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Change from existing (cfs)
Water spread           1.0
Streambed infiltration loss   -1.0

“New water”                   0.0
Groundwater pumping          -0.8

Net basin replenishment -0.8
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Water in the stream
Millard Canyon inflow
Water diverted/spread
Streambed infiltration
New pumping
Water spreading

The ASCP will potentially
harm the Raymond Basin.

1 cfs 1 cfs
1 cfs 0 cfs



Impacts on Groundwater Hydrology

• Calculate how much “new water” is spread
• Calculate the pumping credits earned
• If new water > pumping credits, impact is beneficial
• If new water < pumping credits, impact is adverse



What the DEIR said
• The existing condition is represented by analyzing 1989 through 

2019 stream flow data and assumes diversions of up to 25 cfs for 
stream flows up to 25 cfs. Under the current conditions, no 
diversions from the existing intake can occur when stream flows are 
greater than 25 cfs; therefore, the City can divert an average of 
2,045 acre-ft/yr. Under the proposed Project conditions (i.e. 
diverting up to 25 cfs for storm flows <100 cfs), the City could divert 
approximately 3,080 acre-ft/yr; therefore, the Project would add 
approximately 1,035 acre-ft/yr of diverted flows into the spreading 
basins. (p. 4.5-20)

• “Of the total amount of water that is infiltrated into the 
groundwater through the existing spreading basins, PWP has the 
right to pump between 60 to 80% of that amount for beneficial use 
in the City’s water supply.” (p. 1-1)



RBMB Rules & Regulations



Tony Zampiello (RBMB Executive Officer)
at the May 11 MSC meeting:

“I think that we really need to go back and look - take 
one more step and look at the current spreading credits 
that are allowed and how that accounting is done and 
really if that actually is making any impact on lowering 
water levels or it is a true sustainable program.”

“…you're not necessarily going to have all this extra 
water that’s spread to your benefit under the current 
rules and regulations…”



CEQA Section 15088.5 says:

“A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 
availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but 
before certification.”

“’Significant new information’ requiring recirculation include, for example, 
a disclosure showing that … The draft EIR was so fundamentally and 
basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public 
review and comment were precluded.”

“Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the 
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in 
an adequate EIR.”

“If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead 
agency need only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been 
modified.”



The Raymond Basin is in overdraft and 
any adverse impact is significant
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