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UC SANTA CRUZ LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Notice of Preparation Commenter Log

The following table provides a complete list of comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for
the UC Santa Cruz Long Range Development Plan (LRDP). The following pages present the NOP comment

letters in the order listed in the table.
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4 March 18, 2020 City of Santa Cruz
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17 Santa Cruz City-County Task Force to
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April 8, 2020 (METRO)
20 April 8, 2020 US Fish and Wildlife
21 March 30, 2020 Alayne Meeks
22 April 3, 2020 Alex Jones
23 March 11, 2020 Alex Krohn
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24 April 6, 2020 Bonnie Cho
25 April 1, 2020 Brian Smith
26 April 1, 2020 Candace Brown
27 April 13, 2020 Carola Barton
28 March 12, 2020 Christopher Reithel
29 April 8, 2020 Chryssi Ladas
30 March 10, 2020 David Sawaya
31 March 31, 2020 Diane Cohan
32 March 31, 2020 Dohna Dunderdale
33 April 1, 2020 Elaine Sullivan
34 April 4, 2020 Elizabeth Saint
35 April 13, 2020 Evan Siroky
36 April 8, 2020 Frank Barron
37 April 8, 2020 Frank Zwart
38 April 6, 2020 GA Brewer
39 March 6, 2020 Gage Dayton
40 April 1, 2020 Gregg Herken
4 April 1, 2020 Grif Tmesc
42 April 1, 2020 Howard Scwartz
43 April 1, 2020 llan Zur
44 April 1, 2020 Iris Weaver
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46 April 7, 2020 Isabelle Scott
47 April 6, 2020 Jamie Snyder
48 April 1, 2020 Jan Karwin
49 April 1, 2020 Jennifer Gonzalez
50 April 7, 2020 Jessica Evans
51 April 8, 2020 Jodi King
52 April 13,2020 Joe De Meo
53 April 6, 2020 John Hall
54 April 13,2020 John McGuire
55 April 4, 2020 Joseph Guiterrez
56 April 2, 2020 Judi Grunstra
57 March 27, 2020 Karen Holl
58 March 23, 2020 Kathy Haber
59 April 1, 2020 Kathy Blackwood
60 April 8, 2020 Katie Collins
61 April 1, 2020 Kenneth Coale
62 April 8, 2020 Kim Salisbury
63 March 12, 2020 Krisna Supatra-Campbell
64 April 1, 2020 Kurt and Melissa Workman
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65 March 12, 2020 Linda Werner
66 April 7, 2020 Linda Wilshusen
67 April 7, 2020 Mariam Moazed
63 April 1, 2020 Marianne Franks
69 March 31, 2020 Martha Seaver
70 April 8, 2020 Martha Brown
I April 3, 2020 Matthew Wilbur
72 April 1, 2020 Melissa Hart
73 April 8, 2020 Melissa Hart
74 March 11, 2020 Michael Pisano
75 March 12, 2020 Michael Pisano
76 March 31, 2020 Michael Pisano
77 April 6, 2020 Mike Kalashian
78 April 13, 2020 Mike Munson
79 April 4, 2020 Milena Carothers
80 April 7, 2020 Nadene Thorne
81 April 4, 2020 Nancy Maynard
82 March 12, 2020 Neil Smith
83 April 4, 2020 Nola
84 March 12, 2020 Pam Newbury
85 April 1, 2020 Pat Obrien
86 April 5, 2020 Jim Weber
87 April 7, 2020 Patricia Knowles
88 April 1, 2020 Paula Sanford
89 March 31, 2020 Peter Cook
0 April 13, 2020 Pierluigi Olivero
91 April 1, 2020 Priscilla Williams
2 April 1, 2020 Rafa Sonnenfeld
93 April 1, 2020 Rick Longinotti
% February 28, 2020 Rick Longinotti
95 March 11, 2020 Rick Longinotti
% April 4, 2020 Roland Saher
97 March 12, 2020 Ronnie Lipschutz
93 March 12, 2020 Ronnie Lipschutz
99 March 31, 2020 Russell Weisz
100 March 31, 2020 Ruth Garland
101 March 10, 2020 Ruth Rabinowitz
102 March 30, 2020 Ryan Carle
103 April 1, 2020 Sarah Qlson
104 April 1, 2020 Seth Levy
105 April 5, 2020 Sirleen Ghileri




Letter # Date Name

106 March 12, 2020 Smaura

107 April 5, 2020 Steve McCarthy

108 April 3, 2020 Susan Bruckner

109 April 1, 2020 Susan Coale

10 April 1, 2020 Ted Benhari

m April 8, 2020 Tina Andreatta

12 April 1, 2020 Tracey Reynolds

113 April 8, 2020 Tsiem Schneider, Dian Gifford-Gonzalez,
Jon Daehnke

114 April 1, 2020 Tutti Hacking

115 April 7, 2020 Valerie Bengal

16 April 1, 2020 Veronica Macramalla

1y April 9, 2020 Vikki Erickson

18 April 8, 2020 Vincent Molina

119 March 12, 2020 Woutje Swets

120 April 4, 2020 Zachary P

In addition, transcripts of the two scoping sessions held on March 12, 2020 are provided at the end of

this appendix.
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State of California — Natural Resources Agency

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

B DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Bay Delta Region

L
vy 2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100

Fairfield, CA 94534
(707) 428-2002
www.wildlife.ca.gov

March 19, 2020

ZA
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director (&

Ms. Erika Carpenter, Senior Environmental Planner
Physical Planning, Development, and Operations

University of California, Santa Cruz
1156 High Street, Barn G

Santa Cruz, CA 95064
eircomment@ucsc.edu

Subject: UC Santa Cruz Long Range Development Plan, Notice of Preparation,
SCH #2020029086, Santa Cruz County

Dear Ms. Carpenter:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) prepared by the Board of Regents of the University of California for the UC Santa Cruz
Long Range Development Plan (Project) located in Santa Cruz County. CDFW is submitting
comments on the NOP regarding potentially significant impacts to biological resources

associated with the Project.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is a Trustee Agency with responsibility under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA; Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15386
for commenting on projects that could impact fish, plant, and wildlife resources (e.g., biological
resources). CDFW is also considered a Responsible Agency if a project would require
discretionary approval, such as permits issued under the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA), the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA), the Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA)
Program, and other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that afford protection to the state’s

fish and wildlife trust resources.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The Project is a land use plan that proposes the construction of new buildings and infrastructure
to accommodate for population growth at the main residential campus at the University of
California, Santa Cruz (UCSC) and the Westside Research Park property at 2300 Delaware

Avenue in the City of Santa Cruz.

The proposed building and infrastructure projects include the construction of 8,500 student
housing beds, up to 550 employee housing units, and approximately 2,800,000 assignable
square feet of academic and administrative building space.

The draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and subsequent EIR, will be a programmatic EIR
and replace the UCSC 2005 Long Range Development Plan.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The special-status species that have the potential to occur in or near the Project site, include,
but are not limited to:

American badger (Taxidea taxus) — a state species of special concern;

Bank swallow (Riparia riparia) — state listed as endangered under CESA;

Burrowing owl! (Athene cunicularia) — a state species of special concern;

California giant salamander (Dicamptodon ensatus) — a state species of special concern;
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) — federally listed as threatened under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and a state species of special concern;

Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) — federally listed as endangered under ESA and
state listed as endangered under CESA;

Ohlone tiger beetle (Cicindela ohlone) — federally listed as endangered under ESA;
Pacific Grove clover ( Trifolium polyodont) — a state rare species;

San Francisco popcornflower (Plagiobothrys diffusus) — state listed as endangered,;
Santa Cruz black salamander (Aneides niger) — a state species of special concern;
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus) — federally listed as threatened under ESA;
Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) — a state species of special
concern;

Western bumble bee (Bombus occidentalis) — a state candidate species under CESA;
Western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) — a state species of special concern;
White-rayed pentachaeta (Pentachaeta bellidiflora) — federally listed as endangered
under ESA and state listed as endangered under CESA;

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) — a state fully protected species under Fish and
Game Code; and

Zayante band-winged grasshopper (Trimerotropis infantilis) — federally listed as
endangered under ESA.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the Board of Regents of
the University of California in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or
potentially significant, direct, and indirect impacts on biological resources.

Comment 1: Full Project Description of Project Features

The CEQA Guidelines (§§15124 & 15378) require that the draft EIR incorporate a full
Project description, including reasonably foreseeable future phases of the Project, and
require that it contain sufficient information to evaluate and review the Project’s
environmental impact.

To fully address the Project’s impacts to biological resources, please include complete
descriptions of the following features within the draft EIR:

e Building heights and widths;
¢ Introduction of sources of light and glare into habitat areas;
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o Detailed description of any proposed work within sensitive habitats or streams;
e Trail locations, widths, and lengths; and
e Location, type, lengths, and heights of all fencing.

Comment 2;: Cumulative Impacts

The Project has a potential to contribute to cumulative impacts, such as decreasing wildlife
connectivity due to the installation of fencing and infrastructure; increase in deleterious
material (e.g., trash, pollutants, etc.) into streams due to the increase of impervious
surfaces; and increase in stream flow due to the culverting of ditches and the funneling of
storm runoff throughout the project into streams. Any cumulative impact to biological
resources should be mitigated to the extent possible or avoided.

CDFW recommends that the Project incorporate wildlife friendly fencing (if fencing is
proposed), creation of wildlife bypasses to mitigate for decreases in wildlife connectivity,
education of future faculty and students regarding leaving no trace, and ensuring that storm
runoff is dispersed as sheet flow along the landscape and not funneled into streams.

Comment 3: New Buildings and Infrastructure within Developed Areas

The Project area includes, and is surrounded by, sensitive habitats (e.g., redwood forests,
sandhills, grasslands) that contain special-status species. To avoid impacts to special-status
species and encroachment into sensitive habitats, CDFW strongly recommends constructing
new buildings and infrastructure within already paved areas within UCSC’s main residential
campus and the Westside Research Park or infilling between existing buildings.

Comment 4: Water Source

Water supply resources are limited in the Santa Cruz area. To ensure adequate long-term
water supply at UCSC, CDFW recommends including mechanisms and/or infrastructure in
the draft EIR to decrease the Project’'s water supply needs. This may include, but is not
limited to, additional supplemental water supply infrastructure (e.g., rainwater catchments),
conservation practices, and/or water reuse projects.

Comment 5: State Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Species

State threatened, endangered, or candidate wildlife species are known to occur within the
Project area. Without appropriate mitigation measures, Project activities conducted within
occupied territories or habitats have the potential to significantly impact these species.

Impacts to state-listed wildlife species include, but are not limited to, inability to reproduce,
capture, burrow/den collapse, crushing as a result of burrow collapse, entombment,
inadvertent entrapment, reduced reproductive success, reduction in health and vigor of
young, nest abandonment, loss of nest trees/breeding habitat, or loss of foraging habitat that
would reduce nesting success (loss or reduced health or vigor of eggs or young), and direct
mortality. Unauthorized take of species listed as threatened or endangered pursuant to
CESA is a violation of Fish and Game Code.
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To evaluate potential impacts to state-listed wildlife species, CDFW recommends conducting
the following evaluation of the Project area, incorporating the following mitigation measures
into the draft EIR, and requiring these measures as conditions of approval for the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 1: State Listed Wildlife Species Focused Surveys
CDFW recommends that the Project area be surveyed for state-listed wildlife species by a
qualified biologist following species-specific protocol-level surveys, if applicable. Protocol-
fevel surveys contain methods that, when adhered to, are intended to maximize
detectability. In the absence of protocol-level surveys being performed or when performed
outside of the parameters of the methodology, additional surveys may be necessary.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 2: State Listed Wildlife Species Avoidance

In the event a state listed wildlife species is found within or adjacent to the Project site,
implementation of avoidance measures is warranted. CDFW recommends that a qualified
wildlife biologist be on-site during all Project-related activities and that a no disturbance
buffer be implemented. Fully addressing potential impacts to state listed wildlife species and
requiring measurable and enforceable mitigation in the draft EIR is recommended.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 3: State Listed Species Take Authorization

If a state listed wildlife species is identified and detected during surveys or during Project
implementation, consultation with CDFW is warranted to determine if the Project can avoid
take. If take cannot be avoided, take authorization through acquisition of an Incidental Take
Permit (ITP) issued by CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2081(b) is
necessary to comply with CESA.

Comment 6: State Threatened, Endangered, or Rare Plant Species

The Project area contains occurrence and habitat that may support special-status plants
meeting the definition of rare, threatened, or endangered under Fish and Game Code
sections 1901 and 1907 and CEQA Guidelines section 15380.

Without appropriate avoidance and minimization measures potential impacts to special-
status plant species include inability to reproduce and direct mortality. Unauthorized take of
plant species listed as threatened, endangered, or rare pursuant to CESA or NPPA is a
violation of Fish and Game Code.

Many of the special-status plant species are narrowly distributed endemic species. These
species are threatened with habitat loss and habitat fragmentation resulting from
development, vehicle and foot traffic, road maintenance, and introduction of non-native plant
species. Therefore, the Project has the potential to significantly impact populations of the
species mentioned above.

To evaluate potential impacts to special-status plants, CDFW recommends conducting the
following evaluation of the Project area, incorporating the following mitigation measures into
the draft EIR, and requiring these measures as conditions of approval for the Project.
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Recommended Mitigation Measure 4: Special-Status Plant Focused Surveys

CDFW recommends that the Project area be surveyed for special-status plant species by a
qualified botanist following the “Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities” which can be found online at
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols. This protocol, which is intended
to maximize detectability, includes identification of reference populations to facilitate the
likelihood of field investigations occurring during the appropriate floristic period. In the
absence of protocol-level surveys being performed, additional surveys may be necessary.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 5: Special-Status Plant Avoidance

CDFW recommends special-status plant species be avoided whenever possible by
delineation and observing a no disturbance buffer of at least 50 feet from the outer edge of
the plant population(s) or specific habitat type(s) required by special-status plant species.
Active management, such as removal of non-native weeds, may be required to protect plant
populations, and should be done in consultation with CDFW.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 6: Special-Status Plant Take Authorization

If a state threatened, endangered, rare, or candidate plant is identified during botanical
surveys, consultation with CDFW is warranted to determine if the Project can avoid take. If
take cannot be avoided, acquisition of an ITP issued by CDFW Pursuant to Fish and Game
Code sections 2081(b) and/or section 1900 et seq is necessary to comply with CESA and
NPPA.

Comment 7: Nesting Birds

CDFW encourages that Project implementation occur during the bird non-nesting season;
however, if ground disturbing or vegetation disturbing activities must occur during the
breeding season (February through early September), the Project applicant is responsible
for ensuring that implementation of the Project does not result in violation of the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act of 1918 or Fish and Game Code section 3503.

To evaluate and avoid for potential impacts to nesting bird species, CDFW recommends
incorporating the following mitigation measures into the Project’s draft EIR, and that these
measures be made conditions of approval for the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 7: Nesting Bird Surveys

CDFW recommends that a qualified avian biologist conduct pre-activity surveys for active
nests no more than seven (7) days prior to the start of ground or vegetation disturbance and
every 14 days during Project activities to maximize the probability that nests that could
potentially be impacted are detected. CDFW also recommends that surveys cover a
sufficient area around the Project site to identify nests and determine their status. A
sufficient area means any area potentially affected by the Project. Prior to initiation of
ground or vegetation disturbance, CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct a
survey to establish a behavioral baseline of all identified nests. Once Project activities
begins, CDFW recommends having the qualified biologist continuously monitor nests to
detect behavioral changes resulting from the Project. If behavioral changes occur, CDFW
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recommends halting the work causing that change and consulting with CDFW for additional
avoidance and minimization measures.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 8: Nesting Bird Buffers

If continuous monitoring of identified nests by a qualified avian biologist is not feasible,
CDFW recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet around active nests of
non-listed bird species and a 500-foot no disturbance buffer around active nests of non-
listed raptors. These buffers are advised to remain in place until the breeding season has
ended or until a qualified biologist has determined that the birds have fledged and are no
longer reliant upon the nest or on-site parental care for survival. Variance from these no
disturbance buffers is possible when there is compelling biological or ecological reason to
do so, such as when the Project site would be concealed from a nest site by topography.
CDFW recommends that a qualified avian biologist advise and support any variance from
these buffers.

Comment 8: Bats

Bat species are known to occur within and surrounding the project site. To evaluate and
avoid potential impacts to bat species, CDFW recommends incorporating the following
mitigation measures into the Project’s draft EIR, and requiring these measures as conditions
of approval for the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 9: Bat Habitat Assessment

To evaluate Project impacts to bats, a qualified bat biologist should conduct a habitat
assessment for bats at work sites seven (7) days prior to the start of Project activities and
every 14 days during Project activities. The habitat assessment shall include a visual
inspection of features within 50 feet of the work area for potential roosting features (bats
need not be present). Habitat features found during the survey shall be flagged or marked.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 10: Bat Habitat Monitoring

If any habitat features identified in the habitat assessment will be altered or disturbed by
Project activities, the qualified bat biologist should monitor the feature daily to ensure bats
are not disturb, impacted, or fatalities are caused by the Project.

Recommended Mitigation Measure 11: Bat Project Avoidance

If bat colonies are observed at the Project site, at any time, all Project activities should stop
until the qualified bat biologist develops a bat avoidance plan to be implement at the Project
site. Once the plan is implemented, Project activities may recommence.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

California Endangered Species Act

Please be advised that a CESA Permit must be obtained if the Project has the potential to result
in “take” of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over the life of the
Project. Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject to CEQA documentation; the CEQA document
must specify impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program.
If the Project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant
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modification to the Project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA
Permit.

CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to substantially impact
threatened or endangered species [CEQA section 21001(c), 21083, and CEQA Guidelines
section 156380, 15064, 15065]. Impacts must be avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant
levels unless the CEQA Lead Agency makes and supports Findings of Overriding Consideration
(FOC). The CEQA Lead Agency’s FOC does not eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to
comply with Fish and Game Code section 2080.

Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Program

Notification is required, pursuant to CDFW’s LSA Program (Fish and Game Code section 1600
et. seq.) for any Project-related activities that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow;
change or use material from the bed, channel, or bank including associated riparian or wetland
resources; or deposit or dispose of material where it may pass into a river, lake or stream. Work
within ephemeral streams, washes, watercourses with a subsurface flow, and floodplains are
subject to notification requirements. CDFW, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, will
consider the CEQA document for the Project. CDFW may not execute the final LSA Agreement
until it has complied with CEQA (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) as the
responsible agency.

FILING FEES

CDFW anticipates that the Project will have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of
filing fees is necessary (Fish and Game Code section 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, section
21089). Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and
serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project’'s NOP. If you have any questions
regarding this letter or for further coordination with CDFW, please contact Ms. Monica Oey,
Environmental Scientist, at (707) 428-2088 or monica.oey@wildlife.ca.gov; or Ms. Randi Adair,
Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory), at (707) 576-2786 or randi.adair@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely, =

Gregg Erickson
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc: State Clearinghouse #2020029086



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor

GO DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION

P.O. Box 944246
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460
(916) 653-7772

Website: www.fire.ca.gov

Date: April 8, 2020
UC Santa Cruz Long Range Development
Plan NOP

Erika Carpenter

Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development, and Operations
University of California, Santa Cruz

1156 High Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95064
eircomment@ucsc.edu

The UC Santa Cruz Long Range Development Plan Notice of Preparation (NOP) has been reviewed
by the Resource Management office of the San Mateo-Santa Cruz Unit of the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). Please see our comments below.

Tree Removal

Much of the land proposed for this project can be classified as “Timberland” as defined under
Public Resources Code (PRC) section 4526. A timberland conversion permit or timber harvest plan
would be required prior to the cutting of trees. A consulting Register Professional Forester could
assist you in this determination. Any harvesting or conversion for this project could be incorporated
in a multiple project conversion permit and Timber Harvest Plan.

Fire Hazard

This project has been identified as being adjacent to wildlands. PRC 4291 requires the creation of a
100’ fire break or fire protection area around and adjacent to buildings or structures. Compliance
with this rule would be required by the fire inspector for this project. Specific mitigations and
protection measures to comply with this rule will need to be made part of the building permit.

Sudden Oak Death

Sudden Oak Death (SOD), Phytophthora ramorum, is commonly found in the forests around the
UCSC campus. During tree removal operations for this project, care should be taken to prevent the
spread of this disease. Numerous sources of information have been developed to identify and
manage this pest. One such site, maintained by the California Oak Mortality Task Force is available
on the internet: http://nature.berkeley.edu/comtf/

If you need any assistance or information, please contact me at the telephone number or e-mail
address listed below.

Sincerely,
Signed Original, on File
Richard Sampson
Forester Il — Unit Forester

Unit Environmental Coordinator

“The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection serves and safeguards the people and protects the property and resources of California.”


http://www.fire.ca.gov/

RPF #2422
(831) 335-6742
Richard.sampson@fire.ca.gov

Cc:
Christopher Browder
Deputy Chief, Environmental Protection
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April 8, 2020
SCr/VAR
SCH#2020029086

Erika Carpenter

Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development, and Operations
University of California, Santa Cruz

1156 High Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95064

COMMENTS FOR THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION {(NOP) OF THE UC SANTA CRUZ
LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN, SANTA CRUZ, CA

Dear Ms. Carpenter:

The Cdlifornia Department of Transportation {Caltrans) appreciates the
opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the UC Santa Cruz
Long Range Development Plan (LDRP). The LDRP estimates 28,000 Full-Time
Equivalent (FTE) students and 5,000 FTE faculty-and staff along with 8,500 student
housing beds, up to 550 employee housing units, and approximately 2,800,000
assignable square feet (ASF) of academic and administrative building space by
2035. Growth will occur at both the UC Santa Cruz main residential campus and
the Westside Research Park.

1. Calirans supports local development that is consistent with State planning
priorities infended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the
environment, and promote public health and safety. We accompilish this by
working with local jurisdictions to achieve a shared vision of how the
transportation system should and can accommodate interregional and local
travel and development. Projects that support smart growth principles which
include improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit infrastructure {or other
key Transportation Demand Strategies) are supported by Caltrans and are
consistent with our mission, vision, and goals.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and officieni transperiation system
to enhmice Cadifarnia’s ecenomy and livability"
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2. Pledse be aware that if any work is completed in the State’s right-of-way it will
require an encroachment permit from Calfrans and must be done to our
engineering and environmental standards, and at no cost to the State. The
conditions of approval and the requirements for the encroachment permit are
issued at the sole discretion of the Permits Office, and nothing in this letter shall
be implied as limiting those future conditioned and requirements. For more
information regarding the encroachment permit process, please visit our
Encroachment Permit Website at:
hitp://www.dot.ca.gov/itrafficops/ep/index.html.

3. As aresult of Senate Bill (SB) 743, effective July 2020 Caltrans will replace vehicle
level of service (LOS) with vehicle miles fraveled (VMT) as the primary metric for
identifying fransportation impacts from local development. The focus now will
be on how projects are expected to influence the overall amount of
automobile use instead of traffic congestion as a significant impact. For more
information, please visit: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-

743 Technical Advisory.pdf. At times there may be certain locations of
concern, such as at-grade connections to State Routes {SR) without
channelization, that may require additional study or conflict analysis.

4, Employing VMT as the metric of fransportation impact Statewide will help to
promote Green House Gas (GHG) emission reductions consistent with SB 375
and can be achieved through influencing on-the-ground development.
Implementation of this change will rely, in part, on local land use decisions to
reduce GHG emissions associated with the transpartation sector, both at the
project level, and in long-term plans (inciuding general plans, climate action
plans, specific plans, and fransportation plans) and supporting Sustainable
Community Strategies developed under SB 375.

5. Based upon local concerns raised during the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) Scoping Session and known operationatl issues at the
intersections on SR 1 at the Bay Street, High Street, and Western Drive
intersections, additional study and safety analysis might be warranted.

6. Caltrans appreciates UC Santa Cruz's commitment to Strategy #4 in the
LDRP's Proposed Land Use Strategies to focus on an enhanced shuttle,
pedestrian, and bicycle network throughout campus. UC Santa Cruz has
been successful in the past reducing vehicle trips as noted by weekday
traffic to campus declining by 2,151 vehicle trips per day since 2005. We
would further suggest looking into conversion of existing parking spaces into
those supporting electric vehicles and electric vanpool fleets to help meet
Statewide godis for reducing GHG's,

“Provide a.safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient qunxporlaﬂrm systent
to enhiance California’s economy and livablitiy”
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Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed project. If
you have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above,
please contact me at (805) 549-3157 or email christopher.bjornstad@dot.ca.gov.

=

Sincerely,

UM \%}’E/UY\@K&

Chris Bjornstad
Associate Transportation Planner
District 5§ Development Review

cc: Rachel Moriconi, SCCRTC
Claire Gallogly, City of Santa Cruz

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability"
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March 18, 2020

Ms. Erika Carpenter

Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development, and Operations
University of California, Santa Cruz

1156 High Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95064

Dear Ms. Carpenter:

At its meeting on March 10, 2020, the Santa Cruz City Council passed a motion to request that the
comment period for the Notice of Preparation of the University of California at Santa Cruz (UCSC)
Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Report (LRDP EIR) be extended.

As you know, UCSC staff have postponed the LRDP EIR public scoping meetings until the first
week of April and have extended the scoping period for one week until April 8, 2020.

We understand and completely support the decision to delay this week’s public meetings. The
health emergency is clearly serious and is currently, and for the foreseeable future, disrupting the
lives of everyone in the Santa Cruz community and elsewhere.

Because of this uncertainty regarding the future impact of the health crisis, we are greatly dismayed
by the revised schedule of the scoping period. The fundamental purpose of the scoping period is for
UCSC to hear comments from the general public and concerned public agencies regarding the draft

LRDP EIR. Itis clearly difficult for this to occur when both citizens and institutions are focused on
a health crisis that seems to be worsening, at least in this country, on a daily basis.

The proposed UCSC scoping schedule seems to be based on the assumption that everything will be
back to normal in a few weeks. This may or may not occur, but, even if it does, the community
needs a reasonable period of time to refocus on issues like the LRDP EIR.



Ms. Erika Carpenter
March 18, 2020
Page 2

The California Environmental Quality Act requires meaningful public participation and is a central
component in the EIR process, including the scoping period. To extend the thirty-day scoping

period only one week in the middle of an international health crisis will not allow for the kind of
robust public engagement called for by the law.

Therefore, we respectfully request that you extend the scoping period for at least three weeks after
the end of the declared local health emergency and then open public sessions for public input per

normal practice. This decision should be announced as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Justin mings
Mayor

cc: City Clerk

P\CMAD\Word(Wpfiles)\SUZANNEU\Mayorjc 2019-2020\Letters\UCSC LRDP Comment Period Extension - Carpenter.docx
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PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
809 Center Street « Room 206 * Santa Cruz, CA 95060 « www.cityofsantacruz.com
Lee Butler, Director

April 8, 2020

Erika Carpenter

Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development, and Operations
University of California, Santa Cruz

1156 High Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95064

Subject: LRDP NOP Comments
Dear Ms. Carpenter,

The City of Santa Cruz (City) values the partnerships it has with the University of California,
Santa Cruz (UCSC) and the many amenities, opportunities, and benefits that UCSC itself and the
larger UCSC community bring to the City. As UCSC considers expansion, the City appreciates
the opportunity to offer feedback on how said expansion may impact the City, its residents, and
its visitors. The City has reviewed the information provided in the UCSC Long Range
Development Plan (LDRP) Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and provides comments as follows.

A complete, accurate, and detailed project description is critical to ensure that all impacts of the
project are reviewed, analyzed, and, to the extent possible, mitigated. The project description in
the Draft EIR will need to contain substantially more specificity and detail than that contained in
the NOP in order to provide an accurate assessment of impacts and mitigations. Some of the
comments contained herein stem from questions relating to the broad nature of the NOP’s project
description. Details related to the range of expected uses, along with the locations of specific
development capacities (and/or expected student housing and faculty/staff increases) , will be
needed to identify, understand, and analyze the impacts the overall development will have on the
campus areas and on the larger community.

The timing of proposed mitigations is imperative to minimize negative impacts of future
development. For instance, prior to increasing student enrollment and additional faculty/staff, the
EIR should clearly note that the necessary transportation and housing mitigations, along with
other infrastructure needs, will be in place prior to said increases, not afterwards, so that negative
impacts to the environment, the City, and City residents are minimized.

Corrections for the EIR. The NOP’s Project Information Location and Setting section of
Attachment A, UCSC LDRP Detailed Project Information, contains several errors. In the first
paragraph, the project location is described, in part, as being “southeast of the City of San Jose.”



The location is southwest of the City of San Jose. In the second paragraph, the zoning of
properties to west and north of the Westside Research Park (WRP) is described as being “mixed
use.” The properties to the north of the WRP are zoned Flood Plain, Park, Public Facility, Low
Density Residential, and Industrial (IG/PER 2). Properties to the west of the WRP are zoned
Park, Single-Family Residential, and General Industrial.

General Comments on Evaluation Methods and Approach. On page A-4 of Attachment A,
additional information regarding the University’s commitment to providing housing for faculty
and staff is needed. The NOP states that up to 25% of the 2,220 full time equivalent faculty/staff
members will be housed on campus. When faculty/staff are not housed on-campus, they create
more impacts in the City, e.g., transportation impacts (vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and level of
service (LOS) implications); housing availability, demand, and cost impacts; water use impacts
(since water use of those living in the City will differ from those living on campus); etc. In order
to adequately assess the impacts of the project, the percentage of faculty/staff living on campus
will need to be clearly established. Carrying the NOP’s statement that up to 25% of the new
faculty/staff will be housed on campus into the EIR’s project description would mean that the
EIR would need to evaluate the impacts of all new faculty/staff being housed off campus.
Instead, the EIR should commit to providing a specific amount of on-campus housing prior to
expansions of faculty/staff members, as this will allow for a more accurate assessment of the
project’s impacts. Furthermore, since the provision of faculty/staff housing on-campus would
result in fewer negative environmental effects experienced by the City and its residents, the EIR
should consider a project or alternative that provides on-campus housing for a higher percentage
of its workforce.

The NOP speaks to evaluations of full time equivalent (FTE) students and FTE faculty/staff. A
definition of FTE is provided in Footnote 1 of the NOP; however, it is not clear how this
definition considers additional students and faculty/staff who are not full time. The EIR should
clearly identify how impacts from all new students and faculty/staff are assessed. In other words,
if the FTE measure does not already consider non-full-time students and faculty/staff — e.g.,
continuing education students, part time students, faculty who are not full time but perhaps
lecture for one class per semester, staff who are not full time but perhaps work one or two shifts
per week on campus, etc. — then an alternative measure should seek to quantify the increase in
such use and include an evaluation of the impacts associated with such users in the EIR. These
individuals would likely be living off-campus and would likely result in more impacts in the City
than a full-time student, faculty, or staff member who lives on campus.

The expansion of FTE students, FTE faculty/staff, facilities, special events (open lectures,
sporting events, etc.), and classes may attract more individuals who enroll/participate in
continuing education, who visit those living on campus, who attend the special events, or who
otherwise are drawn to the campus as a result of its expansion. The methodology utilized in the
EIR should analyze not only the impacts of additional students and faculty/staff but should also
analyze any impacts (e.g., vehicle trips) associated with the above-described potential additional
usage.

The NOP provides minimal information regarding the proposed development at the WRP.
Attachment C indicates some “Academic and Support” uses directly adjacent to the existing



facility with “Mixed Use” surrounding the facility. No detail is provided as to the quantity or
extent of the uses that are proposed beyond the existing building, so additional comments may be
necessary after more detailed information is provided. Not only could the range of uses
potentially anticipated for this site have a variety of impacts within the City, but the manner in
which those uses are operated and occupied will partially dictate some of the impacts. For
example, if the mixed-use component includes housing, then housing for students traveling to the
main campus would result in more impacts than if the site only included housing for students or
faculty/staff who study or work exclusively at the WRP. The EIR should clearly specify the
details of the potential uses, how/by whom they will be used, and the resulting environmental
impacts, including but not limited to any impacts development on the WRP site may have on
Antonelli Pond and its associated habitat and sensitive species.

Impact-Specific Comments. The following comments relate to the proposed impact analysis
sections.

Aesthetics. Policy CD1.3 of the City’s General Plan requires the City to “Ensure that
development is designed to be in harmony with natural topography and vegetation.” Action
CD1.3.1 applies specifically to development by UCSC and states “Encourage UCSC
development to blend with the natural landscape and maintain natural ridgelines as seen from the
City.” Please include an analysis of the aesthetic character of new development within the
natural landscape, particularly as it relates to views from the City.

Biological Resources: Please include an analysis of any tree removal for consistency with the
City of Santa Cruz (City) Heritage Tree Ordinance (Chapter 9.56, City of Santa Cruz Municipal
Code (SCMQ)).

Energy: The EIR’s energy analyses should emphasize how the project avoids or reduces
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy. Please include an analysis of
compliance with the City’s Electrification Ordinance (Chapter 6.100, SCMC) for all new
construction.

Geology and Soils: Please analyze the potential of significant impacts due to earthquakes and
seismic activity including shaking and ground failure, liquefaction, landslides, as well as soil
erosion and loss of top soil due to the proposed project. Please also analyze the potential for the
proposed project to directly or indirectly impact a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geological feature.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The maps provided with UCSC’s NOP request letter indicate that
the LRDP will likely include further development on UCSC’s upper campus outside of City’s
existing water service boundaries. Extension of water and sewer service may be subject to Santa
Cruz Municipal Code Chapter 16.22 regarding sustainability and university growth. A link to the
relevant municipal code section is found here:
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/SantaCruz/html/SantaCruz16/SantaCruz1622.html

It would be helpful for the UCSC LRDP Draft EIR to analyze the issue of extending water and
sewer service as part of the Draft EIR, including an evaluation of any additional regulatory


https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/SantaCruz/html/SantaCruz16/SantaCruz1622.html

approvals necessary to complete the extension of services. Assessment of these issues is relevant
to section XVIII of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G initial study checklist dealing with
utilities and service systems.

The City would be a responsible agency in relation to these issues. The Santa Cruz City
Attorney’s Office is willing to further discuss these issues with the UCSC Draft EIR team as
needed.

Please include an analysis of the potential of the project to violate any waste water discharge
standards.

Population and Housing: Many of the comments in the General Comments on Evaluation
Methods and Approach section above have direct and indirect implications for population and
housing growth and impacts. In particular, housing needs (and thus housing construction) will
be one direct result of the increase in the number of FTE (and, as spelled out above, non-FTE)
students and faculty/staff, and the City will likely bear the burden of much of the off-campus
housing demand. The impacts of that demand should be analyzed in the EIR.

Public Services: As the City Fire Department serves the UCSC properties, please closely
coordinate with the Fire Department during the preparation of the Draft EIR so they can assist in
evaluating what new or expanded facility needs they may have to serve the growth considered by
the project. Addressing these needs is an important step in providing safety to students, faculty,
and staff. Specific concerns include the height of buildings that are beyond the reach of any
ladder truck that would fit in the existing fire house on campus, requiring the renovation or
rebuilding of the fire house to provide adequate fire protection on campus. With an increase in
campus population and concurrent increase in traffic congestion, there will be an impact to
emergency vehicle access and an increase in response times. To mitigate this impact, the Public
Services section of the EIR should address the following access and response needs:

e All traffic signals installed on campus shall be outfitted with a Santa Cruz City Fire
Department compatible Opticom Emergency Vehicle Traffic Pre-Emption (Opticom)
system. This applies to future signals as well as the existing traffic signals already in use
on campus.

e Bicycle/pedestrian paths should be wide enough and strong enough to support emergency
vehicles. Currently there are a number of paths that do not support Emergency Vehicle
Access (EVA), which significantly delays emergency response.

e Provide for EVA to all new and renovated buildings. Allow adequate approach and
egress routes as determined by the Fire Marshal.

e Ensure elevators installed in new and renovated buildings are large enough to
accommodate a medical gurney in the flat/level position along with the emergency
response personnel.

e Turnouts, turn pockets, cut outs, lane widths, number of lanes, islands, and lane
separators should all be evaluated in terms of emergency vehicle requirements.

Currently none of the buildings on campus adhere to California Fire Code (CFC) section 505.1:



SECTION 505
PREMISES IDENTIFICATION

505.1 Address identification. New and existing buildings shall be provided with
approved address identification. The address identification shall be legible and placed in
a position that is visible from the street or road fronting the property. Address
identification characters shall contrast with their background. Address numbers shall be
Arabic numbers or alphabetical letters. Numbers shall not be spelled out. Each character
shall be not less than 4 inches (102 mm) high with a minimum stroke width of 1/2 inch
(12.7 mm). Where required by the fire code official, address identification shall be
provided in additional approved locations to facilitate emergency response. Where
access is by means of a private road and the building cannot be viewed from the public
way, a monument, pole or other sign or means shall be used to identify the structure.
Address identification shall be maintained.

Please analyze how the lack of mandated and generally accepted addressing best practice creates
delays in emergency response and how the project will adhere to the standards set forth within
CFC 505.1 to mitigate this impact.

The existing on-campus station has reached end-of-life for functionality and will not
accommodate additional staffing or equipment. The City does not own the station, nor has a new
fire station site been identified on campus. Through coordination with the Fire Department, the
EIR should evaluate the degree to which the LRDP contributes to a cumulative impact that
would require a new fire station to support staffing changes or additional equipment in response
to development. The EIR should address the criteria that will be used for the discussion of
mitigating the impacts of development.

Please address the impact of radio coverage and discuss the need for in-building radio and
cellular communications for emergency response.

Please discuss how the project will provide adequate water supply for structural fire firefighting.

The EIR should discuss the effects of the wildland-urban interface with regard to fire safety and
emergency response. Specifically, the project should provide adequate emergency vehicle access
to buildings and adequate defensible space within wildland urban interface around buildings. The
project should maintain vegetation and landscaping around buildings as described in 2016 CFC
Chapter 49. (See also “Wildfire)

Recreation: The expansion of the student, faculty, and staff population will impact the use of
existing recreational facilities, including local, regional, state, and federal parklands. Please
include an analysis if these impacts, particularly as they relate to parkland per capita, as well as
potential overuse of open space and natural areas including forests, beaches, and outdoor
recreation areas.

Transportation: Please complete a Traffic Impact Analysis study per the City’s guidelines. This
includes LOS analysis for critical intersections and a VMT analysis, working with the City to



define which intersections should be evaluated. As the project will undoubtedly result in
vehicular trips within the City, development considered under the LRDP should be treated the
same as private development in the City and, for example, be required to pay a Traffic Impact
Fee based on trips generated. In addition, please evaluate the capacity of transit to carry the
projected number of students and faculty/staff at the goal mode split levels.

Wildfire: Action CD1.4.4 of the City’s General Plan requires that the City work with local and
state fire agencies to maintain and update urban wildfire interface zones that preserve the
character of the natural environment while providing wildland fire safety. Please consider this
requirement in the analysis of wildfire safety, biological resources, and aesthetics.

The City looks forward to its continued partnership with UCSC. Please feel free to contact me
should you need additional context for the comments contained herein or should you need
assistance in securing City information that can aid your preparation of a Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

Lee Butler
Director of Planning & Community Development



COALITION FOR LIMITING UNIVERSITY EXPANSION

Comments Regarding the Notice of Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for UCSC’s 2020-2040 Long Range Development Plan

Dear Ms. Carpenter;

As you may be aware, the Coalition for Limiting University Growth (CLUE) was formed in
response to UCSC’s 2005-2020 Long Range Development Plan. We took an active part in that
process, with suggestions and objections as the Environmental Impact Report for it proceeded. In
2006 we were one of the main proponents of the very successful Santa Cruz City initiative that
became Measures I and J on the ballot, which were approved by about 80% of the city electorate.
Measures I and J, which required the city to get approval from the voters before applying to the
Local Agency Formation Commission for Santa Cruz County (LAFCO) to extend water and
sewer service to UCSC’s upper campus, outside the city boundary, were made null and void
because the public noticing of the ballot initiative by the city was deemed inadequate in Superior
Court. The language of those Measures, however, was made into law by the City Council in
2008.

CLUE opposed a lot of the growth proposed by the university in the 2005 LRDP, and eventually
sued to throw out the Final EIR for that LRDP on the grounds that it violated provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act. The city and the County of Santa Cruz subsequently filed
their own suits on similar grounds. Those court actions led to the nearly year-long negotiations
among the city, county, CLUE and the university that resulted in the landmark Comprehensive
Settlement Agreement (CSA) of 2008. Since that time we have participated in the quarterly and
annual meetings regarding compliance with the CSA.

We are certain that the proposed increase in student enrollment to 28,500 called for in the new
LRDP will have numerous significant negative impacts both on the UCSC campus and the
surrounding communities of Santa Cruz and Bonny Doon, not to mention more distant parts of
Santa Cruz County where students, staff and faculty live, now and in the future.

A moratorium on future enrollment increases until the needed on-campus infrastructure
and off-campus mitigations are provided is what would be best both for the community
and the university, where the large enrollment increases under the current LRDP, unsupported
by adequate faculty growth, additional teaching facilities, and sufficient student housing and
related infrastructure, has led to a noticeable deterioration in the quality of students’ education
and college experience. We strongly request that such a moratorium be analyzed as a
preferred alternative in the DEIR.

At a minimum, the proposed new LRDP EIR must include a complete and adequate analysis,
grounded in evidence, of the LRDP’s potential environmental impacts; identification, with
supportive documentary evidence as appropriate of feasible mitigation measures that would
reduce the potential impacts to a less than significant level; and a detailed consideration of
reasonable alternatives.
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We hope that the university will take the comments we make below seriously and fully consider
them in the DEIR, because their purpose is to achieve objectives good for both the community
and the university’s students, faculty, and staff.

We sincerely hope that litigation regarding the 2020-2040 Long Range Development Plan can be
avoided, which would undermine the ongoing good relations that the city, county, CLUE and the
community have enjoyed the past 12 years stemming from the 2008 Comprehensive Settlement
Agreement, of which UCSC, the City, the County, CLUE, and a number of individuals were all
signators. In that light we certainly would expect that our comments below will be taken
seriously. Finally, it should be noted that while there are some differences and additions in this
submission, much of the following text echoes or is taken literally from a similar submission by
the city and county, because that document overwhelmingly states our views, too.

Project Description
» The DEIR should specify the total area of the campus currently developed with structures and
the total land area to be developed under the proposed LRDP for each of the potential uses.

* The DEIR needs to identify the role of the Coastal Commission in the adoption of the LRDP
for the 2300 Delaware Avenue facility, and the relevant policies from the City of Santa Cruz's
Local Coastal Program (LCP). Any inconsistencies found need to be identified and mitigated.

* An inconsistency in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the map in Attachment C needs
correction. Is the purpose of the “natural space” protecting “wildlife corridors and scenic views,”
or is natural space “land preserved...to maintain special campus landscapes due to scenic value,
special vegetation and wildlife continuity.” A roadway through the campus’s natural areas
conflicts with those objectives. The Project Description for the DEIR needs to address these
issues, and should include a map clearly depicting the boundaries of the City of Santa Cruz in the
North Campus area.

Aesthetics
* The DEIR should contain visuals of possible building masses at all the sites identified for
development in the LRDP in order to analyze the potential aesthetic impacts. In its Draft LRDP
the university already has identified specific areas for housing and academic uses and projected
the amount of square footage for each, so this is not merely a speculative exercise.

* The DEIR should include mitigation measures to minimize the loss of trees, particularly those
of special aesthetic and biotic value, and include a definition for “significant trees” based on size,
type, visual and other characteristics, and specify how many of those trees (as well as non-
significant trees) will potentially be lost in each area proposed for development.

* The proposed building construction will impact the vistas of parts of the campus from the City
of Santa Cruz and adjoining areas of the County, like the North Coast and the Highway 1
corridor east of the city. These aesthetic impacts should be analyzed in the DEIR, as should
predictable visual impacts to Empire Grade and other applicable County General Plan-designated
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scenic County roads, as listed in Policy 5.10.10 of the County General Plan, and mitigations
proposed.

* The NOP indicates that the DEIR will evaluate the “potential changes in the visual
characteristics and quality of the main residential campus and Westside research park and
surrounding area.” Also requiring evaluation are the potential impacts in visual characteristics
and quality on the West Campus and the previously designated campus habitat reserve at the
main entrance, as well as any other areas that will be affected.

Agricultural Resources
* The viability of the grazing program, and historically important agricultural practice on
campus, will be affected by campus growth as envisaged in the Draft LRDP; consequently
impacts should be analyzed and mitigations implemented.

* Land currently designated as Agricultural in the County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) area is
shown in the Draft Land Use Plan (Attachment C of the NOP) as the site for future employee
housing. Any development of this land must be consistent with the Coastal Commission
approved County LCP, and the potential impacts of converting this land to non-agricultural uses
must be addressed and mitigations proposed in the DEIR.

Air Quality
* The DEIR must include a worst-case analysis of all the emissions that might result from
development and construction under the proposed 2020-2040 LRDP. The air quality analysis
should include the impacts from off-campus traffic, not just from the increased campus growth
but also the additional growth induced by the campus growth.

* The current high traffic volumes on High, Storey, King, Bay, and Mission streets, and Western
Drive, will increase substantially under the proposed LRDP. The DEIR should consider the
potential public health impact from the increased air emissions created by this increased traffic
on nearby residents and on the Westlake and Bay View school populations, and the traffic impact
analysis must be consistent with the analysis of public health impacts.

* Increased greenhouse gas releases, acknowledged in the NOP to be the result of construction
vehicle and machinery emissions, conflicts with the Campus Sustainability Plan’s commitment
to achieve net-zero emissions for all new capital projects. The DEIR needs to reconcile this
conflict.

Biological Resources
* Habitat connectivity issues must be analyzed in relation to potential biotic impacts of the Draft
LRDP, in detail and with reference to specific areas.

 The campus contains many special status species, including those identified in the 1988 and
2005 LRDPs. All should be specifically reviewed in the DEIR and any inconsistencies fully
explained.
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* A number of species previously identified as sensitive have disappeared from the campus.
Analysis of these should be included in the DEIR, the reasons for the disappearance addressed,
and mitigation measures suggested so that similar disappearances don’t re-occur.

* Up-to-date baseline surveys should be made over a full year period and included in the DEIR,
for all sensitive species, specifying population numbers and distribution. and mitigation
measures identified to ensure that sustainable thresholds won’t be breached in the future.

» Endemic organisms in the Empire Cave System may be affected by proposed campus growth.
For example, changes in hydrology could alter moisture and humidity levels critical to the
sensitive species. The Pacific Giant Salamander population in that cave system, which may be a
distinct race or subspecies, should be included in the DEIR analysis. Baseline population studies
for endemic species should be completed to detect their abundance, distribution, and health, and
environmental analysis should include identification of critical population and mitigation
measures suggested to ensure that future campus planners prevent sustainable thresholds from
being exceeded.

» Other sensitive species requiring analysis include mountain lion, raptors, grasshopper sparrow,
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, California red-legged frog and Ohlone tiger beetle.
Baseline surveys should include nesting pair numbers and locations for bird species and corridor
use for mammals, red-legged frog, and the tiger beetle. Again, environmental analysis should
identify critical population numbers for the sensitive species so that future campus planners can
prevent sustainable thresholds from being exceeded.

* The DEIR should include a detailed but comprehensible definition (including scientific
citations) for “sensitive habitat” and the sensitive habitat types.

The following sensitive habitats should be included in the DEIR: purple needlegrass stands,
seeps and springs, coast live oak woodland, dwarf redwood forest, Shreve oak forest, freshwater
wetland, wet meadow, and caves. These habitat types have been designated as requiring CEQA
analysis.

» Cumulative impacts to these habitats in the region should be analyzed with regard to potential
off-campus development and construction impacts over the timeline of the LRDP.

* Maritime chaparral requires additional levels of analysis, including cumulative impact analysis,
loss of this habitat throughout the region due to fire suppression as well as development over the
timeline of the LRDP.

* The DEIR analysis should identify and address any reduction in the potential to continue the
campus’s past practices of prescribed fire to manage this and other habitat types because of the
increased proximity of students and facilities.
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* Specific types of habitat for a number of species require analysis, including baseline studies
and system-specific potential for cumulative impacts.

« All sensitive habitats may continue to increasingly be impacted by UCSC’s overpopulation of
deer. The decimation of forest understory may lead to increased erosion and sedimentation of
surrounding wetlands and watercourses. UCSC has access to studies by its own Natural Reserve
on impacts of deer overpopulation and has made several attempts to plan for this crisis.
Increased development may lead to additional impacts to sensitive habitats and species in and
around UCSC, including on adjoining land set aside for conservation of those species, by deer
overpopulation. These potential impacts should be specifically identified and analyzed in the
DEIR. A baseline inventory of forest understory and deer population is required to adequately
assess impacts by additional campus growth. Fecal coliform bacteria levels resulting from deer
overpopulation threatens surface and groundwater quality and should also be enumerated in a
baseline study. Cumulative impacts analysis should include potential for additional build out
under the County and City’s existing General Plans and the potential for that to further increase
the effects of deer overpopulation. While deer are not themselves a special status species, the
potentially significant impact of their overpopulation on special status species justifies analysis
in the DEIR.

» Campus development has failed to adequately plan for or mitigate the profusion of ad hoc
pedestrian and bicycle trails that connect buildings and illegal homeless encampments in campus
natural areas, and recreational use has increased with additional student population. Off-road
bicyclists increasingly create and use trails, which are infrequently or inadequately maintained.
These trails degrade sensitive habitat and imperil at-risk species. A baseline study and an
analysis of their potential impacts of these trails is required in the DEIR, including a projection
of additional trails likely to occur because of the campus growth proposed by the Draft LRDP.

* Increased campus growth will also increase the chance for the further introduction of non-
native, invasive species including plants, animals, and pathogenic microorganisms (e.g., sudden
oak death). A baseline of existing levels of impact from these species should be completed to
inform an analysis of the potential impacts from additional introductions and/or disturbances that
will allow for more invasions. The DEIR must include effective mitigation measures to prevent
any further introduction of invasive species to the campus resulting from the proposed LRDP.

* Recent studies on adjoining ecosystems indicate potentially significant impacts from nitrogen
in vehicle exhaust. These include increased growth of weeds that have crowded out sensitive
species. The campus includes soils very low in nitrogen; additional nitrogen may constitute a
significant threat to species associated with those soils. A baseline study of atmospheric nitrogen
deposition in sensitive habitats needs to be completed to inform an analysis of the potential for
additional impacts associated with campus growth.

» Campus growth into adjoining natural areas will require additional fire safety measures. The
DEIR must analyze campus-wide impacts of fire safety measures and their cumulative impacts
on sensitive species and habitats.
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* The project description in the NOP neglects to mention several areas of jurisdictional wetlands.
A campus-wide baseline study delineating wetlands should be completed and summarized in the
DEIR. Development proposed by the Draft LRDP, including runoff from roads and parking lots,
may create additional jurisdictional wetlands, so the DEIR must analyze this potentially
significant impact and provide adequate mitigation measures. In past projects, catchment basins
constructed to prevent runoff have become filled with potentially polluted sediments and often
have not been maintained. These polluted sediments are then transported downstream in the
water bodies they were meant to protect. A mitigation measure that includes basins should detail
how these will be maintained.

* Five streams flow from campus to the Upper Westside. The DEIR should identify how these
streams will be effected and what the downstream impacts may be, and mitigation measures
proposed.

» Wilder Creek contains resident and migratory native fish directly downstream of the proposed
campus development that will impact the Cave Gulch drainage. A baseline study of the
hydrology that affects Wilder Creek from UCSC is necessary to determine the degree of impact
on this important fish population and the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts on
these populations should be identified and mitigations measures proposed.

* The DEIR should analyze whether the UCSC upper campus contains corridor habitat for the
Marbled Murrelet, which may pass over the band of native habitat when traveling between the
ocean and old-growth redwood groves at Henry Cowell State Park. If such habitat is found to

exist, the DEIR should contain mitigation measures to ensure its protection.

* In order to ensure the accuracy of data collected on wildlife species, surveys using radar or
other sensitive detection devices should be employed to establish baseline use by these species.

* There are very few wildlife corridors connecting the east and west slopes along the spine of
Ben Lomond Mountain from the City of Santa Cruz to the Lockheed installation. This expanse
includes substantial protected natural areas. The North Campus may provide the most substantial
corridor between Henry Cowell and Wilder Ranch state parks. A landscape-level baseline of
wildlife corridors for mountain lion, deer, and meso-predators needs to be completed in order for
the DEIR to adequately analyze the impacts of the proposed expansion of development
northward.

*A baseline study is required to analyze the impacts of sedimentation and altered hydrology on
the wildlife corridors for cave organisms and the Pacific Giant Salamander between the caves of
the Empire Cave system.

* UCSC contains nursery sites for a number of endemic cave organisms, the Ohlone tiger beetle,
and a number of sensitive raptor and other bird species. A baseline of these should be completed
to inform the analysis of the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts on these species.
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* As part of the LRDP process the university will be required to prepare a Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP). The DEIR should discuss the status of this HCP and how it will relate to and be
incorporated in the LRDP.

* As detailed herein, campus growth will impact adjoining protected areas through increased deer
herbivory, the spread of non-native, invasive species, changed hydrology, deposition of nitrogen
and proliferation of ad hoc and other recreational trails. All of these impacts could affect
provisions in the HCP and therefore require analysis in the DEIR.

* In analyzing the potential impacts of the proposed LRDP on sensitive natural communities,
their effect on the adopted Sensitive Habitat maps and General Plan policies of the County need
to be identified and addressed.

* The DEIR should analyze how the LRDP may impact Antonelli Pond near 2300 Delaware. The
DEIR should evaluate the potential impact from the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides and
require, as a mitigation, avoidance of such chemicals.

o
* One of the planning principles in the NOP is the commitment to “preserve open space to
maintain special campus landscapes due to scenic value, special vegetation and wildlife
continuity”. The DEIR needs to evaluate the potential impacts of the construction and
implementation of developments proposed in the Draft LRDP on wildlife movement and
fragmentation of habitats and propose mitigations that provide specific protection. The DEIR
should also discuss the consistency of this planning principle with the amount and location of
development proposed in the LRDP Land Use Map.

Geology
* Karst topography that supports the extensive Empire Cave system is inextricably linked with
campus hydrology. To establish a baseline for the links between campus and the cave system the
following studies need to be performed and made available as part of the DEIR: die testing,
seasonal flow monitoring, water quality, sedimentation rates, residence time, rock dissolution
rate, and humidity.

 The DEIR should recognize past failures to address the dangers of building on the campus,
including the experience that led to the pumping of ~200 cubic yards of concrete into a void
beneath Applied Sciences during the construction of that facility. A baseline should include
collapse rates. The costs to-date of mitigating the potential for collapse should also be included.
The DEIR should expressly indicate the amount of uncertainty and the potential risks involved
with campus construction in and around karst areas.

* A thorough baseline of existing rates of soil erosion on the campus is necessary to adequately
analyze the potential impacts of development proposed in the Draft LRDP.
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Erosion
* The DEIR should contain a detailed evaluation of potential erosion impacts in each specific
area proposed for development under the Draft LRDP.

* Construction creates the potential for significant soil erosion. This needs to be evaluated.

* Increase in impermeable surfaces (roofs, walkways, roadways) results in increased runoff and
potentially increases erosion, which should be evaluated in detail in the DEIR, including any
applicable effect on off-campus properties.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
* Baseline fire risk rate should be assessed by mapping historic fires. The current baseline fire
risk should also be assessed by using fire models in conjunction with consultation with CalFire.
The baseline data should be used to inform the analysis of the potential impacts of proposed
campus development on fire safety.

Hydrology and Water Quality
* The DEIR should contain a detailed evaluation of potential drainage impacts in each specific
area proposed for development under the LRDP. On page B-2 of the NOP the university states
that the EIR will evaluate “the potential for construction and operational activities associated
with the LRDP to...modify existing drainage patterns.” This is inadequate. Given the size and
topography of the campus, each drainage area impacted by the LRDP should be analyzed
separately and in detail.

* The NOP does not mention specific water quality standards with which the campus is required
to adhere. The DEIR should list all water quality standards applicable to the campus or standards
that the campus itself will propose. Additional analysis should include standards developed for
municipalities in areas of karst topography, because use of these standards may mitigate
potentially significant impacts of proposed campus development.

* The LRDP DEIR should recognize that sinkholes and swallow-holes drain directly into the
groundwater. Standards for runoff should take into account the potential to pollute and become
concentrated in groundwater. This is especially important as the university proposes to use well
water as a mitigation for campus growth impacts, and campus runoff could impact local water
systems.

* Baseline studies of erosion and siltation rates on- and off-site should be completed for the
DEIR analysis.

* A hydrological model should be prepared for the entire campus and its sub-watersheds to
analyze the baseline conditions under various scenarios. This baseline model would be useful in
analyzing any impacts resulting from the Draft LRDP. Cumulative impacts are of particular
concern in this area and must be addressed in the DEIR.
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* Existing methods of draining stormwater from developed areas of campus may be illegal or
overstressed; baseline discharge rates from campus, including into each individual karst feature,
should be included in the DEIR. The DEIR should evaluate alternative methods of disposing of
stormwater runoff.

* According to the Campus Sustainability Plan, as part of the proposed LRDP planning process
the campus is exploring opportunities for purple pipe (recycled water) connections across
campus. Specifically, Porter College has installed purple pipe and is ready to utilize recycled
water when it becomes available, and Kresge College is designed to collect storm water into a
treatment facility to feed back into its water closets. The possibility of using these storm water
collection methods should be evaluated on each site proposed for development under the LRDP.
In addition, the DEIR should contain mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the UC
Office of The President’s Sustainability Policy Practices Goal to reduce potable water usage by
36%, weighted by campus users, by 2025.

* Additional sources of potential pollution include parking lots, roads, construction sites and
newly constructed facilities (which are sources of heavy metals, according to the EPA). The
2004 Mitigation and Monitoring Report details high levels of toxins from parking lot runoff long
after the “first flush,” which would have carried even higher levels of toxins. The DEIR analysis
of impacts, as well as the mitigation measures imposed, should include citations of reports
documenting the efficacy of such an analysis and proposed practices.

* The niversity has at least three dams near the Arboretum that may trap runoff if either the karst
or the manufactured drainages fail to drain them. If these dams do trap runoff any dam failure
may endanger structures and people downstream as well as cause significant environmental
damage. The DEIR should evaluate this risk and include mitigations to adequately reduce the
potential impacts should dam failure occur.

* Because campus development proposed under the LRDP could create potentially significant
impacts in the areas surrounding the campus, the DEIR should analyze potential impacts on the
Cave Gulch neighborhood groundwater and wells, impacts on Cave Gulch Creek, impacts on
Moore Creek, impacts on Wilder Canyon and Wilder Creek, and impacts on streams and creeks
on and below the east side of campus.

 Every water quality impact on campus, however slight, contributes to cumulative impacts on
water quality in Monterey Bay, a national marine sanctuary. This is a primary natural resource
for the community and vital to any economic sustainability. Recreation is centered around the
ocean. Santa Cruz and Monterey counties have large tourism industries. People of all ages swim
and play in the Bay. The DEIR should evaluate and mitigate this cumulative impact.

New Storm Water Drainage Facilities
* The proposed hydrologic model should be used to establish acreage figures for any additional
storm water retention facilities. The DEIR should analyze offsite impacts of these retention
facilities, including changed hydrology (adjoining areas will be wetter, affecting habitat quality)
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and add new sources of polluted sediment and runoff should these facilities be incorrectly
maintained. Such facilities may also attract California red-legged frogs; if the water is polluted it
would affect the frogs directly or indirectly. These basins may also be sources for the many
amphibian diseases affecting red-legged frogs and the Pacific Giant Salamander. The DEIR
should analyze all these potentially significant impacts and identify mitigations.

Wastewater
* Additional population resulting from growth in the proposed LRDP will contribute to
additional wastewater burdens at the municipal treatment plant. The capital plus the operating
costs of the additional burden must be evaluated in the DEIR as potentially significant impacts
and mitigation measures included to reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.

* Any increase in carrying capacity of the wastewater piping resulting from growth proposed in
the LRDP must be determined in the DEIR and the environmental impacts of any construction,
as well as the impacts on water leaving the outfall, must be addressed.

* The UCSC Campus Sustainability Plan indicates that the university will meet the UC Office of
the President’s Sustainable Practices Policy goal to reduce potable water usage by 36 percent by
weighted campus user by 2025 from a 2005-2008 baseline. The strategy commits the university
to exploring the feasibility of all non-potable water sources for the campus as part of the LRDP
planning process. The DEIR should discuss the university’s efforts to implement this policy and
analyze, as possible mitigation measures, feasible methods for achieving the policy’s goal.

Drainage and Flood Control
* The DEIR should include federal and state regulations for wastewater management and
evaluate UCSC’s current level of compliance. The DEIR should include a mitigation measure to
prohibit construction, additional enrollment, or staff or faculty hiring, until the impacts of current
wastewater and runoff are assessed and adequately mitigated.

* The drainage analysis in the DEIR should be specific and not simply identify the need for
additional drainage plans. Moreover, it should contain specific performance measures to ensure
that any potentially significant impacts are reduced to a less than significant level.

Odors
* Odors emanating from the allowed use manufacturing at 2300 Delaware Avenue should be
studied in the DEIR, and potential impacts must be mitigated.

Land Use Planning
* The evaluation in the DEIR of potential conflicts between development under the proposed
LRDP and related City and County plans should contain a detailed analysis of the relationship
between the proposed development and the specific policies in the local general plans, climate
action plans, and other relevant plans.
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* The DEIR should address the role of the California Coastal Commission and Coastal Act
policies as they impact the proposed LRDP.

* The DEIR should analyze the consistency of the development proposed in the Draft LRDP with
existing UCSC planning and land use policies and guidelines regarding sustainable development,
including but not limited to the UCSC Campus Sustainability Plan, UC Sustainability Policy, and
the prerequisites for the Laboratories for the 215 Century (Labs21) and LEED IV.

* On page A-4 of the NOP, UCSC acknowledges the differences between the land use categories
identified in the 2005 LRDP and the current 2020 NOP. The University claims “Under the
proposed LRDP, these types [those identified in the 2005 LRDP] of land use categories would be
maintained, but have been further refined through the LRDP planning process to reflect campus
needs and functions today.” Notable differences include the exclusion of any area that is
“protected from development” or a “habitat reserve”. The DEIR must state the specific
differences between the two LRDPs and specify the potential for development in the newly-
defined “Campus Natural Reserve and Open Space,” neither of which include an explicit
exemption from development under the 2020 -2040 Draft LRDP. In addition, the DEIR must
identify and analyze the potentially significant impacts from development in these formally
protected areas.

Noise
* Construction proposed in the DLRDP in West Campus will create an unprecedented intrusion
of noise into the residential Cave Gulch neighborhood. The noise is likely to continue for several
years. The DEIR should evaluate the potential significance of this impact and propose adequate
mitigations to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

* The location of recreational facilities, housing and academic buildings as proposed in the Draft
LRDP will significantly increase the current number of hikers, walkers and bikers to the campus.
This will increase the amount of activity and noise generated by these individuals. The DEIR
should evaluate this impact.

Cultural Resources
* The 2020-2040 LRDP DEIR should analyze the potential impact of nearby on- and off-campus
developments on on-campus archeological, historical, or cultural resources.

Population Growth
* The NOP indicates that the DEIR will analyze the increase in "regional" population resulting
from the plan's implementation. This is inadequate. Given the already overwhelming impact that
the university is having on the population in the City of Santa Cruz and, to a lesser extent, the
County of Santa Cruz, the DEIR must evaluate the impacts on the City and County both
separately and combined. In addition, this analysis should include not only direct campus
growth, but the indirect community growth induced by the campus growth, and be both
comprehensive and detailed.
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Housing
* In the NOP the university commits to housing 100 percent of the net growth of students on-
campus under the Draft LRDP. The 1988 LRDP contained a commitment to house 75% of the
new students on-campus. At the end of that LRDP’s term, the percentage of students housed on
campus had not increased. A policy commitment, such as the one proposed, is insufficient to
ensure that significant impacts from the housing of new students off-campus won’t occur. The
provision of on-campus housing must be tied to enrollment levels so that enrollment cannot
increase beyond certain levels until identified amounts of housing are provided. The
Comprehensive Settlement Agreement approved under the current LRDP includes this binding
commitment and it has been implemented successfully. To ensure that the potentially significant
impacts of housing net new students off-campus are avoided, the DEIR needs to include a
mitigation measure that ties any actual enrollment growth and its timing to the actual
provided availability of on-campus housing.

* The 1988 LRDP contained a commitment that UCSC would house 75% of students on campus.
The Draft LRDP should commit to house 75% of students on campus, and study the impacts in
the DEIR.

 The DEIR should contain a detailed analysis of the on and off-campus housing impacts of the
proposed LRDP, for students, faculty, and staff. It should include consideration of potentially
significant impacts from the campus community as well as the increased housing demand
induced by campus growth. The increased housing demand will have environmental effects both
on and off-campus. Since the demand for housing impacts the price of housing, in turn impacting
the amount of housing constructed in a community, there is a direct nexus between the proposed
LRDP and housing prices. The DEIR should evaluate this nexus and identify mitigations to
address its negative effects.

* Housing demands in the City of Santa Cruz have grown steadily and made housing
unaffordable for an increasingly large fraction of the non-University population. The result has
been crowding in houses, changes in the character of neighborhoods, and deterioration of the
quality of life for families. Mitigation of these impacts must be identified, including providing
housing for all new students (as described above), as well as for faculty and staff, through
specifically identified university-funded programs, subsidies, land contributions and other
measures.

* On page A-4 of the NOP, the university states that it will include employee housing in places
that will allow residents to “strategically access community resources”. You should demonstrate,
and the DEIR needs to define and provide, examples of strategic access to community resources,
identify which community resources will be accessed, and identify the impact on those
community resources separately from the increase in employees and students. This evaluation
should include an analysis of potentially significant impacts from the increased access and use,
including traffic, aesthetics and biology.
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Recreation
* On page B-2 of the NOP, under “Recreation,” the university acknowledges that the DEIR will
evaluate the potential of the implementation of the Draft LRDP to increase the use of current
athletic and recreational on-campus facilities, resulting in a “substantially and adversely
affected” condition. Additionally, the NOP states that the EIR will evaluate “whether the
construction and operation of any additional modified recreational facilities resulting from the
implementation of the LRDP could result in similar effects.” There is a conflict between the
Attachment C map and the proposed Land Use Map. One show additional recreation facilities,
one does not. It isn’t clear whether there will be an expansion of the existing recreation area or
whether additional facilities are planned in this area. Additionally, the DEIR should identify
what new recreational facilities, if any, are planned, and where they and additional recreational
services will be located. The DEIR needs to analyze the potentially significant impacts of the
construction and implementation of the proposed facilities and services.

» If the proposed LRDP does not anticipate an expansion of on-campus recreational facilities, the
DEIR should evaluate the potential impact of proposed growth on community recreational
resources and propose adequate mitigations.

* The DEIR should consider opening recreational facilities at 2300 Delaware Avenue and, if
there are no recreational uses intended under the proposed LRDP at 2300 Delaware, the DEIR
needs to analyze the potentially significant impacts of the lack of recreational facilities on the
surrounding community.

Traffic and Safety
» The DEIR should assess traffic and safety by the potentially significant impacts of construction
proposed in the Draft LRDP on the campus, taking into account Vehicle Miles Travelled,
congestion, and environmental (visual, noise, etc.) disruptions.

The NOP contains information regarding the location and necessity of new roads to “improve
circulation.” Therefore the DEIR should contain a detailed analysis of the potentially significant
impacts of these roads not only on traffic and public safety but on other campus resources, such
as wildlife, vegetation, erosion, etc.

» The DEIR should analyze in considerable and specific detail potential impacts of construction
and implementation of the proposed LRDP on Highway 1 traffic and major county arterial
intersections, as well as on intersections in the city

* Vehicle Miles Travelled impacts are not directly proportional to the number of trips and should
be calculated by type of vehicle, travel speed, and stops. This should be done by fully
considering size, acceleration during level, downhill, and uphill grades, timing, weather (more
students ride the buses during rainy weather), and specific roads. Direction of travel on grades,
width of road at stopping points, and other factors significantly affect traffic impacts. The DEIR
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should incorporate these factors in its analysis of traffic impacts. Baseline traffic data should be
collected at different times of the year and days of the week.

* The DEIR should ensure that all data on traffic impacts are consistent with the air quality
findings. Additionally, the DEIR should consider UCSC initiatives to “Reduce commute travel
mode impacts relative to a 2017 baseline by: reducing Scope 3 commuter greenhouse gas
emissions 10 % by 2022; reducing commute vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 5% by 2022; and
reducing per capita parking demand 10%by 2022.” (UCSC Campus Sustainability Plan) The
DEIR should include mitigation measures to ensure successful implementation of this initiative.

» The NOP states that the DEIR will assess the need for “enhanced alternative transportation
throughout the main residential campus.” However, the DEIR must address the need for
alternative transportation beyond the main residential campus. For example, additional Metro
buses will be necessary to accommodate peak loads, and it will be important to perform hour or
even 30-minute interval analyses in the DEIR of the impacts of additional students, staff and
faculty traveling to campus. All other alternative transportation options should be assessed in
similar detail.

* Heavy traffic eastbound-southbound on High Street in the afternoon has long been a motivation
for drivers to seek alternative routes, specifically, Bay Street and some of the other Westside
streets such as Escalona and King. The lengthy delays in reaching the Mission and King
intersection on both the High Street route and along Mission will further encourage travel on
Laurel and Walnut streets through the downtown area and onto Broadway and Soquel Avenue
for eastbound traffic. Detailed computer modeling will be necessary to adequately analyze and
accurately characterize these impacts and should be included in the DEIR.

* Traffic northbound on Empire Grade to the proposed new Cave Gulch Bridge entrance will
include construction vehicles and construction and maintenance materials deliveries. Heavy
vehicles carrying capacity loads traveling up the steep grade to the proposed Cave Gulch Bridge
entrance will sometimes have velocities as low as 5 or at most 10 mph. This will make the
entrance less attractive to all users since the mile from the West Entrance to the proposed new
Cave Gulch Bride Entrance will then take between 8 and 12 minutes to travel as compared with
the 40 mph speed limit travel time of approximately 1.5 minutes. This slow traffic should be
analyzed in terms of the actual projected usage of this new entrance.

* Empire Grade between the West Entrance and the Cave Gulch neighborhood is twisty, steep
and dangerous. A large number of bicyclists use this area, to commute and for recreation. There
is very limited surface area adjacent to the road over most of this 1+ mile distance. Numerous
heavily-laden vehicles likely will significantly increase the hazardous travel conditions, resulting
in an increase in accidents, injuries, and, almost surely, considering the bicycle travel, fatalities.
It is unreasonable to expect the present road to support the proposed increased traffic without
considerable increased safety hazards as well as vehicle damage to the canyon as vehicles leave
the roadway and impact the hillside on the west side of the road, or tumble into the canyon on the
east side. The potentially significant impacts of development under the proposed LRDP and,
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particularly the new entrance on Empire Grade, on public safety, should be analyzed in detail
and mitigations imposed to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. The terrain
makes increasing roadway width very unlikely and expensive, and would have significant
environmental impacts, which should be evaluated thoroughly if it is to be considered as a
mitigation.

* The DEIR should evaluate the feasibility of a mitigation measure whereby the university would
provide alternative transportation to reduce or eliminate increased impacts on traffic. This could
include ride sharing and enhanced access for bikes.

The DEIR should identify the projected summer school population and evaluate the traffic
impacts of this increase, especially since it occurs during the busy tourist and bike-riding season.

* Northbound traffic of heavy vehicles carrying full capacity loads from the West Entrance to the
proposed corporate yard and Cave Gulch Bridge Entrance to campus will impose significant
weight on the roadway. The downhill lane (east side of road) adjacent to the Cave Gulch Canyon
washed out in the early 1980s during a period when the ground was heavily saturated. The
stability of the road should be evaluated and necessary improvements should be identified, as
should alternatives to the proposed increased uses. The costs of improvements and other
mitigations should be identified and be part of the plan itself. Approval of the plan should
include approval of the funds for implementation of the mitigations of negative impacts.

* There are more than a dozen locations on Empire Grade between the West Entrance and the
proposed Cave Gulch Entrance where there is very little distance between the roadway and the
edge of the canyon, and where there are clearly visible cracks in the pavement, indicating that the
downhill side of the road has sunken or that the earth below has been compacted. These cracks
are an ominous foreboding of landslides to come, as there were in the past. The addition of
numerous heavily burdened construction materials transport vehicles as well as other
construction vehicles on the road suggests that the campus planners have simply not examined
this road and its capacity to carry more vehicles. There are also frequent tree falls on this road,
both closing the road and taking out of service the power and communications lines that run
alongside and over it. The DEIR should evaluate the potentially significant impacts of these
dangers in light of the growth proposed in the LRDP.

* The geologic underpinnings, the history of slides, the narrowness of the road, the steepness of
the grade, and steepness of the slopes above and below the road, and other factors should be
thoroughly investigated to determine the suitability of Empire Grade between the West Entrance
and the proposed new entrance at Cave Gulch for the increased volume and weight of traffic
proposed in the plan.

* In addition to the above-mentioned impacts, the development under the proposed LRDP,
especially during construction, will cause the physical deterioration of City and County roads
leading to the campus, with a resulting increase in danger to the public. The DEIR should
analyze the potentially significant impacts to public safety due to this deterioration of roads. In
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addition, the costs of improvements and other mitigations should be identified in detail in the
DEIR and performance measures provided to ensure their implementation. Mitigations in the
DEIR should require that approval of the proposed LRDP includes approval of the funds for
implementation of the mitigation measures.

* Emergency egress for the private school and the neighborhood immediately above the proposed
new entrance and road on Empire Grade in the Cave Gulch Neighborhood will be threatened by
the planned new uses of the road and should be evaluated in the DEIR.

* As the danger of wildfire continues to increase as a result of climate change, the likelihood that
there will be a need to evacuate Bonny Doon, the Cave Gulch Neighborhood, and the North
Campus likewise increases. Cross traffic from a new or emergency entrance/exit onto Empire
Grade will greatly increase the chances of an accident, especially when people are frightened and
fleeing danger. Even if traffic flows freely in this situation, if the fires causes a need for
evacuation of the Westside of Santa Cruz, it will impact the streets those residents are using to
flee, with potentially disastrous results like those experienced in the horrible Paradise fire. The
DEIR needs to very carefully study the impacts of this new entrance with the aid of first
responders, and propose mitigations, if any are even possible.

* Current access to the campus via Mission, Bay and High streets will not accommodate the
increased traffic. University furnished transit must be provided, bicycle access and usage must be
increased, and public transit systems must be supported for increased usage. The DEIR should
contain specific mitigations, including performance measures, to reduce the potential impacts to
a less than significant level.

Public Services
The university’s growth target in the proposed LRDP would overwhelm the city. The city’s
ability to provide public services such as water, public works, police, fire, etc. to support the
additional campus population will be severely strained. For example, “Student Houses” often
require special police attention, landlords often neglect student houses, and student houses are
often overcrowded to afford rents. These all tax city services (which are not supported by
property taxes, since the university is exempt) and impact family life in neighborhoods, leading
often to families moving to quieter neighborhoods, further exacerbating the situation. The DEIR
needs to analyze these potentially significant impacts and identify mitigations.

Cumulative Impacts
* In Attachment B-2 of the NOP, the university commits to evaluating the “potential for
implementation of the LRDP to induce (directly or indirectly) unplanned substantial population
growth or displace substantial housing or residents.” Given the built-out condition of the city and
the likelihood that, if housing is not tied to enrollment growth, an increased number of members
of the campus population will live further from campus, the cumulative impact analysis of off-
campus impacts should be countywide.
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* The cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR should include worst case assumptions in order to
calculate total cumulative impacts.

* The lack of details in the Draft LRDP should not result in failure to consider potentially
significant impacts even in a Program EIR where information regarding developments proposed
in the LRDP is available. For example, total vehicle trips and linear extrapolation of impacts for
traffic, drainage, and air quality can be determined based on the NOP and the attached Land Use
Map. The Cumulative Impact analysis in the DEIR should not understate the Draft LRDP's
impacts or lead to inadequate mitigation measures.

* The DEIR analysis here and throughout should be as specific as possible based on all the
information available

Sustainability
* According to its Campus Sustainability Plan, UCSC has identified a goal of zero-emissions for
new capital projects. The DEIR should ensure that this goal is met through the provision of
relevant mitigation measures. For example, as of 2018, the UC Office of the President enacted a
mandate for the use of all-electric construction equipment in capital projects. The DEIR should
include this as a mitigation measure for all construction projects.

Greenhouse Gases
* The NOP acknowledges that the DEIR will have to address that the “implementation of the
LRDP may result in the generation of additional greenhouse gas emissions during construction
and operational activities.” The DEIR should document the exact increase in greenhouse gas
emissions, the source of the emissions, and state why it would not be feasible to adhere to the
UCSC policy of zero-emissions on new capital projects.

* In 2013, the UC adopted the Sustainable Practices Policy which commits UC to emitting net
zero greenhouse gases from its buildings and vehicle fleet by 2025. The DEIR should indicate
how the university will adhere to this policy.

Economic Impacts
* An EIR must include an analysis of economic impacts where there is a nexus between such
impacts and physical impacts. The erosion of the City's tax base resulting from the University's
growth under the proposed LRDP due to, for example, the sponsoring of non-education activities
on campus without paying the relevant taxes. Streets and parks are deteriorating as a result of
this erosion of local tax revenues.

 Another example is the university's purchase of a major manufacturing facility at 2300
Delaware Avenue. When in operation, this facility was one of the largest property taxpayers in
the City. It is now off the tax roll. The University has done nothing to compensate the City for
revenue lost. The Draft LRDP proposes to expand the use of this facility.
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» As a minimum, the DEIR should consider the economic impacts of the university's expanded
use of 2300 Delaware on the decline of the City's streets and parks as a result of inadequate
property tax revenues. The DEIR should include a mitigation measure to compensate the City for
these losses.

* In addition, while the LRDP doesn't speak to additional off-campus acquisitions, it doesn't
prevent them either. The DEIR should either include analysis of the potential impacts from the
use of off-campus properties related to growth projected in the Draft LRDP, or should contain a
mitigation measure to prohibit such uses.

Mitigations
* The EIR should not use budget limitations for mitigations to determine that a mitigation
measure is infeasible. By deciding to grow, the university must recognize its need to budget
sufficiently to adequately mitigate the significant impacts caused by that growth. As a major
State institution with a large annual budget, the university must adopt a planning principle
that, at least in Santa Cruz given its special circumstances, UCSC shall not grow unless and
until such time that it has the budget needed to fully support such growth.

* In order for the DEIR to be adequate, it must contain clear, accountable, and measurable
mitigations and performance standards. Ambiguous “goals” in previous plans have proven
unsuccessful in the past and should not be repeated.

* Mitigation measures included in the DEIR should include timelines for implementation
and be tied to enrollment levels. Concurrency requirements that tie growth to implementation
of mitigation measures are not only feasible under CEQA but, given the experience in the
implementation of some of the mitigation measures under past LRDP EIRs, are necessary to
assure that the mitigation measures occur at the appropriate time.

* The costs of improvements and all mitigations should be identified and be included in the EIR.
Subsequently, approval of the final LRDP should include commitments to approve the funds for
implementation of the mitigation measures, as well as the developments proposed in the LRDP.

Thereafter, no approval of any proposed enrollment growth or construction or mitigations
should occur without the availability of the funds needed for their implementation.

* The DEIR must include information specifying the timing of mitigations, which should
directly relate to the timing of impacts.

Alternatives
The DEIR should fully analyze the following reasonable alternatives:

* Several lower enrollment increases should be analyzed: 1,000 additional students, 3,000

additional students and 5,000 additional students, with the remainder of the proposed
additional UCSC enrollment being apportioned to other campuses.
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* Providing for the proposed additional student growth by building new campuses in larger
communities that can more easily absorb the impacts.

* Delaying all additional enrollment and construction of new facilities to support additional
growth until all mitigations of existing impacts from the 2005-2020 LRDP are
implemented.

* Delaying enrollment increases until the resources are identified and committed to meet
100% of the academic and housing needs of students, faculty and staff

o
* The No Project Alternative should assume no enrollment growth beyond the 2005 LRDP
enrollment level and no increase in the development of campus facilities to support the current
campus population.

* There should be a No Project Alternative that assumes no additional enrollment growth but
does include the development of the infrastructure proposed in the 2005 LRDP.

* Based on the likely impacts resulting from the implementation of the Draft LRDP, which
should be documented in an adequate DEIR, the Coalition for Limiting University Expansion
(CLUE) strongly urges the university to reconsider the 8,500 FTE enrollment increase
contained in the NOP, and to significantly reduce or eliminate it. Nevertheless, we expect the
university, in their preparation of the DEIR, to adequately meet the requirements of CEQA and
to fully incorporate the comments contained in this letter.

Thank you again for your consideration,
John Aird

Ted Benhari

Coalition for Limiting University Expansion
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831)454-2131 TIDD: (831) 454-2123
KATHLEEN MOLLOY, PLANNING DIRECTOR
www.sccoplanning.com

April 7, 2020

Ms. Erika Carpenter

Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development and Operations
University of California, Santa Cruz

1156 High Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95064

Dear Ms. Carpenter:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be
prepared by the University of California Santa Cruz (University) for its Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP). Below please find comments regarding Land Use, Population and Housing, Transportation,
Biological Resources, and Water Resources.

in 2014, the Board of Supervisors accepted the Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan (SSCC), which
provides for more sustainable land use development patterns and transportation infrastructure. It
includes a principle to work with other public agencies that impact growth and development in Santa
Cruz County to improve collaboration and achieve sustainability. The University’s growth will impact
development within the County by creating a need for more housing and transportation resources in a
system that is already constrained and lacking in resources. We request that the University consider the
following comments recognizing the need for local collaboration to provide the necessary infrastructure
and resources for a substantial increase in student and employee population due to the University’s
growth.

Land Use

The County of Santa Cruz is currently preparing its Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update, a
substantial revision to its 1994 General Plan and County Code to implement the SSCC and encourage
more sustainable and compact urban development within its Urban Services Line. This General Plan
update will also plan for growth in the unincorporated County through 2040. An EIR will be prepared to
analyze the environmental impacts of these land use changes over the 20-year planning horizon, the
draft of which is expected out late this year. The University’s EIR should recognize these potential land
use changes as part of the regulatory landscape in the EIR for the LRDP.

Population and Housing

Housing both university students and employees has been a challenge over the course of the
University’s current LRDP, and the University has responded by providing additional student beds in




excess of the goals set forth in the Settlement Agreement that resulted from adoption of the current
2005 LRDP. However, both the supply and affordability of housing continue to be major regional
problems, the extent and severity of which are far greater than they were in 2005. The housing and
population analysis in the EIR must acknowledge a highly inadequate baseline environment of both
housing supply and affordability, resulting in both critical homelessness and overcrowding of housing
units.

The proposed 2040 LRDP goals include growth of an additional nearly 10,000 students to a total
enrollment of 28,000 students, as well as a near doubling of employees from 2,800 to 5,000. We
support the LRDP’s stated goals of providing 100% of the needed housing for students. However, the
stated goal for employee housing remains insufficient at 25% of the need. The County encourages the
University to allocate additional on-site housing for employees in the 2040 LRDP and increase the
percentage of University-provided on-campus housing.

Due to a variety of economic and development constraints, housing production in the region remains
too low. In early discussions, Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments staff anticipates that the
next Regional Housing Need Allocations (RHNA) distribution from the State to our region may be 1.5 to 3
times the current RHNA, for General Plan Housing Elements that must be updated by December 2023.
Under new state housing regulations, jurisdictions will be prevented from relying on previously
identified sites to fulfill RHNA requirements for available and zoned sites that would accommodate the
range of housing needed by households at all income levels. The Population and Housing analysis in the
University’s EIR will need to acknowledge both the current and near-future housing requirements faced
by the County. Further, the EIR must provide mitigation for the environmental impacts of shifting the
burden of additional housing onto the City and County of Santa Cruz, including an exacerbation of
homelessness.

Transportation

The County requests that the University complete a Traffic Impact Analysis study per the City of Santa
Cruz’s guidelines, inclusive of a level of service (LOS) analysis for critical intersections as well as a vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) analysis. Please work with the County and the City of Santa Cruz to calculate VMT
to ensure use of the most up to date local data, methods, and models. The Countywide Travel Demand
Model was recently updated to account for current General Plans and specific plans adopted by each of
the cities and the County of Santa Cruz, and therefore contains the most up to date land use and
transportation network information.

In order for the University to grow to 28,000 students and 5,000 FTE employees and stay within the trip
cap per the Comprehensive Settlement Agreement as well as keep VMT from becoming a significant
impact, the University will have to aggressively pursue additional transportation demand management
(TDM) measures to increase non-drive-alone travel modes. While TDM programs are important in
reducing VMT, their effectiveness will be capped at a lower percent reduction if complementary
infrastructure is not provided to promote and support use of non-drive-alone modes of travel. In the
project description, there is no indication of bicycle, pedestrian, or transit infrastructure improvements
that connect the campus to key destinations outside of campus. While the University is providing some
housing, there will be a number of employees living off campus and there will be a need for off-campus
travel for services and recreation for people living on campus. The campus does not operate in isolation
from the surrounding community, and the VMT analysis should account for VMT that extends beyond



jurisdictional boundaries. To the degree possible, the analysis should include off-campus housing
hotspots (for instance, Live Oak and other communities). The EIR should include an analysis of
circulation and mode share that addresses multimodal connectivity and access to off-campus

destinations in order to support any claims of increased bicycle, pedestrian, or transit mode share and
related decreases or savingsin VMT.

Additionally, the University should evaluate consistency with the following County of Santa Cruz General
Plan Circulation Element policies:

3.1.1 Land Use Patterns (Jobs/Housing Balance). Encourage concentrated commercial centers,
mixed residential and commercial uses, and overall land use patterns which reduce urban
sprawl and encourage the reduction of vehicle miles traveled per person.

3.2.2 Mode Split. Encourage large employers to provide incentives to carpoolers, bicyclists,
pedestrians and transit riders such as priority parking, company car use, bicycle lockers, bus
passes etc. in conjunction with the Trip Reduction ordinance.

3.2.3 Employee Carpool Program. Encourage large new developments to establish employee
pool programs for car, van or bus pools. =

3.4.4 On-Site Transit Facilities. Require developers of major traffic generating activities to
provide fixed transit facilities, such as bus shelters and pullouts, consistent with the anticipated
demand. Locate these facilities in areas convenient to pedestrians' use.

3.4.5 Bus Pullouts. Require developers of new large projects located on transit routes to
dedicate the right-of-way and construct a bus pullout bay.

3.6.1 Transit-Friendly Design. Locate and design public facilities and new developments to
facilitate transit access, both within the development and outside it.

3.8.5 Regional Continuity. Coordinate with other jurisdictions to adopt a system of bikeways
that is functional throughout the County and region.

Biological Resources

We are interested in seeing clear protections covered by the probable environmental effects

under Biological Resources. More detail on the public access and trail systems throughout the Natural
Space and Campus Preserve landscapes should be provided, and protections should be implemented to
ensure that sensitive habitats are protected from foot traffic, mountain bikes, and other anthropogenic
disturbances. The EIR should identify sensitive wildlife habitat areas to be protected from disturbance,
by having such measures as minimal trails and adequate fencing. It is also important that trails are
properly maintained.

Hydrology and Water Quality/Utilities and Service Systems

The University has done an excellent job of protecting water resources on campus. The per capita water
usage at the University is lower than the rest of the City of Santa Cruz, which is already a statewide
leader in water conservation. We hope that you will consider the following suggestions in your

further development of the LRDP and CEQA compliance:



In the scoping presentation associated with the NOP outreach, two goals stood out
under Planning Considerations for Sustainability and Resilience:

Meet or exceed state and UC system goals for energy, water, and carbon

Minimize increase in water use on campus

These items are not highlighted specifically in the Notice of Preparation (NOP), however they fall under
the probable environmental effects covered under Utilities and Service Systems.

When considering the impact of the additional people coming to the campus, the LRDP needs to
consider the multiplier effects of the families of the new students and employees that will be
added to the community. While most of the additional 9,500 students are likely to be coming to
the University alone, undoubtedly some will be bringing families with them, as will many of the
additional 2,200 faculty members. The full impact on water resources to the community of the
new residents, both on and off campus, must be evaluated.

Work with the City of Santa Cruz Water Department to ensure that local goals for water
conservation are being met. Some local standards are stricter than those statewide.

Continue the practice of having native, drought-tolerant plants in any landscaping that is
installed and keep irrigated landscaping to a minimum.

There was minimal discussion of the use of alternative sources of water on campus in the
presentation or the NOP. A few years ago, the University implemented a pilot project at the
Wellness Center in which rainwater is captured from the roof, treated, and used for toilet
flushing. This project could be expanded upon by requiring dual plumbing in all new housing to
enable the use of either captured rainwater, or recycled water, to be used in place of potable
water for toilets and washing machines. Discussions with the City of Santa Cruz on the possible
use of tertiary treated recycled water, and with stormwater staff at the University could further
identify the best source of non-potable water to use.

Sincerely,

Kathieen Molloy

it eon iy

Planning Director



County of Santa Cruz

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

701 OCEAN STREET, SUITE 500, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4069
(831) 454-2200 « FAX: (831) 454-3262 TDD/TTY - Call 711

JOHN LEOPOLD ZACH FRIEND RYAN COONERTY GREG CAPUT BRUCE MCPHERSON
FIRST DISTRICT SECOND DISTRICT THIRD DISTRICT FOURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

March 20, 2020

Chancellor Cynthia Larive
UC Santa Cruz

1156 High Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

chancellor@ucsc.edu

Dear Chancellor Larive:

On behalf of the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors, | am contacting you
regarding the scoping period for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) being prepared
for the UC Santa Cruz proposed Long Range Development Plan (LRDP). The Notice of
Preparation for this scoping period was published on February 25, 2020, kicking off

a legally required 30-day scoping period during which the public may submit comments
regarding the content of the EIR. However, outreach to students during this scoping
period is limited to two meetings scheduled for March 12. Unfortunately, these meetings
are scheduled to take place the day before the last day of classes and it is unlikely
students will focus on campus growth issues at that time.

The proposed LRDP provides for an enroliment increase from the current LRDP’s
maximum of 19,500 to 28,000 students. This increase will not only have profound
impacts on the off-campus community but to the campus community as well.

Students, then, have a strong interest in the next LRDP and the EIR that will examine its
impacts. The proposed March 12 on-campus meetings effectively exclude students from
this criticai step in the EIR process.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides for a minimum 30-day
Scoping Period after the release of the Notice of Preparation. Nothing prevents the
University from extending this period. In the interest of fairness to UCSC students, our
Board feels that it is important for your administration to include students in the EIR
process by providing them an adequate opportunity to participate. We respectfully urge
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you, on behalf of students at UC Santa Cruz, to extend the scoping period two to three
weeks into the Spring Quarter.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

M CO] -

GREG CAPUT, Chaiman
Board of Supervisors

GCljfr

CC: UCSC Chancellor
Santa Cruz City Council
UCSC Student Union Assembly
UCSC Academic Senate

CLUE (Coalition for Limiting University Expansion)
Santa Cruz Neighbors



County of Santa Cruz

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Street, 5th Floor, Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4073
Phone:(831) 454-2323 Fax:(831) 454-2327 TDD: call 711 www.santacruzcounty.us

March 15, 2020

UCSC Academic Senate
Not Available

senate@ucsc.edu

Dear UCSC Academic Senate:

Please be advised that, at a meeting held on March 10, 2020, the County of Santa Cruz
Board of Supervisors took action on the following agenda item(s):

DOC-2020-207 Direct the Chairman to write to the UC Santa Cruz Chancellor urging her
fo extend the Scoping Period for the draft Long Range Development Plan (LRDP)
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and to hold an additional on-campus public meeting during
the Spring Quarter in order for students to participate in the EIR process; and direct the County
Planning Director to provide our Board with a copy of the County’s comments on the LRDP EIR
submitted during the Scoping Period, as recommended by Supervisor Coonerty

RESULT: APPROVED BY CONSENT VOTE [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: John Leopold, Ryan Coonerty

SECONDER: Zach Friend, Second District Supervisor

AYES: Leopold, Friend, Coonerty, Caput, McPherson

Click on the description (blue text) above to access agenda materials for this item.

This is being forwarded to you for your information and records. Any comments or
responses to this item may directed to your District Supervisor at: 701 Ocean Street,
Fifth Floor, Rm 525, Santa Cruz, CA 95060. Additional information is available for



viewing electronically on the County’s website at hitp://santacruzcountyca.igm2.com,
and available for viewing in the office of the Clerk of the Board, Room 520.

Respectfully,

Susan Galloway
Chief Deputy

cc: UCSC Academic Senate, Santa Cruz City Council, Santa Cruz Neighbors,
Chancellor Cynthia Larive, Coalition for Limiting University Expansion, UCSC Student
Union Assembly, Board of Supervisors



Erika Carpenter March 27, 2020
Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development, and Operations

University of California Santa Cruz

1156 High Street, Santa Cruz CA 95064

eircomment@uscsc.edu

Re: LRDP NOP Comments
We are writing in response to the Notice of Preparation issued February 25, 2020.

For the past two years the campus and its legions of supporters in the larger
community have been torn by concern that the campus administration, or at least a
key portion of it, fails to understand, appreciate, and value the extraordinary asset
UCSC has in the sweeping vistas of its iconic Great Meadow and East Meadow. The
Notice of Preparation (NOP) is an unwelcome sign that that failure was not a one-
time mistake, but is ongoing.

We offer the following observations, in the hope that a course correction is still
possible:

(1) The NOP shows a portion of Student Housing West project as a fait accompli
sprawled across the southern portion of the East Meadow. In fact, it is still
an open question as to whether that project will be built at that location.
The land use plan should at this point therefore show the southern portion
of the East Meadow either as Natural Space (in the proposed system of land
use designations) or as Campus Resource Land (as in the current system).

(2) The “Potential Primary Roadway” shown as extending right across the
middle of both the Great Meadow and the East Meadow, from the Music
Center/Recital Hall, across Hagar Drive, to Coolidge Drive, should be
removed entirely.

(3) There should be no development in the East Meadow, by OPERS or
otherwise, south of the existing East Remote Parking. The “temporary”
corporation yard on the south side of that parking should be removed
entirely and the land restored. It has been a “temporary” facility for more
than a decade, has never been indicated on any LRDP, and is an eyesore.

(4) There should be no development in the Great Meadow south of the existing
development at the north end of the Meadow. The Great Meadow from the
southeast edges of University House, the Music Center/Recital Hall, and the
Academic Resources Center to the north edge of the corporation yard should
entirely be designated Natural Space except where designated Natural
Reserve.

(5) Development of the Westside Research Park at Delaware Avenue should be
maximized.

(6) The US Fish and Wildlife Service has long urged the administration to do a
campus-wide Habitat Conservation Plan, so that habitat conservation issues


mailto:eircomment@uscsc.edu

do not arise at the last minute, in the push to get a project built, as happened
to the detriment of the Student Housing West project. And for just as long
the administration has refused to do so. A campus-wide HCP would avoid
wasted time and unnecessary controversy whenever a specific project is
being planned, and would thereby facilitate the timely completion of future
projects. The creation of a new LRDP is the perfect time to undertake that
campus-wide HCP, and that HCP and the new LRDP should be concurrent
efforts.

We encourage the University to recognize the value of what it has.
Yours truly,

The East Meadow Action Committee
eastmeadowaction@gmail.com



Law Offices of

Stephan C. Volker 10.627.01
Alexis E. Krieg (Of Counsel) Stephan C' Volker

Stephanie L. Clarke 1633 University Avenue

Jamey M.B. Volker (Of Counsel) Berkeley, California 94703

Tel: (510) 496-0600 < Fax: (510) 845-1255
svolker@volkerlaw.com

April 8, 2020

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Erika Carpenter

Senior Environmental Planner

Physical Planning, Development and Operations
University of California, Santa Cruz

1156 High Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95064

Email: eircomment@ucsc.edu

Re: LRDP NOP Comments:
Scoping Comments on Behalf of Habitat and Watershed Caretakers, Don
Stevens, Russell B. Weisz, Hal Levin, Harry D. Huskey, and Peter L. Scott on
the UC Santa Cruz Long Range Development Plan

Dear Ms. Carpenter:

The University of California at Santa Cruz (“UCSC”) campus is situated in an
extraordinary environment whose deep, lush redwood forests give way to sweeping meadows
overlooking Monterey Bay. This breath-taking setting hosts a vast array of sensitive plants and
animals, and is blessed with iconic landscapes and world-class vistas. To date, the campus has
been carefully interwoven into the natural fabric of its environment, sparing the most significant
and sensitive natural features from irreparable ecologic and scenic harm.

However, that thoughtful balance is now threatened. The rapid and unsustainable growth
contemplated in the University’s early ruminations about its forthcoming 2020 Long Range
Development Plan (“LRDP” or “Project”) hint darkly of a jumbled, urban-styled mega-campus
oblivious to its unique natural amenities and the heuristic values they hold. While UCSC is
obliged to update its LRDP to address potential growth pressures, it must also recognize the
opportunities thus presented to identify, analyze and protect the vulnerable and irreplaceable
natural resources that inspired its founders to select this one-of-a-kind site for higher leamning.

For these reasons, and because the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
requires no less, the Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the campus’s next LRDP must
fully analyze that Project’s impacts, and consider a broad range of creative alternatives—including
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in particular those that encourage and nourish off-site learning—that would avoid or lessen those
impacts, as discussed below.

I. Project Description

An adequate project description is an essential starting point for analysis of a project’s
environmental impacts, and all environmental impact reports must provide one. 14 California
Code of Regulations [“CEQA Guidelines”] § 15124. As directed by the CEQA Guidelines, the
project description “shall contain the following information:

(a) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project . . . shown on a
detailed map.

(b) A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project[, which] will help the
Lead Agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR

. ... The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the
project.

(c) A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental
characteristics . . . .”

Id.

“An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative
and legally sufficient EIR.” County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (“County of Inyo™) (1977) 71
Cal.App.3d 185, 193.

The Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) for the LRDP states that the “overall objective of the
LRDP is to support the teaching, research, and public service missions of [UCSC].” NOP,
Attachment A, A-4. However, this vital public service mission is often overlooked in order to
promote campus growth. That mission is especially important here, because UCSC specifically
prides itself on its “uncommon commitment to . . . public service.” UCSC, Campus Overview:
About UC Santa Cruz, available at: https://www.ucsc.edu/about/campus-overview.html (last
accessed April 6, 2020). The EIR must ensure that all aspects of the LRDP’s objectives are
valued and considered when analyzing the project’s impacts and considering alternatives. “‘A
clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings. . .. The
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project.”” In re Bay-Delta
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1163.

The NOP states that the proposed “growth assumptions are based on campus population
projections and an understanding of campus needs . . . . However, the LRDP does not commit
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UC Santa Cruz to any specific enrollment level, campus population, or development.” NOP,
Attachment A, A-4. This flexibility is extremely important to ensure that all the LRDP’s
objectives are met. Yet despite this supposed flexibility, the NOP stands CEQA on its head by
allowing the “growth projection” tail to wag the environmental planning dog. The NOP
prematurely commits the LRDP to accommodate the “project[ed] on campus student population
growth from approximately 18,518 [full-time equivalent (“FTE”)] students (2018-2019
academic year) to approximately 28,000 FTE students by the 2040-2041 academic year.” NOP,
Attachment A, A-4. This embedded premise that rapid on-campus growth is unavoidable
because it is pre-ordained in the University’s “growth projection” defeats the entire purpose of
the long-range planning process. It is akin to announcing the winner of a race before the starting
gun is fired. It subverts UCSC’s public service commitment and renders the CEQA process a
hollow exercise. It must not be allowed to constrain the EIR’s statement of objectives.

The LRDP EIR should also disclose and re-examine UCSC’s underlying drive toward the
public-private partnership model, and how that contravenes UCSC’s public service objectives.
Because the LRDP is intended to serve as “a comprehensive land use plan that guides the
physical development” of the campus, it is important to consider how the models proposed to
facilitate development will affect, and potentially impair and impede, the LRDP’s objective of
promoting public service. NOP, 1.

II. Environmental Setting

The “EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project . . . as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published.” CEQA
Guidelines § 15125(a) (emphasis added). Because the Student Housing West Project is not
currently constructed, and may never be built due to pending litigation, the 2020 LRDP EIR must
not include it in the environmental setting. Rather, and as required by Guidelines section
15125(a), the environmental setting should describe the campus as it now exists, with sweeping
ocean views and untrammeled open spaces, including most prominently, its iconic East Meadow.

III. Alternatives

CEQA requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or substantially lessening any of
its significant effects. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a) and (f). “An EIR's discussion of
alternatives must contain analysis sufficient to allow informed decision making.” Laurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (“Laurel Heights”) (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 404. An alternative may “not be eliminated from consideration solely because it
would impede to some extent the attainment of the project’s objectives.” Habitat and Watershed
Caretakers v. City of Santa Cruz (“HAWC™) (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1277, 1304; CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(b). “The EIR is required to make an in-depth discussion of those
alternatives identified as at least potentially feasible.” HAWC, 213 Cal.App.4th at 1303
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(emphasis and quotation omitted).

The EIR should consider alternatives that focus on preserving UCSC’s unique
environment and advancing its public service mission. Alternatives that temper on-campus
population growth in order to protect the campus’s extraordinary environment must be given full
consideration, as they can be fashioned to achieve the LRDP’s stated objective to “support the
teaching, research, and public service missions of [UCSC].” NOP, Attachment A, A-4. Limiting
FTE on-campus student enrollment will allow UCSC to put more resources toward education and
research for its students, while at the same time achieving its public service and environmental
preservation objectives.

For example, the EIR should consider alternatives that shift some student growth to other
UC campuses that have greater carrying capacities, such as greater water supplies and fewer
environmental impacts and constraints. Instead of assuming that UCSC’s on-campus student
population must be expanded, and keep expanding, to accommodate more and more students on
a campus that cannot support that growth, the LRDP should limit UCSC’s on-campus growth to
a more sustainable population, and explore off-campus alternatives.

Indeed, the University is contractually obliged to conduct a “comprehensive analysis of
potentially feasible alternative locations to accommodate proposed UCSC enrollment growth”
including “satellite campuses [and] remote-classrooms.” Comprehensive Settlement Agreement
between the University and the local residents on whose behalf these Scoping Comments are
submitted, attached as Exhibit A to the Judgment filed September 22, 2008 in the matter Don
Stevens, et al. v. University of California Santa Cruz, et al. Civ. Nos. CV 155583, et al. Santa
Cruz County Superior Court, § 5.1. Feasible off-site alternatives include the University’s 500-
acre site in Marina that already has land use entitlements and infrastructure allowing its
development as a satellite campus.

The EIR must also consider an alternative “that could avoid or lessen the significant
environmental impact of [campus expansion] on the [City of Santa Cruz’s] water supply.”
HAWC, 213 Cal.App.4th at 1305. As discussed below, UCSC relies on the City of Santa Cruz
(“City™) for its water supply and that water supply is “anticipated [to have] shortfalls under
drought conditions.” UC Santa Cruz LRDP 2005-2020 (2005 LRDP”), 88. While UCSC did
reduce its water use after 2005, it has been increasing again since 2014. Long-Range
Development Plan, Water, Existing Conditions Today, 2. And the City of Santa Cruz expects the
demand for water to exceed supplies by 2025. City of Santa Cruz, 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan, 4-6, 6-24 (attached hereto as Exhibit 1). Because UCSC campus growth will
necessarily increase water demand, the EIR must consider an altemative that reduces that impact
on the City’s water supply.

Furthermore, the EIR should include an alternative that promotes distance learing. As
the campus adapts to the Covid-19 pandemic and its social distancing and related sequelae, it is
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expanding its capacity for remote learning. Procedures that once were foreign, are now more
familiar and acceptable-indeed necessary-in this new reality. UCSC has an unprecedented
opportunity to analyze the challenges that the world is facing, and utilize some of the new
procedures and practices to its benefit. A distance leamning alternative would alleviate many of
the potential effects of campus growth, including water and transportation impacts, while
promoting growth and public service, and potentially opening up enrollment to students who may
not have been able to attend otherwise. And, as noted, “comprehensive” consideration of this
alternative is already required under the Comprehensive Settlement Agreement the University
signed in 2008 with the local residents on whose behalf these Scoping Comments are submitted.

IV. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

CEQA mandates that the FEIR adequately analyze a project’s effects to foster informed
decisionmaking and allow the public to understand those impacts. Public Resources Code
(“PRC”) § 21002.1; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121, 15126, 15126.2. Where possible, the lead
agency must employ feasible mitigation measures that could minimize the project’s significant
adverse impacts. PRC § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121, 15126.4. The EIR must provide
information in “an analytically complete and coherent” manner to foster CEQA’s informational
purpose. Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)
40 Cal.4th 412, 440; Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board Port of
Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355-1356; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121, 15144.

A. Aesthetics

According to the 2005 LRDP, the campus site was selected because it was “overlooking
Santa Cruz and the Monterey Bay. . . . Often called the most spectacular university site in the
world, the campus landscape has played a vital role in shaping UCSC’s physical and academic
development.” 2005 LRDP, 16. “The natural landscape is the formative, iconic element of the
UCSC campus and the dominant component of its powerful array of open spaces.” 2005 LRDP,
33. The EIR must explore ways to ensure that these “vital,”“spectacular” and “iconic” views are
preserved and protected by the LRDP. Unless the EIR does its job, these extraordinary and
irreplaceable scenic resources are at serious risk of irreparable degradation and loss due to
contemplated, but insensitive and unnecessary, rapid and unsustainable campus growth.

For example, “[e]xpansive meadows at the campus’s main entrance gradually transition
to the rugged redwood forests of the Santa Cruz mountains, providing an incomparable natural
setting.” 2005 LRDP, 16. But UCSC has apparently already committed to develop “[a]n
enhanced historic district at the entrance to the main residential campus.” NOP, Attachment A,
A-4. Will this “enhanced” historic district impact the current views of the “incomparable” East
Meadow? The EIR should fully evaluate these impacts, and analyze alternatives and mitigation
measures that would avoid or reduce them.
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Impacts to the East Meadow cannot be dismissed from careful analysis because UCSC
wants to build the Student Housing West Project. As discussed above, this project’s structures
do not exist currently. Ongoing litigation may overturn their unlawful approval, and prevent
their construction. The impacts from the proposed Student Housing West Heller site likewise
cannot be ignored on the mistaken grounds that this project is already part of the existing
environment. Itisn’t. Its approval has been timely challenged in two lawsuits whose resolution
may prevent its construction. The EIR must consider the impacts of the Student Housing West
Project on the campus as it currently exists—without this project.

“UCSC occupies a magnificent site that provides a broad spectrum of visual images.
Long range views are impressive and memorable, both from the forest edge on the upper
campus looking downward to the ocean and the city and from the lower campus looking
upward. From most viewpoints along the forest edge on the upper campus, sightlines are
unbroken and sweeping.” 2005 LRDP, 24. The EIR must, as CEQA requires, recognize the
“iconic” and “incomparable” nature of these scenic resources, fully disclose and analyze the
severe impacts that contemplated campus development will have on them, and evaluate a broad
range of alternatives and mitigation measures that would avoid or lessen those impacts.

B. Biological Resources

The EIR should consider the impacts of the LRDP on special status species in the area,
including the California Red-Legged Frog, the burrowing owl, golden eagles, and other imperiled
aquatic, avian and terrestrial plant and animal species. It must address not only direct impacts to
those species, but also indirect and cumulative impacts including long-term loss of their habitat
and noise impacts from construction and additional students. Inclusion of that necessary
information will provide a more thorough and complete analysis of the LRDP’s impacts to
biological resources.

In the past, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) has noted that “[t]he
piecemeal approach that UCSC has taken in terms of implementing individual development
projects over time makes it difficult for the Service to adequately assess cumulative impacts.”
Comments on the City of Santa Cruz Sphere of Influence Amendment Draft EIR November
2009, December 1, 2009, p. 2 (attached hereto as Exhibit 2). USFWS also expressed similar
concerns about the 2005 LRDP, “includ[ing] the following: ‘1) underestimating the effects of
various development projects on federally listed species, 2) [inadequate] UCSC land use
designations regarding conservation of federally listed species, and 3) the lack of a
comprehensive management plan for listed species at UCSC.’” Exhibit 2, p. 2 (citing USFWS
January 11, 2006 comment letter to UCSC on the 2005 LRDP DEIR).

These same concerns apply here. If the LRDP EIR fails to fully address the cumulative
and indirect habitat impacts from all the development that the LRDP would allow over its life,
those impacts could be hidden within piecemealed, individual project assessments. Thus buried



Erika Carpenter

University of California, Santa Cruz
April 8, 2020

Page 7

from public and agency view, those impacts would never be recognized, leaving USFWS, the
City and County, other agencies, and the public without a clear and complete understanding of
the LRDP’s cumulative and indirect biological impacts. Leaving agencies and the public in the
dark would place those impacted resources at unnecessary risk. An agency must review the
entire activity—in this case, the LRDP over its entire life-as a whole, rather than segment it into
smaller parts. Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007)
155 Cal.App.4th 1214, 1230; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. UC Regents (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 406; CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a), (c), (d). Because UCSC campus development
has the potential, over the course of the LRDP’s implementation, to significantly impact a long
list of vital and vulnerable biological resources, the EIR must address all of those potential
impacts, both short-term and long-term, now—when the go/no-go long-range planning decision is
made—and before any further development may be allowed to proceed.

The EIR’s biological resources analysis must include a discussion of the Student Housing
West Project as well. As noted above, that project has not yet been constructed and therefore is
not part of the existing environment. If it is eventually constructed, it will have significant
impacts on biological resources. Even if this unlawful project is later approved under the 2020
LRDP, at that point it will be part of that larger, 2020 LRDP Project. Therefore, the EIR should
consider the impacts of the Student Housing West Project together with the impacts of the other
development proposed under the 2020 LRDP.

C. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As a “comprehensive land use plan that guides physical development,” the LRDP has the
potential to significantly affect greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions on campus. “Iinplementation
of the LRDP may result in the generation of additional greenhouse gas emissions during
construction and operational activities.” NOP, Attachment B, B-1. The EIR should consider
these increases in emissions on both a local and regional level. GHG emissions are not confined
by the borders of the University, or the City. GHG emissions by UCSC have the potential to
impact much more than just the campus and the City, and those cumulative impacts cannot be
ignored.

Under CEQA, GHG emissions must be analyzed in a manner that recognizes the entirety
of the impact including the emissions from the mining and gathering, cultivation and harvest, and
manufacturing of the project’s components, their fabrication, their transportation to the site, the
on-site grading and construction of the project, and its long-term operation and ultimate
decommissioning. This comprehensive review of a project’s GHG emissions is known as a
lifecycle analysis. The LRDP should require a lifecycle analysis of all development that is
proposed pursuant to the LRDP. Such an analysis would provide a more accurate and complete
understanding of the Project’s GHG emissions and their impact on the surrounding environment.

"
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D. Hydrology and Water Quality

Campus development under the LRDP will impact hydrology and water quality. This is
especially concerning given the extremely complex and readily erodible geologic formations
known as “karst” underlying the campus. The karst system is a landform that is “produced
primarily through the dissolving of rock” and features “sinkholes, caves, large springs, dry
valleys and sinking streams.” American Geosciences Institute, Living with Karst: A Fragile
Foundation, 2001, p. 11 (attached hereto as Exhibit 3). Because of these features, karst
landscapes “are characterized by efficient flow of groundwater through conduits that become
larger as the bedrock dissolves. In karst areas, water commonly drains rapidly into the
subsurface at zones of recharge and then through a network of fractures, partings, and caves,
[and] emerges at the surface in zones of discharge at springs, seeps, and wells.” /d.

Karst landscapes present numerous environmental uncertainties that make development
pursuant to the LRDP and its impacts especially problematic. “Karst regions require special care
to prevent contamination of vulnerable groundwater supplies and to avoid building in
geologically hazardous areas.” Exhibit 3, p. 7. “Most of the rain that falls in a karst area drains
into the ground rather than flowing to a surface stream.” Exhibit 3, p. 28. LRDP development,
such as construction of the Student Housing West Project, can increase “pollution of
groundwater by sewage, runoff containing petrochemicals derived from paved areas, domestic
and industrial chemicals, and trash.” Exhibit 3, p. 7. “Contamination is common in karst
aquifers beneath urban areas with high population densities.” Exhibit 3, p. 30. Because
groundwater contamination is such a serious threat, the LRDP EIR should address this concem in
detail and consider, among the required broad range of alternatives, limiting the amount of new
construction and development allowed on campus.

Runoff is also a major concern with karst formations. “Impermeable ground covers such
as roads, parking lots, and buildings increase the rate at which water collects and flows on the
surface, flooding homes and businesses in [a] sinkhole.” Exhibit 3, p. 28. These considerations
must be addressed in the EIR.

E. Geology and Soils

As discussed above, the karst formation below the UCSC campus is fragile and presents
numerous hazards and impacts that must be fully disclosed, evaluated and avoided or mitigated
in the EIR. In addition to the hydrologic uncertainties posed by an underlying karst formation,
the topography also creates geologic risks. “Problems occur when the landscape is altered by
urban development. Erosion is a common side effect of construction, transporting soil to the
lowest part of the sinkhole where it clogs the drain.” Exhibit 3, p. 28. Development also
“increases the risk of induced sinkhole collapse.” Exhibit 3, p. 27. The EIR and LRDP should
consider the potential catastrophic impacts of development overlying the underlying karst
system. There are numerous alternatives that could lessen or avoid those impacts, including
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offsite learning options as noted above, that must be considered in light of these serious
concerns.

F. Land Use and Planning

As the 2005 LRDP notes, “[a]s a central link between the city and state parks, the campus
recognizes its role in conserving open space for habitat continuity.” 2005 LRDP, 31. The EIR
should consider the campus’ “role in conserving open space for habitat continuity” when
addressing any impacts from changes in land use designations. The EIR must ensure that land
use designations preserve enough open space to achieve this goal, and where open space is not
preserved, the impacts must be accurately stated and considered.

G. Population and Housing

According to the 2005 LRDP, housing is a “key issue[] essential to the planning
processes of UCSC.” 2005 LRDP, 23. “Rapidly increasing housing demand along much of the
California coast (including Santa Cruz), coupled with limited supplies and a shortage of vacant
land, make housing supply and affordability critical issues for the entire region. UCSC growth
increases the pressure on the housing supply, and high housing costs make it more difficult to
recruit students, faculty, and staff.” 2005 LRDP, 25. Yet UCSC still plans to expand the campus
by nearly 10,000 students. NOP, Attachment A, A-4. Furthermore, it plans to add an additional
2,200 FTE faculty and staff members, but it will only house 25% of that additional faculty and
staff. NOP, Attachment A, A-4. The LRDP will therefore leave an additional 1,650 faculty and
staff members to find housing in an already scarce and problematic market. UCSC claims that it
plans to work with the City, yet its current plan will significantly drive up housing costs. The
LRDP EIR must disclose this impact and consider alternatives and mitigation measures to lessen
it, including the use of off-site alternatives such as satellite campuses and remote classrooms.

H. Public Safety

The EIR must also address the severe public safety hazards that will be created and
exacerbated by the development proposed under the LRDP. Off-shore winds blowing from the
north toward Monterey Bay occur frequently, especially during the peak fire season in the fall. In
the event of a big fire propelled by off-shore winds blowing from the north, LRDP development
in the West Campus area will create immediate and obvious fire evacuation hazards.

Many of the nearly 10,000 proposed additional students on the main campus, along with
the faculty and staff housing proposed in the Coastal Zone, could only evacuate a wildfire via
Empire Grade Road by exiting through the current West Campus entrance and the proposed
bridge over Cave Gulch to Empire Grade. In certain likely fire scenarios, all of the population of
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Bonny Doon would have only Empire Grade Road available as an evacuation route.

This outflux of people frantically evacuating to the south via Empire Grade Road would
create instant gridlock, backing up south-bound traffic on Empire Grade Road toward the
north—in the direction of the on-coming fire. Adding thousands of evacuees from the LRDP’s
proposed new development would create a death trap. Building up the West Campus would thus
be a blueprint for disaster similar to the traffic gridlock that trapped and killed residents of
Paradise fleeing from the Camp Fire in October 2018. It behooves the University to pay careful
attention to this critical public safety issue in the EIR..

L. Traffic and Transportation

Along with the impacts of LRDP development on water and housing, other major
infrastructure concerns the EIR must address include impacts on transportation and traffic. In the
2005 LRDP, UCSC stated that “[p]rojected increases in UCSC’s population will increase
pressure on citywide transportation systems, especially on the west side of Santa Cruz.” 2005
LRDP, 27. That is even more of a concern now, since both population and GHG emissions have
increased since publication of the 2005 LRDP. Increasing UCSC’s student population to 28,000
FTE will only further exacerbate the pressure on citywide transportation systems. It is therefore
imperative that the EIR address these concerns and adopt practices that could help minimize the
impacts to transportation, including limiting campus development and promoting distance
learning such as remote or virtual classrooms and satellite campuses. Additionally, UCSC could
work with the City to improve its transportation systems by making them more efficient and
encouraging ridership.

Furthermore, as noted above, a fire moving toward the campus from the north could
create deadly traffic and safety hazards on Empire Grade Road. That gridlock would not only
endanger the lives of evacuees, but could also impede access for fire fighters. Both hazards must
be analyzed in the EIR. These potentially deadly traffic safety hazards resulting from
implementation of the LRDP must be given appropriate and adequate consideration.

J. Utilities
1. The City’s Water Supply Is Insufficient

“Water is supplied to the campus by the City of Santa Cruz Water Department
[(“SCWD”)].” 2005 LRDP, 88. “While the City of Santa Cruz water supply system is
essentially the same as in 1960, the service population has increased 190 percent and is expected
to increase. In normal and wet years, the water supply system is capable of meeting the needs of
the current population, but even without population increases, the system is highly vulnerable to
shortages in drought years.” 2005 LRDP, 25. According to the City’s Urban Water Management
Plan (“UWMP”), “the City has had to declare a water shortage in five of the . . . seven years”
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between 2009 and 2015. Exhibit 1, p. 8-1. And the UWMP predicts that the SCWD will face a
shortfall by 2025. Exhibit 1, pp. 4-6 (projected water use in 2025 is 3,225 mgy), 6-24 (projected
water supply in 2025 is 3,164 mgy).

“Adequate water supply is a primary issue for UCSC and the City of Santa Cruz given
future anticipated shortfalls.” 2005 LRDP, 23, 88 (quote). Increased development under the
LRDP would necessarily increase water demand. But the SCWD does not have an adequate
water supply to meet even current demands.

CEQA requires that the EIR disclose the limitations on water supply. Vineyard, 40
Cal.4th at 438-447. Likewise, CEQA demands that the impacts of a project on that limited water
supply be fully analyzed so that the public and decision makers can make an informed decision
about the project—in this case, the LRDP. Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at 431-432. “An EIR evaluating
a planned land use project must assume that all phases of the project will eventually be built and
will need water, and must analyze, to the extent reasonably possible, the impacts of providing
water to the entire proposed project.” Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at 431. “[Where, despite a full
discussion, it is impossible to confidently determine that anticipated future water sources will be
available, CEQA requires some discussion of possible replacement sources or alternatives to use
of the anticipated water, and of the environmental consequences of those contingencies.”
Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at 432.

Therefore, the EIR must disclose and discuss SCWD’s projected water shortage and the
impacts that UCSC growth will have on that shortfall. Furthermore, the EIR must identify the
proposed sources of water for UCSC development and the consequences of relying on those
sources. And, the EIR must also evaluate a broad range of alternatives—such as off-site learning
options—that would avoid or reduce those impacts on the already inadequate water supply.

2. Increased Water Demand Will Be Detrimental to Special-Status Fish Species

The City’s water sources support populations of Central California Coast (“CCC”)
Distinct Population Segment steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), a threatened species (62 Fed.
Reg. 43937 (August 18, 1997)), and CCC Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutch), an endangered species. 70 Fed.Reg. 37160 (June 28, 2005); 64
Fed.Reg. 24049 (May 5, 1999). The endangered CCC coho relies on the San Lorenzo River
watershed for recovery. 64 Fed.Reg. 24049. The prospects for recovery of the CCC steelhead
and coho are dependent on suitable habitat being restored and maintained. Certain minimum
levels of flow and temperature are required in streams for the proper development, growth and
spawning of salmonids.

Currently, in critically dry years, the City does not have enough water to meet the City’s
existing needs, including the instream needs for fish. 2005 LRDP, 88. And the City projects a
water supply shortfall by 2025. Exhibit 1, pp. 4-6, 6-24. During dry years maintenance of
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instream flow is critically important for the survival of the salmonids, as rearing juveniles are
typically unable to rear in small tributaries and will need adequate water flow in the main stem of
the San Lorenzo River. As climate change continues to alter ambient temperatures, the need for
cool water flows will increase, requiring corresponding reductions in water supplies for human
uses, further limiting the City’s ability to meet water demands. The EIR must address this when
calculating the City’s ability to meet water demand in light of UCSC’s proposed development.
Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 874-875
(EIR must address cumulative impacts of upstream and downstream diversions of water for
human uses on salmonid species in the river); Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at 448-449 (EIR must
examine impact of seasonal reductions in river flow on both salmonids and human water supply).

Furthermore, the EIR should also analyze the impacts that would occur if the City were
forced to pump groundwater to make up for reduced surface water supplies in the future.
Vineyard, 40 Cal.4th at 438-447.

V. Information Needed by Responsible Agencies

The development proposed in the LRDP appears to include area outside the City’s
approved water service area. Providing water to such areas requires the approval of the Santa
Cruz County Local Agency Formation Commission, which is therefore a responsible agency for
this Project under CEQA. Accordingly, the EIR must address impacts on water supply in a
manner that addresses the informational needs of LAFCO. HAWC, 213 Cal.App.4th at 1305.

The urban growth proposed by the LRDP also includes development within the California
Coastal Zone that is subject to review by the California Coastal Commission. Just as the EIR
must provide information needed by LAFCO to analyze the Project’s impacts on water supply, so
too the EIR must provide the Coastal Commission, which is likewise a responsible agency for
this Project under CEQA, with the information it needs to evaluate the Project’s impacts within
the Coastal Zone. HAWC, 213 Cal.App.4th at 1305.
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VI. Conclusion

Because the UCSC campus possesses extraordinary, yet vulnerable and irreplaceable,
environmental resources that the LRDP’s proposed development threatens, those unique
concerns merit heightened analysis and creative solutions—including off-site alternatives such as
remote learning and satellite campuses—in the EIR. CEQA requires a thorough evaluation of the
Project’s potential impacts and alternatives that informs the public and decision makers about
how best to avoid and lessen these potentially severe but eminently mitigable impacts.

Please include these Scoping Comments in the public record for this Project.

Veny\tryly yours, O \)Z%\m
A \_J,

Stephan t" Volker

Attommey for Habitat and Watershed Caretakers,
Don Stevens, Russell B. Weisz, Hal Levin, Harry D.
Huskey, and Peter L. Scott

Thank you for your attention.

Exhibits
Exhibit1:  City of Santa Cruz, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan

Exhibit 2: Comments of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated December 1, 2009 on the City
of Santa Cruz Sphere of Influence Amendment Draft EIR dated November 2009

Exhibit 3:  American Geosciences Institute, Living with Karst: A Fragile Foundation, 2001
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City of Santa Cruz 2015 Urban Water Management Plan

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

1.1  Urban Water Management Planning Act

This report has been prepared by the City of Santa Cruz Water Department in response
to the Urban Water Management Planning Act. The Act, which became part of the
California Water Code with the passage of Assembly Bill 797 in 1983, requires that
every urban water supplier providing water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000
customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually prepare and adopt
an Urban Water Management Plan, and to update it every five years.

The Act requires water agencies to evaluate and describe their water resource supplies
and projected needs over a twenty-year planning horizon and to address a number of
related subjects including water conservation, water service reliability, water recycling,
opportunities for water transfers, and contingency plans for drought events.

The Act recognizes that water is a limited and renewable resource subject to ever-
increasing demands and that conservation and efficient use of urban water supplies is a
statewide concern. The Act also states that a long-term reliable supply of water is
essential to protect the productivity of California’s businesses and economic climate
and, as part of its long-range planning activities, every urban water supplier should
make every effort to ensure the appropriate level of reliability in its water service
sufficient to meet the needs of its various categories of customers during normal, dry,
and multiple dry years.

The purpose, required contents, and process for preparing and adopting Urban Water
Management Plans are specified in Water Code sections 10608 and 10610 — 10656
(Appendix A). The overall goal is to provide water suppliers throughout the state a
framework for carrying out their long-term planning responsibilities and for reporting
their strategies to meet future water challenges to both state government and the
communities they serve.

1.2 Recent Changes to the Water Code

The Act has been amended numerous times by the Legislature over the years in
response to the State’s water shortages, droughts, and other factors. A significant
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amendment was made in 2009, after the drought of 2007-2009 and as a result of the
governor’s call for a statewide 20 percent reduction in per capita water use by the year
2020. The Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as SB X7-7, required urban
water suppliers to establish water use targets for 2015 and 2020 that would result in
statewide savings of 20 percent by 2020 (Appendix B). Under the law, each urban water
supplier is required to determine its baseline daily per capita water use and to calculate
future water use targets in accordance with technical methodologies developed by the
California Department of Water Resources, and to include this information beginning in
its 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. Progress towards decreasing daily per capita
water use and achieving future water use targets is then to be documented in
subsequent plans starting with this 2015 update.

Recent legislative amendments to the Water Code since 2010 include the following:

e Water suppliers are required to provide a narrative description of their water demand
management measures over the past 5 years, as well as the measures a supplier
plans to implement to achieve its water use targets.

e Water suppliers are required to submit their 2015 plan electronically to the
Department of Water Resources by July 1, 2016,

e Water suppliers are required to use standardized forms, tables, or displays specified
by the Department of Water Resources, to facilitate statewide planning.

e Plans must quantify and report on distribution system water losses for the most
recent 12-month period using a standardized water balance methodology developed
by the American Water Works Association.

e Agencies are authorized, but not required, to include certain energy—related
information for collection, treatment, and distribution of water supplies, as well as the
water savings estimated to result from adopted codes, standards, or ordinances.

A summary of the changes to the Water Code since 2010 is included in Appendix C.
1.3 Urban Water Management Plans in Relation to Other Planning Efforts

Urban Water Management Plans serve a variety of purposes and are intended to be
consistent with and support other local, regional, and statewide plans and processes.
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Information about water use and supplies reported by water agencies is collected and
used by the state in updating the California Water Plan every five years. They provide a
common basis for cooperative water resource management through preparation of
Integrated Regional Water Management Programs, such as one now being
implemented in Santa Cruz County, of which the City of Santa Cruz is an active project
participant. Land use agencies rely on a water agency’s Urban Water Management Plan
as a long-range planning document to aid in updating city and county General Plans
and for the preparation of environmental documents under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). They also serve as a detailed source of information to coordinate
local water supply availability and certain land use decisions made by cities and
counties under Senate Bills 610 and 221 of 2001.

1.4  City of Santa Cruz’ 2015 Urban Water Management Plan

This document constitutes the sixth update of the City’s Urban Water Management
Plan. The first version was adopted by City Council in 1986. The plan was most recently
updated in 2010/11 and adopted in late 2011. Since then, circumstances and events
have evolved in a way that was difficult to foresee only a few short years ago. Some of
the interrelated factors that have changed in the last five years include the following:

e New Vision for the City’s Water Supply. The City of Santa Cruz has long faced
challenges with the reliability of its water supply and had been actively pursuing
ocean desalination as a supplemental water source for more than a decade. In
spring 2014, the Santa Cruz City Council changed course and appointed a
committee of 14 residents representing diverse viewpoints to take an exhaustive
look at the City’s water issues and ways to address them. The Water Supply
Advisory Committee (WSAC) worked for 18 months in an open, public, and
transparent process to develop recommendations to ensure a more stable and
reliable water supply. In addition to more conservation, the WSAC recommended the
City embark on a program to enhance regional groundwater storage using in-lieu
water exchanges and/or aquifer storage and recovery with neighboring water
districts. Advanced treated recycled water or desalination were recommended as
backup plans.

e Historic Drought Conditions. The City of Santa Cruz, along with the rest of the
State of California, has recently faced one of the most severe droughts in its history.
At the local level, the Santa Cruz City Council declared a water shortage in each of
the last four years and instituted mandatory water rationing in both 2014 and 2015.
At the state level, Governor Brown in January 2014 proclaimed a State of
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Emergency to exist throughout California due to the ongoing drought, leading to
emergency conservation regulations being imposed on all urban water suppliers to
achieve a statewide 25 percent reduction in urban water use in 2015. While water
conditions improved in 2016 for parts of California, including Santa Cruz, all urban
water suppliers remain subject to updated emergency water restrictions through at
least January 2017, as well as other statewide orders aimed at permanently using
water more wisely, eliminating water waste, and strengthening drought resilience.

e Endangered Species Act Issues and Ecosystem Restoration. The City has not
yet finalized a flow agreement with state and federal fishery agencies but has been
voluntarily releasing higher flows at various points of diversion to protect endangered
Coho salmon and threatened steelhead trout. Improving habitat conditions to restore
declining fish populations, while consistent with community values, will further limit
the availability of water for municipal purposes in the future. The ultimate resolution
of fish flow requirements for the City’s sources of supply will be a result of
forthcoming negotiations with state and federal fishery agencies.

e Sustainable Groundwater Management. In 2014, California enacted landmark
legislation to bring the state’s groundwater basins into a more sustainable regime of
pumping and recharge. Facing declining groundwater supplies, the City recently
joined together with two overlying water districts and the County of Santa Cruz to
form a Joint Powers Agreement for the creation of a local Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) required by the act. The GSA will oversee the preparation of a
cooperative groundwater management plan for the Santa Cruz Mid-County
Groundwater Basin, the status of which was recently designated by the State to be
in a condition of critical overdratft.

e Aging Infrastructure. Key components of the City water system, including the North
Coast System, the Newell Creek Dam Inlet/Outlet pipe, and water treatment facilities
have reached the end of their useful life and are overdue for renewal and
replacement. The Water Department’s long-range Capital Improvement Program
envisions a total of almost $120 million in needed infrastructure reinvestment
projects over the next 10 years, adding pressure on limited financial resources.

As with elsewhere in California, the challenges for managing water supply and demand

in the central coast region are dynamic. This plan acknowledges that the future is both
variable and uncertain and that change will continue to occur.
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1.5 Report Format

For this 2015 submittal cycle, the City has elected to modify the basic structure and
organization used in previous plans to better align the document and accompanying
tables with the organization recommended in DWR’s Guidebook for Urban Water
Suppliers (CA DWR, 2016). Required content is grouped by topic as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and Overview: This section covers the background,
purpose, and scope of an Urban Water Management Plan.

Chapter 2 — Plan Preparation: This section covers the process used to develop the
2015 plan, including efforts in coordination and outreach.

Chapter 3 — System Description: This section describes the City’s water service area
including population, climate, and other factors affecting the City’s water management
planning, including governance and the Water Department’s organizational structure.

Chapter 4 — System Water Use: This section covers the past, current, and projected
water uses within the City’s water service area. It also provides information on
distribution system water losses.

Chapter 5 — Baselines and Targets: This section provides information about the City’s
baseline per capita water use and urban water use targets, describes the methods for
calculating baseline and target consumption, and success in achieving its 2015 target.

Chapter 6 — System Supplies: This section describes and quantifies the current and
projected sources of water available to the City, including surface water, groundwater,
and potential new sources, transfers, or exchanges of water.

Chapter 7 — Water Supply Reliability: This section characterizes the reliability of the
City water supply system, provides an updated assessment of the system reliability
under differing hydrologic conditions and describes the overall strategy and work plan
the City is pursuing to improve its water supply reliability.

Chapter 8 — Water Shortage Contingency Planning: This section summarizes the
City’s 5-stage plan for addressing water shortages and describes actions that would be
undertaken in response to a catastrophic interruption of water supplies, including a
regional power outage, earthquake, or other emergency situation.
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Chapter 9 — Demand Management Measures: This section describes the measures
currently being implemented by the City to promote conservation and discusses the
planning process underway to guide water conservation activities in future years.

Chapter 10 — Plan Adoption, Submittal, and Implementation: This section describes
the steps taken to adopt and submit the Urban Water Management Plan update, and to
make the plan available for public use and reference.

1.6 UWMPs and Funding Eligibility

In order for an urban water supplier to be eligible for any state water grants or loans
administered by DWR, the agency must have a current Urban Water Management Plan
on file that has been determined by DWR to address the requirements of the Water
Code.

Beginning in 2016, urban water suppliers must also comply with the requirements of the
Water Conservation Act of 2009 in order to be eligible for state water grants and loans,
meaning an agency must both meet its interim water use target and report compliance
in its 2015 UWMP.
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Chapter 2

PLAN PREPARATIOIN

2.1 Basis for Preparing a Plan

In accordance with the California Water Code, every urban water supplier with 3,000 or
more service connections or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water per year are
required to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan every five years. With 24,534
active service connections, the City of Santa Cruz clearly meets the definition of “Urban
Water Supplier” and therefore must prepare a plan.

The Santa Cruz water system also qualifies under the California Health and Safety
Code, Section 116275, as a “Public Water System” that provides drinking water for
human consumption and is regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Drinking Water. The City operates a single, retail drinking water system. It
receives no water from any wholesale supplier nor does it supply either raw or treated
water to another agency at the present time.

Table 2-1. Public Water Systems

. . Volume of
AAE IR Public Water System Name il of Municipal Water Supplied
Number Connections 2015
2015
CA4410010 Santa Cruz Water 24,534 2,452
Department
TOTAL 24,534 2,452
NOTES: Volume of water supplied in million gallons

2.2 Regional Planning and Compliance

CWC 10620

(d)(1) An urban water supplier may satisfy the requirements of this part by participation in area wide, regional,
watershed, or basin wide urban water management planning where those plans will reduce preparation costs and
contribute to the achievement of conservation and efficient water use.
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The City of Santa Cruz actively participates in several regional, interagency,
groundwater and watershed basin management efforts. As indicated in Table 2-2,
however, the City is choosing to prepare an individual Urban Water Management Plan.

Table 2-2. Plan Identification (Select One)

Individual UWMP

O Regional UWMP (RUWMP)

Select One:

O RUWMP includes a Regional Alliance

O RUWMP does not include a Regional Alliance

NOTES:

CW(C 10608.20
(a)(1) ...Urban retail water suppliers may elect to determine and report progress toward achieving these targets on an

individual or regional basis as provided in subdivision (a) of Section 10608.28...

Similarly, for the purpose of determining, reporting, and assessing compliance with its
urban water use baselines and targets described in Chapter 5, the City of Santa Cruz is
choosing to report as an individual supplier.

2.3 Reporting Year and Units of Measure

All information in this plan, except where otherwise noted, is reported on a calendar
year basis, and volumes are expressed in units of million gallons.

Table 2-3: Agency Identification

Type of Agency (select one or both)

O Agency is a wholesaler

Agency is a retailer

Fiscal or Calendar Year (select one)

UWMP Tables Are in Calendar Years

O UWMP Tables Are in Fiscal Years

Units of Measure Used in UWMP (select from Drop down)

Unit [MG
NOTES:
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2.4 Coordination and Outreach

The process of developing the City’'s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan really began
with the Water Supply Advisory Committee process starting in 2014. This intensive
process included an enormous amount of data collection, analysis, modeling, and
evaluation of myriad topics and issues associated with water supply planning over an
18-month period. The Committee itself consisted of 14 individuals appointed by the City
Council representing diverse viewpoints and interests; including residents, business
organizations, environmental organizations, Water Commission members, and an
outside City water customer representative. The process was supported by a facilitation
team, a technical team, an independent review panel, and by Water Department staff.

All Committee meetings were open to the public with numerous opportunities for public
input. The Committee had its own website to share materials, agendas, and to
communicate with the public. The committee hosted several public workshops,
enrichment sessions, a strategies and ideas convention, open houses, and other
outreach activities. Many of the work products developed for the Committee, including
a new econometric water demand model, were intended to also serve in updating the
City’s Urban Water Management Plan.

In late 2015, City staff participated in a webinar and attended a workshop sponsored by
DWR to become familiar with changes to the law, the 2015 guidebook, new UWMP
tables and tools, and changes in the reporting of wastewater and recycled water.

Written notice regarding the plan review and update was sent to both the City of
Capitola and the County of Santa Cruz in December 2015, more than 60 days prior to
the public hearing, as required by Section 10621(b) of the Act (Appendix D). Notices
were provided both to the City Manager/County Administrative Officer and the Director
of Planning/Community Development of these two jurisdictions.

In February 2016, the City hosted and led a meeting to coordinate preparation among
all major public water agencies, wastewater utilities, and land use agencies in Santa
Cruz County. This meeting was also attended by representatives of the following
organizations:

e California Department of Water Resources

e Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

e Santa Cruz County Local Agency Formation Commission.

¢ Regional Water Management Foundation (local IRWM entity)
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e Resource Conservation District of Santa Cruz County
e Santa Cruz County Environmental Health

Water Department staff prepared the draft urban water management plan in winter and
spring of 2016 with the help of the state’s Guidebook for Urban Water Suppliers (DWR,
2016). Throughout development of this plan, City staff was communicating and
coordinating with neighboring water agencies, city and county land use agencies within
the service area, as well as the staff from the City’s wastewater treatment facilities, City
of Scotts Valley, and the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District in accordance with
section 10620(d)(2) of the Act.
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Chapter 3

SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

3.1 General Description of Service Area

The City of Santa Cruz is located on the central coast of California along the northern
shore of Monterey Bay. The City’s position on the northern end of the state’s Central
Coast Hydrologic Region (Region 3) and vicinity relative to the San Francisco Bay Area
are shown below in Figure 3-1.

Water service is provided to an area approximately 20 square miles in size, including
the entire City of Santa Cruz, adjoining unincorporated areas of Santa Cruz County, a
small part of the City of Capitola, and coastal agricultural lands north of the city. A
generalized map of the water service area, excluding the north coast, is provided in
Figure 3-2. No significant changes to the City’s service area boundary have occurred in
many years.
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Figure 3-2. City of Santa Cruz Water Service Area

People are drawn to the Santa Cruz area for its recreational attractions, its small town
ambiance and sense of community, its pleasant weather, its natural beauty and scenic
coastline, and its higher education facilities. The sandy beaches and nearby mountains
attract millions of visitors to the region every year. The City is bounded by several state
parks and open-space lands that provide facilities for bicycling, hiking and other outdoor
activities. The seashore and ocean waters of the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary serve as a prime destination in the summer months for sunbathers, surfers,
and tourists. Other visitor attractions include the Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk,
Municipal Pier, and Pacific Avenue Mall.

The University of California, Santa Cruz is situated atop the upper west side of the City
overlooking the downtown area and Monterey Bay. The campus is nationally recognized
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for its quality of instruction, its academic stature, and its research impact. It currently
accommodates an enrollment of slightly more than 17,000 students during the
academic year.

3.2  Water Department

The Santa Cruz Water Department is a municipal utility that is owned and operated by
the City of Santa Cruz. Itis led by a Director who is appointed by the City Manager.
The governing body for the Water Department is the City Council. A seven-member
Water Commission advises Council on policy matters involving the operations and
management of the water system. The Commission is composed of six members who
reside within the City limits and one member who resides in the unincorporated portion
of the water service area.

The Department is organized into eight sections. These include Administration,
Customer Service, Water Conservation, Engineering, Water Resources/Recreation,
Water Production, Water Quality, and Water Distribution. There is currently the
equivalent of 102 full-time staff positions in the Water Department. An organization chart
of the Water Department is shown in Figure 3-3.

Figure 3-3. Water Department Organization
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The Water Department’s adopted mission statement is as follows:

“To provide a safe, clean, and continuous supply of water for municipal and
fire protection purposes that meets or exceeds local, State, and Federal
standards for public health and environmental quality, and to provide

courteous, responsive, and efficient service in the most cost-effective
manner to our customers”.

The Department operates financially as an enterprise in which all the costs of running
the system are paid by water rates, service charges, and related revenues. The Water
Fund receives no tax or general fund revenues. In addition to providing water service,
the Department has responsibility for billing and customer service functions related to
sewer, refuse, and recycling services inside the City limits.

Long-range goals and policies for guiding growth and development in the City, including
civic and community facilities like the water system, are contained in the City’s 2030
General Plan. The General Plan includes a series of policy statements regarding water
service that support and promote the General Plan’s overarching goal of achieving a
safe, reliable, and adequate water supply. (Appendix E). Some of these policies will
need updating with the change in direction for the City’s future water supply resulting
from the recent WSAC process.

3.3 Service Area Climate

Santa Cruz enjoys a pleasant Mediterranean climate that is characterized by warm,
mostly dry summers and mild, wet winters. Due to its proximity to Monterey Bay, fog
and low overcast are common during the night and morning hours, especially in the
summer. Monthly and annual climate data for Santa Cruz are shown in Table 3-1 below.

Mean monthly temperatures range between 51 to 65 degrees, with the warmest
weather usually occurring during August and September. Extreme temperatures are
rare and short-lived, with weather conditions being moderated by the oceanic influence
and presence of summer fog.

Rainfall in Santa Cruz averages 31.35 inches annually, but varies considerably from
year to year. The bulk of seasonal rainfall occurs between November and March. In the
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watershed above the City’s reservoir in the Santa Cruz Mountains, rainfall averages
nearly 50 inches per year.

Table 3-1. Climate Data for Santa Cruz

Month Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec Annual
Mean High | )5 | 644 | 66.4 | 69.5 | 719 | 74.7 | 753 | 762 | 76.4 | 73.2 | 66.8 | 61.9 | 69.9
Temp (F)

Meanlow | )\ 3| 133 | 44.4 | 46.0 | 489 | 51.8 | 54.0 | 54.3 | 53.0 | 495 | 449 | 412 | 47.7
Temp (F)

Mean Temp

(F) 519 |53.8 554|578 |604|63.2 647|652 647|614 | 558|515 58.8

Precipitation
(in)
Evapotran-
spiration (in)

6.28 | 6.24 | 463 | 1.97 | 0.84 | 0.19 | 0.01 | 0.04 | 0.27 | 1.45 | 3.75 | 5.68 31.35

15|18 | 26 | 35| 43 | 44 | 48 | 44 | 38 | 28 | 1.7 | 1.2 36.6

NOTES: National Climate Data Center 1981-2010 Monthly Normals; CA Department of Water Resources

Reference evapotranspiration - a standard measurement of environmental parameters
used for determining irrigation needs - averages 36.6 inches per year in Santa Cruz.
Average monthly evapotranspiration varies seasonally from a low of 1.2 inches in
December to a high of 4.8 inches in July.

Like other coastal communities, the marine influence on local air temperature, humidity,
and cloud cover helps keep demand for water relativity low in the City’s service area.
The presence of summer fog moderates outdoor water use during peak summer season
compared to inland locations within Santa Cruz County and elsewhere in California.

Future average temperatures in Santa Cruz are expected to increase. Figure 3-4 below
shows two projections of mean temperature to 2100 under different climate change
scenarios (Cal-Adapt.org, 2016). A temperature increase of between 3.2 and 5.5
degrees F compared to the historic average is predicted by the end of the century.
Conversely, models of future mean annual precipitation show a slight decline over time.
The City’s Climate Adaptation Study indicates changing temperatures and precipitation
will impact ecosystems, fire risk, water quality and quantity, human and environmental
health (City of Santa Cruz, 2009). As a coastal community, the City of Santa Cruz
recognizes the significance of climate change to the City’s economic well-being, public
health, and environment, and has begun taking steps as a local agency to respond.
Impacts of ongoing climate change on water demand, water supply, and water system
reliability are discussed further in Chapters 4, 6, and 7.
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Figure 3-4. Projected Mean Temperature and Annual Precipitation for Santa Cruz Area

3.4  Service Area Population and Demographics

The current population residing in the Santa Cruz water service area is estimated to be
95,251 people. Approximately two thirds of the total population, almost 64,000, lives
inside the City limits. Within the City, about 9,100 people including students, faculty,
staff, and their families reside on the UC Santa Cruz campus. It is estimated that
another 31,462 people, or 34 percent of the service area population, live outside the
City limits. Since the 2010 US Census, the water service area population has grown by
approximately 4,000 persons, mostly inside the City limits.

Table 3-2 shows the current and projected population for the water service area out to
2035, in five year increments.

These figures are derived from a regional growth forecast prepared by the Association
of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG, 2014). According to the forecast, the
total number of people receiving water service is expected to grow by about 17,000
people and reach more than 112,000 in 2035. This equates to a population growth rate
of less than one percent per year.
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Table 3-2. Population - Current and Projected

Population Served 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040(opt)
City of Santa Cruz 63,789 66,360 70,058 73,375 76,692 n/a
County of Santa Cruz, 31,462 32,543 33,562 34614 35,698 n/a
City of Capitola

Total 95251 99403 | 103,620 | 107,989 | 112,390 n/a

NOTES: AMBAG 2014 Regional Growth Forecast (adopted June 11, 2014), and City of Santa Cruz GIS section.

Population is a key factor in determining water use. However, reductions in per capita
water use over the last decade have more than offset gradual population increases; that
is, even though the service area population has been slowly but steadily rising, total
water use has declined. More information on per capita water use is covered in Chapter
5 of this report.

3.5 Housing

According to utility billing records, there are some 37,003 housing units within the City’s
water service area. The number of housing units, broken down by account type and
jurisdiction is shown in Table 3-3 below. Approximately 19,029, or a little over half of all
households in the service area are classified as single family accounts®. The other
17,974 homes are multiple family dwelling units consisting of various housing types
including duplexes, condominium and townhouse complexes, apartments, mobile
homes and alternative housing types such as live/work units, mixed use development,
single room occupancy, and accessory dwelling units. The figures below do not include
dormitory rooms, apartments, and other housing units located on the UC Santa Cruz
main campus, nor does it include residential units associated with mixed
use/commercial accounts. A large proportion of the local housing stock (over 50
percent) is rented.

Each of the three jurisdictions served by the City has a recently adopted Housing
Element that addresses its required regional fair share of the statewide housing needs
established by AMBAG. These documents set forth goals and objectives for housing
construction, rehabilitation, and conservation for the period 2015-2023.

! Water account categories are not the same as housing type. A single family account has one dwelling unit per meter, but may be
any type of residence. A multifamily account has two or more dwelling units per meter.
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Table 3-3. Housing Units, by Account Type and Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Single Family Multi-family Total
City of Santa Cruz 12,273 10,034 22,307
County of Santa Cruz 6,622 7,821 14,443
City of Capitola 134 119 253
Service Area Total 19,029 17,974 37,003

NOTES: 2015 Annual Sales Report, EDEN Multi-residential units counts report Feb 3, 2016

The regional housing goals for the three jurisdictions served by the City are shown
below in Table 3-4. For this housing element cycle, the City is planning for an additional
747 units. The County is planning for a total of 1,837 units to be built Countywide
through 2023, of which perhaps 372 units would be located within the City water service
area. Capitola has a goal to construct 143 units by 2023 in its housing element, but only
a small number of these are expected to fall into the City’s water service area. Together,
these housing plans represent a total residential development potential in the near term
of about 1149 new homes within the City’s water service area, of which an estimated
414, about one-third, are planned for lower income categories.

Table 3-4. Regional Housing Goals

Units in Lower Income

Period: 2015-2023 Total Housing Units

Categories
Entire City Water Entire City Water
Jurisdiction Service Area Jurisdiction Service Area
City of Santa Cruz 747 747 298 298
County of Santa Cruz 1,837 372 636 110
City of Capitola 143 30 57 6
Service Area Total -- 1,149 -- 414

NOTES: County housing estimates within City water service area based on personal communication
with Sarah Neuse, Santa Cruz County Planning Department. Capitola housing estimates within the City
water service area based on personal communication with Richard Grunow, Community Development

Director.
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It is important to note that while each jurisdiction must demonstrate it has land zoned
that can accommodate its fair share of the regional housing needs, it does not
necessarily mean such housing actually will be constructed. Some of the units listed
above are already permitted and under construction. The City is planning to incentivize
smaller, more vertical, mixed-use or multifamily-type housing units along its major
transportation corridors. What type of housing is ultimately built, though, will depend
largely on market forces. And despite the collective vision for increased housing in the
community, actual progress remains slow. In the last five years, only 204 new single
family units, and 6 multifamily projects have been built.

3.6 Community Growth and Development

All three jurisdictions served by the Santa Cruz water system have general plans, local
coastal programs, zoning regulations, and development standards that determine the
location, type, and density of growth allowed in the region. The General Plan serves as
the principal policy and planning document guiding long-range land use and
conservation decisions in cities and counties.

The cities of Santa Cruz and Capitola have both completed comprehensive updates to
their General Plans in the last few years. The Santa Cruz City General Plan timeline
extends to 2030, and Capitola’s has a 20 to 30 year planning horizon. The County’s
current General Plan was adopted in 1994. It has recently prepared and adopted a
Sustainable Santa Cruz County plan addressing sustainable land use, housing,
economic development, and transportation objectives in the urban area of the County,
part of which is served by the City’s water system (Santa Cruz County, 2015). The time
horizon of that plan is through 2035.

In addition to city and county General Plans, the University of California has Long
Range Development Plans (LRDPs) for both its main campus (UCSC, 2005) and its
marine science campus (UCSC, 2008, revised 2013) located on the western edge of the
City. These plans provide a comprehensive framework to guide physical development,
land use, and resource protection to meet the University’s academic and institutional
objectives through the year 2020.

The size of the City water service area has remained relatively fixed over time due to a
long-standing prohibition against new water connections along the north coast, the
acquisition of open space lands which created a greenbelt around the City, and the
County’s urban services boundary, all of which have served to inhibit urban sprawil.
Accordingly, most growth and redevelopment that does happen going forward is
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expected to be concentrated within the confines of the existing service area boundary.
Any proposed changes to the City’s service area boundary that do come forward are
subject to approval by both City Council and the Santa Cruz Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO).

Within the City of Santa Cruz, only a small amount of land remains undeveloped. The
same is true in the parts of the County and City of Capitola served by the City. Because
of the relative scarcity of raw land, the majority of future growth in the area is likely to be
achieved through redevelopment, remodeling, increased density on underutilized land,
and infill development in the urban core and along major transportation corridors, along
with new construction on the little amount of vacant land remaining

Many of the major decisions made by local governing bodies about public
improvements and private development are also subject to the review and oversight of,
or may be appealed to, the California Coastal Commission. Accordingly, change in the
City water service area tends to occur slowly, if at all, and only after exhaustive public
process.

3.7 Employment and the Economy

The State Employment Development Department estimates employment within the
City’s water service area in 2014 (the most recent year for which complete data exists)
to average about 42,800, which represents roughly 50 percent of all non-farm jobs in
Santa Cruz County (CA EDD, 2016). The three largest employment sectors are health
care and social assistance, retail trade, and educational services (Table 3-5).

The University is a key component of the region’s economic fabric in terms of
employment, spending, research, and business creation. It is the area’s largest single
employer. Other top employers include the County of Santa Cruz, City of Santa Cruz,
Plantronics, and the Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk. Tourism and lodging are additional
major economic drivers in the community. Commercial development is centered in
downtown Santa Cruz including River Street, around 41 Avenue in Capitola, and along
the major transportation corridors including Mission, Ocean, and Water Streets and
Soquel Avenue. The Harvey West area and west side of Santa Cruz support a diverse
mix of light industry, retail, high tech, research, and consumer goods and service
enterprises. Regional hospitals, medical, and health care facilities and services are
concentrated along Soquel Drive in unincorporated Santa Cruz County.
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The local economy has rebounded from the great recession, continuing on trend to
pace behind the San Jose market by about six months as reflected by reduced
unemployment, an improved housing market, increased development activity, a vibrant
tourism base, and sustainable increases in sales and hotel revenues. Like other coastal
communities, the housing supply is very tight and housing affordability has become a
major political, economic, and social issue for families, residents, and employers alike.

Table 3-5. Employment in Santa Cruz Water Service Area, 2014

Major Industry NAICS Sector NAICS Classification Employment
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 11 144
Utilities 22 oAk
Construction 23 1,157
Manufacturing 31-33 2,015
Wholesale Trade 42 1,021
Retail Trade 44-45 6,160
Transportation & Warehousing 48-49 431
Information 51 408
Finance & Insurance 52 680
Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 53 568
Professional, Scientific, & Technical Skills 54 1,986
Management Of Companies And Enterprises 55 177
Admin & Support & Waste Mgmt & Remediation 56 1,714
Educational Services 61 5,282
Health Care & Social Assistance 62 7,722
Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation 71 1,460
Accommodation & Food Services 72 5,622
Other Services 81 1,737
Non-Classified 99 kK
Government 92 599
Sub-Total 38,989
Multiple Sites (Government Only) 3,829
Federal 210
Local 3,620
Service Area Total 42,818
NOTES: Source: Andy Wong, CA Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information
Division, 2016
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Chapter 4

SYSTEM WATER USE

This chapter describes the City’s customer classification system, summarizes trends in
water consumption, and presents projections of water use out to the year 2035. It also
covers information on distribution system losses, water for low income housing units,

and future water savings expected water savings from plumbing codes and standards.

4.1  Customer Classification System

The City divides its water customers into eight major classes and one miscellaneous
category, as follows:

Single Family Residential: Individually metered residential units (regardless of housing
type).

Multiple Family Residential: Any residential account with more than one dwelling unit
served by one water meter.

Business: Commercial establishments including restaurants, hotel/motel, retail, medical,
schools, offices, churches and mixed-use buildings. This category also includes county
and state government accounts.

Industry/UCSC: This category is comprised of one primary customer - the University of
California, Santa Cruz - and a small number of manufacturing businesses.

Municipal: These are City-owned and operated facilities such as city offices, parks,
police and fire stations, a wastewater treatment plant, street medians, and parking lots.

Irrigation: Dedicated water services for landscape irrigation associated with large
multiple residential complexes and homeowners associations, or with commercial,
industrial, and institutional sites, including schools, churches, parks, etc.

Golf Irrigation: Accounts serving the two golf courses in the service area.

Coast Irrigation: Agricultural accounts receiving untreated or “raw” water on the north
coast.
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Other: Miscellaneous uses such as temporary construction accounts, hydrant meters,
and bulk water sales.

In addition to designating accounts into various customer classes, the City also groups
its customers into either “inside-City” or “outside-City” categories for billing purposes.

Except for coast irrigation which receives raw water, all water supplied is potable water.
The City does not currently provide recycled water within its service territory. Moreover,
no water is presently sold to other agencies, or used for groundwater recharge, saline
water intrusion barriers, conjunctive use, or any combination thereof. The potential
future use of treated water for transfer, exchange, or groundwater recharge is discussed
in Chapter 7.

4.2 Historical Water Use

The overall trend in population, number of accounts and total annual water use going
back to the 1950s is presented below in Figure 4-1.

Figure 4-1. Historic Trends for City of Santa Cruz
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Until recently, the general trend in system demand was one in which water use rose
roughly in parallel with account and population growth over time, except during two
major drought periods in the late 1970s and the early 1990s. Around 2000, this pattern
changed and system demand began a long period of decline, accelerated by pricing
changes, drought, economic downturn, and other factors. In 2015, after 2 years of water
rationing, annual water use fell to a level of about 2.45 billion gallons, similar to the level
experienced during the 1970s drought. A breakdown of annual water consumption by
City’s major customer classes since 2000, along with system water losses, is illustrated
in Figure 4-2.

Figure 4-2. Annual Water Consumption by Customer Category (million gallons)
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4.3 Water Use by Sector

Actual demands for potable water in calendar year 2015 are reported by customer class
in Table 4.1 below. As illustrated above, both the level and the composition of demand
have been strongly affected by the recent drought. Compared to two years before, total
system water demand was down nearly 900 million gallons or 27 percent due to local
drought response and implementation of water rationing during 2015. In addition to the
potable water demand listed below, the City also supplied 34 million gallons of raw
water to coast irrigation accounts in 2015.
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Table 4-1. Demands for Potable Water — Actual

Use Type 2015 Actual
Additional Description Level of Treatment Volume
(as needed) When Delivered (mg)
Single Family Individually meter dwellings Drinking Water 835
Multi-Family 2 or more dwelling units Drinking Water 538
Commercial Drinking Water 485
Industrial Drinking Water 43
Industrial UC Santa Cruz Drinking Water 160
Institutional/Governmental Municipal (city) accounts Drinking Water 35
Landscape Dedicated Irrigation Accounts Drinking Water 46
Landscape Golf Irrigation Drinking Water 87
Losses Drinking Water 223
TOTAL 2,452
NOTES: System water losses are considered provisional until 2015 annual water audit is completed.
Figures above do not include raw water sales of 34 mg in 2015 for coast irrigation, or 2 mg received
from Soquel Creek Water District during a major valve replacement project. No drinking water was
otherwise used for groundwater recharge, saline water intrusion barrier, wetlands or wildlife habitat,
or for sales, transfers, or exchanges to other agencies.

4.4  Distribution System Water Losses

Total system water demand includes not only metered water sales but also authorized,
unmetered uses from fire hydrants such as main flushing, fire fighting, street sweeping,
and sewer flushing, as well as losses due to underground leaks. The difference
between the amount of water produced at the City’s water treatment plants entering the
distribution system and the amount of water consumed, including both metered and
unmetered uses, is referred to as system water losses. System losses have two
components: physical losses from leaking service lines and water mains, and apparent
losses in which actual consumption is underreported due to sales meter inaccuracies
and other factors.

The City has conducted audits of the distribution system annually since the late 1990’s
to account for unmetered water uses and to track how much water is lost to leakage
over time. The City uses AWWA water balance software to help quantify and track
water losses associated with the water distribution system and identify areas for
improved efficiency and cost recovery. Total water losses vary from year to year,
averaging 265 million gallons per year or about 7.5 percent of treated water production.
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The volume of water loss for calendar year 2014, which is the most recent 12-month
period available, is presented in Table 4-2. The City is currently conducting a Water
Loss Control project to examine the City’s water system and operations practices to
better validate where losses are occurring, evaluate options, and set forth a formal
strategy to improve water accountability and reduce lost water. More information on
distribution system water losses is covered in Chapter 9.

Table 4-2. 12 Month Water Loss Audit Reporting

Reporting Period Start Date Volume of Water Loss
(mm/yyyy) (million gallons)
01/2014 261
NOTES: AWWA Water Audit Software, V5.0 for Calendar Year 2014

45 Water Demand Projections

One of the first requests made by the WSAC was for the Water Department to update
the demand forecast to reflect current information on water usage and to account for
effects of conservation, water rates, and other factors expected to impact the future
demand for water. Accordingly, the Water Department contracted with M.Cubed to
develop two products: 1) an interim forecast to assist the WSAC process, and 2) a
separate econometric demand forecast for the service area extending to year 2035.

The forecast of future water demand is a foundational component of any Urban Water
Management Plan. In recent years the historical patterns of water demand have been
upended by a variety of factors, including the cumulative effects of tighter efficiency
standards for appliances and plumbing fixtures, greater investment in conservation, a
significant uptick in water rates, an equally significant downturn in economic activity
during the Great Recession, and on-going drought. These events have resulted in even
more uncertainty than usual regarding future water demand and have placed even
greater importance on sorting out the effect each has had on demand in recent years as
well as how they are likely to affect demand going forward.

Econometric demand forecasting develops statistically-based models of average water
use per service by customer class. A demand forecast was developed based on these
models covering the period 2020-2035 and incorporating empirical relationships
between water use and key explanatory variables, including season, weather, water
rates, household income, employment, conservation, and drought restrictions. The
approach builds on similar models of water demand developed for the California Urban
Water Conservation Council (Western Policy Research, 2011), Bay Area Water Supply
and Conservation Agency (Western Policy Research, 2014), California Water Service
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Company (A&N Technical Services, 2014, M.Cubed 2015), and Contra Costa Water
District (M.Cubed 2014).

The statistical models of demand were estimated using historical data on customer
class water use, weather, water price, household income, conservation, and other
economic variables driving water demand. The monthly models of water demand were
combined with service and housing growth forecasts to predict future water demands.
The demand models explain 90 to 99% of the observed variation in historical average
use over the 14-year estimation period.

A description of the model and forecasts of average demand by customer class are
detailed in Appendix F. The forecasts include adjustments for future effects of water
rates, plumbing codes and the City’s baseline conservation program and are predicated
on average weather and normal (predicted) income and growth.

Additional modeling was conducted to factor in updated information on passive and
active conservation savings through the 2035 planning period (Maddaus Water
Management, 2016). The resulting water demand projection, by customer class, is
presented in Table 4-3. As summarized below, system water demands are expected to
decline and then stabilize at a level of about 3.2 billion gallons per year.

Table 4-3. Demands for Potable Water - Projected

Use Type Additional Description Projected Water Use (mgy)
2020 2025 2030 2035 | 2940
opt
Single Family L”V‘:;‘ﬂ?n‘;”y metered 1,277 | 1,223 | 1,191 | 1,170 n/a
Multi-Family 2 or more dwelling units 772 714 690 678 n/a
Commercial 574 541 525 519 n/a
Industrial 56 59 60 61 n/a
Institutional/ Municipal (city) accounts 46 42 40 40 n/a
Governmental
Landscape Dedicated Irrigation 112 119 134 144 n/a
Landscape Golf Irrigation 58 52 47 47 n/a
Other UC Santa Cruz 196 234 271 308 n/a
Water Losses 236 241 247 253 n/a
TOTAL | 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220 n/a
NOTES: David Mitchell, M Cubed, October 2015, and by Maddaus Water Management, February 2016
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Total water demands are presented in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4. Total Water Demands (mgy)

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
(opt)
Potable and Raw Water 2,452 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220 n/a
Recycled Water Demand 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL WATER DEMAND 2,452 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220 n/a
NOTES: Excludes 34 mg of raw water for coast ag in 2015, projection of coast ag use not available;
See Chapter 6 for information on recycled water as a potential source of supply.

4.6 Estimating Future Water Savings

CWC 10631
(e)(4)(A) If available and applicable to an urban water supplier, water use projections may display and account for
the water savings estimated to result from adopted codes, standards, ordinances, or transportation and land

use plans identified by the urban water supplier, as applicable to the service area.

(B) To the extent that an urban water supplier reports the information described in subparagraph (A), an
urban water supplier shall do both of the following: (i) Provide citations of the various codes, standards,
ordinances, or transportation and land use plans utilized in making the projections.(ii) Indicate the extent
that the water use projections consider savings from codes, standards, ordinances, or transportation and
land use plans. Water use projections that do not account for these water savings shall be noted of that
fact.

The City is in the final stages of completing a Water Conservation Master Plan,
described later in Chapter 9. A major part of this planning effort was to model the impact
of natural replacement of existing fixtures and appliances on future water use inside
homes and businesses, as well as the impact of fixture codes on water use in new
development. The model takes into account the existing proportion and characteristics
of fixtures from a recent Baseline Water Use Survey, estimated annual replacement
rate, fixture life, and assumed market share at various points in the planning horizon
(Envirosmart Solutions Group, 2013).

Different federal and state laws regulate the sale or manufacturing of various water
using fixtures and appliances. The following laws and regulations were taken into
account to estimate the decrease in water use expected to occur over the next 20
years:
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e California Energy Commission Appliance Efficiency Regulations, Sept 2015 (toilets,
urinals, faucets, and showerheads)

e U.S. Department of Energy standards (residential clothes washers, dishwashers)

e Federal Energy Policy Act of 1992 (toilets, urinals, showerheads, faucets, pre-rinse
spray valves)

e 2013 California Green Building Code (new development)

e AB 715 (toilets, urinals)

The estimated cumulative impact of plumbing codes on water use over the next 20
years is a reduction of some 329 million gallons or 8.6 percent of baseline water
demand (Table 4-5).

Table 4-5. Future Cumulative Water Savings From Plumbing and Appliance Codes

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 (opt)

Water Savings (mgy) 94 179 269 329 n/a

NOTES: Maddaus Water Management, Inc., 2016

4.7 Water Use for Lower Income Households

In its demand forecast, the City expects nearly 1,000 new housing units to be built in its
service area by 2025. Table 3-4 on page 3-8 (Chapter 3) provides details about these
housing units, including the 414 units that are planned for lower income categories. The
water demand for these low income units, while not separately calculated, is well within
the range of housing units factored into the City’s demand forecast.

4.8 Climate Change

Information in Section 3.3 on the service area climate suggests a gradually hotter and
somewhat drier climate can be expected to occur in Santa Cruz in future years. Indeed,
in 2014 and 2015, at the height of the current drought, the mean annual temperature
was between 2 and 3 degrees higher than the historic, long-term average temperature.
It is not unreasonable, given normal seasonality of water use, to expect that a warmer
and drier future could result in an overall increase in water demand.

Using parameters from the econometric demand models, weather effects on City water
demand were investigated using historical data on sales and weather and expressed as
the expected change in demand per a 1(one) degree F increase in average maximum
daily air temperature over the entire year (M.Cubed, 2016). The analysis shows, based
on current water use patterns, demand would increase from between 0.19 to 1.38
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percent for one degree increase in average daily high temperature for every customer
group except industrial. Results are summarized in Table 4-6. Golf consumption shows
the largest increase in demand due to change in maximum daily temperature and
multifamily consumption is the least responsive. Total system demand would be
expected to increase by about 0.45 percent per one degree F increase in average daily
high temperature (Appendix G). Therefore, in the higher scenario for projected
temperature in year 2100 shown in Figure 3-4, if average temperature in Santa Cruz
were to rise by 5.5 degrees, water demand could be expected according to this analysis
to increase by 2.5 percent.

Table 4-6. Expected % Change in Demand per 1 Degree F Change in

Monthly Average Maximum Daily Air Temperature

SFR 0.62
MFR 0.19
BUS 0.29
MUN 1.09
IRR 0.80
GOLF 1.38
IND 0.00
Weighted Average 0.45
NOTES: M.Cubed, 2016. UCSC not listed since it was not modeled in
econometric demand forecast.
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Chapter 5

SB X7-7 BASELINES AND TARGETS

This chapter provides a description and calculations for the City’s baseline daily per
capita water use and future water use targets, in accordance with technical methods
developed by the California Department of Water Resources, as required by Water
Code section 10608.

CWC 10608.20
(e) An urban retail water supplier shall include in its urban water management plan . . . the baseline daily per capita
water use, urban water use target, interim water use target, along with the bases for determining those estimates,

including references to supporting data.

5.1 Background Information

In February 2008, the Governor introduced a seven-part comprehensive plan for
improving the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. As part of this effort, the Governor
directed state agencies to develop a plan to reduce statewide per capita water use by
20 percent by the year 2020.

The 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan was designed to address several key questions,
including the following:

e What is per capita use?

e How does it vary across the state?

e What is the conservation potential from current measures and new actions?
e |sitfeasible to expect a 20 percent reduction in per capita water use?

The final 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan was issued February 2010 (DWR, 2010). It
reported urban water use currently varies between 152 gpcd in the Central Coast
region (Region 3) to 346 gpcd in the Colorado River region (Region 10) and averages
192 gpcd statewide. The report concluded that California could achieve a 20 percent
reduction in urban per capita water use to an average of 154 gpcd using current and
new conservation actions. It also established for water resources planning purposes
baseline values and future water use targets for each of the state’s ten hydrologic
regions, summarized in Figure 5-1.

5-1



http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/sb7/docs/20x2020plan.pdf

City of Santa Cruz 2015 Urban Water Management Plan

Figure 5-1. Regional Urban Water Use Targets

With the enactment of the Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as SB X7-7, the
state is required to set a goal to reduce urban per capita water use by 20 percent by the
year 2020. Each retail urban water supplier must determine its baseline water use
during their baseline period and also target water use for the years 2015 and 2020 in
order to help the State achieve the 20 percent reduction. A copy of the law is included
as Appendix B.

To provide for consistent implementation of the law, suppliers are required to conform to
Technical Methodologies prepared by the CA Department of Water Resources, which
details the process that urban water suppliers are to follow and the options available for
complying with the legislation (DWR, February 2016). Water suppliers have some
flexibility in setting and revising water use targets. For instance, a water supplier may
set its water use target and comply individually, or as part of a regional alliance. The
City of Santa Cruz is electing to report as an individual retail supplier.

5-2


http://www.water.ca.gov/urbanwatermanagement/docs/2015/Methodologies%20-%20February%202016%20FINAL.pdf

Chapter 5 — SB X7-7 Baselines and Targets

In this 2015 Plan, water agencies must demonstrate compliance with their established
water use target for the year 2015. This will also demonstrate whether or not the
agency is currently on track to achieve its 2020 target. Retail water agencies are also
required to separately complete and submit the standard tables in the SB X7-7
verification form.

Figure 5-2 below shows the City’s per capita water use and estimated population since
2000. The top line labeled Gross Per Capita Water Use is the metric that water
agencies are required to calculate and to reduce under SB X7-7. It represents all the
treated water entering the distribution system over one year’s time, divided by the total
population, and expressed in gallons per person per day. As explained further below,
gross per capita water use includes residential and nonresidential uses of water in the
community, as well as unmetered uses such as firefighting and losses that occur due to
leakage on the distribution system.

Figure 5-2. Per Capita Water Use and Service Area Population

The bottom line labeled Residential Per Capita Water Use is included for reference only.
It represents the total annual metered water consumption at single and multiple
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residential accounts, divided by the residential population®. It is intended to show the
estimated average amount of water used by a person both indoors and outdoors at their
home on a daily basis. This metric better approximates how most people relate to their
own personal water use at their property. It is also the same metric used by the State
Water Board to set urban water reduction targets in 2014 and 2015, explained in
Section 5.9 below.

Over the last 15 years, the City’s gross per capita water use has declined from about
127 gpcd in 2000 to 70 gpcd in 2015. Similar to the pattern in total water use discussed
in Chapter 4, the trend in per capita water has been mostly declining over this period,
for various reasons. These include the cumulative effects of more conservation, higher
water rates, economic downturn, drought, and industrial closures. The steep drop in
2014 and 2015 reflects the effect of water rationing that was instituted both years as a
result of a declared emergency water shortage.

As is described below, the City’s gross per capita water use is presently far below both
its 2015 interim target of 111 gpcd and its 2020 target of 110 gpcd, as determined in
accordance with DWR’s technical methodologies. Accordingly, the City is presently in
compliance with all requirements of SB X7-7.

The remainder of this Chapter strictly follows the DWR Guidebook for demonstrating
and documenting compliance with the City’ water use target for the year 2015.

5.2  Updating Calculations from 2010 Urban Water Management Plan

In accordance with Water Code section 10608.20, an urban retail water supplier may
update its 2020 urban water use target in its 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. In
the 2010 plan, the City elected to use Target Method 3 (for an explanation of the four
target methods, see section 5.7). No change to the target method is being made in this
2015 plan.

The 2010 plan also used both 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census data at the block level in its
baseline population calculations. As a result, no recalculation of the baseline population
calculations is needed for this 2015 plan. It should be noted, however, that the annual

population estimates from the CA Department of Finance (CA DOF) for the Santa Cruz
City in non-census years were slightly revised since the 2010 plan, and those revisions

! Residential population differs from total population. There are several thousand students, families, and
staff living on the University main campus, which is classified as an industrial account. Only the people
living in residences off-campus are counted for the purpose of calculating R-GPCD.
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have been incorporated in this update. The change in population inside the City
estimated by CA DOF ranged from a decline of 0.1 percent in 2001 to an increase of 0.6
percent in 2009 (-62 to +341 persons). These small revisions made no difference in the
City’s base daily per capita water use.

The baseline and targets water use development process consists of four basic steps,
which are summarized below and detailed in a flow chart in Appendix H.

Step 1: Determine Baseline Daily Per Capita Water Use
Step 2: Determine Urban Water Use Target

Step 3: Confirm Urban Water Use Target

Step 4: Determine Interim Urban Water Use Target

Step 1 - determining baseline daily per capita water use — involves several steps on its
own, as listed below:

1A. Establishing the baseline period,

1B. Estimating the service area population for each year in the baseline period,
1C. Measuring gross water use, typically expressed in million gallons per year, and
1D. Determining the daily per capita water use in each of the baseline years.

The calculations for Step 1, A-D are detailed further below in Sections 5.3 through 5.6.
Steps 2 through 4 are then described in Section 5.7.

5.3 Baseline Period (Step 1A)

Under SB X7-7, water suppliers must define two baseline periods. The firstis a
continuous 10-year baseline period (or 15-year period if more than 10 percent of system
water demand is met through recycled water) ending no earlier than December 2004
and no later than December 2010. The City does not provide recycled water service so
the 15-year baseline period does not apply. The 10-year baseline period selected by the
City of Santa Cruz is 2001-2010.

The second is a continuous five-year baseline period ending no earlier than December
2007 and no later than December 2010. This second baseline period is used to confirm
that the selected target meets the minimum water use reduction requirement (see
section 5.7 on target confirmation). The 5-baseline period selected by the City of Santa
Cruz is 2003-2007. Both the 10-year and the 5-year baseline periods presented in this
plan are the same as were reported in the 2010 plan.
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5.4  Service Area Population (Step 1B)

Estimates of the City’s water service area population are based on the sum of separate
population estimates for inside and outside the Santa Cruz city limits.

Inside the City limits, population data is readily available on an annual and decennial
basis for the City as a whole. The City uses data published by both the U.S. Census
Bureau for census years and the California Department of Finance in non-census years.

Outside the City limits, however, including parts of unincorporated Santa Cruz County
and the City of Capitola that are served by the City water system, population data are
available only every ten years through the census. Moreover, because the City’s service
area boundary in those jurisdictions does not coincide neatly with census tract or block
boundaries, estimates must be derived using a Geographic Information System at the
census block level. In split census blocks, population is apportioned based the
percentage of each individual block that is located within the water service area.

For non-census years, it is standard practice among water utilities to estimate
population growth by using a people-per-residential connection method. Between 2000
and 2010, approximately 425 residential accounts were added to the system outside the
City limits. But because census data indicated that the overall population outside the
City actually declined during this period, this approach was not considered to be
applicable or appropriate for that time period. Therefore, annual estimates of the outside
city population were derived simply by interpolating between the 2000 and 2010 census
years. Between 2010 and 2015, the outside City population was determined using a
people-per-connection method.

5.5 Gross Water Use (Step 1C)

Gross water use” is a measure of water that enters the distribution system of a supplier
over a specified period of time. Gross water use includes not just residential
consumption but all the other uses of water in a community, including schools, parks,
and commercial buildings such as restaurants, hotels, and office buildings. It also
captures water used for public purposes, such as firefighting and water main flushing,
and losses that arise from leaks on the water system.

2 The terms “gross water use” as used in this chapter and “net water production” used in Chapter 3 mean effectively the same thing;
i.e., they both refer to treated water production volumes supplied to the distribution system.
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Gross water use was determined in a manner that is consistent with the definition in
Water Code section 10608.12(g) and the method outlined in the AWWA Manual M36 as
part of the City’s annual distribution system water audit process (AWWA, 2016). These
annual water use figures represent the total amount of treated water entering the
distribution system from the City’s Graham Hill and Live Oak water treatment plants,
after corrections have been applied to adjust for both production meter accuracy and
net change in distribution system storage at the beginning and end of the year.

Gross water use does not include raw water sales to coast agriculture, since it is fed to
these customers before it reaches the water treatment plant.

5.6 Baseline Daily Per Capita Water Use (Step 1D)
The calculation of baseline daily per capita water use combines information described

above and is provided in Tables 5-1 below. The City’s baseline daily per capita use is
113 gpcd.

Table 5-1: Gallons Per Capita Per Day (GPCD)

i Service Area Gross Water Use D?'ly -
sescine fear Population (million gallons) (Bl HOEier
i 8 Use (GPCD)

10 Year Baseline GPCD
Year 1 2001 85,972 3,962 126
Year 2 2002 86,158 3,909 124
Year 3 2003 86,865 3,898 123
Year 4 2004 87,556 3,895 122
Year 5 2005 87,864 3,567 111
Year 6 2006 88,170 3,570 111
Year 7 2007 88,929 3,590 111
Year 8 2008 89,666 3,565 109
Year9 2009 90,728 3,169 96
Year 10 2010 91,291 3,103 93

10 Year Average Baseline GPCD 113
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5 Year Baseline GPCD

Service Area DEIly C1
Baseline Year . Gross Water Use | Capita Water
Population

Use

Year 1 2003 86,865 3,898 123

Year 2 2004 87,556 3,895 122

Year 3 2005 87,864 3,567 111

Year 4 2006 88,170 3,570 111

Year 5 2007 88,929 3,590 111

5 Year Average Baseline GPCD 116

NOTES:

5.7 2015 and 2020 Targets

CWC 10608.20
(e) An urban retail water supplier shall include in its urban water management plan due in 2010. . . urban water use
target, interim urban water use target,...along with the bases for determining those estimates, including references
to supporting data (10608.20(e)).

CWC 10608.20
(g) An urban retail water supplier may update its 2020 urban water use target in its 2015 urban water

management plan...

5.7.1 Select and Apply a Target Method (Step 2)

Under SB X7-7, urban water suppliers must next set a 2020 water use target using one
of the following four methods:

Method 1: Eighty percent of the water supplier’s baseline per capita water use.
Method 2: Per capita daily water use estimated using the sum of performance standards
applied to indoor residential use; landscaped area water use; and commercial, industrial

and institutional water uses.

Method 3: Ninety-five percent of the applicable state hydrologic region target as stated
in the State’s April 30, 2009, draft 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan.
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Method 4: A method developed by CA DWR that identifies water savings obtained
through identified practices and subtracts them from the agency’s baseline GPCD.

As mentioned above, the City of Santa Cruz elected in 2010 to use Method 3. For the
Central Coast Region, 95 percent of the region’s 2020 target is 117 gpcd (0.95 x 123
gpcd = 117 gpcd). 100 percent of the City’s water service area is located within the
Central Coast region.

5.7.2 5-Year Baseline — 2020 Target Confirmation (Step 3)

CWC 10608.22
Notwithstanding the method adopted by an urban retail water supplier pursuant to Section 10608.20, an urban retail
water supplier’s per capita daily water use reduction shall be no less than 5 percent of base daily per capita water use as
defined in paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 10608.12. This section does not apply to an urban retail water

supplier with a base daily per capita water use at or below 100 gallons per capita per day.

Water Code section 10608.22 requires water suppliers to achieve at least a 5 percent
minimum reduction in per capita water use, as compared to a different, 5-year baseline
period, as mentioned earlier in section 5.3. The 5-year baseline period may end no
earlier than December 2007 and no later than December 2010. The 5-year baseline
period selected by the City of Santa Cruz is 2003-2007.

As indicated in Table 5-1 above, the City’s 5-year baseline water use calculates out to
be 116 gpcd. Accordingly, the City’s maximum allowable gpcd target in 2020 (per
section 10608.22) is 110 gpcd (0.95 x 116 gpcd = 110 gpcd).

5.7.3 Calculate the 2015 Interim Urban Water Use Target (Step 4)

The last step in complying with SB X7-7 requires calculating an interim urban water use
target, meaning the midpoint between the base daily per capita water use and the 2020

target water use for measuring progress in the year 2015. The City’s interim urban
water use target is:

Interim Urban Water Use Target = (113 gpcd + 110 gpcd)/2 = 111.5 gpcd
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5.7.4 Baselines and Targets Summary

All the discussion above regarding baseline periods, baseline GPCD, 2015 interim
target and 2020 target is summarized in Table 5-2 below:

Table 5-2. Baselines and Targets Summary

. Average 2015 .
Baseline . . Confirmed
Period Start Year End Year Baseline Interim 2020 Target*
GPCD* Target * &
10-15 2001 2010 113 111 110
year
*All values are in Gallons per Capita per Day (GPCD)
NOTES:

5.8 2015 Compliance Daily per Capita Water Use

All water suppliers are required to calculate their actual 2015 water use to determine
whether or not they have met their per capita 2015 target and to assess their progress
toward meeting their 2020 target. Beginning in 2016, eligibility for state grants and loans
is conditioned on an agency meeting its 2015 target.

Table 5-2 below documents the City of Santa Cruz has not only met but far surpassed its
2015 target and is therefore in compliance with the requirements in SB X7-7.

Table 5-2. 2015 Compliance

Optional Adjustments to 2015 GPCD Did
Enter "0" for adjustments not used Supplier
2015 2015 i
Acual | o From Methodology 8 Achieve
2015 Tareet GPCD | Targeted
GPCD 8 (adjusted if | peduction
GPCD Extraordinary | Economic Weather TOTAL Adjusted applicable) for 20157
Events Adjustment | Normalization Adjustments 2015 GPCD or *
Y/N
70 111 0 0 0 0 70 70 Yes
*All values are in Gallons per Capita per Day (GPCD)
NOTES:
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5.9 Drought Emergency Water Conservation and R-GPCD

Beginning June 2014, urban water suppliers were required under separate drought
emergency regulations to submit monthly reports to the State Water Resources Control
Board on their urban water conservation efforts. These reports initially focused on the
total monthly water production compared to the amount produced in the same month
during 2013.

Shortly thereafter, beginning October 15, 2014, urban water suppliers were required to
report R-GPCD (residential per capita water use) on a monthly basis to the State Water
Board as an informational metric. An agency’s monthly R-GPCD differs from the annual
GPCD calculation discussed above. It takes into account the percentage of total
monthly potable water production being used for residential purposes and the
residential population served. Unlike gross daily per capita water use, R-GPCD does
not include commercial, industrial or institutional water or non-revenue water (water
losses).

On April 1 2015, the Governor issued an Executive Order that directed the State Board
to impose restrictions on water suppliers to achieve a 25 percent reduction in potable
urban usage. The regulations that were adopted shortly thereafter gave agency-specific
reduction targets based on their R-GPCD. Agencies with a higher R-GPCD were
required to cutback more than agencies with a lower R-GPCD. Targets ranged from 8
percent for agencies, including the City of Santa Cruz, whose average R-GPCD was
less than 65 gallons per person per day, up to 36 percent for agencies whose R-GPCD
was 215 gallons per person per day, or more.

Figure 5-3 below shows the R-GPCD for the City of Santa Cruz compared to the
statewide and the Central Coast Hydrologic Region averages for the period June 2014
through February 2016, as reported by the State Water Resources Control Board on its
Conservation Reporting website in April 2016. Over this period, as a result of strict
water rationing in effect through October 2015, the City consistently had one of the
lowest levels for R-GPCD in all of California. The City will continue to report and track
R-GPCD through at least January 2017, as required under statewide emergency water
conservation regulations.
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Figure 5-3. Reported Residential Water Use Per Capita (R-GPCD)

5.10 New Water Use Targets

On May 9, 2016, the Governor issued Executive Order B-37-16. One of the provisions
in this order was that the CA Department of Water Resources work with the State Water
Resources Control Board to develop new targets as part of a permanent framework for
urban water agencies. These new targets would build upon the state law requirements
that the state achieve a 20 percent reduction in urban per capita water use by 2020.
The targets would be customized to the unique conditions of each water agency, would
generate more statewide conservation than existing requirements, and would be based
on strengthened standards for:

e Indoor residential per capita water use;

e Outdoor irrigation, in a manner that incorporates landscape area, local climate,
and new satellite imagery data;

e Commercial, industrial, and institutional water use; and

e Water lost through leaks
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A draft framework for these new water use targets is planned for early 2017. It is
unknown how this new target will change the current 2020 requirement for the City.
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Chapter 6

SYSTEM SUPPLIES

This chapter describes the City’s water supply system, presents supply source
production volumes, and discusses possible future sources and opportunities to
enhance the City’s existing supply portfolio, including potential transfers, exchanges,
and recycled water. Potential new sources are discussed further, in terms of planning
for supply reliability, in Chapter 7.

The Santa Cruz water system relies predominantly on local surface water supplies,
which include the North Coast sources, the San Lorenzo River, and Loch Lomond
Reservoir. Together, these surface water sources represent approximately 95 percent
of the City’s total annual water production. The balance of the City’s supply comes from
groundwater, all of which is extracted from wells in the Purisima Formation in the mid-
County area. These main production elements of the City’s water supply system are
illustrated below in Figure 6-1.

6.1 Purchased or Imported Water

The City of Santa Cruz does not now, nor does it plan to, import water, either from
outside the Central Coast Hydrologic Region, or outside the Santa Cruz County
boundaries. All of its water resources are obtained from local sources. The system
relies entirely on rainfall, surface runoff, and groundwater infiltration occurring within
watersheds located in Santa Cruz County. No water is purchased from state or federal
sources or imported to the region from outside the Santa Cruz area.

6.2 Groundwater

Even though groundwater constitutes only up to about 5 percent of the entire City water
supply on an annual basis, it has been a crucial component of the water system for
meeting peak season demands, maintaining pressure in the eastern portion of the
distribution system, and for weathering periods of drought since the facilities were
acquired from the Beltz Water Company in 1964.
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Figure 6-1. City of Santa Cruz Water Supply System

The Live Oak Well system consists of four production wells and two water treatment
plants located in the eastern portion of the City water service area. The facilities were
originally acquired by the City from the Beltz Water Company in 1964, and are still
referred to as the “Beltz” wells. Wells 8 and 9 were installed in 1998 as replacement
wells for Wells 1 and 2, which were damaged in the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. Well
7, which began operating in 1974, has been replaced by Well 10. The newest well, Beltz
12 and associated water treatment facilities, were completed in 2015.

The geographical area from which the City pumps groundwater is identified as the West
Santa Cruz Terrace Groundwater Basin (Basin Number 3-26), whose western and
eastern boundaries coincide roughly with the City’s water service area (CA DWR,
Bulletin 118). The entire production of the City’s Live Oak well field is derived from the
Purisima Formation, which is the primary groundwater aquifer underlying the entire
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Mid-county region and makes up most of what is commonly referred to elsewhere as
the “Soquel-Aptos” basin. As will be discussed in Section 6.2.2, a request to redefine
the basin includes the reassignment of the eastern portion of the West Santa Cruz

Terrace Groundwater Basin into the new Santa Cruz Mid-County Groundwater Basin.

Groundwater from the Purisima Formation is used by the City, the Soquel Creek and
Central Water Districts, several small water systems, and numerous private rural water
wells. A map of the public water supplier’'s monitoring and production well networks
within the region is shown in Figure 6-2. The City’s groundwater production and
monitoring wells are concentrated on the western side, shown in the light pink area.

Figure 6-2. Public Water System Production and Monitoring Wells

6.2.1 Basin Description

The Purisima Formation is a collection of distinct geologic units composed of sandstone
interbedded with layers of siltstone and claystone. These units, designated as AA
through FF, vary in thickness and hydrogeological characteristics, with AA being the
deepest and oldest unit. The formation is relatively shallow under the City’s water
service area, but dips southeast, becoming deeper and thicker towards Capitola and
Aptos and outcrops at the cliffs along the Monterey Bay shoreline. The A zone is the
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primary supply for both the City’s Live Oak (Beltz) wells and the Soquel Creek Water
District’'s Service Area 1 wells and is continuous and connected between these areas of
groundwater extraction (Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, 2009). Recharge is thought
to occur from deep percolation of rainfall in the upper watersheds and along streambeds
of Branciforte Creek, Arana Gulch, Rodeo Creek and Soquel Creek.

To better understand how the Purisima Formation responds to pumping stresses and to
detect seawater intrusion, the City has installed and maintains a network of 34
monitoring wells at 14 sites. Groundwater levels and water quality, including chlorides,
pH, total dissolved solids, general minerals, and other constituents are measured at
regular intervals. Several new inland monitoring wells were added in 2012 and 2013.
Data collected from these monitoring wells are shared with adjoining public water
agencies interested in management and planning of groundwater supply.

6.2.2 Groundwater Management

The City of Santa Cruz Water Department has not itself prepared a groundwater
management plan; however, a groundwater management plan has been prepared by
the Soquel Creek and Central Water Districts for the Soquel-Aptos Area consistent with
Assembly Bill 3030. This plan was originally prepared in 1996 then updated in 2007 and
currently serves as a living document with the most recent update having occurred in
2013.

A new framework for sustainable management of groundwater
supplies was provided in 2014 when Governor Brown signed
the landmark Sustainable Groundwater Management Act or
SGMA. Key milestones of SGMA are shown in the sidebar to
the right.

In July 2015, the Soquel-Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin
Number 3-01) was identified by the Department of Water
Resources as one of 21 groundwater basins to be reclassified
as critically overdrafted. This was done on the basis of
seawater intrusion detected at the coastline, and the local
declaration of a Groundwater Emergency by Soquel Creek
Water District in 2014.

In September 2015, the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater
Management Committee (SAGMC) was formed which
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includes representatives from the County of Santa Cruz, Central Water District, Soquel
Creek Water District, the City of Santa Cruz, and private well owners. This group is a
joint exercise of powers entity with interest in management of the Soquel-Aptos
groundwater basin. Its efforts include collecting, maintaining and sharing data,
undertaking cooperative research and resource management initiatives; jointly pursing
groundwater management grants and studies; and facilitating requirements of the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The SAGMC also provides public outreach
and education on groundwater topics and issues.

The SAGMC established a Groundwater Sustainability Agency Formation
Subcommittee and appointed six members. Following the framework provided by the
state, the subcommittee was charged with creating an approved Groundwater
Sustainability Agency prior to the June 2017 deadline. Additional activities recently
initiated by the SAGMC include requesting a basin boundary revision, developing
guarterly monitoring reports, conducting an evaluation of shallow wells, and making
progress on a comprehensive groundwater model by integrating information available
for the entire management area.

Figure 6-3. Proposed Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin Boundary Area
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Part of the recently completed work to redefine the boundary includes changing the name
from Soquel-Aptos to Santa Cruz Mid-County Groundwater Basin, as illustrated in Figure
6-3. In early 2016 the SAGMC drafted a joint powers agreement (JPA) to create a fully
empowered and independent Santa Cruz Mid-County Groundwater Agency (MGA) as
authorized by the Sustainable Groundwater Sustainability Act (Appendix I). With the
establishment of the Agency, the focus will shift from agency creation to the development
of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) that is required to be completed and
submitted to the state in 2020. The City is a partner agency in the JPA and will have an
allocated share of the total annual budget for the MGA that is consistent with the
contributions provided under the previous planning and management efforts for the
Soquel-Aptos Basin.

6.2.3 Overdraft Conditions

At this time, no court or board has adjudicated the right to pump groundwater from the
Purisima aquifer, nor has the California Department of Water Resources identified the
West Santa Cruz Terrace basin as critically overdrafted. Even so, the aquifer from
which the City pumps long has been recognized locally as being threatened by the
problem of over-pumping, as evidenced by a decline in static water levels and a broad,
persistent trough consistently below sea level surrounding the Soquel Creek Water
District’s production wells, signaling that cumulative groundwater production exceeds
the long-term sustainable yield of the aquifer.

Moreover, there is an ongoing risk of seawater intrusion into productive units of the
Purisima Formation that could jeopardize the future production of groundwater by the
City. This condition is due to coastal groundwater levels being below protective
elevations. Although all units of the Purisima Formation extend offshore, the
westernmost area of the A unit outcrops in the vicinity of Pleasure Point in close
proximity to the Live Oak (Beltz) well field. This outcrop provides a pathway for
seawater to enter the Unit A aquifer. Even though pumping by the City constitutes a
small portion of the total extraction from the Purisima Formation, because the City’s
wells are located closest to the shoreline, they would be among the first impacted by
seawater intrusion. This potential for seawater intrusion could reduce the City’s dry
year supply and exacerbate supply shortfalls during extended dry periods.

6.2.4 Groundwater Pumping

In 2010, the City was advised by its hydrogeologist that the yield of the Live Oak (Beltz)
well field was substantially less than half the 420 mgy annual production that the City
had long assumed for water supply planning purposes, and that the dry season
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pumping rate that can be sustained without causing seawater intrusion in average years
was closer to 170 mgy (Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, 2010). As a direct result of
these findings, the City relocated pumping further inland to a new well site, shown as
“‘Beltz 12” on the Figure 6-4 aerial image. This unexpected loss of drought year
groundwater yield is emblematic of the continuing change and uncertainty facing the
City in its effort to provide a safe, reliable, and adequate municipal water supply.

Figure 6-4. Location of Beltz Well Sites

Table 6-1 below shows the actual volume pumped from the City’s well fields during the
peak season over the last five years. Average volume over this time is 164 mgy. As a
result of the hydrogeology work, the City has limited groundwater pumping to a volume
far below 420 mgy level. The current agreed upon sustainable yield volume is 170 mgy
and has been utilized by the City when planning for the operation of the well fields. Due
to the severe drought conditions in 2014, the City did rely on groundwater for a
somewhat higher volume in order to meet peak demand in the dry summer months.

Table 6-1. Groundwater Volume Pumped (mgy)

Groundwater

T Location or Basin Name 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
ype

West Santa Cruz Terrace

Alluvial Basin . 163 163 160 188 145
Groundwater Basin (3-26)

TOTAL 163 163 160 188 145
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6.3 Surface Water

As presented in Chapter 3, the surface water system supplies are located both within
and outside of the City of Santa Cruz with a mix of flowing sources and a storage
reservoir. The map provided as Figure 6-1 in the introductory section illustrates the
various surface water sources and the conveyance systems that comprise the supply
facilities of the City. Each of the surface water sources are briefly described in the
following sections.

6.3.1 North Coast Creeks and Springs

The North Coast sources consist of surface diversions from three coastal streams and a
natural spring located approximately six to eight miles northwest of downtown Santa
Cruz. These sources are: Liddell Spring, Laguna Creek, Reggiardo Creek, and Majors

Creek. The use of these sources by the City dates back as far as 1890.

Figure 6-5. Laguna Creek Diversion Dam

6.3.2 San Lorenzo River
The San Lorenzo River is the City’s largest source of water supply. The main surface

water diversion is located at Tait Street near the City limits just north of Highway 1. Use
of this source dates back to the 1870s and was consolidated under public ownership in
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1917. The Tait Street Diversion is supplemented by shallow, auxiliary wells located
directly across the river. These wells are potentially hydraulically connected to the river
and tied to the City’s appropriative rights for surface diversion. The drainage area above
the Tait Street Diversion is 115 square miles.

Figure 6-6. San Lorenzo River Diversions at Tait Street and at Felton

The other diversion on the San Lorenzo River is Felton Diversion, which is an inflatable
dam and intake structure built in 1974, located about six miles upstream from the Tait
Street Diversion. Water is pumped from this diversion through the Felton Booster
Station to Loch Lomond Reservoir. The facility is used to augment storage in the
reservoir during dry years when natural inflow from Newell Creek is low.

While the City is the largest user of water from the San Lorenzo River basin, two other
water districts, several private water companies and numerous individual property
owners share the San Lorenzo River watershed as their primary source for drinking
water supply (Figure 6-7).

6.3.3 Newell Creek and Loch Lomond Reservoir

Loch Lomond Reservoir is located near the town of Ben Lomond in the Santa Cruz
Mountains. The reservoir was constructed in 1960 and has a maximum capacity of
2,810 million gallons (mg). In addition to providing surface water storage, the reservoir
and surrounding watershed are used for public recreation purposes, including fishing,
boating, hiking, and picnicking (swimming and wading are prohibited). The Newell
Creek watershed above the reservoir is about nine square miles. In addition to the City,
the San Lorenzo Valley Water District is entitled by contract to receive a portion of the
water stored in Loch Lomond.
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Water System Operations

The Water Department follows a variety of policies, procedures, and legal restrictions in
operating the water supply system. In general, the system is managed to use available
flowing sources to meet daily demands as much as possible. Groundwater and stored
water from Loch Lomond are used mainly in the summer and fall months when flows in
the coast and river sources decline and additional supply is needed to meet higher daily
water demands. On a typical summer day, the North coast sources yield 1-2 mgd, the
San Lorenzo River produces 7.5 mgd, groundwater makes up 0.8 mgd, and the reservoir
contributes an average of 1-2 mgd.

The amount of water produced from each of the City surface water sources is controlled
by different water rights. A summary of these water rights is presented below.

Summary of Water Rights Held by the City of Santa Cruz
License/ Maximum Fish Flow Annual
Source Permit Period Diversion Requirement Diversion
Number Rate (cfs) (cfs) Limit (mg)
North Coast Pre-1914 Year round No limit None None
San Lorenzo River:
Tait Street Diversion and Wells 1553, 7200 Year-round 12.2 None None
Felton Diversion to Loch Lomond 16601,
Resernvoir 16123 Sept 7.8 10 977
Oct 20 25
Nov-May 20 20
Jun-Aug 0 --
Newell Creek: 9847
Collection to storage (max .
amountiyear) Sept-Jun No limit - 1,825
Withdrawal - - 1 1,042

In accordance with the requirements of its water rights, the City releases a minimum flow
of 1.0 cfs (equal to 0.65 mgd or approximately 20 million gallons per month) from
storage in Loch Lomond Reservoir, to support fishery resources beneath the dam.

The City in 2007 voluntarily began releasing in-stream flows from the North Coast
system on an interim basis in connection with an ongoing pursuit of an Incidental Take
Permit under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Over the last 3 years, the City has
dramatically reduced its diversion of water from Laguna Creek and increased instream
flow releases on the San Lorenzo River to benefit fisheries habitat. Water system
operations are likely to continue shifting toward using less flowing water and more water
from reservoir storage to meet demand in the future (See Chapter 7).
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Figure 6-7. San Lorenzo River Watershed and Loch Lomond Reservoir

Gross annual production volumes from the City’s surface and groundwater sources over
the past 10 years are shown in Figure 6-8, broken down by source of supply. During the
past decade, the North Coast sources represented 26 percent of the total water supply,

the San Lorenzo River represented 55 percent, Newell Creek (Loch Lomond Reservoir)
represented 14 percent, and Live Oak (Beltz) wells contributed the remaining 5 percent.

Figure 6-8. Annual Production Volumes by Source of Supply (million gallons)

6.4 Storm Water

At this time, local urban storm runoff is not used by the City to meet its urban water
demands. The City is regulated, however, by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board and has responsibility to reduce the amount of pollutants discharged in
urban runoff, and to improve and protect water quality. The City is currently covered
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under the State’s General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal
Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). The General Permit requires the City to develop and
implement a comprehensive Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). A complete
description of this program is provided in the Storm Water Annual Report.

The City of Santa Cruz, through its Public Works Department, maintains seven miles of
underground storm water pipelines, eight miles of surface storm ditches, one pump
station, approximately 1,500 catch basins, and 125 outfalls. The City also maintains the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers flood control channel and levee system on the San
Lorenzo River, which is approximately three miles long with five pump stations. The
City’s operations and maintenance program for the flood control facilities on the San
Lorenzo River includes removal of sand and silt from the channels of the river and
Branciforte Creek; maintenance of pumps, gates and levees; and removal of weeds and
growth in drainage ditches and catch basins. As a best management practice the City
has routine street sweeping and regularly cleans the storm drain pipeline system,
among other activities.

Storm water system management maintenance in the unincorporated area and Capitola
is provided by the Santa Cruz County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
Zone 5, operated through the County Public Works Department. The County Board of
Supervisors serves as the Board of Directors for the District. Facilities include
underground storm drain systems and above ground ditches and watercourses.

6.5 Wastewater and Recycled Water

The City of Santa Cruz owns and operates a city-wide wastewater collection and regional
wastewater treatment and disposal facility providing service to a total urban population of
approximately 130,000 people in an area extending from Santa Cruz out to the
communities of Seascape and Aptos in unincorporated Santa Cruz County (Figure 6-9).

The City’s Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) is not currently permitted for and
does not now produce recycled water for offsite reuse. Treated wastewater is reused
internally within the wastewater plant to meet its major process water needs, including
chemical mixing, contact and non-contact cooling water, equipment washing, heating,
and cleaning. The 1998 upgrade of the plant to provide reuse water for on-site activities
reduced potable water demand at the WWTF by about 90 percent. It now operates
using only 3 to 4 million gallons per year for sanitary, irrigation, and other miscellaneous
onsite uses. The only use of recycled water outside the WWTF has been that used by

6-12


http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/departments/public-works/stormwater/storm-water-annual-report-2015

Chapter 6 — System Supplies

the City’s Public Works crews in trucks for flushing the sanitary sewer system as a way
to conserve potable water during the recent drought.

Figure 6-9. Geographic Area Served by Santa Cruz Wastewater Facility

Over the years, the City has commissioned several engineering studies regarding the
potential uses of recycled water for agricultural irrigation, landscape irrigation,
groundwater recharge, direct potable reuse, and use of recycled water from neighboring
water districts. These studies include the following:

e Alternative Water Supply Study (Carollo Engineers, 2000)

e Evaluation of Regional Water Supply Alternatives (Carollo Engineers, 2002)

e Integrated Water Plan Environmental Impact Report (City of Santa Cruz, 2005)

e Opportunities and Limitations for Recycled Water Use (Kennedy/Jenks, 2010)

e Current and Potential Future Opportunities for Indirect and Direct Potable Reuse of
Recycled Water Use (Kennedy/Jenks, 2010)

The City of Santa Cruz is once again actively investigating the feasibility of recycled

water though a regional Recycled Water Facilities Planning Study, funded in part by a
grant from the State Water Board Division of Financial Assistance, Water Recycling
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Funding Program. In addition, the City has been working to establish a small recycled
water facility and is coordinating with the Pasatiempo Golf Club on a project to use
treated wastewater from the Scotts Valley wastewater plant instead of potable water
supplied by the City for the majority of its irrigation needs. A groundbreaking ceremony
for the golf club’s recycled water project was recently held. These two projects are
described further in Section 6.5.4 in the discussion on beneficial uses of recycled water
within the service area.

6.5.1 Recycled Water Coordination

As presented in Section 2.4, preparation of this 2015 UWMP was coordinated with all
local water, wastewater, groundwater, and planning agencies throughout the water
service area and Santa Cruz County. For this recycled water section, in particular,
coordination involved working with the following entities:

e Santa Cruz Public Works Department (regional WWTF operator)

e Santa Cruz County Sanitation District (local wastewater collection agency)
e City of Scotts Valley Public Works (local WWTF operator)

e Scotts Valley Water District

e Soquel Creek Water District

e Pasatiempo Golf Course

6.5.2 Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal
6.5.2.1 Wastewater Collection

Municipal wastewater generated within the City limits is delivered to the treatment plant
through a collection system consisting of 160 miles of gravity mains, 3.5 miles of force
main, and 21 pumping stations. The City’s collection system, treatment plant and ocean
disposal system are managed and operated by the City’s Public Works Department.

The Santa Cruz County Sanitation District, a special district operated through the Santa
Cruz County Public Works Department, collects wastewater from the Live Oak,
Capitola, Soquel, Aptos, and Seacliff areas through a system consisting of 188 miles of
gravity main, 14 miles of force main, and 35 pump stations. It transports wastewater
from a central pumping facility in Live Oak to the Santa Cruz WWTF for treatment and
disposal. This wastewater is generated from outside the service area of the City of
Santa Cruz and is treated within the service area. Table 6-2 summarizes wastewater
collected from these two agencies in 2015.
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Table 6-2. Wastewater Collected Within Service Area in 2015

Wastewater Collection

Recipient of Collected Wastewater

Name of
Volume of Wastewater Is WWTP Is WWTP
Name of Wastewater .
Wastewater Treatment Located Operation
Wastewater Volume . Treatment L
Collection Metered or Collected in Agency Plant Name Within Contracted
Agenc Estimated? 2015 Receiving UWMP to a Third
gency ’ (mgy) Collected Area? Party?
Wastewater
. . Wastewater
City of Santa Metered 1,480 City of Santa Treatment Yes No
Cruz Cruz .
Facility
Sa(':"(;fj rffcruZ City of Santa Wastewater
. .y Metered 1,149 ¥ Treatment Yes No
Sanitation Cruz .
. Facility
District
Total Wastewater Collected 2629
from Service Area in 2015: !

With the exception of some outlying areas and individual parcels that have onsite
wastewater systems, the vast majority of the estimated 95,251 persons residing in the
City of Santa Cruz water service area are served by these two wastewater collection
systems. A third-party organization is not operating a facility under contract in the Santa
Cruz service area.

In addition to the City and County Sanitation District, two small County Service Areas
serving the communities of Rollingwoods and Woods Cove are connected to the City’s
wastewater system. Dry weather flows from Neary Lagoon are also diverted through the
WWTF to help protect water quality at local beaches for public health and recreation.

6.5.2.2 Wastewater Treatment

The City’s treatment plant was modernized in the late 1990’s from the advanced primary
level to provide full secondary treatment in order to meet State and Federal waste

discharge requirements (Figure 6-10).

The treatment process consists of screening, grit removal, primary sedimentation,
biological treatment (trickling filters), secondary clarification, and disinfection (UV).
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Bio-solids removed from the wastewater stream are treated by gravity thickening,
anaerobic digestion, and dewatering by centrifuges.

Figure 6-10. City of Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Facility

The City’s WWTF is designed to treat an average dry weather flow of 17 million gallons
per day (mgd) and can accommodate peak wet weather flows of up to 81 mgd. Typical
dry weather flows in past years have ranged between 9-10 mgd. Due to strict
conservation measures in recent years, the amount of wastewater generated in the City
and the Sanitation District’s service areas has dropped substantially, averaging 6.5 mgd
during the dry season and totaling 2,629 million gallons in 2015.

In 2013 the WWTF was awarded Plant of the Year by the California Water Environment
Association (for facilities in the range of 5-20 million gallons per day). The award is
based on the review of infrastructure, management practices and compliance records.

6.5.2.3 Wastewater Disposal

Wastewater effluent from the WWTF is disinfected with UV prior to being discharged to
the Pacific Ocean through a deep water outfall extending 12,250 feet on the ocean
bottom and terminating one mile offshore at a depth of approximately 110 feet below
sea level. A 2,100 foot diffuser at the end of the pipe provides a minimum initial dilution
of 139 parts seawater to one part wastewater.
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The City’s wastewater facility is regulated under a waste discharge permit issued by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region (Order No. R3 -
2010 - 0043). Monterey Bay and surrounding ocean waters was designated in 1992 as
a National Marine Sanctuary and is widely recognized for its unique and diverse
biological characteristics and physical features. To protect receiving water quality and
sanctuary resources, the wastewater influent and effluent characteristics are carefully
monitored for compliance with state water quality requirements. The City also performs
receiving water monitoring and participates in a regional monitoring program with other
dischargers in the Monterey Bay area, known as Central Coast Long-Term
Environmental Assessment Network (CCLEAN).

The City of Scotts Valley treats its wastewater separately and transmits secondary
treated effluent to Santa Cruz for combined disposal through the City’s ocean outfall.
Since 2002, the City of Scotts Valley, in conjunction with Scotts Valley Water District,
has operated a 1.0 mgd tertiary treatment plant and delivered recycled water within its
service area mainly for landscape irrigation purposes.

Table 6-3 below provides the total amount of wastewater treated and disposed by the
City’s wastewater treatment facility in 2015.

Table 6-3: Wastewater Treatment and Discharge Within Service Area in 2015

O No wastewater is treated or disposed of within the UWMP service area.
The supplier will not complete the table below.
Does This 2015 volumes (mgy)
Method | Plant T
Discharge . Wastewater ant Treat Treatment
Wastewater . Discharge . of Wastewater .
Location . Discharge ID | _. Level Discharged
Treatment Location Disposal | Generated Wastewater
oI N Name or Description Number S e Treated Treated
o . utside the reate
ant Name Identifier P (optional) . Wastewater
Service
Area?
Wastewater Monterey
Bay/Pacific |[Deep water Ocean Secondary,
Treatment 3-440102001 Yes . 2,629 2,629
N Ocean Bay |outfall outfall Undisinfected
Facility
Outfall
Total 2,629 2,629
NOTES: Treatment and discharge volumes are presented as equal to satisfy the objective of this table. The recycled water that is reused
within the Facility is not considered eligible for designation as recycled water under current Title 22 requirements. Figures presented do
not include Scotts Valley waste discharge volumes.

6.5.3 Recycled Water System

As mentioned above, the City does not operate a recycled water system in its service
area at this time. The only use of recycled water outside the WWTF has been that used
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by the City’s Public Works crews in trucks for flushing the sanitary sewer system as a
way to conserve potable water during the recent drought.

6.5.4 Recycled Water Beneficial Uses
6.5.4.1 Current and Planned Uses of Recycled Water

Title 22 California Code of Requlations, Division 4, Chapter 3, Sections 60301-60355

is the regulation overseeing the reuse or recycling of municipal wastewater to protect
public health. Level of treatment and bacteriological water quality standards define what
uses are legally allowed. The quality of wastewater produced at the City’s treatment
plant currently would be best classified under the Title 22 criteria as “Secondary,
Undisinfected”, even though the wastewater plant provides ultraviolet disinfection, and
the City consistently meets its receiving water limitations contained in its NPDES permit
for bacteriological objectives. The City’s treated wastewater is therefore potentially
suitable for only very limited agricultural applications and for flushing sanitary sewers
according to the standards in Title 22.

The present level of wastewater treatment is not sufficient for the water to be used for
unrestricted use on playgrounds, parks, schoolyards, construction, cooling and other
non-contact industrial processes, or general landscape irrigation. Additional treatment
above that currently provided would be needed to meet the state public health and
safety requirements. In addition to the treatment upgrades, a separate distribution
system, including pumps, storage facilities, and piping would be required to convey non-
potable recycled water to potential customers.

As mentioned earlier, the City is undertaking a regional Recycled Water Facilities
Planning Study (RWFPS) under a contract with Kennedy/Jenks Consultants. The goals
of the RWFPS are:

e to assess beneficial reuse of wastewater from a resource recovery perspective
e to evaluate local and regional recycled water projects

e to identify near-term, mid-term and long-term projects

e to meet the schedule for the WSAC Implementation Plan, and

e toinitiate a strategy for continued outreach related to recycled water.

Table 6-4 below lists the number and type of recycled water projects that are being

considered in the planning study. This planning study is scheduled to be completed in
2017. The scope of work for this project is included as Appendix J.
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Table 6-4. List of Potential Recycled Water Projects Under Investigation

. Recycled -
Project No: Source Water Treatment Project Area(s)
Water Use
la Industrial Use/ Santa Cruz WWTF Tertiary City, District and County
Landscape
1b Irrigation Local Raw Wastewater MBR Tertiary UC Santa Cruz
. North Coast
2a Santa Cruz WWTF Tertiary . o
Agricultural Irrigation
2b Irrigation Santa Cruz WWTF Secondary or Pasatiempo + Other
-or- SVWD WWTP Tertiary Landscape
2c Santa Cruz WWTF Tertiary Landscape
Seawater Advanced .
3 . Santa Cruz WWTF Lower Groundwater Basins
Barrier Treatment
Advanced
4a Santa Cruz WWTF .
Treatment Upper/Lower Purisma
MBR + Formation and Soquel
ab Groundwater Local Raw Wastewater Advanced Valley Groundwater Basin
Replenishment Treatment
Santa Cruz WWTF Advanced . .
4c Santa Margarita GW Basin
-and- Scotts Valley WWTP Treatment
Reservoir Advanced .
5 . Santa Cruz WWTF Loch Lomond Reservoir
Augmentation Treatment
Tertiary or
Streamflow .
6 . Santa Cruz WWTF Advanced San Lorenzo River
Augmentation
Treatment
. Advanced . L
7 Direct Potable Reuse Santa Cruz WWTF City, District and County
Treatment

In the meantime, the City is actively pursuing two recycled water projects: 1) a bulk
recycled water fill station and pilot City park irrigation project adjacent to the WWTF,
and 2) supporting delivery of recycled water from Scotts Valley to the Pasatiempo golf

course.

The City Department of Public Works is planning to expand the internal reuse water
system at the WWTF to produce Title 22 tertiary treated water and to build a small
distribution system for offsite use. The maximum amount of recycled water production
from this system would be about 0.25 mgd; about half of which would be used within the
plant and the other half potentially available for offsite demand. Current bulk water use
in the service area is approximately 4 mgy, which could be reduced partially or wholly
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by switching to recycled water. In addition, there is the potential demand at La Barranca
Park of about 1 mgy for landscape irrigation.

The Pasatiempo Golf Course is also in the process of finalizing arrangements to receive
secondary effluent from the City Scotts Valley. The Scotts Valley Water District has
been working on an agreement with the management of the Pasatiempo Golf Club and
the City of Scotts Valley to allow the golf course to have a right to receive up to 170,000
gallons per day (up to 35 MGY — equivalent of 206 days per year) of secondary treated
water from the City of Scotts Valley. The Golf Club would then treat the water to meet
the standard in Title 22 for unrestricted access golf courses. The City of Santa Cruz
would continue to supply a portion of the water demand as needed for potable water
uses and supplemental water for recycled water irrigation.

The current and projected uses of recycled water for these near-term projects within the
City’s service area are presented in Table 6-5 below.

Table 6-5. Current and Projected Recycled Water Direct Beneficial Uses Within Service Area (mgy)

Recycled water is not used and is not planned for use within the service area of the supplier.
The supplier will not complete the table below.

Name of Agency Producing (Treating) the Recycled Water: City of Santa Cruz/SVWD/SqCWD
Name of Agency Operating the Recycled Water Distribution System: City of Santa Cruz/City of Scotts Valley/SVWD/SqCWD
General
Beneficial Use Type Level of Treatment 2040
e Description 2015 | 2020 | 205 | 2030 | 2035 |
of 2015 Uses a
Agricultural irrigation
Landscape irrigation (excludes golf courses) N/A Tertiary N/A uptol | upto2 | upto3 | upto4
Golf course irrigation N/A Tertiary N/A 35 (est) | 35 (est) | 35 (est) | 35 (est)
Wildlife Habitat Enhancement/Wetland
Commercial, Industrial N/A Tertiary N/A upto4 | upto4 | uptod | upto4
Groundwater recharge (IPR) TBD TBD TBD TBD
Reservoir Augementation TBD TBD TBD TBD
Direct potable reuse TBD TBD TBD TBD
Other Type of Use
Total: 0 0 0 0 0 0
direct Potable Reuse
NOTES: Due to the preliminary nature of the proposed recycled water projects, please refer to the narrative for details as these numbers represent potential
volumes for planning purposes and are not known quantities suitable for operational purposes. Agencies involved include the City of Santa Crugz, City of
Scotts Valley, Scotts Valley Water Distrct (SVWD), and Soquel Creek Water District (SQCWD). For golf course irrigation, the source of water is the City of
Scotts Valley wastewater plant treated to secondary level and then treated to a teriary level at the golf course.

6.5.4.2 Planned Versus Actual Use of Recycled Water

Recycled water, as defined by the California Department of Water Resources, was not
used by the City in 2010 nor projected for use in 2015.

6-20



Chapter 6 — System Supplies

Table 6-6. 2010 UWMP Recycled Water Use Projection Compared to 2015 Actual

Recycled water was not used in 2010 nor projected for use in 2015.
The supplier will not complete the table below.

6.5.5 Description of Actions to Encourage and Optimize Future Recycled Water Use

Currently the City does not produce recycled water for use outside its wastewater
treatment plant, therefore actions to encourage the use, including financial incentives,
and development of a plan to optimize the use of recycled water in the City’s service
area do not apply at this time. The steps and actions to encourage and optimize
recycled water will be defined in the future if and when recycling is selected and
pursued to diversify the City’s water supply portfolio.

Currently, the City is pursuing groundwater storage strategies including projects for in-
lieu/passive recharge, and aquifer storage and recovery/active recharge (ASR). In the
event these strategies prove insufficient to meet the accepted goals of cost-
effectiveness, timeliness, or yield, either advanced treated recycled water or desalinated
water would be developed as a supplemental replacement supply. These strategies and
the underlying assumptions and goals are discussed further in Chapter 7.

To prevent significant delay in developing an effective supply of reliable water, recycled
water is being considered simultaneously with groundwater storage feasibility (in-lieu
and ASR). After the initial five-year study phase, strategy options will be selected for
buildout beginning in year 2020 to augment the existing supply by 2025.

Table 6-7. Methods to Expand Future Recycled Water Use

Supplier does not plan to expand recycled water use in the future. Supplier will not complete
the table below but will provide narrative explanation.

Provide page location of narrative in UWMP

Planned .
. L. . Expected Increase in
Name of Action Description Implementation
Recycled Water Use
Year
Recycled Water Contract with Kennedy/Jenks to research 18D 18D
Facilities Planning Study |potential uses of recycled water
Total TBD
NOTES:

6.6 Desalinated Water Opportunities

For a decade or more, the City had been pursuing a 2.5 mgd desalination facility as a
regional project with Soquel Creek Water District to diversify both agencies’ water
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supply portfolio. It remains a possible project for the City. In the recently completed
Final Report on Agreements and Recommendations (Appendix K), the Water Supply
Advisory Committee presented a supply strategy that includes desalinated water, but
only as a last resort, and after exhausting several other preferred options (City of Santa
Cruz, 2015). Soquel Creek Water District is continuing to consider desalinated water
through a Memorandum of Interest with a different regional “Deepwater Desal” project
proposed at Moss Landing Harbor.

6.7 Exchanges or Transfers

Following years of discussion and coordination on groundwater management, the City
and Soquel Creek Water District recently signed a “Cooperative Water Transfer Pilot
Project for Groundwater Recharge and Water Resource Management” agreement to
transfer a small amount of water to Soquel Creek Water District in the winter months
when surface water from the North Coast is available (Appendix Y). This transfer would
allow the District to assess the effects of reduced pumping of the basin. The agreement
is a first step in the implementation of the Water Supply Augmentation Strategy and
serves to further study and determine the potential benefits of local exchanges and
transfers as a groundwater management tool and supply reliability strategy.

6.8 Future Water Projects

The Final Report on Agreements and Recommendations presented by the Water
Supply Advisory Committee includes an implementation strategy and work plan for
determining which project to pursue. At this time it is unknown which project(s) will be
carried out over the 20-year planning horizon of this Urban Water Management Plan.
The Final Report, summarized in Chapter 7, provides the framework for the decision-
making for initiating future water projects and describes the need either for substantial
additional storage or some other strategy to increase supply reliability. Therefore the
City is unable to complete Table 6-8 as some or all of the future water supply projects or
programs are not compatible with the table and are described in a narrative format
within the Plan.

Table 6-8. Expected Future Water Supply Projects or Programs

Some or all of the supplier's future water supply projects or programs are not
compatible with this table and are described in a narrative format.

6-21 & 7-12 to
7-21

Provide page location of narrative in the UWMP
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6.9 Summary of Existing and Planned Sources of Water
6.9.1 Existing Sources of Water

The City’s existing sources and actual production volumes for 2015 are presented in
Table 6-9. The figures represent production volumes experienced under severe drought
conditions and with emergency water shortage regulations and restrictions in effect
locally between the months of May and October.

Table 6-9.Water Supplies — Actual

Water Supply
Additional Detail on Water Total Right
Water Supply Actual Volume . or Safe Yield
Quality .
(optional)
Surface water North Coast 382 Raw Water
Surface water San Lorenzo River 1,458 Raw Water
Surface water Loch Lomond 495 Raw Water
Groundwater Live Oak Wells 145 Raw Water
Total 2,480 0
NOTES: Net production figures in million gallons

6.9.2 Planned Sources of Water

Table 6-10 provides an estimate of the volume of water, by source, that is reasonably
available from 2020 to 2035. These volumes are based on deliveries for average years,
projected water demands, and available surface water flows consistent with ecosystem
protection goals, according to the City’s water supply operations model, Confluence.

The City is currently developing a supply augmentation plan that will include increased
production between 2020 and 2035. However these volumes and the prospective
sources are not fully understood at this time. A shift in the balance of the supply sources
may occur as a component of the supply augmentation strategies shown as potential
planned water sources. For instance, the City expects to produce less water from the
North Coast sources in the future compared to historic production levels. In total, the
expectation is that existing and planned sources of water available to the City over the
next twenty years, on average, are estimated to meet the predicted total annual water
demand of about 3.2 to 3.3 billion gallons annually.

As part of the augmentation strategy the City recognizes the importance of additional
supply storage as a safeguard against future water shortages. Chapter 7 discusses the
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challenges to the City’s supply system and provides additional narrative that proves
useful in understanding the information presented in Table 6-10 below.

Table 6-10. Water Supplies — Projected

Water Supply

Projected Water Supply (mgy)
Report To the Extent Practicable

Additional Detail on Water 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 (opt)
Supply
Reasonably Reasonably Reasonably Reasonabl Reasonably
Available Available Available ' v Available
Available Volume
Volume Volume Volume Volume

Surface water North Coast Sources 637 642 671 671 n/a
Surface water San Lorenzo River 1,882 1,842 1,829 1,834 n/a
Surface water Loch Lomond Reservoir 595 551 540 547 n/a
Groundwater Live Oak/Beltz Wells 138 129 127 128 n/a
Transfers Near term transfer to SQCWD of up to 100 mgy to assess the effect of

reduced pumping on the groundwater basin and explore the opportunity
Exchanges of developing a longer-term agreement for aquifer storage and recovery

Recycled water feasibility study investigating options including regional

partnership opportunities for a recycled water project to provide drought
Recycled Water . . )

resistant supply and options for groundwater management strategies due

to overdraft conditions of local basins
Desalinated Water Potential project to expand recycled

water supply or investigate
Other desalination
Total 3,252 3,164 3,167 3,180 0

NOTES: Projected supply volumes shown represent the output values from the City's Confluence (water supply) model. These projections consider the
operations of the City's current supply system in response to a projected demand.

6.10 Climate Change Impacts to Supply

As the City of Santa Cruz water supply consists of only local sources maintained and
recharged by natural processes, the potential weather conditions related to climate
change could greatly impact the sources of supply. A widely accepted profile is that
climate change may make the future hydrology drier than the historical record
maintained in the region (1937 to today). General forecasts describe deviation in the
seasonal patterns of rainfall with longer and more severe droughts. Additionally, the
annual average temperature in the region may increase leading to variability in the rate
of evaporative processes that can greatly impact local sources and watersheds (Stratus
Consulting, 2015).

With these potential impacts to the available local supply in mind, the City is exploring
projects that not only diversify supply options, but also enhance the reliability of the
system. In Chapter 7, the long-term reliability of the system supplies is presented along
with an analysis of known constraints on existing sources. Climate change impacts are
likely to be a contributor to a less reliable supply and also a driver for strengthening
demand management planning as discussed in Chapter 9.
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Chapter 7

WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY ASSESSMENT

This chapter of the plan describes the long-term reliability of the City’s water supplies
including assessment of supply relative to demand and the management strategies
being implemented to create a more dependable supply. While this chapter is focused
on assessment, Chapter 9 discusses the City’s water conservation planning process
and demand management measures currently being implemented. Short-term reliability
planning that requires immediate action, such as drought or a catastrophic supply
interruption, is addressed in Chapter 8, Water Shortage Contingency Planning.

7.1 Constraints on Water Sources

The City of Santa Cruz is facing several obstacles in meeting its present and future
water supply needs. While each complication presents a unique set of water
management challenges, the common theme is the limitation in where, when, and how
much water is available to meet the area’s water service needs, particularly during
years when rainfall is below average. The following sections outline the known
constraints on supply and include the management strategies implemented for each.

7.1.1 Local Supply Variability

As explained in Chapter 3, the City water system draws almost exclusively on local
surface water sources, whose yield varies from year to year depending on the amount
of rainfall received during the winter season and generated runoff that provides
beneficial inflows. This local variation has been a significant constraint in recent years
as the Central Coast, and the State of California more generally, were held in the grip of
a multi-year drought. Declaration of a local water shortage emergency for the past two
years underscores the effect of the drought on the City of Santa Cruz system.

Figure 7-1 below shows the total annual runoff for the San Lorenzo River over the 95-
year period from 1921 to 2016 and the classification for each water year. The graph
illustrates the dramatic variation in discharge from year to year. This natural variation in
the level of runoff available in local streams and rivers, from which the City draws the
majority of its supply, is the major factor that results in an inconsistent level of water
supply from year to year. Ultimately, the only water available to the City is that which
originates from rain that falls on the ocean side of the Santa Cruz Mountains. In normal
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and wet years, when rainfall and runoff are abundant, the water system is capable of
meeting the community’s current total and anticipated annual water requirements.

Figure7-1. Total Annual Stream Discharge from the San Lorenzo River (Acre feet)

The system is highly vulnerable to shortage, however, in extended dry periods or
critically dry years, when the flow in local streams and river sources runs low. Moreover,
like other communities on California’s central coast, the Santa Cruz water system is
physically and geographically isolated. Limited emergency interconnection capability
may be possible due to existing interties with a neighboring water district. The primary
function of the interties is to allow for the movement of water to the Soquel Creek Water
District that currently relies solely on groundwater from a critically over drafted basin.

Water is currently stored in Loch Lomond Reservoir (impounded by the Newell Creek
Dam) to serve peak season demands and is an integral part of the supply system.
Some amount of storage is used each year, mainly in the summer and fall months when
the flows in the coast and river sources decline and additional supply is needed to meet
higher daily water demands than during winter and spring.

During dry years, the system relies more heavily on water stored in Loch Lomond to
satisfy demand, which draws down the reservoir level lower than usual and depletes
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available storage. In multi-year or critical drought conditions, the combination of very
low surface flows in the coast and river sources and depleted storage in Loch Lomond
reservoir reduces available supply to a level which cannot support average dry season
demands. Compounding the situation is the need to retain a certain amount of water in
the reservoir if drought conditions continue into the following year. The existing system
is not able to provide a reliable supply during multi-year droughts or prolonged periods
of drier than normal hydrologic conditions within the source watersheds.

7.1.2 Ecosystem Restoration and Protected Species

Since 2002, the City of Santa Cruz has been working toward the development of a
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) that covers operation and maintenance activities at
the North Coast streams and San Lorenzo River diversions as well as other activities
which may result in “take” of threatened and/or endangered species. An HCP is an
operational avoidance and minimization and mitigation plan prepared under Section 10
of the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and Section 2081 of the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) by nonfederal parties seeking to obtain a permit for
incidental take of federally or state-listed threatened and endangered species.

The City initiated the HCP process because the streams from which the City diverts
water currently support steelhead trout and the San Lorenzo River and Laguna Creek
support coho salmon. Within the Central California Coast Region, steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) is currently listed as “threatened” and Coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutch) is listed as “endangered” on the ESA federal list and Coho
salmon are also listed as “threatened” under CESA.

Numerous studies undertaken in support of the HCP have evaluated what limiting
factors may be affecting fish in these streams. Among other things, this includes
evaluation of instream flow needs during all freshwater life phases (migration, spawning,
incubation and rearing) over a range of hydrologic year types. Because these studies
indicated that habitat conditions in these streams could be improved with increased
instream flows, the City began voluntarily diverting less flow in 2007 on an interim basis
in connection with the pursuit of the HCP.

Although the HCP negotiations are ongoing, the City is forecasting that ultimate
compliance with the state and federal Endangered Species Acts will result in less water
being available from the City’s flowing sources for supply in future years compared to
the past. This, in turn, will place greater reliance on water stored in Loch Lomond
Reservoir to meet the community’s annual water needs and exacerbate the
aforementioned vulnerability to shortage.
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7.1.3 Source Water Quality and Treatment Capacity

The City’s Graham Hill Water
Treatment Plant (GHWTP) currently
complies with all drinking water
standards set by the US
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the State Water Resources
Control Board Division of Drinking
Water (DDW). These regulations
require monitoring of water sources,
watershed protection, treatment
techniques, and extensive monitoring
of treated water quality throughout the distribution system.

The primary issues with respect to water quality are the treatment challenges posed by
future changes in our source water mix driven in part by ecosystem protection
requirements. The GHWTP is a conventional surface water treatment plant that was
commissioned in 1960 as a 12 mgd plant and has undergone an expansion and a
number of improvements over the last 50 years. Except for groundwater from the Live
Oak wells, all water delivered through the City system is treated at this plant. In other
words, it must operate properly 100 percent of the time to maintain water service
throughout the entire system.

Following the last major expansion the plant can process up to 16 mgd and year-round
average production is 10 mgd. The City has been evaluating improvements to
accommodate a variety of changing conditions such as potential higher daily plant
output in the winter, evolving water quality regulations, and future changes in the source
water mix. As information has become available from the various studies such as the
Initial Distribution System Evaluation—conducted as part of preparing to comply with
the State 2 Disinfectant and Disinfection Byproducts Rule, and work toward the HCP,
the focus has narrowed to strategies to reduce the formation of disinfection byproducts
and the treatment of more turbid source water with greater natural organic matter.

The City plans to continue investment in the plant by taking on projects that upgrade the
existing facility to enhance water quality and respond to detection of contaminants of
emerging concern (CECs) including pharmaceuticals and personal care products
(PPCPs). As water quality and treatment regulations change these investments are
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designed to prevent noncompliance with drinking water standards and/or mission-critical
values of supplying adequate, safe, and reliable water for the City’s customers.

7.1.4 The Water Rights Conformance Project for Water Rights and Entitlements

In 2008, the City developed and submitted filings to the SWRCB to address a historical
oversight in the language of the City’s water rights documents for Newell Creek and the
San Lorenzo River at Felton (Felton Diversion) and to request a time extension for the full
development of the 3,000 ac-ft permit to divert water from the San Lorenzo River at Felton.

The Newell Creek and San Lorenzo River permits to divert at Felton were originally granted
as “diversion to storage,” rather than as “direct diversion” rights. A diversion to storage is
used when the water diverted is put into storage and is retained in storage for some time
prior to being used. Current State Water Resources Control Board practice, however,
requires rights of “direct diversion” as well as diversion to storage for the same operations
as the City originally proposed and has historically undertaken.

The City’s interest in initiating the Water Rights Conformance Project is to eliminate
technical constraints for the operations of its water supply resources. While the water
rights granted pursuant to the original filings were thought to be adequate at the time, it is
now necessary to add the right of direct diversion to the rights to divert to storage. If this is
not rectified, the Newell Creek inflow could be considered unavailable as a source for City
use during times when, for example, the reservoir is receiving more inflow from Newell
Creek than is being released downstream (Gary Fiske & Associates, 2003).

The City’s permits to divert water at Felton for storage in Loch Lomond Reservoir (as
amended by earlier requests for time extensions in the mid-1980s and again in the mid-
1990s) required the City to put all of its approximately 980 mgy entitlement to full beneficial
use by December 2006. While the City has been diligently using water from the Felton
Diversion for beneficial use over the years, to date the City has used just over half the
permitted amount on an annual basis. In the future, the City expects to need the full 980
mgy and, therefore, filed timely petitions (in 2008) with the SWRCB to extend the time
allowed for putting the full 980 mgy to beneficial use. The need for such time extensions is
typical for municipal water rights, the use of which increases over time.

Recently completed water supply planning work done by the Water Supply Advisory
Committee identified water from the Felton Permits as being critical to meeting the City’s
projected future demand. In particular, the winter water harvest strategy is highly likely to
result in greater use of water from Felton during the coming decade. In addition, water from
the Felton diversion is an important asset during operational outages, changes in
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operations in response to environmental concerns, and as a significant component of the
City’s response to dry year conditions. The City mid-1990s extension required reaching an
agreement with California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) and execution of a
Memorandum of Agreement that modified the manner in which the City operated the Felton
Diversion facility to enhance fish passage.

Like the petitions to add direct diversion to the Newell Creek and Felton Diversion permits, the
time extension petition are currently pending while the City works with the DFW and the
National Marine Fisheries Service to complete a Habitat Conservation Plan and a federal
Endangered Species Act Section 10 permit and a 2081 state permit that will address the
impacts of the water system on threatened steelhead trout and endangered Coho salmon.

The Water Supply Advisory Committee’s priority water supply augmentation strategy
recommended developing and implementing conjunctive use of surface and groundwater
resources in mid and northern Santa Cruz County. A significant barrier to proceeding to
implement more conjunctive use of the City’s San Lorenzo sources of supply is constraints
on the Place of Use language included in the water rights documents for these sources. In
particular, the Soquel Creek and Central Water Districts are not included in the Place of
Use for any of the San Lorenzo water rights, which include rights related to Newell Creek,
Felton Diversion and Tait Street Diversion. In addition, while Scotts Valley and the San
Lorenzo Valley Water Districts are covered in the Place of Use descriptions for the Newell
Creek and Felton Diversion water rights, they are not included in the Place of Use language
of the Tait Street water right.

To address these Place of Use issues the City will be folding into the Water Rights
Conformance Project a request to modify the Place of Use for the City’s San Lorenzo River
water rights and permits.

7.2 Reliability by Type of Year

For the purposes of assessing reliability, DWR uses the following definitions for
determining year type:

Average/Normal Year: a year, or averaged range of years, that most closely represents
the average water supply available to the agency.

Single-dry Year: a year that represents the lowest water supply available to the agency.
Multiple-dry Year: a period that represents the lowest average water supply available to

the agency for a consecutive multiple year period of three years or more.
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Table 7-1. Basis of Water Year Data

Available Supplies if

Year Type Repeats (mgy)

Year Type Base Year Agency may provide volume only, percent
only, or both
Volume Available % of Average Supply
Average Year 3,251 100%
Single-Dry Year 2014 2,692 83%
Multiple-Dry Years 1st Year 1976 2,430 75%
Multiple-Dry Years 2nd Year 1977 1,969 61%
Multiple-Dry Years 3rd Year 1977 1,597 49%

NOTES: Quantity volume of available water represents the maximum over time by year type. Projected
volumes of available water produced by the Confluence model take into account demand assumptions.

For this assessment the normal or average water supply available to the City was
developed using the long-term average over the 78-year period of record (1936-2014).
This record does include all water year types from critically dry to extremely wet and
therefore represents a historical hydrologic average base year type.

The City chose water year 2014 to represent the lowest water supply available to the
agency for a single-dry year. Although 2014 was part of a larger drought sequence, the
City was able to isolate the conditions for that single year. In terms of local source
assessment, water year 2014 was representative of critically dry conditions for the City.

Consistent with previous plans and assessments, the City chose water years 1976-1977
as representing the most critical drought on record for a consecutive multiple-year
period. A second 1977 year type was appended to the sequence to create the required
third year for the assessment exercise. This sequence was used in the recent supply
planning work completed in 2015 (see Section 7.4) and is consistent with the stated
goal to create a reasonable worst-case scenario in a multi-year drought.

Each of the volumes included in the chart are the maximum available volumes by base
year type as projected at the five-year intervals from 2020 to 2035. As such the
percentage of average supply shown is the highest relative to average supply for all the
base year types modelled.
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To demonstrate the slight variability over time for each base year type modelled, Figure
7-2 shows the projected supply available relative to demand. Although the City chose
the maximum value for comparison in Table 7-1, use of an average supply volume or a
minimum supply volume would not substantially alter the presentation of the projections.

Figure 7-2. Projected Supply Availability as Demand Served
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As will be expanded on in the following section, operationally the City has sufficient
water supply available in normal years to meet demand even though a slight deficit
seems to exist in the modelled projections. In single dry years, supplies are slightly
inadequate to meet expected demands by 2020 and beyond. In multiple dry years,
available supplies fall substantially short of system demands. The one variable that
represents the biggest unknown at this time is the amount of water that will be required
for ecosystem protection purposes. Should the City agree to release more water than is
assumed in the operations model utilized for this analysis, these conclusions could
change and shortages could be even greater than the estimated available supply
presented.

7.3 Supply and Demand Assessment

The City of Santa Cruz utilizes the Confluence model to analyze the variability of water
supplies to determine potential water supply shortages. The City has been utilizing the
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Confluence model to support water supply planning activities since 2003 and this model
was used to generate the results for the 2010 UWMP (City of Santa Cruz, 2011). The
model takes into account the variation in demand both within and between years, the
availability of water from various sources, and the capacity of infrastructure to pump and
treat the water. The results presented in this section provide perspective on the City’'s
water supply reliability based on accepted assumptions and projected conditions in the
water system.

Water suppliers are required to characterize water supply reliability in a manner
prescribed by law. In the analysis that follows, estimates of supply are given by both
individual source and for the total available supply. The analysis assumes that future
diversions, beginning sometime within the next five years will be limited due to the
constraints of the specific factors described above. Although the constraints may
ultimately be modified, the City is presenting the proposed forecasts as a composite of
what total supply is likely to be, based on what is known at this time.

7.3.1 Normal/Average Water Year

After developing the normal year from the 78-year period of record, average conditions
were projected for the future 5-year intervals. The summary results of this assessment
are presented in Table 7-2 below. Notice the maximum availability of water for this base
year type occurs in 2020; however reliability improves over time due to projected
demand reduction in the future (M.Cubed, 2015).

Table 7-2. Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison (mgy)

2020 2025 2030 2035
North Coast Sources 637 642 671 671
San Lorenzo River 1882 1842 1829 1834
Loch Lomond Reservoir 595 551 540 547
Groundwater 138 129 127 128
Supply totals 3,252 3,164 3,167 3,180
Demand totals 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220
Difference (mg) (75) (61) (38) (40)
Demand served % 97% 97% 98% 98%
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In order to understand the source balance behind the numbers in Table 7-2, the City
chose to provide the projected supply volumes by source to illustrate how the system
provides water during these years. Of note, production from the North Coast sources is
shown at a much lower diversion rate (637-671) than was projected in the 2010 UWMP
(860 mgy). However, the modeling to support these new projections includes approval
of an HCP with significant bypass flow requirements prior to the first five-year forecast
year. This reduction is partly compensated for in normal water years by increased
diversion from the San Lorenzo River and greater withdrawals from Loch Lomond
Reservoir. Additionally, the expected future demand has reduced considerably since the
2010 Plan due to significant conservation and water efficiency programs.

Although the City has not previously seen shortages in hormal water years, by adding
the ecosystem protection conditions (HCP) likely to begin prior to 2020 a small shortage
(1-3%) can be reasonably expected. Historically in normal water years, the City
experienced a slight surplus of supply and this trend can be expected to continue until
the HCP agreement is approved and higher instream flows are maintained. As the City
chose to create a representative average year by using the historic record, the inclusion
of the dry years and critically dry years within the average may explain the predicted
small deficit. It is important to note that the City predicts the supply and demand
volumes to be in balance for 90% of all normal water years for 2020-2035.

7.3.2 Single Dry Water Year

This assessment presents water supply available to the City as reflecting conditions
comparable to water year 2014, which was a recent critically dry year. As shown in
Table 7-3, water supply during a single dry year is not sufficient to meet the demand in
the near term although the shortage experienced is projected to decrease over time.
During a single dry year annual shortages of 16-21% are projected given the modelled
supply and demand figures developed for planning and reliability purposes.

Due to the local conditions of the water supply sources and the tourist economy of the
City, water shortages are typically concentrated into a “peak season” with much greater
gaps between demand and supply of available water. The greatest demand for water
occurs in the summer months when less water is available from surface water sources.
Therefore the model predicts greater dependence on groundwater supply in dry years
by increasing the volume by 25-35% more than during normal years. Evidence of this
shift is shown in the groundwater supply volumes for Table 7-2 and 7-3.
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Table 7-3 Retail: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison (mgy)

2020 2025 2030 2035
North Coast 429 432 452 452
San Lorenzo River 1300 1275 1268 1271
Newell Creek 716 780 802 798
Groundwater 174 171 170 171
Supply totals 2619 2658 2692 2692
Demand totals 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220
Difference (mg) (708) (567) (513) (528)
Demand served % 79% 82% 84% 84%
NOTES:

Of interest when discussing a single dry year, the model makes assumptions about
management of the reserve supply to be maintained in storage at Loch Lomond. The
City may choose to draw more water from storage to meet customer demand in a dry
year during the peak season than the model predicts (shown in Table 7-3) as operations
are not always consistent with modeling assumptions. This decision is commonly
applied when the storage level of the reservoir is reasonably expected to return to
capacity during the following winter.

7.3.3 Multiple Dry Water Year Period

The City chose to present the estimated water supply available during the multiple dry
water year period of a three-year drought sequence using hydrology from 1976, 1977,
and a second 1977 year. The results of the multiple dry year supply and demand
comparison are provided as totals and overall differences in Table 7-4. A breakdown of
supply by source is not provided for this sequence in an effort to simplify the table for
easy navigation and comparison between years and over time.

In an extreme multi-year drought similar to the 1976-77 event, the estimated water
supply available to the City in the first year of that event, according to model, ranges
between 2,430 and 2,377 or an average of 25% less water on an annual basis than is
available in a normal water year. During the second year the average shortage over
time increases to 39% and in the third year modeled, the average reduction compared
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to a normal year is over 50%. Fortunately, growth in water demand is not anticipated to
be a contributing factor to shortage as the City is projecting a small decrease in overall
demand between 2020 and 2035.

Table 7-4. Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison (mgy)

2020 2025 2030 2035

Supply totals 2,430 2,377 2,377 2,381

First year Demand totals 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220
Difference (897) (848) (828) (839)

Supply totals 1,918 1,942 1,968 1,969

Second year Demand totals 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220
Difference (1,409) (1,283) (2,237) (1,251)

Supply totals 1,597 1,567 1,580 1,581

Third year Demand totals 3,327 3,225 3,205 3,220
Difference (1,730) (1,658) (1,625) (1,639)

The deficit calculated for Table 7-4 is expressed as annual average deficits. However,
as discussed in the single dry year analysis, supplies available to meet demand are
reduced mainly during the peak season period between April and October, the actual
shortage is likely to be experienced at a much greater percentage over a reduced
number of months.

The annual shortages associated with the multiple dry year sequence range from 25%-
52% and the peak season could experience a shortage greater than 60% at least once
during a multiple year drought. The magnitude of a shortage volume of 60% is roughly
equivalent to the total water usage for all residential customers in the service area
during the year of 2014. As the likelihood of a recurring multiple dry year sequence is
strong, the City is seeking a solution to this dilemma through an increase in storage of
3.0 billion gallons and/or a project to increase the reliability of peak season supply.

7.4 Water Supply Reliability Management Strategies

The City follows a variety of policies, procedures, and legal restrictions in operating the
water supply system. As indicated in the foregoing sections, there are many complex
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challenges and uncertainties that the City faces in its effort to maintain a safe,
adequate, and reliable water supply. These include hydrologic, environmental, water
quality, and legal factors. The City is pursuing a balanced approach to meet these
challenges that includes both demand reduction and a phased, flexible augmentation
strategy to diversify the City’s and the region’s existing water supply sources.

Over the past several decades the City has been studying ways to improve the reliability
of its water supply; the problem has been defined in a variety of reports, plans, and
projects that speak to the relative importance of the issues faced at the time.
Participation by the community has been a significant element in the planning process
for previous Integrated Water, Water Shortage Contingency, and Water Conservation
Master Plans in addition to the review process for potential supply projects.

The most recent shift toward a new water supply vision occurred in late 2013 following
expressed interest from the community to enhance public engagement on the subject of
water supply planning. In response to this interest, the City developed a framework for
moving forward in order to:

e greatly expand opportunities for community engagement;
e improve our water conservation efforts; and,

e help set a course for the future approach to improving the reliability of the City’s
water supply.

In early 2014, City Council appointed members to the Water Supply Advisory
Committee (WSAC). The aim of the WSAC process was to 1) explore the City’s water
profile, including supply, demand and future risks; 2) analyze potential solutions to
deliver a safe, adequate, reliable, affordable and environmentally sustainable water
supply; and 3) develop recommendations for City Council consideration.

The backbone of the WSAC work is the problem statement developed for use by the
City when addressing the assessment of supply reliability.

Committee Agreement on Problem Statement
On September 11, 2015, the Committee Agreed to the following problem statement:

Santa Cruz’s water supply reliability issue is the result of having only a marginally adequate amount
of storage to serve demand during dry and critically dry years when the system’s reservoir doesn't fill
completely. Both expected requirements for fish flow releases and anticipated impacts of climate
change will turn a marginally adequate situation into a seriously inadequate one in the coming years.

Santa Cruz’s lack of storage makes it particularly vulnerable to multi-year droughts. The key
management strategy currently available for dealing with this vulnerability is to very conservatively
manage available storage. This strategy typically results in regular calls for annual curtailments of
demand that may lead to modest, significant, or even critical requirements for reduction. In addition,
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the Santa Cruz supply lacks diversity, thereby further increasing the system’s vulnerability to drought
conditions and other risks.

The projected worst-year gap between peak-season available supply and demand during an
extended drought is about 1.2 billion gallons. While aggressive implementation of conservation
programs will help reduce this gap, conservation alone cannot close this gap. The Committee’s goal
is to establish a reasonable level of reliability for Santa Cruz water customers by substantially
decreasing this worst-year gap while also reducing the frequency of shortages in less extreme years.

City of Santa Cruz, 2015

One of the primary objectives in creating the WSAC was to allow for broad representation of
community interests by bringing together individuals with a diverse set of perspectives and
viewpoints. The WSAC began and concluded the process with fourteen appointed members:

Water Supply Advisory Committee Members

David Green Baskin, Santa Cruz Water Commission Sarah Mansergh, Surfrider Foundation
Peter Beckman, Think Local First Mark Mesiti-Miller, Santa Cruz Chamber of Commerce
Doug Engfer, City Resident Greg Pepping, Coastal Watershed Council
Suzanne Holt, Outside-City Water Customer Mike Rotkin, Sustainable Water Coalition
Dana Jacobson, City Resident Sid Slatter, Santa Cruz County Business Council
Charlie Keutmann, City Resident Erica Stanojevic, Sierra Club
Rick Longinotti, Santa Cruz Desalination Alternatives David Stearns, Santa Cruz Water Commission

The overarching goal of the WSAC process that concluded in October 2015 was “to
provide significant improvement to the sufficiency and reliability of the Santa Cruz water
supply by 2025.” While this planning horizon is a decade shorter than the required
UWMP 20-year outlook, it presents a strategy that can be built upon based on the
analysis and progress during the first 10-12 years. The WSAC process recognized that
“like all long range planning, water supply planning must deal with the realities of an
uncertain future” and further that a final strategy requires the ability “to respond to the
new information that will emerge and the potential changes in our understanding of
circumstances that will occur over time.” (City of Santa Cruz, 2015)
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7.4.1 Water Supply Advisory Committee Final Report

In late 2015, consensus was achieved among WSAC members for how best to address
an agreed-upon worst year gap of 1.2 billion gallons between water supply and water
demand during times of extended drought.

A report was created to conclude the WSAC process and was presented to City
Council, as a Final Report on Agreements and Recommendations in November 2015.
The Final Report was accepted by the City Council and staff was directed to integrate
the water supply portfolio strategy (including the entirety of the agreements and
recommendations) into the Urban Water Management Plan update to be submitted to
DWR in 2016. The guiding recommendations are provided below and further reference
material for the underlying agreement details can be found in the full report provided as
Appendix K (City of Santa Cruz, 2015).

Article IV. Recommendations

Section 4.01 The Water Supply Augmentation Plan

The Committee has worked on developing a Plan that would eliminate future
water shortages by 2025, give or take two years, while allowing for robust
stream flows to support and enhance fish habitat.

The agreed-upon Water Supply Augmentation Plan (Plan) includes:
1. A specific goal for Yield, as well as the assumptions underlying this goal;
2. A Timeframe for improving the reliability of the Santa Cruz Water Supply;
3. The Water Supply Augmentation Plan Elements;

4. An Adaptive Pathway to provide a structure within which work on the
Elements can be pursued and evaluated,; and

5. A Change Management Strategy to guide adjustments and adaptations
within the Plan, as described below.

Section 4.02 Yield Goal

The Committee recommends the City implement additional demand
management and supply augmentation programs and projects and address key
infrastructure and operating constraints to reliably make available an additional
1.2 bgy during modeled worst-year conditions.
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Section 4.03 Timeframe for Improvement

The Committee recommends that the City adopt a goal of completing the
improvements to Santa Cruz’s water supply necessary to meet the specified yield
goal by the end of 2025;

Section 4.04 Water Supply Augmentation Plan Portfolio Elements

The Water Supply Advisory Committee recommends that the City Council adopt a
portfolio of measures for improving the reliability of the water supply. The
recommended package includes the following Elements:

e Element 0: Additional water conservation with a goal of achieving an
additional 200 to 250 million gallons of demand reduction by 2035 by
expanding water conservation programs;

e Element 1: Passive recharge of regional aquifers by working to develop
agreements for delivering surface water as an in lieu supply to the Soquel
Creek Water District and/or the Scotts Valley Water Districts so they can rest
their wells, help the aquifers recover, and effectively store water for use by
Santa Cruz Water Department in drought years;

e Element 2: Active recharge of regional aquifers by using existing
infrastructure (wells, pipelines, and treatment capacity) and potential new
infrastructure (wells, pipelines and treatment capacity) in the regionally
shared Purisima aquifer in the Soquel-Aptos basin and/or in the Santa
Margarita/Lompico/Butano aquifers in the Scotts Valley area to store water
that can be available for use by Santa Cruz in drought years;

e Element 3: A potable water supply using advanced treated recycled water as
its source, as a supplemental or replacement supply in the event the
groundwater storage strategies described above prove insufficient to meet
the Plan’s goals of cost effectiveness, timeliness or yield. In the event
advanced treated recycled water does not meet the needs, desalination
would then become Element 3.

Section 4.05 WSAC Value Statement on Implementing Plan Elements

The recommended Water Supply Augmentation Plan reflects the Committee’s
preference for pursuing a groundwater storage and retrieval strategy provided
the yield goal can be achieved in a cost-effective and timely manner. Before
making a choice to move away from groundwater storage, the Committee
recommends that the City diligently pursue all reasonable measures to make the
groundwater strategies work.

Recognizing the cost differential between some of the strategies the Committee
considered in developing its recommendations, the WSAC agreed to express its
preference for the Strategy One, groundwater storage and retrieval, over
Strategy Two, and has agreed that as long as the annualized cost per million
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gallons of average year yield (ACAYY) for implementing Strategy One is not more
than 130% of the ACAYY for Strategy Two, while still meeting other metrics,
Strategy One should be pursued.

Section 4.06 Adaptive Pathway Implementation Strategy

The Committee recommends that the Council adopt a staggered Adaptive
Pathway to guide implementation of the Plan and that decision-making at the
various decision-nodes identified in this Adaptive Pathway be guided by the
provisions of the Change Management Strategy.

Section 4.07 Change Management Strategy

The Committee recommends that the Council adopt the Change Management
Strategy described in Section 3.24 (City of Santa Cruz, 2015).

Section 4.08 Additional Recommendations Related to Infrastructure and
Operating Constraints

(a) Infrastructure Constraints

The Committee also supports the Water Department’s plans to address certain
key infrastructure constraints that are keeping the City from fully utilizing
available water, especially during the high flow season. These include, but are
not limited to:

® Rehabilitation of the pipeline between the Felton Diversion and Loch
Lomond that would allow the City to increase diversions to Loch Lomond
during the high flow season;

e Evaluation of additional pumping capacity at Felton to push more water
to Loch Lomond through the replacement pipeline; and

e If proven cost-effective, and needed for the implementation of Strategy
One, complete improvements that will allow the Department to treat
water with turbidities that are higher than can be effectively treated by
the current Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant facilities and processes.
The specific method for how to address the water treatment constraint
should include evaluating a range of potential options, including, but not
limited to Ranney Collectors or satellite treatment plants, and choosing
the most cost-effective approach.

(b) Operating Constraints

Another focus of the Committee’s review relates to some system operational
constraints. Operating constraints typically include both daily parameters for
drawing water from the City’s sources and operating constraint parameters that
are used in modeling system performance.
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The Committee recommends that the Water Department identify and regularly
evaluate operating constraints to determine whether those constraints continue
to be justified as necessary to protect the system and finished water quality and
to support efficient and cost-effective operations. Early focus should be given to
issues related to Loch Lomond year-end carry over storage requirements,
particularly if/when in lieu and/or ASR have provided a sufficient drought supply,
and to the “first flush” constraint impacting the City’s ability to pump water from
Felton to Loch Lomond under critically dry year conditions.

Section 4.09 Implementation Plan and Timeline

As part of the process for developing the WSAC Agreement, City Staff and the
technical team developed a Gantt chart shown in Figure 12. This Gantt chart,
together with the Decision Node Table (Table 16) and the Staggered Adaptive
Pathways Map (Figure 11) comprise the Implementation Plan and Timeline.

On the following page, Figure 7-3 is a reproduction of the Gantt chart originally included
as Figure 12 in the Final Report and referenced in Article IV. Recommendations
provided above. This Strategy Implementation Plan and Timeline was developed by City
Staff and the technical team as a tool to move the City into the work plan phase.
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Figure 7-3. Water Supply Strategy Implementation Plan and Timeline, Water Supply Advisory Committee. Final Report, 2015
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Upon acceptance of the Report by City Council, development began on the supply
augmentation strategy work plan that further defines the components of the
implementation plan and timeline included in the WSAC Final Report. The initial phase
of the strategy involves enhancement of the existing conservation programs as well as
significant exploration of feasibility and potential alternatives for future supply projects
focused on solving the 1.2 billion gallon supply gap.

As shown in Figure 7-4 below and discussed as the “Staggered Adaptive Pathway” in
the recommendations, the City will use the WSAC change management strategy to
determine when and why adjustment of the progressing elements will occur. This
movement will occur between the component elements of Strategies 1 and 2 while the
tasks within the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and the Water Conservation Master
Plan (WCMP) shown as Element O will continue along a consistent trajectory.

Figure 7-4. Change Management Strategy

The final components of the supply augmentation portfolio are not yet fully defined and
will not be known prior to the adoption of this Plan. Therefore, the City provided
projections on the long-term reliability of demand relative to supply based solely on the
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information available at this time. Development of the work plan to support the progress
of the Elements began in Spring 2016 with a snapshot of the current associated tasks
and timelines provided in Figure 7-5 below.

Figure 7-5. Water Supply Augmentation Strategy, Implementation Timeline
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The City intends to implement the recommendations developed through the WSAC
process as accepted by City Council in the Final Report. Adopting this update to the
UWMP signifies adoption of the recommendations as the City’s water supply strategy
and the new course to overcome known supply reliability constraints and challenges.

7.5 Regional Supply Reliability

CWC 10620
(f) An urban water supplier shall describe in the plan water management tools and options used by that entity
that will maximize resources and minimize the need to import water from other regions.

The City of Santa Cruz continues to focus supply planning and reliability efforts on
programs and projects that emphasize the maximization of available resources. To date,
the City has avoided supply planning that included importing water from outside the
Central Coast hydrologic region by concentrating on options within Santa Cruz County.

Currently, all of the City’s water resources are obtained from local sources. In order to
build drought supply reliability, the City continually works to develop partnerships within
the region that promote responsible and sustainable water resource management. A
known constraint on the regional supply are the over drafted, threatened, and recovering
aquifers. The City’s future supply vision includes projects serving to benefit regional
aquifer recovery and increased reliability of groundwater sources. Recognizing the path
toward regional reliability requires a comprehensive framework that supports
dependability of all recognized supplies within the region, the types of tools being
proposed and evaluated at present seek to benefit multiple stakeholders.

At this point in time, the City is participating in two recognized regional teams formed to
increase coordination of activities among resource agencies. The first is the Santa Cruz
Integrated Regional Water Management Group (IRWM) made up of nine local agencies.
Several of the City’s augmentation plan elements may benefit from the ability to work
collaboratively with the partners and stakeholders that include government and non-
government resource management agencies. Additionally, the City is one of four
members of the Mid-County Groundwater Agency (MGA). As discussed in Chapter 6,
the MGA was only formally established in May 2016 and the City has participated in
several partnership groups with the mission to promote responsible management of the
Soquel-Aptos Basin over the past several decades. Coordination and collaboration is
expected to increase even further within Santa Cruz County in the coming decades with
the potential for similar programs throughout the Central Coast Region.
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Chapter 8

WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLANNING

This chapter presents information about how the City of Santa Cruz manages the water
system during a water shortage emergency that arises as a result of drought. It also
describes actions that would be undertaken in response to a catastrophic interruption of
water supplies, including a regional power outage, earthquake, or other emergency
situation.

8.1 Background

In 2009, the City of Santa Cruz completed a comprehensive update of its Water
Shortage Contingency Plan. This project was an outgrowth of a previous Urban Water
Management Plan, which recognized the many changes in regional conditions and local
water supply planning that had taken place over the previous decade and identified a
need to better prepare for the possibility of future water shortages in advance of the
next major drought. Since then, the City has had to declare a water shortage in five of
the past seven years, including a Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency in both 2014 and
2015.

The City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan describes the conditions which constitute
a water shortage and provides guidelines, actions, and procedures for managing water
supply and demands during a declared water shortage. The primary focus of the plan is
on measures that reduce customer demand for water, but it also covers actions that can
be implemented to stretch or increase the water supply.

The overarching goals of this plan are as follows:
1. to conserve the water supply of the City for the greatest public benefit,

2. to mitigate the effects of a water supply shortage on public health and safety,
economic activity, and customer lifestyle, and

3. to budget water use so that a reliable and sustainable minimum supply will be

available for the most essential purposes for the entire duration of the water
shortage.
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Development of the City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan was a collaborative effort
among the City Water Department staff, the City’s Water Commission, City Council, and
the public over a three year period beginning in 2006. Research involved reviewing
state regulations and legal requirements (Water Code section 350 et seq.) and the
water shortage plans of 21 other urban water utilities from throughout California, and
from selected cities in the western United States and across the country. The Water
Commission provided its input and recommendations throughout the process.

The plan is based on lessons learned here and from other water agencies during past
droughts. Nevertheless, it is important to note that every drought will evolve differently
and that it is not practical to develop a set of hard and fast rules that apply to all
situations. The plan should be thought of as a general framework that will need to be
adjusted and refined based on actual conditions.

Early in the planning process, staff and the Water Commission developed a set of
principles to guide the water shortage planning process. These principles are as follows:

e Shared contribution. All customers will be asked to save their share in order to
meet necessary reduction goals during water shortages.

« Reduce non-essential uses first. The plan concentrates on the elimination of non-
essential water uses and on outdoor reductions, and gives the highest priority to
essential health and safety uses.

e Preserve jobs and protect the local economy. The plan minimizes actions that
would have substantial impact on the community’s economy and provides large
users the flexibility to determine their own reduction strategies within a water budget.

o Existing conservation measures recognized. Customers that have already
implemented water conservation measures are acknowledged to have less potential
for reduction and should not be penalized for conserving.

« Communication at every stage. A public information campaign at every level of
shortage is essential for customer preparation and will encourage confidence in the
City’s ability to respond to water shortages.

e Public participation. Public participation in the development and implementation of
the plan will help to ensure fairness, encourage cooperation, and facilitate
implementation and with demand reduction measures in times of shortage.
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The final Water Shortage Contingency Plan was adopted by resolution of the City Council
of the City of Santa Cruz in March 2009 as an amendment to the City’s Urban Water
Management Plan (Appendix L) and is adopted herein by reference. Subsequently, the City
Council adopted an ordinance implementing the water shortage regulations and restrictions
contained in the plan (Santa Cruz Municipal Code Chapter 16.01, Appendix M). The water
shortage regulations and restrictions were updated in early 2015 to integrate some
changes recognized as being needed during implementation of rationing in 2014.

Portions of the City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan have since been published and
highlighted by the American Water Works Association in its new Manual of Water
Supply Practices, M60: Drought Preparedness and Response as an example of a
model staged demand reduction program (AWWA, 2011).

8.2  Stages of Action

The updated Water Shortage Contingency Plan uses a staged approach that classifies
a shortage event into one of five levels spanning a range from less than 5 percent up to
50 percent (Table 8-1).

Table 8-1. Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan

Percent Supply
. 1
Stage Reduction Water Supply Condition
Numerical value
as a percent
1 0-5% Water Shortage Alert
2 5-15% Water Shortage Warning
3 15-25% Water Shortage Emergency
4 25-35% Severe Water Shortage Emergency
- 35-50% Critical Water Shortage Emergency
*0One stage in the Water Shortage Contingency Plan must address a water shortage of 50%.
NOTES:

The overall concept is that water shortages of different magnitudes require different
measures to overcome the deficiency. Because there is so little the City can do in the
short run to increase the supply of water, the focus of this plan is primarily on measures
that reduce demand. Each stage includes a set of demand reduction measures that
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become progressively more stringent as the shortage condition escalates. When a
demand reduction is necessary, typically one of these five stages would be put into
effect by a resolution of the Santa Cruz City Council at the recommendation of the

Water Director in the spring and remain in force for the entire dry season.

8.2.1 Assessing Water Supply and Demand

There is no one single criterion, trigger, or definition that is used to determine if a water
shortage exists. The determination of a shortfall involves consideration of multiple
indicators of water supply, as well as expected system demand.

Rainfall, runoff, reservoir storage, and water year classification are the key hydrologic
indicators used by the City to evaluate water conditions. The plan describes these
factors affecting the City’s water supply and discusses the forecasting process and
management considerations used in dry years to determine whether a water shortage is
expected for the year ahead and how much water use must be cut back system-wide in
response. In recent years, the City has also considered statewide drought intensity,
long-range weather predictions, and local instream flow requirements in its analysis.

In Santa Cruz, a water shortage occurs when the combination of low surface flows in
the coast and river sources and depleted surface water storage in Loch Lomond
Reservoir reduces the available supply to a level that cannot support existing demand.

After an unusually dry winter or period of consecutive dry years, when a lack of supply
appears possible, the Water Department undertakes an analysis to determine whether
water supplies will be deficient relative to estimated water needs for the coming dry
season. This analysis involves first comparing projected water supply and demand on a
monthly basis, assuming no restriction on water use, to forecast the end of season
water level and storage volume in Loch Lomond Reservoir. The Department then
evaluates whether the amount of carryover storage in Loch Lomond at the end of the
year will be sufficient to meet essential health and safety needs in case the dry weather
pattern continues into the following year. If this analysis shows that Loch Lomond
Reservoir would be depleted to a dangerously low level, then a decision is made
regarding how much reservoir water is available to use in the current year and how
much should be banked as a safeguard against the possibility of another dry year. The
amount of cutback in demand needed to reduce the rate of reservoir depletion and end
the year at a safer level of storage is then determined. If necessary, cutbacks would go
into effect in late April/early May and span the entire dry season, typically through late
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October. A hypothetical situation is provided in the full plan to illustrate this decision-
making process.

The degree of shortage is normally defined as the supply deficiency in relation to normal
water use over a given period of time, and expressed as a percentage. For example, a
25 percent shortage means the City has one-quarter less water supply available than
what is normally used during the seven-month long dry season.

8.2.2 Timeline for Declaring Water Shortage

The timeline showing when the City evaluates water supply conditions and, if
necessary, declares a water shortage is presented in Table 8-2 below.

Table 8-2. Calendar for Declaring Water Shortage

Target Date Action
Months of Oct -Dec Monitor rainfall, reservoir level, and runoff amounts
Late January Prepare written status report on water supply conditions
Early February Present initial estimate of water supply availability for year ahead
Early March Present revised estimate of water supply availability for year ahead
Mid-March SCWD announces existence of water shortage (if applicable)

SCWD determines monthly water production budget and need for
voluntary or mandatory response.
Present shortage response recommendation to Water Commission;

Mid to late March

Early April notice of public hearing published
. . City Council formally declares a water shortage, adopts emergency
Mid-April 4
ordinance
May Water shortage regulations become effective
NOTES:

8.2.3 Process for Declaring Water Shortage

Once the water shortage condition has been defined (as soon as reasonably certain),
recommendations regarding water shortage rules and regulations consistent with this
contingency plan are discussed with the City Water Commission. Monthly Water
Commission meetings serve as a public forum for discussing water conditions and for
hearing issues associated with implementation of the water shortage ordinance
throughout the entire duration of the water shortage event.
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Following consideration by the Water Commission, a declaration of water shortage is
made by a resolution of the City Council. The legal requirements for such action are
covered in Section 350 et seq. of the California Water Code. The code requires the
following process be followed:

e That City Council hold a public hearing on the matter;

o That the public hearing be properly noticed (minimum of publishing once in
newspaper at least seven days prior to the date of the hearing);

e Upon determining and declaring the existence of a water shortage, City Council may
then adopt regulations and restrictions governing the use and delivery of water.

In accordance with Municipal Code section 16.04.480, rules adopted by the City Council
establishing water use regulations become effective immediately after their publication
in a newspaper of general circulation published in the City of Santa Cruz.

8.3 Demand Reduction Strategy

The City’s strategy for dealing with water shortages of all levels involves the following
four interrelated components:

An allocation system to establish reduction goals for different customer groups
Demand reduction measures

Publicity and communications

Operating actions

HowbdhPE

These four components are summarized below.
8.3.1 Allocation System

A fundamental issue any water supplier faces in managing a water shortage involves
the allocation of water and how to distribute the available supply among customer
categories when supplies fall short. In the process of updating this plan, various options
and alternatives were reviewed and a priority-based allocation system was selected.
This allocation system produces specific demand reduction goals for each major
customer category at various levels of shortfall based on the unique usage
characteristics of each customer category.
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Customer reduction goals for all but the first stage were developed by evaluating the
composition of demand for each major group and dividing it into three usage priorities.
These priorities are, from highest to lowest, 1) health/safety, i.e., all domestic and sanitary
uses, 2) business and industrial uses and, 3) irrigation and other outdoor uses. Normal
demands were then scaled back in accordance with the schedule presented in Table 8-3.

Table 8-3. Reduction in Water Delivery by Usage Priority (percent of normal deliveries)

Stage WI\;,Z g:nsithu:rtteac;fe: Health/Safety Business Irrigation
2 15% 95 95 64
3 25% 95 90 34
4 35% 90 85 12
_ 50% 75 67 0

In essence, this allocation system strives to balance available supplies in times of drought
as much as possible through cutbacks in outdoor water use. At each level of shortfall,
public health and sanitation usage is afforded the highest priority by cutting back on interior
usage the least. The importance of water in protecting the City’s employment base is also
acknowledged through disproportionate, modest cutbacks to the commercial sector as
compared to the overall system shortfall. Irrigation and other outdoor uses are cut back the
most. The larger the water shortage, the greater the cutbacks, but this same order of
priorities is maintained throughout the range of potential shortages.

The heavy reliance on outdoor use reductions makes sense, both from a water system
perspective because it reduces peak demands, which is important to preserving storage in
Loch Lomond Reservoir, and from a public health and welfare perspective, because
irrigation and other outdoor uses are the most discretionary of all uses when drinking water
is in short supply. It also makes sense from an operational perspective because outdoor
water use cutback can be achieved relatively quickly. From a legal perspective, this
allocation system is consistent with the priorities and requirements of Water Code section
354. The resulting water supply allocation and customer reduction goals are presented in
Table 8-4.

Because both total and categorical water demand has undergone a significant decline in
the intervening time since this allocation was initially developed in 2009, it is recommended
that this schedule and the monthly rationing allotments be revised once demand stabilizes
again following the 2014-2015 implementation of residential/irrigation water rationing.
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Table 8-4. Water Supply Allocation and Customer Reduction Goals

Normal Peak Season
Demand = 2,473 mil gal

No Deficiency

Stage 2

15% Deficiency

Stage 3

25% Deficiency

Stage 4
35% Deficiency

Delivery Delivery Delivery Delivery Delivery

Customer Category: % (\::illu;c; % (\::illu;ﬂe) % (\/n(])illu;;ﬂe) % (\::illu;r;; % (Vn?illugr;le)
Single Family Residential 100 1,031 | 84% 864 | 73% 753 | 62% 639 | 48% 495
Multiple Residential 100 524 | 87% 454 | 78% 411 | 69% 361 | 55% 287
Business 100 438 | 95% 416 | 92% 402 | 87% 381 | 70% 307
UC Santa Cruz 100 132 | 85% 113 | 76% 100 | 66% 87 | 52% 68
Other Industrial 100 23 | 95% 22 | 90% 21 | 85% 20 | 67% 15
Municipal 100 48 | 76% 36 | 57% 27 | 41% 20 | 28% 14
Irrigation 100 110 | 64% 70 | 34% 37 12% 13 0% 0
Golf Course Irrigation 100 106 | 73% 78 | 51% 54 | 34% 36 | 20% 21
Coast Agriculture 100 59 | 95% 56 | 90% 53 | 85% 50 | 67% 40
Other 100 2 | 95% 2 | 90% 2 | 50% 1 | 50% 1
Total 100 2,473 | 85% 2,111 | 75% 1,861 | 65% 1,607 | 50% 1,247
(E/)()‘?Tﬂﬁﬂin'?s:ﬁg::n 0 0 | 15% 362 | 25% 612 | 35% 866 | 50% | -1,226
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8.3.2 Demand Reduction Measures

The City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan uses a combination of voluntary and
mandatory demand reduction measures, which vary depending on level of cutback. As
mentioned earlier, the regulations against water waste are in effect in Santa Cruz on a
permanent basis. Once a water shortage is declared, however, enforcement of this
ordinance is increased and enhanced by the use of fines.

The primary demand reduction measures used in Stage 1 are to restrict all landscape
irrigation to certain hours of the day and to prohibit certain uses defined as non-essential.

The main approach to reducing water use in Stage 2 involves expanding mandatory
water restrictions and limiting landscape irrigation to specified days, times, and
durations. Large landscape users are required to adhere to water budgets.

A Stage 3 water shortage constitutes an emergency situation. The three primary
measures to meet this emergency reduction goal are 1) residential water rationing, 2)
mandatory water shortage signage in all commercial buildings, and 3) reduced water
budgets for large landscapes. Single family residential customers are rationed using a
hybrid approach that provides a base allocation for a family of four and an additional
amount per person for larger households. Multi-family residential accounts are rationed
based on the number of dwelling units at an account.

A Stage 4 water shortage requires expanding water rationing to cover all water
customers, including business, and reducing residential allocations. At this severe level
of shortage, only minimal water is available for outdoor purposes.

Stage 5 represents an extraordinary crisis threatening health, safety, and security of the
community. It would involve reduced rationing levels for all customers and a ban on

outdoor uses to cut back normal water use by half.

A summary of the demand reduction methods and mandatory prohibitions against
specific water use practices is provided in Table 8-5.

8.3.3 Publicity and Communications

Effective communication is essential to the success of any water shortage contingency
plan in achieving the desired water use reductions. All customers need to be adequately
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informed about water supply conditions, understand the need to conserve, and know
what actions they are being requested or required to take to mitigate the shortage.
The full Water Shortage Contingency Plan articulates the City’s communications
strategy, identifies the main customers and groups that need to be kept updated,
advised, and informed, and outlines various communication and public outreach
measures to employ in a water shortage. The plan also provides prepared public
statements for each of the 5 stages that are intended to help communications stay on
message and set the tone for subsequent communications through the duration of the
incident.

8.3.4 Operating Actions

The City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan outlines the added responsibilities and
internal actions taken Water Department when a water shortage arises. Many represent
increased costs to the Department for additional personnel, services, and supplies.

An important initial step is to designate a working group consisting of the Water Director
and senior staff to lead and manage the Department’s internal and external water
shortage response. The Water Department then must mobilize the necessary
personnel, resources, and equipment to undertake the various activities that are critical
to implementing an effective response. These initial actions may include, among other
things:

« Establishing water production budgets

« Coordinating with other city departments and affected public agencies

« Establishing a public communications program to publicize use restrictions and to
engage and involve the community and key water-using sectors in curtailing their
demand

o Ensuring adequate staff and training to effectively respond to customer inquiries and
enforce water shortage regulations

« Adapting utility billing format and database capabilities

« Expanding water conservation assistance, outreach, and education

« Instituting a system for processing exception requests and appeals

« Addressing policy issues and updating status with decision makers

« Implementing monitoring mechanisms to track actual usage and measure
performance

A summary of these key operating and communications actions is provided in Table
8-5.
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Table 8-5. Summary of Demand Reduction Actions and Measures

Water Key Water Department Communication
Customer Demand
Shortage and .
o . : Reduction Measures
Condition Operating Actions
e |nitiate public information and advertising e \/oluntary water conservation requested of all
Stage 1: campaign customers
e Publicize suggestions and requirements to reduce | ® Adhere to water waste ordinance
Water water use e Landscape irrigation restricted to early morning and
Shortage e Adopt water shortage ordinance prohibiting evening
Alert nonessential uses ® Non-essential water uses banned
® Step up enforcement of water waste e Shutoff nozzles on all hoses used for any purpose
(0-5%) ® Coordinate conservation actions with other City e Encourage conversion to drip, low volume irrigation
Departments, green industry
e Intensify public information campaign e Continue all Stage 1 measures
Stage 2: e Send direct notices to all customers ® |andscape irrigation restricted to designated
e Establish conservation hotline watering days and times
Water e Conduct workshops on large landscape ® Require large landscapes to adhere to water
Shortage requirements budgets
Warning | e Optimize existing water sources; intensify system | ® Prohibit exterior washing of structures
leak detection and repair; suspend flushing ® Require large users to audit premises and repair
(5-15%) ® Increase water waste patrol leaks
e Convene and staff appeals board e Encourage regular household meter reading and
leak detection
e Expand, intensify public information campaign ® |nstitute water rationing for residential customers
Stage 3: e Provide regular media briefings; publish weekly e Reduce water budgets for large landscapes
consumption reports e Require all commercial customers to prominently
Emergency | ® Modify utility billing system and bill format to display “save water” signage and develop
Water accommodate residential rationing, add penalty conservation plans
Shortage rates e Maintain restrictions on exterior washing
e Convert outside-City customers to monthly billing | & Continue to promote regular household meter
(15_250/) e Hire additional temporary staff in customer reading and leak detection
& service, conservation, and water distribution
e Give advance notice of possible moratorium on
new connections if shortage continues
e Contract with advertising agency to carry out e Reduce residential water allocations
Stage 4: major publicity campaign Institute water rationing for commercial customers
e Continue to provide regular media briefings e Minimal water budgets for large landscape
Severe e Open centralized drought information center customers
Water e Promote gray water use to save landscaping e Prohibit turf irrigation, installation in new
Shortage | e Scale up appeals staff and frequency of hearings development
Emergency | e Expand water waste enforcement to 24/7 * Prohibition on on-site vehicle washing
e Develop strategy to mitigate revenue losses and ® Rescind hydrant and bulk water permits
(25-35%) plan for continuing/escalating shortage

e Continue all previous actions

® Implement crisis communications plan and
campaign

e Activate emergency notification lists

e Coordinate with CA Department of Public Health
regarding water quality, public health issues and
with law enforcement and other emergency
response agencies to address enforcement
challenges

e Continue water waster enforcement 24/7

Further reduce residential water allocations
Reduce commercial water allocations

Prohibit outdoor irrigation

No water for recreational purposes, close pools

Continue all measures initiated in prior stages as
appropriate
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8.4 Prohibitions on End Uses

As identified above, the City’s water shortage regulations and restrictions include a
variety of temporary prohibitions on various end uses of water, which vary according to
the stage of shortage. These prohibitions fall into four main categories:

e Landscape irrigation

e Washing of outdoor surfaces, structures, and vehicles
e Commercial end uses

e Swimming pools, spas and water features

These restriction and prohibitions are summarized in Table 8-6 below:

Table 8-6. Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses (continues on next page)

Additional Explanation | Penalty, Charge,
Stage Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses or Reference or Other
Enforcement?

Landscape - Limit landscape irrigation to specific

1-3 . Yes
times

13 Landscape - Restrict or prohibit runoff from landscape Yes
irrigation

2,3 Landscape - Limit landscape irrigation to specific days | 1-2 days per week Yes

Limit on duration of
2-4 Landscape - Other landscape restriction or prohibition | watering with automatic Yes
irrigation systems

Landscape - Prohibit certain types of landscape

4 . Yes
irrigation
5 Landscape - Prohibit all landscape irrigation Yes
- s ithin 48 h f
3 Landscape - Other landscape restriction or prohibition within ours.o
measureable rainfall
- S Require | land t
2-4 Landscape - Other landscape restriction or prohibition equire farge landscapes to Yes

adhere to water budgets

L S Prohibit installation in new
4,5 Landscape - Other landscape restriction or prohibition Yes
development

Cll - Lodging establishment must offer opt out of linen

. Yes
service

1-5

1-5 Cll - Restaurants may only serve water upon request Yes
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Additional Explanation | Penalty, Charge,
Stage Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses or Reference or Other
Enforcement?

Mandatory water
2-5 Cll - Other Cll restriction or prohibition conservation plans for
large businesses

Business water
3-5 Cll - Other Cll restriction or prohibition conservation plans Yes
required

Mandatory water waste
3-5 Cll - Other Cll restriction or prohibition signage for all business Yes
establishments

Prohibit initial filling or
1-2 Other water feature or swimming pool restriction draining and refilling of Yes
residential swimming pools

Water Features - Restrict water use for decorative
2-5 . Yes
water features, such as fountains

Prohibit initial filling or
3 Other water feature or swimming pool restriction draining and refilling of all Yes
swimming pools

Prohibit filling or topping
4-5 Other water feature or swimming pool restriction off swimming pools and Yes
outdoor spas

Other - Customers must repair leaks, breaks, and

1-5 . . . Yes
malfunctions in a timely manner
1-5 Other - Require automatic shut of hoses Yes
Other - Prohibit use of potable water for construction
4-5 Yes
and dust control
Prohibit vehicle washing,
except at commercial car
4,5 Other P Yes

washes that use recycled
water

8.5 Penalties, Charges, Other Enforcement of Prohibitions

The City’s water shortage regulations and restrictions ordinance contains provisions for
enforcing water use rules and regulations, and processes for issuing exceptions and
hearing appeals. Administrative enforcement methods include the following:

Administrative Penalties These penalties are for failure to comply with water waste
prohibitions and mandatory water use restrictions and are applied to the customer’s
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next utility bill. The object of imposing increasingly significant penalties is to assure
compliance by creating a meaningful disincentive to commit future code violations.
When a violation occurs, the Water Department first provides a written notice and gives
the customer an opportunity to correct the situation. Additional violations are penalized
as follows:

2" Violation $100
3" Violation $250
4" Violation $500

Large users (defined as using over a million gallons per year) are penalized at triple the
amounts listed above.

Excessive Water Use Penalties These penalties are assessed when a customer uses
more water in a given billing cycle that their rationing allocation provides. Excessive use
penalties are in addition to ordinary water consumption charges, as follows:

1% to 10% over customer rationing allotment: $25.00/CCF
More than 10% over customer rationing allotment: $50.00/CCF

In addition to any administrative penalties and excess water use penalties, a flow
restrictor and/or discontinuation of service may be ordered for willful violations of the
City’s water shortage regulations and restrictions ordinance.

The ordinance contains an exception process and that allows the Water Department,
upon making specified findings, to provide for special or exceptional circumstances that
otherwise would create undue hardship for an individual customer or class of
customers. It also allows any water service customer who considers an enforcement
action to have been erroneously undertaken to appeal their case before an independent
hearing officer. The hearing officer considers the evidence presented by the customer
and by the City and decides whether to uphold the enforcement action or to provide
relief.

In 2014 and 2015, the City created and administered a “Water School” to provide one-
time relief from excessive use penalties in exchange for customers attending a 2-hour
evening class about the drought and ways to save water. More than 1,200 penalties
totaling over $800,000 were waived through Water School during this time.
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8.6 Consumption Reduction Methods

Refer to Section 8.3.2 and Table 8.5 above for a discussion and summary of the
primary consumption reduction methods used by the City at various stages of water
shortage. The City also implements measures listed in Table 8-7 below:

Table 8-7. Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan - Consumption Reduction Methods

Consumption Reduction Methods by Additional Explanation or Reference

Stage Water Supplier (optional)

1-5 | Expand Public Information Campaign

The City permanently changed to monthly meter

3 I F f Meter Readi . . L
nerease Frequency ot vieter Reading reading in 2014 to facilitate water rationing

Provide Rebates on Plumbing Fixtures and

1-5 .
Devices

Increased marketing of ongoing programs

Provide Rebates for Landscape Irrigation

-5 Efficiency

Increased marketing of ongoing programs

1-5 | Provide Rebates for Turf Replacement Increased marketing of ongoing programs

1-5 | Decrease Line Flushing

1-5 Increase Water Waste Patrols

5- Implement or Modify Drought Rate
Mar | Structure or Surcharge

NOTES:

8.7 Determining Water Shortage Reductions

Under normal water supply conditions, water production and gross consumption are
recorded daily and monthly by treatment plant operators and reported to the Production
Superintendent. Metered water consumption is reported on a monthly basis through
automated sales reports generated by the utility billing system.

During a water shortage, a monthly production forecast and budget are developed for
each source of supply. Actual production and the lake level are closely monitored on a
daily and weekly basis to verify that the budgeted goals are being met. Consumption by
large users is monitored and reported on a frequent basis. In severe stages of a water
shortage, production and consumption data would be evaluated daily and the status
reported to the Water Director’s office. If the trend in consumption is such that the rate
of drawdown at Loch Lomond is greater than anticipated, the City Manager and Council
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are notified so that corrective action (such as increased publicity and enforcement or
consideration of declaring the next higher stage) can be taken.

Beginning in August 2014, the Water Department began reporting its monthly water
production on a statewide database used to keep track of urban water use in response
to emergency water conservation regulations. These reports include the amount of
potable water produced in the preceding month, an estimate of the gallons of water
used per person per day by its residential customers, and various enforcement
statistics. This reporting is expected to become a permanent requirement in 2016.

The University of California, the City’s largest customer, closely tracks its consumption
on campus and meets regularly with the City to ensure it is meeting its reduction target.

Figures 8-1 and 8-2 below show two examples of charts used by the Water Department
to track production and water savings goals in the 2014 and 2015 drought and to

publicize the community’s success in meeting water reduction goals.

Figure 8-1. 2015 Water Production Goals (mgd)
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Figure 2. Monthly Water Savings Compared to 2013 (%)

8.8 Revenue and Expenditure Impacts

One of the negative consequences of using demand reduction to deal with water
shortages is the corresponding reduction in revenue that occurs to the City’s Water
Fund as a result of reduced water sales. The full plan provides an analysis of the
magnitude of revenue losses that the Water Fund might experience for each of the five
stages, based on annual revenues at the time of just over $22 million.

The analysis assumes the “ready-to-serve” or fixed monthly service charge that is
based on meter size would remain unaffected while the volumetric portion of the
Department’s revenue derived from water sales would vary by customer class in
accordance with the allocation presented in Table 8-4 over the seven month period in
which water shortage regulations are likely to be in effect.

The analysis shows revenue losses ranging from just under $0.6 million in a 5 percent
water shortage situation to almost $5.8 million in a critical 50 percent water shortage.
These estimates of losses were considered ballpark figures only and probably
underestimate the problem. Actual revenue losses would be different for the following
reasons:
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e The spreadsheet did not model the effect of tiered pricing in the single family
residential category, which would exacerbate revenue losses from this group;

o ltis unlikely that system water use would immediately recover to normal levels in the
months following a period of curtailment as modeled, thereby further depressing
income;

e The table above does not include added operating costs of staff, equipment, and
materials related to the water shortage response.

On the other hand, the time of year in which regulations would take effect is spread over
two fiscal years, so the full effect of revenue losses of a single year drought would not
impact the Department’s annual budget to such a large degree. In addition, there would
be relatively minor cost savings associated with reduced power and chemical usage at
the Graham Hill water treatment plant, ranging from <$0.1 million in Stage 1 to about
$0.4 million in Stage 5. Finally, some of the revenue loss would be offset by penalty
and/or excess use fees. On the expenditure side, the major expense of implementing
the water shortage plan identified was for added personnel costs for temporary field and
office positions, which were estimated to range from approximately $100,000 in Stage 1
to $600,000 in Stage 5, and power cost for pumping water from Felton to Loch Lomond.

The Water Department’s total annual revenue has increased somewhat since the Water
Shortage Contingency Plan was prepared in 2009, but the actual revenue impact of the
recent drought was fairly close to the $2.9 million projected annual loss estimated for
Stage 3.

To address this problem, the City in 2014 instituted a new Drought Cost Recovery Fee,
which is a surcharge that is automatically triggered by City Council action declaring a
water shortage and continues through the end of the fiscal year following the shortage
(Appendix N). The fee is a fixed monthly amount that varies by meter size and stage of
shortage. It is designed to mitigate the risk of revenue shortfalls associated with usage
curtailment events. The maximum targeted cost recovery amount ranges from $1.0
million in Stage 1 to $7.5 million in Stage 5. Table 9-4 below shows the Drought Cost
Recovery fees in effect in 2015 and 2016.
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Table 8-8. Drought Cost Recovery Fee Rate (2015)

5/8 & 3/4" $7.37
1" $18.43
1.5" $36.85

2" $58.96

3" $110.55

4" $184.25

6" $368.50

8" $847.55

10" $1,046.54

8.9 Resolution or Ordinance

The City’s water shortage regulations and restrictions were adopted as an ordinance
and codified as Santa Cruz Municipal Code Chapter 16.01 (Appendix M). The water
shortage regulations and restrictions were last updated in early 2015.

8.10 Plan Evaluation

In 2009, after a year’s experience implementing a Stage 2 Water Shortage Warning,
Water Department staff prepared a report to document the response and compile
records for future reference. This report, entitled: The 2009 Water Shortage: An
Evaluation of Water Management Strategies, Actions, and Results evaluates which
aspects of the plan succeeded and which didn’t, and why, and makes recommendations
and refinements to the plan for the next time a water shortage occurs. Much progress
was made with putting enforcement systems, procedures, and tools in place that were
not in place prior to 2009 and will help in future events. Even so, there were numerous
lessons learned from this experience and several areas where improvements could be
made to better manage water shortages in the future.

It is recommended that the Water Department conduct a similar review and prepare an
“After Action” report based on the lessons learned during the recent 2014/15 Stage 3
Water Shortage Emergency.
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8.11 Catastrophic Supply Interruption

CWC 10632

(a)(3) Actions to be undertaken by the urban water supplier to prepare for, and implement during, a catastrophic
interruption of water supplies including, but not limited to, a regional power outage, an earthquake, or other
disaster.

The City plans for and responds to emergency incidents, including floods, earthquakes,
fires, and hazardous materials incidents in accordance with the Santa Cruz County
Operational Area Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MOU ratifies local
government agreements to follow the Standardized Emergency Management System or
SEMS, as mandated under California law. The City maintains an Emergency
Management Plan, which defines and describes the emergency management
organization and guides the response of appropriate personnel to a major emergency.
The City Manager, functioning as the City’s Director of Emergency Services, would
coordinate the emergency response to maintain water delivery and/or restore service as
necessary. The Emergency Management Plan also addresses the integration and
coordination with other government agencies and levels when required.

The Water Department maintains a mutual assistance agreement with other water
agencies through the Water/Wastewater Agency Response Network (WARN) to share
equipment, personnel, and supplies in times of an emergency. The City is within the
California Office of Emergency Services Coastal Region Il, which includes the counties
in the San Francisco Bay region and northern California coast.

The Water Department has its own General Emergency Plan and Emergency
Response Plan for Terrorist Activity and Natural Disasters in accordance with state
and federal laws. This document sets forth the primary objectives of the Department in
an emergency as follows:

e Maintain water service for domestic and firefighting purposes,
e Protect the water supply from possible contamination,

e Control the loss of water, and

e Keep the public informed

The plan outlines the roles and responsibilities of key Departmental personnel during an
emergency at both the City Emergency Operations Center and Water Department
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Operations Center. It also describes general actions to be taken to 1) assess situation
status and extent of damage to the water system, 2) prevent contamination and loss of
water, and 3) restore water service in response to the following types of emergencies:

e Earthquake

e Tsunami
e Flood
e Fire

e Suspected Contamination of Water Supply

e Civil Disorder

e Power Outage

e Treatment Plant Failure

e Damage to Distribution Storage Reservoirs or Booster Pumping Station
e Telecommunications Failure

The plan contains an emergency water rationing plan intended to preserve treated
water supplies in the event a catastrophe results in impairment of the water system.
The emergency rationing plan has two stages, which are defined as follows:

Serious shortage: This condition exists when the system is unable to meet normal
demand, but can supply enough water for basic public health and safely needs. In this
situation, not taking swift action to ration water could jeopardize available water in
storage, or could leave the City vulnerable in the event of further outages.

Critical shortage: This condition exists when production facilities are rendered
incapable of meeting 50% or less of normal daily production levels and the current rate
of consumption poses an immediate threat of draining Bay Street reservoir or other
storage tank.

The restrictions that would be instituted in a serious or critical shortage are summarized
in Table 8-9.

The City has four portable auxiliary generators to run booster pumps in case of an
extended power outage. In addition, the treatment plant and major pump stations have
stationary diesel-powered electrical generators as a stand-by source of power in case of
a local or regional power outage.
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Table 8-9. Emergency Water Rationing Plan

Serious Shortage

Prohibited Uses: Permitted Uses:

1. Watering lawns, gardens or 1. Normal domestic uses: drinking,
landscaping cooking (paper plates and plastic

2. Washing cars, boats, building exteriors utensils requested)

3. Washing sidewalks, driveways, or any 2. Toilet flushing, only when necessary
exterior surfaces 3. Limit showers to three minutes

4. No outdoor use for any reason 4. Bathing only if absolutely necessary

5. Car washes closed (no more than half full)

6. Watering plants at nurseries, garden 5. Minimize clothes and dish washing
centers

7. Filling of swimming pools, hot tubs,
decorative pools, or fountains (must be
turned off)

8. Public showers closed

Critical Shortage

Prohibited Uses: Permitted Uses:

1. Outdoor water use for any reason 1. Water limited to health and safety only:
(garden, landscape, car washing, drinking and cooking (paper plates and
cleaning, maintenance) plastic utensils required)

2. Clothes washing and commercial 2. Toilet flushing for solid waste only
laundering, except for health reasons 3. Shower/bathing should be limited to

3. Janitorial cleaning every other day

4. Businesses and institutions that use 4. Use water only when absolutely
water in their operations may be forced necessary

to close or restrict operations:

- Restaurants, bars, and coffee
shops

- Laundromats

- Public and Private Schools

- Manufacturing

- Gyms and health spas

- Beauty salons and barber shops

No water for construction

No water for crop irrigation

oo

A separate Emergency Response and Public Notification Plan was developed in 2007 in
anticipation of the deconstruction of Bay Street Reservoir. As part of this plan,
communication and standard public notification procedures were put in place in the
event a water emergency arose. This plan included developing the capability to trigger
an automated call-out notification system (Reverse 911) to rapidly disseminate a
generalized water emergency warning throughout the Santa Cruz water service area.
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Finally, the Water Department has separate earthquake response procedures that
outline responsibilities for inspection and reporting the status of critical structures,
including Newell Creek Dam and other major water production facilities following an
earthquake.

8.12 Minimum Supply Next Three Years

CWC 10632
(a)(2) An estimate of the minimum water supply available during each of the next three water years based on the

driest three-year historic sequence for the agency’s water supply.

For this exercise, it is assumed that the next three water years spans the period 2016-
2018. For water year 2016, more than half the year has already passed and conditions
are fairly well known. The reservoir is currently at full capacity and the water year is
classified as Normal. Accordingly, no water shortage is expected for the remainder of
the 2016. It is assumed that the supply available under this circumstance is the same as
in an Average year as listed in Table 7-1. But because system water demand continues
to be low, the total annual supply available, 3.2 billion gallons, likely overstates actual
production the City expects to see through the remainder of 2016.

For 2017 and 2018, water conditions are assumed to be as dry as they were in 1976
and 1977, corresponding with the first two years of the 3-year, multiple dry year
sequence listed in Table 7-1. The supply available for those two years is substantially
lower, and would likely require significant cutbacks to balance supply and demand,
especially in 2018. For 2017, a production level of 2.4 billion gallons is close to what the
City actually experienced in 2015 with a declared Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency
in place. For 2018, an annual production level of 1.9 billion gallons would represent a
critical water shortage emergency and require a tough decision about whether to tap the
1.0 billion gallon reserve in Loch Lomond Reservoir to meet essential public health

needs.
Table 8-10. Minimum Supply Next Three Years (mg)

2016 2017 2018

Available Water Supply 3,252 2,430 1,969

NOTES: Reference Table 7-1.
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Chapter 9

DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The City of Santa Cruz has long recognized the importance of conserving water as a
responsible demand management strategy to help protect the area’s natural resources, to
stretch existing water supplies, to help downsize and/or delay the need for costly
additional water supply, treatment, and distribution upgrades, and to fulfill the City’s
overall goal of ensuring a safe, reliable, and adequate water supply. This section
describes the water demand management measures (DMMs) currently being
implemented by the City and discusses the City’s water conservation planning process
that will guide water conservation activities over the next decade and beyond.

In June 2001, the City of Santa Cruz became a signatory to the MOU Regarding Urban
Water Conservation in California and joined the California Urban Water Conservation
Council (CUWCC) in promoting water conservation locally and statewide. By becoming a
signatory, the City committed to implementing all 14 urban water conservation Best
Management Practices (BMPs) contained in the MOU deemed to be locally cost-effective
and to periodically report progress made to the CUWCC.

9.1 Demand Management Measures for Wholesale Agencies

The City of Santa Cruz currently is not a wholesale water supplier nor does it receive
water from a wholesale agency. This requirement does not apply to the City.

9.2 Demand Management Measures for Retail Agencies
9.2.1 Water Waste Prevention Ordinances

The definition of water waste prevention under the MOU consists of enacting, enforcing,
or supporting legislation, regulations, ordinances, or terms of service that prohibit water
waste in new development and by existing users, or that facilitate implementation of water
shortage response measures.

The City’s water conservation ordinance (Santa Cruz Municipal Code 16.02) has been in
operation since 1981 and was updated last in 2003 (Appendix O). Under the ordinance it
is unlawful for any person to use water for any of the following:
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e unauthorized use of water from a fire hydrant,

e watering of landscaping in a manner or to an extent that allows excess water running
off the property,

e allowing plumbing leaks to go unrepaired,

e outdoor washing of structures, vehicles, or surfaces without the use of an automatic
shut-off nozzle, and

e operation of a fountain unless water is recycled

Provisions of the ordinance regulating new development include prohibitions on:

e The use of water in new ice-making machines and any other new mechanical
equipment that utilizes a single pass cooling system to remove and discharge heat to
the sanitary sewer,

e washing of vehicles at a commercial car wash unless the facility utilizes water
recycling equipment

e the use of water for new non-recirculating industrial clothes wash systems, and

e the use of potable water for dust control or soil compaction purposes in construction
activities where there is a reasonably available source of reclaimed water appropriate
for such use

The ordinance is in effect at all times and is upheld mainly through communication with
the responsible customer. However, during mandatory water restrictions, violations of the
water waste ordinance are enforced first by a warning and then by progressive series of
fines ranging from $100 up to $500 and levied on the utility bill. Under a declared water
shortage, field staff actively patrols the water service area to enforce restrictions,
including water waste violations, seven days per week.

The public is also encouraged to report water waste, either by calling the Water
Conservation Office’s designated “leak line” (831 420-LEAK) or reporting water waste
through the City website. When water waste is observed, site visits, in-person customer
contact, phone, and/or mail correspondence is used to resolve the issue. Field staff will
increase drive-by checks of sites receiving water waste complaints to help ensure the
issue was resolved. New software was acquired in 2009 to help document, track and
manage water waste complaints, including the photo evidence of water waste incidents.
Since then, the City documented and addressed over 6,000 cases with this software.

Water waste prevention is also implemented through the City’s Landscape Water
Conservation Ordinance (Santa Cruz Municipal Code Chapter 16.16) to ensure
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landscapes and irrigation systems in new and renovated development are designed to
avoid runoff, overspray, low-head drainage and other similar conditions where water flows
off site onto adjacent property.

9.2.2 Metering

All of the City’s 24,534 water connections are fully metered with most using Automated
Meter Reading (AMR) technology. Approximately 15 percent of all City water meters are
now connected with Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) technology, allowing access
to hourly meter reads. Water meters are required for all new service connections. In
addition, a separate, dedicated irrigation meter is required for all new and renovated
multi-family and commercial landscape projects with over 5,000 square feet of
landscaped area.

All meters are read and billed monthly according to the volume of water consumed.
Monthly billing was first instituted inside the City in 2005 mainly to facilitate rising rates for
all City utilities, but it also served in aiding in leak detection and allowing for more
accurate monitoring of individual account usage and categorical water consumption.
Outside City customers were later transitioned to monthly billing in April 2014 to facilitate
water rationing.

As a member of the CUWCC, the City undertook two actions required under BMP 1.3
regarding metering. First, the Water Department in 2010 adopted a new Meter Testing,
Repair, and Replacement Policy that accelerated large meter replacement and should
help improve overall meter accuracy. In 2013, the Water Conservation Office completed a
feasibility study to assess the merits of a program to switch mixed-use commercial
accounts that have substantial irrigation demands by installing a dedicated landscape
meter. Of the almost 1,900 commercial properties analyzed, only nine sites, mostly
schools, were identified as potential commercial candidates meriting retrofitting or future
sub-metering.

9.2.3 Conservation Pricing
The Customer Service section, also referred to as “Santa Cruz Municipal Utilities,”
provides customer service and handles utility billing for water, sewer, refuse, and

recycling services to the residents and businesses of the City of Santa Cruz, and services
for water only to the unincorporated surrounding areas and part of the City of Capitola.
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The water portion of the City’s utility bill consists of three components: 1) a fixed, monthly

‘Readiness-to-serve” charge, 2) a volumetric charge, and 3) for customers residing in
elevated pressure zones, an elevation charge applies.

The current Readiness-to-serve charge varies by meter size and location (Table 9-1).

Table 9-1. Readiness to Serve Charges (2015)

; Insi i i i
e I
5/8 and 3/4” $21.08 $26.87

1” $52.67 $67.16
1.5” $105.34 $134.29
2’ $168.52 $214.86
37 $315.99 $402.88
47 $526.65 $671.47
6” $1,053.27 $1,342.91
8’ $2,422.49 $3,089.55
10” $2,991.23 $3,813.84

For the volumetric charges, the City has had a multi-block, inclining rate structure in place
for single family residential customers since 1995. In 2004, following a comprehensive
water rate study, a five-tier rate structure was adopted that applies to residential accounts
with either one or two dwelling units. The current rates are listed in Table 9-2. For all other
customers, including multi-family (3 or more dwelling units), business, industrial, municipal,

and irrigation customers, water is billed at a uniform rate corresponding with Block 2.

Table 9-2. Single Family and Two-Unit Residential Water Rate Structure (2015)

Block Category Inside City (monthly) Outside City (monthly)
Units Rate Units Rate
1 Essential needs 1-4 ccf $1.91 1-4 ccf $2.42
2 Average indoor needs 5-9 ccf $4.84 5-9 ccf $6.18
3 Average outdoor needs 10-14 ccf $6.23 10-14 ccf $7.94
4 High use 15-18 ccf $8.54. 15-18 ccf $10.87
5 Inefficient or excessive use >18 ccf $10.64 >18 ccf $13.58
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Customers in elevated pressure zones also pay an elevation surcharge of $0.20/CCF for
the cost of being served by an elevated storage reservoir.

In August 2014, the Santa Cruz City Council adopted an annual 10 percent water rate
increase over the next five years to complete several critical infrastructure projects. These
projects included: Phase 3 of the North Coast System pipeline ($10 mil), rehabilitating
and replacing six filter basins at the Graham Hill Treatment Plant ($6 mil), converting the
Bay Street Reservoir to two modern, 6-million gallon tanks ($25 mil), annually replacing 2-
4 miles of aging main, and rehabilitated storage tanks, pumps, and completing the Beltz
12 well project. All utility rates and rate change proposals are established by resolution of
the City Council. See Appendix P for the 2014 Notice of Proposed Rate Changes.

The City of Santa Cruz is currently in the process of developing a long-range, 10-year
financial plan and undertaking a new, 5-year rate study to support the Department’s
ongoing operations and planned capital improvement programs (Appendix Q). Capital
projects during the first five years will be focused on system rehabilitation and
replacement projects. Major investments to implement the Water Supply Augmentation
Strategy are anticipated to occur in the second five years of the financial planning
horizon. The new rate study is expected to be completed in fall 2016. Table 9-3 shows the
recommended rate design proposed to meet both conservation pricing and other pricing
objectives.

Table 9-3. Recommended Basic Rate Structures for Customer Classes

Customer Category Basic Rate Structure
Single Family Residential Keep inclining rates but reduce both tier width and number of tiers
Multi-Family Residential Change from uniform to tiered rates based on number of dwelling units

Commercial/Municipal/UCSC | Maintain uniform rate structure

Landscape Irrigation Transition all irrigation accounts to a simple water budget-based rate

North Coast Agriculture Maintain uniform rate structure

The rate structure being recommended will move from one that collects about 65 percent
of revenue in volume charges (based on the amount of water used) to one that collects
about 90 percent of revenues from volume charges. Other planned changes include:
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e Establishing an Infrastructure Reinvestment Fee that will collect the funding needed to
support pay-as-you-go capital and debt service costs. The fee would be collected as a
separate charge based on water use.

e Establishing a $1.00/CCF surcharge on water use beginning in July 2017 to increase
the Department’s Rate Stabilization Fund. This fund would be used to mitigate the
potential revenue instability associated with the recommended rate structure, and
augment revenues in normal years should consumption fall below a level of 2.5 billion
gallons per year.

e Retaining the existing Drought Cost Recovery Fees that are triggered by a City
Council declared water shortage and would be collected as a fixed charge for the full
fiscal year.

The financial plan and recommended rates are needed to ensure the long-term financial
health of the utility, and enable the Water Department to support ongoing operations and
maintenance of the water system and make the capital investments required to comply
with regulations, rehabilitate and replace aging infrastructure. The notice of proposed new
rates that would go into effect starting in October 2016 is included as Appendix R.

9.2.4 Public Education and Outreach

The City of Santa Cruz Water Department actively values and promotes public awareness
and education about the City's water resources and the importance of water conservation.
The City of Santa Cruz disseminates information to the general public in different forms
including: 1) media, 2) workshops and community events, 3) billing and customer service,
and 4) school education programs.

The City uses media coverage in order to broadly share information and updates on
events, programs, and news to the public in the following ways:

e “SCMU Review”, utility newsletter which includes news and information on water
conservation topics;

e City of Santa Cruz Water Conservation website;

e Water Supply Advisory Committee website;

e Formal water supply outlook published three times a year sharing the water
conditions/ supply availability;

e Weekly water conditions webpage;
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Paid advertising in local newspapers;

Opinion page coverage,;

Marketing and advertising of EPA’s “Fix a Leak Week”; and

Television and radio news interviews and community television programs.

In addition, the City uses workshops and community events to engage and interact with
the public by the following:

Public meetings and speaking events to community organizations, industry and
homeowners associations, and service groups;

Tabling at local fairs, farmers markets, and events;

Participation in regional water forums;

Participation with other local water agencies in local events and sponsorships of water
conservation-related activities;

Free workshops on irrigation efficiency, new irrigation technologies, and water
conservation strategies for the landscape; and

Financial support to the Green Gardener Program, California Water Awareness
Campaign, Water-Smart Gardening Faire, Green Business Program, and the Water
Education Foundation.

The City of Santa Cruz also uses a personable approach to public education and
outreach through billing and customer service, which includes the following:

Marketing and distribution of free water conservation devices and literature;
Marketing of rebates and distribution of rebate applications;

Bill inserts;

Field representatives showing customers how to read their meter and check for leaks
at their properties;

Partnership with the Monterey Bay Area Green Business Program;

Messages and information on customer’s bills showing daily consumption and a graph
charting monthly consumption for the entire year; and

Water supply tours.

The City offers school education activities for students ranging from upper elementary
age children up to the University level. The program gives students an opportunity to
learn about the City’s water supply system and water conservation. School educational
activities include:
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e Field trips and ranger presentations at Loch Lomond Reservoir and San Lorenzo
River;

e Loch Lomond Trout in the Classroom fish release field trip;

e Distribution of age and grade level appropriate curriculum and educational materials,
including a water education booklet specially developed for Santa Cruz County
students;

e Classroom presentations; and

e High School Watershed Academy program.

9.2.4.1 Water School

In summer 2014, the City of Santa Cruz Water Department started hosting Water School
as a result of rationing and curtailment during a declared water shortage. Residential
customers were required to stay within their assigned allotment or pay an excessive use
penalty for each additional unit of water used over their allotment. Water School served
as a one-time opportunity for customers who exceeded their monthly allotment to dismiss
their penalty by attending a two-hour class session held at the local community center.
The session was followed by a short quiz and a survey for feedback and additional
guestions. The class curriculum consisted of an overview of the City water system,
statewide and local drought conditions, Santa Cruz Municipal Utility (SCMU) services,
water use regulations and restrictions, and water conservation strategies to practice at
home and outside. The purpose of water school was to educate customers about the
water shortage and local impacts, show customers support, empower customers to
conserve and think critically about their own usage, and prevent customers from
exceeding their allotment in the future. The City’s Water School curriculum was used as a
model in the CUWCC’s Water Shortage Toolkit for other water agencies starting their own
water schools. In 2014, the city held 27 classes for 702 customers, which collectively
waived $462,050 in penalties. In 2015, there were 14 classes for 461 customers, which
dismissed $266,760.

The City of Santa Cruz also offered a separate Water School for large landscape account
that exceeded their water budget created from landscape water budget software,
Waterfluence. The landscape water school shared some elements with the residential
water school curriculum and included tips on how to use Waterfluence effectively and
communicate with different staff or stakeholders. In 2014, 28 irrigation customers
attended and dismissed $40,375. In 2015, a pre-rationing water efficient workshop was
offered to prepare irrigation accounts for rationing where 19 customers attended. The
2015 landscape water school consisted of 20 customers and dismissed $34,850 in
excessive use penalties.
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9.2.4.2 Water Supply Advisory Committee

In 2015, City Council created the Water Supply Advisory Committee to engage the
community in an examination of water supply issues. The Committee consisted of 14
members of the community who represented various interests including the environment,
business, education, and the Water Commission. The Water Supply Advisory Committee
offered meetings, forums, and other opportunities for the public to learn, engage, and
share their opinions about the future of Santa Cruz’s water supply. In addition, the City
invited the public to attend a series of Enrichment Session installments with different
topics including climate change, groundwater, water reuse and more. The goal for these
forums and workshops was to bring transparency and collaboration to the community
regarding decision-making of water supply alternatives for the City of Santa Cruz.

9.2.5 Programs to Assess and Manage Distribution System Losses

As mentioned in section 4.4, the Water Conservation Office has conducted an annual
water audit of the City’s water distribution system since 1997 using the approach
described in the AWWA M36 “Manual of Water Supply Practices”. The purpose of the
audit is to quantify how much water and revenue is lost through physical leaks and
apparent losses and to identify steps to minimize system losses and improve the
operational efficiency of the water system. Beginning in 2006, the City also began to use
the water balance approach developed through the International Water Association
(IWA), now advocated by AWWA, to better characterize water losses in the distribution
system.

Water audit results indicate average system water loss from 1997 to 2014 is approximately
7.5 percent of total treated water production or 266 mgy. Of this amount, it is estimated that
5 to 6 percent (198 mgy) is lost due to physical leakage in the distribution system, also
referred to as “real” losses, including leaking service lines, valves, fittings, and water mains.
It is estimated that another 1 to 2 percent (68 mgy) is not physically lost but goes unreported
on the billing system primarily due to sales meter inaccuracies, billing and accounting errors,
and other factors. This second category of losses, labeled “apparent” losses, has a negative
impact on both utility revenue and on consumption data accuracy.

In 2015, the City contracted with Water Systems Optimization, Inc. (WSO) to examine the
City’s water system and operations practices, validate where losses are occurring, evaluate
options, and set forth a formal strategy to improve water accountability and reduce lost
water. WSO'’s proposed scope of work is organized into three tasks, involving the following
elements:
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1. Water audit validation, to assess the accuracy of the system input meters and data
transfer systems, and to perform a business process review of meter testing, reading,
and billing activities;

2. Component analysis of real losses, to quantify the volume of different types of leaks
and determine the economic level of leakage — the balance between the value of the
water that is lost through leakage and the cost of finding and fixing leakage or
reducing leakage through pressure management; and

3. Water loss control program design, to outline the most cost-effective strategies for
reducing both real and apparent losses over time.

Results of the 2014 water audit that was validated as part of the project are summarized
in Figure 9-1.

Figure 9-1. 2014 Water Balance

The recommendations produced from this year-long study will be used to guide
development of a robust water loss control strategy and will serve as a foundation for
completing and reporting future annual water audits to the state beginning in 2017 under
the requirements of SB 555 of 2015.
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Currently, the Water Department addresses physical leakage by expediting leak repairs on
service connections and mains, and by performing service line and water main
replacements on an ongoing basis. The Water Department budgets a total of about $1.25
million annually in its capital improvement program for water main replacement projects.
Although a formal leak detection program is currently not in place, the Water Department
uses sonic leak detection equipment to locate and repair leaks in the water system. In
addition, the Department monitors for leaks on the customer’s side of the meter by
reviewing exception reports for high meter readings. Customers are notified so they can
take appropriate action to repair leaks, even before they receive their water bills.

9.2.6 Water Conservation Program Coordination and Staffing Support

The Water Conservation section is responsible for promoting efficient water use and
implementing management practices that reduce customer demand for water. This
section consists of the Water Conservation Manager, one Water Conservation Analyst,
and two Water Conservation Representatives. The Water Conservation Manager is
responsible for planning, organizing, and directing the operations of the Water
Conservation section and for reporting on BMP implementation. The Water Conservation
Manager meets regularly with the Water Director and senior managers to coordinate
conservation activities with the administration, engineering, production, distribution, and
customer service sections. The Water Conservation Analyst and Water Conservation
Representatives are responsible for operating existing programs and assisting with new
program development.

9.2.6.1 Water Conservation Program Responsibilities and Activities

The responsibilities and major activities fall into the following four general categories:
Public Awareness and Education: to promote public awareness and education about the
City's water resources and the importance of water conservation; and to provide timely

and accurate information to utility customers and the general public about conservation
practices and technologies, as well as the City’s conservation programs and policies.

Water Demand Monitoring: to monitor water production, consumption and system water
losses; to track weather and population data; to evaluate trends in per capita water use;
to track demand associated with new service connections; to compare actual water
demand with projected use by customer category; and to develop and support water
demand forecasts for the water service area for use in supply planning.
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Long-Term Water Conservation Programs: to develop and implement various
conservation projects and programs that result in a sustained reduction in customer water
demand; to track water savings from ongoing conservation programs; and to evaluate the
need for program modifications to improve efficiency, customer service, and water
savings in keeping with conservation goals.

Planning and Emergency Management: to periodically update and implement the City’s
Water Shortage Contingency Plan and the Urban Water Management Plan, and to assist
in Departmental and City-wide emergency planning and management activities.

Between 2012 and 2015, drought management became the section’s primary function,
which dramatically accelerated public education and outreach activities as well as public
interest and participation in long-term conservation programs.

9.2.6.2 Program Funding

The City’s water conservation program is funded by a combination of water rates, system
development charges, and miscellaneous service fees. With regard to water
conservation, revenues from system development charges are used primarily for various
rebate programs, including residential and commercial toilets, urinals, clothes washers,
Smart Rebates, and more recently, lawn removal rebates, which account for the majority
of long-term water savings generated each year. The total amount resources budgeted
for the Water Conservation Section in FY 2017 is $1.1 million.

9.2.7 Other Demand Management Practices

As a member of the California Urban Water Conservation Council, the City of Santa Cruz
is implementing all the CUWCC’s Best Management Practices. These demand
management measures apply to all customer types including residential, business, and
landscape accounts. Figure 9-2 below provides a summary and timeline of past and

current water conservation activities, organized in accordance with the MOU.

The nature and extent of these measures are described below.
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Figure 9-2. Timeline of Past and Current Water Conservation Activities

Signed MOU for CUWCC |
BMP
1.1.1 Conservation Coordinator
1.1.2 Water Waste Prevention
Utility Operations 1.2 Water Loss Control
1.3 Metering with Commodity Rates

14 Retail Conservation Pricing e
Education 2.1 Public Information Programs
Programs 2.2 School Education Programs I —
3.1 Residential Assistance Programs
3.2 Landscape Water Survey
3.3 HECW Financial Incentives |
A . 3.4 ULFT, Water-Sense Specification toilets
Residential K AT
Rain Barrel Distribution _
Lawn Removal Rebate
Device Distribution - -
Plumbing Fixture Retrofit Ordinance
4 ClI Programs
Smart Rebates
Cil Green Business Certifications _
Lightwash HECW Program
Spray Rinse Valve Distribution - -
5 Large Landscape Conservation Programs
Water Budgets for Large Landscapes
Large Landscape Water Audits
Landscape Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance |

Turf Removal Rebate
Water-Smart Gardening Website
Graywater Legalization and Incentives
Water Shortage Water Restrictions
Management Water Rationing

1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

9.2.7.1 Demand Management Measures for Residential Customers

Residential water use constitutes almost two thirds of system consumption and therefore
is a main focal point of the City’s water conservation efforts. The residential water
conservation programs consist of the following: 1) Home Water Survey Program, 2) High
Efficiency Clothes Washer Rebate Program, 3) Toilet Rebate Program, 4) Laundry to
Landscape Rebate Programs, 5) Rain Barrel Program and 6) Plumbing Fixture Retrofit
Ordinance.

The Home Water Survey program is a free service offered to single and multi- family
residences and consists of reviewing billing and consumption information, showing how to
read a meter and detect leaks, inspecting home plumbing fixtures and offering free
showerheads, faucet aerators, and rebate forms. The survey also assesses outdoor water
use and needs by checking the irrigation system and timer, and evaluating the landscape
area, design, and plants. Although home water surveys are not in high demand — only
124 were performed in the last five years - they play an important role in providing
education and customer service.

The High Efficiency Clothes Washer Rebate program offers $100 for the purchase and
installation of an Energy Star clothes washer to single and multi-family (non-communal
laundry) residences. The City will soon be modifying the rebate program to offer an
additional $100 for Energy Star Most Efficient models. The Energy Star Most Efficient
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models have the lowest water factor and energy factor of all clothes washers. In addition,
only these models qualify for a rebate through PG&E. By increasing the rebate amount for
these specific models, the City is hoping to encourage customers to use clothes washers
that have the lowest water factors. Between 2011 and 2015, the City approved rebates for
about 3,000 water efficient clothes washers saving an estimated 25 million gallons per year.

The City has operated a rebate program to promote the installation of ultra-low-flush or
high efficiency toilets in residential accounts since 1995. The program originally featured
a $75 rebate as a financial incentive for customers to remove their higher-volume toilets
and replace them with 1.6 gallon ultra-low-flush toilets. This $75 rebate was discontinued
in 2010. The City’s current toilet rebate program offers $150 rebate for toilets meeting
Water Sense criteria of 1.28 gallon per flush maximum. Eligibility requirements depend on
the flush volume of the toilet that customer is replacing. Older, higher usage toilets of 3.5+
gallons per flush are eligible with the replacement of a high efficiency toilet of 1.28 gpf or
lower. Customers who have toilets less than 3.5 gallons per flush must install ultra-high
efficiency toilets of 1.0 gallons per flush or less to be eligible. In the last five years, 2,257
water efficient toilets were installed under the program saving approximately 14.7 million
gallons of water annually.

The City also offers a Laundry to Landscape rebate of $150 to customers who install a
laundry to landscape greywater system and attend a workshop offered by Central Coast
Grey Water Alliance. The requirement to attend a workshop is intended to ensure
systems are installed in accordance with guidelines listed in the CA plumbing code. The
program has attracted only very sporadic participation though.

The Rain Barrel Program currently offers a 50-gallon rain barrel catchment system at a
subsidized rate of $50 per barrel. Customers are able to order online during the rainy
season from Rainwater Solutions to reserve rain barrels for the upcoming distribution
event. Several distribution events are held during the rain barrel sale for customers to pick
up their orders at the City’s corporation yard. At the beginning of the program in 2010,
rain barrels were delivered to customers’ homes, but this has since changed due to
increased customer interest. A total of more than 4,000 rain barrels have been sold since
then saving about 0.8 mgy.

In 2003, the City adopted a plumbing fixture retrofit ordinance, codified as Santa Cruz
Municipal Code Chapter 16.03. This regulation requires that all residential, commercial,
and industrial properties be retrofitted with low consumption showerheads, toilets, and
urinals when real estate is sold. As part of the initial program implementation, the City
worked closely with the County of Santa Cruz and the City of Capitola to have similar
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ordinances passed in these other jurisdictions. Under the law, the seller of the property is
responsible for retrofitting any older toilets, urinals, and showerheads on the property with
low consumption fixtures, and for obtaining a water conservation certificate from the
Water Department. There is an option in the ordinance that allows the responsibility for
retrofitting to be transferred from the seller to the buyer, if both parties agree. In either
case, the City tracks real estate sales and requires every property to be inspected to
verify that the plumbing fixtures on the property being sold meet the low consumption
standards, with the exception of already existing 1.6 gallon per flush toilets. A custom
database program was developed by a consultant to manage property sales data on local
properties and retrofitting records, as well as follow-up enforcement of the ordinance. In
the last five years, 2,359 properties have been certified under the program, saving about
12.5 million gallons per year.

9.2.7.2 Demand Management Measures for Commercial Customers

The City provides water to about 1,900 commercial and industrial accounts within the
service area, which together represents about 26 percent of total system water use. The
City offers several programs to encourage commercial customers to become more water
efficient by using water-saving technology. These include: 1) Smart Business Rebate
Program and 2) The Monterey Bay Green Business Program.

The Smart Business Rebate Program was offered as a result of the conclusion of the
statewide Smart Rebate program in 2013. The City’s Smart Business Rebate Program
mirrors the old statewide program by offering businesses rebates for installing water
efficient fixtures including:

e High Efficiency (1.28 gpf) or Ultra High Efficiency (1.0 gpf) toilets- $200
e High Efficiency Urinals (0.125 gpf)- $300
e High Efficiency Clothes Washer- $400

The eligibility requirements for these rebates are the same for the other programs.
Clothes washers must be Energy Star certified and inspected if five or more are installed.
Toilet rebate eligibility depends on what is currently being replaced, like the residential
program. In the last five years, 46 businesses have taken advantage of the program,
saving an estimated 10.2 million gallons per year.

The Monterey Bay Area Green Business program is a partnership of environmental

agencies, utilities, and nonprofit organizations that assist, recognize and promote
businesses that volunteer to operate sustainably. To be certified "green,"” participants
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must be in compliance with all regulations and program standards for conserving water
and energy, preventing pollution, and minimizing waste. The City became a participant in
the program in 2006, which is coordinated through the Public Works Department.

Businesses must meet a set of indoor and outdoor water conservation standards as part
of achieving their Green Business Certification. All businesses are required to meet basic,
mandatory measures and a minimum number of elective requirements from several
categories. Customers are also required to meet additional measures specific to their type
of business (e.g. low flow spray rinse valves for restaurants). In order to certify a
business, a water conservation representative meets with the applicants and inspects the
site, checks for leaks and interviews the applicants.

The City has also distributed water conservation materials to all local hotels, and drinking
water upon request table tents to all local restaurants, and continues to make them
available upon request.

9.2.7.3 Demand Management Measures for Landscapes

The City of Santa Cruz also offers rebates and programs for outdoor water use and
landscapes which include: 1) Lawn Removal Rebate Program, 2) Large Landscape Water
Budgets, and 3) Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

The Lawn Removal Rebate Program currently offers $.50 per square foot of lawn
removed for single family, multi-family, and commercial customers. Single family
residences are eligible to receive up to $500 (1,000 square feet) and multi-family or
commercial are eligible for up to $2,500 (5,000 square feet). The general requirements
are the following:

e Lawn that is maintained or previously maintained prior to drought,

e Lawn must be watered by an in-ground irrigation system,

e Removal or capping of the overhead spray system in the area to be converted,

e Replacement of lawn with very low or low water use plants and mulch (with or without
low volume drip irrigation) or install no water use permeable hardscape options,

e Agreement to pre- and post- inspections to take measurements and ensure eligibility
requirements have been met,

e Completion of landscape conversion within a year, and

e One rebate per customer per year.
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The City plans on increasing the rebate to $1.00 per square foot removed with the same
limitations of rebating up to 1,000 square feet for single family residences and 5,000
square feet for multi-family and commercial. The City hopes to encourage more lawn
conversions by offering a higher rebate. Over the last five years, this program has
resulted in a total of over 395,000 square feet (9.0 acres) of turf to be removed, saving an
estimated 7.5 million gallons of water per year.

In July, 2010, the City launched a new program for customers with large landscapes and
dedicated irrigation accounts. After converting all dedicated irrigation accounts to monthly
meter reading, the City contracted with a consultant, Waterfluence LLC, to map
landscape areas using aerial imagery, to develop irrigation budgets for the City’s 110
largest irrigation customers, and to distribute the information through monthly Landscape
Water Use Reports. Since then the program has expanded its participation to 230 sites
representing 426 acres or 18.5 million square feet of irrigated area and over 250 million
gallons per year of water. For each site, Waterfluence provides a site-specific irrigation
budget based on landscape size and plantings, type of irrigation, and real-time local
weather conditions that is obtained from the CIMIS station located at the DeLaveaga golf
course. Customers receive monthly reports via mail or email comparing their actual
consumption to the irrigation budget over a 1-3 year long period. A 2013 program
assessment showed annual savings equal to about 15 million gallons per year. With
these accounts being rationed the last two years, however, water use at large landscape
sites was temporarily reduced by more than 130 million gallons in 2015. Further
evaluation is needed in the future to better quantify long-term program impact.

In addition to receiving monthly reports, participants in the program are also eligible for a
professional irrigation audit performed by Waterfluence. The audits include an
assessment of irrigation efficiency, notation of irrigation issues (scheduling, tilted nozzles,
leaks, breaks, pressure, overspray etc.), and a confirmation of the landscape area
measurements. Customers receive a detailed report with site photos noting irrigation
problems, a sprinkler condition analysis, cost-effective recommendations, scheduling
suggestions, and a list of water management essentials.

The City is currently enrolling more participants into the program in order to continue
adding customers that have recent history of high usage or water waste of over 100 CCF
per year. Large landscape and irrigation account customers that used between 10-100
CCF per year are being mapped for potential enrollment in the future. Irrigation customers
that used under 10 CCF were simply noted. The City is measuring all landscape irrigation
accounts using over 10 CCF in anticipation of changing over to a simple water budget-
based rate structure.
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The City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance was first adopted to establish landscape
water conservation regulations for major development projects situated in the City’s
service area in 1993 (Santa Cruz Municipal Code Chapter 16.16). Since then it has been
rewritten and revised in 2001 and 2010. It is in the process of being updated again in
response to 2015 emergency conservation regulations. The overall purpose of the
ordinance is to ensure that the City’s limited water supply is used efficiently and
effectively in new landscapes within the City’s water service area and to avoid certain
landscape and irrigation design aspects that have the potential to result in water waste.

The City’s ordinance applies throughout the entire water service area as a condition of
receiving water service. It covers all new and renovated, commercial, industrial, and
public projects, new single-family and multifamily development projects resulting in three
or more dwelling units where: 1) the landscape is installed by the developer, and 2) the
total landscape area of the project is 500 square feet or more, and new single family and
two-unit residential development projects on properties equal to or larger than 10,000
square feet. Certain provisions also apply to pre-existing landscapes over one acre in
size. The ordinance contains provisions for:

e Dedicated irrigation meters for new landscapes or expansion of existing landscapes
over 5,000 square feet in area;

e Landscape water budget based on 55 % (residential) and 45% (non-residential) of
reference evapotranspiration;

e Turfis limited to 25% on residential projects (turf not permitted for non-residential);

e Requiring very low to moderate water using plant materials, grouping plants with
similar water needs;

e Irrigation design to avoid conditions that lead to runoff and overspray;

e Appropriate irrigation equipment, including requiring weather-based irrigation
controllers and flow sensors to maximize water efficiency and detect leaks;

e Soil preparation and mulching;

e Storm water management; and

e Alternative water sources.

A complete landscape plan must be submitted and found to satisfy the standards before a
building permit can be issued. Water Conservation staff reviews the landscape plans for
compliance with the ordinance, coordinates plan review with Water Engineering and other
City Departments and jurisdictions, and once installed, performs final inspections of the
completed landscape.
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9.3 Implementation over the Past Five Years

All of the water conservation programs described above in Section 9. 2 and illustrated in
Figure 9-1 have been actively implemented over the past 5 years. Since 2011, however,
most activity has been devoted to addressing four consecutive years of water shortage. In
particular, emergency water shortages in both 2014 and 2015 saw a dramatic increase in
the level of public information and outreach, water waste enforcement, conservation
program and staffing support, short-term changes in pricing, and huge increases in
participation in the City’s turf removal, rain barrel, and conservation device distribution
programs, as well as a repurposing of the landscape water budget program from an
informational aid to a water rationing tool. A second round of a pre-rinse spray nozzle
replacement program was completed in 2014, and the new water loss control study was
begun. On top of all that, the City continued working on its long-term Water Conservation
Master Plan, which is described further below.

9.4  Planned Implementation to Achieve Water Use Targets

In 2013, the City contracted with Maddaus Water Management, Inc. (MWM) to develop an
updated Water Conservation Master Plan. The goal of the updated plan is to define the
next generation of water conservation activities and serve as a roadmap to help the
community achieve maximum, practical water use efficiency. Strengthening water
conservation efforts has been identified as a top priority by the City Council, the City’s
Water Commission, and more recently by the City’s Water Supply Advisory Committee in
its effort aimed at delivering a safe, adequate, affordable, and environmentally
sustainable water supply.

The process used to develop the plan included analyzing conservation measures and
programs using the consultant’s Least Cost Planning Water Demand Management
Decision Support System Model (DSS Model). Work was divided into two phases
separated by a year of in-depth review of the work by the City’s Water Supply Advisory
Committee. The Recommended Plan, which covers the same 2035 planning horizon as
this Urban Water Management Plan, matches the recommended measures list published
in the Final Report on Agreements and Recommendations (Appendix K). The WSAC’s
involvement helped shape the plan in two important ways: 1) it shifted conservation
program emphasis to the peak season period (April — October) to better address the
City’s supply-demand gap, and 2) it produced recommendations leading to several
additional conservation measures.
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The plan includes a total of 35 measures for implementation between now and 2021
(Figure 9-3). Many are already underway. The City Council accepted the plan in concept
as a Technical Memorandum in April 2016 (Appendix S), and the final report is almost
complete. The goal is to include and adopt the Water Conservation Master Plan in its
entirety as an element of this 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.

Figure 9-3. Recommended Program Implementation Schedul

D

Mo. Time Period
Measure
1 System Water Loss Reduction 2015- 2035
2 |Advanced Metering Infrastructure 2021- 2035
3 |Large Landscape Budget-Based Water Rates 2018- 2020
4 |General Public Information 2015- 2035
5  |Public Infformation (Home Water Use Report) 2018- 2035
6  |Residential Leak Assistance 2018- 2035
7 |Single Family Residential Surveys 2015- 2035
] Plumbing Fixture Giveaway/Opt 2015- 2017
9  |Residential Ultra High Efficiency Toilet Rebates 2015- 2020
10 |High Efficiency Clothes Washer Rebates 2015- 2026
11  |High Efficiency Clothes Washer - New Development 2021- 2035
12 |Hot Water On Demand - New Development 2021- 2035
13 |Toilet Retrofit at Time of Sale 2015- 2019
14 |CIl MF Common Laundry Room High Efficiency Clothes Washer | 2015- 2024
15 |Cll Incentives 2021-2026] | |
16 |Pre-Rinse Spray Nozzle Installation 2015- 2016
17 |ci Surveys 2021-2026] | |
18 |High Efficiency Urinal Program 2015- 2018
19 |Public Restroom Faucet Retrofit - MUN 2021- 2023
20 |Public Restroom Faucet Retrofit - COM 2021- 2030
21 |School Retrofit 2021- 2030
22 |Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 2015-2035
23 |Single Family Residential Turf Removal 2015 - 2035
24 |Mulkifamily Residential /CIl Turf Removal 2015- 2035
25 |Expand Large Landscape Survey/Water Budgets 2018- 2035
26 |Sprinkler Nozzle Rebates 2018- 2035
27  |Gray Water Retrofit 2015- 2035
28 |Residential Rain Barrels 2015- 2035
29  |Climate Appropriate Landscaping and Rainwater Infiltration 2015- 2035
30SF |SF Conservation Pricing - Water and Sewer 2018- 2035
30MF |MF Conservation Pricing - Water and Sewer 2018-2035
30COM|COM Conservation Pricing - Water and Sewer 2018-2035
31 |Single Family Multifamily Dishwasher Rebates 2018- 2022
32 |HotWater Recirculation Systems 2018 - 2022
33 |Rewarding Businesses For Adopting Best Practices 2020- 2035
34 |Additional Building Code Requirements for New Development 2018- 2035
35 |Innovation Incubator Program 2021-2035

Table 9-5 presents the projected water savings in 5-year increments, broken down into
two components: the passive plumbing codes savings referenced in Chapter 4, and
active water savings associated with the Recommended Program, expressed in millions
of gallons per year.
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Table 9-5. Long-Term Conservation Program Savings (mgy)

Conservation Program 2020 2025 2030 2035
Plumbing Code 96 179 269 329
Recommended Program 137 232 269 291
Recommended Program with Plumbing Code Savings 233 411 538 620
NOTES: Maddaus Water Management, Inc., 2016

Figure 9-4 shows the projected per capita water use in gallons per person per day
(GPCD) in 5-year increments for the projected demand with the recommended program
implementation and plumbing code savings. The model indicates that the City’s GPCD in
2020 will decline to about 92 gallons per person per day, far below the City’s 2020 target
of 110 GPCD under SB X7-7, and continuing to decline to a level of about 78 GPCD by

2035.

Figure 9-4. Water Conservation Program Savings, GPCD
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9.5 Members of the California Urban Water Conservation Council

CUWCC members have the option of submitting their 2013—-2014 Best Management
Practice (BMP) annual reports in lieu of, or in addition to, describing the DMMs in their
UWMP. The City is including its 2013 and 2014 BMP reports for additional informational
purposes in Appendix T. In 2013 and 2014, the City was considered to be “On Track” by
the California Urban Water Conservation Council in all areas with the following
exceptions:

BMP 1.2 Water Loss Control:
e Completed training in component analysis process? No (Since completed in 2016)
e Component Analysis? No (Since completed in 2016)

BMP 1.4 Retail Conservation Pricing:

e Conservation pricing for sewer service: For water agencies that provide retail sewer
service, rates that charge customers a fixed amount per billing cycle for sewer service
regardless of the units of service consumed do not satisfy the CUWCC’s definition of
conservation pricing of sewer service. This applies to City’s single family and
multifamily sewer charges, which are charged a flat monthly rate for sewer service.

The Water Department has raised this matter previously and will continue to discuss
sewer rates and conservation pricing as a matter of policy within the City organization.

L ow water users who meet an average winter use criteria of 2.25 CCF/month or less qualify for a reduced sewer rate.
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Chapter 10

PLAN ADOPTION, SUBMITTAL, AND IMPLEMENTATION

The City of Santa Cruz began the process of developing the 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan after participating in a webinar and workshop sponsored by DWR in
late 2015. While Chapter 2 describes the process of preparing the plan, this chapter
summarizes the process of plan adoption, submittal, and implementation including the
steps for amendment if it becomes necessary.

10.1 Inclusion of all 2015 Data

As mentioned in Section 2.3, the City is reporting on a calendar year basis. The plan
was prepared in 2016 and accordingly includes water use and planning data for the
entire calendar year of 2015, except where noted.

10.2 Notice of Public Hearing

Water suppliers must hold a public hearing before adopting an Urban Water
Management Plan. The public hearing provides an opportunity for the public to provide
input before it is adopted by City Council.

Prior to the public hearing, the draft plan was made available for public inspection,
review, and comment on the City’s web site, at the Water Department office, and at the
City’s Central Library beginning in late July 2016.

In addition, the City Water Commission reviewed the draft plan and provided comments
at its August 1, 2016 meeting. Water Commission meetings serve to encourage active
involvement and participation of diverse groups and individuals, in accordance with
section 10642 of the Act. In the process of reviewing the plan, the Water Commission
recommended several changes and additions for the final plan, including the following:

e Updating Table 6-10 regarding volume of water transferred to Soquel Creek, and
include recent interagency agreement,

e Updating language about water rights (flexibility, place of use) needed to support
regional solutions,

e Correcting statement of storage amount needed to overcome supply/demand gap,

e Better characterizing the distinctions between inside and outside customers, and

e Miscellaneous editorial clarifications and corrections

The Water Commission’s full written comments, and all other written comments
received from the public are included as Appendix W.
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The draft plan was also circulated in July 2016, along with notice of the time and place
of the public hearing, to the County of Santa Cruz and the City of Capitola as required
by law. Notification letters included the location where the 2015 UWMP could be
viewed, the hearing schedule, and contact information of the preparer for the City.
Copies of these letters are provided in Appendix U.

Table 10-1 below lists all the cities and counties that receive water service from the City
of Santa Cruz and that were sent a notice of the public hearing. As mentioned in
Section 2.4, these jurisdictions were previously sent written notice regarding the plan
review and update process well in advance of 60 days before the public hearing
(Appendix D), in accordance with the Section 10621(b) of the Act.

Table 10-1 Retail: Notification to Cities and Counties

: : Notice of Public
City Name 60 Day Notice .
Hearing
City of Capitola
City of Santa Cruz
. Notice of Public
County Name 60 Day Notice .
Hearing
Santa Cruz County

In addition to these jurisdictions, the City provided the notice of the public hearing to the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, local elected officials, the Santa Cruz
Local Agency Formation Commission, and to all major public water utilities in Santa
Cruz County, including the following:

e Soquel Creek Water District

e San Lorenzo Valley Water District
e Scotts Valley Water District

e Central Valley Water District

e City of Watsonville

The public hearing was noticed to the public in the local newspaper as prescribed in
Government Code 6066. The notice included the time and place of the hearing, as well
as the various locations where the plan was made available for public review. A copy of
the notice of the public hearing published in the newspaper is provided as Appendix V.
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10.3 Public Hearing and Adoption

The City Council held the public hearing on the plan in accordance with CWC section
10642 on August 9, 2016. At the public hearing, City Council directed that the final plan
be brought back for adoption at its August 23, 2016 meeting. Copies of all written
comments received during the public review process and at the public hearing are
included in Appendix W. The official minutes of the public hearing are included with the
Notice of Public Hearing in Appendix V.

City Council adopted the plan, as modified by input from the Water Commission, on
August 23 2016. The official resolution adopting the plan is provided as Appendix X.

In accordance with the City Council resolution adopting the plan, the Water Supply
Advisory Committee’s Final Report on Agreements and Recommendations, the Water
Shortage Contingency Plan, and the City’s final Water Conservation Master Plan are
adopted by reference in their entirety as elements of the City’s 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan.

10.4 Plan Submittal

The final plan was then submitted electronically to DWR and the California State Library
within 30 days of its adoption, and transmitted to all jurisdictions receiving water service
from the City of Santa Cruz within 60 days of its submission to DWR, in accordance with
CWC sections 10644(a) and 10635(b). Additionally, the final data tables were submitted
using the WUE data tool available online through the DWR Urban Water Management
webpage.

10.5 Public Availability

The final, adopted plan was also made available to the public in accordance with
section 10645 of the Act by posting it on the City’s web site.

10.6 Amending an Adopted UWMP

If the City of Santa Cruz chooses or needs to amend the adopted 2015 plan, proper
notification including copies of the amendments will be provided in accordance with
sections 10644(a) and 10621 in a manner set forth for the notification, public hearing,
adoption and submittal.
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Appendix A Urban Water Management Planning Act Final

California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.6.
Chapter 1. General Declaration and Policy §10610-10610.4
Chapter 2. Definitions §10611-10617
Chapter 3. Urban Water Management Plans
Article 1. General Provisions §10620-10621
Article 2. Contents of Plans §10630-10634
Article 2.5. Water Service Reliability §10635
Article 3. Adoption And Implementation of Plans §10640-10645
Chapter 4. Miscellaneous Provisions §10650-10656

Chapter 1. General Declaration and Policy
SECTION 10610-10610.4

10610. This part shall be known and may be cited as the "Urban Water Management Planning
Act."

10610.2. (a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(1) The waters of the state are a limited and renewable resource subject to ever-
increasing demands.

(2) The conservation and efficient use of urban water supplies are of statewide
concern; however, the planning for that use and the implementation of those
plans can best be accomplished at the local level.

(3) A long-term, reliable supply of water is essential to protect the productivity of
California's businesses and economic climate.

(4) As part of its long-range planning activities, every urban water supplier should
make every effort to ensure the appropriate level of reliability in its water
service sufficient to meet the needs of its various categories of customers
during normal, dry, and multiple dry water years.

(5) Public health issues have been raised over a number of contaminants that
have been identified in certain local and imported water supplies.

(6) Implementing effective water management strategies, including groundwater
storage projects and recycled water projects, may require specific water
guality and salinity targets for meeting groundwater basins water quality
objectives and promoting beneficial use of recycled water.

(7) Water quality regulations are becoming an increasingly important factor in
water agencies' selection of raw water sources, treatment alternatives, and
modifications to existing treatment facilities.
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(8) Changes in drinking water quality standards may also impact the usefulness of
water supplies and may ultimately impact supply reliability.

(9) The quality of source supplies can have a significant impact on water
management strategies and supply reliability.

(b) This part is intended to provide assistance to water agencies in carrying out their
long-term resource planning responsibilities to ensure adequate water supplies to
meet existing and future demands for water.

10610.4. The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state as follows:

(a) The management of urban water demands and efficient use of water shall be

actively pursued to protect both the people of the state and their water
resources.

(b) The management of urban water demands and efficient use of urban water
supplies shall be a guiding criterion in public decisions.

(c) Urban water suppliers shall be required to develop water management plans to
actively pursue the efficient use of available supplies.

Chapter 2. Definitions
SECTION 10611-10617

10611. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions of this chapter govern the
construction of this part.

10611.5. “Demand management" means those water conservation measures, programs, and
incentives that prevent the waste of water and promote the reasonable and efficient
use and reuse of available supplies.

10612. "Customer" means a purchaser of water from a water supplier who uses the water for

municipal purposes, including residential, commercial, governmental, and industrial
uses.

10613. "Efficient use" means those management measures that result in the most effective use

of water so as to prevent its waste or unreasonable use or unreasonable method of
use.

10614. "Person" means any individual, firm, association, organization, partnership, business,
trust, corporation, company, public agency, or any agency of such an entity.

10615. "Plan" means an urban water management plan prepared pursuant to this part. A plan
shall describe and evaluate sources of supply, reasonable and practical efficient uses,
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reclamation and demand management activities. The components of the plan may
vary according to an individual community or area's characteristics and its capabilities
to efficiently use and conserve water. The plan shall address measures for residential,
commercial, governmental, and industrial water demand management as set forth in
Article 2 (commencing with Section 10630) of Chapter 3. In addition, a strategy and
time schedule for implementation shall be included in the plan.

10616. "Public agency” means any board, commission, county, city and county, city, regional
agency, district, or other public entity.

10616.5. "Recycled water" means the reclamation and reuse of wastewater for beneficial use.

10617. "Urban water supplier" means a supplier, either publicly or privately owned, providing
water for municipal purposes either directly or indirectly to more than 3,000 customers
or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually. An urban water supplier
includes a supplier or contractor for water, regardless of the basis of right, which
distributes or sells for ultimate resale to customers. This part applies only to water
supplied from public water systems subject to Chapter 4 (commencing with Section
116275) of Part 12 of Division 104 of the Health and Safety Code.

Chapter 3. Urban Water Management Plans
Article 1. General Provisions

SECTION 10620-10621

10620. (a) Every urban water supplier shall prepare and adopt an urban water management
plan in the manner set forth in Article 3 (commencing with Section 10640).

(b) Every person that becomes an urban water supplier shall adopt an urban water
management plan within one year after it has become an urban water supplier.

(c) An urban water supplier indirectly providing water shall not include planning
elements in its water management plan as provided in Article 2 (commencing with
Section 10630) that would be applicable to urban water suppliers or public
agencies directly providing water, or to their customers, without the consent of
those suppliers or public agencies.

(d) (1) An urban water supplier may satisfy the requirements of this part by
participation in areawide, regional, watershed, or basinwide urban water
management planning where those plans will reduce preparation costs and
contribute to the achievement of conservation and efficient water use.

(2) Each urban water supplier shall coordinate the preparation of its plan with
other appropriate agencies in the area, including other water suppliers that
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10621.

share a common source, water management agencies, and relevant public
agencies, to the extent practicable.

(e) The urban water supplier may prepare the plan with its own staff, by contract, or in

cooperation with other governmental agencies.

(f) An urban water supplier shall describe in the plan water management tools and

options used by that entity that will maximize resources and minimize the need to
import water from other regions.

(a) Each urban water supplier shall update its plan at least once every five years on or
before December 31, in years ending in five and zero, except as provided in
subdivision (d).

(b) Every urban water supplier required to prepare a plan pursuant to this part shall, at

least 60 days before the public hearing on the plan required by Section 10642,
notify any city or county within which the supplier provides water supplies that the
urban water supplier will be reviewing the plan and considering amendments or
changes to the plan. The urban water supplier may consult with, and obtain
comments from, any city or county that receives notice pursuant to this
subdivision.

(c) The amendments to, or changes in, the plan shall be adopted and filed in the

manner set forth in Article 3 (commencing with Section 10640).

(d) Each urban water supplier shall update and submit its 2015 plan to the department

by July 1, 2016.

Article 2. Contents of Plan

SECTION 10630-10634

10630. It is the intention of the Legislature, in enacting this part, to permit levels of water

management planning commensurate with the numbers of customers served and the
volume of water supplied.

10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter that shall do all of the following:

(a) Describe the service area of the supplier, including current and projected

population, climate, and other demographic factors affecting the supplier's water
management planning. The projected population estimates shall be based upon
data from the state, regional, or local service agency population projections within
the service area of the urban water supplier and shall be in five-year increments to
20 years or as far as data is available.

(b) Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and planned sources of

water available to the supplier over the same five-year increments described in
subdivision (a). If groundwater is identified as an existing or planned source of
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water available to the supplier, all of the following information shall be included in
the plan:

(1) A copy of any groundwater management plan adopted by the urban water
supplier, including plans adopted pursuant to Part 2.75 (commencing with
Section 10750), or any other specific authorization for groundwater
management.

(2) A description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the urban water
supplier pumps groundwater. For basins that a court or the board has
adjudicated the rights to pump groundwater, a copy of the order or decree
adopted by the court or the board and a description of the amount of
groundwater the urban water supplier has the legal right to pump under the
order or decree. For basins that have not been adjudicated, information as to
whether the department has identified the basin or basins as overdrafted or
has projected that the basin will become overdrafted if present management
conditions continue, in the most current official departmental bulletin that
characterizes the condition of the groundwater basin, and a detailed
description of the efforts being undertaken by the urban water supplier to
eliminate the long-term overdraft condition.

(3) A detailed description and analysis of the location, amount, and sufficiency of
groundwater pumped by the urban water supplier for the past five years. The
description and analysis shall be based on information that is reasonably
available, including, but not limited to, historic use records.

(4) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater
that is projected to be pumped by the urban water supplier. The description
and analysis shall be based on information that is reasonably available,
including, but not limited to, historic use records.

(c) (1) Describe the reliability of the water supply and vulnerability to seasonal or
climatic shortage, to the extent practicable, and provide data for each of the
following:

(A) An average water year.
(B) A single-dry water year.
(C) Multiple-dry water years.

(2) For any water source that may not be available at a consistent level of use,
given specific legal, environmental, water quality, or climatic factors, describe
plans to supplement or replace that source with alternative sources or water
demand management measures, to the extent practicable.
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(d) Describe the opportunities for exchanges or transfers of water on a short-term or
long-term basis.

(e) (1) Quantify, to the extent records are available, past and current water use, over
the same five-year increments described in subdivision (a), and projected
water use, identifying the uses among water use sectors, including, but not
necessarily limited to, all of the following uses:

(A) Single-family residential.

(B) Multifamily.

(C) Commercial.

(D) Industrial.

(E) Institutional and governmental.
(F) Landscape.

(G) Sales to other agencies.

(H) Saline water intrusion barriers, groundwater recharge, or conjunctive use,
or any combination thereof.

(I) Agricultural.
(J) Distribution system water loss.

(2) The water use projections shall be in the same five-year increments
described in subdivision (a).

(3) (A) For the 2015 urban water management plan update, the distribution
system water loss shall be quantified for the most recent 12-month period
available. For all subsequent updates, the distribution system water loss
shall be quantified for each of the five years preceding the plan update.

(B) The distribution system water loss quantification shall be reported in
accordance with a worksheet approved or developed by the department
through a public process. The water loss quantification worksheet shall be
based on the water system balance methodology developed by the
American Water Works Association.

(4) (A) If available and applicable to an urban water supplier, water use
projections may display and account for the water savings estimated to
result from adopted codes, standards, ordinances, or transportation and
land use plans identified by the urban water supplier, as applicable to the
service area.
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(B) To the extent that an urban water supplier reports the information
described in subparagraph (A), an urban water supplier shall do both of
the following:

(i) Provide citations of the various codes, standards, ordinances, or
transportation and land use plans utilized in making the projections.

(i) Indicate the extent that the water use projections consider savings
from codes, standards, ordinances, or transportation and land use
plans. Water use projections that do not account for these water
savings shall be noted of that fact.

(f) Provide a description of the supplier's water demand management measures.
This description shall include all of the following:

(1) (A) For an urban retail water supplier, as defined in Section 10608.12, a
narrative description that addresses the nature and extent of each water
demand management measure implemented over the past five years.
The narrative shall describe the water demand management measures
that the supplier plans to implement to achieve its water use targets
pursuant to Section 10608.20.

(B) The narrative pursuant to this paragraph shall include descriptions of the
following water demand management measures:

(i) Water waste prevention ordinances.

(i) Metering.

(iii) Conservation pricing.

(iv) Public education and outreach.

(v) Programs to assess and manage distribution system real loss.
(vi) Water conservation program coordination and staffing support.

(vii) Other demand management measures that have a significant impact
on water use as measured in gallons per capita per day, including
innovative measures, if implemented.

(2) For an urban wholesale water supplier, as defined in Section 10608.12, a
narrative description of the items in clauses (i), (iv), (vi), and (vii) of
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), and a narrative description of its
distribution system asset management and wholesale supplier assistance
programs.

(9) Include a description of all water supply projects and water supply programs that
may be undertaken by the urban water supplier to meet the total projected water
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use, as established pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 10635. The urban water
supplier shall include a detailed description of expected future projects and
programs that the urban water supplier may implement to increase the amount of
the water supply available to the urban water supplier in average, single-dry, and
multiple-dry water years. The description shall identify specific projects and
include a description of the increase in water supply that is expected to be
available from each project. The description shall include an estimate with regard
to the implementation timeline for each project or program.

(h) Describe the opportunities for development of desalinated water, including, but not
limited to, ocean water, brackish water, and groundwater, as a long-term supply.

(i) For purposes of this part, urban water suppliers that are members of the California
Urban Water Conservation Council shall be deemed in compliance with the
requirements of subdivision (f) by complying with all the provisions of the
"Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in
California," dated December 10, 2008, as it may be amended, and by submitting
the annual reports required by Section 6.2 of that memorandum.

() An urban water supplier that relies upon a wholesale agency for a source of water
shall provide the wholesale agency with water use projections from that agency
for that source of water in five-year increments to 20 years or as far as data is
available. The wholesale agency shall provide information to the urban water
supplier for inclusion in the urban water supplier's plan that identifies and
guantifies, to the extent practicable, the existing and planned sources of water as
required by subdivision (b), available from the wholesale agency to the urban
water supplier over the same five-year increments, and during various water-year
types in accordance with subdivision (c). An urban water supplier may rely upon
water supply information provided by the wholesale agency in fulfilling the plan
informational requirements of subdivisions (b) and (c).

10631.1. (a) The water use projections required by Section 10631 shall include projected water
use for single-family and multifamily residential housing needed for lower income
households, as defined in Section 50079.5 of the Health and Safety Code, as
identified in the housing element of any city, county, or city and county in the
service area of the supplier.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the identification of projected water use for
single-family and multifamily residential housing for lower income households will
assist a supplier in complying with the requirement under Section 65589.7 of the
Government Code to grant a priority for the provision of service to housing units
affordable to lower income households.
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10631.2. (a) In addition to the requirements of Section 10631, an urban water management plan
may, but is not required to, include any of the following information:

(1) An estimate of the amount of energy used to extract or divert water supplies.

(2) An estimate of the amount of energy used to convey water supplies to the
water treatment plants or distribution systems.

(3) An estimate of the amount of energy used to treat water supplies.

(4) An estimate of the amount of energy used to distribute water supplies through
its distribution systems.

(5) An estimate of the amount of energy used for treated water supplies in
comparison to the amount used for nontreated water supplies.

(6) An estimate of the amount of energy used to place water into or withdraw
from storage.

(7) Any other energy-related information the urban water supplier deems
appropriate.

(b) The department shall include in its guidance for the preparation of urban water
management plans a methodology for the voluntary calculation or estimation of
the energy intensity of urban water systems. The department may consider
studies and calculations conducted by the Public Utilities Commission in
developing the methodology.

10631.5. (&) (1) Beginning January 1, 2009, the terms of, and eligibility for, a water
management grant or loan made to an urban water supplier and awarded or
administered by the department, state board, or California Bay-Delta Authority
or its successor agency shall be conditioned on the implementation of the
water demand management measures described in Section 10631, as
determined by the department pursuant to subdivision (b).

(2) For the purposes of this section, water management grants and loans include
funding for programs and projects for surface water or groundwater storage,
recycling, desalination, water conservation, water supply reliability, and water
supply augmentation. This section does not apply to water management
projects funded by the federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (Public Law 111-5).

(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the department shall determine that an urban
water supplier is eligible for a water management grant or loan even though
the supplier is not implementing all of the water demand management
measures described in Section 10631, if the urban water supplier has
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submitted to the department for approval a schedule, financing plan, and
budget, to be included in the grant or loan agreement, for implementation of
the water demand management measures. The supplier may request grant or
loan funds to implement the water demand management measures to the
extent the request is consistent with the eligibility requirements applicable to
the water management funds.

(4) (A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the department shall determine that an
urban water supplier is eligible for a water management grant or loan
even though the supplier is not implementing all of the water demand
management measures described in Section 10631, if an urban water
supplier submits to the department for approval documentation
demonstrating that a water demand management measure is not locally
cost effective. If the department determines that the documentation
submitted by the urban water supplier fails to demonstrate that a water
demand management measure is not locally cost effective, the
department shall notify the urban water supplier and the agency
administering the grant or loan program within 120 days that the
documentation does not satisfy the requirements for an exemption, and
include in that notification a detailed statement to support the
determination.

(B) For purposes of this paragraph, "not locally cost effective" means that the
present value of the local benefits of implementing a water demand
management measure is less than the present value of the local costs of
implementing that measure.

(b) (1) The department, in consultation with the state board and the California Bay-
Delta Authority or its successor agency, and after soliciting public comment
regarding eligibility requirements, shall develop eligibility requirements to
implement the requirement of paragraph (1) of subdivision (a). In establishing
these eligibility requirements, the department shall do both of the following:

(A) Consider the conservation measures described in the Memorandum of
Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California, and
alternative conservation approaches that provide equal or greater water
savings.

(B) Recognize the different legal, technical, fiscal, and practical roles and
responsibilities of wholesale water suppliers and retail water suppliers.

(2) (A) For the purposes of this section, the department shall determine whether
an urban water supplier is implementing all of the water demand
management measures described in Section 10631 based on either, or a
combination, of the following:
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(i) Compliance on an individual basis.

(i) Compliance on a regional basis. Regional compliance shall require
participation in a regional conservation program consisting of two or
more urban water suppliers that achieves the level of conservation or
water efficiency savings equivalent to the amount of conservation or
savings achieved if each of the participating urban water suppliers
implemented the water demand management measures. The urban
water supplier administering the regional program shall provide
participating urban water suppliers and the department with data to
demonstrate that the regional program is consistent with this clause.
The department shall review the data to determine whether the urban
water suppliers in the regional program are meeting the eligibility
requirements.

(B) The department may require additional information for any
determination pursuant to this section.

(3) The department shall not deny eligibility to an urban water supplier in
compliance with the requirements of this section that is participating in a
multiagency water project, or an integrated regional water management plan,
developed pursuant to Section 75026 of the Public Resources Code, solely
on the basis that one or more of the agencies participating in the project or
plan is not implementing all of the water demand management measures
described in Section 10631.

(c) In establishing guidelines pursuant to the specific funding authorization for any
water management grant or loan program subject to this section, the agency
administering the grant or loan program shall include in the guidelines the
eligibility requirements developed by the department pursuant to subdivision (b).

(d) Upon receipt of a water management grant or loan application by an agency
administering a grant and loan program subject to this section, the agency shall
request an eligibility determination from the department with respect to the
requirements of this section. The department shall respond to the request within
60 days of the request.

(e) The urban water supplier may submit to the department copies of its annual
reports and other relevant documents to assist the department in determining
whether the urban water supplier is implementing or scheduling the
implementation of water demand management activities. In addition, for urban
water suppliers that are signatories to the Memorandum of Understanding
Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California and submit biennial reports to
the California Urban Water Conservation Council in accordance with the
memorandum, the department may use these reports to assist in tracking the
implementation of water demand management measures.
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(f) This section shall remain in effect only until July 1, 2016, and as of that date is
repealed, unless a later enacted statute, that is enacted before July 1, 2016,
deletes or extends that date.

10631.7. The department, in consultation with the California Urban Water Conservation Council,
shall convene an independent technical panel to provide information and
recommendations to the department and the Legislature on new demand management
measures, technologies, and approaches. The panel shall consist of no more than
seven members, who shall be selected by the department to reflect a balanced
representation of experts. The panel shall have at least one, but no more than two,
representatives from each of the following: retail water suppliers, environmental
organizations, the business community, wholesale water suppliers, and academia. The
panel shall be convened by January 1, 2009, and shall report to the Legislature no later
than January 1, 2010, and every five years thereafter. The department shall review the
panel report and include in the final report to the Legislature the department's
recommendations and comments regarding the panel process and the panel's
recommendations.

10632. (a) The plan shall provide an urban water shortage contingency analysis that includes
each of the following elements that are within the authority of the urban water
supplier:

(1) Stages of action to be undertaken by the urban water supplier in response to
water supply shortages, including up to a 50 percent reduction in water
supply, and an outline of specific water supply conditions that are applicable
to each stage.

(2) An estimate of the minimum water supply available during each of the next
three water years based on the driest three-year historic sequence for the
agency's water supply.

(3) Actions to be undertaken by the urban water supplier to prepare for, and
implement during, a catastrophic interruption of water supplies including, but
not limited to, a regional power outage, an earthquake, or other disaster.

(4) Additional, mandatory prohibitions against specific water use practices during
water shortages, including, but not limited to, prohibiting the use of potable
water for street cleaning.

(5) Consumption reduction methods in the most restrictive stages. Each urban
water supplier may use any type of consumption reduction methods in its
water shortage contingency analysis that would reduce water use, are
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appropriate for its area, and have the ability to achieve a water use reduction
consistent with up to a 50 percent reduction in water supply.

(6) Penalties or charges for excessive use, where applicable.

(7) An analysis of the impacts of each of the actions and conditions described in
paragraphs (1) to (6), inclusive, on the revenues and expenditures of the
urban water supplier, and proposed measures to overcome those impacts,
such as the development of reserves and rate adjustments.

(8) A draft water shortage contingency resolution or ordinance.

(9) A mechanism for determining actual reductions in water use pursuant to the
urban water shortage contingency analysis.

(b) Commencing with the urban water management plan update due July 1, 2016, for
purposes of developing the water shortage contingency analysis pursuant to
subdivision (a), the urban water supplier shall analyze and define water features
that are artificially supplied with water, including ponds, lakes, waterfalls, and
fountains, separately from swimming pools and spas, as defined in subdivision (a)
of Section 115921 of the Health and Safety Code.

10633. The plan shall provide, to the extent available, information on recycled water and its
potential for use as a water source in the service area of the urban water supplier. The
preparation of the plan shall be coordinated with local water, wastewater, groundwater,
and planning agencies that operate within the supplier's service area, and shall include
all of the following:

(a) A description of the wastewater collection and treatment systems in the supplier's
service area, including a quantification of the amount of wastewater collected and
treated and the methods of wastewater disposal.

(b) A description of the quantity of treated wastewater that meets recycled water
standards, is being discharged, and is otherwise available for use in a recycled
water project.

(c) A description of the recycled water currently being used in the supplier's service
area, including, but not limited to, the type, place, and quantity of use.

(d) A description and quantification of the potential uses of recycled water, including,
but not limited to, agricultural irrigation, landscape irrigation, wildlife habitat
enhancement, wetlands, industrial reuse, groundwater recharge, indirect potable
reuse, and other appropriate uses, and a determination with regard to the
technical and economic feasibility of serving those uses.
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(e) The projected use of recycled water within the supplier's service area at the end
of 5, 10, 15, and 20 years, and a description of the actual use of recycled water in
comparison to uses previously projected pursuant to this subdivision.

(f) A description of actions, including financial incentives, which may be taken to
encourage the use of recycled water, and the projected results of these actions in
terms of acre-feet of recycled water used per year.

(9) A plan for optimizing the use of recycled water in the supplier's service area,
including actions to facilitate the installation of dual distribution systems, to
promote recirculating uses, to facilitate the increased use of treated wastewater
that meets recycled water standards, and to overcome any obstacles to achieving
that increased use.

10634. The plan shall include information, to the extent practicable, relating to the quality of
existing sources of water available to the supplier over the same five-year increments
as described in subdivision (a) of Section 10631, and the manner in which water quality
affects water management strategies and supply reliability.

Article 2.5. Water Service Reliability

SECTION 10635

10635. (a) Every urban water supplier shall include, as part of its urban water management
plan, an assessment of the reliability of its water service to its customers during
normal, dry, and multiple dry water years. This water supply and demand
assessment shall compare the total water supply sources available to the water
supplier with the total projected water use over the next 20 years, in five-year
increments, for a normal water year, a single dry water year, and multiple dry
water years. The water service reliability assessment shall be based upon the
information compiled pursuant to Section 10631, including available data from
state, regional, or local agency population projections within the service area of
the urban water supplier.

(b) The urban water supplier shall provide that portion of its urban water management
plan prepared pursuant to this article to any city or county within which it provides
water supplies no later than 60 days after the submission of its urban water
management plan.

(c) Nothing in this article is intended to create a right or entitlement to water service or
any specific level of water service.
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(d) Nothing in this article is intended to change existing law concerning an urban
water supplier's obligation to provide water service to its existing customers or to
any potential future customers.

Article 3. Adoption and Implementation of Plans

SECTION 10640-10645

10640. Every urban water supplier required to prepare a plan pursuant to this part shall prepare
its plan pursuant to Article 2 (commencing with Section 10630). The supplier shall
likewise periodically review the plan as required by Section 10621, and any
amendments or changes required as a result of that review shall be adopted pursuant
to this article.

10641. An urban water supplier required to prepare a plan may consult with, and obtain
comments from, any public agency or state agency or any person who has special
expertise with respect to water demand management methods and technigues.

10642. Each urban water supplier shall encourage the active involvement of diverse social,
cultural, and economic elements of the population within the service area prior to and
during the preparation of the plan. Prior to adopting a plan, the urban water supplier
shall make the plan available for public inspection and shall hold a public hearing
thereon. Prior to the hearing, notice of the time and place of hearing shall be published
within the jurisdiction of the publicly owned water supplier pursuant to Section 6066 of
the Government Code. The urban water supplier shall provide notice of the time and
place of hearing to any city or county within which the supplier provides water supplies.
A privately owned water supplier shall provide an equivalent notice within its service
area.

After the hearing, the plan shall be adopted as prepared or as modified after the
hearing.

10643. An urban water supplier shall implement its plan adopted pursuant to this chapter in
accordance with the schedule set forth in its plan.

10644. (a) (1) Anurban water supplier shall submit to the department, the California State
Library, and any city or county within which the supplier provides water
supplies a copy of its plan no later than 30 days after adoption. Copies of
amendments or changes to the plans shall be submitted to the department,
the California State Library, and any city or county within which the supplier
provides water supplies within 30 days after adoption.

(2) The plan, or amendments to the plan, submitted to the department pursuant
to paragraph (1) shall be submitted electronically and shall include any
standardized forms, tables, or displays specified by the department.
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(b) (1) Notwithstanding Section 10231.5 of the Government Code, the department
shall prepare and submit to the Legislature, on or before December 31, in the
years ending in six and one, a report summarizing the status of the plans
adopted pursuant to this part.

The report prepared by the department shall identify the exemplary elements
of the individual plans. The department shall provide a copy of the report to
each urban water supplier that has submitted its plan to the department. The
department shall also prepare reports and provide data for any legislative
hearings designed to consider the effectiveness of plans submitted pursuant
to this part.

(2) A report to be submitted pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be submitted in
compliance with Section 9795 of the Government Code.

(¢) (1) For the purpose of identifying the exemplary elements of the individual plans,
the department shall identify in the report water demand management
measures adopted and implemented by specific urban water suppliers, and
identified pursuant to Section 10631, that achieve water savings significantly
above the levels established by the department to meet the requirements of
Section 10631.5.

(2) The department shall distribute to the panel convened pursuant to Section
10631.7 the results achieved by the implementation of those water demand
management measures described in paragraph (1).

(3) The department shall make available to the public the standard the
department will use to identify exemplary water demand management
measures.

10645. Not later than 30 days after filing a copy of its plan with the department, the urban water
supplier and the department shall make the plan available for public review during
normal business hours.

Chapter 4. Miscellaneous Provisions
SECTION 10650-10656

10650. Any actions or proceedings to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the acts or
decisions of an urban water supplier on the grounds of nhoncompliance with this part
shall be commenced as follows:

(a) An action or proceeding alleging failure to adopt a plan shall be commenced within
18 months after that adoption is required by this part.
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10651.

10652.

10653.

10654.

10655.

10656.

(b) Any action or proceeding alleging that a plan, or action taken pursuant to the plan,
does not comply with this part shall be commenced within 90 days after filing of
the plan or amendment thereto pursuant to Section 10644 or the taking of that
action.

In any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul a plan, or an
action taken pursuant to the plan by an urban water supplier on the grounds of
noncompliance with this part, the inquiry shall extend only to whether there was a
prejudicial abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion is established if the supplier has not
proceeded in a manner required by law or if the action by the water supplier is not
supported by substantial evidence.

The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000)
of the Public Resources Code) does not apply to the preparation and adoption of plans
pursuant to this part or to the implementation of actions taken pursuant to Section
10632. Nothing in this part shall be interpreted as exempting from the California
Environmental Quality Act any project that would significantly affect water supplies for
fish and wildlife, or any project for implementation of the plan, other than projects
implementing Section 10632, or any project for expanded or additional water supplies.

The adoption of a plan shall satisfy any requirements of state law, regulation, or order,
including those of the State Water Resources Control Board and the Public Utilities
Commission, for the preparation of water management plans or conservation plans;
provided, that if the State Water Resources Control Board or the Public Utilities
Commission requires additional information concerning water conservation to
implement its existing authority, nothing in this part shall be deemed to limit the board or
the commission in obtaining that information. The requirements of this part shall be
satisfied by any urban water demand management plan prepared to meet federal laws
or regulations after the effective date of this part, and which substantially meets the
requirements of this part, or by any existing urban water management plan which
includes the contents of a plan required under this part.

An urban water supplier may recover in its rates the costs incurred in preparing its plan
and implementing the reasonable water conservation measures included in the plan.
Any best water management practice that is included in the plan that is identified in the
"Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California™ is
deemed to be reasonable for the purposes of this section.

If any provision of this part or the application thereof to any person or circumstances is
held invalid, that invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of this part
which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application thereof, and to this
end the provisions of this part are severable.

An urban water supplier that does not prepare, adopt, and submit its urban water
management plan to the department in accordance with this part, is ineligible to receive
funding pursuant to Division 24 (commencing with Section 78500) or Division 26

A-18
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(commencing with Section 79000), or receive drought assistance from the state until the
urban water management plan is submitted pursuant to this article.



Appendix B
California Water Code
Sustainable Water Use and Demand Reduction

California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.55.
Chapter 1. General Declarations and Policy §10608-10608.8
Chapter 2. Definitions §10608.12
Chapter 3. Urban Retail Water Suppliers §10608.16-10608.44
Chapter 4. Agricultural Water Suppliers §10608.48
Chapter 5. Sustainable Water Management §10608.50
Chapter 6 Standardized Data Collection §10608.52
Chapter 7 Funding Provisions §10608.56-10608.60
Chapter 8 Quantifying Agricultural Water Use Efficiency §10608.64

Chapter 1. General Declarations and Policy
SECTION 10608-10608.8
10608. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) Water is a public resource that the California Constitution protects against waste
and unreasonable use.

(b) Growing population, climate change, and the need to protect and grow California's
economy while protecting and restoring our fish and wildlife habitats make it
essential that the state manage its water resources as efficiently as possible.

(c) Diverse regional water supply portfolios will increase water supply reliability and
reduce dependence on the Delta.

(d) Reduced water use through conservation provides significant energy and
environmental benefits, and can help protect water quality, improve streamflows,
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

(e) The success of state and local water conservation programs to increase efficiency of
water use is best determined on the basis of measurable outcomes related to water
use or efficiency.

(f) Improvements in technology and management practices offer the potential for
increasing water efficiency in California over time, providing an essential water
management tool to meet the need for water for urban, agricultural, and
environmental uses.

(9) The Governor has called for a 20 percent per capita reduction in urban water use
statewide by 2020.



(h) The factors used to formulate water use efficiency targets can vary significantly from
location to location based on factors including weather, patterns of urban and
suburban development, and past efforts to enhance water use efficiency.

(i) Per capita water use is a valid measure of a water provider's efforts to reduce urban
water use within its service area. However, per capita water use is less useful for
measuring relative water use efficiency between different water providers.
Differences in weather, historical patterns of urban and suburban development, and
density of housing in a particular location need to be considered when assessing per
capita water use as a measure of efficiency.

10608.4. ltis the intent of the Legislature, by the enactment of this part, to do all of the
following:

(a) Require all water suppliers to increase the efficiency of use of this essential
resource.

(b) Establish a framewaork to meet the state targets for urban water conservation
identified in this part and called for by the Governor.

(c) Measure increased efficiency of urban water use on a per capita basis.

(d) Establish a method or methods for urban retail water suppliers to determine
targets for achieving increased water use efficiency by the year 2020, in
accordance with the Governor's goal of a 20-percent reduction.

(e) Establish consistent water use efficiency planning and implementation standards
for urban water suppliers and agricultural water suppliers.

(f) Promote urban water conservation standards that are consistent with the California
Urban Water Conservation Council's adopted best management practices and the
requirements for demand management in Section 10631.

(g) Establish standards that recognize and provide credit to water suppliers that made
substantial capital investments in urban water conservation since the drought of
the early 1990s.

(h) Recognize and account for the investment of urban retail water suppliers in
providing recycled water for beneficial uses.

(i) Require implementation of specified efficient water management practices for
agricultural water suppliers.

() Support the economic productivity of California's agricultural, commercial, and
industrial sectors.

(k) Advance regional water resources management.
10608.8. (a) (1) Water use efficiency measures adopted and implemented pursuant to this part

or Part 2.8 (commencing with Section 10800) are water conservation measures
subject to the protections provided under Section 1011.



(2) Because an urban agency is not required to meet its urban water use target
until 2020 pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 10608.24, an urban retalil
water supplier's failure to meet those targets shall not establish a violation of
law for purposes of any state administrative or judicial proceeding prior to
January 1, 2021. Nothing in this paragraph limits the use of data reported to
the department or the board in litigation or an administrative proceeding. This
paragraph shall become inoperative on January 1, 2021.

(3) To the extent feasible, the department and the board shall provide for the use
of water conservation reports required under this part to meet the
requirements of Section 1011 for water conservation reporting.

(b) This part does not limit or otherwise affect the application of Chapter 3.5
(commencing with Section 11340), Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 11370),
Chapter 4.5 (commencing with Section 11400), and Chapter 5 (commencing with
Section 11500) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code.

(c) This part does not require a reduction in the total water used in the agricultural or
urban sectors, because other factors, including, but not limited to, changes in
agricultural economics or population growth may have greater effects on water
use. This part does not limit the economic productivity of California's agricultural,
commercial, or industrial sectors.

(d) The requirements of this part do not apply to an agricultural water supplier that is a
party to the Quantification Settlement Agreement, as defined in subdivision (a) of
Section 1 of Chapter 617 of the Statutes of 2002, during the period within which
the Quantification Settlement Agreement remains in effect. After the expiration of
the Quantification Settlement Agreement, to the extent conservation water
projects implemented as part of the Quantification Settlement Agreement remain
in effect, the conserved water created as part of those projects shall be credited
against the obligations of the agricultural water supplier pursuant to this part.

Chapter 2 Definitions

SECTION 10608.12

10608.12. Unless the context otherwise requires, the following definitions govern the
construction of this part:

(a) "Agricultural water supplier" means a water supplier, either publicly or privately
owned, providing water to 10,000 or more irrigated acres, excluding recycled
water. "Agricultural water supplier" includes a supplier or contractor for water,
regardless of the basis of right, that distributes or sells water for ultimate resale
to customers. "Agricultural water supplier" does not include the department.

(b) "Base daily per capita water use" means any of the following:



(1) The urban retail water supplier's estimate of its average gross water use,
reported in gallons per capita per day and calculated over a continuous 10-
year period ending no earlier than December 31, 2004, and no later than
December 31, 2010.

(2) For an urban retail water supplier that meets at least 10 percent of its 2008
measured retail water demand through recycled water that is delivered
within the service area of an urban retailwater supplier or its urban
wholesale water supplier, the urban retail water supplier may extend the
calculation described in paragraph (1) up to an additional five years to a
maximum of a continuous 15-year period ending no earlier than December
31, 2004, and no later than December 31, 2010.

(3) For the purposes of Section 10608.22, the urban retail water supplier's
estimate of its average gross water use, reported in gallons per capita per
day and calculated over a continuous five-year period ending no earlier
than December 31, 2007, and no later than December 31, 2010.

(c) "Baseline commercial, industrial, and institutional water use" means an urban
retail water supplier's base daily per capita water use for commercial, industrial,
and institutional users.

(d) "Commercial water user" means a water user that provides or distributes a
product or service.

(e) "Compliance daily per capita water use" means the gross water use during the
final year of the reporting period, reported in gallons per capita per day.

(f) "Disadvantaged community” means a community with an annual median
household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median
household income.

(g) "Gross water use" means the total volume of water, whether treated or
untreated, entering the distribution system of an urban retail water supplier,
excluding all of the following:

(1) Recycled water that is delivered within the service area of an urban retail
water supplier or its urban wholesale water supplier.

(2) The net volume of water that the urban retail water supplier places into
long-term storage.

(3) The volume of water the urban retail water supplier conveys for use by
another urban water supplier.

(4) The volume of water delivered for agricultural use, except as otherwise
provided in subdivision (f) of Section 10608.24.

(h) "Industrial water user" means a water user that is primarily a manufacturer or
processor of materials as defined by the North American Industry Classification



System code sectors 31 to 33, inclusive, or an entity that is a water user
primarily engaged in research and development.

() "Institutional water user" means a water user dedicated to public service. This
type of user includes, among other users, higher education institutions, schools,
courts, churches, hospitals, government facilities, and nonprofit research
institutions.

() "Interim urban water use target" means the midpoint between the urban retail
water supplier's base daily per capita water use and the urban retail water
supplier's urban water use target for 2020.

(k) "Locally cost effective" means that the present value of the local benefits of
implementing an agricultural efficiency water management practice is greater
than or equal to the present value of the local cost of implementing that
measure.

() "Process water" means water used for producing a product or product content or
water used for research and development, including, but not limited to,
continuous manufacturing processes, water used for testing and maintaining
equipment used in producing a product or product content, and water used in
combined heat and power facilities used in producing a product or product
content. Process water does not mean incidental water uses not related to the
production of a product or product content, including, but not limited to, water
used for restrooms, landscaping, air conditioning, heating, kitchens, and
laundry.

(m) "Recycled water" means recycled water, as defined in subdivision (n) of Section
13050, that is used to offset potable demand, including recycled water supplied
for direct use and indirect potable reuse, that meets the following requirements,
where applicable:

(1) For groundwater recharge, including recharge through spreading basins,
water supplies that are all of the following:

(A) Metered.

(B) Developed through planned investment by the urban water supplier or a
wastewater treatment agency.

(C) Treated to a minimum tertiary level.

(D) Delivered within the service area of an urban retail water supplier or its
urban wholesale water supplier that helps an urban retail water supplier
meet its urban water use target.

(2) For reservoir augmentation, water supplies that meet the criteria of
paragraph (1) and are conveyed through a distribution system constructed
specifically for recycled water.



(n) "Regional water resources management" means sources of supply resulting
from watershed-based planning for sustainable local water reliability or any of
the following alternative sources of water:

(1) The capture and reuse of stormwater or rainwater.
(2) The use of recycled water.
(3) The desalination of brackish groundwater.

(4) The conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater in a manner that is
consistent with the safe yield of the groundwater basin.

(o) "Reporting period" means the years for which an urban retail water supplier
reports compliance with the urban water use targets.

(p) "Urban retail water supplier" means a water supplier, either publicly or privately
owned, that directly provides potable municipal water to more than 3,000 end
users or that supplies more than 3,000 acre-feet of potable water annually at
retail for municipal purposes.

(q) "Urban water use target" means the urban retail water supplier's targeted future
daily per capita water use.

(n) "Urban wholesale water supplier," means a water supplier, either publicly or
privately owned, that provides more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually at
wholesale for potable municipal purposes.

Chapter 3 Urban Retail Water Suppliers
SECTION 10608.16-10608.44

10608.16. (a) The state shall achieve a 20-percent reduction in urban per capita water use in
California on or before December 31, 2020.

(b) The state shall make incremental progress towards the state target specified in
subdivision (a) by reducing urban per capita water use by at least 10 percent on
or before December 31, 2015.

10608.20. (a) (1) Each urban retail water supplier shall develop urban water use targets and an
interim urban water use target by July 1, 2011. Urban retail water suppliers
may elect to determine and report progress toward achieving these targets on
an individual or regional basis, as provided in subdivision (a) of Section
10608.28, and may determine the targets on a fiscal year or calendar year
basis.

(2) Itis the intent of the Legislature that the urban water use targets described in
paragraph (1) cumulatively result in a 20-percent reduction from the baseline
daily per capita water use by December 31, 2020.



(b) An urban retail water supplier shall adopt one of the following methods for
determining its urban water use target pursuant to subdivision (a):

(1) Eighty percent of the urban retail water supplier's baseline per capita daily
water use.

(2) The per capita daily water use that is estimated using the sum of the following
performance standards:

(A) For indoor residential water use, 55 gallons per capita daily water use as
a provisional standard. Upon completion of the department's 2016 report
to the Legislature pursuant to Section 10608.42, this standard may be
adjusted by the Legislature by statute.

(B) For landscape irrigated through dedicated or residential meters or
connections, water efficiency equivalent to the standards of the Model
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance set forth in Chapter 2.7
(commencing with Section 490) of Division 2 of Title 23 of the California
Code of Regulations, as in effect the later of the year of the landscape's
installation or 1992. An urban retail water supplier using the approach
specified in this subparagraph shall use satellite imagery, site visits, or
other best available technology to develop an accurate estimate of
landscaped areas.

(C) For commercial, industrial, and institutional uses, a 10-percent reduction
in water use from the baseline commercial, industrial, and institutional
water use by 2020.

(3) Ninety-five percent of the applicable state hydrologic region target, as set
forth in the state's draft 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan (dated April 30,
2009). If the service area of an urban water supplier includes more than one
hydrologic region, the supplier shall apportion its service area to each region
based on population or area.

(4) A method that shall be identified and developed by the department, through a
public process, and reported to the Legislature no later than December 31,
2010. The method developed by the department shall identify per capita
targets that cumulatively result in a statewide 20-percent reduction in urban
daily per capita water use by December 31, 2020. In developing urban daily
per capita water use targets, the department shall do all of the following:

(A) Consider climatic differences within the state.
(B) Consider population density differences within the state.
(C) Provide flexibility to communities and regions in meeting the targets.

(D) Consider different levels of per capita water use according to plant water
needs in different regions.



(E) Consider different levels of commercial, industrial, and institutional water
use in different regions of the state.

(F) Avoid placing an undue hardship on communities that have implemented
conservation measures or taken actions to keep per capita water use low.

(c) If the department adopts a regulation pursuant to paragraph (4) of subdivision (b)
that results in a requirement that an urban retail water supplier achieve a
reduction in daily per capita water use that is greater than 20 percent by
December 31, 2020, an urban retail water supplier that adopted the method
described in paragraph (4) of subdivision (b) may limit its urban water use target
to a reduction of not more than 20 percent by December 31, 2020, by adoptin