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NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 
Project Name: Goleta Water District (District) Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Project  

Project location: The project site is located within the District’s 32,000-acre service area covering the 
City of Goleta, and portions of Santa Barbara County and the City of Santa Barbara. Specifically, fourteen 
existing wells depicted in Figure 1 will be used for the project, all located within the Goleta Groundwater 
Basin. Nine of these wells are regularly used for groundwater production, and include Airport Well, Anita 
Well, Berkeley Well, El Camino Well, San Antonio Well, San Marcos Well, San Ricardo Well, Shirrell Well, 
and University Well. The remaining five wells are inactive but capable of being used to increase water 
storage; these include Barato Well, Coralino Well, Fairview Well, Priority Homes (formerly Oak Grove) 
Well, and S.B. Corp Well. 

Project Description: The District proposes to increase the efficiency of aquifer storage by increasing use 
of potable water injection into existing District injection and production wells during periods of sufficient 
surface water availability. The District will use the stored water during droughts, emergencies, and peak 
summer demand periods. 

Finding: It is hereby determined that, based on the information contained herein and in the attached 
Initial Study, this project would cause no significant environmental impacts, including no impacts to 
hydrology and water quality; therefore, mitigation measures are not required.  
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1.0    INTRODUCTION 

The Goleta Water District (District) is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) for this project and has prepared this Negative Declaration (ND) pursuant to Section 15070 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines. California Government Code, Section 53091, specifically exempts certain 
water conveyance and storage facilities, including this project, from all county and city building and 
zoning regulations. This ND briefly describes the potential impacts of the proposed project and how 
those impacts would not have a significant effect on the physical environment. An ND is prepared when 
an Initial Study indicates that no substantial evidence exists to indicate that the project or any of its 
aspects, with mitigation, may cause a significant impact on the environment. An Initial Study was 
prepared for this project (see Appendix A) and approved by the lead agency. The issuance of an ND 
indicates that no significant adverse environmental impacts are associated with the proposed project, 
and therefore, the project does not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This ND addresses the increased use of potable water injection at existing District wells to increase the 
ability to use groundwater storage and recovery. Sixteen resource areas were evaluated in the Initial 
Study. One resource area, Water Quality & Hydrology, is discussed in this ND extensively. Fifteen other 
resource areas are briefly addressed in this ND because the project would clearly have no impact on 
these resources; these include the following: 

• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Geology and Soils 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Land Use and Planning 

• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Transportation and Traffic 
• Utilities and Service Systems 

 

The Initial Study for the project found that impacts to hydrology and water quality are less than 
significant. 
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2.0   PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Goleta Water District was formed by a vote of the citizens within the proposed District’s boundaries on 
December 17, 1944. The District currently provides water to approximately 80,000 customers 
throughout its 32,000-acre service area covering the City of Goleta, and portions of Santa Barbara 
County and the City of Santa Barbara. Flows from the Santa Ynez River, which are stored in Lake 
Cachuma, are the District’s primary water source. The District also maintains a contract with the State 
and receives deliveries from the State Water Project. Water deliveries imported to the District’s system 
from outside of the District’s boundaries are conveyed to the District through the Santa Ynez Mountains 
via the Tecolote Tunnel and are treated at the District’s Corona Del Mar Water Treatment Plant.   

The Goleta Groundwater Basin underlies the Goleta Valley and spans 9,210 acres. It is located in the City 
of Goleta and parts of unincorporated Santa Barbara County and is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the 
south and the Santa Ynez Mountains to the north.1 In the Santa Barbara Superior Court case of Wright 
vs. Goleta Water District, the water resources of the Goleta Groundwater Basin were adjudicated, and 
portions of its “Safe Yield” were allocated to various parties.2 Under the court’s ruling, the District is 
permitted to extract 2,350 acre-feet per year (AFY) of native groundwater from the Goleta North-Central 
sub-basins. When this water is not extracted in a given year, the District retains the right to extract it in 
the future. Under the court’s ruling, groundwater stored by the District is essentially held on account in 
the Goleta Groundwater Basin for future use. The Wright case also allows the District the right to store 
additional groundwater in the Goleta Groundwater Basin. 

2.1  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The District owns fourteen wells (see locations in Figure 1) with a current combined production capacity 
of approximately 4,500 gallons per minute (gpm) and estimated current injection capacity of 2,250 gpm, 
or 50% of the production capacity. The Project would not increase injection capacity beyond its current 
capacity.  Since the 1978 the District has utilized the groundwater storage potential of its wells by 
injecting fully-treated surplus water from Lake Cachuma. Historical injection operations and water 
chemical analyses have demonstrated the compatibility of the native groundwater and treated Cachuma 
injection water. In addition, water to be injected is treated potable water that meets all drinking water 
standards and is generally of higher quality than the native groundwater in that it has lower iron and 
manganese levels. Many years of historical data and observations of the injection operations have 
demonstrated no adverse impacts. 

The District has identified fourteen existing wells, described in Section 2.3 below, to be used for 
additional surface water injection. Currently, nine of these well facilities are operated seasonally as 
groundwater production wells for seven months of the year after having been rehabilitated and 
upgraded in recent years. The remaining five are currently inactive because of the need for additional 
down-hole well-screen rehabilitation, upgrades to existing iron and manganese wellhead treatment, 
upgrades to mechanical and electrical equipment, and conversion to improved disinfection methods for 
groundwater production. Conversion to “injection only” may also be performed at these wells.  

                                                           
1 California Department of Water Resources (2016). Bulletin 118: Goleta Groundwater Basin (3-16). 
2 Martha H. Wright et al. v. Goleta Water District et al., 1989, Amended Judgment, Superior Court of Santa Barbara 
County Case No. SM57969. 
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2.2  PURPOSE AND NEED 

The District has a need for and an opportunity to increase groundwater injection within the Goleta 
Central sub-basin for increased use and efficiency of water storage. Water injected into the Goleta 
Central sub-basin will increase the local storage of water supplies available to the District for use during 
periods of limited surface water supplies, which may result from drought or other factors. This project 
will also further the District’s goal to restore water supplies in the groundwater basin to pre-drought and 
pre-development levels.   

General Order 0212 issued by the California State Water Resources Control Board in 2012 requires 
permitting of groundwater injection. This document has been prepared to support the District’s own 
decision making as well as the permitting of its future injection activities. 

2.3  PROJECT LOCATION 

The project is located at the District’s fourteen wells through the Goleta Groundwater Basin. The general 
project area and fourteen District well locations are shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  Goleta Groundwater Basin and the location of fourteen wells to be proposed for groundwater injection. 
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2.4  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is located in the Central sub-basin of the Goleta Groundwater Basin at fourteen 
groundwater well sites (Figure 1). The Central sub-basin is located within the District’s jurisdiction, within 
the City of Goleta and Santa Barbara County. All fourteen groundwater well sites are already constructed 
and developed, as described in the section below.  

2.5  DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FACILITIES   

Of the fourteen existing well sites identified, nine sites have been regularly used for groundwater 
production since 2012. These include Airport well, Anita well, Berkeley well, El Camino well, San Antonio 
well, San Marcos well, San Ricardo well, Shirrell well, and University well. Additionally, there are five 
wells that can potentially be used for injection only and are not currently equipped for pumping. The 
fourteen well locations and facility descriptions for each site are set forth below.  

Production wells are all located on concrete pads with valves that control flow direction (to or from the 
well) and are manually operated. Disinfection with chlorine occurs only when water is extracted from 
the wells. Iron-manganese treatment is applied at eight of these nine wells after water is extracted. The 
disinfection facilities are located within a small building at each site and asphalt driveways provide all-
weather vehicle access. Chain-link fencing surrounds each well site for security. Areas outside the 
building that are not paved are either gravel or bare dirt. Non-native landscape vegetation is present 
near the fence at some of the locations.   

Airport Well 

The Airport well site is located in a commercial area approximately 800 feet north of Hollister Avenue off 
Frederic Lopez Road at Rex Eckles Road. This is a high production well with larger iron-manganese 
treatment tanks than at the other sites. The site is asphalt and gravel surrounded by a fence. No dwellings 
are present in the vicinity.  

Anita Well 

The Anita well site is located at the intersection of Anita Lane and San Marcos Road, within a residential 
area. The pump and motor at this location are submerged in the well, which is located outside. One small 
building on site houses the water chlorination equipment. This site does not require iron-manganese 
treatment equipment. The area is fenced with gravel covering the ground that is not an asphalt driveway.  

Berkeley Well 

The Berkeley well site is located at the east end of Berkeley Drive intersection of Princeton Avenue and 
adjacent to San Jose Creek.  The pump and motor at this location are submerged in the well.  The site has 
iron-manganese treatment equipment. All equipment, except for disinfection, is located inside a building.  
Areas not taken up by facilities inside the fence are covered in gravel and asphalt.  The site is located next 
to a residential neighborhood.   

El Camino Well 

The El Camino well site is located at the intersection of San Simeon Drive and San Marcos Road adjacent 
to El Camino Elementary School.  The pump and motor at this location are submerged in the well. The site 
has iron-manganese treatment equipment. All equipment, except for disinfection, is located outside.  
Areas not taken up by facilities inside the fence are covered in gravel and asphalt.  Open space lies to the 
northeast and east.   
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San Antonio Well 

The San Antonio well site is located approximately 400 feet northeast of the intersection of San Antonio 
Road and Tajo Drive.  A cemetery is located to the north, and houses are present to the south and west.  
The well and pump are enclosed in a small building, along with the water treatment equipment, electrical 
equipment, and valves.  Outside, on a concrete pad, two large tanks are present and constitute the iron-
manganese water treatment system.  The well site is enclosed in a fence and surrounded by ornamental 
non-native vegetation (inside and outside the fence).  

San Marcos Well 

The San Marcos well site is located at District headquarters along Hollister Avenue just west of Puente 
Drive.  The well and equipment are on the north side of the District yard adjacent to Hollister Avenue, but 
separated by a wooden fence.  A residential neighborhood is present to the south and west of the well on 
the other side of the yard, and buildings associated with the District are to the east.  San Marcos High 
School is located across Hollister Avenue north of the yard.  The well, pump, and iron-manganese 
treatment tanks are located outside, and the disinfection equipment is inside a small building.   

San Ricardo Well 

The San Ricardo well site is located along San Ricardo Drive near the intersection of San Lorenzo Drive.  It 
is surrounded by a residential neighborhood on all sides. The well, pump, and iron-manganese treatment 
tanks are located outside, and the disinfection equipment is inside a small building.   

Shirrell Well 

The Shirrell well site is located at Shirrell Way at the intersection with North Fairview Road.  A brick wall 
separates the well site from a residential neighborhood to the north and west and east, and a commercial 
area is located to the south.  The well, pump, and iron-manganese treatment tanks are located outside, 
and the disinfection equipment is beneath a covered structure.   

University Well 

The University well site is located 400 feet southwest of the intersection of Rocoso Way and University 
Drive.  This site is on a terrace below street level next to San Antonio Creek, and houses are in the area 
but not in the immediate vicinity of the well.  No iron-manganese treatment equipment is present due to 
better groundwater quality at this site.  A small building houses chlorine treatment equipment, and a small 
sand separator tank is also present.  The pump and motor at this site are submerged in the well.  Unpaved 
areas within the fence are gravel or bare dirt. Two large tanks for degasification are also located within 
the fenced area. 

Barato Well 

The Barato well site is located at the corner of North San Marcos Road and Cathedral Oaks Road in the 
south corner parking lot of Cathedral Oaks Preschool. The well is a simple sealed well casing protruding 
from the surface. A two inch metered water service is connected to this well head. This site contains no 
pumps, treatment, or other well infrastructure. This well is not currently used or planned to be used for 
groundwater production. 

Coralino Well 

The Coralino well site is located on Coralino Drive near the intersection with Cambridge Drive. The well is 
a simple sealed well casing protruding from the surface. A two inch metered water service is connected 
to the well head. This site contains no pumps, treatment, or other well infrastructure. This well is not 
currently used or planned to be used for groundwater production. 
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Fairview Well 

  

The Fairview well site is located on the intersection of Fairview Avenue and Berkeley Road. The well is a 
simple sealed well casing protruding from the surface. A two-inch metered water service is connected to 
the well head. This site has an air gap and a removable locked cover plate over the well bore. There is no 
pump, treatment or other well infrastructure located at Fairview well. This well is not currently used or 
planned to be used for groundwater production. 

Priority Homes (Oak Grove) Well 

The Priority Homes well, formerly named “Oak Grove,” site is located at the corner of Camino Del Remedio 
and Calle Real in the County of Santa Barbara parking lot, enclosed in a fence. There is no pump, treatment 
or other usable well infrastructure located at Priority Homes well. This well is not currently used or 
planned to be used for groundwater production. 

S.B. Corp Well 

The S.B. Corp well site is located at the intersection of Ekwill Street and Mentor Drive, enclosed in a fence 
in the Seymour Duncan Company parking lot. There is no pump, treatment or other well infrastructure 
located at S.B. Corp well. This well is not currently used or planned to be used for groundwater production. 

2.6 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

No construction is anticipated as part of this project. The project consists of currently operating, existing 
facilities.  

2.7 PROJECT SCHEDULE 

The project is planned to begin in January 2019 and is scheduled to continue indefinitely in times when 
sufficient surface water supplies are available and there is sufficient unused storage in the basin 
capacity.   

2.8 OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

During periods of injection, several activities of well facility operation would be reduced.  Injection 
would not generally produce noise since pumps and motors would be turned off; water would be gravity 
fed from the distribution system into the wells, and pumps and motors would be used intermittently to 
backflush the wells. Because groundwater production and treatment would not be occurring, deliveries 
of sodium hypochlorite to wells where injection is taking place would be limited or suspended. Daily 
inspection visits by operators would continue unchanged.  Groundwater pump operating time and its 
associated noise and energy usage would be reduced from approximately 23 hours per day to 1 hour per 
day. The District’s annual well rehabilitation schedule would remain unchanged.   

2.9 ALTERNATIVES  

The only alternative to the proposed project is No Action.  Alternatives to groundwater injection do not 
exist. 
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3.0   ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

The environmental assessment discussion below briefly describes the affected environment, potential 
environmental effects, and cumulative impacts related to:  

 

3.1 AESTHETICS 

No Impact. The proposed project is located on fourteen well sites that are all currently constructed and 
developed as groundwater production wells. No changes will be made to the wells sites and no 
aesthetics of the sites will be affected.  
 

3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

No Impact. The project site locations are located in urbanized areas within the District and no adverse 
effects related to agricultural or forestry resources are anticipated.  
 

3.3 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

No Impact. Water supplied for proposed groundwater injection will be gravity fed and will not require 
the use of pumping. No construction or operational activities will take place and therefore would not 
result in increased greenhouse gas emissions. There would be no adverse effects related to air quality or 
greenhouse gas emissions.  
 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

No Impact. The project site’s fourteen wells are located within urbanized and residential areas of the 
the District. These sites are currently being used as groundwater production wells. Using these 
production wells as groundwater injection wells would have no adverse effects related to biological 
resources as existing distribution facilities would be used.  
 

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

No Impact. The project sites are existing groundwater production wells that are proposed to also be 
used for groundwater injection. There will be no excavation or construction in or around the sites as a 
result of the project. Therefore, there are no adverse effects from the project related to cultural 
resources.  

• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
• Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources  
• Geology and Soils 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation  
• Transportation and Traffic 
• Utilities and Service Systems  
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

No Impact. The project site overlies the Goleta Groundwater Basin, south of the Santa Ynez Mountains 
and north of the Pacific Ocean in Santa Barbara County. The fourteen wells proposed as injection wells 
are existing and drilled. More information regarding the Goleta Groundwater Basin’s geology is 
described in 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality below.  
 

3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

No Impact. No adverse environmental effects related to the handling and emitting of hazardous 
materials are anticipated. The District will be injecting treated surface water into its existing fourteen 
production wells via gravity. No soil will be excavated as no construction will be taking place.  
 

3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Less than Significant Impact. The project impacts would be less than significant as explained below. For 
CEQA, impacts on hydrology and water quality are considered potentially to be significant if the proposed 
project would: 

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 
• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted); 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 
• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a deferral Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map; 
• Place with a 100-year flood hazard areas structures which would impede or redirect flood 

flows; 
• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 

including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; and, 
• Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

The proposed injection project would not create any of these impacts. The project would inject potable 
water, i.e., treated surface water that meets all State and Federal primary drinking water standards for 
human consumption. Water quality for the District’s treated water, which includes groundwater 
production, is published annually in its Consumer Confidence Report. Additionally, the groundwater and 
groundwater quality are described in detail in the 2016 Groundwater Management Plan for the Goleta 
Groundwater Basin. Both documents are published online and are available at 
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www.goletawater.com/documents. The project also would not exceed waste discharge requirements of 
the potential permit for which this CEQA document is being prepared.  

A Water Quality Objective (WQO) is not a standard, but the project may potentially exceed the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) WQO for the groundwater basin for sulfate, which is 250 mg/L. 
Such an exceedance, however, would not degrade the water quality of the aquifer because average sulfate 
concentrations for groundwater in the basin are approximately equal to average sulfate concentrations 
for treated surface water as shown in Figure 2.  

The project would create a beneficial impact to groundwater supply by increasing the District’s ability to 
use aquifer storage.  

Additional information regarding the Goleta Groundwater Basin and historical groundwater quality is 
further described below.   

3.8.1 Basin Aquifers 

The Goleta Groundwater Basin is bounded by consolidated rocks of Tertiary age. The principal water-
bearing units are younger alluvium of Holocene age, terrace deposits and older alluvium of Pleistocene 
age, and the Santa Barbara Formation of Pleistocene age (Kaehler and others, 1997). The younger and 
older alluvium are generally less than 250 feet thick and the Santa Barbara Formation is as much as 2,000 
feet thick. 

3.8.2 Groundwater Elevations 

Groundwater elevations have been collected from wells in the Goleta Groundwater Basin since at least 
the 1940s. These records now have been collected and entered into digital databases for analysis. In 2008, 
The District contracted a land survey of all wells used for monitoring groundwater elevations so that both 
the location and the elevation of the wells are known with some accuracy. 

Water level elevations above mean sea level from the April 2015 measurements range from 60 feet above 
mean sea level in the northern edge of the sub-basin to 87 feet below mean sea level at the District’s San 
Marcos well site.3 The regional groundwater gradient is generally from north to south, with localized 
depressions near pumping wells. This gradient reflects the movement of recharge water from the 
recharge area in the northern portion of the Basin toward the areas where pumping is highest in the 
Central sub-basin. The groundwater elevations change approximately 50 feet across the boundary 
between the North and Central sub-basins, suggesting that the boundary is a partial barrier to 
groundwater flow. It is noted that groundwater elevations are lowest in the southeastern portion of the 
Central sub-basin (deeper than 100 feet below sea level in 2018), which is the result of focused pumping 
in this area and limited groundwater flow from the south and east. The overall groundwater flow pattern 
is consistent with historical conditions and reflects additional pumping beginning in 2013 because of 
drought conditions. 

3.8.3 Central Sub-basin Hydrology  

Groundwater elevations in the Central sub-basin have fluctuated by almost 150 feet during the last 75 
years. The wet climatic cycle ending in the 1940s is commonly the high historical groundwater elevation 
in many coastal basins of California; however, in the Central sub-basin, high groundwater elevations in 
the 1940s were matched in many wells during subsequent wet periods in the early 1970s and again in the 
early 2010s. Drought conditions beginning in WY 2011-2012, combined with increased pumping by the 
District starting in 2013, have caused water levels to decline during the last several years. As of April 2016, 

                                                           
3 Goleta Water District (2016). Groundwater Management Plan: Goleta Groundwater Basin 2016 Update.   
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the Index Wells’ groundwater level average has fallen 43 feet from historical high levels attained in April 
2012 and passed below the 1972 level in early 2015.  

3.8.4 Maintaining Groundwater Quality  

The District’s potable water has met and continues to meet all primary State and Federal drinking water 
standards. Water to be injected as part of the project would meet all primary State and Federal drinking 
water standards. The project poses two potential regulatory concerns for the recharge of groundwater: 
sulfate and trihalomethane (THM) concentration levels.  

Sulfate 

Sulfates are naturally occurring minerals in groundwater and surface water sources. A small amount of 
sulfate is introduced to surface water during treatment at the Corona Del Mar Treatment Plant (CDMWTP) 
as aluminum sulfate, which is added as a coagulant to help collect and remove organic matter from surface 
water. Data collected from CDMWTP show that treated surface water contains an average of 20 mg/L 
more sulfate than untreated surface water. Although water treatment increases sulfate concentration, 
ground water recharge in this project will not significantly impact sulfate concentration levels in the wells; 
as shown in Figure 2, treated surface water contains lower sulfate concentrations than the groundwater 
sources where injection is proposed.  

 
Figure 2. Historical sulfate concentrations within the District’s raw and treated 
surface water and groundwater.  
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Figure 3. Average historical sulfate concentrations from 1990 to 2016. 

 

Trihalomethanes 

Treated drinking water, which is planned as the source water for the District’s ASR program, contains 
concentrations of chlorine as a disinfectant and chlorine disinfection byproducts (DBPs) including THMs 
and haloacetic acids (HAAs). Concentrations of these DBPs in the District’s treated drinking water meet 
drinking water standards. DBPs form by the reaction of chlorine with natural organic matter present in 
water.  Chlorine provides inactivation of pathogens and control of biological fouling around injection wells 
(Nicholson and Ying, 2005). 

Several ASR studies conducted elsewhere in the country indicate adsorption and/or degradation of THMs 
and HAAs occurs in the subsurface after recharge. These studies indicate that THMs and HAAs are typically 
not found in the recovered water.  Attenuation of DBPs within the aquifer is generally accomplished by 
dilution and dispersion, chemical reactions, adsorption, and biodegradation (Singer et al., 1993; Pyne, 
2005; Nicholson and Ying, 2005). Degradation or attenuation of DBPs in an aquifer is dependent on the 
rate of anaerobic microbial reactions (Pyne 2004). Case studies have found that chlorine and DBP 
degradation is primarily dependent on redox conditions in the aquifer; residual chlorine is not detected 
within days of storage in the aquifer, HAAs are no longer detectable within 2-3 weeks, and THMs were 
found to have half-lives of less than 20 days in anaerobic conditions and half-lives greater than 50 days in 
aerobic conditions (Pavelic et al. 2005).  The processes affecting DBPs are described briefly below. 

• Dilution and Dispersion.  These processes occur in the aquifer with the mixing of recharged water 
with background groundwater and will be most important at the margins of the recharged water 
bubble.  

• Chemical Reactions. THMs and HAAs have been observed to be degraded by hydrolysis, 
decarboxylation, and other abiotic processes (e.g., iron dehalogenation), but the kinetics of these 
processes are generally slow and not likely to be significant in an ASR setting (Nicholson and Ying, 
2005).  

• Adsorption.  As water moves through the aquifer during recharge, organic compounds in the 
water can be adsorbed by aquifer solids. Attenuation by adsorption depends on the organic 
content of the aquifer solids and the hydrophobicity of the DBP. 
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• Microbial Attenuation.  Microbial attenuation of DBPs such as THMs and HAAs has been 
demonstrated both in the laboratory and in practice (McQuarrie and Carlson, 2003; Pavelic et al, 
2005; 2006); HAA degradation can occur quickly under aerobic and anaerobic conditions, whereas 
THM degradation requires anaerobic conditions. For example, Thomas et al. (2000) concluded 
that the rapid decline of HAA in an ASR program in Las Vegas, Nevada was attributed primarily to 
in situ microbial oxidation, whereas the decline in THM concentrations was primarily from 
dilution. Chloroform degradation occurs under sulfate reducing conditions. Brominated THM 
removal also undergoes microbial oxidation under these conditions.  

Due to residual chlorine reacting with natural organic matter in the ASR source water, there is the 
potential for DBPs to continue to form during recharge and storage as residual chlorine reacts with 
dissolved organics in groundwater. The concentrations of organic carbon (expressed as Total Organic 
Carbon) in the District’s target aquifer is very low and so DBP formation potential is considered very low.   

Case studies conducted over a number of years in California suggest that injection of treated drinking 
water containing chlorine and DBPs will not degrade the aquifer underlying the District because these 
compounds will degrade and not be detectable within days or weeks as a result of chemical reactions, 
adsorption, and microbial attenuation.  Furthermore, the State of California has acknowledged that ASR 
and storage of drinking water is an important water resources management strategy that provides 
substantial benefits to the citizens of the State (State Water Resources Control Board Resolutions No. 
2012-0046). 

THMs are disinfection byproducts formed when chlorine, used by the District to meet disinfection 
requirements, reacts with naturally occurring organic matter in the surface water supply. Numerous 
recent and large wildfires in the watershed of the District’s surface water supply have resulted in increased 
organic matter levels, which is expected to persist for many years. Thus, one of the District’s top water 
quality priorities is to reduce THMs. Groundwater contains very little organic matter and the addition of 
treated surface water to the wells does not pose a risk of increased THM thresholds being exceeded. 
Therefore, no adverse impacts associated with hydrology and water quality are anticipated. 

 3.8.4.1 Historical Groundwater Quality 

In early reports, water quality was considered to be fair in the Central sub-basin, although chloride 
concentrations were somewhat elevated in portions of the West and North sub-basins (up to about 200 
milligrams per liter [mg/L]) (Upson, 1951). Although below the drinking water standard, irrigation water 
with chloride at that concentration can harm salt-sensitive crops. 

During the period 1980 to 2000, chloride concentrations in the Central sub-basin were generally less than 
the approximate 150 mg/L level that could affect salt-sensitive crops and well below the drinking water 
standard of 500 mg/L. However, portions of the North and West sub-basins had chloride concentrations 
above the drinking water standard.  

Historical nitrate levels were significantly below the drinking water standard of 45 mg/L except in three 
wells, only one of which is in the central sub-basin. This is surprising, given the rural agricultural heritage 
of the Basin (agricultural fertilizers, concentrations of ranch animals, and septic systems are the largest 
sources of nitrate in many basins).  

Both sulfate and total dissolved solids (TDS) were above the secondary drinking water standards in many 
wells in the North and West sub-basins. In the central sub-basin, most of the historical sample locations 
exceed the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Water Quality Objective for sulfate of 250 mg/L. 

Iron and manganese levels historically are elevated in the Basin, with most wells in all sub-basins having 
had maximum concentrations recorded above the secondary drinking water standards of 0.3 mg/L and 
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0.05 mg/L, respectively.  Treated water to be injected meets the primary and secondary drinking water 
standards for iron and manganese. Therefore, injected water will not adversely affect these existing 
groundwater conditions for iron and manganese.  

 

3.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

No Impact. The District’s fourteen wells proposed for injection are operating currently as production 
wells. The project would utilities existing distribution system facilities and operations. Therefore, the 
implementation of the project would require no changes in land use or planning, and no adverse effects 
related to land use and planning are anticipated.  
 

3.10 MINERAL RESOURCES 

No Impact. The project’s geology is described in Section 3.8 above. The project would not introduce land 
use changes and would not restrict, increase or interfere with the extraction of mineral resources more 
than the existing conditions at the fourteen groundwater production well locations. Therefore no 
adverse environmental impacts related to mineral resources are anticipated.  
 

3.11 NOISE 

No Impact. Proposed injection is gravity fed and will not require additional construction. There would be 
no impacts to the ambient noise levels that currently exist around the project site. Noise from increased 
pumping to extract the additional stored water would be minimal as all pumping at the identified wells 
conforms with all applicable noise restrictions. Therefore, no adverse impacts associated with noise are 
anticipated. 
 

3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

No Impact. No adverse effects related to population and housing are anticipated as a result of this 
project because the well sites to be used are already developed.  
 

3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES  

No Impact. The project will not introduce new government facilities or affect existing government 
facilities. Response times and service ratios for public services will not be affected and therefore no 
adverse effects are anticipated.  
 

3.14 RECREATION  

No Impact. No adverse effects related to recreation are anticipated as all facilities use existing 
underground distribution facilities or facilities are already developed and are within fenced well sites.  
 

3.15 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC   

No Impact. The project sites have existing vehicle access and the District will continue its current 
operations in maintaining the groundwater well sites. No additional vehicles will be devoted to the 
project. Any increased truck traffic resulting from increased use of wells to utilize increased 
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groundwater storage will be minimal.  No adverse effects related to transportation and traffic are 
anticipated as a result of this project.  
 

3.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS   

No impact. The proposed project will not introduce changes to wastewater generation, storm drain 
facilities, or other utility systems. No adverse effects related to utilities and service systems are 
anticipated.  
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4.0   FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The Goleta Water District has determined the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. If this Negative Declaration is adopted by the District, the requirements of CEQA will be met 
by the preparation of this Negative Declaration and the project will not require the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report. This decision is supported by the following findings:  

1. The proposed project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. It does 
not reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. It does not 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or pre-history. There is 
no identified area at the Project site which is habitat for rare or endangered species, or which 
represents unique examples of California history or prehistory. There is no substantial evidence 
that the proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment.  

2. The Project does not involve impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 

3. The Project does not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly.  
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