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July 15, 2020 
 
VIA EMAIL 
Slee@ieua.org 
 
Ms. Sylvie Lee 
Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
6075 Kimball Avenue 
Chino, CA 91708 
 

Re: Resolution No. 2020-7-13; Optimum Basin Management Plan Update; and 
Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report; Comments on Behalf of 
City of Ontario; For IEUA Board Meeting of July 15, 2020 

Dear Ms. Lee: 
 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the City of Ontario (City) with regard 

to Resolution No. 2020-7-13, the Optimum Basin Management Plan Update (Update), 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Final Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report (FEIR) for the Update.    

1. Inadequate Responses to Comments.   

The Responses to Comments (Responses) are incomplete and inadequate.  IEUA 

has not complied with the CEQA requirement to provide a detailed, good faith, and 

reasoned response to the comments on the EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088 [requiring 

description of significant issues raised in the comment, addressing in detail the comment, 

and giving specific reasons why the comments and suggestions were not adopted].)  

CEQA imposes a higher obligation on lead agencies to respond to the comments on 

responsible agencies such as the City.  (Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 

Cal.App.3d 348, 358.) For the reasons described below, the Responses fail to comply with 
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the above CEQA standards, and the FEIR fails to correct the legal errors discussed in the 

City’s comments on the Draft EIR. 

   

2. The Summary Dismissal of Alternatives Violates CEQA.     

The Responses to Comments summarily dismiss the City’s suggestion that the 

Draft EIR evaluate an alternative to the project that would retain recycled water in the 

Basin, and that would modify the Storage Management Plan to increase storage to 800 

KAF. The Responses and the FEIR fail to evaluate this alternative.  Instead, the 

Responses briefly discuss a different Storage Management Plan alternative (SMP 

Alternative) to increase storage to one million acre feet while retaining most of the 

elements of the Update.  The FEIR concludes that the SMP Alternative is the 

environmentally superior alternative to the project as described in the Draft EIR.  

Nevertheless, IEUA summarily dismisses the SMP Alternative on the claimed basis that 

the SMP Alternative “would not achieve the project objectives to the extent that the project 

would.”  (FEIR, Draft Chapter 5.)   IEUA’s rejection of the SMP Alternative on this ground, 

and its failure to evaluate the City’s proposed SMP alternative at all, violates CEQA. 

First, CEQA requires a DEIR to evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives that 

would feasibly “attain most of basic objectives of the project.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 

15126.6, subd. (a).)  CEQA does not limit the range of alternatives to those that achieve 

the objectives to “the extent” of the proposed project.  Nor does CEQA limit the range of 

alternatives to those that achieve all of the stated objectives.  If that were the test of an 

adequate range of reasonable alternatives, agencies could always avoid analyzing any 

alternative that does not achieve project objectives to the same extent as the proposed 

project.  This is not the law. (Watsonville Pilots Ass’n v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 

Cal.App.4th 1059, 1087 [invalidating general plan EIR that included two alternatives with 

the same level of increased development as the proposed plan].)     

Second, the evaluation of alternatives is “the heart” of CEQA.  The Draft EIR limited 

the evaluation of alternatives to the “No Project” alternative – an alternative that the IEUA 
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concluded would not achieve project objectives and was infeasible.  Thus, the Draft EIR 

did not evaluate any feasible or reasonable alternatives.  Now, only after the City noted 

the prima facie inadequacy of the alternatives evaluation, IEUA seeks to correct this legal 

error by inserting in the Final EIR, and promptly rejecting, an abbreviated discussion of an 

entirely new alternative.   

IEUA was required to evaluate a “range” of reasonable alternatives to the Update 

in the Draft EIR so that the public had an adequate opportunity to comment on the range 

of alternatives during the public comment process, and to suggest modifications to the 

range of alternatives.  Belatedly adding a superficial discussion of the SMP Alternative to 

the Final EIR without recirculating the EIR for additional public review and comment 

violates CEQA.   

 

3. The Identification of a New Environmentally Superior Alternative Requires 

Recirculation of the FEIR. 

IEUA’s acknowledgement that the SMP Alternative reduces the significant impacts 

of the Update, and is environmentally superior to the proposed project, is compelling 

evidence that IEUA is required to recirculate the EIR for additional public review and 

comment.  CEQA requires agencies to “recirculate an EIR when significant new 

information is added to an EIR” after the circulation of the draft EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 

15088.5.)  The identification of a new alternative that is environmentally superior to the 

proposed project is a quintessential example of “significant new information.”  The CEQA 

Guidelines define “significant new information” as including an alternative that would 

“clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project.” (Id., at subd(a)(3).)  By IEUA’s 

own admission, the SMP Alternative lessons the significant environmental impacts of the 

Update.  By the same logic, the SMP alternative proposed by the City would further reduce 

the environmental impacts of the Update.  IEUA is required to revise and recirculate the 

EIR to provide the public an opportunity to comment on the SMP Alternative and the 

alternatives suggested in the City’s comments on the Draft EIR. 
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The FEIR justifies the rejection of the SMP alternatives (the SMP Alternative and 

the City’s proposed alternative) on the ground that the Update is an “integrated” program 

and, therefore, no alternative that does not include all components of the proposed Update 

will achieve the objectives of the project.   IEUA makes the assertion while also claiming 

that the Update does not commit to the implementation of any particular component of the 

Update.   

IEUA cannot have it both ways. It cannot claim that the only alternative that 

achieves project objectives is the “integrated” project proposed by IEUA, and then claim 

that there is no commitment to implement any particular set of improvements to achieve 

project objectives.  The history of IEUA’s development of the Update demonstrates that 

IEUA developed the Update components to justify the construction of the Chino Basin 

Program and never seriously considered any alternatives that would achieve most of the 

project objectives without the Chino Basin Program.  (See, e.g., IEUA/CBWM Joint Board 

Workshop presentation dated June 27, 2019 [enclosed].)  

IEUA proposes to find that the SMP Alternative is “infeasible” for “public policy” 

reasons.  It claims that any alternative that does not achieve project objectives to the same 

extent as the Update renders the alternative “infeasible.”  IEUA may not avoid the 

obligation to evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the Update by summarily 

labeling the alternative as “infeasible” based on an undefined and unquantified “public 

policy.”  Doing so renders meaningless the CEQA requirement that agencies evaluate 

alternatives that achieve “most” of the project objectives.  IEUA is required to evaluate 

quantitatively the extent to which the SMP alternatives achieve project objectives so that 

the public can weigh the costs and benefits of the alternatives and the extent to which the 

alternatives achieve the applicable “public policy.”  Here the FEIR is devoid of any detailed 

evaluation of the extent to which the Update or its alternatives will achieve the undefined 

“public policy” relied on to reject summarily the consideration of a range of alternatives.  

IEUA is also required to recirculate the FEIR because it has changed the description 

of the “project.”  The Draft EIR described the Update as a “program” and indicated that the 
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general nature of the Update precluded any detailed evaluation of individual projects to be 

constructed pursuant to the Update.  The City commented that the Draft EIR did not meet 

the standards applicable to program EIRs, and did not comply with CEQA’s informational 

requirements.   In response to the City’s comment, the Final EIR now alters the description 

of the Update to assert that the Update is not a “program” -- despite the fact that the scope 

of work for the EIR consultant, and the Draft EIR described the Update as a “program.”  At 

the same time, IEUA maintains that the Update is not a formal plan because, it claims, the 

Update does not include a commitment to implement any of the new elements of the 

Update, or even a commitment that projects in the Chino Basin will conform to the Update.   

The shifting description of the Update as a “program”, a “plan” and some undefined 

“other” underscores the failure of the FEIR to describe an “accurate, stable, and finite” 

project description.  Whether the Update is described as a “program, a “plan”, or something 

else, the EIR is required to comply with CEQA’s informational requirements. 

 

4. IEUA’s Response to the City’s Comment Regarding Discharge of Recycled 

Water to the Santa Ana River is Inadequate . 

The City commented on the failure of the Draft EIR to evaluate an alternative to the 

Update that would retain recycled water in the Chino Basin.  The Responses summarily 

dismiss the City’s comment by claiming that the EIR did not assume any particular use of 

recycled water.  (Responses, p. 1-10.)  IEUA’s claim is belied by text throughout the EIR 

that assumes the continuation of discharges of recycled water to the Santa Ana River.   

The City has a priority claim to recycled water to the extent contributed to the regional 

wastewater treatment system.  This source of water is essential for the City to meet the 

water supply needs of its citizens.  Retaining recycled water generated in the Chino Basin 

for beneficial uses in the Chino Basin is necessary if the Update is to achieve its first stated 

goal of increasing the water supply and reliability for the Chino Basin Parties.  CEQA 

imposes an obligation on IEUA to evaluate this alternative in detail.  It may not summarily 

dismiss the City’s proposal on the grounds that the parties are in negotiations regarding 
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the regional agreements regarding the City’s rights to recycled water. This is particularly 

the case where, as here, the FEIR adopts the position of one party to the negotiations. We 

attach hereto copies of the regional agreements for inclusion in the Update FEIR Record 

of Proceedings. 

   

5. The FEIR Evaluation of Significant Effects Violates CEQA. 

The FEIR fails to address the inadequate evaluation of environmental effects and 

the defects in the mitigation measures identified in the City’s prior comments.  An essential 

requirement of CEQA is that lead agencies are required to: (1) identify the potential 

significant effects of the project; (2) determine the significance of the effects by comparing 

the identified effects against an “existing conditions” baseline; (3) identify specific, 

enforceable mitigation measures to reduce significant effects to less than significance;  

and (4) commit to the implementation of enforceable measures.  The City previously 

detailed that the Draft EIR failed to comply with the above requirements because it: 

 Fails to quantitatively evaluate significant effects; 

 Defers evaluation of significant effects and mitigation measures; 

 Does not identify specific and enforceable mitigation measures or 

enforceable performance standards; 

 Fails to explain in understandable terms the analytical route followed from 

evidence to the DEIR’s conclusions (including, e.g. explaining how 

thresholds of significance reduce the project significant effects); 

 Fails to commit to the implementation of enforceable mitigation measures; 

and 

 Fails to identify a specific entity with the responsibility to implement the 

mitigation measures. 
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The FEIR does not remedy the defects identified in these and in other comments 

of the City and in the comments of other parties. 

6. Failure to Disclose Uncertainties in the Groundwater Model. 

The City previously noted that the Draft EIR violated CEQA’s informational 

standards because it did not disclose material uncertainties inherent in the computer 

model that drives the entirety of the evaluation of the effects of the Update, and did not 

disclose the material disagreements among experts regarding the groundwater model.  

The FEIR does not correct these errors. 

The attached Technical Memorandum from consulting hydrologist Thomas Harder 

& Co. provides additional evidence in support of the City’s comments.  Thomas Harder 

describes the numerous assumed or estimated parameters in the model.  Changes in one 

or more the estimated parameters in the model “may result in different model outcomes 

that could change SEIR conclusions regarding the effects of the OBMPU.”  (Technical 

Memorandum, p. 5.)   

The Harder Technical Memorandum documents that “performance of predictive 

uncertainty analysis using publicly-available software . . . is considered standard practice 

in groundwater modeling,” and is the “best management practice” established by the 

California Department of Water Resources to governing groundwater management plans 

to comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.  (Id.) 

The Thomas Harder Technical Memorandum also provides additional evidence in 

support of the City’s comment that the EIR project description and effects evaluation is too 

uncertain to satisfy CEQA’s informational requirements.  For example, the Technical 

Memorandum states that “it is not currently possible to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

[Chino Basin Program] at meeting the goals of the OBMPU because the program has not 

been defined in any detail.”  (Id.)  If the level of detail in the FEIR of the major component 

of the Update cannot support an adequate evaluation of the extent to which the Update 
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will achieve the project, the FEIR also cannot provide an adequate evaluation of 

alternatives.   

We respectfully request that the IEUA Board not approve Resolution 2020-7-13, 

direct staff to correct the legal errors in the FEIR, collaborate with the City and other 

stakeholders on a range of alternatives to be evaluated in detail, and circulate a new draft 

of the EIR for public review that complies with CEQA’s informational standards and that 

evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives.     

Very truly yours, 

 
Robert D. Thornton 
Nossaman LLP 

RDT:lmb 
 
cc:  Scott Burton, City of Ontario 
       Courtney Jones, City of Ontario 
       Frederic Fudacz, Nossaman LLP 
 
 
 
Enclosures: 
 
Chino Basin Regional Sewage Service Contract, dated October 19, 1994 (with exhibits) 

IEUA Ordinance No. 69, dated May 18, 2000. 

Thomas Harder & Company Technical Memorandum, dated July 13, 2020 
 
IEUA/CBWM Joint Board Workshop presentation, dated June 27, 2019 
 
 



OBMP Update Timeline – Oct 2019-June 2020 

2019 2020

Final
2020 OBMPU 

Report

CEQA 
Certified by
IEUA Board

OBMPU Implementation

Jan

Dec Feb

CEQA
IS/NOP

Mar

Finalize
Agreement

June

Court Filing

JanNov

Listening 
Session 7

Listening 
Session 8

Board 
Resolution

Oct

Draft 
2020 

OBMPU
Report

Final 
2020 

OBMPU 
IP

Scoping Report
Finalized

Draft 2020 
OBMPU 
Report 

Comments 
due

Draft 
2020 

OBMP IP

IS/NOP
Close of

Public Comment

Apr

CEQA
Draft EIR

May

CEQA
Draft EIR
Close of 

Public Comment

Court Hearing

CEQA
Project

Description
Presentation

Implementation
Agreement 

Drafting Sessions































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
 Thomas Harder & Co. 

1260 N. Hancock St., Suite 109 
Anaheim, California 92807 

 (714) 779-3875 

 

 

 

This technical memorandum (TM) summarizes my review of two issues related to Inland Empire 
Utilities Agency’s (IEUA’s) Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Chino Basin 
Watermaster Optimum Basin Management Plan Update (OBMPU).  Specifically, I was asked to 
comment on: 

1. The potential benefits of maximizing recycled water use within the Chino Basin, and 
2. The potential to meet the goals of the OBMPU without storage and recovery projects but 

within the updated managed storage limit of 800,000 acre-ft specified in the Storage 
Management Plan. 

3. Uncertainty in the assumptions and analyses of the groundwater model used to evaluate 
potential environmental impacts from projects described in the OBMPU SEIR and the 
effects of these uncertainties on the environmental analysis. 

Maximizing Recycled Water Use in the Chino Basin 

Retaining additional recycled water in the Chino Basin, as with an increase in the availability of 
any source of water supply, would have the benefit of increasing the Safe Yield of the basin.  The 
2020 Safe Yield reset analysis demonstrated that increased captured storm water in basins 
increases the Safe Yield of the basin relative to what it otherwise would be without capturing the 
water.1  A similar benefit would be expected if additional recycled water were retained in the basin 

 
1 Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., 2020.  2020 Safe Yield Recalculation Final Report.  Prepared for the Chino Basin 
Watermaster by Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., dated April 2, 2020. 

  

To: Ms. Courtney Jones 
Ontario Municipal Utilities Company 

From: Thomas Harder, P.G., CH.G. 
Thomas Harder & Co. 

Date: July 13, 2020 

Re: Technical Review of Two Issues Related to the Chino Basin Optimum Basin 
Management Plan Update Environmental Impact Report 
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for managed recharge or other beneficial use.   It is my understanding that potential biological 
impacts at the Santa Ana River from retaining recycled water otherwise discharged to the river 
could be mitigated through another source of water supply, such as imported water.  Further 
analysis would need to be conducted to assess potential impacts to groundwater quality in the basin 
associated with the increased recycled water use.  Any costs of mitigating water quality impacts 
would need to be weighed against the benefits of increased Safe Yield.  Nonetheless, from a 
volumetric standpoint, retaining additional recycled water in the Chino Basin would be a benefit 
to the basin. 

Meeting OBMPU Goals without Storage and Recovery Projects 

As pointed out in the OBMPU Draft SEIR, the project description is expansive and conceptual in 
nature, pending final identification and detailed design of facilities.  The project description has 
been developed to meet the goals of the OBMPU, which are:  

Goal No. 1 - Enhance Basin Water Supplies. The intent of this goal is to increase the water 
supplies available for Chino Basin Parties and improve water supply reliability. This goal applies 
to Chino Basin groundwater and all other sources of water available for beneficial use. 
 
Goal No.2 - Protect and Enhance Water Quality. The intent of this goal is to ensure the protection 
of the long-term beneficial uses of Chino Basin groundwater. 
 
Goal No.3 - Enhance Management of the Basin. The intent of this goal is to encourage sustainable 
management of the Chino Basin to avoid Material Physical Injury, promote local control, and 
improve water-supply reliability for the benefit of all Chino Basin Parties. 
 
Goal No. 4 - Equitably Finance the OBMP. The intent of this goal is to identify and use efficient 
and equitable methods to fund OBMP implementation. 

 

Proposed actions to meet these goals were developed in the context of nine “Program Elements,” 
of which Program Element (PE) 8 - Develop and Implement Groundwater Storage Management 
Program and PE 9 - Develop and Implement Storage and Recovery Programs are addressed herein.  
These program elements were addressed together in the OBMPU Draft SEIR. 

As per the Storage Management Plan, and as described in the OBMPU Draft SEIR, the available 
managed storage in the basin has been revised upward from the currently allowable  
600,000 acre-ft to as high as 1,000,000 acre-ft.  Storage space up to 800,000 acre-ft is reserved for 
the Parties to the Judgment.  Managed storage between 800,000 and 1,000,000 acre-ft is reserved 
for storage and recovery programs. 
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To date, it is my understanding that four groundwater storage and recovery projects have been 
identified:  

• Metropolitan Water District Dry-Year Yield Project (DYY) 
• Santa Ana River Recharge/Conjunctive Use Project (SARRCUP) 
• Chino Water Bank 
• Chino Basin Program (CBP) 

Of these, the DYY project is the only existing storage and recovery project in the Chino Basin.  
The SARRCUP, Chino Water Bank and CBP are proposed although it is my understanding that 
the CBP is the only project that is currently being evaluated for potential implementation in the 
Chino Basin.  Thus, the SEIR does not evaluate the extent to which the OBMPU objectives could 
be achieved through other storage management or project alternatives that did not include the 
additional facilities required for the CBP.  The CBP is currently in the feasibility phase of 
evaluation and, based on the IEUA annual report, the preliminary design is scheduled to be 
available for review sometime in the summer of 2020. 

Based on my understanding of the CBP, its primary benefit is the leveraging of Proposition 1 grant 
funding to build facilities that would be available to the Chino Basin Watermaster (Watermaster) 
Parties when they are not needed to meet obligations of the program.  Of the program elements to 
meet OBMPU objectives, the CBP primarily addresses PE-9 (Develop and Implement Storage and 
Recovery Programs) although, depending on how the program is defined, it may help meet the 
objectives addressed by other program elements as well. 

As it relates to the OBMPU SEIR, it is not currently possible to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
CBP at meeting the goals of the OBMPU because the program has not been defined in any detail.  
Conceptually, CBP facilities may include advanced water treatment facilities, regional pipeline, 
aquifer storage and recovery wells, recharge basin improvements, or other facilities yet to be 
defined.  However, until the preliminary design report is made available, the details of these 
facilities will remain unknown, as will their ability to meet the goals of the OBMPU. 

In my opinion, until the preliminary design of the CBP is made available, it is not possible to assess 
which OBMPU goals it will satisfy and the degree to which it will satisfy them.  As originally 
conceptualized, the CBP would not result in a net increase in groundwater storage in the Chino 
Basin.  A primary benefit was the Proposition 1 grant funds to build facilities that may be available 
to the Parties for use in meeting their basin management goals.  The Parties have shown an ability 
to build up storage accounts without additional facilities and, while additional facilities may be 
needed in the future to fully utilize the managed storage of 800,000 acre-ft specified in the Storage 
Management Plan, it is not clear to what degree the facilities specified in the CBP will be available.  
The CBP provides an attractive funding mechanism to construct facilities that may further 
OBMPU goals (depending on its design and availability to Parties).  However, until the 
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preliminary design is available, it is not possible to determine its role in meeting the goals of the 
OBMPU.   

Uncertainty of Groundwater Model Analyses to Evaluate Potential Project Impacts 
Reported in the OBMPU SEIR 

The groundwater flow model used to assess potential impacts associated with the OBMPU projects 
reported in the SEIR is an update of the model used to estimate the Safe Yield of the Chino Basin 
as part of the 2013 Safe Yield reset process.2  This model was further updated in material respects 
during the 2020 Safe Yield reset.3  The SEIR does not include any evaluation of the potential 
changes to the environmental analysis as a result of changes to the model.  All of these models can 
be considered calibrated within industry standards, which is to say that the groundwater levels 
produced by the models adequately match measured groundwater levels within certain statistical 
criteria.  However, the model updated for 2020 has different input assumptions resulting in a 
different water budget than the model used to inform the OBMPU SEIR.  The differences, despite 
adequate calibration, illustrate the uncertainty in the numerous combinations and distributions of 
parameters derived to achieve calibration and it is not possible that either calibration is unique.  In 
other words, there are other combinations of parameters, all within plausible ranges, that, if 
assigned to the model, could result in an acceptable calibration.  Each calibrated model would 
result in a different water budget with potentially different conclusions regarding environmental 
effects and the extent to which the OBMPU will accomplish project objectives.   

There are numerous assumed or estimated parameters in the Chino Basin model, including (but 
not limited to): 

• The configuration of model layers 
• Surface water flow into the Chino Basin 
• Distribution of evapotranspiration (ET) across the basin 
• Storm water capture 
• Managed aquifer recharge basin infiltration rates 
• Initial soil moisture content 
• Irrigation efficiency 
• Deep infiltration lag times 
• Streambed conductance 
• ET extinction depth 

 
2 2013 Chino Basin Groundwater Model Update and Recalculation of Safe Yield Pursuant to the Peace Agreement.  
Prepared for the Chino Basin Watermaster by Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., dated October 2015. 
3 Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., 2020.  2020 Safe Yield Recalculation Final Report.  Prepared for the Chino Basin 
Watermaster by Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., dated April 2, 2020. 
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• Subsurface inflow from adjacent basins 
• Distribution and character of sediments in the subsurface 
• Aquifer parameters 

o Horizontal hydraulic conductivity 
o Vertical hydraulic conductivity 
o Specific yield 
o Specific storage 

• Horizontal flow barrier (i.e. fault) conductance 

All these parameters, and more, are uncertain and variations in assigned values change the water 
budget and may result in different model outcomes that could change SEIR conclusions regarding 
the effects of the OBMPU.  There is further uncertainty in the assumptions necessary to develop 
the future water budget that is analyzed with the model to evaluate project impacts.  Depending on 
how the uncertainty is addressed dictates the model outcome. 

The most significant omission from the model analysis used to assess OBMPU impacts in the 
SEIR is an uncertainty analysis.  Performance of a predictive uncertainty analysis using publicly-
available software is now commonplace in the technical literature and is considered standard 
practice in groundwater modeling.4  Uncertainty analysis is also a California Department of Water 
Resources (CDWR) best management practice for predictive model analysis in support of the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).5  Such an analysis would consider multiple 
realizations of the models with ranges of parameter values, each constrained in such a way as to 
result in acceptable calibration.  The uncertainty analysis can be used to identify a plausible range 
of potential impacts from the proposed project for informing basin managers and the public. 

 

 
4 Beven, K.J. and P. Young. 2013.  A Guide to Good Practice in Modeling Semantics for Authors and Referees.  Water 
Resources Research 49 (8), 5092-5098. 
 

Anderson, M.P., W.W. Woessner, and R.J. Hunt. 2015. Applied Groundwater Modeling Simulation of Flow and 
Advective Transport, 2nd ed. London, UK: Academic Press. 
 
5 CDWR, 2016.  Best Management Practices for Sustainable Management of Groundwater – Modeling BMP.  Dated 
December 2016. 
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July 15, 2020 
 
 
VIA EMAIL  
Slee@ieua.org 
Ms. Sylvia Lee 
Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
6075 Kimball Avenue 
Chino, CA 91708 
 
 
Re: CVWD Comments on Final EIR for the Optimum Basin Management Program Update 
 
 
Dear Ms. Lee, 
 
The Cucamonga Water Valley District (“District”) respectfully submits the following comments on 
the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the Chino Basin Watermaster 
Optimum Basin Management Program Update (“OBMP Update”).   
 

1. CEQA Review for Storage Management and First Managed Storage Band is 

Acceptable, However if the entire FEIR is not be accepted these Should Be Reviewed 

Separately and Immediately. 

The District finds the analysis pertaining to Storage Management and the First Managed Storage 
Band acceptable and supports certification of this component of the FEIR at a minimum and if 
possible.  
 
Although the District agrees that SMP projects and other OBMPU projects overlap, the SMP could 
be analyzed and certified as a standalone project because it has separate and independent utility 
for the other proposed activites. 
 
Should the FEIR in its entirety not prevail, the District hereby requests that IEUA and Watermaster 
immediately, and as expeditiously as the law allows, pursue CEQA review of storage management 
separately from all other elements of the OBMP Update to allow for an increase in storage space 
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up to 800,000 acre-feet (AF) and prior to the expiration of the current OBMP Programmatic EIR 
Addendum. There are technical studies that already exist for such an analysis, namely Wildermuth 
Environmental Inc.’s (WEI) 2018 Storage Framework Investigation and Watermaster’s Storage 
Management Plan that was recently adopted, among other appropriate studies.   
 
For clarity, the District does not have comment on the second band of storage up to 1,000,000 AF 
and relies on IEUA as lead agency, Watermaster, and their technical experts to make a 
determination. 
 
 

2. Conclusions. 

The District supports and is in favor of certification of components of the FEIR cited above herein 
that would increase groundwater storage space up to 800,000 acre-feet.  
 
Thank you and your Board of Directors for your consideration. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Eduardo Espinoza, PE 
Director of Engineering 
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