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SUMMARY
Staff recommends that the City Council consider the Claremont Water System Acquisition
Project Final Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City's proposed acquisition of
Golden State Water Company's ("Golden State") Claremont Water System ("Claremont
System") (the "Project"), make findings in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA") and approve the Project. A resolution making the necessary CEQA
findings has been prepared for the City Council's consideration and is attached to this
agenda report as Attachment A.
Following action on the Final EIR, staff recommends that the City Council consider the three
financing alternatives for the potential Claremont Water System acquisition and direct staff
to prepare proceedings for one of the financing options.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
This item is for the City Council to take the following actions:

A.

Conduct a public hearing on the Claremont Water System Acquisition Project Final
Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2013111 072);

B.

Adopt Resolution No. _, a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Claremont
adopting environmental findings pursuant to CEQA, certifying the Claremont Water
System Acquisition Project Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2013111072),
and Approving the Project;

C.

Direct staff to prepare proceedings for one of the financing options for the potential
Claremont Water System acquisition.

BACKGROUND
In response to a number of factors, including: longstanding public concern about Golden
State's escalating water rates; the significantly higher water rates paid by rate payers in the
Claremont System as compared to neighboring jurisdictions; lack of responsiveness by
Golden State to concerns of the citizens of Claremont; and, lack of transparency in the
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operation of, and rate setting process for, the Claremont System, the City has been
exploring the potential acquisition of the Claremont System.
At the direction of the City Council, staff has undertaken an exhaustive evaluation process,
including conducting public meetings seeking input from the community, analyzing the
feasibility of the proposed Project, hiring a professional appraiser to evaluate the fair market
value of the Claremont System, and preparing a detailed Environmental Impact Report on
the proposed Project. Following the appraisal process, at the City Council's direction, the
City offered to acquire the Claremont System (including the facilities, infrastructure, real
property, and all contractual and other rights necessary for operation of the Claremont
System) from Golden State for its appraised fair market value. However, Golden State has
rejected the City's offers and to date has refused to negotiate. Thus, if the City Council
desires to further pursue the potential acquisition of the Claremont System, it may have to
use eminent domain. Prior to commencing the eminent domain process, the City must
comply with CEQA by certifying the Final EIR for the proposed Project.
CEQA REVIEW

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15063, the City prepared an Initial Study
to determine whether the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the
environment. A Notice of Preparation ("NOP") of an EIR was distributed to state agencies,
local organizations and individuals as required by State CEQA Guidelines section 15082.
The NOP was issued for a 30-day review period between November 22, 2013 and
December 23, 2013 in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15082(a). Three (3)
comment letters were received: one from the Native American Heritage Commission, one
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and one from Mr. James Belna, a
resident of the City of Claremont.
The City held a Seeping Meeting on December 18, 2013, to solicit comments on the scope
of the environmental review of the proposed Project and four (4) comments were received.
Based on the Initial Study, the City determined that an EIR should be prepared because the
proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment in the following areas: Air
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water
Quality, Noise, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service Systems, and Mandatory Findings of
Significance. The City further determined, based on the Initial Study, that impacts to
Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, and Recreation would
be less than significant and thus need not be analyzed further in the EIR.
The Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EJR") was prepared, incorporating comments
received during the NOP review period. The analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that there
would be no significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project. The Draft EIR
further determined that no mitigation measures were required to mitigate impacts to a less
than significant level. Further, although no significant and unavoidable impacts were
identified, five alternatives were evaluated in the Draft EIR to provide additional information
and flexibility to the decision-makers when considering the proposed Project.
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The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day review period from January 24, 2014 until March
10, 2014. Copies of the Draft EIR and technical appendices were available for review and
inspection at City Hall, on the City's website, and at the Claremont, La Verne, Pomona,
Montclair and Upland public libraries. During the public review period, the City consulted
with all responsible and trustee agencies, other regulatory agencies, and others pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines section 15086. The City received six (6) comment letters during the
public review period, including an acknowledgement from the State Clearinghouse that the
City has complied with CEQA environmental review requirements. None of the comment
letters submitted to the City raised any questions regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR
under CEQA, except for the 54-page comment letter submitted by legal counsel for Golden
State (Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP) which was transmitted to the City on the afternoon of
the last day of the public comment period.
At its meeting on March 4, 2014, the Planning Commission continued the duly-noticed
public hearing item for the proposed Project (to consider a conformity report pursuant to
Government Code section 65402 and the Draft EIR) to March 10, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. in the
City of Claremont City Council Chambers.
On March 10, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted the public hearing and considered
the conformity report pursuant to Government Code section 65402 and the Draft EIR for the
proposed Project. During the public hearing, the Planning Commission solicited comments
on the Draft EIR from the public. After hearing all relevant testimony from staff, the public
and the City's consultant team, the Planning Commission (1) recommended that the City
Council certify the EIR for the Project and (2) approved the General Plan conformity report
pursuant to Government Code section 65402.
The City has prepared a Final EIR, which consists of the Draft EIR, all written comment
letters received on the Draft EIR, written responses to all written comment letters received
on the Draft EIR, and errata to the Draft EIR. A copy of the Final EIR is attached to this
agenda report as Attachment C. Responses to letters from commenting agencies were
delivered on March 14, 2014, ten days in advance of tonight's hearing. The Final EIR fully
analyzes and discloses the potential environmental impacts associated with the City's
potential acquisition of the Claremont System.
Finally, as a point of reference, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when
significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability
of the draft EIR for public review under State CEQA Guidelines section 15087, but before
certification. None of the comments made in the comment letters or public hearings
conducted by the City and no additional information submitted to the City have produced
significant new information requiring recirculation of the EIR or additional environmental
review of the Project under Public Resources Code section 21092.1 and State CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5.
If the City Council elects to certify the Final EIR (State Clearinghouse# 2013111 072) for the
Project, the City Council may proceed to consider the adoption of the resolutions of
necessity authorizing the acquisition of the Claremont System by eminent domain and may
direct staff to prepare proceedings for one of the three financing alternatives outlined below.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

On March 10, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed acquisition pursuant
to Government Code Section 65402. After considering a staff report and all other evidence
in the record, the Planning Commission adopted a resolution finding the proposed
acquisition consistent with the City's General Plan. A copy of the Planning Commission's
staff report and the Government Code Section 65402 Resolution are attached hereto as
Attachment B.
In addition, the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed Draft EIR. After considering a
staff report and all other evidence in the record, the Planning Commission adopted a
resolution recommending that the City Council certify the EIR for the proposed Project.
PUBLIC NOTICE PROCESS

This item has been noticed through the regular agenda notification process. Copies are
available at the City Hall public counter, the Youth Activity Center, the Alexander Hughes
Community Center, the City website, and the Claremont Public Library.
FINANCING ALTERNATIVES
Summary of Financing Alternatives

Staff and legal counsel believe that the existing rates and charges - after the most recent
rate increase - could support a water revenue borrowing (via the City's power to purchase
by installment from a special enterprise fund) which would result in net proceeds for
acquisition of approximately $80 million. The issue remains that the acquisition price could
exceed that amount and Council has requested viable financing alternatives to be
presented.
Several methods are available to the City to finance the potential acquisition of the water
system, however, for purposes of the Council's consideration, we have determined that
three alternatives are the most viable and seek direction from Council with respect to
preparing documents and legal proceedings that could permit financing of the water system
acquisition to proceed. We further note that any of the financing alternatives may be used
to reimburse the City for costs advanced for the acquisition of the water system. In addition
to the outline below, more detailed information will be provided as part of this presentation
to illustrate potential costs to Claremont water users according to different potential
acquisition prices of the Claremont water system. The cost of each financing method for an
average single family residence is approximately the same.
Alternatives

1. Communitv Facilities District - One method of financing to be considered is the
formation of a community facilities district ("CFD"). A CFD is a special taxing district
which could be formed by the City Council as a legislative body for the purpose of
levying a special tax to pay for the acquisition of the water system. The proceedings

City Council
March 25, 2014

Pa e 5

to form a CFD require initiating resolutions to be adopted by Council, which set the
time and place for a public hearing. At the close of the hearing, and if there has not
been a protest by a majority of the electors of the CFD, the Council may adopt a
formation resolution. The Council would then call a special election for the approval
by the qualified electors of the City of a special tax, bonded indebtedness and an
appropriations limit. The voters eligible to vote are the registered voters of the City of
Claremont. The special taxes and bonded indebtedness must be approved by a 2/3
majority vote of the registered voters voting at the election.
Two issues should be noted: first, the special taxes can only be levied within the
corporate boundaries of the City; second, while the special tax may be levied on
property owned by governmental agencies (which are not subject to property tax),
there are no remedies to collect any unpaid taxes on such property, making that
portion of the special tax difficult to leverage in a bond financing. The result is a
potentially higher special tax on those properties within the City that are subject to the
special tax in order to pay the debt service. Therefore, water customers outside of
the City limits and governmental agencies would likely be charged a fixed capital
component of the water rate, which would equate to the amount that the taxable
properties within the City pay in special taxes.
The City is taking precautions to assure that, in the event the system is acquired,
funds would be available to pay the purchase price of the system if the acquisition
costs exceed $80 million and were as high as $120 million. Assuming that an
additional $40 million in acquisition costs is needed, then the estimated annual
special tax that would be levied on the average single family detached residence in
the City is a maximum of $277 ($23 per month) and an expected tax of $252 ($21 per
month), where the estimated increase to a fixed capital charge of the water rate on
the average single family residence outside the City would be approximately the
same as the actual tax for a resident ($21 per month, up to a maximum of $23 per
month). As with all alternatives, the special tax may be a lesser amount depending
upon the ultimate acquisition price of the water system.
2. Revenue Bond Law of 1941 - The Revenue Bond Law of 1941 permits local
agencies to approve the issuance of bonds which are directly issued to the investing
public. The issuance requires voter approval. The voter approval is by those
registered voters residing in the City. The threshold for approval is more than 50% of
the voters voting. The repayment of the bonds would be from water rates and
charges. Assuming that the acquisition costs were as high as $120 million, the City
would need to adopt system wide increases before the bonds are sold in a fixed
capital charge of the water rate, in an amount which would be sufficient to pay the
authorized amount of bonds, or such lesser amount depending upon the ultimate
acquisition price of the water system. The manner of determining the fixed capital
charge may be set by the Council using such information as it deems equitable at the
time that rates are set, such as type of property use or the size of the meter or meters
attached to each property.
Assuming that an additional $40 million in acquisition costs is needed, the estimated
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increase to a fixed capital charge of the water rate on the average single family
residence within the Claremont Service Area (inside and outside the City boundaries)
would be about $21 per month, or $252 annually. In addition to the fixed capital
charge, charges for actual water use would be set as the variable component of
water rates.
3. Revenue Bonds (Installment Purchase)- The third alternative is for the City Council
to approve additional installment purchase amounts by its own resolution in an
amount which is sufficient to pay the entire acquisition price of the water system.
There is no need for voter approval and the Council would have to establish rates
and charges throughout the water system sufficient to pay the entire purchase price
of the system. Assuming that the acquisition costs were as high as $120 million, the
City would need to adopt system wide increases in a fixed capital charge of the water
rate before bonds could be sold, in an amount which would be sufficient to pay the
authorized amount of the bonds, or such lesser amount depending upon the ultimate
acquisition price of the water system. The manner of determining the fixed capital
charge may be set by the Council using such information as it deems equitable at the
time that rates are set, such as type of property use or the size of the meter or meters
attached to each property.
Assuming that an additional $40 million in acquisition costs is needed, the estimated
increase to a fixed capital charge of the water rate on the average single family
residence within the Claremont Service Area (inside and outside the City boundaries)
would be an average of about $22 per month, or $270 annually. It should be noted
that the increase would be higher in earlier years (as much as $31 per month) and
lower in later years (as low as $14 per month). In addition to the fixed capital charge,
charges for actual water use would be set as the variable component of water rates.
Next Steps for Financing

Upon Council's direction, staff and legal counsel will prepare the necessary resolutions and
other documents to bring to Council for further consideration.
EMINENT DOMAIN PROCESS AND PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS OF NECESSITY

The topics that have been addressed this evening in relation to the potential acquisition of
the Claremont Water System are extensive and important. The hearing on the Final EIR by
itself encompasses many issues and topics. It is important that the City Council and the
public have a full opportunity to consider and discuss these topics. Public discussion on
these issues will provide important background information that may be useful in a
subsequent hearing on proposed resolutions of necessity. A hearing on resolutions of
necessity will involve important public discussion and deliberation that will require
substantial time and full deliberation.
For these reasons, staff recommends City Council consider the eminent domain process at
a future date.
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Submitted by:
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Tony Ramos
City Manager

Prepared by:
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Sonia Carvalho
City Attorney

Attachments: A- CEQA Resolution
8 - Planning Commission Staff Report and Resolutions
C- Final EIR

ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO. _ _ __
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONT
ADOPTING
ENVIRONMENTAL
FINDINGS
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT, CERTIFYING THE CLAREMONT WATER SYSTEM
ACQUISITION PROJECT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (SCH #2013111 072), AND APPROVING THE PROJECT

WHEREAS, the City of Claremont ("City'' or "Claremont") seeks to provide
greater local control of its water supply and distribution system, and to improve
public transparency and accountability with respect to the water supply; and
WHEREAS, in order to achieve these goals, the City decided to explore
potential acquisition of the Claremont Water System ("Claremont System") from
Golden State Water Company ("GSWC"), including the facilities, infrastructure,
real property, and GSWC's rights to water supply for the Claremont System
("Project" or "proposed Projecf'). The City does not intend to operate the system
and would not create or expand any City departments to do so. Rather, if the
system is acquired, the City would use an outside qualified third party to manage
the system. The City has initiated discussions with the City of La Verne to have
the La Verne Water Department operate the Claremont System and, for the
purpose of environmental analysis, the City assumes La Verne would operate the
system; and
WHEREAS, the Project area covers approximately 9.5 square miles and
the Claremont System currently serves the area generally located in Los Angeles
County at the foot of the San Gabriel Mountains. The majority of the Project area
is located in the City. However, part of the Project area encompasses small
portions of the City of Pomona, located in Los Angeles County, Cities of
Montclair and Upland, both located in San Bernardino County, and
unincorporated Los Angeles County, which are served by the Claremont System;
and
WHEREAS, if the City of La Verne is contracted to run the system, it is
assumed that operation and maintenance activities would be carried out at the
existing City of La Verne Maintenance Facility, located at 2620 First Street in La
Verne. The Project area therefore also includes this facility, which is located
outside of the Claremont System boundary; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to section 21067 of the Public Resources Code, and
section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et
seq.), the City of Claremont is the lead agency for the proposed Project; and
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WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15063, the
City evaluated the Project by preparing an Initial Study, to evaluate whether an
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") was required; and
WHEREAS, based on the Initial Study, the City determined that an EIR
should be prepared because the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment in the following areas: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise,
Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service Systems, and Mandatory Findings of
Significance; and
WHEREAS, based on the Initial Study, the City further determined that
impacts to Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils,
Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public
Services, and Recreation would be less than significant and thus need not be
analyzed further in the EIR; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15082, on
November 22, 2013, the City sent to the Office of Planning and Research and
each responsible and trustee agency a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") stating that
an Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number #2013111 072)
would be prepared; and
WHEREAS, three (3) comment letters were received in response to the
NOP; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21083.9 and
State CEQA Guidelines sections 15082(c) and 15083, the City held a duly
noticed Seeping Meeting on December 18, 2013, to solicit comments on the
scope of the environmental review of the proposed Project and four (4)
comments were received; and
WHEREAS, a Draft Environmental Impact Report ("Draft EIR") was
prepared, incorporating comments received in response to the NOP; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR concluded that there would be no significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR further determined that no mitigation measures
were required to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15085, a
Notice of Completion was prepared and filed with the Office of Planning and
Research on January 24, 2014; and
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WHEREAS, as required by State CEQA Guidelines section 15087(a), the
City provided Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to the public at the same time
that the City sent Notice of Completion to the Office of Planning and Research,
on January 24, 2014; and
WHEREAS, during the public comment period, copies of the Draft EIR and
technical appendices were available for review and inspection at City Hall, on the
City's website, and at the Claremont, La Verne, Pomona, Montclair and Upland
public libraries; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15087(e), the
Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day review period from January 24, 2014 to
March 10, 2014; and
WHEREAS, during the 45-day public comment period, the City consulted
with and requested comments from all responsible and trustee agencies, other
regulatory agencies, and others pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section
15086;and
WHEREAS, the City received (6) six written comment letters on the Draft
EIR, including an acknowledgement from the State Clearinghouse that the City
has complied with CEQA environmental review requirements; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.5, the City
provided copies of its responses to commenting public agencies at least ten (10)
days prior to the City's consideration of the Final EIR; and
WHEREAS, on March 4, 2014, the Planning Commission voted to continue
the duly-noticed public hearing item to consider a conformity report pursuant to
Government Code section 65402 and the EIR, to March 10, 2014 at 7:00p.m. in
the City of Claremont City Council Chambers; and
WHEREAS, on March 10, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted the
public hearing to consider the conformity report pursuant to Government Code
section 65402 and the Draft EIR for the Project and solicited comments on the
document. After hearing all relevant testimony from staff, the public and the
City's consultant team, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the
City Council certify the El R for the Project; and
WHEREAS, on March 20, 2014, the City released the Final EIR ("Final
EIR"), which consists of the Draft EIR, all written comment letters received on the
Draft EIR, written responses to all written comment letters received on the Draft
EIR, and errata to the Draft EIR; and
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WHEREAS, the "EIR" consists of the Final EIR and its attachments and
appendices, as well as the Draft EIR and its attachments and appendices (as
modified by the Final EIR); and
WHEREAS, all potentially significant adverse environmental impacts were
sufficiently analyzed in the EIR; and
WHEREAS, as contained herein, the City has endeavored in good faith to
set forth the basis for its decision on the Project; and
WHEREAS, all of the requirements of the Public Resources Code and the
State CEQA Guidelines have been satisfied by the City in connection with the
preparation of the EIR, which is sufficiently detailed so that all of the potentially
significant environmental effects of the Project have been adequately evaluated;
and
WHEREAS, the EIR prepared in connection with the Project sufficiently
analyzes the Project's potentially significant environmental impacts and, although
no significant and unavoidable impacts were identified, the EIR analyzes a range
of feasible alternatives capable of reducing these effects to an even lesser level
of significance; and
WHEREAS, all of the findings and conclusions made by the City pursuant
to this Resolution are based upon the oral and written evidence presented to it as
a whole and the entirety of the administrative record for the Project, which are
incorporated herein by this reference, and not based solely on the information
provided in this Resolution; and
WHEREAS, the City finds that all environmental impacts identified in the
El R are less than significant and do not require mitigation as described in Section
2 hereof; and
WHEREAS, the cumulative impacts of the Project identified in the EIR and
set forth herein, are described in Section 3 hereof; and
WHEREAS, the potential significant and irreversible environmental
changes that would result from the proposed Project identified in the EIR and set
forth herein, are described in Section 4 hereof; and
WHEREAS, the existence of any growth-inducing impacts resulting from
the proposed Project identified in the EIR and set forth herein, are described in
Section 5 hereof; and
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WHEREAS, alternatives to the proposed Project that might further reduce
the already less than significant environmental impacts are described in Section
6 hereof; and
WHEREAS, prior to taking action, the City has heard, been presented with,
reviewed and considered all of the information and data in the administrative
record, including but not limited to the EIR, and all oral and written evidence
presented to it during all meetings and hearings; and
WHEREAS, the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City and is
deemed adequate for purposes of making decisions on the merits of the Project;
and
WHEREAS, no comments made in the public hearings conducted by the
City and no additional information submitted to the City have produced
substantial new information requiring recirculation of the EIR or additional
environmental review of the Project under Public Resources Code section
21092.1 and State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5; and
WHEREAS, on March 25, 2014, the City conducted a duly noticed public
hearing on this Resolution, at which time all persons wishing to testify were heard
and the Project was fully considered; and
WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution
have occurred.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF CLAREMONT:
SECTION I
FINDINGS

A.

Project Description

The City of Claremont has decided to investigate the potential acquisition
of the Claremont System from GSWC including the facilities, infrastructure and
real property, and GSWC's rights to water supply for the Claremont System. The
proposed Project therefore involves the City's potential acquisition and
subsequent operation of GSWC's Claremont System.
There are several options for management of the system including, but not
limited to, management by a private contractor hired by the City or operation of
the system by a qualified third party. At this time, the City does not intend to
operate the system or create or expand any City departments to do so. To that
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end, the City has initiated discussions with the City of La Verne to have the City
of La Verne Water Department serve as a potential operator of the Claremont
System, if acquired by the City. The City is also reviewing the possibility of other
local public water suppliers who may be interested and able to serve as the
operator of the Claremont System and this was included in the alternatives
analysis. However, the proposed Project analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report assumed that the City of LaVerne would operate the Claremont System.
For purposes of environmental review, the EIR assumed La Verne would
operate the Claremont System. (DEIR, p. 2-1.) To that end, the La Verne
Maintenance Facility houses the maintenance functions of the La Verne public
works department. The primary maintenance divisions working from this location
include building, streets, parks, water, sewer, and fleet. Approximately 35
employees work from this facility, the majority of which are in the field conducting
various maintenance operations. The roughly 4.1 acre site provides office space
for three division managers, four supervisors, and maintenance crews. The site
also contains the city•s fuel station (gas/diesel) and natural gas refueling facilities.
The primary operations conducted at the location are found within the fleet
maintenance function, where mechanics service and repair all types of
equipment. Other operations include minor equipment/tool repair, storage of
building materials, traffic control materials, and tools, and other supplies. (FEIR,
pp. 2-11, 8-116-117.)
The city maintains a wide variety of equipment and vehicles at the location
ranging from mowers to dump trucks to tractors. The larger vehicles and
equipment are stored outdoors under parking shelters along the perimeter of the
property, primarily along the southern perimeter. Some specialized equipment is
stored indoors as are all tools. It is anticipated that operation and maintenance
activities associated with the Claremont System occurring at the site would be
similar in nature. (FEIR, pp. 2-11 -12, 8-117.)
The usual business hours of the facility are Monday through Thursday from
6:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. However, various city personnel, including police and fire,
may access the site throughout the evening and weekend to fuel their vehicles
and equipment. Public works personnel may also frequent the facility during off
hours in response to calls for service from the police and fire departments or
residents. Again, it is anticipated that operation and maintenance activities
associated with the Claremont System occurring at the site would occur during
the usual business hours, with the exception of during calls for emergency
services. (FEIR, pp. 2-12, 8-117.)
As previously noted, the property is approximately 4.1 acres and includes
three building locations, each housing a combination of functions. The parking lot

Resolution 2014 Page 7 of 64

is more than sufficient to provide parking to all employee, guests, vendors, and
consultants that may have business at the location. The facility includes several
large warehouses with available space, offices, conference and training rooms,
and available storage areas. (FEIR, pp. 2-12, 8-117.) Therefore, as noted in
Section 2.0, Project Description, of the EIR, the proposed Project would not
involve construction of new facilities.
B.

Legal Requirements

Public Resources Code section 21002 states that "public agencies should
not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects[.]" Section 21002 further states that the
procedures required by CEQA "are intended to assist public agencies in
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or
substantially lessen such significant effects."
Pursuant to section 21081 of the Public Resources Code, the City may
only approve or carry out a project for which an El R has been completed that
identifies any significant environmental effects if the City makes one or more of
the following written finding(s) for each of those significant effects accompanied
by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding:
1.

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into,
the project which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the
en vi ron ment.

2.

Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and
jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can and
should be, adopted by that other agency.

3.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations, including considerations for the provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the
environmental impact report.

As indicated above, section 21002 requires an agency to "avoid or
substantially lessen" significant adverse environmental impacts. Thus, mitigation
measures that "substantially lessen" significant environmental impacts, even if
not completely avoided, satisfy section 21 002's mandate.
(Laurel Hills
Homeowners Assn. v. City Council (1978) 83 Cai.App.3d 515, 521 ["CEQA does
not mandate the choice of the environmentally best feasible project if through the
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imposition of feasible mitigation measures alone the appropriate public agency
has reduced environmental damage from a project to an acceptable level"]; Las
Virgenes Homeowners Fed., Inc. v. County of Los Angeles {1986} 177 Cal. App.
3d 300, 309 ["[t]here is no requirement that adverse impacts of a project be
avoided completely or reduced to a level of insignificance . . . if such would
render the project unfeasible"].)
While CEQA requires that lead agencies adopt feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives to substantially lessen or avoid significant
environmental impacts, an agency need not adopt infeasible mitigation measures
or alternatives. (Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1 (c) [if "economic, social, or other
conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the
environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or approved
at the discretion of a public agency'']; see also State CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(a) [an "EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are
infeasible"].) CEQA defines ''feasible" to mean "capable of being accomplished
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors." (Pub. Res. Code§
21 061.1.) The State CEQA Guidelines add "legal" considerations as another
indicia of feasibility. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Project objectives also
inform the determination of ''feasibility." (Jones v. U.C. Regents {201 0} 183 Cal.
App. 4th 818, 828-829.} "'[F]easibility' under CEQA encompasses 'desirability' to
the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors." (City of Del Mar v.
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cai.App.3d 401, 417; see also Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland {1993) 23 Cai.App.4th 704, 715.)
"Broader considerations of policy thus come into play when the decision making
body is considering actual feasibility[.]" (Cal. Native Plant Soc'y v. City of Santa
Cruz (2009) 177 Cai.App.4th 957, 1000 ("Native Plant'); see also Pub. Res.
Code § 21081 (a)(3) ["economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations" may justify rejecting mitigation and alternatives as infeasible]
(emphasis added).)
Environmental impacts that are less than significant do not require the
imposition of mitigation measures. (Leonoff v. Monterey County Board of
Supervisors (1990) 222 Cai.App.3d 1337, 1347.)
The California Supreme Court has stated, "[t]he wisdom of approving ...
any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests,
is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their
constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and
apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore
balanced." (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d
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553, 576.) In addition, perfection in a project or a project's environmental
alternatives is not required; rather, the requirement is that sufficient information
be produced ''to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are concerned." Outside agencies (including courts) are
not to "impose unreasonable extremes or to interject [themselves] within the area
of discretion as to the choice of the action to be taken." (Residents Ad Hoc
Stadium Com. v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cai.App.3d 274, 287.)
C.

Summary of Environmental Findings

At a regular meeting assembled on March 25, 2014, the City Council
determined that, based on all of the evidence presented, including but not limited
to the EIR, written and oral testimony given at meetings and hearings, the
submission of testimony from the public, organizations and regulatory agencies,
and the whole of the administrative record, which is incorporated by reference
herein, that all environmental impacts associated with the Project are less than
significant and do not require mitigation.
No comments made in the public hearings conducted by the Planning
Commission or City Council or any additional information submitted to the City
has produced any substantial new information requiring recirculation or additional
environmental review of the Final EIR under CEQA because no new significant
environmental impacts were identified, no substantial increase in the severity of
any environmental impacts would occur, and no feasible Project mitigation
measures or Project alternatives as defined in State CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5 were rejected.
SECTION 2
FINDINGS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS NOT REQUIRING MITIGATION

The City Council hereby finds that the following potential environmental
impacts of the Project are less than significant and therefore do not require the
imposition of Mitigation Measures.
Air Quality

1. Threshold AQ-1 : The proposed Project would not 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 qualitative thresholds
for ozone precursors); and the proposed Project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. (DEIR 4.1-9.)
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a. Impact AQ-1: Implementation of the proposed Project has the potential to
generate operational air pollutant emissions from Project-related vehicle
trips (mobile sources). However, these emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD operational significance thresholds for any criteria pollutants.
Therefore, operational air quality impacts would be Class II I, less than
significant. (DEIR 4.1-9.)
b. Supporting Explanation: Because the proposed Project would not require
the construction or operation of any new physical facilities, the proposed
Project would not create any construction emissions, new area source
emissions, or new stationary operational emissions. The air quality
analysis in the EIR is therefore based on the proposed Project's potential
to generate increased mobile (vehicular) operational emissions. Project
emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CaiEEMod) and the proposed Project's potential trip generation as
analyzed in Section 4.6, TransportationfTraffic, of the EIR. (DEIR 4.1-6.)
For the purposes of the El R's analysis, it was assumed that mobile
source emissions would be generated by motor vehicle trips to and from
the Project area from the La Verne Maintenance Facility. Because no new
facilities are proposed under the Project, it is assumed that the system
would require the same number of employees to operate and maintain it as
under existing conditions, and it is assumed that the Project would not
result in any increase in stationary operational emissions from increased
water delivery or treatment. For these reasons, it is unlikely that the
proposed Project would generate any actual new trips. However, the
proposed Project may change trip distribution and length, because trips
associated with operation of the system that currently originate in
Claremont may, after implementation of the proposed Project, originate in
La Verne or from another third party operator operations and maintenance
hub. In order to analyze a conservative, "worst-case" scenario for this
analysis, it was assumed that all trips required to operate the system would
be new trips, travelling from the La Verne Maintenance Facility to the
Claremont System Service Area and back. (DEIR 4.1-6, 9, 10.)
As shown in Table 4.1-4 of the Draft EIR (DEIR 4.1-10), the net
increase of all criteria pollutants that would result from the proposed
Project, under the conservative trip scenario, would be less than the
corresponding SCAQMD daily emission thresholds. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or State
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ambient air quality standard and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR
4.1-10.)
Moreover, as operation of the system would be expected to continue
in much the same manner as it currently operates, the proposed Project
would not require installation of new equipment at any system location that
would combust diesel nor would it require any new Air Pollution Control
District-permitted stationary sources. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.1-1 0.)
Project-related long-term air quality impacts would be less than
significant. (DEIR 4.1-10.)
2. Threshold AQ-2: The proposed Project would not violate any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation; and the
proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.1-1 0.)
a. Impact AQ-2: Traffic generated by the proposed Project, together with
other cumulative traffic in the area, would incrementally increase carbon
monoxide (CO) levels in the vicinity of the Project area. However, because
CO levels would remain within State and federal standards, this impact
would be Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.1-1 0.)
b. Supporting Explanation: The primary mobile source pollutant of local
concern is CO, which is a direct function of vehicle idling time and, thus,
traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely limited; it disperses rapidly
with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions.
However, under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO
concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or intersection may
reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors (residents,
school children, the elderly, hospital patients, etc.). (DEIR 4.1-11.)
The Basin is in attainment of State and federal CO standards and
has been for several years. Three major control programs have contributed
to the reduced per-vehicle CO emissions: exhaust standards, cleaner
burning fuels, and motor vehicle inspection and maintenance programs. At
the Pomona monitoring station, the maximum 8-hour CO level recorded in
2012 was 1.47 parts per million (ppm), approximately one-sixth of the 9
ppm State and federal 8-hour standard. In addition, as shown on Figure
4.2-1 of the EIR, basin-wide CO emissions are projected to fall by
approximately 25% from 201 0 to 2020, largely due to the use of cleaner
operating vehicles (GARB, 2009). (DEIR 4.1-11.)
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Although CO is not expected to be a major air quality concern in Los
Angeles County over the planning horizon, elevated CO levels can occur
at or near intersections that experience severe traffic congestion. A
project's localized air quality impact is considered significant if the
additional CO emissions resulting from the project create a "hot spot"
where the California 1- hour standards of 20.0 ppm or the 8-hour standard
of 9 ppm is exceeded. This typically occurs at severely congested
intersections. (DEIR 4.1-11.)
Typically, high CO concentrations are associated with roadways or
intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service or with extremely
high traffic volumes. The highest CO concentrations would normally occur
during peak traffic hours; hence, CO impacts under peak traffic conditions
represent a worst-case analysis. While vehicular trips associated with the
proposed Project would contribute to existing traffic at intersections and
along roadway segments in the vicinity of the Project area, in reality not all
trips generated by the proposed Project would be "new'' trips, as noted
previously. However, assuming all trips added to intersections in the
Project area are new, the number of new trips (8.2 trips each in the AM
and PM peak hours) would not be sufficient to increase congestion at any
area intersections to such an extent that CO hot spots would occur as a
result of the proposed Project, in particular given that ambient CO
concentrations are in general much lower than the corresponding federal
and State ambient CO standards (see DEIR Table 4.1-2). As such, CO hot
spots would not occur as a result of the proposed Project and the
proposed Project would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to CO
hot spots. Therefore, Project-related CO impacts would be less than
significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.1-11-12.)
3. Threshold AQ-3: The proposed Project would not significantly conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (DEl R 4.1-12.)
a. Impact: The proposed Project would be consistent with the 2012 AQMP.
Impacts would be Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.1-12.)
b. Supporting Explanation: The SCAQMD has identified CO as the best
indicator pollutant for determining whether air quality violations would
occur since it is most directly related to automobile traffic. As discussed
under Impact AQ-1, long-term emissions associated with development of
the proposed project would not exceed significance thresholds for CO or
any other criteria pollutant. In addition, as described under AQ-2, CO hot
spots would not occur as a result of the proposed Project due to the limited
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contribution of project-related traffic at Project area intersection. As such,
the proposed project would not exacerbate CO hot spots. (DEIR 4.1-12.)
The current AQMP was adopted in 2012. The growth assumptions
used in the 2012 AQMP are based on the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) growth forecasts developed for the 2012
Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Regional
(RTP/SCS). If the proposed project would not facilitate growth exceeding
the 2012 growth forecasts, then the project would be consistent with the
assumptions in the adopted AQMP. (DEIR 4.1-12-13.)
The Project involves the City's potential acquisition and subsequent
operation of the Claremont System from the GSWC. These actions in
themselves would not directly or indirectly have any economic or growthinducing effects, as described in Section 5 below. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not result in a growth in population beyond that forecast by
SCAG in the 2012 RTP/SCS, and is therefore consistent with the adopted
AQMP. Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation would not be
required. (DEIR 4.1-13.)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1. Threshold GHG-1: The proposed Project would not generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment. (DEIR 4.2-12.)
a. Impact GHG-1: The proposed Project would generate additional GHG
emissions from mobile sources beyond existing conditions. However, GHG
emissions generated would not exceed proposed SCAQMD significance
thresholds. Impacts would therefore be Class Ill, less than significant.
(DEIR 4.2-12.)
b. Supporting Explanation: On-site Operational Emissions. The proposed
Project would not involve construction of new facilities. The day-to-day
operations of the Claremont System will be largely the same as they are
under the current GSWC ownership. Therefore, new sources of on-site
operational emissions, including from energy use, would not occur and
mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.2-10.)

Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion. Total daily trips
associated with the proposed Project were estimated based on the
estimated number of daily trips required to operate La Verne's water
system, obtained from the City of La Verne through communication with
the City of Claremont (Brad McKinney, personal communication,
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December 2013). The total number of daily trips was then calculated and
extrapolated to derive total annual mileage in CaiEEMod. Emission rates
for N2 0 emissions were based on the vehicle mix output generated by
CaiEEMod and the emission factors found in the CCAR General Reporting
Protocol. As discussed in section AQ-1, above, in reality not all of the trips
associated with operation and maintenance of the system would be "new"
trips as these types of trips are currently being generated during operation
and maintenance of the system by GSWC. However, the proposed Project
may change trip distribution and length, as trips associated with operation
of the system that currently originate in Claremont may, after
implementation of the proposed Project, originate in another location
outside the city, e.g. in La Verne. In order to provide a conservative
analysis, all trips to and from the La Verne Maintenance Facility associated
with operation and maintenance of the system are assumed to be new for
the purposes of the EIR. (DEIR 4.2-1 0-11.)
Construction Emissions. The proposed Project would not involve
construction of new facilities; therefore, it would not result in any emissions
of construction-related GHGs. (DEIR 4.2-11.)
Transportation Emissions. Mobile source GHG emissions were
based on the estimated number of daily trips currently required to operate
La Verne's water system, obtained from the City of La Verne through
communication with the City of Claremont (Brad McKinney, personal
communication, December 2013), and by the total vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) estimated in CaiEEMod based on this trip generation potential and
default trip length assumptions. This is considered reasonable and
appropriate as the City has initiated discussions with the City of La Verne
to have the City of La Verne Water Department serve as a potential
operator of the Claremont System, if acquired by the City. It is assumed
that the City of La Verne Water Department would operate and maintain
the Claremont System in a manner similar to its own and in line with its
current operations and maintenance schedule. Based on the CaiEEMod
model estimate, the Project would generate approximately 100,433 VMT
annually. (DEIR 4.2-12.)
As shown in Table 4.2-1 of the DEIR (DEIR 4.2-13), the proposed
Project would result in approximately 20 MT C0 2 E annually associated
with mobile emissions. The proposed Project's estimated total annual
emissions of 53 MT C0 2 E/year represents less than 0.00001% of
California's total 2011 emissions of 448 MMT. As explained above, the
proposed Project's GHG emissions are related solely to vehicular travel
associated with trips to and from the La Verne Maintenance Facility;
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however, at least a portion of these trips would not truly be new, but may
rather be a redirection of existing trips currently being made to service the
system and as such may already be a part of California's total GHG
emissions.
Neither the SCAQMD nor the City of Claremont have adopted formal
GHG emissions thresholds that apply to land use projects and the City of
Claremont as not adopted a GHG emissions reduction plan. Therefore, the
proposed Project has been evaluated based on the SCAQMD's proposed
threshold for mixed land use types of 3,000 MT C02E per year (SCAQMD,
"Proposed Tier 3 Quantitative Thresholds- Option 1", September 2010).
Although implementation of the proposed Project would generate GHG
emissions beyond existing conditions, the proposed Project's estimated
annual increase in GHG emissions of approximately 53 MT C0 2 E would be
lower than this threshold. Therefore, the proposed Project's impacts from
GHG emissions would be less than significant and mitigation would not be
required.
2. Threshold GHG-2: The proposed Project would not result in a significant
conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. (DEIR 4.2-13.)
a. Impact GHG-2: The proposed Project would be consistent with SB 375, the
Climate Action Team GHG reduction strategies, the 2008 Attorney General
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures, and the City of Claremont's
Sustainable City Plan. Impacts would therefore be Class Ill, less than
significant. (DEIR 4.2-13.)
b. Supporting Explanation: SB 375 requires the inclusion of Sustainable
Communities' Strategies (SCS) in Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs)
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. In April 2012, SCAG adopted
the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS). SCAG's RTP/SCS includes a commitment to reduce
emissions from transportation sources by promoting compact and infill
development in order to comply with SB 375. The proposed Project would
not involve development of new facilities. However, operations and
maintenance activities associated with the Claremont System would be
based out of a different location, including potentially out of the La Verne
Maintenance Facility, which is already used by the City of La Verne for
operating its own water system. The La Verne Maintenance Facility is
located at 2620 First Street in La Verne, about 500 feet east of the
intersection with White Avenue, in a fully urbanized area with good access
to public transportation. For example, this site is within walking distance
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(approximately 0.3 miles) of bus stops on Bonita Avenue and Arrow
Highway. This site is also located approximately 0.4 miles walking distance
to the Pomona North Metrolink station. If the Azusa to Montclair Metro
Gold Line Foothill Extension project is built, this site would be located
approximately 0.5 miles walking distance from the proposed La Verne
Gold Line station and approximately 0.6 miles walking distance from the
proposed Pomona Gold Line station (Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension
Construction Authority, February 2013). The location of operations and
maintenance activities at this location, or one located in a similar urban
environment, would therefore be consistent with the adopted SCS/RTP
and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.2-14.)
GHG emissions reduction strategies prepared by the CAT and
measures suggested by the Attorney General have also been used as a
benchmark for significance and qualitative consideration. The CAT
strategies are recommended to reduce GHG emissions at a statewide
level to meet the goals of EO S-3-05 (CaiEPA, 2006). The CAT strategies
generally consist of measures that have been or are being taken at the
State level, such as: adoption of emission reduction standards for
passenger vehicles and both light and heavy-duty trucks; energy-efficient
building code standards; energy efficiency standards for appliances; and
smart land use strategies that encourage jobs/housing proximity, promote
transit-oriented development, and encourage high density residential
commercial development along transit corridors. The proposed Project, as
described above, would not involve construction of new facilities or
buildings. Also, any vehicles used in the operation and maintenance of the
system would be subject to the required passenger vehicle emissions
standards at that time. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict
with these strategies and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.2-14.)
The Attorney General's Greenhouse Gas Reduction Report,
prepared in 2008, specifies measures that may reduce global warming
related impacts at the individual project level. As appropriate, the
measures can be included as design features of a project, required as
changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation (whether undertaken
directly by the project proponent or funded by mitigation fees). The
proposed Project, as described above, would not involve construction of
new facilities or buildings and also would not result in emission of GHGs
requiring mitigation measures. As such, the proposed Project would not
conflict with these measures and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR
4.2-14-15.)

Resolution 2014 Page 17 of 64

The City of Claremont Sustainable City Plan (City of Claremont,
October 2013) establishes a framework in which the Claremont community
can achieve its vision of becoming a sustainable city. The Plan includes
Community-wide Sustainability Targets that encourage residents,
businesses and other institutions to meet. For example, it sets the
following targets for City facilities:
•

The City must decrease energy consumption in City facilities by 20% of
2006 levels by 2015 and 30% by 2020.

•

The City must decrease water consumed at City facilities and parks by
20% by 2015 and 30% by 2020.

•

The City must utilize best practices and environmentally superior
supplies for office operations, fleet maintenance and operations, and
park and facilities maintenance.

•

All new municipal facilities must be constructed to green standards
(LEED Gold certification).

If the City acquires the Claremont System, its ownership would be
guided by implementation of these sustainability measures even though a
third-party operator would be involved. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not conflict with the Sustainable City Plan. (DEIR 4.2-15.)
As indicated above, the proposed Project would be consistent with
SB 375, CAT strategies, the 2008 Attorney General Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Measures and the City of Claremont's Sustainable City Plan.
Therefore, the Project would be consistent with applicable plans, policies
and regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases, and its impact in this regard would be less than
significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.2-15.)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1. Threshold HAZ-1: The proposed Project would not create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials; the proposed Project would not 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; and the proposed Project would not create a significant hazard
by emitting hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school. (DEIR 4.3-6.)

Resolution 2014 -

Page 18 of 64
a. Impact HAZ-1: Operation and maintenance of the Claremont System
currently involves the storage, transport, use and/or disposal of hazardous
materials and wastes. Acquisition of the Claremont System by the City
could alter the location or amount of hazardous material stored in the City
or surrounding jurisdictions. This change could create a hazard to the
public or environment related to the routine storage, transport, use or
disposal or through reasonably foreseeable upset and conditions involving
the release of hazardous materials into the environment. However,
compliance with existing regulations ensures that any potential impacts
would be Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.3-6.)
b. Supporting Explanation: System operations and maintenance currently
utilize hazardous materials, such as chemicals associated with water
treatment and disinfection, fuel for maintenance equipment, antiscalants,
corrosion control, pH adjustment and TDS reduction and other similar
chemicals. In addition, hazardous wastes may be generated from the
routine maintenance and periodic cleaning of water treatment equipment
(i.e., tanks, pumps, piping, etc.). The location where some of these
materials and wastes are stored may change because the proposed
Project (i.e. the third party operator running the system) may operate out of
a different location than present. However, the amounts and types of
materials would not vary substantially as implementation of the proposed
Project would not require construction of any additional facilities and would
not result in a change in the water service provided within the Service
Area. As is the case with existing operations, the contracted operator
would be required to apply for and receive all required permits for use
and/or storage of hazardous materials from the Los Angeles County and
San Bernardino County CUPAs, including filing of hazardous materials
business plans where required. Hazardous Materials Business Plans
would include an inventory and location map of hazardous materials onsite
and an emergency response plan for hazardous materials incidents.
Topics covered in the plans are (DEIR 4.3-6-7):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Facility identification
Emergency contacts
Inventory information (for every hazardous material)
MSDS for every hazardous material
Site map
Emergency notification data
Procedures to control actual or threatened releases
Emergency response procedures
Training procedures
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•

Certification

Any required HMBP would be filed with and administered by local
CUPA for each site. Implementation of the required HMBP would address
the potential for release of hazardous materials either during routine
handling or through reasonably foreseeable accident and/or upset
conditions. (DEIR 4.3-7.)
In addition, delivery of hazardous materials and disposal of
hazardous waste would be required to comply with all Caltrans, EPA,
DTSC, CHP, and California State Fire Marshal regulations for transporting
hazardous materials and waste, which would also address routine use and
reasonably foreseeable accident and upset conditions. (DEIR 4.3-7.)
The City is currently considering several options for operation of the
system (including but not limited to the City of La Verne) and an alternate
third-party operator may be contracted to operate and maintain the system.
Therefore, while the La Verne Maintenance Facility is not located within
0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school it is possible that another
operations and maintenance yard could be located within 0.25 miles of a
school or other sensitive receptor site. However, with adherence to all
applicable rules and regulations established by the federal, state and local
agencies or departments, the impacts resulting from the routine storage,
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or the release of
hazardous materials under reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions would be less than significant and mitigation would not be
required. (DEIR 4.3-7.)
2. Threshold HAZ-2: The proposed Project would not be located on a site
included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment. (DEIR 4.3-8.)
a. Impact HAZ-2: None of the existing Claremont System facilities is located
on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962. However, the assets of the
Claremont System currently include 22 groundwater wells, seven of which
have been taken off-line due to groundwater contamination. It is unknown
at this time whether all of these wells would be included as part of the
City's acquisition of the Claremont System. However, for purposes of
analysis only it was assumed the City would acquire all wells, including
contaminated wells. Current and future regulations would continue to
govern any required management or cleanup of these wells regardless of
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their future ownership and therefore the proposed Project would not be
expected to delay cleanup or otherwise cause adverse impacts at these
existing well locations. Therefore, potential groundwater hazard related
impacts would be Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.3-8.)
b. Supporting Explanation: As required under CEQA, the Cortese list data
resources were reviewed to determine sites potentially containing
hazardous materials or waste at or near Claremont System locations. The
Cortese list includes hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action
and sites designated as hazardous waste property, hazardous waste
disposal areas, contaminated sites, and abandoned sites. Review of the
online environmental databases included (DEIR 4.3-8):
•

List of hazardous waste and substances sites from the Department of
Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor database,

•

List of leaking underground storage tank sites from Water Board
GeoTracker database, and

•

List of solid waste disposal sites identified by Water Board with waste
constituents above hazardous waste levels outside the waste
management unit.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor database
identified several sites within the service area; however, none of the sites
listed were located at existing Claremont System locations that could be
acquired by the City should the proposed Project be approved. Review of
the CaiEPA list of leaking underground storage tank (LUST) sites identified
numerous sites located throughout the service area, including within
proximity to existing Claremont System facilities. However, none of the
sites listed were located at existing Claremont System facilities that could
be acquired by the City should the proposed Project be approved. Review
of the list of solid waste disposal sites identified by the State Water
Resources Control Board with waste constituents above the hazardous
waste levels outside of the waste management unit did not identify any
sites within the bounds of the Claremont System service area or in the
surrounding area. Therefore, none of the existing Claremont System
facilities is located on a listed hazardous materials site. (DEIR 4.3-8.)
As discussed in the Initial Study for the proposed project (included
as Appendix A to the DEIR), the Claremont System currently includes a
total of 22 wells, seven of which have been taken offline due to
groundwater contamination (GSWC, 2011 ). In addition, several other wells
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have water quality issues that are being managed by GSWC as described
in Table 4.6-1. As noted in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
(GSWC, 2011 ), portions of the groundwater basin are impacted by
contaminants from past agricultural practices, improper waste disposal and
leaking underground storage tanks. The contaminants consist primarily of
volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrate. (DEIR 4.3-9.)
At present, the seven inactive groundwater wells known to have
contamination issues are part of an economically viable water system.
Should these wells be excluded from the acquisition they would remain in
the ownership of GSWC and the clean-up burden would not shift to the
City. Therefore, regardless of whether the City acquires these wells,
remediation and/or management would be required to occur as required
under the regulatory regime in place at the time the clean-up effort is
undertaken. Impacts would therefore be less than significant and mitigation
would not be required. (DEIR 4.3-10.)
Hydrology and Water Quality

1. Threshold WQ-1: The proposed Project would not 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 ground water 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). (DEIR 4.4-3.)
a. Impact WQ-1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in
an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project area; therefore, no
reduction in groundwater recharge would occur. The proposed Project
would alter the entity that operates the Claremont System, and potentially
the rate structure and fee charged for water service from current
conditions. Water use is linked to cost and a reduction in pricing could
result in increased water use. However, any new operator would be
required to comply with the water use reduction strategies and goals
contained within the California Water Conservation Act of 2009, which
expressly requires a reduction in urban water consumption by 20 percent
by the year 2020. Therefore, water use would continue to decline on a per
capita basis regardless of any potential change in the rates charged by the
Claremont System. Impacts would therefore be Class Ill, less than
significant. (DEIR 4.4-3.)
b. Supporting Explanation: No new facilities are proposed as part of the
Project; therefore, an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project
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area would not occur and thus there would be no reduction in groundwater
recharge as a result of the proposed Project. Mitigation would not be
required for this less than significant impact (DEIR 4.4-4.)
One of the objectives of the proposed Project is to provide greater
local control over the rate setting process and rate increases for water
service in the City. Potentially, this could slow the growth in water prices
over the long-term (approximately 30 years), when compared to operation
of the system by GSWC, though it is also possible that water prices could
increase, compared to current prices, depending on the cost of acquisition.
(DEIR 4.4-4.)
It is generally accepted that water use decreases to some degree
with increases in water price, though the amount of decrease is a function
of several factors including, not only structure of water rates, but also
availability of alternate sources, price range and elasticity and customer
knowledge and understanding of bill information, among others (Whitcomb,
2005). As such, the price charged to customers for water use could affect
the demand for water in the Claremont System. (DEIR 4.4-4.)
The California Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SBX7-7) mandates
conservation goals for urban retail water suppliers, including an ultimate
goal of 20 percent reduction in per capita urban consumption by 2020.
Effective 2016, urban retail water suppliers who do not meet the water
conservation requirements established by this bill are not eligible for state
water grants or loans as well as other penalties. The Claremont System is
currently subject to the provisions of this Act. A water baseline figure of
344 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) has been set for the Claremont
System. The baseline gpcd is equal to the average annual potable water
gpcd for the years 1997 through 2006. Therefore, the required per capita
target is 20% less than this amount or 275 gpcd as shown in Table 4.4-1
(GSWC, 2011 ). (DEIR 4.4.-4.)
As part of its membership in the California Urban Water
Conservation Council (CUWCC), GSWC has committed to implement a
specific set of locally cost-effective conservation practices in its service
areas. For the Claremont System, GSWC is implementing the following
Demand Management Measures (DMM) to encourage water conservation
in compliance with both SBX7- 7 and the CUWCC Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) (DEIR 4.4-5):
•
•

Conservation Coordinator;
Water loss control, through measures such as leak detection audits,
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Metering of all customers;
Retail conservation pricing;
Education, including public information programs and school education
programs;
Residential assistance programs;
Landscape water surveys; and
Large landscape program.

In addition, several other DMMs for the Claremont System are being
implemented by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan). Detailed descriptions of these can be found in
Metropolitan's 2010 UWMP. (DEIR 4.4-5.)
When considering whether or not the change in water pnc1ng
anticipated as a result of acquisition of the Claremont System would
impede the reduction in per capita water consumption required by SBX7 -7,
it is important to consider the success in implementing conservation
measures of other systems with rates that are currently lower than the
Claremont System. For the purposes of this EIR, the City of La Verne was
examined as a representative case study. (DEIR 4.4-5.)
Similar to the Claremont System, the City of La Verne has also
implemented a series of water DMMs at the local and wholesale level in
accordance with the CUWCC and SBX7-7. As shown in Table 4.4-2 of the
DEIR, under SBX7-7 the City of La Verne is required to achieve an interim
per capita water use of 243.6 gpcd by 2015, a 10% reduction from the
City's baseline value of 268.2 gpcd. In 2010, a per capita demand of 227.8
gpcd was achieved by the City, meeting and in fact exceeding this interim
water use reduction goal. This reduction in per capita demand is due in
large part to the aggressive implementation of DMMs, specifically
conservation pricing (City of La Verne, 2011 ). As stated in the City of La
Verne's 2010 UWMP, based on the current trend of water use efficiency in
La Verne, continued aggressive implementation of water conservation
measures is anticipated to achieve the California Water Conservation Act
compliance goal of 218.9 gpcd years ahead of schedule, resulting in a
water use efficiency of approximately 218 gpcd by 2020. This will meet the
compliance water use target of 218.9 gpcd. (DEIR 4.4-5.)
According to rate comparison information presented to Claremont
City Council by GSWC (2011 ), costs to provide water in the Claremont
System were approximately 28 dollars per 20 ccf (hundred cubic feet)
more than in La Verne. Given the City of La Verne's success in reducing
per capita water consumption, it appears that La Verne's lower pricing
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relative to the Claremont System is not affecting the City's success at
implementing its various DMMs. Should the City of La Verne, or another
third party operator, be contracted to operate and maintain the system as
part of the proposed Project, it is anticipated that similarly successful
DMMs would be implemented for the Claremont System and that
continued improvements in conservation would be achieved even if rates
charged are less than would have been charged by GSWC. Thus, the
requirement to comply with the mandated reduction of the California Water
Conservation Act will drive a reduction in water use throughout the
Claremont System, even if the price charged for water is less than under
GSWC ownership. (DEIR 4.4-6.)
As a result, the Project would not result in groundwater production
above established water rights in place to serve the Claremont System and
impacts would thus be less than significant. Mitigation would not be
required. (DEIR 4.4-6.)
Noise

1. Threshold N-1: The proposed Project would not have a significant impact by
exposing persons to or generating noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies; the proposed Project would not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project; and the proposed Project would not result in a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project. (DEIR 4.5-8.)
a. Impact N-1: Implementation of the proposed Project could potentially
increase traffic and associated noise levels along area roadways in and
around the Project area, thus exposing existing and future land uses to
increased noise. However, given the minimal number of trips associated
with operation of the system relative to the level of existing traffic along
most Project area roadways, Project-related increases in noise levels
would not be noticeable because they would fall within existing noise
ranges, and would therefore not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels
exceeding applicable standards. This impact would be a Class Ill, less
than significant. (DEIR 4.5-8.)
b. Supporting Explanation: The exterior and interior noise standards shown in
Table 4.5-2 in the DEIR serve as the Base Noise Levels for the Noise
Ordinance of the Claremont Municipal Code. Section 16.154.020 0.2 of
the Claremont Municipal Code states that it shall be unlawful for any
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person at any location within the incorporated area of the City of Claremont
to create any noise or allow the creation of any noise on the property
owned, leased, occupied, or otherwise controlled by such person, which
causes the noise level when measured on the property line of any other
property to exceed the actual ambient noise level or the Base Noise Level,
whichever is higher (DEIR 4.5-5):
•
•
•
•

For a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any one hour; or
Plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 10 minutes in any one
hour; or
Plus 14 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any one
hour; or
Plus 15 dBA at any time. (DEIR 4.5-5-6.)

The Public Safety and Noise Element of Claremont's 2006 General
Plan contains guidelines for planning new land uses and goals for indoor
and outdoor noise environments (see DEIR, Table 4.5-3). Claremont
utilizes the Ldn or CNEL for noise level/land use guidelines. While Ldn and
CNEL are not identical methods for quantifying noise levels, as described
in Section 4.5.1.a, they are used interchangeably by the City in the
General Plan. For the most sensitive uses in Claremont, such as low and
medium density residential uses, the General Plan lists 65 dBA Ldn as the
maximum normally acceptable exterior level. (DEIR 4.5-5.)
As shown in Table 4.5-3 of the DEIR, the City of Claremont's Land
Use/Noise Guidelines state that the maximum allowed exterior noise level
for multiple family housing and commercial and office uses is 70 dBA Ldn,
the maximum allowed interior noise level for medium to high density
residential uses is 45 dBA Ldn, and the maximum allowed interior noise
level for professional office uses is 50 dBA Ldn. Based on the data
provided in the U.S. EPA Protective Noise Levels (1978), standard
buildings in Southern California provide at least 12 dBA of exterior to
interior noise attenuation with windows open and 24 dBA with windows
closed. (DEIR 4.5-8.)
Given the logarithmic nature of traffic noise levels, a noticeable
increase in noise levels (3 dBA) would generally occur only if traffic levels
double. The proposed Project would increase traffic levels by an estimated
82 trips per day, assuming all trips associated with operation and
maintenance of the system are new trips on the roadway network.
Assuming all of these trips were added to even the most lightly travelled
street listed in Table 4.6-1 (DEIR 4.6-4), "Existing Weekday Peak Hour
Intersection Level of Service Summary," during the most lightly traveled
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peak hour this would only represent a 7% increase in traffic. In addition,
assuming an absolute worst-case scenario that all of the 82 trips
anticipated to occur throughout the day were instead added to this
segment of First Street during the PM Peak Hour this would not represent
a doubling of traffic (based on an observed traffic level of 26 vehicles in 20
minutes and estimated traffic level of 130 vehicles in one hour) and thus a
noticeable increase (3dBA) in noise levels would not occur. In addition,
the increase in noise levels (<3dBA) would not exceed the threshold
identified in Table 4.5-5 of the Draft EIR, which restricts increases in
project-related noise levels to 3dBA for areas where existing ambient noise
levels are between 55 and 60 dBA.
In reality, as operation and
maintenance activities occur these trips would be spread throughout the
day and across the Project area's street system, rather than concentrated
on any one roadway in any one hour. Therefore, Project generated traffic
would not lead to a noticeable noise increase on area roadways and
impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation would not be required.
(DEIR 4.5-8-9.)
2. Threshold N-2: The proposed Project would not result in a significant impact
because it would not expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels. (DEIR 4.5-9.)
a. Impact N-2: Implementation of the proposed Project could potentially
increase traffic along roadways in and around the Project area. However,
given the minimal number of trips associated with operation of the system
relative to the level of existing traffic along most Project area roadways,
Project-related increases in traffic-related vibration would not be
perceptible by sensitive receptors. This impact would be a Class Ill, less
than significant. (DEIR 4.5-9.)
b. Supporting Explanation: Section 16.154.020F.4 of the Claremont Municipal
Code states that noise sources associated with, or vibration created by,
construction, repair, remodeling or grading of any real property, or during
authorized seismic surveys, are exempt from the provisions of Claremont's
Noise Ordinance, provided that (DEIR 4.5-5):
a. Activities take place between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. weekdays
and Saturdays, excluding national holidays; and
b. Noise levels, as measured on residential properties, do not exceed 65
dBA for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any one hour, 70
dB A for a cumulative period of more than 10 minutes in any one hour, 79
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dBA for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any one hour or 80
dBA at any time; and
c. Any vibration created does not endanger the public health, welfare, and
safety. (DEIR 4.5-5.)
Section 16.154.020J, Vibration, of the Claremont Municipal Code
states the following (DEIR 4.5-5):
"Notwithstanding other sections of this Chapter, it shall be unlawful for any
person to create, maintain or cause any ground vibration which is
perceptible without instruments at any point on any affected property
adjoining the property on which the vibration source is located. For the
purpose of this Ordinance, the perception threshold shall be presumed to
be more than 0.05 inches per second RMS vertical velocity."
The proposed Project would not involve construction of any new
facilities; therefore, no construction-related vibration impacts would occur.
In addition, the proposed Project would not result in the addition of
stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, such as heavy equipment
operations. Operational ground-borne vibration in the project vicinity would
be generated by vehicular travel on the local roadways. However, given
the limited number of "new'' vehicle trips associated with the proposed
Project and the distribution of these trips throughout the Project area each
day, as described under Impact N-1, traffic-related vibration levels would
not be perceptible by sensitive receptors. Thus, impacts from operational
vibration would be less than significant and mitigation would not be
required. (DEIR 4.5-9.)
Transportationffraffic

1. Threshold T -1: The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable
plan, ordinance or policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation, including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways, and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit. (DEIR 4.6-9.)
a. Impact T-1: Full implementation of the proposed Project would contribute
trips to the local street network. However, the number of trips that the
proposed Project would contribute at any one intersection would be no
more than 8.2 AM Peak Hour and 8.2 PM Peak Hour trips per day, which
would not degrade LOS at any intersection when compared to baseline
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conditions. Impacts associated with the proposed Project would be Class
Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.6-10.)
b. Supporting Explanation: While the proposed Project would not generate
new trips in association with operation and management of the system, it
may change trip distribution and length as trips associated with operation
of the system that currently originate in Claremont may, after Project
implementation, originate in an alternate location, e.g. at the La Verne
Maintenance Facility. Therefore, in order to analyze a conservative
scenario for purposes of the EIR, it was assumed that all trips required to
operate the system would be new trips, travelling from the La Verne
Maintenance Facility into the Service Area and back. (DEIR 4.6-1 0.)
The proposed Project is estimated to generate 8.2 trips per day
during the AM and PM peak hours. As shown in Table 4.6-1 of the Draft
EIR (DEIR 4.6-4), these 8.2 trips would represent a small percentage of
current peak hour traffic volumes at all of the studied intersections, all
except one of which is operating at an acceptable level of service. For
example, assuming that all of the 8.2 peak hour trips used the intersection
with the lowest current traffic volume (#7: Claremont Boulevard/Mills
Avenue at Arrow Highway in the AM peak hour), this would represent only
0.7% of the AM peak hour trips currently passing through the intersection.
The one study intersection which is currently operating at an unacceptable
level of service is Intersection #2: SR-21 0 Ramps at Base Line Road,
which currently operates at LOS F during the AM peak hour. However, at
this intersection, the addition of 8.2 AM peak-hour trips would represent
only 0.002% of the AM peak hour trips currently passing through the
intersection, and would not affect the operation of this intersection.
Furthermore, it is unlikely that all 8.2 peak-hour trips generated by the
proposed Project would travel through this intersection during the AM peak
hour every day. In fact, none of the 8.2 AM peak hour trips generated by
the proposed Project may travel through this intersection during the AM
peak hour, or may instead travel through other intersections during this
time period or through this intersection at other times. Lastly, the City of
Claremont's performance criteria stipulate that if an intersection currently
operates at a deficient level of service, the existing level of service shall be
maintained, and the Project would comply with this provision. The Project's
impacts under existing conditions on any one intersection, and on the
street system in general, would therefore be less than significant and
mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.6-10.)
Table 4.6-3 of the DEIR shows the peak hour traffic volumes and
LOS that are expected to exist at the studied intersections under future
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conditions (approximately 20 years from present). As shown in Table 4.6-3
of the DEIR, traffic levels are expected to increase at these intersections in
the future, and Project-related traffic would therefore represent a smaller
percentage of all traffic passing through these intersections under future
conditions than under existing conditions. Table 4.6-3 of the DEIR also
shows an improvement in LOS at one intersection compared to existing
conditions due to the following planned improvements: the SR-21 0 Ramps
at Base Line Road, which currently operate at LOS F during the AM peak
hour are projected to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour under future
conditions after the planned addition of a second northbound left-turn lane
and a second southbound right-turn lane, as well as other improvements to
Base Line Road to improve traffic flow through this intersection. Because
Project-related traffic would not result in intersections operating more
deficient LOS, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation would
not be required. (DEIR 4.6-1 0-11.)
2. Threshold T -2: The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable
congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways, and impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR 4.6-11.)
a. Impact T-2: Based on Los Angeles County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) criteria, impacts to CMP identified freeway monitoring
segments and arterial intersections as a result of the proposed Project
would be Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.6-11.)
b. Supporting Explanation: The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a
state-mandated program that was enacted by the California Legislature
with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990. The program is intended to
address the impact of local growth on the regional transportation system.
The Project area and its key intersections are located in three jurisdictions:
La Verne, Pomona, and Claremont, all of which are located in Los Angeles
County. Therefore, the following summarizes impacts based on criteria
from the Los Angeles County CMP, which was adopted in October 2010
(Los Angeles County MTA, December 2013). (DEIR 4.6-12.)
Intersections. The following Los Angeles CMP intersection monitoring
locations in the vicinity of the Project area have been identified (DEIR 4.612):

CMP Station

Intersection

Int. No.8

Indian Hill Boulevard at Arrow Highway
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Int. No. 1
Int. No. 124
Int. No. 127

Indian Hill Boulevard at Foothill Boulevard
Arrow Highway at Garey Avenue
Foothill Boulevard at Garey Avenue

The CMP traffic impact assessment guidelines require that
inte2rsection-monitoring locations must be examined for potential CMP
traffic impacts if the proposed project will add 50 or more trips to a CMP
monitoring location during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours.
Based on volumes discussed in Impact T-1, which concluded that the
proposed Project is forecast to add, at most, 8.2 peak hour trips to the
local street system, the proposed Project would not reach this impact
threshold. Furthermore, these trips would not truly be "new'' trips added to
the street system, but would rather be redistributed from other locations
due to the mere shift in location of the operations yard. Therefore, when
considering Los Angeles County CMP criteria, impacts would be less than
significant and mitigation would not be required. Further review of the
potential impacts at the CMP intersection monitoring locations is not
required. (DEIR 4.6-12.)
Freeways. One CMP freeway-monitoring location in the vicinity of the
Project area that may be used by Project-related traffic has been identified,
as follows (DEIR 4.6-12):

CMP Station

Segment

Seg. No. 1064

SR-21 0 Freeway,
Boulevard

east

of

Indian

Hill

Los Angeles County CMP guidelines require that freeway-monitoring
locations must be examined for CMP traffic impacts if the proposed project
will add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM
weekday peak hours. Based on volumes discussed in Impact T-1, which
concluded that the proposed Project is forecast to add, at most, 8.2 peak
hour trips to the local street system, the proposed Project would not reach
this threshold. Furthermore, these trips would not truly be added to the
street system, but would rather be redistributed from other locations due to
the mere shift in location of the operations yard. Therefore, when
considering Los Angeles County CMP criteria, impacts would be less than
significant and mitigation would not be required.
Further review of
potential CMP traffic impacts to freeway monitoring locations is not
required. (DEIR 4.6-13.)
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Utilities and Service Systems

1. Threshold U-1: The proposed Project would not require or result in
construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; and
proposed Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve
Project from existing entitlements and resources. (DEIR 4.7-8.)

the
the
the
the

a. Impact U-1: The GSWC has determined that adequate water supply exists
to meet projected demand in the Service Area through the year 2035. The
proposed Project would not result in additional demands for water supply
within the Claremont System Service Area beyond those described in the
201 0 UWMP. Moreover, any new operator would be required to comply
with the California Water Conservation Act of 2009, which expressly
requires a reduction in urban water consumption by 20% by the year 2020.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not require or result in the
construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities or
required new or expanded entitlements. Impacts to water supply would be
Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.7-8.)
b. Supporting Explanation: One of the objectives of the proposed Project is to
provide greater local control over the rate setting process and rate
increases. While the rate of increase in water prices charged by the
system could slow over the long-term, when compared to operation of the
system by GSWC, an increased demand for groundwater supplies would
not occur. Primarily this would be due to the implementation of Demand
Management Measures (DMM), which require conservation and reductions
in water use, in compliance with the conservation goals set by the
California Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SBX7-7). In addition, the City's
existing policy framework would also help to ensure reductions in water
use throughout part of the Service Area located in the City. (DEIR 4.7-8.)
As a result, the proposed Project would not result in additional
demands for water supply within the Claremont System Service Area.
Given that the 201 0 UWMP projects that adequate supplies will be
available to serve the system in future, no new or expanded facilities or
entitlements would be required as a result of the proposed Project.
Therefore, impacts to water and water conveyance facilities would be less
than significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.7-8.)
2. Threshold U-2: The proposed Project would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board; the
proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new
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wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; and the
proposed Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the Project that it has adequate
capacity to serve projected demand in addition to existing commitments.
Impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR 4.7-9.)
a. Impact U-2: The proposed Project would not result in the generation of
additional wastewater. Therefore, no increase in capacity at the existing
wastewater treatment plants which serve the Project area would be
required. In addition, no exceedance of Regional Water Quality Control
Board wastewater treatment requirements would occur. Impacts would be
Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.7-9.}
b. Supporting Explanation: No additional demand for water supply would
result due to implementation of the proposed Project. Since there would be
no increase in water used, there would also be no increase in demand for
wastewater treatment or conveyance. Therefore, no effects on the existing
capacity of the WRP and Inland Empire Utilities Agency and no
exceedance of RWQCB wastewater treatment requirements would occur
as a result of the proposed Project. (DEIR 4.7-9.}
In addition, no exceedance of RWQCB wastewater treatment
requirements would occur as the proposed Project would not generate
additional wastewater or change the composition of existing discharges
requiring additional treatment. Regardless of who owns the system,
compliance with the provisions of any regulatory order in place for the
Claremont System would continue to be required. Future projects required
to address wastewater treatment requirements, if any, would be subject to
their own CEQA processes. (DEIR 4.7-9.) Thus, impacts would be less
than significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.7-9.)
3. Threshold U-3: The proposed Project would not require or result in the
construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects. (DEIR 4.7-9.)
a. Impact U-3: The proposed Project would not necessitate upgrades to
existing stormwater conveyance facilities. Impacts would therefore be
Class Ill, less than significant. (DEIR 4.7-9.)
b. Supporting Explanation: No new facilities are proposed as part of the
Project; therefore, an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project
area would not occur. In addition, no changes in non-stormwater runoff, i.e.
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due to landscape irrigation, would occur as no change in the demand for
water supply would result from the proposed Project. Thus, there would be
no change in the amount of runoff occurring within the Service Area and no
requirements to upgrade or expand existing stormwater conveyance
systems. Impacts would be less than significant and mitigation would not
be required. (DEIR 4.7-9-10.)
SECTION 3
CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The City hereby finds as follows:
Air Quality

•

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts (DEIR 4.1-13.)

a. Impact: The proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable
impact on air quality emissions.
b. Supporting Explanation: SCAQMD's approach to determining cumulative
air quality impacts for criteria air pollutants is to first determine whether or
not the proposed Project would result in a significant project-level impact to
regional air quality based on SCAQMD significance thresholds. If the
project does not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, then the lead agency needs
to consider the additive effects of related projects only if the proposed
project is part of an ongoing regulatory program or is contemplated in a
Program EIR, and the related projects are located within an approximately
one mile radius of the proposed Project site. If there are related projects
within the vicinity (one-mile radius) of the proposed Project site, that are
part of an ongoing regulatory program or are contemplated in a Program
EIR, then the additive effect of the related projects should be considered.
(DEIR 4.1-13.)
If a proposed project is not part of an ongoing regulatory program,
as is the case for this project, the SCAQMD recommends that projectspecific air quality impacts be used to determine the potential cumulative
impacts to regional air quality. As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the
proposed Project would result in an increase in daily operational emissions
from mobile sources; however, emissions would not exceed SCAQMD
thresholds. As discussed under Impact AQ-2, project-generated traffic
would not result in or contribute substantially to cumulative traffic in the
area, resulting in an exceedance of State and federal carbon monoxide
standards. (DEIR 4.1-13.)
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Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in addition
of criteria pollutants during operation of the proposed Project that would
contribute to cumulative impacts in conjunction with related projects in the
region. Because the proposed Project would not generate emissions that
exceed the SCAQMD's operational thresholds, operation of the proposed
Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to criteria
pollutants in the Basin. Therefore, the proposed Project's contribution to
cumulative regional long term air quality impacts would be less than
significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.1-13.)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
•

Cumulative GHG Impacts (DEIR 4.2-15.)

a. Impact: As demonstrated in Section 2, above, the proposed Project would
not have a cumulative considerable impact on GHG emissions.
b. Supporting Explanation: Cumulative development in Claremont and
surrounding jurisdictions would add both residential and nonresidential
development to the area that would generate greenhouse gases from
vehicle trips and other sources. Analyses of greenhouse gases are
cumulative in nature, as they affect the accumulation of greenhouse gases
in the atmosphere. Projects falling below the impact thresholds discussed
above are therefore considered to have a less than significant impact, both
individually and cumulatively. As indicated above in Impact GHG-1, GHG
emissions associated with the proposed Project would be less than
significant and the contribution of the proposed Project to annual statewide
emissions would be less than 0.000004 percent. As such, the proposed
Project's impacts would therefore also be cumulatively less than significant
and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.2-15.)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
•

Cumulative Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts (DEIR 4.3-10.)

a. Impact: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact due to hazards or hazardous materials.
b. Supporting Explanation: Cumulative development in the City of Claremont,
as well as within areas outside the City that are encompassed by the
Claremont System service area, would cumulatively increase potential for
exposure of future area residents, employees, and visitors to hazards and
hazardous materials. This could occur either through the development
and/or redevelopment of previously contaminated areas or by allowing
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further storage, transport or handling of hazardous materials or wastes in
the area. (DEIR 4.3-10.)
All new development would be subject to review by the relevant
jurisdiction and would be required to comply with any and all regulations in
place to minimize potential hazards. Hazard evaluations for other
cumulative projects would be completed on a case-by-case basis and
appropriate mitigation would be designed to mitigate impacts resulting from
individual projects, depending upon the type and severity of hazards
present. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of
appropriate mitigation measures on a project by project basis, including
remedial action on contaminated sites, as well as rules, regulations, and
policies designed to avoid release of hazardous materials into the
environment, would avoid potential cumulatively significant hazards and
hazardous materials impacts associated with cumulative development in
the City and surrounding area. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be
less than significant in this region and mitigation would not be required.
(DEIR 4.3-10.)
Hydrology and Water Quality
•

Cumulative Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts (DEIR 4.4-6-7.)

c. Impact: The proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable
impact to hydrology and water quality.
d. Supporting Explanation: Cumulative impacts to the hydrology of the
Service Area and its surroundings would occur due to the planned growth
and development and associated physical changes within the Service Area
as provided for under the General Plans for the jurisdictions within the
Service Area and other pending specific development proposals for the
projects as described in Chapter 3.0 of the DEIR, Environmental Setting.
These projects could affect hydrology through their construction or
operation in areas such as erosion, surface water pollution, impacts to
groundwater, increases in runoff, or flooding. However, as the proposed
Project would not result in the development of new facilities and as a result
change in the hydrology of the Service Area, its contribution to cumulative
impacts in relation to groundwater recharge would not be considerable and
is considered less than significant. Thus, no mitigation would be required.
(DEIR 4.4-6.)
The 2010 UWMP for the Claremont System forecasts water supply
and demand through 2035. Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG)-derived census-tract projections were used to
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project current and future population in the Service Area and as a result
water demand. As cited in the UWMP, GSWC estimates the Service Area
population would be 39,015 in 2035. With this anticipated growth, the
UWMP projects that the Service Area will have adequate water supply,
with normal conservation efforts, to meet demand through 2035 in average
year, single dry year, and multiple dry year scenarios. Future projects
would contribute to achievement of these growth forecasts and place
demands on the Claremont System's available water supply. However, as
the proposed Project itself would not contribute to any future increase in
water supply demand, its contribution to cumulative impacts in relation to
groundwater supplies would not be considerable. Therefore, the proposed
Project's contribution to cumulative impacts under water supply and water
quality would be less than significant. (DEIR 4.4-6-7.)
Noise
•

Cumulative Noise Impacts (DEIR 4.5-9.)

a. Impact: The proposed Project would not result in any cumulatively
considerable noise impacts.
b. Supporting Explanation: Cumulative development in Claremont and
surrounding jurisdictions would add residential and nonresidential
development to the area. This cumulative development would increase the
amount and density of development in the area, which would incrementally
increase noise. However, because the proposed Project would make no
noticeable contribution to noise levels, it would also make no noticeable
contribution to cumulative noise levels. Therefore, the proposed Project's
cumulative contribution to cumulative noise levels in the Project area and
its immediate vicinity would be less than significant and mitigation would
not be required. (DEIR 4.5-9.)
Transportationrrraffic
•

Cumulative Transportation/Traffic Impacts (DEIR 4.6-9-11, 13.)

a. Impact: The proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable
impacts to transportation or traffic. (DEIR 4.6-9-11.)
b. Supporting Explanation: The analysis under Impact T-1 in Section 2,
above, considers cumulative growth from planned and pending projects in
Claremont and surrounding jurisdictions. As noted under that discussion,
the proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable
significant impact at any intersection within the study area, under both
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existing and future conditions. Cumulative impacts would therefore be less
than significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.6-13.)
Utilities and Service Systems
•

Cumulative Utilities and Service System Impacts (DEIR 4.7-10-11.)

a. Impact: The proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable
impacts to the following utilities and service systems: water, wastewater
and stormwater conveyance. (DEIR 4.7-1 0-11.)
b. Supporting Explanation: Cumulative development in the Project area would
add both dwelling units and non-residential development to the Project
area. Cumulative impacts from this development are discussed below by
impact area. (DEIR 4.7-10.)
Water. The total water demand projected by the 201 0 UWMP for the
Claremont System accounts for population growth within its jurisdictional
boundaries, which is primarily determined by buildout potential of a given
area as facilitated by individual General Plans. As shown in Table 4.7-4
and 4.7-5 in the DEIR, the Claremont System has adequate supply to meet
demand through the year 2035. As such, adequate water supply would be
available to accommodate predicted cumulative development. In addition,
as development incrementally occurs under the General Plan, upgrades to
water conveyance facilities may be required. The precise location and
connection would need to be determined at the time development is
proposed. Should any new connections or upgrades be required, such
upgrades would be subject to subsequent environmental review. Any
future line size modifications or connections would be designed in
accordance with applicable provisions of the relevant Municipal Code and
to the satisfaction of the applicable City Engineer. The proposed Project
would not contribute to any future increase in demand for water in the
Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project's contribution to cumulative
impacts to water supply and water conveyance facilities would not be
cumulatively significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.710.)
Wastewater. Cumulative buildout in the Project area would require
additional wastewater treatment services. The WRP currently treats 8.6
million gallons per day and has capacity to treat an additional 6.4 million
gallons per day. While a surplus in wastewater treatment capacity is
available, upgrades to wastewater treatment infrastructure could be
required in future to serve cumulative development. In addition, should
sewer pipeline upgrades eventually be necessary as development occurs
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within the Project area, such upgrades would likely occur within existing
utility easements and would not result in new areas of disturbance. In
addition, such upgrades would be subject to subsequent environmental
review, wherein potential impacts, if any, would be addressed accordingly.
Any future upgrades would be designed in accordance with applicable
provisions of the relevant Municipal Code and to the satisfaction of the
applicable City Engineer. The proposed Project would not contribute to any
future increases in the need for wastewater treatment or conveyance.
Therefore, the proposed Project's contribution to cumulative impacts to
wastewater treatment and conveyance facilities would not be cumulatively
significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 4.7-10.)
Stormwater Conveyance. Cumulative development resulting from
cumulative buildout in the Service Area could increase the amount of
impervious surfaces and increase stormwater runoff volumes. The cities of
Claremont, Pomona, Montclair and Upland are highly urbanized and have
existing stormwater infrastructure. Though the unincorporated areas of Los
Angeles County covered by the system are more rural in nature and are
expected to remain so in future. Cumulative development would likely
utilize existing stormwater infrastructure. In addition, such upgrades would
be subject to subsequent environmental review, wherein potential impacts,
if any, would be addressed accordingly. As discussed above, the proposed
Project would not significantly impact stormwater conveyance
infrastructure. Therefore, the proposed Project's contribution to cumulative
impacts to stormwater infrastructure would not be significant. (DEIR 4.71Q-11.)
SECTION 4
FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL
CHANGES AND ENERGY USE
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

The State CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs reveal the significant
environmental changes that would occur as a result of a proposed project. CEQA
also requires decisionmakers to balance the benefits of a project against its
unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project.
This section addresses non-renewable resources, the commitment of future
generations to the proposed uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the
Project. (DEIR 5-2.)
The proposed Project would not require construction of new or expanded
water treatment or distribution facilities. In addition, employees engaged in
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operation and maintenance of the system would be based at the La Verne
Maintenance Facility, or another local facility managed by an alternate third party
operator, as part of the proposed Project. Expansion of facilities at potential
operations and maintenance locations to accommodate these activities is not
anticipated; therefore, the use of more than minor amounts of building materials
and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources, would not occur.
Increasingly efficient building fixtures and automobile engines are expected to
offset any incremental increase in demand for non-renewable energy resources,
such as petroleum and natural gas, which could result due to the presence of
additional employees at the La Verne Maintenance Facility or other operations
and maintenance hub. As further discussed below, the proposed Project would
not significantly affect local or regional energy supplies. (DEIR 5-2.)
The redistributed and potentially longer vehicle trips associated with the
proposed Project would incrementally increase local traffic, noise levels and
regional air pollutant emissions. Assuming all the trips associated with operation
and maintenance of the system are "new", the proposed Project would add
approximately 100,433 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) annually in the region (see
Appendix B). As discussed for Air Quality, above, emissions associated with
Project implementation would be below applicable significance thresholds. As
discussed for Noise, above, increased noise levels from traffic noise associated
with the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels
exceeding applicable standards, and this impact would be less than significant.
Finally, as discussed for Transportation!fraffic, above, the proposed Project
would not result in impacts at any of the studied intersections that could
potentially accommodate traffic traveling between the La Verne Maintenance
Facility and Service Area. Impacts related to additional vehicle trips would be
less than significant and mitigation would not be required. (DEIR 5.2.)
Energy Use

Effects on Energy Consumption from Land Use Locations and Patterns.
The proposed Project would not result in a change in land use or development of
new structures; therefore, no increased energy demand associated with these
would result from implementation of the proposed Project. However, while the
proposed Project would not generate new trips in association with operation and
management of the system, it may change trip distribution and length as trips
associated with operation of the system that currently originate at GSWC's facility
may, after implementation of the proposed Project, originate in an alternate
location, e.g. at the La Verne Maintenance Facility. In order to analyze a
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conservative scenario for the purposes of this EIR, it was assumed that all trips
required to operate the system would be new trips, travelling from the La Verne
Maintenance Facility into the Service Area and back. Energy use associated with
those trips is shown in Table 5-1 of the DEIR. (DEIR 5-7.)
Increased Energy Demand and Need for Additional Energy Infrastructure.
Implementation of the proposed Project would increase energy demand from the
change in trip generation associated with operation and maintenance activities by
about 4,916 gallons per year. For comparison, this increase in demand equates
to the annual gasoline consumption for eight households in the Los AngelesLong Beach area (based on an average 630 gallons consumed per year per
household) (CCNT, 2011 ). As such this potential increase in gasoline
consumption would not require new construction and operation of energy-related
facilities that would have potentially significant impacts. (DEIR 5-8.)
SECTION 5
GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a
proposed project's potential to foster economic or population growth, including
ways in which a project could remove an obstacle to growth. Growth does not
necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. However,
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in
significant adverse environmental effects if it requires new development or
infrastructure to support it. The proposed Project's growth effects would be
considered significant if they could result in significant physical effects in one or
more environmental issue areas. The most commonly cited example of how an
economic effect might create a physical change is where economic growth in one
area could create blight conditions elsewhere by causing existing competitors to
go out of business and the buildings to be left vacant. (DEIR 5-1.)
Economic and Population Growth. The proposed Project involves the
City's potential acquisition of the Claremont System from the GSWC. Once
acquired, the City would contract with a third party to operate and maintain the
Claremont System. These actions in themselves would not directly have any
economic or growth-inducing effects as they would not alter the area served by
the system. One of the objectives of the proposed Project is to provide greater
local control over the rate setting process and rate increases. It could be argued
that if long-range rates and rate increases are reduced, customers of the
Claremont System would save money and be able to spend that money in other
ways, thus producing a beneficial impact on the local economy. However, the
proposed Project would not change zoning or land use designations or provide
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new facilities that would accommodate an increased population, and thus would
not induce substantial population growth, as already determined in Section Xlll(a)
of the Initial Study (DEIR Appendix A). (DEIR 5-1.)
Although some local employment opportunities may be created by a
transition from management and operation of the Claremont System by GSWC to
management and operation by a third party operator, the potential for the
proposed Project to result in a substantial change in employment in the City or
surrounding areas beyond employment already provided by the Claremont
System would be minimal given that no new facilities would be developed.
Therefore, any local employment growth generated by the proposed Project
would not be expected to draw a significant number of new employees to the
community. (DEIR 5-1.)
Removal of Obstacles to Growth. No expansion of the Claremont System
facilities is proposed and thus the Project would not induce growth that would not
otherwise occur in areas not previously served by municipal water supplies.
While one of the project objectives is to decrease water rates, that decrease
does not necessarily translate into higher usage and demand because there are
other regulatory controls in place that encourage users to conserve water (e.g.,
SBX7-7 discussed above). Environmental impacts resulting from the proposed
Project have been determined to be less than significant and the proposed
Project would not induce growth or remove any obstacles to growth because it
would not require new or expanded facilities such as water or wastewater
treatment plants, or require procurement of water supplies. The proposed Project
would therefore not have any significant effect from removing obstacles to
growth. (DEIR 5-1-2.)
SECTION 6
ALTERNATIVES

A.

Background

The evaluation of environmental impacts in the DEIR concluded that the
proposed Project would not result in temporary or permanent significant and
unavoidable effects for any of the environmental issue areas identified in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, a range of feasible
alternatives to the proposed Project was developed to provide additional
information and flexibility to the decision-makers when considering the proposed
Project. (DEIR 6-1.)
Where significant impacts are identified, section 15126.6 of the State
CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to consider and discuss alternatives to the
proposed actions. Subsection (a) states:
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(a) An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.
An El R need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not required
to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency
is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for
examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing
the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other
than the rule of reason.
Subsection 15126.6(b) states the purpose of the alternatives analysis:
(b) Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the
significant effects that a project may have on the environment
(Public Resources Code Section 21002.1 ), the discussion of
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening
any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project
objectives, or would be more costly.
In subsection 15126.6(c), the State CEQA Guidelines describe the
selection process for a range of reasonable alternatives:
(c) The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic
objectives of the Project and could avoid or substantially lessen
one or more of the significant effects. The El R should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be
discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that
were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as
infeasible during the seeping process and briefly explain the
reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Additional
information explaining the choice of alternatives may be
included in the administrative record. Among the factors that
may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed
consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic
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project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid
significant environmental impacts.
The range of alternatives required is governed by a "rule of reason" that
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
proposed Project.
Alternatives are limited to ones that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. Of those
alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project.
However, when a project would not result in any significant and
unavoidable impacts, the lead agency has no obligation to consider the feasibility
of alternatives to lessen or avoid environmental impacts, even if the alternative
would reduce the impact to a greater degree than the proposed Project. (Pub.
Res. Code § 21 002; Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978)
83 Cai.App.3d 515, 521; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990)
221 Cai.App.3d 692, 730-731; Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.)
Again, the analysis of alternatives set forth in this section are intended to
provide additional information and flexibility to the decision-makers when
considering the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-1.)

B.

The Project Objectives
The following objectives have been established for the Project (DEIR 1-2,

6-1 ):
1. Provide greater local control of the Claremont water supply and
distribution system;
2. Enhance customer service and responsiveness to Claremont
customers;
3. Improve public transparency and accountability with respect to the
operation of the Claremont System; and
4. Provide greater local control over the rate setting process and rate
increases.
No alternatives were considered but rejected as part of the environmental
analysis for the Project.
The alternatives selected for review pursuant to the El R focus on
alternatives that could reduce environmental impacts to an even lesser level of
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insignificance, consistent with the Project objectives (i.e., the alternatives could
impede to some degree the attainment of Project objectives). Those alternatives
include (DEIR 6-1 ):
•
•
•
•
•
C.

Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative
Alternative

1: No Project
2: Alternative
3: Alternative
4: Alternative
5: Alternative

Operator- City of Upland
Operator- City of Pomona
Operator- Monte Vista Water District
Operator- Private Third Party

Evaluation of Alternatives Selected for Analysis
1. Alternative 1 : No Project

Description: The No Project alternative assumes that the proposed
acquisition of the Claremont System by the City of Claremont would not occur.
Under this alternative, GSWC would continue to operate and maintain the system
from its existing facilities. The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the
project objectives because it would not provide greater local control over the
system and the rate setting process, enhance customer service and
responsiveness or improve public transparency and accountability. (DEIR 6-1.)
Finding: Although findings rejecting alternatives in favor of the Project are
not required because the Project as proposed would not result in any significant
and unavoidable impacts (Pub. Res. Code § 21 002), for the reasons set forth
below in the Environmental Analysis and Supporting Explanation, and as
discussed further in the DEIR, the City Council hereby rejects the No Project
Alternative because it would not attain any of the Project's basic objectives (DEIR
6-1). (State CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.6(c)(i).)
Environmental Analysis: The No Project alternative would avoid all
environmental impacts associated with relocation of operations and maintenance
activities to the La Verne Maintenance Facility and would therefore avoid
associated environmental effects such as changes in localized traffic patterns,
traffic noise, and vehicular emissions. This alternative would not alter where
hazardous materials and wastes are transported or handled from current
conditions and no change in impacts to demand for groundwater would occur.
(DEIR 6-1.)
Overall, the alternative would reduce the already less than significant
impacts that would occur as a result of the proposed Project.
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Supporting Explanation

Avoid or Substantially Lessen Project Impacts.
As stated in the
Environmental Analysis of the No Project Alternative above and in the DEIR
(DEIR 6-1), the alternative would reduce the already less than significant impacts
of the Project.
Attainment of Project Objectives. The No Project Alternative would not
achieve any of the project objectives because it would not provide greater local
control over the system and the rate setting process, enhance customer service
and responsiveness or improve public transparency and accountability. (DEIR 61.)
Comparative Merits. Compared to the proposed Project, the No Project
Alternative would not avoid certain impacts, although already less than
significant, because it would not alter where hazardous materials and wastes are
transported or handled from current conditions and no change in impacts to
demand for groundwater would occur. The No Project Alternative would,
however, avoid all other impacts resulting from relocation of operation and
maintenance activities; but these impacts for the Project are less than significant.
Further, this alternative would not achieve any of the Project objectives.
Therefore, the City Council hereby rejects this No Project Alternative.

2. Alternative 2: Alternative Operator- City of Upland
Description: Alternative 2 (Alternative Operator- City of Upland) assumes
that the proposed acquisition of the Claremont Water System by the City of
Claremont would proceed but that the City of Upland Public Works Department
would be contracted to operate and maintain the System. The assumed location
where these operations and maintenance activities would be based is the City of
Upland Public Works Yard located at 1370 North Benson Avenue, Upland,
located approximately one mile from the eastern border of the Claremont System
Service Area. The size of the system and the associated infrastructure would be
the same as under the proposed Project and no substantial construction would
occur. Therefore, the number of vehicle trips required to operate the system as
well as the timing of those trips from the Upland Public Works Yard are assumed
to be the same as if the system were operated by the City of La Verne. This
alternative would achieve all of the stated project objectives. (DEIR 6-2.)
Finding: Alternative 2 would have slightly reduced impacts to the already
less than significant impacts of the Project with respect to air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions, and would be similar to the Project in all other impact
categories. (DEIR 6-2-5.) Further, Alternative 2 would achieve the Project
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objectives. (DEIR 6-2.) However, because the Project would not result in any
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City is under no obligation to consider or
adopt any alternative to the Project, even if that alternative would reduce the
already less than significant impacts further and/or would achieve all of the
Project objectives, and the information contained herein is for informational
purposes only. (Pub. Res. Code§ 21 002.)
Supporting Explanation:

Air Quality. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would relocate
operations and maintenance activities to a location outside Claremont, potentially
leading to an increase in vehicular trip length and distribution, and therefore also
lead to an increase in mobile source emissions. The Claremont System extends
into portions of Upland and the Upland Public Works Yard is located
approximately one mile from the City of Claremont's eastern boundary. The La
Verne Maintenance Facility is located approximately 1.5 miles from the western
boundary of the Service Area. The estimated annual vehicle miles travelled
associated with the proposed Project is estimated at 100,433, based on inputs
and assumptions provided in CaiEEMod (see DEIR Appendix 8). The closer
proximity of the Upland Public Works Yard to the Claremont System would
potentially reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with operations and
maintenance activities when compared to the proposed Project, resulting in an
incremental reduction in associated air quality emissions from mobile sources. As
discussed in Section 2, above, regarding Air Quality, not all of the trips
associated with operations and maintenance activities would be new, but rather
would be redistributed trips that are currently being generated during operation
and maintenance of the system by GSWC. (DEIR 6-2-3.)
Estimated air emissions associated with the proposed Project would not
exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily emission
thresholds for operation; therefore, emissions associated with Alternative 2 would
also not exceed these thresholds. (DEIR 6-3.)
In addition, the potential for Alternative 2 to result in CO hot spots would be
the same as for the proposed Project given that the estimated trip generation
would be the same. As discussed in Section 2, above, concerning Air Quality,
assuming that all trips added to intersections in the Project Area are new (8.2
trips each in the AM and PM peak hours), including those in the vicinity of the
Upland Public Works Yard, the number of new trips would not be sufficient to
increase congestion at any area intersections to such an extent that CO hot
spots would occur as a result of this alternative, in particular given that ambient
CO concentrations are in general much lower than the corresponding federal and
State ambient CO standards. (DEIR 6-3.)
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Impacts to air quality would therefore be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project.
Greenhouse Gas Emission. The proposed Project would generate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as the result of increased VMT associated
with operation and maintenance activities. These emissions would be
substantially below the applicable significance threshold of 3,000 metric tons
(MT) of C0 2 per year. Alternative 2 would potentially reduce the VMT associated
with operation and maintenance of the Claremont System, given the closer
proximity of the Upland Public Works Yard to the Claremont System and the City
of Claremont itself, where the majority of customers are located. Therefore,
impacts would decrease when compared to the proposed Project, and would
remain less than significant. (DEIR 6-3.)
Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would involve operation
and maintenance of an existing water supply system with operational activities
centered in an existing urbanized area with access to transport. As such, it would
not conflict with California GHG reduction goals, or any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-3.)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Operation and maintenance of the
Claremont System currently involves the storage, transport, use and/or disposal
of hazardous materials and wastes. Under Alternative 2, acquisition of the
Claremont System could alter the location or amount of hazardous material
stored at the Upland Public Works Yard if more hazardous materials are required
to be kept on site than currently. Compliance with all applicable regulations would
ensure that hazardous materials-related impacts at this facility would be less than
significant, similar to the proposed project. (DEIR 6-3-4.)
Also, as with the proposed Project, current and future regulations would
continue to govern any required management or cleanup of contaminated
Claremont System wells regardless of their future ownership. Therefore,
Alternative 2 would not be expected to delay cleanup or otherwise cause adverse
impacts at these existing well locations. Potential groundwater hazard related
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 64.)
Hydrology and Water Quality. No new facilities are proposed as part of
Alternative 2; therefore, an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project
Area would not occur and thus there would be no reduction in groundwater
recharge, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-4.)
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According to rate comparison information presented to Claremont City
Council by GSWC (2011 ), GSWC costs to provide water in the Claremont
System were approximately 50 dollars per 20 ccf (hundred cubic feet) more than
in Upland. Similar to the City of La Verne, should Upland be contracted to
operate and maintain the Claremont System it is anticipated that similarly
successful DMMs would be implemented for the Claremont System and that
continued improvements in conservation would be achieved even if rates
charged are less than would have been charged by GSWC. Thus, the
requirement to comply with the mandated reduction of the California Water
Conservation Act will drive a reduction in water use throughout the Claremont
System, even if the price charged for water is less than under GSWC ownership.
As a result, increased demand for groundwater supplies would not occur as a
result of Alternative 2 and impacts would be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-4.)
Noise. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 could increase traffic
and associated noise levels along area roadways in and around the Project Area,
including the vicinity of the City of Upland Public Works Yard, potentially
exposing existing and future land uses to increased noise. The estimated number
of trips leaving or entering the site during the peak hour is 8.2 or 10% of the
estimated ADT of 82; equating to approximately one trip every 7 minutes. Given
the minimal number of trips associated with operation of the system relative to
the level of existing traffic along most roadways in the Project Area, increases in
noise levels associated with Alternative 2 would not be noticeable, and would
therefore not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding applicable
standards in the City of Upland or surrounding area. Impacts would therefore be
less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-4.)
Transportationffraffic. Implementation of Alternative 2 would contribute
trips to the local street network, though it should be noted that these would not be
"new" trips but instead would be trips redistributed along the network due to the
relocation of operation and maintenance activities to the Upland Public Works
Yard. Conservatively assuming that all trips associated with operation of the
system are in fact new, Alternative 2 would contribute no more than 8.2 trips at
any one intersection in each of the peak hours, which equates to approximately
one trip every seven minutes. Similar to the proposed Project, this minor increase
in trip volume along area roadways would not be anticipated to degrade LOS at
any intersection. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar to
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-4.)
Utilities and Service Systems. Operation and maintenance of the system
by the City of Upland would not result in alterations to the service provided or the
number of connections to the system. In addition, the comparatively lower cost of
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rates between the current GSWC and the City of Upland would not be expected
to result in an increase in demand on the water supply as discussed above under
Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would
not result in a commensurate increase in demand for wastewater treatment or
need for an increase in capacity of the stormwater conveyance. Impacts would
therefore be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-5.)
Attainment of Project Objectives. As Alternative 2 involves only a change
in operator of the project, it would achieve all of the Project objectives.

3. Alternative 3: Alternative Operator- City of Pomona
Description: Alternative 3 (Alternative Operator - City of Pomona)
assumes that the proposed acquisition of the Claremont Water System by the
City of Claremont would proceed but that the City of Pomona Public Works
Department, Water and Wastewater Operations Services would be contracted to
operate and maintain the system. The assumed location for these operations and
maintenance activities would be the City of Pomona Public Works Yard located
at 148 N. Huntington Street, Pomona approximately two miles from the
southwestern border of the Claremont System Service Area. The size of the
system and the associated infrastructure would be the same as under the
proposed Project and no substantial construction would occur. Therefore, the
number of vehicle trips required to operate the system as well as the timing of
those trips from the Pomona Public Works Yard are assumed to be the same as
if the system were operated by the City of La Verne. This alternative would
achieve all of the stated project objectives. (DEIR 6-5.)
Finding: Alternative 3 would have slightly increased impacts to the less
than significant impacts of the Project with respect to air quality and greenhouse
gas emissions, and would be similar to the Project in all other impact categories.
(DEIR 6-2-5-9.) All impacts would remain less than significant. Further,
Alternative 3 would achieve the Project objectives. (DEIR 6-2.) However,
because the Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts,
the City is under no obligation to consider or adopt any alternative to the Project,
even if that alternative would reduce the already less than significant impacts
further and/or would achieve all of the Project objectives, and the information
contained herein is for informational purposes only. (Pub. Res. Code§ 21 002.)
Supporting Explanation:
Air Quality. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 would relocate
operations and maintenance activities to a location outside Claremont, potentially
leading to an increase in vehicular trip length and distribution, and therefore also
lead to an increase in mobile source emissions. The Claremont System extends
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into portions of Pomona; however, the Pomona Public Works Yard located 148
N. Huntington Street, is located approximately two miles from the southwestern
border of the Claremont System Service Area. The La Verne Maintenance
Facility is located approximately 1.5 miles from the western boundary of the
Service Area. The estimated annual vehicle miles travelled associated with the
proposed Project is estimated at 100,433, based on inputs and assumptions
provided in CaiEEMod (see DEIR Appendix B). The marginally greater distance
of the Pomona Public Works Yard to the Claremont System would potentially
increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with operations and
maintenance activities when compared to the proposed Project, resulting in an
incremental increase in associated air quality emissions from mobile sources. As
discussed in Section 2, above, regarding Air Quality, not all of the trips
associated with operations and maintenance activities would be new, but rather
would be redistributed trips that are currently being generated during operation
and maintenance of the system by GSWC. (DEIR 6-5.)
Estimated air emissions associated with the proposed Project would not
exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily emission
thresholds for operation; therefore, emissions associated with Alternative 3 would
also not exceed these thresholds. (DEIR 6-8.)
In addition, the potential for Alternative 3 to result in CO hot spots would be
the same as for the proposed Project given that the estimated trip generation
would be the same. As discussed in Section 2, above, concerning Air Quality,
assuming that all trips added to intersections in the Project Area are new (8.2
trips each in the AM and PM peak hours), including those in the vicinity of the
Upland Public Works Yard, the number of new trips would not be sufficient to
increase congestion at any area intersections to such an extent that CO hot
spots would occur as a result of this alternative, in particular given that ambient
CO concentrations are in general much lower than the corresponding federal and
State ambient CO standards. (DEIR 6-8.)
Impacts to air quality would therefore be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emission. The proposed Project would generate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as the result of increased VMT associated
with operation and maintenance activities. These emissions would be
substantially below the applicable significance threshold of 3,000 metric tons
(MT) of C0 2 per year. Alternative 3 would marginally increase the VMT
associated with operation and maintenance of the Claremont System, given the
increase in distance to the Pomona Public Works Yard to the Claremont System
and the City of Claremont itself, where the majority of customers are located.
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Therefore, impacts would increase when compared to the proposed Project, but
would remain less than significant given the minor increase in distance that
would occur under Alternative 3. (DEIR 6-8.)
Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would involve operation
and maintenance of an existing water supply system with operational activities
centered in an existing urbanized area with access to transport. As such, it would
not conflict with California GHG reduction goals, or any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-8.)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Operation and maintenance of the
Claremont System currently involves the storage, transport, use and/or disposal
of hazardous materials and wastes. Under Alternative 3, acquisition of the
Claremont System by the City could alter the location or amount of hazardous
material stored at the Pomona Public Works Yard if more hazardous materials
are required to be kept on site than currently. Compliance with all applicable
regulations would ensure that hazardous materials-related impacts at this facility
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. (DEIR 6-8.)
Also, as with the proposed Project, current and future regulations would
continue to govern any required management or cleanup of contaminated
Claremont System wells regardless of their future ownership. Therefore,
Alternative 3 would not be expected to delay cleanup or otherwise cause adverse
impacts at these existing well locations. Potential groundwater hazard related
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 68.)

Hydrology and Water Quality. No new facilities are proposed as part of
Alternative 3; therefore, an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project
Area would not occur and thus there would be no reduction in groundwater
recharge, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-9.)
According to rate comparison information presented to Claremont City
Council by GSWC (2011 ), GSWC costs to provide water in the Claremont
System were approximately 34 dollars per 20 ccf (hundred cubic feet) more than
in Pomona. Similar to the City of La Verne, should Pomona be contracted to
operate and maintain the Claremont System it is anticipated that similarly
successful DMMs would be implemented for the Claremont System and that
continued improvements in conservation would be achieved even if rates
charged are less than would have been charged by GSWC. Thus, the
requirement to comply with the mandated reduction of the California Water
Conservation Act will drive a reduction in water use throughout the Claremont
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System, even if the price charged for water is less than under GSWC ownership.
As a result, increased demand for groundwater supplies would not occur as a
result of Alternative 3 and impacts would be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-9.)
Noise. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 3 could increase traffic
and associated noise levels along area roadways in and around the Project Area,
including the vicinity of the City of Pomona Public Works Yard, potentially
exposing existing and future land uses to increased noise. The estimated number
of trips leaving or entering the site during the peak hour is 8.2 or 10% of the
estimated ADT of 82; equating to approximately one trip every 7 minutes. Given
the minimal number of trips associated with operation of the system relative to
the level of existing traffic along most roadways in the Project Area, increases in
noise levels associated with Alternative 3 would not be noticeable, and would
therefore not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding applicable
standards in the City of Pomona or surrounding area. Impacts would therefore be
less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-9.)
Transportation/Traffic. Implementation of Alternative 3 would contribute
trips to the local street network, though it should be noted that these would not be
"new'' trips but instead would be trips redistributed along the network due to the
relocation of operation and maintenance activities to the Pomona Public Works
Yard. Conservatively assuming that all trips associated with operation of the
system are in fact new, Alternative 3 would contribute no more than 8.2 trips at
any one intersection in each of the peak hours, which equates to approximately
one trip every seven minutes. Similar to the proposed Project, this minor increase
in trip volume along area roadways would not be anticipated to degrade LOS at
any intersection. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar to
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-9.)
Utilities and Service Systems. Operation and maintenance of the system
by the City of Pomona would not result in alterations to the service provided or
the number of connections to the system. In addition, the comparatively lower
cost rates between the current GSWC and the City of Pomona would not be
expected to result in an increase in demand on the water supply as discussed
above under Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, implementation of
Alternative 3 would not result in a commensurate increase in demand for
wastewater treatment or need for an increase in capacity of the stormwater
conveyance. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-9.)
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Attainment of Project Objectives. As the alternative includes only a change
in operator of the Project, the alternative would still achieve all of the Project
objectives.

4. Alternative 4: Alternative Operator- Monte Vista Water District

Description: Alternative 4 (Alternative Operator - Monte Vista Water
District) assumes that the proposed acquisition of the Claremont Water System
by the City of Claremont would proceed but that the City of La Verne would not
be contracted to operate and maintain the system. Instead the Monte Vista Water
District would be contracted to operate and maintain the system. The assumed
location for these operations and maintenance activities is the Monte Vista Water
District located at 10575 Central Avenue, Montclair approximately 1.5 miles from
the southeastern border of the Claremont System Service Area (see Figure 6-3).
The size of the system and the associated infrastructure would be the same as
under the proposed Project and no substantial construction would occur.
Therefore, the number of vehicle trips required to operate the system as well as
the timing of those trips from the Monte Vista Water District yard are assumed to
be the same as if the system were operated by the City of La Verne. This
alternative would achieve all of the stated project objectives. (DEIR 6-1 0.)
Finding: Alternative 4 would be similar to the Project in all impact
categories. (DEIR 6-9-12.} Further, Alternative 4 would achieve the Project
objectives. (DEl R 6-1 0.) However, because the Project would not result in any
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City is under no obligation to consider or
adopt any alternative to the Project, even if that alternative would reduce the
already less than significant impacts further and/or would achieve all of the
Project objectives, and the information contained herein is for informational
purposes only. (Pub. Res. Code§ 21 002.)
Supporting Explanation:
Air Quality. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 4 would relocate
operations and maintenance activities to a location outside Claremont, potentially
leading to an increase in vehicular trip length and distribution, and therefore also
lead to an increase in mobile source emissions. The Claremont System extends
into portions of Montclair and the Monte Vista Water District, located at 10575
Central Avenue, Montclair, is located approximately 1.5 miles from the
southeastern border of the Claremont System Service Area. The La Verne
Maintenance Facility is located 1.5 miles from the western boundary of the
Service Area. The estimated annual vehicle miles travelled associated with the
proposed Project is estimated at 100,433, based on inputs and assumptions
provided in CaiEEMod (see DEIR Appendix B). The similar distance of the Monte
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Vista Water District to the Claremont System would result in a broadly similar
number of miles traveled (VMT} associated with operations and maintenance
activities when compared to the proposed Project, resulting in similar volumes of
associated air quality emissions from mobile sources. As discussed in Section 2,
above, regarding Air Quality, not all of the trips associated with operations and
maintenance activities would be new, but rather would be redistributed trips that
are currently being generated during operation and maintenance of the system
by GSWC. (DEIR 6-1 0.)
Estimated air emissions associated with the proposed Project would not
exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily emission
thresholds for operation; therefore, emissions associated with Alternative 4 would
also not exceed these thresholds. (DEIR 6-10.)
In addition, the potential for Alternative 4 to result in CO hot spots would be
the same as for the proposed Project given that the estimated trip generation
would be the same. As discussed in Section 2, above, concerning Air Quality,
assuming that all trips added to intersections in the Project Area are new (8.2
trips each in the AM and PM peak hours), including those in the vicinity of the
Monte Vista Water District, the number of new trips would not be sufficient to
increase congestion at any area intersections to such an extent that CO hot
spots would occur as a result of this alternative, in particular given that ambient
CO concentrations are in general much lower than the corresponding federal and
State ambient CO standards. (DEIR 6-1 0-11.)
Impacts to air quality would therefore be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emission. The proposed Project would generate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions because of increased VMT associated with
operation and maintenance activities. These emissions would be substantially
below the applicable significance threshold of 3,000 metric tons (MT} of C0 2 per
year. Alternative 4 would result in a similar number of VMT associated with
operation and maintenance of the Claremont System as the proposed Project,
given the similarity in distance between the Monte Vista Water District and the
Claremont System and City of Claremont itself, where the majority of customers
are located. Therefore, impacts would be similar to the proposed Project, and
would remain less than significant. (DEIR 6-11.)
Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would involve operation
and maintenance of an existing water supply system with operational activities
centered in an existing urbanized area with access to transport. As such, it would
not conflict with California GHG reduction goals, or any applicable plan, policy, or
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regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG em1ss1ons. This impact
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-11.)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Operation and maintenance of the
Claremont System currently involves the storage, transport, use and/or disposal
of hazardous materials and wastes. Under Alternative 4, acquisition of the
Claremont System by the City could alter the location or amount of hazardous
material stored at the Monte Vista Water District if more hazardous materials are
required to be kept on site than currently. Compliance with all applicable
regulations would ensure that hazardous materials-related impacts at this facility
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. (DEIR 6-11.)
Also, as with the proposed Project, current and future regulations would
continue to govern any required management or cleanup of contaminated
Claremont System wells regardless of their future ownership. Therefore,
Alternative 4 would not be expected to delay cleanup or otherwise cause adverse
impacts at these existing well locations. Potential groundwater hazard related
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 611.)
Hydrology and Water Quality. No new facilities are proposed as part of
Alternative 4; therefore, an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project
Area would not occur and thus there would be no reduction in groundwater
recharge, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-11.)
According to rate comparison information presented to Claremont City
Council by GSWC (2011 ), GSWC costs to provide water in the Claremont
System were approximately 39 dollars per 20 ccf (hundred cubic feet) more than
in Monte Vista Water District. Similar to the City of La Verne, should the Monte
Vista Water District be contracted to operate and maintain the Claremont System
it is anticipated that similarly successful DMMs would be implemented for the
Claremont System and that continued improvements in conservation would be
achieved even if rates charged are less than would have been charged by
GSWC. Thus, the requirement to comply with the mandated reduction of the
California Water Conservation Act will drive a reduction in water use throughout
the Claremont System, even if the price charged for water is less than under
GSWC ownership. As a result, increased demand for groundwater supplies
would not occur as a result of Alternative 4 and impacts would be less than
significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-11-12.)
Noise. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 4 could increase traffic
and associated noise levels along area roadways in and around the Project Area,
including the vicinity of the Monte Vista Water District, potentially exposing
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existing and future land uses to increased noise. The estimated number of trips
leaving or entering the site during the peak hour is 8.2 or 10% of the estimated
ADT of 82; equating to approximately one trip every 7 minutes. Given the
minimal number of trips associated with operation of the system relative to the
level of existing traffic along most roadways in the Project Area, increases in
noise levels associated with Alternative 4 would not be noticeable, and would
therefore not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding applicable
standards in the City of Montclair or surrounding area. Impacts would therefore
be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-12.)
Transportationffraffic. Implementation of Alternative 4 would contribute
trips to the local street network, though it should be noted that these would not be
"new'' trips but instead would be trips redistributed along the network due to the
relocation of operation and maintenance activities to the Monte Vista Water
District. Conservatively assuming that all trips associated with operation of the
system are in fact new, Alternative 4 would contribute no more than 8.2 trips at
any one intersection in each of the peak hours, which equates to approximately
one trip every seven minutes. Similar to the proposed Project, this minor increase
in trip volume along area roadways would not be anticipated to degrade LOS at
any intersection. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar to
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-12.)
Utilities and Service Systems. Operation and maintenance of the system
by the Monte Vista Water District would not result in alterations to the service
provided or the number of connections to the system. In addition, the
comparatively lower cost rates between the current GSWC and the Monte Vista
Water District would not be expected to result in an increase in demand on the
water supply as discussed above under Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore,
implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in a commensurate increase in
demand for wastewater treatment or need for an increase in capacity of the
stormwater conveyance. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar
to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-12.)
Attainment of Project Objectives. As Alternative 4 includes only a change
in Project operator, it would also achieve all of the Project objectives.

5. Alternative 5: Alternative Operator- Private Third Party

Description: Alternative 5 (Alternative Operator - Private Third Party)
assumes that the proposed acquisition of the Claremont Water System by the
City of Claremont would proceed but a private third party operator would be
contracted by the City to operate and maintain the system. Given that a specific
private third party operator has not been identified at this time, it is assumed that
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operations and maintenance activities would be based at the existing City of
Claremont Public Works Yard located at 1616 Monte Vista Avenue in Claremont
which is located at the eastern edge of the Claremont System Service Area (see
Figure 6-4). The size of the system and the associated infrastructure would be
the same as under the proposed Project and no substantial construction would
occur. Therefore, the number of vehicle trips required to operate the system as
well as the timing of those trips from the Claremont Public Works Yard are
assumed to be the same as if the system were operated by the City of La Verne.
However, the number of vehicle miles travelled would be fewer under this
alternative given that the yard is located within the City boundaries. This
alternative would achieve all of the stated project objectives. (DEIR 6-12-13.)
Finding: Alternative 5 would have slightly reduced impacts to the already
less than significant impacts of the Project with respect to air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions, and would be similar to the Project in all other impact
categories. (DEIR 6-13-17.) Further, Alternative 5 would achieve the Project
objectives. (DEIR 6-13.) However, because the Project would not result in any
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City is under no obligation to consider or
adopt any alternative to the Project, even if that alternative would reduce the
already less than significant impacts further and/or would achieve all of the
Project objectives, and the information contained herein is for informational
purposes only. (Pub. Res. Code§ 21002.)
Supporting Explanation:

Air Quality. Alternative 5 would relocate operations and maintenance
activities to a location within the City of Claremont, potentially leading to
decrease in vehicular trip length and distribution, when compared to the
proposed Project, and therefore also lead to a decrease in mobile source
emissions. The City of Claremont Public Works Yard, located at 1616 Monte
Vista Avenue, Claremont, is located at the eastern edge of the Service Area. The
La Verne Maintenance Facility is located 1.5 miles from the western boundary of
the Service Area. The estimated annual vehicle miles travelled associated with
the proposed Project is estimated at 100,433, based on inputs and assumptions
provided in CaiEEMod (see DEIR Appendix B). The closer proximity of the
Claremont Public Works Yard to the Claremont System in this alternative would
potentially reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with operations and
maintenance activities when compared to the proposed Project, resulting in an
incremental reduction in associated air quality emissions from mobile sources. As
discussed in Section 2, Air Quality, above, in reality not all of the trips associated
with operations and maintenance activities would in actuality be new, but rather
redistributed trips that are currently being generated during operation and
maintenance of the system by GSWC. (DEIR 6-13.)
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Estimated air emissions associated with the proposed Project would not
exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) daily emission
thresholds for operation; therefore, emissions associated with Alternative 5 would
also not exceed these thresholds. (DEIR 6-13.)
In addition, the potential for Alternative 5 to result in CO hot spots would be
the same as for the proposed Project given that the estimated trip generation
would be the same. As discussed in Section 2, above, concerning Air Quality,
assuming that all trips added to intersections in the Project Area are new (8.2
trips each in the AM and PM peak hours), including those in the vicinity of the
Claremont Public Works Yard, the number of new trips would not be sufficient to
increase congestion at any area intersections to such an extent that CO hot
spots would occur as a result of this alternative, in particular given that ambient
CO concentrations are in general much lower than the corresponding federal and
State ambient CO standards. (DEIR 6-13.)
Impacts to air quality would therefore be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project.
Greenhouse Gas Emission. The proposed Project would generate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as the result of increased VMT associated
with operation and maintenance activities. These emissions would be
substantially below the applicable significance threshold of 3,000 metric tons
(MT) of C02 per year. Alternative 5 would potentially reduce the VMT associated
with operation and maintenance of the Claremont System, given the closer
proximity of the Claremont Public Works Yard to the Claremont System and the
City of Claremont itself, where the majority of customers are located. Therefore,
impacts would decrease when compared to the proposed Project, but would
remain less than significant. (DEIR 6-16.)
Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would involve operation
and maintenance of an existing water supply system with operational activities
centered in an existing urbanized area with access to transport. As such, it would
not conflict with California GHG reduction goals, or any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact
would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-16.)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Operation and maintenance of the
Claremont System currently involves the storage, transport, use and/or disposal
of hazardous materials and wastes. Under Alternative 5, acquisition of the
Claremont System by the City could alter the location or amount of hazardous
material stored at the Claremont Public Works Yard if more hazardous materials
are required to be kept on site than are currently kept. Compliance with all

Resolution 2014 Page 59 of 64
applicable regulations would ensure that hazardous materials-related impacts at
this facility would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR
6-16.)
Also, as with the proposed Project, current and future regulations would
continue to govern any required management or cleanup of contaminated
Claremont System wells regardless of their future ownership. Therefore,
Alternative 5 would not be expected to delay cleanup or otherwise cause adverse
impacts at these existing well locations. Potential groundwater hazard related
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 613.}

Hydrology and Water Quality. No new facilities are proposed as part of
Alternative 5; therefore, an increase in impermeable surfaces within the Project
Area would not occur and thus there would be no reduction in groundwater
recharge, similar to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-13.}
No cost information is currently available related to operation of the system
by a private third party operator. However, it can be reasonably assumed that
should a private third party operator be contracted to operate and maintain the
Claremont System that similarly successful DMMs would be implemented for the
Claremont System and that continued improvements in conservation would be
achieved even if rates charged are less than would have been charged by
GSWC. In addition, the City could include performance standards in the contract
agreement to ensure achievement of the target conservation goals. Thus, the
requirement to comply with the mandated reduction of the California Water
Conservation Act will drive a reduction in water use throughout the Claremont
System, even if the price charged for water is less than under GSWC ownership.
As a result, increased demand for groundwater supplies would not occur as a
result of Alternative 5 and impacts would be less than significant, similar to the
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-16.}

Noise. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 5 could increase traffic
and associated noise levels along area roadways in and around the Project Area,
including the vicinity of the Claremont Public Works Yard, potentially exposing
existing and future land uses to increased noise. The estimated number of trips
leaving or entering the site during the peak hour is 8.2 or 10% of the estimated
ADT of 82; equating to approximately one trip every 7 minutes. Given the
minimal number of trips associated with operation of the system relative to the
level of existing traffic along most roadways in the Project Area, increases in
noise levels associated with Alternative 4 would not be noticeable, and would
therefore not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding applicable
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standards in the City of Claremont or surrounding area. Impacts would therefore
be less than significant, similar to the proposed Project. (DEl A 6-17.)
Transportation/Traffic. Implementation of Alternative 5 would contribute
trips to the local street network, though it should be noted that these would not be
"new'' trips but instead would be trips redistributed along the network due to the
relocation of operation and maintenance activities to the Claremont Public Works
Yard. Conservatively assuming that all trips associated with operation of the
system are in fact new, Alternative 5 would contribute no more than 8.2 trips at
any one intersection in each of the peak hours, which equates to approximately
one trip every seven minutes. Similar to the proposed Project, this minor increase
in trip volume along area roadways would not be anticipated to degrade LOS at
any intersection. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar to
proposed Project. (DEIR 6-17.)
Utilities and Service Systems. Operation and maintenance of the system
by a private third party operator would not result in alterations to the service
provided or the number of connections to the system. In addition, the
comparatively lower cost rates between the current GSWC and the private third
party would not be expected to result in an increase in demand on the water
supply as discussed above under Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore,
implementation of Alternative 5 would not result in a commensurate increase in
demand for wastewater treatment or need for an increase in capacity of the
stormwater conveyance. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, similar
to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-17.)
Attainment of Project Objectives. As Alternative 5 would include only a
change in the operator of the Project, it would still achieve all Project objectives.
6. Environmentally Superior Alternative
Description: Operation of the system by the City of Upland or a private
third party operator would be environmentally superior to the proposed Project.
This is due to the incremental reduction in VMT resulting from closer proximity of
the operations and maintenance activities to Claremont System, resulting in a
subsequent reduction in air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. All other
impacts would be similar in magnitude to the proposed Project. (DEIR 6-18.)
Finding: Alternatives 2 and 5 are the environmentally superior alternatives
as they would slightly reduce the already less than significant impacts to air
quality and greenhouse gas emissions to an even lower level of significance.
However, because the Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable
impacts, the City is under no obligation to consider or adopt any alternative to the
Project, even if that alternative would reduce the already less than significant
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impacts further and/or would achieve all of the Project objectives, and the
information contained herein is for informational purposes only. (Pub. Res. Code
§ 21 002.)
Supporting Explanation:
No significant impacts would result from implementation of the proposed
Project or any of the alternatives considered. Based on the comparison provided
in Table 6-1 of the DEIR, the No Project alternative (Alternative 1) is considered
environmentally superior, since it would eliminate nearly all of the anticipated,
though Jess than significant, environmental effects of the proposed Project.
However, this alternative would not accomplish any of the objectives of the
proposed Project, including: greater local control of the Claremont water supply
and distribution system; enhancements to customer service and responsiveness
to Claremont customers; improvements in public transparency and accountability
in regards to operation of the Claremont System; and greater local control over
the rate setting process and rate increases. (DEIR 6-18.)
Of the remaining alternatives, operation of the system by the City of
Upland or a private third party operator would be environmentally superior to the
proposed Project. This is due to the incremental reduction in VMT resulting from
closer proximity of the operations and maintenance activities to Claremont
System, resulting in a subsequent reduction in air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions. All other impacts would be similar in magnitude to the proposed
Project. (DEIR 6-18.)
CEQA does not require the City to choose the environmentally superior
alternative. Instead CEQA requires the City to consider environmentally superior
alternatives, explain the considerations that led it to conclude that those
alternatives were infeasible from a policy standpoint, weigh those considerations
against the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and make findings
that the benefits of those considerations outweighed the harm. However,
because the Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts,
the City is under no obligation to consider or adopt any alternative to the Project,
even if that alternative would reduce the already less than significant impacts
further and/or would achieve all of the Project objectives, and the information
contained herein is for informational purposes only. (Pub. Res. Code § 21 002.)
SECTION 7
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR

The City Council hereby finds that it has been presented with the EIR,
which it has reviewed and considered, and further finds that the EIR is an
accurate and objective statement that has been completed in full compliance with
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CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the City's Local CEQA Guidelines and
that the El R reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City.
The City declares that no evidence of new significant impacts or any new
information of "substantial importance" as defined by State CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5 been received by the City after circulation of the Draft EIR that
would require recirculation.
Therefore, the City hereby certifies the EIR based on the entirety of the
record of proceedings, including but not limited to the following findings and
conclusions:

A.

Findings

As set forth in Section 2, above, the EIR did not disclose any potentially
significant or significant and unavoidable impacts.

B.

Conclusions

The evaluation of environmental impacts in the DEIR concluded that the
proposed Project would not result in temporary or permanent significant and
unavoidable effects for any of the environmental issue areas identified in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, a range of feasible
alternatives to the proposed Project was developed to provide additional
information and flexibility to the decision-makers when considering the proposed
Project.
Although no significant and unavoidable impacts were identified, Section 7,
above, identifies the environmental, economic, social and other considerations
and benefits derived from the development of the Project.
SECTION 8
PROJECT APPROVAL

Based upon the entire record before the City Council, including the above
findings and all written evidence presented, the City Council hereby approves the
Project, namely the acquisition of GSWC's Claremont System. The potential
acquisition of the Claremont System by eminent domain shall be considered by
the City Council at a separate hearing and by separate resolution, if so
authorized.
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SECTION 9
CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS

The documents and materials that constitute the record of proceedings on
which this Resolution has been based are located at Claremont City Hall,
Community Development Department, 207 Harvard Avenue, Claremont,
California. The custodian for these records is the Community Development
Director. This information is provided pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21081 .6.
SECTION 10
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

City staff shall cause a Notice of Determination to be filed and posted with
the County of Los Angeles and County of San Bernardino RegistrarRecorder/County Clerk and the State Clearinghouse within five (5) working days
of the City's final Project approval.
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 25th day of March, 2014.

JOE LYONS
MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

CITY ATTORNEY
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CITY OF CLAREMONT

)
) ss
)

I,
, City Clerk of the City of Claremont, do hereby certify that
the foregoing Resolution Number 2014-_ _ was duly and regularly adopted by
the City Council of the City of Claremont at a regularly scheduled meeting thereof
held on the _
day of
, 2014 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

City Clerk
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Planning Commission
Agenda Report

Item No.: --'-1_
Reviewed by:
Finance Director _ __

TO:

CLAREMONT PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM:

BRIAN DESATNIK, DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DATE:

MARCH 10, 2014

SUBJECT:

PROPOSED
ACQUISITION
OF
CLAREMONT
WATER
SYSTEM
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CEQA FINDINGS FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT AND DETERMINATION OF GENERAL PLAN CONFORMITY
(CONTINUED FROM MARCH 4, 2014)

SUMMARY
On Tuesday, March 4, 2014, the Planning Commission voted to continue this agenda item to
Monday, March 10, 2014, at 7:00p.m., in the City Council Chamber. All agenda materials relevant
to this item, including the March 4 agenda report, resolutions, the Draft EIR, and other supporting
agenda material, are attached to this agenda report and are incorporated herein by thi.s reference. A
list of exhibits is included below. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission proceed with
consideration of this item tonight, Monday, March 10, 2014.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission taKe the following actions:

A.

Adopt the attached resolution (Exhibit 3) recommending that the City Council adopt
environmental findings pursuant to CEQA and certify the EIR; and

B.

Adopt the a~tached resolution (Exhibit A) pursuant to California Govern.ment Code Section
65402 finding that the proposed acquisition is consistent with the City's General Plan.

PUBLIC NOTICE PROCESS
Notice of the March 4, 2014 ·public hearing was provided through display ads in both the Claremont •
Courier an9 the Inland Valley Da"ily Bulletin on Friday, February 21. This item was continued to
March 10, 2014, and no further notice was required. Copies of this report are avail~ble for review on
the City website, at the City Hall public counter, the Youth Activity Center, the Alexander Hughes
Community Center, and the Claremont Public Library.

s;;;:;:~-d

.

Brian Desatnik
Director of Community Development
Exhibit 1 -

Prepared by:

~oru;.. l? ~~.._~ IJ() ,_
Sonia CarvaCo~
City Attorney

March 4, 2014 Agenda Report
CEQA Resolution (Attachment A to Exhibit 1)
Acquisition Offer Letter (Attachment B to Exhibit 1)
65402 Resolution (Attachment C to Exhibit 1)

Exhibit 2- Draft EIR and appendices
Exhibit3- CEQA Resolution dated March 10, 2014
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TO:

CLARE;MONT PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM:

BRIAN DESATNIK, DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DATE:

MARCH 4, 2014

SUBJECT:

PROPOSED ACQUISITION OF CLAREMONT DISTRICT WATER SYSTEM·
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR C.EQA FINDINGS FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT AND DETERMINATION OF GENERAL PLAN
CONFORMITY

SUMMARY
The City Council is scheduled to hold a hearing in March or April 2014 to consider the
certification cian Environm·entallmpact Report (EIR) for, and adoption of two resolutions of
necessity authorizing, the pot~ntial acquisition of the City of Golden State ·water Company's
Claremont District Water System (the UProject"). In p·reparation .for that meeting, Planning
Commission consideration of the draft EIR ("Draft EIR") js sought, as well as a
determina.tion of the Project's consistency with the City's General Plan under California
Government Code Section 65402.
STAFF-RECOMMENDATION.

.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions:
A.

Recommen9 to the City Council that it adopt environmental findings pursuant to
CEQA, certify the EIR, and approve the Project (Attachment A); and

B.

Adopt the attached resolution (Attachment C) pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65402 finding that the Project is consistent with the City's General
Plan.

ANALYSIS
1.

Background

In response to a number of factors, including: longstanding public concern about Golden
State Water Company's ("Golden State") escalating water rates; the significantly higher
water rates paia by rate payers in the Claremont District Water System rc1aremont
System") as compared to neighboring jurisdictions; the lack of responsiveness of Golden
State to concerns of the citizens of Claremont; and, the lack of transparency in the operation
of the Claremont System, the City has been exploring the potential acquisition of the
Claremont System.
At the direction of the City Council, City staff has undertaken an extensive evaluation of the
proposed Project, including conducting public meetings seeking input from the community,
analyzing the feasibility of the proposed Project, hiring a professional appraiser to evaluate
the fair market value of the Claremont System, and preparing a detailed Draft EIR on the
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proposed Proj~ct. Following the appraisal proces~. at the City Council's direction, the City
offered to acquire the Claremont System {including the facilities, infrastructure, rec;ll
property, and all contractua·l and other rights necessary for operation of the Claremont
System) from Golden State for its appraised fair market value. Golden State has, however,
rejected the City's offers. Thus, if the City Council desires to further pmsue the potential
acquisition of the Claremont System, it must do so through the eminent domain process.
In connection wi.th the potential institution of eminent domain proceedings to acquire the
Claremont System, the City conducted a review of .the proposed Project pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act. Additionally, prior to .the acqujsition of property for a
public project, California Government Code Section 65402 directs ·the acquiring entity to
evaluate the proposed acquisition's compatibility with the appli~able General Plan. As the
City Council presently p!ans to hold a·hearing in March or April2014 to consider certification
of an EIR for the Project and the adoption of resolution$ of necessity authorizing the
institution of eminent. domain proceedings to acquire the Claremont System, Planning
Commission consideration of the EIR and a determination of the P~oject's consistency with
the City's General Plan is sought.
·

2.

Recommendations to the City Council Regarding the' Adoption of an EIR for the
Project:
..

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the City prepared an Initial
Study to determine whether tbe Project may have a significa.nt effect on the environment. A
Notice of Preparation ("NOP") of an EIR was distributed to state agencies, local
organizations and individuals as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082. The
NOP was issued for a 30-day review period between November 22, 2013 and
December 23, 2013, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a). Three
comment letters were received: one from the Native American Heritage· Commission, one
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District, and one from Mr. James Belna, a
resident of the City of Claremont.
j

The City held a Scoping Meeting on December 18, 2013, to solicit comments on the scope
of the environmental review of the proposed Project and four comments were received.
Based on the Initial Study, the City determined that an EIR should be prepared because the
Project may have a significant effect on the environment in the following areas: A!r Quality,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality,
Noise, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service ~yste.ms, and Mandatory Findings of
Significance. The City further determined, based on the Initial Study, that impacts to
Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources·, . Geology/Soils, Land Use . and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, and Recreation would
be less than significant and thus need r:'Ot be analyzed further in the EiR.
The Draft EIR was prepared, incorporating comments received during the NOP review
period. The analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that there would be no significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project. The Draft ·EIR further determined that no
mitigation measures were required to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level.
Further, although no significant and unavoidable impacts were identified, five alternatives
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were evaluated in the Draft EIR to provide additional information· and flexibility to the
decision-makers wh_en considering the proposed Project.
The Draft EIR is currently being circulated for a 45-day review period from January 24, 2014
until March 10, 2014. Copies of the Draft EIR and technical appendices are available for
review and inspection at City Hall, on the City's website, and at the Claremont, La Verne,
Pomona, Montclair and Upland public libraries. During this review period, the City is
consulting with all responsible and trustee agencies, other regulatory agencies, and others
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15086. To date, the City has received one
comment from the Angeles National Forest.
Following the close of the public review period on the Draft EIR, the City will prepare a Final
EIR. The Final EIR will consist of the Draft EIR and technical appendices, all written
comment letters received on the Draft EIR, written responses to all written comment letters
received on the Draft EJR, and any errata to the Draft EIR. Staff recommends that the
Planning Commission adopt the attached resolution (Attachment A} recommending that the
City Council adopt environmental findings pursuant to· CEQA and certify the EIR for. the
Projec;:t.
3.

Overview of the Project's Consistency with the City's General Plan Under
Government Code Section 65402

Under California Government Code Section 65402, prior to the acquisition of real property
for public purposes, the location, purpose and extent of the proposed acquisition shall be
submitted to the applicable planning agency for a determination as to whether the proposed
project is consistent with the applicable General Plan. Thus, a determination by the
Planning Commission i~ sought with respect to portions of the Project located :within the City
prior to the acquisition of the Claremont System by the City.
Attached hereto (Attachment B) is the City' written offer to purch~se the Claremont System,
which identifies the location and extent of the proposed acquisition. In short, the City only
intends to acquire the Claremont System, which is located in the City of Claremont and
small portions of the cities of Cities of Montclair, Upland, and Pomona, and a small
unincorporated area of the County of Los Angeles. The purpose of the Project as discussed
in the Draft EIR concurrently before the Planning Commission for consideration, is to
provide for City ownership and control of the Claremont System, to ensure the provision of
safe and affordable water to the water users of Claremont.
• ·
The Project contemplates the City's take-over of the Claremont System, without the
relocation of the existing Claremqnt System assets within the City, so it should not pose any
zoning issues or conflict with the City's General Plan. Furthermore, the Project is consistent
with a number of the City's General Plan Goals and Policies, including:

a.

General Plan Goal 3-6 to "Provide for fiscal stability of the City" includes
Policy 6.3 which directs the City to "Continue capital improvements planning
and prioritization of infrastructure investments to ensure that funding resources
are allocated to the City's most critical economic needs."
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The Project is in response to concern of the Citizens and businesses of the City regarding
the escalating water rates, which affects the desirability of the City as a place to live and to
conduct business. Jhus, the proposed Project is an important infrastructure investment to
help ensure the continued fiscal stability and economic vitaiity of the City, through greater
control of water rates and stewardship of this important natural resource.

b.

General Plan Goal 5-4 "Protect groundwater resources" and General Plan
Goal 5-5 to "Maintain and enhance groundwater resources.~~

The proposed Project includes the acquisition of the Claremont System's wells and water
rights, which serve Claremont. Under City ownership, the City will be in a better position to
protect, maintain and enhance the ground water resources that serve the City, than relying
on an independent investor-owned company, which is not subject to direct City regulation of
how it handles the water resources. Thus, 1,.1noer City ownership, the City and its citizens
will be in a position to directly protect and manage water resources consistent with the
· ·
above goals.
c.

G~neral Plan Goal 5-15 to "Achieve the highest level of water conservation
possible" includes Policy 5-15.2 to "Educate the public about l/1~ importance of
water conservation" and Policy 5-15.3 to work-with the City water provider in
exploring water conservation programs."

As the owner of the Claremont System, the City will be in a better position to achieve water
conservation, educate the public about conservation, and explore and implement water
conservation programs for the benefit of the water users the Claremont System, than an
investor-owned utility that oversees multiple water systems with varying interests and which
is ~nswerable to stockholders who may not live in the City and may be more interested in
maximizing profits than conserving resources and educating the public. With direct
ownership of the Claremont System, the City will be able to implement these goals and
policies itself.

of

d.

General Plan Goal 7-13 to "Promote affordable and quality water service"
includes Policy 7-13.1 to "Study alternatives for maintaining affordable water
rates and Policy 7-13.2 to "Advocate regular evaluation of the entire water
supply and distribution system to ensure its continued adequacy, reliability,
and safety."

Under the Project, the City will be In a better position to promote and maintain affordable
and quality water service. Unlike an investor-owned utility, City operation will eliminate the
right to charge a rate of return for water and water service, since municipal water providers
cannot charge a profit. Furthermore, City operations will not be subject to income taxes,
thereby eliminating those costs. A City-owned Claremont System would also be more.
publicly accessible to the community's needs for affordable and quality water service, unlike
Golden State, which operates in numerous jurisdictions, and is answerable to stockholders,
who may be more motivated by profit than low rates and quality service. Additionally, under
City ownership, decision-making will take place in the City, instead of in a boardroom or
before the Public Utilities Commission in Sacramento. Thus, under municipal ownership
with accountability to the citizens who use the Claremont System, the City will be in a
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position to oversee the continued adequacy, reliability, and safety of the water supply for the
benefit of the water users.
For all of the foregoing reasons, City staff recommends that the Planning Commission find
that the Project is consistent with the City's General Plan and adopt the proposed resolution
attached as Attachment C.
P.UBLIC NOTICE PROCESS

Notice of this public hearing was provided through display ads· in both the Claremont
Courier and the Inland Valley Daily Bulletin on Friday, February 21. Copies of this report
are availabie for review on the City website, at the City Hall public counter, the Youth
Activity Center, the Alexander Hughes· Community Center, and the Claremont Public
Library.
Submitted by:

~~

Brian De~atnik
Director of Community Development

Pr~pared

by:

)(/oM.
p-~,...__
~ ··· . . fl .
- ··
Sonia Carvahio
CiiyA~omey

Attachments: A - CEOA Resolution
B - Acquisition Offer Letter
C - Government Code Section 65402 Resolutio.n

AITACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO. _ __
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONT, CALIFORNIA, RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT
ENVIR<:l"NMENTAL
FINDINGS . PURSUANT
TO
THE
. CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND CERTIFY THE CLAREMONT WATER
SYSTEM ACQUISITION PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH
#2013111072)
WHEREAS,· the City of Claremont ("City" or "Claremont") seeks to provide
greater local control of its water supply and distribution system, and to improve public
transparency and accountability with respect to the water supply; and
WHEREAS, in order. to achieve these goals, the City, decided to explore
potential acquisition of the Claremont Water System ("Claremont System") from
Golden State Water Company ("GSWC"), inclu~ing ·the facilities, infrastructure, real
property, and water supply of the system. If the .Claremont System is acquired, the
City Co.uncit" would remain responsibie for determining and setting rates and charges.
The City currently does not intend to operate the system and would not create or
expand any City departments to do so. Rather, if,the system is acquired, the City
would use an out.side qualified third party to manage the system. For purposes of
analyzing the potential environmental impacts under the California Environmental
Quality Act rcEQA "), the proposed Project analyz~d in the Environmental Impact
Report assumed that the City of La Verne would operate the Claremont System
("Project" or "proposed Project"); and
WHEREAS, the Project area covers approximately 9.5 square miles and the
Claremont System currently serves the area generally located in Los Angeles County
at the foot of the San Gabriel Mountains. The majority of the project area is located in
the City. However, part of the Project area encompasses small portions of the City of
Pomona, located in los Angeles County, the Cities of Montclair and Upland, both
located in San Bernardino County, and unincorporpted los Angeles County, which are
served by the Claremont System; and
WHEREAS, if the City of La Verne is contracted to run the system, it is assumed
that operation and maintenance activities would be conducted from the existing City of
La Verne Maintenance Facility, located at 2620 First StreE!t in La Verne. The Project
area therefore also includes this facility, which is located outside of the Claremont
System boundary; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 21067 of ·the Public Resources Code, and
Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et
seq.), the City of Claremont is the lead agency for the propose.d Project; and
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WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, the City
evaluated the Project by preparing an Initial Study, to evaluate whether an
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") was required; and
WHEREAS, based on the Initial Study, the City determined that an EIR should
be prepared because the Project may have a significant effect on the environment in
the following areas: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service
Systems, and Mandatory Findings of Significance; and
WHEREAS, based on the Initial Study, the City further determined that impacts
to Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, and Recreation
would be less than significant and thus need not be analyzed further in the EIR; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, on
November 22, 2013, the City sent to the Office of Planning·and Research and each
responsible and trustee agency a Notice of Preparation ("NOP")' stating that an
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number #2013111072) would
prepared; and
·

be

WHEREAS, three comment letters were received in response to the NOP; and
WHER.EAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.9 and State
CEQA Guidelines S,ectiqns 15082(c) and 15083, the City held a duly noticed Scoping
Meeting on December 18,2013, to solicit comments on the scope of the environmental
review of the proposed Project and four comments were received; and
WHEREAS, ~ Draft EIR was prepared, incorporating comments received in
response to the NOP; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR 90ncluded that there would be no significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR further determined that no mitigation measures were
required to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15085, a Notice
of Completion was prepared and filed with the Office of Planning and Research on
January 24, 2014; and
WHEREAS, as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a), the City
provided Notice of Availability of the EIR to the public at the .same time that the City
sent a Notice of Completion to the Office of Planning and Research on January 24,
2014; and
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WHEREAS, during the public comment period, copies of the EIR and technical
appendices were available for review and inspection at City Hall, on the City's website,
and at the Claremont, La Verne, Pomona, Montclair and Upland public libraries; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(e), the EIR is
being circulated for a 45-day review period from January 24, 2014 to March 10, 2014;
for comment by all responsible and trustee agencies, other regulatory agencies, and
others pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15086; and
WHEREAS, on February 21, 2014, the City gave public notice of the Planning
Commission's public hearing by advertisement in a newspaper of general circulation,
and posted the public notice on the City's web~ite, and at the Claremont, L:.a Verne,
Pomona, Montclair and Upland public libraries, and mailed to all property owners within
300 feet of the Project boundary; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly"-noticed public hearing
on March 4, 2014, to consider a conformity report pursuant to Government Code
Section 65402 and the EIR, pursuant to State CEQA Guideli11es Section 15025(c), at
which hearing, members of the public were afforded an opportunity to comment upon
the Project and to ·make a recommendation to the City Council regarding the EIR
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15025(c).
·
NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONT DOES RESOLVE, DETERMINE, FIN'o AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. The Claremont Planning Comll)ission hereby finds,
based on consideration of the whole record before it, including tlje City's lpcal CEQA
Guidelines, the EIR, and testimony heard at the public hearing; as follows:
1.

Review Period: The City will provide a 45--day public review period for the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required under CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15087(e) and 15105 and the public review period runs from
January 24, 2014 to March 10, 2014; and

2.

Compliance with Law: The EIR was prepared, processed, and noticed in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) and the local CEQA Guidelines adopted by
the City of Claremont; and

3.

Independent Judgment:
analysis of the City; and

The EIR reflects the independent judgment and

SECTION 2. LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS. The EIR and
Project-related documents are on file and available for public review at Claremont City
Hall, Community Development Department, 207 Harvard Avenue, Claremont,
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California. The custodian for these records is the Community Development Director.
This information is provided pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.
SECTION 3. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS. The Planning Commission
hereby recommends that the City Council certify the Environmental Impact Report
(SCH #2013111 072), and adopt Findings of Fact for the Claremont Water System
Acquisition Project.
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 41h day of March 2014.·

Jeff Hammill
Chair

ATIEST:

Planning Commission Administrative .Secretary

ATTACHMENT B
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Indian Wells
(760) 566-261,

BEST B~ST & KRIEGER~

Irvin a
(9411) 263-2600

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

LosAngelas
(213) 617-8100

--------· ·Sacramenlo
(916) 325.... 000

San Dego
(81&)525-1300

Welnur Creek
(925) 977-3300

3390 University Avenue, 5th Floor, P.O. Box 1028, Riverside, CA 92502
Phone: (951) 666-1450 } Fax: (951) 68&-3083 1 www.bbklaw.com

Ontario
(909) 989-8584

Washington, OC
(202} 785-0600

Kendall H. MacVey

October 3, 2013
Via: E-mail & Federal Express

Robert Sprowls, President
Golden State Water Company
630 E. Foothill Blvd
San Dimas, CA 91773
c/o George M. Soneff, Esq.
Mannatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
11355 W. Olympic Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
gsoneff@mannattcom;
Re:

Updated Offer to Purchase Golden State Water Company's
Claremont Water System
'

Dear Mr. Sprowls:
As you are aware, Best Best & Krieger LLP represents the City of Claremont. Pursuant
to Government Code section 7267.2(a)(2), the City of Claremont wishes to make an updated
offer to acquire the Claremont District Water System of Region 3 of Golden State Water
Company's CPUC service area in Southern California, which is described in the Attachment to
the enclosed Appraisal Summary Statement. 1 The'purpose of the proposed acquisition is for the
operation and maintenance of the Claremont District Water System in providing municipal water
service to the public.
The City has· determined the amount of just compensation for the property described in
the Attachment to be $55,094,000, using a date of value of August I, 2013.
The City's offer is not less than what has been determined to be the fair market value of
the property. The basis for that determination is explained in the enclosed Appraisal Summary
Statement. It is the City's hope that this price is agreeable to you. This offer is, however,
conditioned upon the City's ,ratification of the offer by the execution of a contract of acquisition
and the adoption of a resolution of necessity authorizing eminent domain proceedings.

1

The description in the Attachment of the property to be acquired is subject to potential revision upon negotiation
or obtaining new infonnation. The City further reserves the right 10 amend or update this offer.
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We are also obligated to provide you with certain additional infonnation. Pursuant to
Government Code section 7267.2(a)(2) enclosed is an informational pamphlet expiaining the
eminent domain process.
Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1263.025, you are entitled to reimbursement
from the City for the reasonable costs, not to exceed $5~000.00, of obtaining an independent
appraisal, should you reta,in an appraiser.
The City continues to wish·to meet with you to discuss'the specific terms of acquisition,
including the nature and terms of any transition in operations or any other issues relating to the
offer.
We look forward to meeting with representatives of Golden State Water Company.
Please advise as to their availability for further discussions.

Kendall H. MacVey
of BEST BEST & KRJEGER LLP
Enclosure
cc:
Tony Ramos, Claremont City Manager (via e~mail only)
Sonia Carvalho, Esq., City Attorney (via e~mail only)
Denis~ Kruger, Senior Vice President, Golden State Water Company
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INFORMATIONAL PAMPHLET
OVERVIEW OF THE EMINENT DOMAIN PROCESS
AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY OWNER RIGHTS
(Government Code Section 7267.2(a)(2))
Whenever a public agency makes a fonnal offer to purcHase property under Section
7267.2 of the Government Code, it is required by Jaw to provide a description of the eminent
domain process. This pamphlet details the process of eminent domain and property owner rights
under eminent domain law.
Public agencies acquire property for all types of public projects, such as schools, roads,
water and sewer service, flood control, and fire protection. Sometimes public agencies may have
to use eminent domain to acquire property for these projects. Eminent domain is the power to
acquire property for a public use conditioned upon payment ofjust compensation.
The Appraisal Process
Before public ·agencies can use the power .of eminent domain, they must follow certain
·
procedures designed to protect the rights of property owners and the public.
If a public agency is potentially interested in acquiring property for a public project and
makes an offer under Section 7267.2 of the Government Code, it is required to send to the owner
notice of its decision to appraise the property. This notice will advise the owner that the agency
has retained an appraiser to appraise the property. The notice may also provide background
infonnation on the acquisition process. It may advise that a business on the property potentially
could have a claim for loss of business goodwill. It may also advise that occupants on the
property may be entitled to relocation assistance, w~ich can include relocation counseling and
the payment for certain costs such as moving costs.

The fact that a public agency has sent a notice c;>f decision to appraise does not mean that
. it has decided to acquire the property or to use eminent domain. It simply means that the public
agency has decided to appraise the property.
The appraiser must also notify the owner that the appraiser is available to meet with the
owner to discuss and view the property. After investigating the, property and other similar
properties, the appraiser will prepare an appraisal report and forward it to the agency.
The Offer of Just Compensation
Upon reviewing the appraisal, the public agency may decide to make an offer to acquire
the property. This .offer must be in writing: The offer cannot be less than the fair market value
established by the approved appraisal. The offer must include certain infonnation, including the
public use for which the property is to be acquired and a detailed description of the basis for the
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conclusions of value.. If the comparable sales approach is used, a description of the principal
sales must be included. The appraisal report does not have to be provided unless an owneroccupant of residential property wit!t four or fewer units requests to inspect the report.
The offer must be based upon fair market value. Fair market value is a technical legal
phrase but generally it means the highest price that a seller and buyer would agree to on a
particular date, with neither being under pressure to buy or sell, and with both being fully
infonned as to the uses available for the property. The proposed publicrproject for which the
property may be acquired is not to be considered for either decreasing or increasing the fair
'
market value.
.
If only a portion of the property is being acquired, such as for a road widening or an
underground sewer pipeline, the appraisal may also consider what are called severance damages.
the remaining portion of the
Generally, this refers to the reduction in fair market value
property that is not being acquired that resul~ from the partial :acquisition or the public project.
Sometimes a proposed project will actual!y increase the value of ijle remaining property. These
benefits can be considered in offsetting severance damages, if there any such damages. These
benefits cannot be used to lower the value of the actual portion of the property that is being
·
acquired.

to

A property may be improved and these improvements, if affixed to the realty, may be
taken into consideration in the appraisal and the offer. Businesses may also have a c)aim for loss
of business goodwill.
Just compensation is a concept that comes from the California and U. S. Constitutions.
The written offer described above is intended to be an offer for just compensation.
The Negotiation Process
The public agency is required to negotiate in good faith upon making its offer of just
compensation. It may not use threatening or coercive tactics. The offer process is a voluntary,
negotiation process. The owner is under no obligation to agree to the offer.

In D)aking the offer, the public agency must also offer up to $5,000 to the owner to retain
an appraiser selected by the owner. The appraiser must be state licensed and other conditions
may apply.
The owner and the public agency's representatives may negotiate. lfthe owner believes
that certain information is wrong or incomplete, or if the owner has other information that the
agency should know about, the owner may offer that information to the public agency. The
owner may make a counter-offer, asking for more compensation or suggesting a change in the
proposed acquisition. Or, if the owner does not wish to sell the property, the owner may simply
reject the offer or not respond.
When property is occupied, the occupants may be entitled to what is caiJed relocation
assistance. These are benefits and services to be given to occupants if the proposed acquisition
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and public project will require an occupant to move. An occupant need not be an owner of the
property to be entitled to such benefits. The nature and extent of the benefits can be t~chnical
and will depend upon the particular circumstances of the occupant. L_aws and regulations set the
amount and nature of applicable ~enefits. Businesses,, homeo~ers, and renter~ may be eligible
for relocation benefits. Thes~ benefits are protections offered by legislation and are different
from and in addition to just compensation. When relocation is involved, the public agency will
provide an explanation and itemization of the proposed relocation assistance benefits. What is
required for relocation is subject to discussion and occupants can provide infonnation they tliink
is important in detennining the amount and type of benefits.
Starting Eminent Domain

\•

If the public agency's offer to purchase is not accepted, the public agency may then
consider the use of eminent domain. Eminent domain involves the acquisition of property
without the owner's consent for a pub1ic use conditioned upon payment ofjust compensation. A
public agency may ohly use the power of eminent domain if it is granted that power by state
'
statute.
The Requirement for a Public Hearing
Before a public agency can consider using eminent domain, it must con~uct a public
hearing. The pub1ic hearing is before the legislative body of the public agency. For example, if
a city wishes to consider using eminent domain to build a road. the public heafing must be
conducted by the city co~cil. The owner, as identified by tl:!~ latest tax rolls, is entitleq to
written notice of the hearing and has a right to speak before the legi!llative bpdy. At the hearing
the public agency considers the adoption of what is called a resolution of necessity. The hearing
concerns whether the public interest an~ necessity require the project, whether the acquisition is
most compatible with the greatest public good and the least private injury, whether the property
is necessary for the project, and whether the wr~tten offer for just compensation has been made.
The owner and the legislative body are to address these topics. The owner may be represented
by someone at the hearing. This can be legal counsel but does not have to be. The owner must
make a timely request to be heard. The notice for the hearing' must ex~lain this requirement.
Upon completing the hearing on these topics, the legislative body will determine whether
fmdings on these topics properly can be made, and will consider adopting the resolution of
necessity. The resolution can only be adopted if at least two thirds of the full legislative body
votes to adopt the resolution.
The Court Process
If the resolution of necessity is adopted, the pubiic agency is then authorized to bring an
eminent domain actiq~ in state court. This action has to be filed in the county where the property
is located. Those with rui interest in the property will be named in the action. The action is a
lawsuit that must be served on the named parties. The named parties have a right to respond by
filing legal papers. In these papers the responding' parties may raise legal issues regarding
compensation or the public agency's right to use eminent domain .

• 3-

Once an eminent domain action is filed, the public agency may ask the court for what is
called prejudgment possession. This allows t~e agency to acquire poSsession of the property so
it can begin work on its project without awaiting completion of the court action. The· agency
may have several actions in court regarding other properties and may not be able to wait until all
th9se actions are resolved before proceeding with construction of its proposed project, such as a
road, school, or water pipeline.
·
To obtain such possession, the public agency must first file and serve a motion on the
affected parties. These parties have the right to object and have these objections heard in court.
The public ag~ncy must also deposit with the court or the State Condemnation Fund the amount
of probable just compensation for the property. This amount must be based upon a certified and
detailed valuation statement The owner has the right to challenge this deposit and can file a
motion asking to increase the deposit. Those claiming an interest in the deposit may apply to the
court to withdraw the deposit or a portion of it.
If the court finqs that certain requirem~nts are satisfied and that there are no valid
objections to granting prejudgment possession, the court may grant the public agency's motion
for possession. State law provides certaiii time periods to property owners and occupants before
·
possession can take effect.

In many prc;>jects, such as road widenings or stonn drains, relocation may not be involved
at all. If relqcation is involved, the public agency must provide· relocation counseling~ and
financial benefits to the affected parties. The specific requirements for such counseling and
benefits are set by legislation and regulations. Relocation disagreements are subject to appeal to
the public agency. Relocation claims may also be presented in court through a lawsuit brought
by the claimant. These lawsuits are usually sepa~te"from the eminent domain ~ction in court.
The eminent domain action may proceed to trial on the right to use eminent domain or on
the amount of just compensation. Trials concerning the right to use eminent doQiain are
conducted only before a judge, without a. jury. The CaJifomia Constitution gives the public
agency and the property owner the right to jury trial on the issue of just compensation. Trials
on just compensation focus on the testimony of qualified val:uation witnesses. The valuation
positions of both sides are usually exchanged in writing on a scheduled date before the trial.
These positions are ·then supported at trial by live testimony, which is subject to crossexamination. At trial, no side has the burden of proof on just compensation. A jury normally
must reach a verdict within the range of the valuation opinions allowed into evidence by
testimony. In other words, the jury generally cannot find less than the lowest valuation testified
to in the trial nor more than the highest valuation.

a

Before trial either side can make a fonnal offer to settle. After the trial, if the trial judge
finds that the public agency's offer to settle was unreasonable and the owner's offer to settle was
reasonable, the public agency is required to pay the owner's reasonable litigation and expert
expenses. The public agency cannot recover litigation expenses from ~e owner for contesting
the amount of just compensation. Interest on the awarded just compensation is determined by
the court.
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During the eminent domain court proceedings, a public agency occasionally may decide
that it does not wish to proceed with the acquisition. The owner is given the opportunity to
object to the public agency abandoning the proceedings. If the public agency does abando~
proceeding with the acquisition, it must pay the other side's reasonable litigation and expert
expenses.
Either side may appeal an eminent domain judgment. The appeal process may involve
going to the California Court of Appeal, to the California Supreme Court, and to the U. S.
Supreme Court. The Court of Appeal. must hear a timely appeal. Further review by the
California Supreme Court and U. S. Supreme Court is generally within the discretion of those
courts.
You Should Seek Professional Advice
This pamphlet is intended to give you an overview of the eminent domain process and
property owner rights. under state eminent domain law. A public agency does not and cannot
represent you or give you legal advice. If you· have questions or concerns at any time, you
should consider consulting a professional, including an attorney. You always have the right to
legal counsel.
.
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APPRAISAL SUMMARY STATEMENT
CITY OF CLJ\REMONT
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY

BASIS OF VALUATION:
The fair market value for the property proposed to be acquired is based upon an
appraisal prepared in accordance with accepted appraisal principles and methodologies.
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1263.320 defip.es Fair Market Value as follows:
a)

b)

The fair market value of the property taken is the highest price on
the date ·of valuation that would be agreed to by a seller, being
willing to seiJ but under no particul~ or urgent necessity for so
doing, nor obliged to sell, and a buyer, being ready, willing, and able
to buy but under no particular necessity for so doing, each dealing
· with the other with full knowledge o~ all the uses and purposes for
which the property·is.reasonably a~aptahle a~d availl;lble.
The fair market value of property tak~n for which there is no
relevant, comparable market is its yaJ~e OJ.} the date of valuation as
determined by any m~thod of valuation that is just and equitable.

Section 1263.330 provides that the fair market va!ue shall not include an increase
or decrease in value attributable to the project for which the·property is to be ~cq1;1ired.
DATE OF VALUATION: The fair market va)ue of the property was estimated as of
August 1, 2013.
BASIC PROPERTY DATA:
Public use for wbicb the property is to be acquired: To provide water service to the

public currently within the qaremont District water system service area of Golden State
Water Company.
Location and extent of proper1y to be acquired: The Claremont District Water System
is located in Los Angeles County, California and serves the entire City of Claremont, small
adjacent portions of 'the cities of Montclair, Pomona and Upland, and the adjacent
unincorporated area in Los Angeles County north of.the City of Claremont (see attached
map marked as Exhibit "A" in Attachment).
Interest to be acquired: Assets comprising the Claremont District Water System. See
Attachment.
Zoning: Not applicable under CPUC jurisdiction.
Present use: Public water utility.

15341.00561\83121128.1
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Highest and best use: Highest and best use is defmed as the most reasonably probable
and legal use of a property, which is physically possi!He, appropriately supported,
financially feasible, and that results in the highest value. 1 The highest and best use of the
property water users within the Claremont District Water System service area.

VALUATION:
FAIR MARKET VALUE ANALYSES: There are three generally acceP,ted approaches
to estimating the value of property: the cost approach, the income approach and the market
approach. Under the cost approach, the value of the property is based on the premise that
an informed buyer would pay no more than the cost of producing a substitute property with
the same utility as the subject .property. Under the income approach, the value of the
property is estimated by capitalizing or determining the present worth of the prospective
net income from ·the property.
market approach assesses value based on recent fair
market sales of similar facilities under similar circumstances.

The

All three approaches to value: cost, income and market were considered in performing the
appraisal.

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS BASED ON THE ENTm.E PROPERTY:
1.

The market or sales comparison approach is based on the consideration of
comparable land and improved sales.
Sales Comparison Approach: Given the wide disparity in the water system
sales transactions and the lack of sales data for systems that are comparable
in size to the GSWC, the market approach w'as not relied ut>on.

2.

The" cost approach is pased on the premise that an infonned buyer would
pay no more than the cost of producing a substitute property with the same
functiQn or utility as the Subject PJ;Operty. Two indicators of value that are
co~only considered under the cost approach when valuing public utility
property are the Reproduction Cost New Less Depreciation (RCNLD) value
and the Original Cost Less Depreciation (OCLD) value.
RCNLD is defined as the cost of reproducing a new replica of the property
at current prices with the same or closely related materials, less accrued
depreciation. OCLD is defined as the original cost of the property when it
was first put into service as a public utility, less accrued depreciation. The
OCLD value is an estimate of the net book value of the property, which is
used to detennine the rate base value of public utility property for
ratemaking purposes. The OCLD method is for background only. The
RCNLD method is being considered for purposes of evaluating fair market
value.

Valuing Machinery and Equipment: T~ Fundamentals ofAppraising Machinery and Technical Assets,
Second Edition, American Society of Appraisers, Glossary ofTenns, page 570.
1
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Claremont Water System
Estimated RCNLD and OCLD Values
as of August .1, 2013
Description
Wells
Booster Pumps
Water Treatment Plant
Reservoirs
Transmission & Distribution Mains
Services, Meters & Hydrants
General Plant
Land and Land Rights
Miramar Treabnent Plant
Total Value
Rounded

3.

RCNLD
$2,413,820
3,877,808
898,786
9,ll0,742
41,535,521
17,233,052
866,771
794,889
2.120.753
$78,852,142
$78,852,000

OCLD
$1,563,966
2,610,328
509,927
3,005,189
16,730,857
7,210,795
466,147
794,889
841.700
$33,733,798
$33,734,000

The income approach estimates the value of property by capitalizing or
detennining the present worth of anticipated economic benefits froin the
property. The Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) method was used to estimate
the income value of the Subject Property as a going concern.
Under the DCF method, the direct economic benefits derived from
continued ownership ofthe system are expressed in tenns of free cash flow,
which represents the total cash flow generated by the going concern that is
available to the providers of both debt and equity capital. ·
The DCF model used to estimate the value of the Claremont District Water
System is esSentially an after-taX cash flow model of annual revenues and
expenses over a ten~year period beginning with fiscal y,ear 2013 and ending
with fiscal year 2022. The calculation of free cas.h flow is illustrated as
follows:

Annual Operating Revenues
Less:
Annual Operating Expenses
Pre-tax Net Operating Income
Equals:
Less:
Income Taxes (not applicable to the City)
Equals:
Earnings Before Interest,
Depreciation & Amortization (EB/DA)
Less:
Future Capital Expendittues
Net Change in Working Capital
Equals:
Free Cash Flow
The next table' shows the calculation of the income value for the Clar~mont
District Water System using the DCF method. Annual revenues· and
expenses for the Claremont District Water System were projected based on
financial data filed in GSWC's 2012 Annual Report for the Claremont
District Water System filed at the California Public Utilities Commission
and reflect the outcome of the May 9, 2013 fmal decision by the CPUC in
15341.0056l\8312828.1
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4.
The following table summarizes the indicators of value developed for the Subject
Property:
Claremont District Water System
Summary of Indicators of Value
as of August l, 2013
Indicators of
Value

Cost Approach:
Original Cost Less Depreciation (OCLD)
Reproduction Cost New Less Depreciation (RCNLD)
lncome Approach:
Discounted Cash Flow
Market Approach

$33,734,000
$78,852,000
$55,094,000

Not Relied Upon

Based on the results of the analyses, ~d the rela~i,Ye strengths and weaknesses of
the indicators of value developed herein, the estimated fair market value of the
Claremont District Water System is:
Estimated Fair Market Value as of August 1, 2013

SEVERANCE DAMAGES
'

The Claremont District Waster System of GSWC Region 3 is a self-contained system.
There are no identif!able severance damages or benefits.

TOTAL .nJST COMPENSATION FOR ACQUISITION:

$55,094,000

The fair market value of the property being acquired is based upon an inspection of
the property and consideration of an appraisal prepared by an independent firm in
accordance with accepted appraisal procedures.
The offer is the ful.l amount believed by the City to be just compensation for the
property, and is not less than the City's approved appraisal of the fair market value of the
property. Any decrease or increase in the fair market value of the property to be acquired
prior to the date of valuation caused by the public improvement or project for which the
property is to be acquired, or by the likelihood that the property would be acquired for such
improvement or project, other than that due to physical deterioration within the reasonable
control of the owner, has been disregarded by the City and its. appraisers in making their
detennination of the fair market value of the property. The offer does not reflect
consideration of any allowance for relocation assistanCe and payments or other benefits to
which the owner may be entitled under an agreement with a public entity. The City
reserves the right to make an upward or downward adjusbnent in the appraised value of the
property based upon additional factors and infonnation.
I5341.00561\8312828.1
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ATTACHMENT

All property, real and personal, including records, books, and accounts, utility plant in
service, water supply contracts and water rights, and "water system" as defmed under Section
240 of the California Public Utilities Code, owned by Golden State Water Company and
comprising its water service system for, and used and useful in providing water service to, the
"Claremont District Water System" as that District is shown on the records of the California
Public Utilities Commission. The boundaries of the "Claremont Water District System" as set
forth in Golden State Water Company's current Urban Water Management Plan are depicted in
Exhibit A. The utility plant in service, plant facilities index, and services connections are
described in Golden State Water Company's most current annu!ll report to the California Public
Utilities Commission for the "Claremont District Water System" incorporated as Exhibit B.
Plant site and address.exhibits given by Golde.n State Water Company to the City of Claremont's
appraiser for purposes of property inspection are incorporated as Exhibit C. The water supply
contracts and water rights are described in Exhibit D. A listing of an asset does not mean that the
City has necessarily detennined it is used and useful in providing water service.

1534J.OOS61\8312007.1
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SCHEDULE A-1a
Utility Plant in Service

Trtle of Account

Line

No.

Balance
Beginning
of Year
(b)

Acct

{a)

I. INTANGIBLE PLANT

1
2

302

3

303

301

4

5

306

5

311
312
313
314
315
316
317

7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14
15
16

17
18
19

321
. 322
323
324
325

20

331

21

332

22

[Organization
Franchises and consents (Schedule A-1 ti}
Other intanq~ble ·p_lant
Total intlngible plant
· lllANOEO CAPITAL
lRnd and land rights
Total Landed C3pllal

-

3,016
9,104,473
9,101,489

820,952
820,952

Ill. SOURCE OF SUPPLY Pl:ANT
Slrudure!; and Improvements
Collecting and-impounding reseNoirs
Lake liver and other Intakes
Spring:; and tunnels
wens
..
Supply mains
Other source or supply plant
Total source or supply plant

.

781,444
488,111

1,269,555

IV. PUMPING PL:ANT
Structures and Improvements
Boiler plant equipment
Other POW9f Production~UiQ!Tlt!nt
Pumping equipment
Other pumping plant
Total pumping pfant

9~54,184

V. WATER TREATMENT PLANT
Structures and improvements
Water treatment equipment
Totll water treabnent plant

164,414
847,843
1,012,257

1,289,118

-.
-

7,776,689
688 376

Claremont 2012, Page 2
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Additions
During

Year
(c)

49885
49 885

-

ReUreiJlenls

Other

During
Year
(d)

Debits or
(Credits)

-

743,195

20217

801778

(21,792

3,761

1,544,973'

(35,527

(14,535

1,239056

111706
(639 314

6,951,452
676 671
8,867,179

- '
(21,792
-...

(1 .321
-{1,321).
27.878
27 878

3,016
9154,358
9,157374

(16,457

-.

293,~0

-

-

-

794889
794 889

-

-

(e)

(26,063
{26 063)

.: ,
293450

Balance
' End
of Year
(f)

-

.(210843
-(246,370

.-

(613 074

(19,242)
{27,511}

(53 305)

(46,753)[

(54,070)

1766)

.

-

-

144,406
794,906
939.312

SCHEDULE A-1 a
Utility Plant in Service (Continued)

line
t4o.

1itle of Accounl
Accl

(a)

VI.
341

24
25

342 Reservoirs and tanks
343 TransmiSsion and distnbulion mains

26

344 Fire mains

27

345 Services
346 Meters
347 Meter lnslallatlons

29

30
31
32

Additio.ns

During

35
36
37
38
39
<10

41

42

IHydrants

349

Olher lransmission and distnbutlon plar.t

Total'transmlsslon llld dlstrlblltlon plant

.

..

44

45
46

41

End of
Year

(I)

(183,898

24.059002
122639
8,748,823
3,790,070

/89,026
17 071
26"o,7.50
166,695

(1 052

_154,678)

(41 373\
(133,639

2,839.655
91,819
44,699,934

85,183.

(19,456)

145,012

Offiee furnilute end equipment

169.185
313.115

TransportatiOn equipment
laboratory equipment

-

-

Communlc:abOn equipment

i8.262

Power operated equipment

339.022
111.891

Toot; shop and garage equipment
Otller·general plant

Total general plant

390 Other tangible property
391 UtRilv plant ourcllased
392 Utllily olan1 sold
Total undistribumd !tams
Total uUiity plant In service

-

(23 103'

Structures aild improvements

Stores equipment

130,239

1,094,487

1,960
1,612,071

.

1,614,031
BW2,890

-.

.

.

-

. {_218 624)

.

.

7356

.

(5,115

-

-.

.

.

-

2.087•
312

.

9,754

-

-

.

956,559

.
.

.
.
.

.

578 913

VIR. UNDISTRIBUTED ITEMS

43

Balance

Olher
De!)its or
(Credits)
{e)

4,880,600

.

348

371
372
373
.374
375
376
377.
378
379

Year
(c)

167,326

StruciiJreS and improvements

VIL GENERAL PLANT

33
J4

Retiremenls
During
During Year
(d)

TRANSMISSION AND OJST. PLANT

23

28

Balance
Begilning
of Year
(b)

.
'

-

j5,1151

(20.217
'(258,794

23,914,2..!0
139 711
8,968 201
3,823,126

.

2 905,381

71.601
44799 430

142,945

(2,066

-.
.
(2,066

.

.,

-.

.

J53li,653)

167.326
4,809,838

_(976,546)

176541
308,000

-.
16,262
341.109
112.202

.
1

ogi 060

1950
'.812.071

1 614 031
68,814,250
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SCHEDULE A-1d
DISTRICT RATE BASE AND WORKING

Line
No.

1
2

3
4

5

6
7

Tille of Account
(a)
RATE BASE

Acct.

Utility Plant
Plant in SeiVice
Construction Work in PrQgress
General Office Prorate
Total Gross Plant(=Line 2 + Une 3 +Line 41

Less Accumulated Depredation
Plant in Service

g

General Office Prorate
Tolal Accumulated Depreclatlont=-Line 7 + Line 81

10

Less Other Reserves

11

Deferred Income Taxes
Deferred Investment Tax Credit
Ottier ReServes
Tolal Olher Reservesj:•-line 11 + Une 12 + Une 13)

6

12

13
14

Less Adjustments
Con1iibUtloils in Aid of Construction

18
19'
20

Add Materials and SU~Jplles

21

Add Working_ Cashl=Line 34_1
Add General Office Rgions District office, CSA allocation
TOTAL DISTRICT RATE BASE
=Une 5 -Line 9- Line 14- Una 19 +Line 20 +line 211

23

Balance
12/31/2012
(c)

Balance
01/0112012
(d)

69,246,184
1,710,293'

69.372,890
710,116

70,956 477

70,083,006

. 25,744.018

24,991 .528

25,744,018

24,991 528

5,549,364

5,795,246

82194

86.118
85,660

101 643
5,733 201

-

5,961,023

)

Ad\lancas for Construction
Other
Total Adjusbnents {"'Une 16 +line 17 +Line 18)

22

.

'

'
15
16
17

CA~H

:

..

4,516,041

4161,979

4,378,019

4,528,4.56

8 894 061

8,690,405

25,946

28,825

121.667
1497 423

2,085,704

32 230 234

32,670,185

..

121,667

Working Cash
24

25
26

27
28
29

30

31

32
33
34

Oetenninalfon of Operational Cash Requirement
OperatinQ Expenses Excludina Taxes Depreciation & Uncollectible
Purchased Power & Commodity for Resale•
Meter Revenues: Bimonthly Bilfing_
Other Revenues: Flat Rate Monlttly.Billing
Total Revenues ('-Line 27 + Line 28)
Ratio -Flat Rate to Total Revenues ('-line 28/ Line 29)
5124 x Une 25 x (100% -line 30)
1124 x Une 25 x Line 30
1/12 x Une 26
Operational Cash Requirement (::Line 31 +Line 32- Une 33)
• Electric power, gas or other fuel purchased for pumping and/or
purchased commodity for resale billed afler receipt (metered).
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377.3
I.U0.1
. 7.4
llt.O
J431
11.5

IJtSCEli»>EOUS

AllOCATED GEJoiEP..AI.. OFFICC
AlL Ornsf Woii(TI!IWICE GSH!'J'.AI. 1'I.I.NT
REHT
ALGIAIIOR
OS'RECCATlON N<O AMORilZATIOI•
PP.OPCRTYT..XES
PA'mOLL 71\XES
LOCAl. TAXES
STATEffiCOI.ti!TAX
FEDEIW..INCO~ TI\X

5&,5520

ZI.W3
0.0
0.0
S3,~G

215M5.0
lO.Slll.l
353..5\19.1

··~

15.aeii..Z
0 .0

0.11
(152.2)

(57,418.4)

J/1.4

51.174.5

20.5

151.4

60.1
:18.2

13,1511.0

11.2!15.0
()58.~

(:!1. 2)

1.79U

13.;1

574
IP2JI

14.7
(18.8)

1.04S..Z
ll,IH4

1C1_•n.s

119.)13.1
.....1
(:l235.6)
13,0i4.i
0.0
31,!54.8

\Z.S

0 .0

2,41TA

•o.o

SUI

4D

7.2~.3

1,135..11

lt3.0
H.D
10f>.O

:z,)a,T~.1

2,24e.2
1.276.1

~

TOTAL OPEAATING EXPENSES

13,3U.5.

3(

C"'JC FEE ( 1.''5 OF REVENUE:)

I.BI!U

l2

lOTAI.

l15.131.5
QiUJQ.7
3,814,45&.3

~.'J

114,1187.a

1~9.104.2

4,014.061.0

•141
AV~I!!LAG-----·------~

AVEFI.AGEIIMOUI-IT OF CASHReoliiAI!DASA RESULT OF
PA YlNG E!XPEHSES, TAXES AtiD ACCRUING DEPRI!C!A TJON
IH AOVAtl::fi OF COU.!CTING ~NUfS
(SinThOilSWI I

(2}

II"-" U41;, PJ~t~MftlGI E.'P"MeJ, Tlllla&- Aowuir.g

Depr~

(3) Exc:uo ol Colle,;'"" L" Pver P"YY"t"llq
l7

[CJ Total of E.cpense•, TPW8 U'UI 0apfecia0on
(5} 0.~

Total ol e,q,.,...,, Tau• ·~ Oeorod.ollon

(5/ A--eo Amounl at l'.btlcing Coch Copllal R14un~ u o Re>llfl of
P..yng E•p.. T~• ond· Otpre!affan In Advance ol C<:118<lklll Ravi!IUU

NOTE:

S<hoc!llo t~(.C!IWinlle dcforo (Aci=una 7113.00 f'tuperty lnRlllnat. 794 00 I~• ond O"''M!Jl'S· ond 7>5 DO Pen11cn & a..-.otil<)
farv..llndrq Cat~ ClllariiCon ·Doters '-'WI"'" u;>rHIIyCot>~ :UII ealc>Jb:loft

------------------------- ---·
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41.41 doya

3.21 d3yl

SCHEDULE A-3
Depreciation and Amortization Reserves
Ac.c.ounl 250

No.
1

(.a)
Balance in reserves at beginning of year

2

Add:

3
4

(a) Charge<fto Account

503

504, 505

s
6

{d) Salvage recoveoed

7
8

(~)All other aedils~

9

Deduct: Debits Ia reserves durinq year
(a) Book cost of propertY retired
(bl_ Cost of remov.lll
{c) All other debils11

10
12

Accouni252
Utility Plant
AcqtJisition

Utility
Investments

Adjustments
(d)

(c)

17,94&,395

7,044,635

1,816.204

403.215

Account253
Other
Property
(e)

Credits to reserves dunnq year

Cbl Charged Ia Acco\Jnt 265
Ccl Charged to Cleari~ Accounts

11

Utility
Plant
(b)

I!em

Line

Account251
Limifed-Term

.

42 893

-

22.285
2,014,095

-

559,379
Total debits

ts

State method of determining depredation charges.

2,078 595
17,882,395

-

-

14 746
14,748

980 562

Balance in reserve at end of year

.

-

4DJ 215

538,653

14

.
.

-

3,199
Total credits

13

129 514

7,433,104
Composite Rate

16

17
18

RePort the ~edatiorl claimed in your Federal Income Tax Rerum for the vear- $

19

"Indicate the nature of these item" and show the accounts afrec:llld by_lhe contra entries.

20
21

Claremont 2012, Page 5
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NOT AVAILABLE BY DISTRICT

SCHEDULE A-3a
Analysis of Entries in Account 2SO·R~s&rv9 for

Depr~;~ciation

of Utility Plant

c~~l.rob9~111dif,_..,.••~~cr~rateJWZ,VptiN~)

Oebl!sfo

Credils 1!1
Balance
B•glnnlng
Line
No. Acct.

'

311
312

Reti'I>Val

End

DEPRECIABLE PI..AIIT

Year

S31vage

(b)

{e)

!!"'(d)_""'""

Ysat

(a)

llet
(Or.) or Cr.
(")

I. SOURCE Of SUPPLY Pt.AHT
Srr.te:uru and inprovemems

5

31o

woas

5
7

316

SuPI>IY maillS

3t7

0111., scomo of su~ply plant
• Total sawc• ohupply pl:ant

322
323
324

' 11
12
13

325

1-4

15
16

331
332

Lake. river and Olho.r int.al:es
s~•n~~ runmols

Beier l)lant e<~uklmenl .

Ill
19
20

343

21

3~

22

345

3<11
3-'2

346
347

Z4
25

318

z;;

3-49

27

sc.oez

806

25-4,016

(328,579

886 ~58
11 .706
948,28$

103... 42

1,882.37n

(30,289
(391870

4,012

V. GENERAL f'Lo\HT
Strvcwroa ard lmr>n>vemenls
Oft:e lumiture ard ~•nl

371
372

30
31

373

T~llan

374

SIE><el IIQLripmenl

erl\llpmenl

32

375

~equi!JI11..1111C

33

3711

Communlclllion ..,..;,menl

3<1
35
36
37
31

377
371
379

Powlf OJ>.!nlod ~ui.Jiml!lll
Tools, lhOP ird ~ ~:ipment
Oth"' oenenll pt..,!

390

Olher llnaible D"''»ltY •

351

Waif:rjllenl I!Urcfl:ueC
Tobll oBr.cral plant
TOTAl.

-.

-

.
(237,1134

104.247

12 374.327

1>72
100

<48,1U
i377,820
423 988

36 060

{74tl,731)

(1.439
(116,6.(5

207.001

207,1173'

(~1. 503'

(&.043.~Z)

{488,3511]

3.011

16,892

(6.551,897)

(4HW

Hydro ills
0'* nn•mission and distrftlution plant
TCICallrUS. and of'.Wibulion plant

.-

42•.202}

20.008
ID.IIIS
100823

~2,049

.
(1.230
(2,841.090
(MII3.755

(2.UO)

(307

08~)

{~10.<85

.

, _ illlalldonl

211
29

J9
olD

(33 001

(82.736

-

MeteB

271,88<]

426.&17)

IV. TRANSIIIIS$1011 AHD OISTRIBUnoN PI..AtiT
SttLICIUies 8lld ~riroveol'll!llt5
Resetlll>h lnd l&nh
Trancrnlukin ard dlslltbullalr morns
Flr..matni

/ 112,735

3117U

l,Olol 970]

troatmont e!l!!fl>ment

-

331,4611

18.249

219,351

IU, WATER 'TREA'IMENT PLANT
Sll\lclUr..., .and ll!lp<ovemo.nts

sllnlfs

-

.

51426

..

Other IJUftlllina pl:ant
To!Jol ptJmplng p!,nt

-

{29.747

(2,6.&3,737)

PUI!IDina eau!Dmcnl

311,2'9

-.
J<I,76J
.-

"'

(f)

442 789

.

Olhllf- produdiOn equipment

INa1t:f

(28,&79

-

.

--

-

-

(62 968)

H. PUMPING PlAHT
Slr\lciUreS ard lm~vaments

C:>st

-

{379,801

Total water treatment plan!

17

23

--

~and ilflj)C)UIId~"lg ~rs

314

Ill

B.!lonce

~"''l

313

J21

lind

Cos: a1

Yl!¥
bdudill!l

4

i

Salv2~

al

2
3

s

R•O"ring Ye:ar

RtSOIV"
During

csr.on

1152.141
(58.349
(12,1173 767

(1.763
(1315,311

(3.350
(5.325'

lOS
(163.t6C))

(4~893

1270.2231

.

.

(18,263]

(191,965!

(32.241

(84051)

(12,1t.JS

(1707
(1 .177,086
(1,905157
Jl7_,t4&.8911

-

.

&72

2,017 '

((439

~0 .6~2)

41,37J
133,839

161,715

!2.~2 .087)

20.272

(1740 308

19,4511
20.217

3,550

41A6U

-412.411

(116!1,102)
(39:804
11&2U22

.

zooo

s 115

.

..

-

.

.
-

.

11.175
(189.115}

1301.001)

.

.

-

(t6.2U
1<!<4,206
(!!.le&J

(39

11.746

H'Z397
(U917t)

c1 .it1S ~s~
(2 ~7 !6&1
{17W!,J951

!2.010,89&

•
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7111

uu 21i

&56,111

SCHEDULE B-1
Operating Revenues

Une
No.

ACCOUNT
Acct.
601

3
4

5
6
7

Metered.sales to general ctJsfomers
601.1 Commercial saf&s
601.2 lndustial sales

601.3 Sales 1o public auihcrllie s
Sub-tolal

602

10

13

18,052,198

15.5S7.2G4

494.~1

128.379

1t!l,245

l&.l3<1

375,90~

3a2.753

16,556,471

16,0SO,lll2

(5,&491
506,276

Commerci31 sales

.
.

Industrial u!es

SIIIIHI to pUblic au'J10rides

Sales to irrigation customers
603:1 u~~·s

603.i
.

15

.

.

809,737

Sub-IOt!l

809,7l7

Private fire i>rotection seiV/ce

81.599

17

605

Pubncfirep~ec6onsennce

18
19

606

20

608
609

Sales·to other water utJ1itJes for resale
Sales to governmental agencies by_ contracls
ln1erdepartmenlal sales
oiher.sales or service
Sub-total
Total water service revenues

.
.

23
24

611
612

27

613

28
29
30

614

501

II. OTHER WATER REVENUES
MlseeUaneous· service revenues
Rent from water property
lolen:lepartmental rents
Other water revenues
Tofal other water revenues
Total operating revenues

Claremont 2012, Page 7
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- --·-- ··--- -------

131,783

.

604

607

677,e54

Urvnelet9d sales

16

25
26

in (Pa~nthesls)

(d)

(c)

SlJ!Ho121

603

14

21
22

Net Change
During Year
Show Decrease

Unmetered sales to general wstomers

602.1
. 602.2
602.3

6
9

11
12

Amount
Preceding
Year

I. WATER SERVICE REVENUES

1

2

(a)

Amount
Cwient
Year
(b)

17&.i10

.

.

677,9$4

131,783

59,~11

1.630

.
.

.
.

1.25-4

174,&57

.
(i56.~64)

(3.~2

153,17:2

2l<4,<418

214,396

2011'23

17,600,633

16,942,552

6580U

•4,788

6.~0

{1,7031

.
.

.

(151,4C2

(2,1681

(1~9.~13)

(148,604

4,312

(150,915)

17,454,021

16,!148,863

507,161

~CHEDULE B-2
Operating Expenses- Class A, B, and C Water Utilities
(Respondenl si>Guld use the group ot &CO'JUnts' applic::!ble to irs dass)
I

Ni!tChange

Class
Account
(a)

Line
No.

!

2
3
4

s

Acct.

c

A B

I. SOURCE OF SUPPLY EXPENSE
Operation
Operation supervision at1d engineen_r~g
701
Operadon supervision, labor and &XP8f1Ses
701
Operation labor and expenoses
702
Miscellaneous expenses
703
Purchased water
704

A B
A

c

M~inlenanea

6

9

706
706
707
708

10

708

11
12

709
710
711
7l2
713

7
8

13
14
15

16

17
18

19
20
21

721
721
722

722
723
724

22
23

725
726

24

729

25
26

729
730
731
732
733

Maintenance supervision and engineering_
Maintenance or-structures and facilities
Maintenance of stiuctures end im_Qrovements
Maintenance of collect end illTJ)Otlnd r&Servoirs
Mmtenance of source of supply facilities
Maintenance of lake, river and other intakes
Maintenance of springs and tunnels
Main~nanc:e of wells
Maintenance of sup_
oly mains
MaintenanCe of other source of su_ppfy plant
ToJ,al source of suppfy expense
IJ. PUMPING EXPENSES
Operation
Operation supervision and engineering
Operation supervision labor and~nse
Power procluc;OOn labor and expense
Power production' labor, expenses and fuel
Fuel for power production
Pumping labor and expenses
Miscellaneous expenses
Fuel·or power purchased for pumping

A B

c

A B
A
B.
A
A
A
A
A B

A B

Current
Year

Preceding
Year
(c)

(b}

c

B

13.058

7,923

71
4;:4
3,733,340

831

(76U

1274
3 047,196

(801)
686,144

a.na

5. 1~7

c

27

28
29
30

A 8
A B
A B
A 8
A B

c

-

4,313

6,334

(11 897)
(2,021

954

2126

(1,172)

50.036

18:012

32,024

6.600

1:648

3 823 546

3,107 522

4,952
716 024

-

·-

-

-

6280

4,077 .

-

-

-

-

2,203

.

.(22,144

82,615
3.914
756,509

824,3~

(67 825

559

3,475

(2,816

4,795

9,702

l4,907)

327 464

287,278

-

1,182,235

104.758
9,292

-

-

1,242,916

'
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1,631

11 897

Maintenance .

Maintenance supeN/slon ani:l engineering
Maintenance of s1rudures andeguipmen1
Maintenance of strud\Jres and irriProverneniS
Maintenance of power productlon~ulpment
Mabitenance of pumping equipment
Maintenance of other pumping plant
Total pumping expenses

-

-

-

A

!bing Year
Show Oeaease
in (Paramhesls)
Id)

20,981

-

A

A B
A
A B

Amount

c

A B

A B

Amount

-------·-·- - - - -·- -·

(5377

.

.
.

40,185

-

(60,680

.

SCHEDULE B-2
Operating Expenses -Class A, B, and C Water Utilities (Continued)
(Raspamfent should use lhe gtoup ollliXOI:nls apptic:cbl!! ID ~s class}

Net Change

Class
Account

Line

No.

Aa;:t.

A B

(a)

c

Amount
Current
Year

Amount
Preceding
Year

_(b)

(c)

During Year

SI'IOW Dectease
In (Parenlllesis)
(d)

111. WATER TREATMENT EXPENSES
Operation
Operation supervision and engineering
QperiltiOn supervision labor and eXPenses
Operation labor and~nses
Miscenaneous expenses
Chemicals and filtering materials
Maintenance
I
36
746
Malnlellance supeNision and eoqlneerfnCI
37
Maintenance of s:ructrJres and ~u/pmenr
746
Mainteoanco of structures; and improvements
38' 747
39
748
Mainlef'lsnce of water tteatment~uipment
Tci_bl.l water treatment expenses
<O
IV. TRANS. AND DIST. EXPENSES
Opel'lltion
41
Operation supervision and engineering
751
Operation supervision. labor and e)CI)enses
42
751
Storage facilities expenses
43
752
Operal!on labor and fl)(pen5es
44
752
Transmission and distribution lines expenses
45
753
Meter,eJ()Je(lses
48
754
47 755
Customer instaRalions e>a>enses
Mlscenaneous expenses
756
48
Maln1enanc:e
Maintenance supervision and engineerina
49
75B
Maintenance of structures and plant
758
50
759
Maintenance of structures and improvement!;
51
Maintenance of resetVoini and tanks
52
760
Mainlenance of trans. and dlstnbutlon mains
761
53
Maintenance of mains
761
54
Mafrifenanee of fire mains
762
55
Maintenance Of services
763
56
Mantenance of other trans. and distsibulion plant
783
57
764
Maintenance of meters
58
765
Maintenance of hYdrants
~9
Maintenance of mlscaRaneous plant
766
50
61
Total transmission and distribution expen&es

31
32
33
34
35

a

A

793

2,064

(1.271)

75,413
33
31,467

105,735

A B
A B

(30.322)
(291
(20 748

A B

1.113

732

28,493
39403
176,715

47,156
20332
22!1557

(18.663)
19,071
151,843

25911

27,066

(1,155)

100

(100)

741
741
742
743
744

c

A

c

A B
A B .•

A 8

c

-

A

324
52 215

B

··-

-

381

-

-

-

·A

8,850
.35,350
70.906
56696

9662 .
·26,850
81530
64722

9,375
.l8 026

A B

26,652

19.214

7 438

27.9n

.

A
A

A

.

c

A B
A 8
A

.

308,1.12

B

A
A
8
A

A
A
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..

7.339
183,634

L812

8.500

-

20.633
124,478

-

76,065

&<,408

(8.343

62 373
23 799

75,147
14 719

(12,774
9080

722 685

574 391

148 294

.

-

-

-

.

SCHEDULEp B-:2
Operating Expenses - Class A, B, and C Water Utilities (Continued)
(Respondent SllOuld use the group of aa:oonfs appOcabfe to il5 class)

Class
Une
No.

Accou11
Acel

V.
S2
63
64
65
66
67

68
69

790
771

n,

772
773
773
774

775

c

A. 8

{aJ
CUSTOMER ACCOUNT EXPENSES
Operation
Transferred Customer Expenses

Amount
Current
Year
(b)

212306

S~~pervisiorr

A 8

Supe_rv., meler reod. other customer acet BXJ~enses
Me!er reading ex~ses
Customer records and colledion expenses
Customer. records and accounts expenses
Misc&llaneous customer aca>unts expeoses
Uncollectible acc:ounls
Total customer aCGount upenses

c

a

A

A

Amount
Preceding
Year
(c)

Net Chang!!
Ourlr.g Yoar
Show Oecn!a1;a
In (Parelllhe9s)
(d)

4 ,048

158,474
1,654

53.632
2.395

78.806
110.318

76,494-

101 481

2,312
9.637

8
A

c

A B

34 584
62,818
5028'19

37,397
32,762

4011262

(2.814
30,056
94,617

VI. SALES EXPENSES
70
71

n

73
74
·75
. 76 •

781
781
782
783
784
765

Operation •.
Supervision
Sales eXPenses
DelnoriStratinQ and seiPnQ'eXDenses
Advertising expenses
• MisCellaneous sales expenses
. Mert:hand~ng, jobbing and con1tad work
~rotlf.sales expenses
VII. ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSES

.

.
{1 883

-

.
.

-

.
.
.

3.046

49211

(1 813

37.720
87102

52,784
1.399
(52,295)

.

. A B

c

A
A

.
30~

A

.

.

A'

Operation

77.
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

65
86
87
88

89
90

790
791
792
793
793
794
795
796
797
798

798
798
799
805

91

811

92

812

93
94
95

613

AlloCation of A&G EXQensas
. ' ;.
Adn\inlstraiive aild general salaries
Oftlcit.supplles and other exoenses
Pfoi)erty lnstir3r.ca
..
Prop~ Insurance lnluries and damaQes
lniuiles ·aild ·damages
Employees' pensions and benel'rta
FranChiSe-requirements
Ragulatory commission expens_es
Outside servic:es employed
MiscellaneOus other qeneraJ expenses
Miscellaneous other Qeneral~lion eXPenses
Miscellaneous general exi)enses
Maintenance
Maintenance of Qeneral .Plant
Total administrative and general exJ)enses
VIQ. MISCELLANEOUS
Rents
AdministraHve elq:Jenses transferred • Credit
Duplicate charges - Credit
Total miscellaneous
Total operating e.xpenses

A B .c
A B C
·A

B C
A'
A 8
A B
A B
A

c

c
c

B.

-

- .
2.642.45-4
.

.

-

. 692

41,461
337 865
663

(4 392
12,688
30

355,578

31192

34!4,386

.1 ,106

1,157

(51)

49.824

3,563,965

49,218
3 2211,531

23.581

23.585

9,99&;1173

23,585
8 818,993

37.070
350.553

-.

-

.

c

A

A B C
A B
A B
A B

2,695,237
39,119
34,807

'928

c

c
c

23 581
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.

-

606
335,155
(4

.

-

(4)

1,179,630

SCHEDULE 8-4
Taxes Charged During Year
Total Taxes
Une

Kird ofT ax
(See system support for Instructions)

Charged
During Year

Water
(Account507)

No.

(a)

{b)

(e)

314.235
271,19{)

1

Taxes on real and personal property

314,235

2

State corp. franchise tax
Pa_1rolllaxes
Other state and local taxes
Other federal taxes
Federal income tax

271,190

480 207

480,207

Groundvnter assessments

504 634

504,634

1,648 102

1 648,102

3
4

5
6
7

58,566
19,270

58,566
19,270

Total

-
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Non-U(ility
(Account 321)
(d)

Other
(Accoun:S)

Capitalized

(e)

(I)

SCHEDULE D-1
Sources of Supply and Water Developed
I

line
No.
1

Diverted lnlo 1

2
3

I

FtOWIN ...

STP.EAMS
From Stream Loeation of
Divetsion
or Creek
(Neme)
Point

Prionty Rigfll
Claim

(\Jnilf

Annual
Quantities

Diversions

Diverted

Min

(~

Capacity Max

Remarks

"None•

4

5
6
7
8
9

WELlS

AI Ptart
(h•~t.rNIL~fll1

10
11
12

PI.ITlping
C:lpac1y
1

Number

Localion

Deplh
Oivetsions in Wafer

{l)l~f

AMuaf
Quantities
Pumpad

Remarks

(Un~f

"REFER TO ATTACHED SCHEDULE

13
14
IS

. 16
17
18
19

FlOW IN

Annual
Quantifies

_ _ (llnill'

TUNNELS AND SPRINGS .

Remarks

Used

20

Deslgn&tlon

Location

Number

Maximum

Milllmum

. (IJnlf

21
22

23

24
25
.26

Purchased Water for Resale

27

28
29 Purchased from
30
31

Annual quantilies_jlUrchased

I<Unit chosen) 'I

I

"REFER TO COMPANY
SCHEDULE D-1"

32
' StaiD ditch, pipe &I)G, reservr:~lr, e1c . .,.;lh r>ame, if any.
1 T-.e ~tlly unit In established use fer cxoressirog water slcrad and used in lallJ8 amc:unts Is \he IIQ'e loci. Which
equais <3.580 cubic toot in domeslic USIIIhe lhouS.,., gel!ons otllle tuotJTed cubic~ ~,.,.Of flow or
discharge in larger amounls Is expressed In cubic feet per sear.d. In gaiiMs per mlnllle. in gallcns per day,
01 n the minlll'l lncll Plsase bl! C311!ful 1o stale !he Ul1il used.
1

Avetage dePih 1o wa1er surtaca below ground sudao!.

SCHEDULE D-2
Description of Storage Facilities
Combined Capacity

Line

Number

Type
No.
1 A. Collecting Reservoirs
2

Concrell!

3

Earth
B. Distroution Reservoirs

6

7

s

9
10
11
12
13

c.

Rema~

"REFER TO ATTACHED SCHEDULE"

Wood

4

5

(Gallons or Acta l'ftiJ

Coocrets
Earth
IA.'ood
Tank'
Concrel<!!

Earth

Wood
51~1

Total
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i

SCHEDULE D-3

Description of Transmission and Distribution Facilities

I.

A.

•

Length of Dit~hes, Flumes and Uned Conduits In ~iles for Various Cap!lcities
Capacities in Coole Feet Per Second or Miner's·Jncnes (slate 1111\rch)

Line
No. Description
1
Ditch
2 Flume
3
Uned conduit

0105

Slo 10

1110 20

21 to 30

31 to 40

4110 50

51 to 75

76 to 100

'

4

-·

To~l

5

A. Length of Ditches, Flumes and Uned Conduits in Miles for Various Capacities (Continued)
Capaddes in Cubic Feet Per Second or Minet"s "lnttles (state Which)
50110
301 to
10110
201 to
40110
750
200
400
500
300

line

No. Oes<:rip!Jon
5 OUch
7 Flwne
8
Unes conduit

75110

Over

1000

1000

Total
All lengths

'

9
10

To~l

B. Footages of Pipe by Inside Diameter$ In Inches- Not Including Service Piping
Une
No.
11
12
13

H.
15
16
17
18
19

20

21

1

Description

1 1/2

Cast Iron
Cast Iron (c:emet\1 lil'led)
Concrete
COPPill"
Riveted Sleet
Standard Scraw
Screw or Welded Casii1Q

2

2 1/2

. 3

...

.

"REFER TO ATTACHED

5•

,

..

Welded Sleet
Wood
Other (soecifvl
Total

.

B. Footages of Pipe by Inside Diameters In Inches - Not Including Servlca Piping (Continued)
Une
No. Description
23 CaS11ron.
24 Cast iron (cement lined_l

25

B

\

SCHEDULE'~

Cement- Asbesltls

22

4
~

a

Other Sizes ,._
(SpeC:il Sizes)

.10

12

14

16

20

Total
AA Sites

..

Conae<e

26

Copper

27
28

Riveted Steel

29
30
31

Screw or Welded Casing

Stand11rd Screw

"REFER TO ATTACHED SCHEDULE"

Cement- Asbestos

Welded Steel

32 Wood
33
34

Olher rsoectfvl
Tolat
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SCHEDULE D-4 !
Number of Active Service cd,nnections
!.

Metered- Dec 31

Curren~

Prior
Classification
Residential
Commercial (including domestic)
Industrial
Public authorities
Irrigation
Other (specify)
Subtotal
Private fire connections

Year
9 763

Year
9,753

776
10

791

24

24

266
69

266

Total

-

-

9

63

.
10,908
.

1Q,906

10,908

10,906

-

Public fire hyc:frants

Flat Rate- Dec 31
Current
Prior
Year
Year

.

-

157

-

-

157

159
-

159

SCHEDULE 0-5
Number of Meters and Services on
Pipe Systems at End of Year

'

Size
5/8 x 3/4- in
314. in
1 -In
1 112 ·in
2-ln
3- in
4 ·in
s ·In
8 ·in

Meters.
3 701
892
5,807
145
.471
BO

Other
Total

1

29
10
6
11,142

Services

1,992
8,179
3
580
48
97
73

63
30
11,065

SCHEDULE D-6
Meter Testing Data
A. Number of Meters Tested During Year as Presetibed
in Section VI of General Order No. 103:
1. New, after being received
2. Used, before repair
3. Used, after repair
4 . Fouild fast, requiring billing adjustment

B. Number of Meters in Service Since last Test
1. Ten years or less
2. More than 10, but less than 15 years
3. More than 15 years

Claremont 2012, Page 14

EXHIBIT B -Page 16

2

87
14

8,710
2,133
431

I

SCHEDULE D-7
Water delivered to Metered Customers by Months and Years In
Clas:siftcaUon
of SetViee
Commercial
lndusllial
Public: authorities
lrric'Jetion
Other (specify)
Contract
Total

Classification
of Service

Commercial

January
236,516
2,067
5,563
10.850

33

23.962
278,99f

February
210,792

2.056
6.494
10,444
(9

229,767

I

CCF

May

March
215,516
1.053

April
212,&83
1 728

4.555

4,674

10,207

7.191

251,344
2,035
4979
12,417

18,179
249 510

6 119
232 659

11,259
282040

-

s

8

!
I

August

452,548.

September

516 846

October
398 790
5.228

November
345 191
4,973
9.742
24,710

December

6,705
5,387
lndus"otial
15,626
18,459
14 58IS
Pubfic aulhorit~s
57,313
59,424
46,816
lrri!l_ation
Other (specify)
36
17
10
14,559
12 716
15765
13,222
Contract
613 787
398,332
478,452
Tolal
. 548,898
1 OU8ftlity unu 10 a.-In IUianlds. a1 ~ rael. ll"lclus3nds Cllg~ro~c. nr:roo-r.t~ "'rnlnw'slnciHiayL

-

Total aete5 iTigated

219569
2 974
1,732
9,337
1

7685
241,299

Tolal populalion served

• ,A,s,umes 4.1333~ nousehold.
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(Unit Chosen)'

Jline
392.366

July
. 449,596

2.987

2,783

13.307
38,242
17
14,653
461 572

15,522
4a,4!l0
4
15,634
532,1129

Total
Su!Jtotal
CuiTl!nt Year
1,933 944 .
3 902,947
' 39976
25 267
50145
115239
335 241·
197 400
64
120
.. 63 948.
153 813
2,Z80,768
4 547,338

45,735 •

Subtotal
1 969 003
14,709
55,0~

137 841

56
89865
2 266568

Tolal

PriorYear
3 671469
289&9
108.389
244 302
112 876

-

4166,025

\

End of Year Balances in Select~d Accounts

!

!

Indicate the end of year balances shown in the district's accounting recordJ for the following accounts:

131

Materials and Supplies on hand

100.3

Construction Work in Progress

$====-===================~1,=71=0~,2=93=

241

Advances for Construction

$=======================4~·~37~8~,0~19~

265

Contributions in Aid of Construction

$=========================4~,5=1=6~,0~4=1

$==========================2=5=,9=46=
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-

I
DECLARATION

(PLEASE VERIFY THAT ALL SCHEDULES ARE ACCU~TE ~ND COMPLETE BEFORE SIGNING)

Gladys Farrow

I, the undersigned

Name of District Manager or Equivalent (Please Print)
of

District

Claremont
Name of District

of

Golden Slate Water Company
Name of Utility

at

915 West Foothill Blvd Suite E. Claremont. CA 91711
Address of District Office

under penalty of pe~ury do declare that this report has been prepared by me, or under my direction, from
the books, papers and records of the respondent; that I have carefully examined the same, and declare the
same to be a complete and correct statement of the business and affairs of the above-named respondent
and the operations of its property for the period of January 1, 2012, through December 31, 2012 .

Vice President -Finance, Treasurer and
Assistant Secrela!1
Tille (Please Print)

I

909 394-3600
Telephone Number
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.~JJAAq/1:+~
Sign6dre

1

May 2, 2013
Dale

INDEX
PAGE

Acres Irrigated
Advances for construction
Construction work in progress
Contributions in aid of construction
Depreciation and amortization reserves
Materials and supplies on hand
Meters and services on pip~ system
Operating expenses
Operating revenues
Population served
Rate Base
Service ~onnections, active
Signature
·
Source of supply and water developed
Storage facilities
Taxes
Transmission and distribution facilities
Utility plant in service

15
16

16
16
5
16

14
8-10
7

15
4
14

17
12
12
11
13
2-3
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041Dil/Wl:l
10.11AM

!'lam Fac1t11v llldc•
~"'1(111 :

Ill

lli>lrict: footh~t

CSA: Claren>ont
Synem: 317 • Cl~remont
2012
MojO<
Focll\ly

Mane

v~~r

Bne

Built

l~···

Alanuua

Weill

191l: 163G

~•kclev

WeKl

1917

.

Well.\

l'ump
Castna Column
Type
OIMn llnl Sellinc
·
470.
14
Subon.
J3
154!
taO Subm.
14

DeJ!Ih

Prod
WtllNo.

{Af}

'JO
'1S08W34A045
\190: 194 OlSOIIW09GOl51

Uti

&letiY
Tfl>l

T•nkl

Pu..,D$
SliP.

O.llll'

Volume

OesJP'

(ltPI Flaw (ftl>'l•l· He1d lltl

. eltC:

• 50

Elet.

75

375

sao:

(MG)

M~le•l~l

Type

400
45

Remart<
lo PMneDo ne ..
w.,n so Molt> Zone

WeQ

Ho Facillliu

Dtrnttd

NO F•tiHPf'l

Oouldor
Came> Baloy

2004

Keu:tvOU

W. Steel Floo11 nn Comp Boldly tona

0.500' Elev lleiV

1W70

Uo Fac;mUel

C..mpbd

Clly atla vorne
hllel CtJMtttUon
Connection-WIUI•nn
,_Smith
PRV S\allon Cl29

£mer&ei1C\' connection with
CllfoH• Verno

D

Co-opWost Zone to Main

to""
~ly

;=
.,

of la Vttne

......

l261

Emer &tnq a~onccllr:n with

0

City of l l V~rno

Otvo/UI>Ianci
CoAntc<lon

Cl.or•bov•

I

':•

llnterconnrctlon

ConntiCIIon • WIUram•
N ol Coll•o• Wa•t
974
'Ruer'I'Uir

19Gl·

.Booster II
Ooost""B

1.9u: .n40.

0.250 Elov Recv. · W. Steel Ao•ls on Oortbov•

1~0

I I ". t~o·
1997 1640,
1920 1573 471 Oli'IOSW3SQ01S

Collcao- 1

OoastuC
Woll1

Coll<laeJ l

Weill

.

1991

llctMonto

'.llollt

'1915

SSil

Elot.

3.50

17.50

6J4

50

lOO

436

60

375
700

410

OWT

lHS

32

01SOIIW10N01S

4SO

u,

344

OWl

16·.
16;

l9fl
342

ow'r

Elcc.
£Je'c.

OWT

ElcL.

us

t1.5.C
H. S.C.

Elrc.
(Icc.

ISO

/I .S.C.

Elcc.

75

1oo-

50

160
tiSO

as~

367

OlSOIW10H03~

&44

)147

D

OlSOIW10N16S

715

1991
1959

1149
llH
1147'
1147
1147

1949
\959
1960

400

Ele<.

16

L9:a.

OoosterO
•Ooostt:f c

ISO

DWT

60

so·

830

1991

·lluoshtr A

llll
J7S

Elt<.

U33 1210 link

:wetl2

oackwash To~k

&00
• 400

v.l .

~0

14

:well4
East Rescrvblr

no

Ele"
V.c..

!>39

1\lS
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sco

V.T.
V.T.
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to tlar•llov• ll<loster
z<iiie. lackvp G~r•tnr
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l .:iOO Ground f W. Steel Fur~b~y tor Boostcn
0.250 &atJ<w•"• W.Siool Flit or b•ctrw..h recentlon

lSO

1\11 OD:»li:U pump lo

llO

Main Zone

100

GACFIIIo!J'I
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W~ll

Weill
Fore!Niv
aoouer.A
huu~\er

6

191J
1930
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1931
1q31

nn

0

119~ .

0

1SOIW09l04S
f01501Wlii801S

_HO
5-10

Eloc.

DWT

owr

£Icc.

11.s.c

tloc.
El•c.
Elec.

E-'·

11qs

~'
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201~

lfarr..,on

'Wd2
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1170

India.> IIIII North

,\Ut!!ll

1947

14UI 56B OUDM'IJOolOQjS

OOOStcrD

l6
11

us:
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SOl

sso

Wo.lltoFO<cb~

0,021
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Boo"crA
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UPS.
U!IS
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3~

ll.S.C

lOii

II.S.C

a.,.

s·
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450
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5
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75

30

lO

W. S\ed
Sooner A r. 11 pump
lrom (ureb•y \0 lYIIOm
Pump •hrouah "Vd<o tAnk
'o Fe"'us Falls ODOSt.et

75
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~ord

306 Unk

FO<cbay

PtMSUJe

Sl""'

Zone
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.09S

lli

lSO, Su!l!n.

645

~6

OIO

OWl
P~ge

10

Elet.

40

230

390
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1011

8!>0

'2US

W•ll U>lncll•n Hi• fin•

04/0QI201 J'
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FK~ily

Pl:>!'l

lndc•

AP.IIon: lU

DiJiritl: foolholl

CSA: CLaremQnt
Syltcm: 317.

cr..,...,...,,
Ml(Ot
hd~lf

P1af\t
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Wolf•

Prod
\llf}

Depth Castnc Colv"'n
lhl Dlllll (In} se\lln«

Base
fley.

WeUIIo.

I 'tilt
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Dclcn
~""'IY Site
1VI>e 1111'1 Flow!IPmJ Hcid 1111

~DU

Rt!seNGV
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1416
1~1&
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H . ~C.

H.S.C.

~ MWO

1971
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£lee.
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lndllllllll Zonl
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P~V.c

to Main lone • Co-op
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........
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U61

1924

l<IU

'
0
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4SO
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:
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.
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75 .
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15
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Pump~•
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m
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O.D9!J Elev ftolv
W.Sted OutoiScMce
0.123• EJov 1\c>v
W. SteCll Our of !•mio:a
Pumps to Cl•r.,.ont Hci;htl

lon•

60n>ttr E

1917

1662

V.T.

Elcc.

so

600

1\S

Pump•lo Cl•rcmonl Hoieht:
ZoM
PucnpJ 10 Camp Oaltly Zane

Bnonorf

1907

1~1

V.T.

Eltc.

40

600

lJS

Pumps \o t•"'P Oaldy ~an•

P31)e 11

04109/201:1
10.11 AM

l'lont FoeiHty tn<ic•
1\qion:
Olst.rict:
CSA:
Svll•m:

IU
FootluM
O.r crnonl
317 · Claremont
M.>jOI

''*'"l

f><IUl ·
loouer G

Yt~r

BIU

lOll
Prod

UuWI

Elov.

~~

21XlD

Wels

cuana

Olpth
Welllllo.

ColUmn

Da•m ~-;.1 •StUll\!

(h)

Pump

1'tPe

De•""

~- ...

V.T.

1662

P,m,.
51110
Deslan
(liP) . Flo•illf>mJ H..rl(ft)

Ener IV
l'Vpe

1110,

r.,~,,

Volum~

IMGl

T\'l)e

Macerlt.l

us

IODO

P\lmp~

f\.:.m,,kl
to Camp Baldy Zone

Claremont Hcl,hts Z.DI't 10

ilVS1.J,lun0l·
~:amou 8t Bon"'"

l6nenonte lone

•••
lf\V Sl~lior> Cll ·

Indian HUI

Rt&ul~tor

tone 10

"'""""
eoiiPd~n
illl

Co-op £;ut Z.one

'11\1 St•llon Cl3 •
lwelltlc W of Indian

rnoJwn Hllllleaulawr tone tu
CO· op Ea•t Zone

!ilL
'J(\1

~totlun

~enneu

i=
-i

..
I

"''f

~
N
w

Oiltomont l·klllhll Zone to

C\<1 •

llm~stome ~ono

& tklnnht Brite·

PRV ~Utlon CIS· S of
Ul St& Wot Hopo ~I

M~ln

PRV St•llon Cl6 •
lkldetpOrl S of All•nlo

Ca·op Wostlano to lollaln

P"V Sl•li<Nr Cl7 •

Main Zone: lo lower Zona

lone to lower 2one

tone

r.ambfidj!e sal RR
To .. l•

tnlllan HllllotM! to Indian Hlh
lll<~ulator Zone
Cn·op Weot lo~ \o M.>fl

1'1\V Station Cl8 · Cape
(0<1 & H3<1'11""
I'IIV Station CllO •
OJnbury 5 of CaiUde

Zone

..

PRY 5!2tlol' Clll •

CO·op Wesllr>M lo·Malnl7one
~mp Baldy Zan• to

r>arO'I&~mllh

I'1IV Station Ct12 •
Gnnd & Pomollo
Pf\V Slat ion 0 U •
·,..nd "Mlnm••
PRY Slttlon Cll4 •
HoUim & Pomello
'RV Stallon CUS •
lnd~ ttlll & I\'IOnterey

O~rtrooru ~iRliHo~

.

:\;M'..,OI'IIIIOI~h\JlDNI

tndlan 1~11 Zuneto Indian IIIII
11~1110r laftlt

111\V ~•tlort Cl16 •
lnrlian HiP r. Sant• fe

Main l.on~ 10 lower lone

M~ln

PIIV !iratloo Ct17 •

'Milh S nl

-

ht · '""'

PJ(V S\allon Clll •
IMIIIJ&Mirar"•
PRY Slot., 049 •
1.11anle Vlst• N of

:

Cl•emo•W Heilll•l• tono.tq
~~~~~~on H~l ZOII~
Camp Baldy Zone to

-

.

ZUllo to lower l.one

Camp Oaid', Zuth! lo
loromonr H•irhh Zno"'
indian Hlll2ono to CG-011
t.utlqne
· ~laroboya Uooncr tone to
Oarobovo lntor"'odlatt len

PkV Suti<KI 010 •

Mountain S of Vr.r
IE<Dillto ~anto

-

i/
I

-

Page \2

I

0<1.'0!1120 13
lD:\1 AM

I

f'lont Fatdlly tude.<
llqiQfl: Ill

OIJ.tri<:l: Foothill
CSA: cror .... ont
SY\ICt"' .ll7. C~I~I1\MI
Ma)ur
F><lllty

Plant

'ft.ar

. Bullt

·.

2012

Weill .

Prod
(AF)

1/eplh Cll~l& Column
Ill) ~m nnl Soltlnr.

Base
flew.

WthNo

Pump

~nit IV

ly~

lYIIO

Pumps
Site ·

Tonl<s

Volumr
IHPI flow fftpro) Hood Itt) (MGI
Dalcn

Oostcn

1yp~

Uppu O"Ncallo"" ~ ~owct
O"IIUI loll<!

~•duali of\/~

5oinl

I

I

PRV Stallon au · sac•
,1!. 1\odunont
PRV Station 024 • Sace
W of San BeNto

Co-op Ea>llorr~ 10 C<>-1111
West Zone
Cl~rabaya 1\qsv lonQ lo Cn·
ooWo.t lOl\C
Indian HWI ZDr\G ID Clar>bov•
RtsvZonc

f'l\\1 StalfOI\ C\25 • Srn
~celo 1c Via £spinto

tltrabC'Ia Dowt~r Zon<! 10
Clolraboya b\lermdlalc Zone

MV Station Cl12 •

I
i
I

R!!Jslllfi ~i!&Dstf

\
I
I

!Santos

\

PRV St1tlon Cllij Sllvcror"" Vlc>l san
lleni! •
PHV ~to lion cru ·
S.Ucetbrlor & Hal5ua

i

~~

! ~

ltlf

P!\V Sution Cl28 ·
lano&IMod
llicherds 160
ThrH V."o Yl

~ldian Hlll2onc to Co·op
Wc11Zone

llmoltone ZOne 1o lndi.., Hill
Zone
Co-op We<t Zono to l.ltrin

··-

ont

No Foc!Utlc~ MWU

COt\n•<\hm

!Ooostcr/l.

aoonerl\

~

m:
....

~.,~,..,

Material

PRV Scotton C111 •

lloolter C

,,l
1991
1?n

1690• S46

l6,0•
1690:
\6!10

V.T.
V.T.

flee.
Elec.
tlec.

v.T.

lS
1S

zs

11100
600
6011

115
lU

(i(!(J

lU

. Pumps 10 tntlion HiU Zone
Pumps 10 ln<Ji.,l Hill 101\11
Pumes 10 ln<llon Hlll2onc
Ho FIICIIIIIe'

1 ovrnr: t\on\e tlesv Site

~

ln\erto~

•

MWOCUnuccllon

1467

7~6

UlOO

TVMWO lotercon •

MWO tonntclron

11~7

lll

3500·

lVMWO

Mills
r..tounl>.ln
Upper O'NcU

·Reservoir

1991

~160

PRV tO Co-up Ealt lON>o,.....
Mills ltoo>t~r
PRV tu r.toln lone

.
0.750 E\nRtlY

-

~ --

--

-

--- - - - - - -

Page 13

- - -·- - -

W. Slftl

floall on Uppor O'Nctl Zon•
~

- --

Claremont Pipe lenalhs
MI\TERII\l

l012

0\AMElER (Inches)
I

Asbestos U!menf

394

Cast Iron

108

•

1.5

57

6
132,503

161,1611

20,438

ll,OOS

32,614

SO,U4

30.987

8,569

3,398

I
I

I
I

~~

I~

li..
w

""

14

1B Grand

296

4,430

6.19Z

81,402

lB

1,182

8.712

27,289

1,485

38,454
]q2,444

5,431

33,284

n

39,686

92,901

~.1171

1, ')()4.

33,131

l23,151
),716

3,468

~30

524

739

8,877

32,7U

430

~24

796

73.1i2l

230.SSG

Tt>t~l

lBl,OlS
126,098

lSI
248

68'3

If\

4,899

74

Steel
Tali! I

\1

1,286

3,143

Cemenl Lined Steel
0uc1He Iron
HOPE
PVC

8

10

30,551

l0.797

o\9,S77
908
2,812

6S
6S

lOl.Sll
789,497

·v

}

I

!

I

.I

·--

!--

. _______

-----

__
_...,_,_
__.....___
---·-·
,..._... __,..._
.. ....
------

-

~~

~
==:~::"'.. -

/

... -

··-

Golden State Water Company
Claremont Plant Sites

·~c..·_.:

• . l
.•'::···. &#

~

c.. '1!

-r" ...t'-~\ ,.,. .. .,

Plant Site
i.. llel Mrie Runt
.~Padua Rant
I • Mracnlt .Aanll3

,, Fwgus Flaril
•.

~

:::3

n
•

':

0:
N

~~Ran
4;~~~-~FQ,f

··~lbll·.
$ llblnili\ Flirt
... hQQn tlls Rar4
, CJ:nboyu R;r-4

et.llne Vdlys Rani
~~~Au11

,.,J la-NerONeifeseMlir
. , 4JperONdRarA
zs lleft.elly Rant
z.l IMsAari
z:z Fair Ozks Rani
• }fbMet 9arU

...)Jon:~

U' HarrWl Rant
9 l.brllaro Rant
tP~Rw4115

·~~fbll

' OaAmlnt CSA·afce
I 7 PoiJrrer

e;.,yon Fall

,. Carl"fl Baldy RllleiVOI" .

•\'RmiO Rare .·

1

"•,

.

.;-"'!

f '.5 (,<). ~ ~·:>f'e ~ • .. ;,: ·· .

..
-·-....:.. -·.

Adclren
tOGS aAI!\1IfAve, 0annu11. rA. 9171t

l)ollllg

tOOSTrev«taF\ Oarent~~~l C\, 9t711

111 1 EMrano- Ave,iCtreii'M, CA. 91711
tSofS Ferp As. C:r.r.ra1t CA, 91111
1961 NMU-uinAve."Oarerrmt, CA. 91711
2153 N.hlian HI Blvd, <:Jaremn. -CA,~917'11· • •
2183-NVila Mnr Rl, Onn'Dhl; c:t,vrrr(· · · · · ·· ·
m7 Nt.butUi\Ave. Cbran'llll. CA. 91711
2285 Nhdian HI etYd, ~CA. 9171 t
2756 Nt.W-Un Ave, O:nm:l1l, CA. 91711
3306 Pacm Av~. Oarernlnl. CA, 91711
4381 RlbVerdeS..~IU. CA, 9176l
4730 Palm:r Qnyon~ ~ CA,91711
4826 Pamlr Orlyon Rl. Oinrronl. CA. 9171 1
532 W7lh S1, CaratD11. CA, 91711
5.16 SCdfsWf Q-, 0.~ CA. 91711
566 EFoolhil ~d. aaremn. CA. 91711
665 L9&l Way, CJ;nrronl. CA, 91711
71!i W7thSl Oarcm:lll. CA. 9\711
·, ·
798 A~ety ~. Oartmlri, CA, 91711
1981.t!rtlofo cr. 03ren'IX\I, CA, 9171 1
!153 EMr.mlr Ave, Cherraol. CA: 91711
005 Ablrosa 1), Oilrtlmri, CA, 91711
915 Wast Fo.:lN 8MI
934 Car6rlal OlsMg, Cl:nn"onl. CA. 9171 1
!B8 Clardilal ~Mg. Oonmlnl CA. 91711
999 Brgl\alb'tQllg ll, Oonll1Xll. CA. 91711
_.,I ·'>(~·;.'if.// •-;.
t• '
• .J ,. _,.,_
(. ...... ._.. t('.:./...,.::;, ·t'·l'.;r
I'

, ...; • ••I ..

'

··-·

•

~--·-

::_;:=1

--·-·_.:.:·-::::! ·..~:.:- ~.~ :
- ....

- j

i
2

r::

~-

'=

~
~

l

Rights to Water Supply for Claremont System

The Gotd:en State Water Company (GSWC) 20.10 Urban Water Management Plan for the
Claremo11t Systetn.(2010 t1WMP) sta~ that "GSWC obtains its ~r supPly for the Claremont
System from local groundwater from lhe Six Basins an<!'tbe .~o Basi~ and purchased water
from the Three Valleys Municipal Water District (JVMWD). (2010 UWMP at 4-2; Ta~le 4·1.)
In this regard, the:2010 UWMP states:
Groundwater (in'<lud,ing. gr<>undwater pumped under lease with Pomona College
and through ownersh-ip in West Ertq Consolidated Water CQt:np~y) makes lip
about 64 percent offue,available water supply, whereas th~ ren'la.inder i~ provided
by purchased water frem T.VMWD. The quantity of wa,ter to be shared between
the. City of Upland ahd. GSWC has not yet been finalized. therefore projected
water exchanges. ate not availabie. There are no qui,Ultified plantr to use recycled
water fQr the Claremo~ System . . . . (20lQ UWMP at 4-2; Table 4- I.)
Rigbtsto the groundw~tenmd· TVMWD $Upplies refeteJ)ced in QSWC's 2010 Uw'MP ate
further described as foU«>ws:
A.

Groundwater Rights Under the Six Basins Judgment
•

Any anq wl of OSWC' ~ right, title ~d int~res( in the right to. produ~ and use
39.36 percent of-the ann~ Operating Safe Yield (O~Y) of the Pour B~ins ~.
including aU carryover, storage and other rights. r~lated theret~. as set forth by tfre
1998 Judgm.entrendered in Southern Cslifon:lla Water COmpany v. Citv-ofLa
Verne. ·etal., Los Angeles Superior Court ~-~N9, i(C029152 (the Six.Basins
Judgment).
o

According to the GSWC 2010 UWMP, GSWC's claim to 39.36~ of the
a.Mual OSY of the Four Basins Area is based on the following three
separate rigbB:
•

The right to produce 34.741% of the· annual OSY, which right was
award~ specifically _to the s·outhern California Water Company
(SCWC) under. the Si~ Basins Judgment, as reflected .in Ex.hibit 0
to the Six. Basins Judgment. This right of GSWC is further
identified and established by the September 2, 1999 California
Public Utilities Commission Decision No. 99-09-Q 16, and is
identified in tbe GSWC 2010 UWMP.

•

The right to produce 2.772% of the annual OSY, which right was.
awarded specifically to the City of Claremont (City) under the Six
Basins Judgment, as reflected in Exhibit D to the Six Basins
Judgment. and which right is held by GSWC. pursuant to a long
tenn ]ease agreement between the City and GSWC. This right of
GSWC is further identified and established by the September 2,
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i999 Califomi;1 Public Utilitie1! Commission Decision No. 99-09016. and is identified in the GSWC 2010 UWMP.
•

o

B.

The right to produce 1.85% ofthe annual OSY, which right is held
by GSWC pursuant to its assert~ ownershiP. interest in the West'
End Con.Solidilted Water Company·{West End). Pursuant to the
Six Basins Judgment, and as reflecteQ in Exhibit D to the SixJ3asins Judgment, West End specificalty was awarded the right to
produce 15.399*1/o ofthe annual OSY of.the Four-Basins Area. The
ilsset1ed.iight.ofGSWC to.produce 1.8.5% oftheannual OSY
based bp its qwnership, interest in West End is further identified in
!he GSWC 2010 UWMP and in the Six Basiits Watennaster
Annual Report for Calendar Year 2009.

The GSWC 20 J0 UWMP estimates tJmt GSWC's rights to produce
39.36% of the OSY in accordance with the Six Basins Judgment will
equate to approxiplalelf. 7, 11~ ~ere-feet per year in the years 2015 through
2035. (:2010 UWMP at 4-9; Table 4-5·.)

Groundwater Rights in. the Chii10 Basin
•

Ahy and all ofGSWC's ri~~ title.aild int~c;st in.fhe right ~o produce and use.

0. 75 percent of the annu~l Operatin~ S~e· Yield (O~Y) of the Chfnd. Orou~dwater.
Basin, including all (:alT)'ever,.storage, re-allocatiorr anQ ot~er rights telat¢d
thereto, as set forth by ~e 1.978 Jud~e~t:, as ~nded· and r~~ed, i'n Chino
Basin Municipal. Watet Oistrict v. City ofChigo. San Bernardino County Superior
Cout1 Case No. R.CV5l (}I (the·CJ$o Basin Judgme11t).

o

ci

o

.

.

The tight to produce 2:253% <Jfthe annual OSY·in the Chino Basin (or
I;2.35.:376 acr~fcet) was ori~y aw~ded to $CWC,.as re~ected in
Exhibit E to- the Chino Basin Judgment,. and as.-:further idcmtifted in the
Chino Basin Watennaster Tbirty-Fourth·Annual Report.
As tlie successor to SCWC, GSWC ~q~ired SCWC's interest, and
su~equently

pennanently .transfe~d 823.900 acr~·feet to Park Water
Company in 1980, leaving GSWC with its current right to produce 0. 7:5%
of the OSY (pr 41 l .476 acre-feet). This right currently held by GSWC is
identified in the Chino Basin Watennaster Thirty-Fourth Annual Report.
o

C.

The GSWC 2010 UWMP estimates that GSWC's rights to produce 0.75%
oftbe OSY in accordance with the Chino Basin Judgment will equate to
approximately 4 r I acre-feet pet year in the years 2015 through 2035.
(2010 UWMP at 4-!>; Table·4-5.)

Rights to Receive Water from the Three Valleys Municipal Water District CfYMWD)

•

Any and all of OSWC' s right, title and interest in that certain Agreement for
Construction, Operation and tvfaintenance of Miramar Water Treatment, Water

ISJ-11.005(.1 I7643940.1
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Transmission. and Hydroelectric Genera~ng Facilities by and between the Three
ValJ~s Municipal Water District, the City of [,.a Verne, and the Southern
California Water Company, dated on or about October: 5, 1984 (the Miramat
Agreement), including, but not limited to, 'any and all of GSWC's right, title and
interest in the agreements supporting and.relating to ihe Miramar Agreement,
including, but nofljmited to, the Firsi Lease-Purchase Agreements regarding tbe
Miramar Agreement, the Second Lease-Purchase Agreements rega,rding the
Miramar Agreement, th~ First"Miramar Project Sublease, and the Seeand· Miramar
Project Sublease (the Related Miramar Agreements). GSWC's right, title and
interest in the MiraQUir Agreeme.nr.~d the·Related Mitani?I Agreements are
~er identified anq established by the O~tober 17, 1984:Califomia Public
Utilities Conunission Decision No. 84-10-061.
r

D.

Rights Established Between Golden State Water Company and Pomona College

•

Any and all of GSWC's right. title and interest fu that certain Athearn Field Water

WeiJ Lease Agree~e~t by and between Pomona College and Southern California
Water Company dat~d on '?f abou! April 2-. 19?7 (the Athearn Agreement),
iucludin8> but rtot limited tO.; any preceding, amended, extended. modified,
revised, SUP.erseding, related versions of the Aihearrt Agteement (the .Related
Athearn: Agreements) pertaining to rights" and/or obligatio.n of qswc 'to.receive
water from "facilities of Pomona College or ·to provide water to Pomona College.

or

•

Any and all of GSWCs right, title an4 in~reS't in tlu!i certain W!iter Well tense
Agreement by and between Pomona College 3!1d sO~ern ~aliforrtia Water
Compcln.y (Ja~ed on or abput September 16, 1996 (the Lot 28 .Agreemen~).
InclUding, but not limited to, any preceding, amended, extend¢, modified",
revised, Superseding, or related versions of the Lot ~8 Agree~ellt (the Related Lot
28 Agreements) pertaining to rights and/or obligation of GSWC to receive ·water
from facilities of Pomona College or to proYide water to Pomona College.

1s~ J.oos6J\164394G1
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INFORMATIONAL PAMPHLET

OVERVIEW OF T}1E EMINE!-~T DOMAIN PROCESS
AND DESCRIPTCON OF PROPERTY OWNER RJGHTS
(Government Code Section 7267.2(n)(2))
Whenever a public agency makes a fonnal olfer lo purchase property under Section
.7267.2 of the Government Code, it is required by law to provide a description of the eminent
domain process. This pamphlet details the process of eminent domain and property owner rights
under eminent domain law.
Public agencies acquire property for all types of public projects, such as schools, roads,
water and sewer service, flood control, and fire protection. Sometimes public agencies may have
to use eminent domain to acquire property for these projects. Eminent domain is the power to
acquire property for a public use conditioned upon payment ofjust compensation.
The Appraisal Process

Before public agencies can use the power of eminent domain, they must follow certain
procedures designed to protect the rights of property o\vners and the Pl!blic.
If a pub.fic agency is pote'!tially iqterested in acquir~g property for a public project and
makes an offer under Section 7267.2 of tqe Government Code, it is required to send to the owner
notice of iJs decision to appraise the property. This notice will advise the owner thnt the agef!OY
has retained
appraiser to appraise the property. The notice may also provide background
infonnation on the acquisition process. 1t may advise that a business on, the propeny potentially
could have a claim for loss rof business goodwill. It may also advise that occupants on the
property may be entitled to relocation assistance, which can include relocation counseling and
the payment for certWn costs such as moving costs.

an

The tact that a public agency has sen~ a notice of decision to appraise does not mean that
it has decided to acquire the property or to use eminent domain. It simply means that the public
agency has dtcided to appraise the property.
The appraiser must also notify the owner that the appraiser is available to meet with the
owner to discuss and view the property. After investigating the property and other similar
properties, the appraiser will prepare an appraisal report and forward it to the agency.
The Offer of Just Compensation
Upon reviewing the appraisal, the public agency may decide to make an offer to acquire
the property. This offer mu.'lt be in writing. The offer cannot be less than the fair market value
established by the approved appraisal. The offer' must include certain information, including the
public use for which the property is to be acquired and a detailed description of the basis for the

-I.
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and public project will require an occupant to move. An occupant need not be an owner of the
property to be entitled to such benefits. The nature and extent of the benefits can be technical
and will depend upon the particular circumstances of the occupant. Laws an~ regulations s~ the
amount and nature of applicable benefits. Businesses, homeowners, and renters inay be eligible
for relocation benefits. These benefits are protections offered by legislation and are different
from and in addition to just compensation. When relocation is involved, the public agency will
provide an expJana~ion and itemization of the proposed relocation assistance benefits. What is
required for relocation is subject to discussion and occupants can provide infonnation they think
is important in determining the amount and type of benefits.
Starting Eminent DOmain
lf the public agency's offer to purchase is not accepted, the public agency may then
consider the use of eminent domain. Eminent domain involves the acquisition of property
without the owner's consent for a public use conditioned upon payment of just compensation. A
public agency may only use the power of eminent domain if it is granted that power by state
statute.
'
.

The Reauirement for a Public Hearing

•

Before a public agency can consider using eminent domain, it must conduct a public
hearing. The public hearing is before the legislative body of the public agency. For example, if
a city wishes to cOnsider using eminent domain to .build a road, the 'public hearing must be
conducted by the city comicil. The owner, as identified by the latest tax rolls, is entitled to
written notice of the hearing and has a right to speak Before the legislative body. At the hearing
the pub Iic agency considers the adoption of what is called a resolution of necessity. The hearing
concerns whether the public interest and necessity require the project, whether the acquisition is
most compatible with the greatest public good and the least priv~tc injury, wheth~r the property
is necessary for the project, and whether the written offer for just compensation has been made.
The owner and the h~gislative body are to addtess these topics. The owner may be represented
by someone at the heariJ;tg. This Cllll be legal counsel but docs not have to be. The owner mwt
make a timely request to ~ heard... The notice for the hearing must e_xpJain this requirement.
Upon completing the hearing on these topics, the legislative body will determine whether
fmdings on these topics properly can be made, and will consider adopting the resolution of
necessity. The resolution can only be adopted if at least two thirds of the full legislative body
votes to adopt the resolution.

The Court Process
If the resolution of necessity is adopted, the public ag~ncy is then aulhorized to bring an
eminent domain action in state court. Tit is action has to be filed in the county where the property
is located. Those with an interest in the property will be n~ed iri the action. The action is a
lawsuit that must be served·on the named parties. The named partie! have a right to respond by
tiling legal papers. fn these papers the responding parties may raise legal issues regarding
compensation or the public agency's right to use eminent domain.

- 3-
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Once nn eminent domain action is filed, the public agency may ask the court for what is
called prejudgment possession. This allows the agency to acquire possession of the property so
it can begin work on its prQject without awaiting eo~letion of the court actiqn. The agency
may have several ac~9ns in court regarding other properties and may not be able to wait until all
those actions are resolved before proceeding with construction of its proposed project, such as a
road, school, or water pipeline.
To obtain such possession, the pu~lic agency must first file and serve a motion on the
affected parli~s. These p~ies have the right to object and have these objections heard in court.
The public agency must also deposit with the court or the State Condemnation Fund the amount
of probable: just compensation for the property. This amount must be based upon a certified and ·
detailed valuation statement. The owner has the right to challenge this deposit and can file a
motion asking to increase the deposit Those claiming an interest in the deposit may opply to the
court to withdraw the deposit or a portion of it.
If the court finds t~at certain requirem.ents are satisfied and that there are no valid
objections to granting prejudgment possession, the court may grant the public agency's motion
for possession. State law provides certain time periods to property owneis and occupants before
possession can take effect.

. .
.
ln many projects, sileh as road widenings or stonn drains, relocatio!l may not lx; involved
at all. ff relocation is involved, the public agency must provide rel~tion counseling and
financial benefits to the affected parties. The specific requirements for. such counseling and
benefits are set by legislation and regulations. ~elocation disagreements ~re subject to appeal to
the public agency. Relocation claims may also be presented in court through a lawsuit brought
by the claimant. These lawsuits are usually separate from the eminent domain a~tion in court.
The eminent domain action may proceed to trial on 1hc right to use eminent domain or on
the amount of just compensation. Trials concerning the rigbt lo use eminent domain are
conducted ·Only before a judge, without a jury. The Ca}~forni~ Constitution gives the public
agency and the property owner the right to a jury trial on the issue of ju.St compensation. Trials
on just compensation focus on the testimony of qualified valuation witnesses. The valuation
positions of both sides are usually· exchanged in wiiting on a sche~ul~ date before the trial.
These positions are then supported at trial by live· testimony, ·which is subject to crossexamination. At trial, no side has the burden of proof on just compensation. A jury normally
must reach a verdict within the range of the valuation opinions al.lowed into evidence by
testimony. rn other words, the jury generally cannot find less thnn the lowest valuation testified
to in the trial no~ more than the highest valuation.
•
Before trial either side can make a formal offer to senle. After the trial, if the trial judge
finds that the public agency's ofter to settle was unreasonable and the oY.ner's offer to settle was
reasonable, the public agency is required to pay the owner's reasonable litigation and expert
expenses. The public agency cannot recover litigation ex~nses from the owner for contesting
the amount of just compensation. Interest on the awarded just compensation is detennined by
the court.
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During the eminent domain court proceedings, a public agency occasionally may decide
that it does not wish to proceed with the acquisition. The owner is given the opportUnity to
object to the public agency abandoning the proceedings. If the public agency does abandon
proceeding with the acquisition, it must pay the other side's reasonable litigation and expert
expenses.
Either side may appeal an eminent domain judgment. rhe appeal process may involve
going 10 the California Court of Appeal, to the California Supreme Court, and to the U. S.
Supreme Court. The Coul1 of Appeal inust hear a timely appeal. Funher review by the
California Supreme Court and U. S. Supreme Cotn1 is generally within the discretion of those
courts.
You Should Seek: Professional Advice
This pamphlet is intended to give you an overview of the eminent domain process and
property owner rights under state eminent domain law. A public agency does not and cannot
represent you or give you legal' advice. If you have questions or concerns a1 any time, you
should consider consultins a professicmal, including an attorney. You aJwoys have the right ro
legal counsel. .
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AI rACHMENT C

RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CLAREMONT,
CALIFORNIA, FINDING THAT THAT CITY'S PROPOSED ACQUISITION OF
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY'S CLAREMONT DISTRICT WATER SYSTEM
IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN
WHEREAS, in response to a number of factors, including: longstanding public
concern about Golden State Water Company's CGolden State") escalating water rates;
the significantly higher water rates paid by ·rat~ payers in the Claremont District W~ter
System ("Claremont System") as compared to neighboring jurisdictions; the lack of
responsiveness of Golden State to concerns of the citizens of Claremont; and, the lack
of transparency in the operatipn of the Claremont System, the City has been exploring
the pote.ntlal acquisition of the Claremont System (the "Project"); and
WHEREAS, at the direction of the City Counc;;il, City staff has undertakefl an
extensive evaluation of the proposed Preject, including conducting public meetings
seeking input from the community, analyzing the ·fe.asibility of th~ proposed Project,
hiring a professional appraiser to evaluate the fair ,market value of the Claremont
System: and preparing a detailed draft Environmental Impact Report on the proposed
·
Project; and
WHEREAS, the Cjty offered to acquire the Claremorit Sys~em (including the
facilities, infrastructure, real property, and all contractual' and other rights necessary for
operation of the Claremont System} from Golden State for its appraised fair market
value, but Golden State rejected the City's offer; and
WHEREAS, the City is now considering acquiring the .Claremont System by
eminent domain; and
WHEREAS, prior the acquisition of property for a public project, California,
Government Code Section 65402 directs the acquiring. entity to evaluate the proposed
acquisition's compatibility with the applicable General Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Claremont conducted a dulynoticed public hearing on March 4, 2014, at .which time all interested persons wishing to
testify with respect to the consistency of the proposed Project with the City's General
Plan were given an opportunity to be heard; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has fully studied and considered all public
comments submitted to date on the proposed Project, the General Plan, and the
Agenda report on the matter; and
WHEREAS, no comments made at or before the hearing demonstrate that the
proposed Project would not be consistent with the City's General Plan.
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONT DOES RESOLVE, DETERMINE, FIND AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Based on the entire record before it, including the City's General
Plan and the agenda report, the Planning Commission finds and determines tliat the
proposed Project is consiste(lt with the General Plan of the City of Claremont within the
meaning of Government Code section 65402.
SECTI.ON 2. Tile Chair of the Planning Commission shall sign this Resolution
and the Commission's Administrative Secretary 5~~11 at~est to the adoption thereof.
Thereafter, the Commission's Administrative Secretary shall transmit this Resolution to
the City Council for consideration.
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 4th day of March 2014.

Jeff Haml"flill, Chair
Planning Commission

ATTEST:

Planning Commission Administrative Secretary
'
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PLEASE NOTE

The Balance of the Draft EIR Was Omitted Due to Bulk.

However, a Complete Copy of the Final EIR, which
Includes a Complete Copy of the Draft EIR, is
Included in the City Council Agenda Packet
For March 25, 2014

EXt-fiBIT 3

RESOLUTION NO. _ __
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONl, CALIFORNIA, RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT
THE
CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL
FINDINGS
PURSUANT
TO
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALity ACT AND <::_ERTIFY THE CLAREMONT WAT~R
SYSTEM ACQUISITION PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH

#2013111072)
WHEREAS, the City of Claremont ("City" or "Claremont") seeks to provide
greater local control of its wafer supply and distiibution system, and to improve public
transparency and accountability with respect to the water supply; and
WHEREAS, in order to achieve these goal~. the City decided to explore
potential acquisition of the Claremont. Water System ("Claremont System") from
Golden State Wafer Company f'GSWC"), including the facilities,· infrastructure, real
property, arid Wqter supply of the system ("Project" or "proposed Project"). If the
Claremont System is acquired, the City Council would remain responsible for
d_etermining and setting· rates and charges. The City c,urrently does .not intend to
operate the system and would not create or expand any City departments to do so.
Rather, if the system is acq~.:~ired, ttie City WOL!Id use an outside qualified third party to
manage the system. For purposes of analyzing the potential environmen~al impacts
under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the· proposed Project
analyzed in the Environmental lmp~ct Report assumed that the City of La Verne would
operate the Claremont System; and
WHEREAS, the Project area covers approximately 9.5 square miles and the
Claremont System currently serves the area generally_ located in Los Angeles County
at the foot of the San Gabriel Mountains. The majority of the project area is located in
the City. However, part of the Project area encor~1Passes small portions of the City of
Pomona, located in Los Angeles County, Cities of Montclair and Upland, both located
in San Bernardino County, and unincorporated Los Angeles County, which are served
by the Claremont System; and
'

.

WH_EREAS, if the City of La Verne is contracted to run the system, it is assumed
that operation and maintena[ice activities woul_d be conducted from the existing City of
La Verne Maintenance Facility, located at-.:2620 First Street in La Verne. The Project
area therefore also includes this facility, which is located outside of the Claremont
System boundary; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to section 21067 of the Public Resources Code, and
section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit 14, § 15000 et
seq.), the City of Claremont is the lead agency for the proposed Project; and
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WHEREAS, in accordance with State ·cEQA Guidelines section 15063, the City
evaluated the Project by preparing an Initial Study, to evaluate whether an
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") was required; and
WHEREAS, based on the Initial Study, the City determined that an EIR should
be prepared because the Project may have a significant effect on the environment in
the following areas: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities/Service
Systems, and Mandatory Findings of Significance; and
. WHEREAS, based on the 'Initial Study, the City further determined that impacts
to Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology/Soils, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, and Recreation
would be less than significant and thus need not be analyzed further in the EIR; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15082, on
November 22, 2013, the City sent to the Office of Planning an.,d Research and ~ach
responsible and trustee agency a Notice of Preparation (uNOP") stating that an
Environmental lmpacd~eport (State Clearinghouse·Number #2013111072) would be
prepared; and
WHEREAS, three (3) comment letters were received in response to the NOP;
and
WHEREAS, pursuant to P-ublic Resqurces Code section 21083.9 and State
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15082{c) and 15083, the City held a duly noticed Seeping
Meeting on December 18, 2013, to solicit comments on the scope of the environmental
review of the proposed Project and four- (4) cqmments were received; and
WHEREAS, a Draft EIR was prepared, incorporating comments received in
response to the NOP; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR concluded that there would be no significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR further determined that no mitigation measures were
required to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level; and
WHEREAS, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15085, a Notice
of Completion was prepared and filed with the Office of Planning and. Research on
January 24, 2014; and
. WHEREAS, as required by State CEQA Guidelines section 15087(a), the City
provided Notice of Availability of the EIR to the public at the same time that the City
sent Notice of Completion to the Office of Planning and Research, or on January 24,
2014;and
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WHEREAS, during the public comment period, copies of th~ EIR and technical
appendices were available for review and inspection at City Hall, on the City's website,
and at the Claremont, La Verne, Pomona, Montclair and Upland public libraries; and
WHEREAS, pur~uant to Sta~e CEQA Guidelines section 15087(e), the EIR is
being circulated for a 45-day review period from January 24, 2014 to March 10, 2014
for comment by all responsible and trustee agencies, other regulatory agencies, and
others pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15086; and
WHEREAS, on February 21, 2014, the City gave public notice of the Planning
Commission's public hearing by advertisement in a newspaper of general circulation,
and posted the publi.c notice on the City's website, and at the Claremont, La Verne,
Pomona, Montclair and Upland public libraries, and mailed to all property owners within
300 feet of the Project boundary; and .
WHEREAS, on March 4, 2014, the Planning Co.mmission voted to continue the
duly-noticed public hearing item to consider a conformity report pursuant to
Government Code section 65402 and the EIR, to March 10, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. in the
. City of Claremont City Council Chambers; and
WHEREAS, on March 10, 2014,·the Planning Commission conducted the public
hearing to consider the conformity report pursuant to Government Code section 65402
and the EIR, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15025(c), at which hearing,
members of the public were afforded an opportunity to comment upon the Project and
to make a recommendation to the City Council regarding the EIR pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines section 15025(c).
NOW, THEREFORE, THI; PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONT DOES RESOLVE, DETERMINE, FIND AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. The Claremont Planning Commission hereby finds,
based on consideration of the whole record before it, including the City's local CEQA
Guidelines, the EIR, and testimony heard at the public hearing, as follows:
1.

Review Period: The City will provide a 45-day public review period for the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) ·as required under CEQA Guidelines
sections 15087(e) and 15105 and the public review period runs from January
24, 2014 to March 10, 2014; .and

2.

Compliance with Law: The EIR was prepared, processed, and noticed in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) and the local CEQA Guidelines adopted by
the City of Claremont; and
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3.

Independent Judgment:
analysis of the City; and

The EIR reflects the independent judgment and

SECTION 2. LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS. The EIR and
Project-related documents are on file and available for public review at Claremont City
Hall, Community Development Department, 207 Harvard Avenue, Claremont,
California. The custodian for th~se records is the Community Development Director.
This information is provided pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.
SECTION 3. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS. The Planning Commission
hereby recommends that the City Council certify the Environmental Impact Report
(SCH #2013111 072), and adopt Findings of Fact for the Claremont Water System
Acquisition Project.
PASSED, APPROVED ~NO ADOPTED this 10th day of March 2014.

Jeff Hammill .
Chair
ATIEST:

Kim Wolfinbarger
Planning Commission Secretary

-~XHIBJT

RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CLAREMONT,
CALIFORNIA, FINDING THAT THAT CITY'S PROP0SED ACQUISITION OF
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY'S CLAREMONT DIS1RICT WATER SYSTEM
IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN
.
WHEREAS, in response to a number of factors, including: longstanding public
concern about Golden State Water Company's ("Golden State") escalating water rates;
the sighificantly higher water rates paid by rate payers in the Clarerryont District Water
System ("Claremont Sy~tem") as compared to neighboring j~risdictions; lack of
responsiveness of Golden State to concerns of the citizef1s of Claremont; and lack of
transparency in the operation of the Claremont System, the City has been exploring the
potential acquisition of the Claremont System (the "Project"); and
WHEREAS, at the direction of the City Council, City staff has undertaken an
extensive evaluation o(.the proposed Project, including conducting public meetings
seeking input from the community, analyzing the feasibility of the proposed Project·,
hiring a professional appraiser to evaluate the fair market value of the Claremont
Sy~tem, and prep~ring ? detailed draft Environmental Impact Report on the proposed
Project; and
WHEREAS, the City offered to acquire the Claremont System (including the
facilities, infrastructure, real property, and all contractual. and other rights necessary for
operation of th'e Claremont System) from Golden State for its appraised fair market
value, but Golden State rejected the City offer; and
WHEREAS, th.e City is now considering acquiring the Claremont System by
eminent domain; and
WHEREAS, prior the acquisition of property for a public project, California
Government Code section 65402 directs the acquiring entity to evaluate the proposed
acquisition's compatibility with the applicable General Plan; and
WHEREAS, on March 4, 2014, the Planning Commission voted to continue the
duly-noticed public hearing item to consider a conformity report pursuant to Government
Code section 65402 and the EIR, to March 10, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. in the City of
Claremont City Council Chambers; and
WHEREAS, on March 10, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted the public
hearing tp consider the conformity report pursuant to Government Code section 65402,
at which hearing, membe'rs of the public were afforded an opportunity to comment upon
the proposed Project, the General Plan and the Agenda report; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has fully studied and considered all public
comments submitted to d~te on the proposed Project, the General Plan, and the
Agenda report on the matter; and
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WHEREAS, no comments made at or before the hearing demonstrate that the
proposed Project would not be consistent with the City's General Plan.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CLAREMONT DOES RESOLVE, DETERMINE, FIND AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:·
SECTION 1. Based on the entire record before it, including the City's General
Plan and the Agenda report, the Planning Commission finds aod determines that the
proposed Project is.consistent with the General Plan of the City' of Claremont within the
meaning of Government Code section 65402.
SECTION 2. The Chair of the Planning Commission shall ~ign this resolution
and the Commission's Administrative Secretary shall attest to the adoption thereof.
Thereafter, the Commission's Administrative Secretary shall transmit this Resolution to
the City Council for consideration.
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 10th day of March 2014.

Jeff Hammill
Chair

ATTEST :

Kim Wolfinbarger
Planning Commission Secretary

City of Claremont

Claremont Water
System Acquisition
Project

Final

Environmental
Impact Report
SCH # 2013111072
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