




















Palmdale Water District

5
210

405
15605710

210

14

2

58

138

118 39

126

19 210

18

27
30

170 57 83

138

126

27

58

138

14

138

138

395

Topanga SP

Castaic Lake SRA

Saddleback Butte SP
Antelope Valley Ca Poppy Preserve (SR)

Placerita Canyon SP

Tomo-Kahni SHP

Antelope Valley Indian Museum

Los Angeles

Palmdale

Lancaster

California City

Ontario

Glendale

Santa Clarita

Simi Valley
Pasadena

Adelanto

Glendora

Rosamond

Mojave

San DimasAzusa
Monrovia

Edwards AFB

Acton

Piru

Agoura Hills

Tehachapi

Boron

Quartz Hill

Golden Hills

Beverly Hills

Lake Los Angeles

North Edwards

Wrightwood

San Fernando

Hidden Hills

Val Verde

K e r n

L o s  A n g e l e s

Map Extent

Butte County - PWD Water Transfer 2008/2009
Figure 2. Regional Location Map
Background data provided by ESRI.
Topographic data provided by CASIL
Map created by M. Andres on April 30, 2008

0 2 41
Miles

1 inch equals 2.37 miles
1:150,000



138

14

138

14
Palmdale Water District

Antelope Valley - East 
Kern Water Agency

Littlerock Creek 
Irrigation District

Butte County - PWD Water Transfer 2008/2009
Figure 3. Palmdale Water District Boundary

Background data provided by CASIL.
Map created by M. Andres on April 30, 2008

0 1 20.5
Miles

1 inch equals 1.43 miles
1:90,878

Palmdale City Limits
Palmdale Water District Primary Service Boundary
Antelope Valley - East Kern Water Agency
Littlerock Creek Irrigation District



 

Initial Study Checklist 10 Butte County – Palmdale Water District 
May 2008  Emergency Table A Water Transfer 2008 & 2009 

SECTION 3.0 
INITIAL STUDY / ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 
 
1. 

 
Project Title:    Butte County – Palmdale Water District Emergency Table A Water Transfer – 

2008 and 2009                                                                                                      
                

 
2. 

 
Lead Agency Name And Address: Palmdale Water District 
  2029 East Avenue Q 
  Palmdale, CA 93550 

 
3. 

 
Contact Person And Phone Number:  Jon Pernula, Water and Energy Resources Director 
  (661) 947-4111 ext. 105 
  

4. 
 
Project Location: A portion of Butte County’s excess State Water Project (SWP) Table A 
Water would be transferred to the Palmdale Water District in Los Angeles County. Please refer 
to Section 2.0 Project Description. 

 
5. 

 
Project Sponsor's Name And Address:  Palmdale Water District 
  2029 East Avenue Q 
  Palmdale, CA 93550 
                                                                                                                                                           

6. Description of Project: The project is the emergency short-term transfer of a portion of Butte 
County’s excess SWP Table A Water allocation to the Palmdale Water District (a SWP Table A 
Contractor) for 2008 and possibly for 2009 if conditions remain dry, subject to DWR approval. 
It is anticipated that 8,750 acre feet would be transferred in 2008 and, if necessary, no more than 
10,000 acre-feet (depending on availability) would be transferred in 2009. This is a short-term 
water transfer agreement. Accordingly, any water transferred under the proposed project would 
not represent a dependable long-term increase in supply. Refer to Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 
                                                                                                                                                           

 
7. 

 
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Butte County’s jurisdictional boundaries are defined by 
the Sacramento River, Butte Creek, and Glenn and Colusa Counties to the west; Tehama County 
to the north; Plumas County to the east; and Sutter and Yuba Counties to the south. South 
Honcut Creek and Wilson Creek are the southeast boundary with Yuba County. The county 
encompasses approximately 1,670 square miles (1,068,000 acres). The county includes five 
incorporated communities (Chico, Oroville, Paradise, Gridley, and Biggs) and several small 
unincorporated rural communities.  
 
Palmdale Water District (PWD) is located in the Antelope Valley in Los Angeles County, 
approximately 60 miles north of the City of Los Angeles, 50 miles west of the City of 
Victorville, and 10 miles south of the City of Lancaster. The PWD’s primary service area 
includes the central and southern portions of the City of Palmdale and adjacent unincorporated 
areas of Los Angeles County. The entire PWD encompasses an area of approximately 140 
square miles. 
 

 
8. 

 
Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required:  

• California Department of Water Resources     
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

  
Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources  

 
Air Quality 

  
Biological Resources Cultural Resources  

 
Geology /Soils 

  
Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology / Water Quality  

 
Land Use / Planning 

  
Mineral Resources  Noise  

 
Population / Housing 

  
Public Services  Recreation  

 
Transportation/Traffic 

  
Utilities / Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 
 

 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by 
the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 
 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation  
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 
 

 
 
Signature 

  
Date 

  
 
Printed Name 

  
For 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported 

by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not 
apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" 
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening 
analysis). 

 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

 
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, 
or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that 
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 
4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a 
"Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, 
"Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 

effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In 
this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 

of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside 
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 
substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental 
effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
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I.  AESTHETICS  

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista? 
   

 
 

 
b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within 
a state scenic highway? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Create a new source of substantial light or 

glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-d)  No Impact. As there would be no construction activities with project implementation, no 

potential aesthetic resources would be impacted or altered. Currently, because Butte County does 
not use its full allocation of Table A water, this water would already be conveyed through the 
SWP system and delivered to SWP water contractors under the baseline condition. The amount of 
water that would be transferred to the PWD does not differ from existing practices of putting the 
water in the Turn-Back Pool and delivering it to SWP contractors, so all SWP reservoir 
elevations, river flows and other facility conditions would remain the same. Therefore, there are 
no impacts to scenic resources, there would be no change to the existing visual character of the 
region, and the project would not create new light sources. 

 
   
II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES  

In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. Would the proposed 
action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 
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b)  Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

    

 
c)  Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-c)  No Impact. The project is a two-year transfer of a portion of Butte County’s excess SWP Table 

A water allocation. Currently, Butte County does not deliver or transfer its water to any farmland 
in Butte County. This will not change in 2008 and 2009. The duration of the transfer does not 
irretrievably commit this resource. It may be used in Butte County in the future.   

 
   
III.  AIR QUALITY  

 
Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation 

of the applicable air quality plan? 
   

 
 

 
b)  Violate any air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 
   

 
 

 
e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people? 
   

 
 

 
Discussion 
 
a-e)  No Impact. Transfer of the water would not conflict with the implementation of any air quality 

attainment plans, both in Butte County and Los Angeles County (where the PWD is located). As 
there would be no construction activities with project implementation and the transfer of water 
uses the existing SWP system, the project would not violate or contribute to a violation of any air 
quality standard, it would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutants, nor would it expose any sensitive receptors to pollutants or create objectionable odors. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any 

riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on 

federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement 

of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

   
 

 

 
e)  Conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

   
 

 

 
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a)  No Impact. The Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) provides a migration corridor, spawning, 

and rearing habitat for several aquatic species. Table 2, identifies Delta fish that are listed as 
threatened or endangered. 
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Table 2 
Threatened and Endangered Delta Fish Species 

Fish Species Status 
Winter-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) State:  Endangered 

 
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon  
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

Federal: Endangered  

Spring-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) State: Threatened 
 

Central Valley Spring-run Chinook salmon (ESU - 
Evolutionarily Significant Unit) Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 

Federal: Threatened 

Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus) State: Threatened 
Federal: Threatened  

Steelhead – Central Valley ESU (Oncorhynchus mykiss) Federal: Threatened  
Green sturgeon – southern DPS (Acipenser medirostris) Federal: Threatened 
Longfin smelt1 (Spirinchus thaleichthys) State: Species of concern1 
1  Status review of the Longfin smelt for protection under the U.S. Endangered Species Act is being initiated 

(5/6/08) 
Source: California Department of Fish and Game, State and Federally Listed Endangered and Threatened 

Animals of California, May 2008. http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/TEAnimals.pdf 
 
 
 The Delta is a migration corridor and seasonal rearing habitat for winter-run and spring-run 

Chinook salmon and steelhead. It provides spawning and nursery habitat for Delta smelt and 
Delta longfin smelt. SWP water from Northern California is conveyed and delivered to SWP 
water contractors via the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The transfer of Butte County’s excess 
Table A allocation would occur within the regulatory parameters for the SWP in conformance 
with all existing requirements under the Endangered Species Act, including court orders, which 
govern SWP operations for the protection of Chinook salmon, delta smelt, and steelhead, 
including all Biological Opinion requirements and the additional restrictions being implemented 
as a result of the interim operational remedies imposed by the United States District Court, 
Eastern District of California in NRDC v. Kempthorne (05/25/2007) decision and the recent 
PCFFA v. Gutierrez (04/16/2008) decision, which will result in an interim salmon protection 
plan. The proposed transfer of Table A water would not affect these environmental regulations 
and restrictions or SWP operations under them. As such, there would be no impact from the 
proposed project on listed fish species in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and associated river 
systems.  

 
b-c)  No Impact. The transfer of Butte County’s excess SWP allocated Table A water to PWD would 

have no effect on riparian or other sensitive habitats, including wetlands. Water stored in Lake 
Oroville is released to meet a variety of commitments including to operate the SWP to meet flood 
control criteria, ensure water supply to senior water right holders along the Feather River, satisfy 
requirements for management of fish and wildlife, satisfy requirements in DWR’s water right 
permits for water quality standards, satisfy conditions in the Biological Opinions (including the 
NRDC v. Kempthorne Interim Remedial Order), satisfy conditions in the Coordinated Operations 
Agreement for CVP operation, and supply SWP water to the long-term SWP water contractors.  
Lake Oroville elevations would remain the same. All SWP storage, conveyance and delivery 
facilities, including Lake Oroville, would be operated subject to the current operational 
constraints and all SWP water deliveries thereto would continue.  

 
d)  No Impact. The transfer of Butte County’s excess SWP allocated Table A water to PWD would 

have no effect on the movement of any native resident or migratory fish species. As stated in Item 
b-c above, water stored in Lake Oroville is released to meet a variety of commitments including 
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to operate the SWP to meet flood control criteria, ensure water supply to senior water right 
holders along the Feather River, satisfy requirements for management of fish and wildlife, satisfy 
requirements in DWR’s water right permits for water quality standards, satisfy conditions in the 
biological opinions (including the NRDC v. Kempthorne Interim Remedial Order), satisfy 
conditions in the Coordinated Operations Agreement for CVP operation, and supply SWP water 
to the long-term SWP water contractors. In addition, the flows on the Feather River are governed 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). The State Water Resources Control 
Board’s Basin Plan governs Sacramento River flows and Delta outflow objectives (X2 Standard). 
All SWP storage, conveyance and delivery facilities, including Lake Oroville, and required 
downstream flows in the Feather River and Sacramento, would be operated subject to the current 
operational licenses, restrictions, and constraints and all SWP water deliveries thereto would 
continue. 

 
e-f)  No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any local, regional, or state policy, 

ordinance or conservation plan in effect for the area. Hence no impact to adopted habitat 
conservation plans would occur with project implementation. 

 
 
 
V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as 
defined in '15064.5? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to '15064.5? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Disturb any human remains, including 

those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-d)  No Impact. The proposed project does not involve any land alteration and thus no archeological 

or paleontological disturbances are possible within the proposed project’s scope. In addition, with 
no construction activities proposed, there would be no disturbances to potential burial sites or 
cemeteries. The California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) has jurisdiction over 
the water surface of Lake Oroville as well as most of the shoreline areas, which are managed as 
the Lake Oroville State Recreation Area (LOSRA). There are archaeological sites (including 
Native American sites) within Lake Oroville. These sites are likely to be exposed as Lake 
Oroville recedes this year. Because of the existing lake levels, State Parks has instituted a 
program to protect exposed cultural sites this year. State Parks rangers and Maidu volunteers, 
trained by a State Parks archaeologist, monitor the sites and enforce the laws that protect sensitive 
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archaeological sites (Chico Enterprise Record, 2007). The proposed project does not lower the 
Lake beyond the baseline condition.  

 
 
 
VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

 
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, 

as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

   
 

 

 
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?    

 
 

 
iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
   

 
 

 
iv)  Landslides?    

 
 

 
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil? 
   

 
 

 
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result 
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 

   
 

 

 
e)  Have soils incapable of adequately 

supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-d) No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the construction of new or the expansion of 

existing facilities. The transfer of Butte County SWP Table A water to PWD would use the 
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existing SWP storage and delivery system. Once the water has been transferred to PWD, the 
District would use existing water delivery systems to convey water to users. Therefore, 
implementation of the project would not change or increase the exposure of people or structures 
to potential risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong 
seismic ground shaking, ground failure, liquefaction, subsidence, lateral spreading or landslides. 
Therefore, no impact associated with geology and soils would occur with project implementation. 

 
e) No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative 

wastewater treatment disposal systems to handle wastewater generation. No impacts would result 
with the implementation of the project. 

 
 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
 

 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle 

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Be located on a site which is included on a 

list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

   
 

 

 
e)  For a project located within an airport land 

use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

   
 

 

 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

   
 

 

 
g)  Impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
 

 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

 
h)  Expose people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-h) No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the transport or use of hazardous materials 

nor change or increase any public exposure to hazards or hazardous materials. There would be no 
hazardous impacts with project implementation. 

 
VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements? 
   

 
 

 
b)  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)? 

   
 

 

 
c)  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? 

   
 

 

 
d)  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? 
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VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
e)  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? 

   
 

 

 
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water 

quality? 
   

 
 

 
g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood 

hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

   
 

 

 
h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 

structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

   
 

 

 
i)  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? 

   
 

 

 
j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow? 
   

 
 

 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact. The proposed project is the transfer of a portion of Butte County’s SWP Table A 

water to the PWD, a SWP Table A long-term water contractor. The proposed project does not 
involve any discharges and thus would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. Transfer of the water would occur under normal operations and restrictions of the 
SWP, including required flows through the Delta so that Bay-Delta water quality standards are 
maintained. No impacts to water quality standards would occur with project implementation. 

 
b) No Impact. Butte County’s Table A water delivered by the SWP originates from rainfall and 

snowmelt runoff. The proposed project would not extract groundwater nor deplete groundwater 
supplies. Since Butte County does not use the water in the County, there is no loss to in-lieu 
recharge. Also, there will be no groundwater pumping to make up for foregone surface supplies. 
The transfer of Table A would not interfere with groundwater recharge resulting in a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table level.  

 
To meet water demands and water supply goals, PWD uses 40 percent groundwater. The District 
has pumping capability to extract more groundwater to meet demand; however, the local 
groundwater basins are in overdraft, although the basin is not adjudicated (PWD, 2005, pg. 3-10 
and pg. 4-7). By transferring and using a portion of Butte County’s SWP Table A water to meet 
existing water demand, the PWD would not need to increase its groundwater extraction (refer to 
Table 1, in the Project Description). Currently, PWD anticipates pumping 10,000 acre-feet of 
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groundwater with or without Butte County’s Table A water. However, PWD anticipates that if 
they are unable to purchase Butte County’s Table A water an additional 2,000 acre-feet would 
need to be extracted from the Antelope Valley groundwater basin. Therefore, the transfer of Butte 
County’s SWP Table A water would reduce the amount of groundwater that would need to be 
pumped from the Antelope Valley groundwater basin and would result in a beneficial impact to 
groundwater resources in the Antelope Valley. 

 
c-d) No Impact. The transfer of Butte County’s SWP Table A water would be maintained within 

existing conveyance and storage systems of the SWP. No drainage courses would receive 
transferred water from the proposed project; therefore, the project would not affect or alter 
existing drainage patterns, including the alteration of the course of a stream or river. No 
substantial erosion, siltation or flooding on- or off-site would occur. In addition, there are no 
construction activities associated with the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts relating to 
water drainage patterns would occur with project implementation. 

 
e)  No Impact. The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water thereby exceeding 

the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems (refer to the discussion under 
Item c-d above). Therefore, no impacts relating to storm water drainage systems would occur 
with project implementation. 

 
f)  No Impact. The proposed project would not result in the degradation of water quality. Refer to 

the discussion under Item a, above.  Transfer of the water would occur under normal operations 
and restrictions of the SWP, including required flows through the Delta so that Bay-Delta water 
quality standards are maintained.  No impact to water quality would occur with project 
implementation. 

 
g-i) No Impact. The proposed project would not involve the construction of housing. The transfer of 

Butte County’s Table A water to PWD would use existing SWP delivery and storage facilities, 
which were constructed to standard engineering design practices to limit the potential for 
exposure of people or property to water-related hazards, such as flooding. In addition, the timing 
of the transfer would occur within the regulatory parameters for the SWP; the Oroville Facilities 
are also operated for flood management, water supply, water quality improvement, and fish and 
wildlife enhancement requirements (DWR, 2007, pg 3.2-9). The proposed project would not 
expose people or property to water-related hazards such as flooding or impede or redirect flood 
flows.  

 
j) No Impact. The transfer of Butte County’s SWP Table A water to PWD would not expose 

people, structures or associated facilities to inundation of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  No 
impacts would result from project implementation with respect to tsunamis, seiches, or mudslides. 

 
 
 
IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Physically divide an established 

community? 
   

 
 

 
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

policy, or regulation of an agency with 
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jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

 
c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact. The proposed project would not displace or divide an established community, as no 

new construction activities would occur with project implementation; only existing SWP delivery 
and storage facilities would be used.  

 
b) No Impact. The transfer of a portion of SWP Table A water from Butte County to PWD would 

allow the District to meet its existing water supply needs. The proposed project is consistent with 
the goals, objectives, and policies of the City of Palmdale’s General Plan (adopted 1993, with 
subsequent amendments) and would not remove obstacles to growth and development and 
therefore is not growth inducing. Also, the proposed project is consistent with PWD’s 2005 
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP provides strategies for maintaining 
efficient use of urban water supplies, promotes water conservation, ensures that sufficient water 
supplies are available for future use, and provides a mechanism for response during drought water 
conditions. Implementation of the project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. Also, the Butte County 
Department of Water and Resource Conservation’s Integrated Water Resources Plan (IWRP) 
discusses policy recommendations and options for the County’s SWP Table A allocation, 
including transferring water, on a short-term basis, for purchase by other SWP contractors. 
Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with the policy recommendations in 
the IWRP to improve water management of Butte County’s SWP Table A allocation (BCDWRC, 
2005, pg. 4-3 and pg. 6-2). 

 
c) No Impact. Butte County is currently in the planning phase of preparing an HCP/NCCP that is 

expected to be completed in mid-2010. The proposed project would not conflict with any adopted 
habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural communities conservation plan (NCCP). 

 
 
 
X.  MINERAL RESOURCES    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Result in the loss of availability of a 

known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Result in the loss of availability of a 

locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general 
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plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 
Discussion 
 
a-b) No Impact. The transfer of a portion of Butte County’s SWP Table A water allocation to PWD would 

not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource 
that would be of future value to the region and residents of the State. No impacts to mineral resources 
would occur with the proposed water transfer. 

 
 
 
XI. NOISE    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of 

noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

   
 

 

 
c)  A substantial permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

   
 

 

 
d)  A substantial temporary or periodic 

increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

   
 

 

 
e)  For a project located within an airport land 

use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

   
 

 

 
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-f) No Impact. The proposed project does not involve the development or enhancement of any new 

noise emitting sources. In addition, there would be no construction activities associated with the 
proposed project since the transfer would rely on existing SWP delivery and storage facilities. No 
noise impacts would result with project implementation.   
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Induce substantial population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing 

housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-c) No Impact. This is a short-term temporary water transfer and is not considered a reliable long-

term source of water. PWD anticipates that even with Butte County’s Table A water, the District 
will still have a water supply deficit of 655 acre-feet. The proposed project would allow PWD to 
meet its existing water supply demands and would not remove obstacles to growth and is not 
considered growth inducing. The project would not replace PWD supply or augment supply long-
term. In addition, no housing would be constructed, demolished or replaced as a result of the 
proposed project, no displacement of people and no substantial population growth would result. 
Therefore, no impacts to housing or population distribution would occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  

 
 
 
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Would the project result in substantial 

adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

   
 

 

 
  Fire protection?    

 
 

 
  Police protection? 
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  Schools?    

 
 

 
  Parks?    

 
 

 
  Other public facilities?    

 
 

 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact. The proposed project does not create any new demand for public services or 

alterations to existing public facilities. The proposed transfer of SWP Table A water would occur 
within existing water conveyance and storage facilities. Therefore, there are no impacts to public 
services or facilities as a result of implementation of this project.  

 
 
XIV. RECREATION    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Would the project increase the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Does the project include recreational 

facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-b) No Impact. The proposed project would not create or alter demand for recreational services. 

Lake levels at Oroville are the same under the baseline condition or project conditions. Lake 
levels may drop this year due to poor hydrological conditions and SWP operations; however, 
Lake levels will not drop, nor would river flows be reduced as a result of this transfer.  

 
 
 
XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC    

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is 

substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
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intersections)? 
 
b)  Exceed, either individually or 

cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads 
or highways? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 

including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks? 

   
 

 

 
d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

   
 

 

 
e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?    

 
 

 
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity?    

 
 

 
g)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-g) No Impact. The proposed project does not create any new demand for any mode of 

transportation services. The project would involve the use of existing SWP delivery and storage 
facilities. In addition, there are no construction activities associated with the proposed project 
(and therefore no increase in traffic levels, inadequate emergency access or parking capacity etc.). 
No impacts associated with transportation or traffic would occur as a result of implementation of 
the project.  

 
 
 
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS      

 
 

 
Would the proposed action: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 

of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Require or result in the construction of 

new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

   
 

 

 
c)  Require or result in the construction of 

new storm water drainage facilities or 
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expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

   
 

 

 
e)  Result in a determination by the 

wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project=s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider=s existing commitments? 

   
 

 

 
f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient 

permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

   
 

 

  
g)  Comply with federal, state, and local 

statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a-g) No Impact. The proposed project would not place additional demands on nor affect public 

utilities, particularly wastewater treatment facilities, water facilities and storm drain systems. The 
transfer of a portion of Butte County’s SWP Table A water involves the movement of an existing 
water allocation; no new or expanded water entitlements would be necessary for project 
implementation. No solid waste disposal or disposal facilities would be needed for the proposed 
project. Therefore, no impacts to existing utilities and conveyance systems would occur as a 
result of implementation of the proposed project. 

 
 
 
XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Would the proposed action: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

 Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 
a)  Does the project have the potential to 

degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

   
 

 

 
b)  Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulatively 
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considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

 
c)  Does the project have environmental 

effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

   
 

 

 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact. The proposed transfer of Butte County’s SWP Table A water allocation to the PWD 

(a SWP Table A long-term water contractor) would occur through existing facilities and no new 
construction. It is anticipated that the transfer would occur between July and December of 2008 
and again in 2009. However, the transfer of the water would be subject to the regulatory 
parameters for the SWP, including all applicable Biological Opinions requirements under the 
Endangered Species Act that govern SWP pumping at the DWR’s Banks Pumping Plant located 
in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. To ensure compliance with all environmental requirements, 
DWR follows a set of mitigation and environmental programs in operating the SWP. In the near 
term, additional restrictions are being implemented as a result of interim operational remedies 
imposed by the United States District Court, Eastern District of California in NRDC v. 
Kempthorne, which will govern SWP operations for the protection of the Delta smelt and the 
recent decision for PCFFA v. Gutierrez (04/16/2008), which will result in an interim salmon 
protection plan (once hearings are scheduled). Conclusion of the current consultation on the 
Long-Term Central Valley Project (CVP) and SWP Operations Criteria and Plan (OCAP) with 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Agency (NOAA) Fisheries Service is expected to provide new Biological Opinions during 2008 
for delta smelt, salmon, and green sturgeon that would replace the court’s order regarding SWP 
operation. The current 2008 SWP Table A allocation of 35 percent to water contractors also takes 
into consideration the recent federal court-ordered actions to protect Delta smelt. As previously 
discussed in the biological resources section and cultural resources section of this Initial Study, 
implementation of the proposed project would not degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce fish or wildlife habitat or population levels, nor reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal species, or eliminate important examples of 
California history or prehistory.  

 
b) No Impact. The California Water Resources Development Bond Act, also known as the Burns-

Porter Act (Water Code Section 12930 et seq.) was passed by the California Legislature in 1959 
and approved by voters in 1960. The Burns-Porter Act authorized and financed the establishment 
of the State Water Resources Development System (the SWP) and authorized the State of 
California to enter into contracts for the sale, delivery, or use of water made available by the SWP 
in return for payment of a major portion of the capital and operations costs of the SWP. 
Subsequently, 29 long-term water supply contracts with water agencies throughout the State were 
established. These contractors are collectively known as the SWP Contractors. Each contract for 
long-term water supply contains a “Table A” that sets forth the maximum amount of dependable 
SWP water that the State agrees to deliver. The amount of Table A water is not assured, but rather 
provides the basis for proportional allocation of available SWP supplies among the contractors.  
Availability depends on several factors, including, but not limited to: water precipitation, water 
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supply conditions, existing storage in SWP reservoirs, operational constraints, and contractor 
demands.   

 
Typically, excess water from allocated Table A water is pooled into the SWP’s Turn-Back Water 
Pool Program and offered to other SWP contractors for purchase. However, given current water 
supply and demand conditions, PWD is requesting the direct purchase and transfer of Butte 
County’s SWP Table A water to the District.  

 
 Using the SWP’s 2008 Turn-Back Water Pool, the reduction in available water to Table A water 

contractors would have a de minimis effect on an individual district’s overall water supply.  
Table 2 provides a summary of the 2008 Turn-Back Water Pool Program as (as of March 1, 
2008) and shows the change in allocation if Butte County were to offer its excess 8,750 acre-feet 
of water in the Turn-Back Pool rather than transfer the water specifically to PWD. 

 
Table 3 

35% Table A Allocation Sellers Sellers

Participating Contractors

Amount 
Offered 

(AF)
Amount 

Requested (AF)
Allocation 

(AF)

Amount 
Offered 

(AF)
Amount 

Requested (AF) Allocation (AF)

Difference in 
Allocation 

(between A & B)

Alameda County WD 1,000 37 1,000 139 102
AVEK WA 5,000 125 11,952 466 341
Coachella Valley WD 3,202 107 11,952 400 293
County of Butte 8,750
County of Kings 3,202 8 11,952 31 23
Desert WA 3,202 44 11,952 165 121
Dudley Ridge WD 3,202 51 11,952 189 138
Kern County WA 3,202 883 11,952 3,295 2,412
MWDSC 3,202 1,689 11,952 6,306 4,617
Napa  County FC&WCD 3,202 21 11,952 76 55
Oak Flat WD 3,202 5 11,952 19 14
Palmdale WD 1,500 19 11,952 70 51
Santa Barbara County FC&WCD 3,202 40 11,952 150 110
Santa Clara Valley WD 3,202 88 11,952 330 242
Tulare Lake Basin WSD 3,202 85 11,952 316 231
Ventura County FCD 3,202 3,202

TOTAL 3,202 42,722 3,202 11,952 156,376 11,952 8,750

Scenario A-Actual Turnback Pool

Buyers Buyers

Scenario B-Butte County Hypothetically Sells Water in 
Turnback Pool

2008 Turn-Back Water Pool Program                                                                             
Pool A Summary as of 3/1/08

  
 Source: Craig Trombly, Chief, Water Contracts Branch, State Water Project Analysis Office, April 25, 2008. 
  

In addition to the proposed sale of Butte Table A water, a number of SWP Contractors, including 
PWD, and CVP contractors (collectively the Buyers) are negotiating water transfers from willing 
sellers in the Sacramento Valley to augment dry year water supplies. Proposed 2008 water 
transfers from the Sacramento Valley include short-term 1-year programs in which water would 
be developed through reservoir release, groundwater substitution, conserved water savings, crop 
idling or crop-shifting (shifting from higher water use crops to lower water use crops). The 
transfer water would be made available on the Feather River and lower Sacramento River 
upstream of the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta.  The water would ultimately be transported 
through the Delta and pumped at either the SWP Banks or CVP Jones pumping plants in 
conformance with all applicable existing regulatory constraints governing project operations.  
Water will exported from the Delta at times when it will not impact project operations and excess 
transportation capacity exists in the SWP or CVP.  The Buyers would take delivery of the transfer 
water in a manner physically identical to their typical SWP or CVP deliveries. The transfer water 
would provide additional water supply options to the Buyers to mitigate dry-year water shortage 
conditions in 2008 and would not represent a dependable long-term increase in supply.  
 
Currently, the best estimate for water transfers being considered in the Sacramento Valley is 
approximately 233,000 acre-feet. Potential participants in the crop-idling transfers include the 
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Richvale Irrigation District, Butte Water District, and Western Canal Water District located 
wholly or partially in Butte County and Sutter Extension Water District.  Conaway Ranch 
Development is proposing to transfer water developed through a combination of crop-idling and 
crop shifting.  Water made available through crop-idling and crop-shifting will be made available 
on the same pattern it would have been consumptively used in the absence of the transfer.  South 
Feather Water and Power Agency is proposing to make storage withdrawals releases and South 
Sutter Water District is proposing a groundwater substitution transfer involving the increased use 
of groundwater pumping and the release of an equivalent amount of surface water.  Browns 
Valley Irrigation District is proposing to transfer water made available through the installation of 
conservation facilities.  Each of the agencies proposing crop idling or crop shifting based 
transfers prepared an Initial Study/Negative Declaration evaluating the potential impacts of the 
proposed transfers including potential impacts as a result of exporting the water through the 
Delta.  Each of the agencies proposing to transfer water made available through reservoir release, 
groundwater substitution and conservation based transfers must file a Petition for Temporary 
Change with the State Water Resources Control Board and obtain an order approving the transfer 
prior to implementation.  
 
The proposed project is the short-term transfer of 8,750 acre-feet of Butte County’s SWP Table A 
water in 2008 and, if dry conditions persist, again in 2009 (up to 10,000 acre-feet) to PWD. 
Although not included as part of the 233,000 acre-feet of water actively being considered for 
transfer in the Sacramento Valley, the total amount of water that could be transferred is within 
historic transfer volumes and represents about 3 percent of the average annual total water supply 
available in the Sacramento Valley from surface and groundwater resources for all uses. Water 
transfers from the Sacramento Valley through the Delta for consumptive uses and environmental 
purposes have been occurring on a large scale for over a decade and recognizing that no 
significant impacts have been noted for transfers within this order of magnitude, no significant 
impacts are expected within the Sacramento Valley. Delta impacts are likewise not anticipated to 
be significant as all water transferred and pumped in previous years has been done within existing 
biological constraints. Therefore, the transfer of Butte County’s SWP Table A water, when 
viewed in combination with other potential water transfer projects would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact.  

 
c) No Impact. This Initial Study Checklist and corresponding analysis assesses the potential 

impacts associated with the short-term transfer of Butte County’s SWP Table A water to PWD so 
that the District can meet its current water demand within its service area. Currently, the SWP has 
allocated 35 percent of the total initial request of Table A water for all SWP contractors. Given 
this current allocation, the proposed project would result in the transfer of up to 8,750 acre feet in 
2008 and no more than 10,000 acre-feet in 2009 (depending on the SWP allocation amounts).  
Without Butte County’s SWP Table A water, PWD anticipates a water supply deficit of 8,405 
acre feet in 2008. There are no construction activities associated with the proposed project; the 
transfer of water would occur within the regulatory parameters and environmental requirements 
for the SWP. The proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly. 
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