar2e 0 ar28 2290 1436 3672 0 3672 2274 —1398
dvate SMV M&l, Ag 108 B4324 84430 53523  ~30908 136 83675 83811 51504  —32307 145 79103 79250 49078 -30172
asmalia CSD 12 0 12 8 -5 12 0 12 8 -5 12 0 12 3 -5
OTAL SANTA MARIA 16633 B4324 100956 54000  — 36956 20471 83675 104146 84000 40146 24241 79105 103348 64000 -39348
AU T3
03 Alamos CSD 158 0 158 67 -91 190 0 190 70 ~120 © 326 0 326 115 ~211
andenberg AFB 4137 0 4137 1763 -237% 6206 0 62086 2280  -23926 - 6206 0 6206 2183  -4022
dvate SAV MAI, Ag 56 10905 10961 4670 —6291 63 11233 11297 4150 7146 65 11878 11943 4202 -7741
OTAL SAN ANTONIO 4351 10905 15257 6500 8757 6459 11233 17652 6500  — 11192 5557 11678 18474 6500 11974
AU 74: ,
ity of Lompoc 3280 a 3280 2635 —644 3899 0 3899 3208 ~691 5034 0 5034 3855 —1179
andenberg Village CSD - 1332 0 1332 1068 —264 1546 0 1545 1217 —329 1794 0 1794 1312 —483
tission Hilla 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 ~102
uellton CSD 926 0 926 784 ~141 131 0 131 950 -180 1336 0 1336 1114 —222
ity of Solvang 1554 0 1554 1554 0 2059 0 2059 2059 0 2422 0 2422 2422 )
anta Ynez AWCD ID#1 1257 3539 4798 4805 9 1628 2854 4482 4445 ~37 1999 2296 4295 4231 ~54
fivate SY—Lom M&L Ag 301 44203 44504 41124 —3380 343 46330 46673 42737 3935 383 46773 47158 42064 5082
OTALSANTA YNEZ 9563 47742 57305 52704 -4600 11659 491684 60643 55447 -5396 14162 45069 63231 55870 - 7361
AU 75: , ‘
arpinterla CWD 2225 2855 5080 5365 285 2542 3460 6002 5569 -433 2859 3613 5473 5643 -830
ummadand CWD 196 - 168 364 294 -70. 223 286 510 294 ~218 250 197 447 294 ~153
lontecito WO 4022 470 4491 4319 ~172 4162 449 4610 4318 202 4292 427 4720 4208 -512
ity of Santa Barbara 13162 870 14032 12887  —1145 14039 801 14840 13030 —1810 14929 712 15641 12094 ~3547
aCumbre Mutual Wir.Co 1769 90 1859 1630 -229 1865 46 1911 1630 ~281 1853 0 1853 1830 -223
oleta WD : 11206 2831 14037 10496  —3541 12010 2706 14715 11479 —323% 12934 2563 15497 11518 ~3979
fivate SC M&, Ag 733 16143 16878 15203 ~1674 785 16662 17447 15623 —1824 836 15990 16825 14810 -2018
lorehart Land Co. 0 783 783 738 —47 0 774 774 729 ~45 0 774 774 725 ~49
anta Barbara Rasearch 93 o 93 37 ~56 116 0 1186 48 -68 140 0 140 52 _88
OTAL SOUTH COAST 33408 24210 57616 50067 —6649 35742 25184 60926 527217 8205 36005 24277 62371 50073 11398
AU 76: *
uyama CSD 94 a 94 37 -57 121 0 121 64 -57 122 0 122 63 —60
ivate CV M&1, Ag 7 15600 15671 6163  —9500 74 11475 11549 6136 -5413 98 11850 11948 6137 -5811
OTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 165 15600 15765 §200  -9565 95 11475 11670 5200 -5470 220 11850 12070 6200 ___—5870
OTALS.B.COUNTY =~ 64117 182781 246899 180370 : —66528 . 74526 180750 255277 ... 184868  —70409 783315 176178 259493 183543 .  ~75950

IOTES ON TABLE 6: .
1) The term *GPBO* signifies General Plan Buildout. The Columns *Nel Dem® signity net Ag + M&ldemands as calculated inthe first two columns.

2) Casmalla CSD obtains lts water from the Santa Mara GWB, and alsc is NOT within the San Antonio Creek watershed Therefore, Casmalia Is included in the Santa Maria study area DAU 71.

3) The TABLE 6 valuea ars developed entirely from the Supply and Demand Information developed on TABLES 4 and 5. The deficits are ‘consumplive use” figures and are the amounts of water needed fo make a balance
after allowing for 1eturn flows. .
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TABLE 7:

DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING AND BUY BACK SWP ENTITLEMENTS
AND AVERAGE YIELDS TO SANTA BARBARA COUNTY PURVEYORS

DAL WITHEXISTING ENTITLEMENTS: . ¥ ADD REACQUIRED ENTITLEMENT: .

gnd Subareas Ergtimm - - Percant Avg Dals — Avg Dals | BuyBack . Enttimnt  Parcant  Avg Dsls  Avg Dsis
DAUTY: = Yr=2000 Yr=2010 Yr=2000 Yr=2010
Chty of Santz Marta 11300 24.8% 10712 10453 4900 16200 29.1% 15358 14985
Southern Calif Water Co 3000 6.6% 2844 2775 3000 5.4% 2844 2775
Chy of Guadalupe 300 Q.7% 284 278 300 0.5% 284 278
S.MValley Industial :
Private SMV M&l, Ag
Casmalla CSD 23 0.1% 22 21 23 0.0% 2 21
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 14623 32.1% 13862.6 13526.28 4900 19523 35.1% 18508 18059
DAUT73: . k
Lps ABmas C3D
Vandenberg AFB 5330 11.7% 5053 4331 5330 9.6% 5053 4931
Private SAV M&!, Ag
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 5330 11.7% 5053 4931 5330 9.6% 5053 4931
DALI74:
Chy of Lompoc 4000 8.8% 3792 3700 4000 7.2% 3792 3700
Vandenberg Village CSD 600 1.3% 569 S55 400 1000 1.8% 948 825
Mission Hills CSD 500 1.1% 474 483 500 0.9% 474 483
Vandenbarg AFB 2670 5.9% 2531 2489 2670 4.8% 2531 2469
Buslitton CSD 578 1.3% 548 535 422 1000 1.8% 948 §25
Chy of Savang
Sama Ynez RWCD ID#1 2000 4.4% 1896 1850 1000 3000 5.4% 2844 2775
Frivate SY —Lom M&I, Ag :
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 10348 22.7% 8810 9572 1822 12170 21.9% 11537 11257
DAL 75:
Campimeria CWD 2700 5.9% 2560 2488 2700 4.9% 2560 2488
Summertanc CWD 300 0.7% 284 278 300 0.5% 284 278
Momntecito WD 2185 4.8% 2071 2021 515 2700 4.9% 2560 2498
Chty of Santa Barbas 3000 8.6% 2844 2775 3000 6000 10.8% 5638 5850
LaCumbre Mutual Wir.Co 1000 2.2% 848 325 1000 1.8% 948 925
Goleta WD 4500 8.9% 4266 - 4163 4500 8.1% 4266 4163
Private SC M&!, Ag ]
Maorehart Land Cao. 200 0.4% 180 185 200 0.4% 190 185
Santa Barbara Ressarch 50 0.1% 47 46 125 175 0.3% 166 162
Santa Barbara County 250 0.5% 237 231 —-250 0.0% Q Q
5%& SOUTH COAST 14185 31.2% 13447 - 13128 3640 17575 31.6% 16661 16257

78 * .

Cuyama CSD . 1000 2.2% 948 825 1000 1.8% 948 g25
Private CV M&I, Ag
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 1000 2.2% 948 925 0 1000 1.8% 3948 925
TOTAL 5.8. COUNTY. - 145486 L 100.0% . 43121 42075 - 210112 55588 100.0% 52707 51428

NOTES ONTABLE 7:

1) In tha first Entitienert column, Santa Barbara County (Flood Cormrol & Watar Consarvatan Distict)
halds 250 AFY of ertitemeart which was originally reserved for Goleta Water Distict This emtftiemem
is assumsd  be disbursed to all Purveyors pro—~rata wha obttaln additional Stwate Water in the buy back
column. ftis shown as a minus In the South Coast DAU but does not appear in the South Ccast ot@ls.
It {the 250 AFY) appears In the County wide totals.

2) SWP averaga dellveries are based on Table 10, P. 35 of the Stats Water Project Coastal Branch, Phasa Il
DEIR. Scenaric B (84.8% deliveries) has besn assumed far 2000 and Scererio C (82.5% dsliveries) for 2010.

3) Tha ratio of presant SWP produciton capachty 1 total cartractual chligations ff 57.1%. If no additonal SWP faciliies are constructed, each
purveyor would only be able o rely on 57.1% of ther srititlemsnt. Goleta WD and La Cumbra MWC use this lower percenage in their uban

water supply planning.
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TABLE 8a:

SWP VOLUMES REQUIRED TO MEET WATER QUALITY
-& GWB OVERDRAFT OBJECTIVES (1930 CONDITIONS)

- DAU-. . DEMAND| - PRESENT USE! . -WATER QUALITY: '{ ‘SWP NEEDED FOR: BWE.
.and Subzsas —~ RacWw. Sufacs Ground|  Surfacs Ground; -5007Tds Percent| OD Share  Percem
DAL 71 *
City of Santa Maria 12388 12388 840 7237 58.4% 2267 18.3%
Southern Callf Water Co 8724 8724 829 3034 34.8% 2204 25.3%
City of Guadalupe 1148 1148 836 668 58.1% 210 18.3%
S.M.Valley Industrial 5400 5400 800 NA NA NA NA
Private SMV M&l, Ag 122362 122362 800 NA NA NA NA
Casmalla CSD 12 12 670 5 41.3% 5 36.6%
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 150035 180035 10943 7.3% 4886 3.1%
DAL 73:
Los Alamos CSD - 251 251 700 NA NA NA NA
Yandenberg AFB 4137 4137 700 1872 45.2% 2375 57.4%
Private SAV M&!, Ag 17383 17399 700 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 21787 21787 1872 8.6% 2378 10.9%
DAU 74: :
Clty of Lampoc 4855 4655 1000 3137 67.4% 653 14.0%
Vandenberg Village CSD 1903 1903 614 603 32.0% 264 13.9%
Mission Hills CSD 629 629 33X 0 0.0% 49 7.7%
Vandenberg AFB 1652 1852 700 747 45.2% 132 8.0%
Bueliton CSD 1115 11158 840 652 58.4% 141 12.7%
City of Solvang 1873 1873 70 NA NA NA NA
Samta Ynez AWCD ID#1 6276 2425 3851 5838 633 1835 30.8% 562 9.0%
Private SY—-Lom Ma&l, Ag 58316 56316 800 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL SANTAYNEZ 74419 2425 71994 7080 9.5% 1802 2.4%
DAU 75:
Carpintefia CWD 5674 2572 3102 600 750 2088 37.0% 0 0.0%
Summearand CWD 364 254 70 600 1750 ) 26.2% 70 19.3%
Maontecito WD 4864 3423 1441 600 730 1428 294% 435 8.9%
City of Santa Barbara 14484 10967 3517 700 656 6890 47.6% 2008 13.8%
LaCumbre Mutual Wtr.Co 1859 3 1528 600 856 865 51.9% 229 12.3%
Goleta WD 15303 8186 7107 686 g1t 6808 44.5% 4218 27.6%
Private SC M&l, Ag 18344 18344 750 NA NA NA NA
Morehart Land Co. 900 900 750 457 50.8% 47 5.3%
Santa Barbara Resaarch 100 100 750 51 50.8% 56 56.4%
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 62892 25782 37110 18733 29.9% 70682 11.2%
DAU 76 * )
Cuyama CSD 188 188 850 111 59.1% 57 30.3%
Private CV M&l, Ag 20894 20894 1500 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL CUYAMA VAL._EY 21082 21082 111 0.5% 57 0.3%
TOTALSB COUNTY 1 330216). 28207 ¢ .3Q2009)F .. 38800 117%]. . 1598T.. . 4.8%

NOTES ON TAALE 8a.

1) SWP denotes State Water Project imported water. GWB is an abbreviation for Ground Water Basin.

2) The Demand minus Reclaimed Waste Watar (RWW) column uses gross demand levels fram TABLE 4 and Waste Water
Reclamation levels from TABLE 5,

3) The Surface supplies are as per TABLE 5, while the ground water usage is the difference
between grass Demand — RecWW and the {Sals Yield) Surface supplies.

4) The Surface and Ground Water Quality figures represert typical and average water quality levels associates with these sources.

5) The next two columns dispiay the volumes and percentages of imported State Project Water required to make the purveyors’ overall
biended water quallity meetthe 500 ppm TDS (Tawal Dissatved Salids) primary drirking water standard. SWP water Is assumed (0 have
a water quality of 258 ppm TDS.

6) The iast two columns indicate each district's prorata share of the basin groundwater overdratt (from
Table 5) and the percemage overdrafted groundwater is of tha district's water supply.

7) Santa Barbara Research Cemmer doss nat nsed state water 1o mest water quality standards since their manufacturing process
already requires water treated by reverss osmoasis,

8) Vandenberg AFB Intends to uss Its state water allocation o replace nearly 88 parcem of thelr groundwatar pumpage This Is more
than thelr prorata share of the groundwater overdrait.

8) Lompoc's raw groundwater quaiity is about 1359 ppm TDS. During water puriication, water quality improves to 1000 ppm TDS.
Treated groundwater at 1000 ppm would be mixad with SWP water to meet the 500 ppm TDS drinking water standard.
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TABLE 8b:

SWP VOLUMES REQUIRED TO MEET WATER QUALITY
& GWB OVERDRAFT OBJECTIVES (2000 CONDITIONS)

Reclamatian levels from TABLE 5.

3) The Surface supplies are as per TABLE 5, while the ground water usage is the differance

betwasn gross Damand ~ RacWW and the (Safe Yield) Surface supplies. ,
4) The Surface and Ground Water Quality figures represart typical and average watar quality levels assoclates with thase sources.
5) The next two columns display the volumes and percentages of imported State Project Water required to make the purveyors’ overall

blended watar qualty meetthe S00 ppm TDS (Total Dissotved Sailds) primary drirking water standard. SWP watar Is assumed 10 have
8 water qualhty of 258 ppm TDS.

§) The last two columns indicate sach district's prorata share of the basin groundwater overdraft (from

Table 5) and the psrcentage overdrafted groundwater s of the district's watsr supply.

7) Sartta Barbara Research Carmter doas not need state water to meet water quality standards since their manufacturing process

already requires water treated by reverse osmosis.
8) Vandenbarg AFB Intends to use its state water allocation 1o repiacs nearly 88 percent of thelr groundwater pumpaga. This is more
than thelr prorata share of the groundwater overdraft.

8) Lompoc's raw groundwater quality Is about 1359 ppm TDS. During water purification, water quality improves to 1000 ppm TDS.
Treated groundwater at1000 pom would be mixed with SWP water to mest the 500 ppm TOS drinking water stancard.

Wasts Water

. DAU . : . . 7 i DEMAND|. ‘PRESENTUSE: ‘[- WATERQUALITY: | SWPNEEDEDFOR" QWE ,

-andSubereas - . | — AecWW| Suface - Ground{- Suface-  Ground| S007Tds: - Percamt| OD Share - Percert
DAL 71 *
City of Santa Maria 16857 168957 840 9806 58.4% 3268 19.3%
Sauthern Calif Watar Co 10740 10740 629 3734 34.8% 2857 26.6%
Chy of Guadalups 1415 1415 836 823 58.1% 273 18.3%
S.M.Valley industrial 5400 5400 800 NA NA NA NA
Private SMV Mal, Ag 118049 118049 800 NA NA NA NA
Casmalia CSD 12 12 670 5 41.3% 5 38.5%
TOTAL SANTA MARA 152573 152573 14468 9.5% 6402 4.2%
BDAU 73: ‘
Los Alamaos CSD 308 306 700 NA NA NA NA
Vandenberg AFB 8206 8206 700 2808 45.2% 3926 63.3%
Privata SAV M&!, Ag 17122 17122 700 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 23634 23634 2808 11.9% 3326 16.6%
DAU 74:
City of Lompoc 4842 4842 1000 3263 67.4% 879 18.2%
Vandenberg Village CSD 2209 2209 614 707 32.0% 329 14.9%
Mission Hills CSD 872 872 392 0 0.0% 72 8.3%
Vandenberg AFB 2130 2130 700 964 45.2% 152 7.1%
Bueltton CSD 1362 1362 840 796 58.4% 180 13.2%
City of Solvang 2481 2481 790 NA NA NA NA

‘| Sarma Ynez RWCD ID#1 5806 2425 3381 588 633 1768 30.5% 530 10.2%
Private SY~Lom M&l, Ag 56818 56918 900 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 76620 2428 74195 7498 9.8% 2202 2.%%
BAU 75:
Carmpinteria CWD 8821 2572 4049 600 750 2580 39.0% 673 10.2%
Summerland CWD 510 294 216 600 750 189 33.2% 216 42.3%
Montecito WD 49789 3376 16803 800 750 1501 30.1% 542 10.9%
City of Santa Barbara 14796 10565 4231 700 656 6967 47.1% 2660 18.0%
LaCumbre Mutual Wtr.Co 1911 30 1581 600 856 937 52.1%! - 281 14.7%
Goleta WD 15084 8196 6898 686 St11 6676 44.2% 4024 26.7%
Private SC M&l, Ag 19565 19565 750 NA * NA " NA NA
Maorehartiand Co. 870 870 750 442 50.8% 45 5.2%
Santa Barbara Research 125 125 750 64 50.8% 68 54.5%
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 64471 25333 39138 13396 30.1% 8510 13.2%
DAUT7B: *
Cuyama CSD 242 242 850 143 59.1% 57 23.4%
Private CV M&I, Ag 15399 158399 1500 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 15640 15640 143 0.9% 57 0.4%
TOTAL S.8.COUNTY: - 0 332938) 27758 : 3051811 44313 13.3% 21096 6.3%
NOTES ON TABLE 8b:
1) SWP denotes State Water Project imported water. GWB is an abbreviation for Ground Water Basin.
2) The Demand minus Rectaimed Waste Water (HWW) column uses gross demand levels from TABLE 4 and
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TABLE 8c:

SWP VO{LUMES REQUIRED TO MEET WATER QUALITY
& GWB OVERDRAFT OBJECTIVES (GPBO CONDITIONS)

.. - DAUT o -~ DEMAND PRESENT USE: ..'| WATEB.QUALITY:" SWP NEEDED FOR: -~ Qwg

-and Subarsas ¢ — RecWW | - Suface - Ground| Suface . Ground|  S00Tds  -Percamt| OD Shars Percant
Dall71:* .
City of Santa Maria 20156 20156 840 11775 58.4% 3837 19.0%
Southern Calit Water Cao 12497 12497 629 4345 34.8% 3235 25.9%
City of Guadalups 3671 3671 836 2134 58.1% 699 19.0%
S.M.Vallay Industrial - 5400 5400 800 NA NA NA NA
Private SMV M&l, Ag 110081 110081 800 NA NA NA NA
Casmalla CSD 12 12 &70 5 41.3% S 38.1%
TOTAL SANTA MARA 151817 151817 18259 12.0% 7776 5.1%
Dal 73: )
Los Alamas CSD - 571 571 700 NA NA NA NA
Vandenberg AFB 6206 6208 700 2808 45.2% 4022 64.8%
Private SAV M&!, Ag 17328 17328 700 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 24105 24105 2808 11.6% 4022 16.7%
DAU 74:
Chty of Lompoc 6440 6440 1000 | 4340 67.4% 1368 21.2%
Vandenberg Village CSD 2563 2563 614 821 32.0% 483 18.8%
Mission Hilla CSD 1234 1234 382 0 0.0% 129 10.5%
Vandenberg AFB 2130 2130 700 964 45.2% 192 9.0%
Bueliten CSD 1609 1609 840 840 58.4% 222 13.8%
City of Solvang 2918 2918 790 NA NA NA NA
Sarta Ynez AWCD ID#1 5656 2425 3231 588 633 1715 30.3% 647 11.4%
Private SY—Lom M&l, Ag 575Q7 0 57507 900 NA NA NA NA
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ . 80058 2425 77633 8780 11.0% 3041 3.8%
DAU 75:
Caminteria CWD 7135 2572 4563 600 780 2841 39.8% 1069 15.0%
Summerland CWD 447 294 153 800 750 138 30.8% 153 34.3%
Montecito WD 5096 3205 1891 600 750 1613 31.6% 749 14.7%
City of Santa Barbara 15652 9610 6042 700 €56 7198 46.0% 4324 27.6%
LtaCumbre Mutual Wtr.Co 1993 30 1663 800 856 1045 52.4% 247 12.4%
Goleta WD 15838 81396 7742 886 911 7208 45.2% 4762 29.9%
Private SC M&I, Ag 18865 0 18865 750 NA NA NA NA
Marehart Land Co. 870 0 870 750 442 50.8% 49 5.6%
Sama Barbars Research 150 0 150 750 76 50.8% 88 58.7%
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 66147 24207 41840 20560 31.1% 11440 17.3%
DAU 76:*
Cuyama CSD 121 121 850 53.1% 0 0.0%
Private CV M&I, Ag 15644 15644 15800 | NA NA NA
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 15?65 15765 0.5% 0 0.0%:
TOTN_ SE COUNTY 337893 . o 2663 3f1|y| To48% 1 28979 7.8%

NOTES ON TABLE Bc:

1) SWP denctes State Water Project Imported water. GWB Is an abbreviation for Ground Water Basin.

2) The Demand minus Reclaimed Waste Water (FWW) column usss gross demand levels from TABLE 4 and Waste Water
Reclamation ievels from TABLE 5.

3) The Surface supplies are as per TABLE 5, while the ground water usage is the difference

betwsen grass Demand — RecWw and the (Safe Yleld) Surface supplies.

4) The Surface and Ground Water Quaility figures reprasant typlcal and average water guality levels assoclates with these 50U Ces.

5) The next two columns display the volumes and percentages of imported State Project Water required to make the purveyors’ overall
blended water quality mest the 500 ppm TDS (Total Dissalved Solids) primary drirking water standard. SWP water is assumed 10 have
a water quality of 258 ppm TOS. .

B) The last two columns indicate each district's prorata share of the basin groundwater overdmft {from

Table 5) and the percamage overdrafted groundwater Is of the district's water supply.

7) Samta Barbara Ressarch Canter does not need stats water to mest water quallty standards since their manufactumg process

already requires water treated by reverse ocsmoss.
8) Vandenberg AFB imsnds to use Its state water allacation 1o replace nearly 8 percant of thalr groundwater pumpage This is maore
than their prorata share of the groundwatar overdratft.
9) Lompoc's maw groundwater quaiity is about 1358 ppm TDS. During water purifcation, water quality improves to 1000 ppm TDS.
Treated groundwater 811000 ppm would be mixed with SWP water 10 mest the 500 opm TDS drinking watar standard.
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TABLE 9a:

ALLOCATION OF STATE PRDJECT WATER

1990 DEMAND CONDITIONS:

Remaing

- DAU. L. C.Net | Local SWP SWP far W-—Qual]. SWPfor|{ Remaing|-

and Subareas. . “Demand! Sources’ Devrys| WiQuai (ppm) |- GWB OB{" = SWP -Daficit
DAU 71. ~
City of Santa Maria 6194 3927 10712 7237 500 0 3475 0
Southern Calif Water Co 6020 3816 2844 2844 508 Q 0 0
City of Guadalupe 574 364 284 284 693 0 0 0
S.M.Valley Industrial 3726 2362 0 NA 80O NA NA NA
Private SMV M&|, Ag 84430 53523 0 NA 800 NA NA NA
Casmalia CSD 12 8 12 ) 500 Q 7 0
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 100956 64000 13853 10371 0 3483 0
DAU 73:
Los Alamos CSD 158 67 C NA 700 NA NA NA
Vandenberg AFB 4137 1763 4137 1872 446 503 1763 0
Private SAY M&I, Ag 10961 4670 o NA 700 NA NA NA
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 15257 6500 4137 1872 503 1763 0
DAU 74:
Chty of Lompaoc 3280 2635 37392 3137 500 0 655 0
Vandenberg Village GSD 1332 1068 569 569 508 0 0 0
Misslon Hills CSD 245 197 474 0 382 49 425 0
Vandenberg AFB 668 535 1652 747 500 0 904 0
Buellton CSD 926 784 548 548 554 0 0 0
Clty of Solvang 1554 1554 0 NA 790 NA NA NA
Santa Ynez RWCD 1D#1 4796 4805 1896 1896 502 0 0 0
Private SY—Laom M&l, Ag 44504 41124 0 NA 900 NA NA NA
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 57305 52704 8331 6897 49 1985 0
DAU 7&:
Carpinterla CWD 5080 5365 2560 2099 500 0 460 0
Summerland CWD 364 294 284 as 510 0 189 0
Montecito WD 4491 4319 2071 1428 500 0 643 0
City of Santa Barbara 14032 12887 2844 2844 611 o] 0 0
LaCumbre Mutual Wir.Co 1858 1630 948 948 506 0 0 0
Goleta WD 14037 10496 4266 4266 608 0 0 0
Private SC M&I, Ag 16876 15203 0 NA 750 NA NA NA
Morehart Land Co. 783 736 190 190 646 0 0 0
Santa Barbara Research Qa3 37 47 47 473 9 0 -9
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 57616 50987 13210 11918 9 1283 -9
DAU 76: * )
Cuyama C3SD 94 37 188 111 500 §] 77 0
Private CV M&l, Ag 15671 6163 0 NA 1500 NA NA NA
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 15765 6200 188 111 0 77 0
TOTALS B COUNTY 246899 [ "-'180370 40320 ‘31169 5601:. . 86001 -9

NOTES ON TABLE sa:

1) The Net Demand value comes from the Total Net Dem column on TABLE 6. The Local Sources column derlves from
the totals on TABLE 5. The SWP deliveries are elther equal to the average State Water estimated deliverles for the year

2000, or the Demand minus WW Reclamation value from TABLE 8, whichever Is smalier.

2) The State Water for water quality objectives (500 ppm overall blended TDS) Is derived from TABLE 8 excepling where
this volume exceeds the SWP delivery level on this table (9). :

3) The water quaiity column displays the blended TDS level achieved by the introduction of SWP water (@ 258 ppm, TDS)
as per the SWP Dehurys column, with local water sources at quality (evels displayed in TABLE 8.

4) The SWP for GWB OD. column displays the quantity of SWP water required {in addition to the volume required to meet
the water quallty (800 ppm) objective] to make up that entity’s (ine Item) share of the ground water overaratt.

§) Any remaining SWP water after safisfying water quality and groundwater overdraft requirements as defined above, shows
up In the Remaining SWP column.

8) The Remaining Deficit column shows extra water required (in addition to the SWP imports) to make up that entity’s ground

water overdraft share. An NA Indlcates districts that have no state water entitement. A negative vaiue indicates

that the expected state water dsliveries would exceed the district’s prorata overdraft without state water. »
7) This table assumes that meeting the primary water quality standard has & higher priority than offsetting the groundwater

overdraft. Some water districts cansider offsettin
~ cumulative quantity of SWP waterTegUiféd i His

:

the groundwater overdratt as their first priority. in either case, the

PBGH objgetve s WeliabEtHe sama.




TABLE 8b: - ALLOCATION OF STATE PROJECT WATER

2000 DEMAND CONDITIONS:

SosDAUL .. . ‘Net }= - Local SWP | SWPfor W-Qual SWP for] Remaing| Remaing
~andSubarsas. - © . | Demand|’ Sources - Daivys| WtrQual . (ppm}{ GWBOD| SWP | .~ Defieit
DAU 71: * .

City of Santa Maria : 8478 5210 10712 9906 500 0 806 0
Southern Calif Water Co 7410 4554 2844 2844 530 13 0 -13
City of Guadalupe 708 435 284 284 720 0 0 0
S.M.Valley Industrial 3726 2290 01 NA 800 NA NA NA
Private SMV M&l, Ag 83811 51504 0 NA 800 NA NA NA
Casmalla CSD 12 8 12 5 500 0 7 0
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 104146 64000 13853 13040 13 814 -13
DAU 73: A

Los Alamos CSD . 190 70 0 NA 700 NA NA NA
Vandenberg AFB 6206 2280 5053 2808 420 1118 1127 0
Private SAV M&l, Ag ) 11297 4150 0 NA 700 NA NA NA
TOTAL SAN ANTONIO 17682 6500 5053 2808 1118 1127 0
DAU 74: '

Clty of Lompoc "3899 3208 3792 3263 500 0 529 0
Vandenberg Village CSD 1546 1217 569 569 522 0 0 0
Mission Hllls CSD 340 268 474 0 381 72 402 0
Vandenberg AFB 713 561 2130 964 500 0 1166 0
Bueliton CSD 1131 950 548 548 606 0 0 0
Clty of Satvang 2059 2059 0 NA 730 NA NA NA
Santa Ynez RWCD ID#1 4482 4445 1896 1768 ‘500 0 128 0
Private SY—Lom M&l, Ag 46673 42737 0 NA 900 NA NA NA
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 60843 55447 9409 7111 72 2225 0
DAU 78: .

Carpinteria CWD 6002 5569 2560 2560 502 0 0 0
Summerland CWD 510 294 284 169 455 48 69 0
Monteclito WD 4610 4318 2071 1501 - 500 0 571 0
City of Santa Barbara 14840 13030 2844 2844 611 0l 0 0
LaCumbre Mutual Wirr.Co 1911 1630 948 948 515 4] 0 0
Goleta WD 14715 11479 4266 4266 604 o] 0 0
Private SC M&I, Ag 17447 15623 0 NA 750 NA NA NA
Morehart Land Co. 774 728 190 190 643 0 0 0
Santa Barbara Ressarch 116 48 47 47 482 21 0 -21
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 60926 52721 13210 12525 67 639 -21
DAU 76: * .

Cuyama CSD 121 64 242 143 500 0 99 0
Private CV M&d, Ag 11549 6136 -0 NA 1500 NA NA NA
TOTAL. CUYAMA VALLEY 1 1670 6200 242 143 0 39 0
TOTAL S B COUNTY S 25527?' . 184868 41767 - 35626 . . . |- i 1270|4804 . —33

NOTES ON TABLE 9b:

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 deltveries are elther equal to the average State Water estimated deliveries for the year
2000, or the Demand minus WW Reclamation value from TABLE 8, whichever is smaller.

2) The $tate Water for water quality objectives (500 ppm overall blended TDS) Is desived from TABLE 8 excepting where
this volume exceeds the SWP dellvery level on this table (9). »

3) The water guality column displays the blended TDS level achieved by the introduction of SWP water (@ 288 ppm, TDS)
as per the SWP Delrys column, with local water sources at quality levels displayed in TABLE 8.

4) The SWP for GWB OD. column displays the quantity of SWP water required [in addition to the volume required to meet
the water quality (500 ppm) objective] to make up that entlty's (llne Item) share of the ground water overdraft.

§) Any remaining SWP water after salisfying water quality and groundwater overdraft requirements as defined above, shows
up in the Remalining SWP column.

6) The Remalning Deficit column shows exira water required (in addition-to the WP Imports) to make up that entity’s ground

water overdraft share. An'NA Indicates districts that have no state water entiiement. A negative value indicates
that the expected state water delivaries would exceed the district's prorata overdraft without state water,

7) This table assumes that meeting the primary water quality standard has & higher priority than cffsetting the groundwater
overdratt. Some water districts consider offsetting the groundwater overdraft as their first priority. In either cass, the
cumulative quantity of SWP watéiaequifee 1aeiiést Biah \Bhjetiheswaliatethe same.




TABLE 9c:

ALLOCATION OF STATE PROJECT WATER

GPEBO DEMAND CONDITIONS:

-DAU . - Net | @ “Locat SWpP SWPfor W-—Qual] SWPfor{ Remaing| Remaing

-and Subareas - Demand| :Sources Deivys| WtQual {ppm) | GWB QD SWP | Deficit
DAU 71 *

City of Santa Maria 10078 8241 10453 10453 538 0 0 0
Southern Calif Water Co 8438 5263 2775 2775 533 460 0 —460
City of Guadalupe 1835 1137 278 278 726 421 0 —421
S.M.Valley Industrial 3672 2274 0 NA 800 NA NA NA
Private SMV M&l, Ag 79250 43078 0 NA 800 NA NA NA
Casmalla CSD 12 8 12 5 500 0 7 0
TOTAL SANTA MARIA 103346 64000 13517 13510 882 7 —882
DAU 73:
Los Alamgs CSD 326 115 0 NA . 700 NA NA NA
Vandenberg AFB 6208 2183 - 4331 2808 414 1214 3908 0
Private SAV M&l, Ag 11943 4202 0 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 0 0 0
Vandenberg Village CSD 1794 1312 585 555 537 0 0 0
Misslon Hills CSD 481 3562 463 0 378 1238 333 0
Vandenberg AFB 713 521 2130 964 500 0 11686 o]
Buellton CSD 1336 1114 535 535 647 0 0 0
City of Solvang. 2422 2422 0 NA 790 NA NA NA
Santa Ynez RWCD ID#1 4295 4231 1850 1715 500 0 135 0
Private SY—Lom M&!, Ag 47156 42064 0 NA 300 NA NA NA
TOTAL SANTA YNEZ 63231 55870 9232 7468 129 1634 0
DAU 75: :
Carpinterla CWD 6473 5643 2438 2498 524 ] 0 0
Summerland CWD 447 - 294 278 138 483 16 124 0
Montecito WD 4720 4208 2021 1613 500 0 409 0
Gity of Santa Barbara 15641 12094 2775 2775 573 1549 a - 1549
LaCumbxe Mutual Wtr.Co 1853 1630 925 825 536 0 0 0
Goleta WD 154897 11518 4163 4163 600 599 0 -599
Private SC M&l, Ag 16825 14810 0 NA 750 NA NA NA
Marehart Land Co. 774 725 185 185 645 0 Q 0
Santa Barbara Research 140 52 46 46 461 42 Q —42
TOTAL SOUTH COAST 62371 50973 12830 12341 2206 533 -2190
DAU 76 = ,
Cuyama CSD 122 63 121 72 500 0 50 0
Private CV M&l, Ag 11948 6137 0 NA 1500 NA NA NA
TOTAL CUYAMA VALLEY 12070 6200 121 72 0 S0 0
TOTAL §.B. COUNTY - :+- =fii 2504931 ° 183543 . 40691 - 36200 .. 44311 3132) :© -3072

NOTES ON TABLE Sc:

1) The Net Demand value comes from the Taotal Net Dem colurnn on TABLE 6. The Local Sources column derives from
the totals on TABLE 5. The SWP deliveries are efther equal to the average State Water estimated deliverles for the year
2000, or the Demand minus WW Reclamation value from TABLE 8, whichever is smaller.

2) The State Water for water guality objectives (500 ppm overall blended TDS) Is derived from TABLE 8 excepting where
this volume exceeds the SWP dellvery level on this tabie (9). :

3) The water quality column displays the biended TDS level achieved by the Introduction of SWP water (@ 258 ppm, TDS)
as per the SWP Dehrys column, with local water sources at quallty levels displayed In TABLE 8.

4) The SWP for GWB OD. column displays the quantity of SWP water required [in addition to the volume requked to meet
the water quality (500 ppm) obljective] to make up that entity’s ine ltem) share of the ground water overdraft.

&) Any remaining SWP waler after satisfying water quality and groundwater overdraft requirements as defined above, shows
up In the Remalning SWP column. ' .

6) The Remaining Deficlt column shows extra water required (in addition to the SWP imports) to make up that entity’'s ground
water averdraft share. An NA Indicates districts that have no state water entitlemnent. A negative value indicates
that the expected state water deliveries would exceed the district's prorata overdraft without state watar.

7) This table assumes that mesting the primary water quality standard has a higher priority than offsetting the groundwater
overdraft. Some water districts consider offsetting the groundwater overdraft as thelr first priority. In sither case, the
cumulative quantity of SWP water¢aquirethdomeep ot iobjsciNe $wolidbecths same.




TABLE 10

EFFECTS OF OFFSETTING FULL GROUNDWATER BASIN OVERDRAFT WITH SWP WATER

DAU . “GROSS WATER DEMAND - SWP DEUVERIES SURFACE & WASTEWTR SUPPLY]REMAINING GROSS GW DEMAND] - REMAINING NET GW DEMAND BLENDED WATER QUALITY
1Subarena 1990 - 2000 .. - GPBO 1930 . . 2000 GPBO 1930 2000 GPBOY 1390 2000 -~ GPBO 1990 - 2000 aPBO 1990 ' 2000 @PBO
71: ‘
o S anta Marin - 127388 18957 20,156 10712 10712 10453 0 a o 1676 6,244 9,703 (4,518) (2.234) (3rs 337 472 538
hern Calif Water Co 8,724 10,740 12,497 2,844 2,644 2,715 0 0 0 5,880 7,896 9,722 3,176 4,568 5,723 508 531 547
{ Guadalups 1,148 1,415 3,671 284 284 278 o 0 0 864 1,131 3,393 290 423 1,658 693 720 192
Valley Industrial 5,400 5,400 5,400 .0 o 0 0 0 0 5,400 5,400 5,400 3,726 3,726 3,672 800 800 800
te SMV MAl, Ag 122,382 118,049  110.081 0 0 0 0 0 of 122062 118049 110,081 84430 83811 79250 800 800 800
1alie CSD 12 12 12 22 22 21 0 0 0 () (9) (9 (9) (9) (e 258 258 258
\L SANTA MARIA 150,035 152,673 151,817| 13,863 13,863 13,526 0 0 0] 7136172 138,710 138,291 87,093 80283 89819

73: i
lamos CSD 251 306 571 0 0 0 0 0 0 251 306 571 158 190 326 700 700 700
enberg AFB 4,137 6,206 6,206 5,053 5,063 4,931 e 0 o (916) 1,153 1.275 (916) 1,153 1,275 258 340 349
le SAV M&L, Ag 17399 17122 17328 o 0 0 0 0 o] 17399 17,122 17,328 10961 11297 11943 700 700 700
\L SAN ANTONIO 21,787 23,634 24,105 5,053 5,053 4,931 0 0 0 16,734 18,581 19,175 10204 12,639 13544 B

74:
) Lampoc 4,685 65,492 7,000 3,792 3,792 3,700 30 650 650 883 1,050 2,740 (542) (543) 684 396 419 574
enberg Villaga CSD 1,903 2,209 2,563 569 569 555 0 0 o 1,334 1,640 2,008 763 877 1,239 508 522 537
on Hills CSD 629 872 1,234 474 474 463 o 0 0 155 398 124! (229) {134) 19 291 319 342
onberg AFB 1,652 2,130 2,130 2,531 2,531 2,469 0 0 0 (879) (401} {339 (1.863)  (1.818)  (1,756) 258 258 258
ton CSD 1,115 1,362 1,609 548 548 535 4] 0 0 587 814 1,075 378 583 801t 554 606 647
! Solang 1,673 2,481 2918 0 0 o 0 o 0 1,873 2,481 2,918 1,554 2,059 2,422 750 790 790
» Ynaz RWCD ID#1 6,276 5,806 5,656 1,896 1,806 1,850 2,425 2,425 2,425 1,954 1,485 1,381 7S 161 20 502 492 491
o SY—Lom M4l Ag 58318 56.918 57,507 o 0 0 0 o O| 56318 56918  57507| 44504 46673 47,156 900 800 900
(L SANTA YNEZ 74448 77270 80,708 9.810 9,810 5,572 2,455 3,075 3075| 62,185 64386 68,061 45,041 47958 50585

75: -

nteda CWD 5,674 6,621 7,135 2,560 2,560 2,498 2,572 2,572 2,572 543 1,489 2,065 (51) 870 1,403 460 502 524
narland CWD 354 510 447 284 284 278 294 294 294 (214) (69 (124 (214) (69 (124) 333 409 ELL]
scito WD 4,064 4579 5,096 2,071 2,01 2,021 3,423 3376 3,205 {630) (468) (130 (1,003) (837) (506) 454 458 464
1 Santa Barbars 15,153 15996 16,852 2,844 2,844 2,775 11636 11765 10810 873 1,387 3,267 {448) 231 2,056 611 811 612
mbre Mutusl Water Co 1,859 1,911 1,993 948 948 925 330 a3o 330 581 633 738 581 633 598 506 - 515 536
aWO0 15303 16,094 16,938 4,266 4,266 4,163 8,198 9,196 9,196 2,841 2,632 3,580 1,875 1,253 2,139 608 604 625
la SC MAL, Ag 18,344 19,565 18,885 0 0 0 0 0 D| 19344 19,565 18865| 16876 17447 16825 750 750 750
hart Land Co. 900 870 870 190 180 185 o 0 0 710 680 685 593 585 589 646 643 645
| Barbara Reseacch 100 125 150 a7 47 46 0 0 0 53 78 104 486 69 94 517 563 599
L SOUTH COAST 63561 66,671 68,347 13210 13210 12890 26451 27533  26407| 23900 25927 29050 17954 20,182 23074 L :‘
76:

ma CSD 188 242 245 948 948 a5 0 0 0 (760) (706) (680 (854) {827) (800} 258 258 258
* CV M&L Ag 20894 15,399 15,124 0 0 0 0 0 0| 20894 15399 15,124 15671 11549 11948 1500 1500 1500
LCUYAMA VALLEY 21,082 15,640 15,369 §48 548 925 0 0 0] 20,134 14,692 14,444 14817 10722 11,145 o

‘A BARBARA COUNTY 330915 335789 340346 42884 42884 41843|. 28906 30608 294B2| 259126 262297 ' 2690R1| 175109 . 181785 188168

'S ONTABLE 10:

The term "GPBO" signifies General Plan Buildout.
The year 2000 State Water average deliveries are shown with the 1990 cultural conditions toiliusiraie the present day impacts if State Water were available at this time,
Gross water demand values ars from TABLE 4; SWP deliveries derive from TABLE 7; surface and waslewater supplies are from TABLE 5; the remaining grass groundwater demand is then calculated in this table (gross demand minus SWP
daliverias minus surlaca & waate waler supplies): the remaining net groundwater demund uses the same aquation except the deliveries and supplies are subtcacted from the Total Nel Demand (rom TABLE 6).
demand values Indic ate districta whers the stale water delivery would exceed the demand # the water distict continued to use its full local surface and reclaimed wastewatear suppliss. Ses Table 11 for overdiatt reducl]on

The.blended water qualiity assumes that the walar district will take its tull SWP entitiement.

If 10tal supplies exceed demand, the district will first cut back on groundwater, then surface water.

Negative nat groundwater
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TABLE 11

TOTAL GROUNDWATER OVERDRAFT BY DESIGNATED ANALYSIS UNITS

T UDAUT T v T NETGW| - OVERDRAFTW/OSWP - | AVERAGE SWP DELIVERIES | REMAINING AVE OVEFDRAFT | BAGIN WATER DEMAND |

= oand City: -« .- SAFEYLD| . 1990 2000 - 2010+ 1990 - 2000 . .. 2010 1990 2000 Th2010| . 1990 2000 2010
DAU 71: SANTA MARIA 64,000| (36,956) (40,146)  (39,346) 13,863 13,863 13526 (23,093) (26283)  (25819) 150,035. ~ 152,573 151,817
DAU 73: SAN ANTONIO 6,500 ®.757)  (11,192) (11,974} 5,053 5,053 4,931 (3,704)  (6,139)  (7.044) 21,787 23634 24,105
DAL 74: SANTA YNEZ 50,249 (4.602)  (5,39%)  (7,361) 9,810 9,810 9,572 5,208 4,414 2210 74,419 7,080 80,058
DAL 75: SOUTH COAST 24,516 6.649)  (8,205) (11,398) 13,447 13,447 13,121 6.798 5,242 1,723 62892 64,471 66,147
DAU 76: CUYAMA VALLEY 6,200 (9.565)  (5470) (5870 948 948 925 (8617)  (4522)  (4945) 21,082 15640 15765
SANTA-BVAééAHAC.éUNT\.ﬂ:A 151,464 (66528)  (70,409) " (75,950): - ‘43,1;"41' . 43;121; ; .;42;075 (2:31‘4'05)' ©72868) (33875 . 530,1216» 263,399 337,693

TABLE 11 NOTES:
1) "QPBO" meana Genearal Plan Buildout.
2) Yoar 2000 estimated average SWP deliveries are shawn for 1990 to lilustrate the overdraft impact of Imported water under 1990 cultural conditions.
3) Negative overdraft values indicates that groundwater water pumping will axceed the basin's sale yield.
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danta Barbara County
Water Agency

122 W Figueroa St Ste B
Robert B. Almy Sanla Barbara. California 93101
Water Agency Manager {802) 566-3540
Telecoper (B05)568-3549

CLidRT ROLSE

October 7, 1991

To Interested Parties:

RE: Draft Program EIR on Groundwater Resources gection,
Conservation Element, Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan. (EIR
¥ 91-EIR-15) )

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 Element
containing proposed goals and policies designed to guide the
utilization and conservation of groundwater resources 1in the
County. Primarily, these policies provide a framework to address
the overdraft problem throughout the County.

Program EIRs: 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
result 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 1in 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 some 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, 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 8chedule: The Draft EIR public
review period 1s 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, both verbal and written, 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: o

Santa Maria
Tuesday, November 12, 199%1
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 14, 19%1
1:00 p.m. Workshop on Draft Element
2:00 p.m. Public Hearing on Draft EIR
Board of Bupervisors Hearing Room
105 East Anapamu SBtreet
4th Floor
Banta Barbara County Government Center
Banta 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, 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 EIR, along with
the Groundwater Resources Section of the Conservation Element, will
then be presented to the County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for EIR  certification and Element adoption. Public
hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors are anticipated to occur in early 19%2. Revisions to
the Draft Element may be recommended prior to final adoption.

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

Sincerely,

' . /'
C e . t L A5 7
! B - — - /4/./

Lynn Anderson-Rodriguez !
Program Manager

? oA

enclosures

EIRTRNS1.LTR

Copy of document found at www.NoNewWipTax.com





