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County of Santa Cruz 
HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY 
P.O. BOX 962, 1080 EMELINE AVENUE 

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95061 
(831) 454-4066 FAX: (831) 454-4770 

HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY 
ADMINISTRATION 

May 3 1,2002 Agenda: June 11,2002 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: Status Report on Efforts for Water Resource Protection and Cleanup of 
Groundwater Contamination in Santa Cruz County- 

Dear Members of the Board: 

On January 29,2002, your Board directed Environmental Health Services and the 
Planning Department to incorporate, in their respective workplans, comprehensive 
actions to improve groundwater protection. Additionally staff were directed to develop 
measures for limiting potentially contaminating uses in “critical water resource protection 
areas”, and to evaluate the feasibility/expectations of expanding Environmental Health 
Services regulatory oversight/cleanup of contaminated soil or groundwater cases from 
hazardous chemicals, with a report back scheduled for June 1 1, 2002. Staff have further 
developed the programs identified in the January 15 report and have identified a number 
of recommendations for further action. Detailed discussion is presented in the attached 
report and is summarized in this letter. It is recommended that your Board accept this 
report and direct staff to implement the recommendations for improved protection of the 
County’s critical water resource protection areas. 

Backmound 

On April 24,2001, in response to concern over contamination of groundwater by 
Methyl-tertiary-butyl-ether (MTBE), the Board of Supervisors directed that a report be 
prepared to address issues related to evaluation and clean up of contaminated 
groundwater (specifically MTBE releases) and aquifer and wellhead protection programs. 
County Planning and Environmental Health Services staff reported to the Board on 
January 29,2002 that 560 locations countywide had soil andor groundwater 
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contamination, by a variety of hazardous chemicals, and 58 of the groundwater cases 
were contaminated with Methyl-tertiary-butyl-ether (MTBE). Most of the contamination 
is localized and has originated from leaking underground storage tanks, improper 
discharges to septic systems, or other spills and leaks. However, contamination of 
aquifers can occur where discharges occur in primary groundwater recharge areas, or in 
close proximity to old wells which can act as conduits to the deeper layers 

Presently the cleanup and remediation of contaminated sites is undertaken by the 
responsible property owner(s)/operator(s) under the direction and mandate of the State’s 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) for groundwater 
contamination, and County Environmental Health Services for soil only cases. Both 
physical constraints and agency resource limitations can slow the pace of these sites 
moving towards cleanup standards. 

Staff recommended a number of actions that would improve groundwater 
protection through the following efforts: Improved mapping of wells and potential 
sources of contamination. 
Tighter restrictions on locating potential sources of contamination in critical water 

Improved identification and destruction of old abandoned wells. 
Higher levels of state and local staff oversight to direct evaluation and 

resource areas. 

remediation of contaminated sites. 

Your Board accepted the January 15,2002 report and directed staff to incorporate 
recommended actions into the work programs for Planning and Environmental Health 
Services. In addition, direction was given for staff to develop measures for limiting 
potentially contaminating uses in critical water resource protection areas, evaluate means 
to increase oversight of site remediation efforts with a feasibility analysis of assuming the 
Regional Board’s groundwater caseload, and report back to the Board by June 1 1, 2002. 

Summarv of Report on Water Resource Protection Efforts 

The attached detailed report presents a complete update on recent efforts undertaken to 
increase protection of water resources and recommends additional measures to be taken. 
The scope of the effort has been expanded from just wellhead and groundwater protection 
to cover surface water sources as well, with an emphasis on preventing contamination of 
drinking water sources. Topics covered include: 

Definition and Mapping of Critical Water Resource Protection Areas 
Mapping of the most critical water resource protection areas of the County has 
been completed: public wells, primary groundwater recharge areas, critical 
groundwater resource areas, streamside corridors and water supply watersheds. 
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The wellhead protection zones will be added as work on the State’s Drinking 
Water Source Assessment Program (DWSAP) is completed by the water agencies 
in 2003. An update of the County’s groundwater recharge maps using current soil 
and geology information is also recommended. 

0 Mapping and Evaluation of Potentially Contaminating Activities 
Mapping of underground storage tanks and permitted hazardous materials 
facilities has been completed. Work is ongoing to identify the facilities with 
greatest risk to water resources and to map additional contaminated sites. This 
information is being overlaid with the critical water resource protection areas to 
identify priority areas for action and to guide future assessment of risk and land 
use decisions. 

Evaluation and Enhancement of SoiYGroundwater Remediation Efforts 
An updated “risk based” evaluation of the present County and Regional Board 
soil/groundwater contamination cases has been completed and staff of both 
agencies have met to discuss options to enhance remediation efforts and timelines. 
Three options were discussed and a combination/evaluation of the three was 
recommended, which are: 1) focus existing agency staff resources on the 39 high 
priority ranked cases; 2) investigate funding/authority for Environmental Health 
to obtain additional staff/resources that would be dedicated to soil/groundwater 
remediation cases; 3) continue to evaluate funding and programmatic 
requirements in assuming the Regional Board’s role of groundwater case 
regulatory oversight. 

0 Restriction of Potentiallv Contaminating Uses in Critical Water Resource 
Areas 
A suite of measures currently exists to protect water resources. It is recommended 
that these be strengthened through adoption of new General Plan programs, and 
ordinance amendments to provide increased levels of protection depending on 
the sensitivity of the resource and the risk of contamination from a particular land 
use activity 

Sealing of Old and Abandoned Wells 
Environmental Health staff has initiated an enhanced program to promote 
destruction or remediation of old wells that may serve as potential conduits for 
contamination. The initial priority area will be in the Soquel/Aptos Area, with 
potential funding assistance fiom the Soquel Creek Water District. 

0 Coordination with Property Owners and Agencies 
County staff will continue to provide enhanced public education on various 
elements of the critical water resource protection areas and coordinate closely 
with affected agencies, including the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the 
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Interagency Water Resources Working Group, the Hazardous Materials Advisory 
Commission, and the Water Advisory Commission. 

Staff respectfully submits this report and recognizes that much of this information is new 
and will require more collaborative effort and review to increase protection of the 
County’s critical water resource areas. 

Recommended Actions 

It is therefore recommended that your Board take the following actions: 

1. Accept and file this report, and direct that Planning and Environmental Health 
staff continue the workplan efforts outlined in the report. 

2. Approve the list of recommendations for specific actions listed at the end of the 
attached report. 

3. Direct staff to provide a status report on this program to the Board by January 21, 
2003. 

Sincerely, 

Health Services Administrator 

RECOMMENDED I 

Alvin D. James 
Planning Director 

Susan A. Mauriello 
County Administrative Officer 

Attachment: Status Report on Efforts for Water Resource Protection and Cleanup of 
Groundwater Contamination in Santa Cmz County 

cc: County Administrative Officer 
County Counsel 
HSA Administration 
Planning Department 
Water Advisory Commission 
Hazardous Materials Advisory Commission 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Interagency Water Resources Working Group 
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Status Report on Efforts for Water Resource Protection and 
Cleanup of Groundwater Contamination in Santa Cruz 

County 

On April 24,2001, the Board of Supervisors directed that a report be prepared to address 
issues related to evaluation and clean up of contaminated groundwater (specifically 
MTBE releases) and aquifer and wellhead protection programs. A report was completed 
and presented to the Board of Supervisors in January, 2002. Pursuant to additional 
direction from the Board to pursue additional protective measures, Environmental Health 
staff have prepared an updated status report on ongoing efforts, with recommendations 
for further actions. The scope of the effort has been expanded from just wellhead and 
groundwater protection to also include surface water sources, with an overall emphasis 
on preventing contamination of drinking water sources from point sources of 
contamination. Topics covered include: 

Definition and Mapping of Critical Water Resource Protection Areas 
0 Mapping and Evaluation of Potentially Contaminating Activities 

Evaluation and Enhancement of Soil/Groundwater Remediation Efforts 
0 Restriction of Potentially Contaminating Uses in Critical Water Resource Areas 
0 Sealing of Old and Abandoned Wells 

Background 

Soil and/or groundwater contamination, by a variety of hazardous chemicals, occurred at 
560 locations throughout Santa Cruz County. After further review staff determined that 
3 10 of the cases were closed and only 250 remain active. (Attachment A) Of the active 
sites 109 pose some significant risk of groundwater contamination, as discussed in a 
subsequent section of this report. Most of the contamination is localized and has 
originated from leaking underground storage tanks, improper discharges to septic 
systems, or other spills and leaks. The Central Coast - Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (Regional Board), who currently has primary authority and responsibility for 
protecting our water resources, has identified 58 sites in Santa Cruz County with reported 
groundwater contamination by Methyl-tertiary-butyl-ether (MTBE) (Attachment B). 

Although most of the above sites experience contamination in the immediate vicinity of 
the source, more widespread contamination has been discovered in the County. Serious 
contamination has occurred in the Scotts Valley area, where four public wells have 
detections of MTBE from leaking underground fuel tanks or trichloroethene (TCE) and 
chlorobenzene from unknown industrial sources. Three of the wells meet drinking water 
standards, but one of the wells (serving Manana Woods) requires treatment to reduce 
MTBE to safe levels. Although cleanup is now underway, the contamination has 
significantly degraded the underground water supply, constraining current options for 
increasing groundwater storage and improved management of the aquifer. Contaminants 
in groundwater have also entered surface water in Felton (PCE from a past dry cleaner) 
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and in Soquel (MTBE from an operating gas station), although the contamination does 
not currently extend significant distances downstream. Past contamination of Bean Creek 
in Scotts Valley has been controlled through site remediation at the old Watkins-Johnson 
site. 

There are presently no other known instances of contamination of public water supply 
sources although other public wells are certainly vulnerable to potentially expanding 
plumes of contamination. All public wells are periodically tested for contaminants. In 
addition to the estimated 300 public water supply wells in the County that serve 5 or 
more connections, there are some 8000 private wells. Most of the private wells are 
located in rural areas of the county, with less potential for contamination. There is no 
mandated testing program for private wells, except those in the vicinity of identified 
contamination sites. A recent survey of private wells near a contaminated site in the 
Hecker Pass area identified 43 private wells within one half mile of the site. One of these 
was found to have low levels of contamination, requiring treatment. Older private wells 
in urbanized areas may also present opportunities for the leakage of contamination from 
shallow perched groundwater zones to the deeper aquifers that are typically tapped by 
municipal wells. 

The occurrence of private wells on properties that are also served by municipal supplies 
also presents the possibility for contamination of the municipal supply if there is a cross- 
connection between the well and the public water system. Public water purveyors are 
mandated to have a cross-connection control program with appropriate safeguards on 
individual connections that have a potential for cross-connection. 

Definition and Mapping of Critical Water Resource Protection Areas 

Critical water resource protection areas have been defined as those areas where overlying 
land uses or sources of contamination have a significant likelihood of contaminating or 
degrading ground water or surface water used for water supply or for supporting critical 
natural values, such as endangered species. An area is more critical where the connection 
to the water source or habitat is more immediate and the impact of contamination would 
be much greater. Following is a list of the critical water resource protection areas that 
have been identified, with the areas of greatest concern listed first: 

1. Wellhead Protection Zones: the area overlying the groundwater zone that flows to 
a pumping well within a 2, 5 ,  or 10-year time, generally extending 1000-4000 feet 
of a municipal well. The State Drinking Water Source Assessment Program 
(DWSAP) regulations state the criteria for calculating each of the 3 zones, 
depending on depth of the well, type underlying geology, and rate of pumping. A 
review of DWSAP already prepared in Santa Cruz County show that the two-year 
zones, which are the most critical extend from 700 to 2000 feet from the wells. 

2. Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas: areas where highly permeable surface 
soils overlay aquifers, allowing for easy percolation of contaminants directly to 
groundwater. These areas are designated on the County’s Resource and Constraint 

2 



0563 

maps and were based on an overlay of soil and geology information. The original 
map was prepared prior to 1980. Although it is still generally accurate, it should 
be updated to better reflect more precise mapped information that is now 
available. 

3. Critical Groundwater Areas: These are the entire area underlain by important 
water supply aquifers. These areas were originally mapped when the County was 
considering requiring meters on new wells in critical groundwater basins. 
Subsurface release of contaminants in these areas could eventually reach useable 
groundwater, particularly if there are improperly sealed wells present. 

4. Streamside Corridors: The riparian corridors particularly along water supply 
streams, within water supply watersheds. Protective distances of 100 to 250 feet 
should be considered. No new septic systems may be located less than 100 feet 
from a stream. The Regional Board requires a 250-foot setback from any water 
supply reservoir. 

5. Water Supply Watersheds: This is the entire watershed area that drains into a 
surface water diversion point. These are also designated on the County’s Resource 
and Constraint maps. There are two areas in the upper Soquel Creek Watershed 
that should be considered for deletion. These are the watersheds for the past- 
proposed Glenwood dam on west branch of Soquel creek and the area above 
another proposed dam site-on the East Branch. Neither of these projects are being 
pursued. Consideration could also be given to be expanding the definition to 
include watersheds for critical habitat areas. Some of this has been done for the 
Salamander Protection areas. 

All of these areas are already mapped in the County’s Geographic Information System 
(GIs), with the exception of the wellhead protection zones. Public wells have been 
mapped, and some of wellhead protection zones have been determined, but much of the 
work is still ongoing, under the State’s mandated Drinking Water Source Assessment 
Program (DWSAP). The zones will be added as they become available. There is also a 
need to update the County’s groundwater recharge area maps to better reflect more 
accurate mapping of soil and geology, that is now available. Maps of critical water 
resource protection areas are contained in the Appendix. 

Recommended Actions for Mapping Critical Water Resource Protection Areas: 

1. Update the groundwater recharge maps to reflect current information on soil, 
geology and usable groundwater occurrence. 

2. Incorporate source water protection zones from the Drinking Water Source 
Assessment Program as these efforts are completed by the various water agencies. 

3. Review water supply watershed designations during the General Plan review 
process to eliminate those that are not used or planned to be used for water supply 
and consider adding watersheds above critical habitat areas. 
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Mapping and Evaluation of Potentially Contaminating Activities 

Different types of land uses have varying potential to cause contamination of 
groundwater or surface water. These are summarized below and discussed more 
extensively in the attached report: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5 .  
6. 

Underground Storage Tanks (UST's) 
Landfills 
Uses which handle or store hazardous materials, with high potential for discharge 
to soil or water 
Other commercial or industrial uses with high potential to generate contaminants 
Uses served by septic systems 
Uses which could cause non-point pollution through the land application of 
fertilizers or potential contaminants or other discharges, such as animal facilities, 
golf courses, nurseries, agriculture 

Underground storage tanks and all parcels with hazardous materials permits have been 
mapped. Work is still underway to map the known contaminated sites that are not already 
included in one of those categories. Work is also needed to distinguish which types of 
hazardous material facilities have significant potential to threaten water quality. The 
DWSAP provides a listing of potentially contaminating uses (Attachment C), which can 
be used to provide an initial determination. The DWSAP also requires that all potentially 
contaminating activities within the vicinity of a water source be mapped. Broad mapping 
of septic system areas, agricultural uses, and other sources of nonpoint contamination is 
available, but has not been brought into this current effort, which is focusing on point 
sources of contamination. 

Once potentially contaminating activities have been mapped, their locations can be 
compared to wells and other critical water resource protection areas to identify priority ' 

sites for concern, and to evaluate the needs for further protective programs. Based on this 
mapping, primary priority areas of concern are in the mid-county Live Oak/Soquel/Aptos 
area, Scotts Valley, and Watsonville. The map is also being used to identify specific sites 
for follow-up evaluation that show potentially contaminating activities in close proximity 
to individual wells. The following table summarizes the current location of mapped uses 
compared to water resource areas: 

Number of Underground 
Hazardous Material Storage Tanks Sites 
Number of Permitted 

Facilities 
Within 1000 ft of public 
well 

207 19 Within 250 ft of a creek 
42 8 Area 

Groundwater Recharge 
Within Primary 

298 39 well 
Within 2000 ft of public 

172 17 
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Recommended Actions for Mapping: and Evaluation of Potentiallv Contaminating 
Activities: 

1. Complete mapping of known contaminated sites. 

2. Add mapped “Potentially Contaminating Activities” from the DWSAP efforts of 
the water agencies as they become available. 

Evaluation and Enhancement of Soil/Groundwater Remediation Efforts 

Evaluation 

Since the January 29,2002 Board report staff from the Environmental Health Services 
Hazardous Material Program conducted a detailed review of the 560 sites on the “Site 
Mitigation List” (Attachment A of the January 15,2002 report) taking into consideration 
the above criteria and any potential for exposure to the public/environment. This 
approach was chosen as a result of your Board’s concern for the large number of 
contaminated sites in the County and what this office was doing to remediate them. To 
better clarify what the 560-inventory number represented, staff developed a “risk based” 
philosophy in prioritizing the caseload. Staff assessed all the sites in their respective 
district of responsibility and ranked each site on its overall risk to groundwater, public 
health, and the environment. 

Once contamination is found at a site, it triggers a process of investigation and discovery 
which is procedurally well defined. The steps within the process are site-specific and are 
dictated by several factors that need to determined. Among these factors are: the 
chemical(s) released and their degree of toxicity; the amount of chemical(s) released; the 
existence of vertical conduits (poorly sealed or improperly abandon wells) andor other 
preferential pathways(uti1ity trenching); the annual rainfall; the depth to groundwater and 
proximity to drinking water sources; and, the geology, hydro-geology, lithology, and 
topography of the site. These and other factors were used to evaluate the sites and place 
them into one of three categories: 1 -high risk to groundwater, 2-moderate risk or need 
more site information, and 3-site well defined/low risk or near closure and are shown in 
Table 1 below. 

The Regional Board has assessed and ranked those sites which have detected MTBE in 
the groundwater and is displayed in Table 1 below. Their ranking system is based on a 
comparison of distance to nearest receptor (i.e. well) and groundwater MTBE 
concentration. The Regional Board system utilizes A through C, which is a similar 
ranking order as Environmental Health’s 1 through 3 prioritization. Sites that fall into 
category A, are those sites where it is predicted that the groundwater MTBE plume travel 
time to the nearest receptor is less than 5 years. State guidelines used by the Regional 
Board state that the high priority sites are required to “implement a Remedial Action Plan 
as soon as possible, not later than 1 year after determination of cleanup priority class”. 
Very often these sites are also expected to implement an Interim Remedial Action to 
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remove gross contamination in very short order, such as removing floating free product 
fi-om the groundwater or by using a portable vacuum extraction system.. 

Table 1: Risk Based Ranking of SoiVGroundwater Contaminated Sites in Santa 
Cruz County 

County Sites Regional Board Sites 
(MTBE-groundwater (soil-only cases) 

Non-MTBE Regional 
Board Sites (County 

cases) 

82 54 90 Totals 
(3) 38 (C) 19 (3) 60 Risk ranking ( ) 
(2) 30 (B) 21 (2) 19 Risk ranking ( )  
(1) 14 (A) 14 (1) 1 1 Risk ranking ( ) 
ranked) 

In comparing the Regional Board’s groundwater cases that overlap with the County’s soil 
cases in priority category A/l,  the resulting tally of high-risk cases is 39. Of these 39 
sites, five have contaminated drinking water sources that presently require treatment to 
reduce MTBE to safe levels. Four sites have contaminated one well which supplies about 
140 homes in the Manana Woods development and one site is impacting a private well 
that services three homes. These local examples and examples from places like South 
Lake Tahoe and Santa Monica raises the question “what can be enhanced locally to 
protect other receptors from reaching a similar fate?”. 

Enhancement 

Before a discussion of enhanced efforts for soil/groundwater remediation can be 
conducted it is important to review what are the present roles of the involved regulatory 
agencies. 

Environmental Health presently is the lead agency to require proper cleanup/remediation 
of hazardous substance releases in soil (not groundwater or surface water). 
Contamination of the soil results from a variety of causes such as: releases from vehicle 
accidents, leakage from underground storage tanks, or historical surface spillage. Staff, 
as time allows and on a priority basis, provide written direction to the responsible party to 
assess the extent of the contamination, review proposed remediation plans, and sign off 
on the closure of these sites once the final report meets the satisfaction of the Health 
Officer. 

In addition to the soil cases, staff are indirectly involved with the Regional Board’s 
groundwater cases. This involvement consists of reviewinglauthorizing: County permits 
to install monitoring wells, well construction oversight (installation and destruction), any 
soil remediation proposals, and issuant of the final closure letter after Regional Board site 
closure criteria is satisfied. 

Note that the above site remediation oversight role is all “adjunct” to the County’s state 
and local mandated responsibility of inspecting permitted hazardous material/waste 
handling facilities (the Certified Unified Program Agency - CUPA programs). This 
mandate is a preventive approach to contamination and is much more effective and 
cheaper than any enhanced remediation effort. Any time that is spent on 
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soil/groundwater remediation cases or emergency response call-outs during normal 
business hours does infringe on the CUPA inspection mandates. 

The Regional Board’s role is only for sites where the contamination has impacted 
groundwater. Regional Board engineers/geologists (presently three) provide regulatory 
oversight of these groundwater cases by reviewing/commenting on engineered site 
assessments and remedial action plans. Board staff also review proposed cleanup 
standards on case-by-case basis as it complies with the Regional Board’s Basin Plan. 
Their time is specifically budgeted for this oversight and does not impact other Regional 
Board responsibilities. 

On May 6,2002 staff met with Regional Board staff at their offices in San Luis Obispo to 
discuss the above inventories and what options were possible individually or 
collaboratively to increase the pace of cleanup/closure of these high risk contaminated 
sites. Also addressed were the various factors that affect the overall expectations of this 
program. Most importantly potential physical barriers can be quite formidable with 
existing remedial technology. Subsurface geologic and hydrologic conditions remain 
complicated and generally require extensive evaluation and testing prior to design and 
implementation of remediation measures. Future improved cleanup technologies applied 
to local subsurface conditions will hopefully improve remediation methods and timelines. 

Given that the physical barriers can be formidable at times both agencies still felt that by 
directing their resources toward the high priority sites and reviewing various regulatory 
oversight options that improved water resource protection could be achieved. Out of the 
discussions three options were considered: 

1. Increased collaboratiodcommunication between agencies on priority 1/A cases 
2. Enhanced the County’s soil/groundwater remediation regulatory presence by 

acquiring a dedicated staff (one) of equal qualifications as Regional Board 
3. Pursue designation as a “Local Oversight Program” from the State Water 

Resources Control Board, and assume full responsibility of all soil and 
groundwater cases in Santa Cruz County 

Recommended Actions for Enhancing SoiYGroundwater Remediation Efforts: 

1. Pursue increased collaboratiordcommunication between Regional Board and 
County on priority l /A cases, as time allows. 

2. Evaluate what additional revenue can be collected through fees for service to 
offset any General Fund contributions for increased staffing costs if enhanced soil 
remediation efforts are pursued. 

3 .  Provide a report detailing the funding and programmatic responsibilities of a 
Regional Board delegation of authority over groundwater cases, i.e. Local 
Oversight Program. 

4. Report back to Board on January 21,2003 or sooner if complete projections are 
available for the above recommendations. 
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In order for Environmental Health Services to participate effectively in this enhanced 
soil/groundwater remediation program additional staff resources will be necessary so the 
mandated CUPA inspection programs are not compromised. The evaluation presents a 
need for someone in Environmental Health Services who can focus on moving these sites 
through the remediation process separate from the other Hazardous Material Program 
responsibilities. If Environmental Health Services could acquire additional staff of equal 
qualifications as the Regional Board then participation in this enhanced program could 
occur. 

Restriction of Contaminating Uses in Critical Water Resource 
Protection Areas 

This section addresses the types of water resource areas to be protected, the types of uses 
that should be addressed to prevent water quality contamination, the various existing and 
potential mechanisms for protection, and recommendations for maintaining and 
enhancing protective efforts. While this section discusses the full range of potentially 
contaminating activities that may impact either groundwater or surface water quality, the 
primary focus is on specific point sources of contamination. 

The types of critical water resource protection areas were described in a previous section: 
1. Wellhead Protection Zones; Well Contribution Zones (DWSAP) 
2. Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas 
3. Critical Groundwater Resource Areas 
4. Streamside Corridors along streams,.particularly water supply streams 
5.  Water Supply Watersheds 

These areas are already mapped or are in the process of being mapped, as described 
previously. 

Different types of land uses have varying potential to cause contamination of 
groundwater or surface water. These are summarized below, with a detailed list of 
potentially contaminating activities from the States’ Drinking Water Source Assessment 
Program listed in the Attachment C: 

1. Underground Storage Tanks 
2. Landfills 
3. Uses, which handle or store hazardous materials, with high potential for discharge 

4. Other commercial or industrial uses with potential to generate contaminants. 
5.  Uses served by septic systems 
6. Uses which could cause non-point pollution through the land application of 

to soil or water. 

fertilizers or potential contaminants or other discharges, such as animal facilities, 
golf courses, nurseries, agriculture. 

Each potentially contaminating activity has a risk of contamination that is dependent on 
the following factors: 

Nature and quantity of contaminants involved 
0 Site conditions such as soil, slope, depth to groundwater, stream setback 
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Extent of onsite mitigation and containment measures in place 
Age of infrastructure 
Risk of spillage or discharge 

The extent of regulation or restriction of these uses should be related to the risk of 
contamination and the likelihood of contaminants to impact a water source. Some 
activities pose such a high risk that their location should be more restricted. Prime 
examples of this are facilities with underground gasoline storage tanks. Despite the 
requirements for use of state-of-art containment technology, studies in the Santa Clara 
Valley have shown that releases of MTBE and other contaminants to underlying soil and 
groundwater are still being detected at upgraded facilities. 

The Regional Board has recently sent a letter to all land use planning agencies 
recommending that agencies adopt ordinances establishing zoning restrictions around 
wells to limit or ban new pollutant sources (Attachment D). The Regional Board also 
suggests that such restrictions be extended to groundwater recharge areas. Within the 
DWSAP guidelines, there is great concern regarding the presence of potentially 
contaminating activities within the two-year contribution zone to a public well. 

Following is a matrix that identifies Environmental Health staffs initial recommendation 
for the level of protection for various water resource protection areas relative to the type 
of potentially contaminating activity (work is still needed to fully evaluate the 
implications of these restrictions and to balance that against the benefit provided): 

'able 2: Proposed Land Use Restrictions in Critical Water Resource Protection Are 
I I I I I I 

I I I 
Prohibition of New UST's I X Ix I X? 
Limit on any new use with 
High Potential for 

x X 

Contamination (Use WRP 
Overly zone) 

X Septic Systems 
for release of contamination 
facilities with high potential 

X X Phase out of existing 
Facilities with low7 potential 

X Limit on new Haz Mat 

Abandoned Well Abatement 1 1 2 

I 

I 

LS 

Programs 
rhere would also be a limitation on locating new wells within the restricted area near an 

I I I 

existing hazardous materials facility with high potential for release of contaminants. 
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The County already has a number of mechanisms for protecting water resources from the 
impacts of potentially contaminating activities. While these provide some level of 
protection, there are a number of things that can be done to augment the level of 
protection. These include: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The General Plan contains a number of policies and programs, for water quality 
protection. An additional program is needed to provide more explicit authority 
and guidance for stricter zoning restrictions on potentially contaminating uses. 

The Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 13.10) provides restrictions for the location of 
new commercial and industrial uses, and eventual phase out of nonconforming 
uses. These restrictions should be augmented by adding a combining district to 
further restrict potentially contaminating uses within primary groundwater 
recharge areas and two-year contribution zones to public wells. 

Any new commercial or industrial use requires a use permit, which is subject to 
discretionary review, including environmental review. This can take into account 
potential impacts on the environment, and result in denial or permit conditions to 
mitigate impacts. 

The Hazardous Materials Ordinance (County Code Chapter 7.100) requires that 
any hazardous material facility implement business practices and maintain 
adequate infrastructure necessary to protect public health and safety and the 
environment to the greatest extent feasible. Under these provisions, there is no 
need or opportunity to require more restrictive measures in critical water resource 
areas. While this provides a high level of protection for most facilities, the only 
option for providing a higher level of protection is to prohibit high-risk hazardous 
materials facilities in particularly critical areas (see below). Some minor 
amendments to the ordinance are recommended which would provide more 
specific guidance for water resources protection, such as requiring all facilities to 
abandon septic systems and connect to public sewer where that is available. The 
Hazardous Materials Ordinance also applies in the cities as well as the 
unincorporated areas. 

The Hazardous Materials Ordinance requires an annual operating permit for any 
facility storing hazardous materials. Such permits can be revoked if in the 
judgment of the Health Officer such revocation “would be appropriate and 
consistent with achieving the general obligation of this Chapter for protecting 
human health, safety and the environment.” (7.100.080.A). Although no permit 
has ever been denied, this section could be invoked on an interim basis to prevent 
new hazardous materials facilities from locating in critical water resource 
protection areas. It is recommended that the ordinance be amended to specifically 
limit the operation of new hazardous materials facilities in critical areas. It could 
also provide for a more rapid phase out of existing nonconforming uses in critical 
areas, particularly if there was evidence of actual contamination originating from 
those uses. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The Sewage Disposal Ordinance (Chapter 7.38) restricts installation of septic 
systems within 100 feet of a well and requires enhanced treatment for nitrogen 
removal for new development in groundwater recharge areas of Bonny Doon and 
the San Lorenzo Watershed. 

The Riparian Corridor Ordinance (Chapter 16.30) limits new uses within 50 of a 
perennial stream. Additional setbacks for uses that might release contaminants are 
recommended to be added to other Chapters. 

There is a need for more explicit land use restrictions and mitigation measures for 
groundwater recharge areas and water supply watersheds. Staff recommends 
development of a new section of Title 16 to address that. This could replace the 
existing Chapter 16.24, Water Quality Protection, which has not been 
implemented for many years. 

The Well Ordinance contains limits on locating new wells within 100 feet of 
septic systems. This could be expanded to provide greater setbacks from 
hazardous materials facilities with high potential to release contaminants 

Recommended Actions for Restriction of Contaminatin2 Uses: 

1. Amend General Plan to provide a program and explicit authority for restricting 
uses in critical water resource areas. 

2. Amend zoning ordinance to create a Water Resources Protection overlay zone 
(WRP) (or combining district), which would include a prohibition of hazardous 
materials facilities in commercial and industrial properties within that zone. The 
WRP zone would include all areas within Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas 
and within the 2-year protection zone or 1000 feet (whichever is greater) of 
existing municipal water supply wells. 

3 .  Amend the Hazardous Materials Ordinance to provide more specific criteria for 
denial of proposed uses and phase out of existing high-risk uses in particularly 
critical water resource areas. Add additional provisions for water resources 
protection for permitted facilities in other areas. 

4. As an interim measure, utilize the general authority of the Hazardous Materials 
Ordinance, Environmental Review, and General Plan policies to limit any new 
uses with potential to adversely impact water quality. 

5 .  Amend Chapter 16.24 to remove the existing provisions and add specific 
restrictions and provisions for protection of water resources in water supply 
watersheds and primary groundwater recharge areas. 

6. Direct Planning staff to update the primary groundwater recharge maps to utilize 
current available maps of soils and geology, and to apply the groundwater 
recharge policies and the rural development matrix to the updated mapped areas. 

11 
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7. Amend the well ordinance to restrict new wells within 1000 feet of existing 
hazardous materials facilities with high risk of groundwater contamination. 

Sealing of Old and Abandoned Wells 

Old wells serve as potential conduits for contaminated water to move from the ground 
surface or from a contaminated groundwater zone down to a deeper zone. Older wells 
were typically not constructed to today’s standards, lacking adequate surface seals and 
other measures to prevent the movement of contaminated water down the boring. Many 
of these wells have been abandoned, some may still be in use. The presence of old, 
improperly sealed wells becomes more critical where the aquifer is overlain by 
impermeable material that would normally prevent the downward migration of pollutants. 
Improperly sealed wells present the primary path for contamination in those situations. 
This situation particularly occurs in the Live Oak/Soquel/Aptos and Watsonville areas. 
The cost of proper well construction ranges from $3000-1 5,000. This potential liability 
serves as a significant burden and deterrent for property owners to come forward 
voluntarily for well destruction. A source of public funding for destruction of old wells is 
believed to be essential to the success of an effective destruction program. 

As a part of the effort for sealing of old wells that could serve as conduits for 
contamination of deeper aquifers, Environmental Health staff is undertaking the 
following efforts: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Reviewing and tightening standards and procedures for destruction of old wells at 
the time of new well construction. Frequently an owner desires to keep an older 
well for backup purposes. State and County regulations allow that if the well is 
kept in an active state. However, in critical areas, an old well should probably be 
evaluated to determine if it is a potential source of leakage before it would be 
allowed to be maintained. Amendment of the well ordinance to tighten standards 
for destruction is recommended. 

Improved mapping of wells, wellhead protection zones, and potentially 
contaminating activities (discussed above). 

Implementing targeted efforts for well identification and destruction in priority 
areas that are being identified based on risk of well contamination and level of 
support from the affected water agency. These efforts will include investigation of 
old well records, water district databases of connections and cross-connections, 
public out reach, and on the ground surveys. At this point we intend to initially 
focus efforts in the Soquel/Aptos area, with strong participation fi-om the Soquel 
Creek Water District. 

Establishing funding sources for cost sharing with property owners through 
grants, water agency contributions, or other sources. Staff is pursuing several 
grant sources and the Soquel Creek Water District has indicated a strong interest 
in providing funding assistance. 

12 
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5.  Once identified, working with the property owners to require proper destruction 
of abandoned wells and evaluationh-emediation of problematic wells that may still 
be in use. 

These efforts are already underway. We anticipate establishing priority areas in June and 
conducting detailed efforts for identification of old wells in those areas this summer, with 
remediation efforts potentially commencing as early as the fall. 

As a part of well destruction, there is a need to ensure that the sealing is thorough and 
effective. Currently, both Santa Cruz County and state standards fall short of that. State 
of California Well Destruction Standards are found in California Department of Water 
Resources Bulletins 74-8 1 & 74-90. These regulations require only the top 20 feet of the 
well casing be sealed with suitable sealing material after filling the well with fill. Santa 
Cruz County Code section 7.70.1 OO(C)(2) goes further by requiring the entire casing is 
filled with sealing material. 

None of these regulations adequately addresses the annular space between the well casing 
and the soil wall of the drilled hole and/or the conductor piping, which is normally filled 
with gravel. This annular space forms a permeable conduit that will allow liquids to flow 
down the depth of the well. To correct this oversight Santa Cruz County Code should be 
amended to require that well destruction include sealing the annular space as well as the 
casing. In practice, this is done by either over-drilling the existing well and then filling 
the larger hole created with sealing material, or by thoroughly ripping the existing casing 
and pressure sealing the well from bottom to top. These procedures are more expensive, 
but they complete the job. Santa Clara County and San Mateo County have already 
implemented more strict destruction standards. 

Recommendations for Sealing Old and Abandoned Wells 

1. Prepare amendments to Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 7.70 for improved 
minimum standards for well destruction and return with a recommended 
amendment to the Board by January 2003. 

2. Work with the water agencies to pursue a program for identification and 
remediation of old, substandard wells, as described above. 

Coordination with Property Owners and Agencies 

It is important to work closely with the public and affected agencies in implementing the 
various recommendations contained in this report. Staff has been working closely with 
the Regional Board staff and Soquel Creek Water District in developing this program. 
We are in consultation with other water agencies and are compiling relevant information 
from them. We have also consulted with the Interagency Water Resources Working 
Group, the Water advisory Commission, and the Hazardous Materials Advisory 
Commission. With regard to public education, Environmental Health staff have 
participated in the Groundwater Guardian program, a public outreach program 
undertaken in the AptodLa SelvdFreedom area by Soquel Water District, Central Water 
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District, and the Pajaro Valley Water Resources agency. Provisions regarding disposal of 
hazardous materials in septic tanks have been incorporated into brochures provided to 
property owners, and a targeted mailing of information is planned to businesses with 
hazardous materials permits that are also on septic systems. Continued efforts for 
communication and coordination are planned. 

Summary of Recommendations for Enhanced Water Resources 
Protection 

1. Recommended Actions for Mapping Critical Water Resource Protection Areas: 
a. Update the groundwater recharge maps to reflect current information on 

b. Incorporate source water protection zones from the Drinking Water 
soil, geology and usable groundwater occurrence. 

Source Assessment Program as these efforts are completed by the various 
water agencies. 

review process to eliminate those that are not used or planned to be used 
for water supply and consider adding watersheds above critical habitat 
areas. 

c. Review water supply watershed designations during the General Plan 

2. Recommended Actions for Mapping and Evaluation of Potentially Contaminating 
Activities: 

a. Complete mapping of known contaminated sites. 
b. Add mapped “Potentially Contaminating Activities” from the DWSAP 

efforts of the water agencies as they become available. 

3. Recommended Actions for Enhancing Soil/Groundwater Remediation Efforts: 
a. Pursue increased collaboration/communication between Regional Board 

and County on priority l/A cases, as time allows. 
b. Evaluate what additional revenue can be collected through fees for service 

to offset any General Fund contributions for increased staffing costs if 
enhanced soil remediation efforts are pursued. 

c. Provide a report detailing the funding and programmatic responsibilities of 
a Regional Board delegation of authority over groundwater cases, i.e. 
Local Oversight Program. 

projections are available for the above recommendations 
d. Report back to Board on January 2 1,2003 or sooner if complete 

4. Recommended Actions for Restriction of Contaminating Uses: 
a. Amend General Plan to provide a program and explicit authority for restricting 

b. Amend zoning ordinance to create a Water Resources Protection overlay zone 
uses in critical water resource areas. 

(WRP) (or combining district), which would include a prohibition of hazardous 
materials facilities in commercial and industrial properties within that zone. The 
WRP zone would include all areas within Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas 
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and within the 2-year protection zone or 1000 feet (whichever is greater) of 
existing municipal water supply wells. 

c. Amend the Hazardous Materials Ordinance to provide more specific criteria for 
denial of proposed uses and phase out of existing high-risk uses in particularly 
critical water resource areas. Add additional provisions for water resources 
protection for permitted facilities in other areas. 

d. As an interim measure, utilize the general authority of the Hazardous Materials 
Ordinance, Environmental Review, and General Plan policies to limit any new 
uses with potential to adversely impact water quality. 

restrictions and provisions for protection of water resources in water supply 
watersheds and primary groundwater recharge areas. 

f. Amend the well ordinance to restrict new wells within 1000 feet of existing 
hazardous materials facilities with high risk of groundwater contamination. 

e. Amend Chapter 16.24 to remove the existing provisions and add specific 

5.  Recommendations for Sealing Old and Abandoned Wells 
a. Prepare amendments to Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 7.70 for 

improved minimum standards for well destruction and return with a 
recommended amendment to the Board by January 2003. 

b. Work with the water agencies to pursue a program for identification and 
remediation of old, substandard wells, as described above. 
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AnacLHrSMC. L 
Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 

August 18,2000 
0 5 8 7  

PCA Checklist 
Table D-1, page 1 of 2 

COMMERCIALmVDUSTRML 
If Zones Established - . 

NoPCAin 
Watershed Zone B? Zone A? zones 

Comments Unknown PCAin PCAin PCAin PCA (Risk Ranking) 

ut mobile-related activities 

ElectricaVelectronic 

Furniture repair/ 
manufacturing (H) 

Home manufacturing (H) 

Junk/scrap/salvage yards 
03 
Machine shops (H) 

I 

I 

- 

- 
Metal plating/ 
finishing/fabricating (VH) 

Photo processinglprinting 
(HI 
Plastics/synthetics 
producers (VH) 

Research laboratories (J3) 
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Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 
August 18,2000 

0 5 8 8  

PCA Checklist 
Table D-1, page 2 of 2 

COMMERCIALmVDUSTRIAL 
If Zones Established - . 

zones Watershed Zone B? Zone A? PCA (Risk Ranking) Comments Unknown PCA in PCA in PCA in No PCA in 

Wood preserving/treating 
OI) 

Wood/pulp/paper 
processing and mills (H) 

Lumber processing and 
manufacturing @I) 

~~ 

Sewer collection systems 
(H, if in Zones, otherwise 
L) 

Parking lots/malls (>50 
spaces) (MI 
Cement/concrete plants 
(MI 
Food processing (M) 

Funeral 
services/graveyards (M) 

Hardware/lumber/parts 
stores (M) 

ApplianceElectronic 
Repair (L) 



Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 
August 18,2000 

a 5 8 9  

PCA Checklist 
Table D-2, page 1 of 2 

RESIDENTIALMUNICIPAL 
I If Zones Estal 

PCA (Risk Ranking) No in 
zones 

Airports - Maintenance/ 
fueling areas (VH) 

Railroad yards/ 
maintenance/ fueling 
areas (H) 

~ ~~ ~ 

Septic systems - high 
density (>l/acre) (VH if 
in Zones, otherwise M) 

Sewer collection systems 
(H, if in Zones, otherwise 
L) 
Utility stations - 
maintenance areas (H) 

Wastewater treatment and 
disposal facilities (VH in 
Zones, otherwise H) 

Drinking water treatment 

Golf courses (M) 

Housing - high density 
(>1 house/0.5 acres) (M) 

Motor pools (M) 

Parks (M) 

Waste transferh-ecycling 
stations (M) 

I 

PCA in 
Zone A? + Zone B? Watershed + Unknown Comments 

-t- I 

A- 11 
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Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 
August 18,2000 
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I PCA Checklist 
I Table D-2, page 2 of 2 
i RESIDENTIALMUNICIPAL 
i 

i I If Zones Established 
PCA in PCA in 
Zone A? Zone B? 

I Apartments and 
condominiums (L) 

I Campgrounds1 
Recreational areas (L) I 

I 
, Fire stations (L) 

I 

' 
I Hotels, Motels (L) 
I 

Schools (L) 

I 
i 
I 
, Other (list) 
j 

! 
j 

PCA in 
Watershed 

57 
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Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 
August 18,2000 
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PCA Checklist 
Table D-3, page 1 of 3 

AGRICULTURALlRURAL . .  . .  

: PCA (Risk Ranking) 

Grazing (> 5 large 
animals or equivalent per 
acre) (H in Zones, 
otherwise M) 

. Concentrated Animal 
Feeding Operations 
(CAFOs) as defined in 
federal regulation' (VH 
in Zones, otherwise H) 

Animal Feeding 
Operations as defined in 
federal regulation' (VH in 
Zones, otherwise H) 

Other Animal operations 
(H in Zones, otherwise 
M) 

. Concentrated Aquatic 
I Animal Production 
. Facilities, as defined in 

: Zones, otherwise H) 

: Other Aquatic Animal 
. production operations @I 
: in Zones, otherwise M) 

federal regulation (VH in 

7 :  

. Managed Forests (VH in 
I 

I Zones,'otherwise H) - j . (unless additional detail 
I provided*) 
! 

Farm chemical : distributor/ application 
i service e) 
: Farm machinery repair : (H) 

No PCA in 
zones 

If Zones Establi: T 
Comments 

A- 13 57  



Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 
August 18,2000 
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PCA Checklist 
Table D-3, page 2 of 3 

: ' ,  AGRICULTURATJRURAL 
If Zones Established - . 

NO PCA in PCA in PCA in : PCA ( K s k R d n g )  . zones Zone A? Zone B? 
Septic systems - Low 
density (<l/acre) (H in i 

I Zones, otherwise L) 

1 Lagoons / liquid wastes 
(H) 

Machine shops (H) 

' petroleum storage & 
1 transfer areas (H) 

. Agricultural Drainage (H 
' in Zones, otherwise M) 

Wells - Agricultural/ 
Irrigation (H) 

Crops, irrigated (Berries, 
: hops, mint, orchards, sod, 

greenhouses, vineyards, 
nurseries, vegetable) (M) 

: Sewage sludgehiosolids 
I application (M) 

: Fertilizer, Pesticide/ 
1 Herbicide Application 

Crops, nonirrigated ( e g ,  : Christmas trees, grains, 
,. grass seeds, hay, pasture) 

; irrigated crops) 
(L) (includes drip- 

: Other (list) I I 

57 
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PCA Checklist 
Table D-3, page 3 of 3 

AGRTCULTURALlRURAL 
If Zones Established - 

zones Watershed Zone B? Zone A? PCA (Risk Ranking) Comments Unknown PCA in PCA in PCA in No PCA in 

* Additional Detail for Managed Forests 
m e  following categories carbe used in lieu of the default risk ranking for Managed Forests: 
* Managed Forests - 

Broadcast fertilized 
areas (M in Zones, 
otherwise L) 

* Managed Forests - 
Clearcut harvested 
<30 years (VH in 
Zones, otherwise H) 

* Managed Forests - 
Partial harvested <10 
years (H in Zones, 

Road density > 2 
d s q .  mi) (H in 

1. Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation: Animal Feeding Operation (requires NPDES permit) with greater 
than: 

2. Animal Feedine Operation: lot or facility where animals (other than aquatic) have been or will be stabled or 
confined and fed or maintained for total of 45 days or more in any 12 month period. 

A- 15 



Source Water Assessment for Surface Waters 
August 18,2000 

0 5 9 4  

PCA Checklist 
I Table D-4, page 1 of 3 

OTHER ACTIVITIES 

PCA (Risk Ranking) 

NPDESNDR permitted 
discharges (H) 

! Underground Injection of 
, CommerciaYIndustrial 
' Discharges (VH) ' Historic gas stations (VH) 

I 

I 

Historic waste dumps/ 
I 
i landfills (vH) 
I 

! unauthorized dumping 
i 

Illegal activities/ 

; (HI 
! : Injection wells/ dry wells/ 
I sumps (VH) 

: Known contaminant 
' plumes (VH) 

: Military installations 
: (VH) 

: Mining operations - 
i Historic (VH) 

: Mining operations - 
: Active (VH) 

1 Mining.- SandGravel (H) 

1 Wells - Oil, Gas, : Geothermal (H) 

' i  Salt Water Intrusion (H) 

I Recreational area - 
' surface water source (H) 

' Snow Ski Areas (H in 
Zones, otherwise M) 

Recent (< 10 years) Bum 
Areas (H in Zones, 
otherwise M) 

! 
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I PCA Checklist 
Table D-4, page 2 of 3 
OTHER ACTIVITIES 

If Zones Established - . 

zones Watershed Zone B? Zone A? PCA Wsk  Ranking) Comments Unknown PCA in PCA in PCA in No PCA in 

Dredging (H in Zones, 
otherwise M) 
Underground storage tanks 

Confirmed leaking 
tanks (VH) 

Decommissioned - 
I inactive tanks (L) 
I Non-regulated tanks 
! , (tanks smaller than 

Not yet upgraded or 

1 registered tanks (H) 

regulatory limit) (H) 

Upgraded and/or 
registered - active 
tanks (L) 

1 
I 

I tanks (M) 
I , Wells -Water supply (M) 
I Constructioddemolition 
f staging areas (M) 

Contractor or government 
i agency kiuipment storage I yards (M) 
' Transportation comdors 

~ .I 7 r a y s i s t a t e  highways 

Above ground storage 

I 

I I Railroads (M) ' Historic railroad right- i ! of-ways (M) 

i Road Right-of-ways 
! (herbicide use areas) (M) 

r Roads/ Streets (L) 

A- 17 
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PCA Checklist 
Table D-4, page 3 of 3 

. .  OTHER ACTIVITIES 

PCA (Risk Ranking) 

. Storm Water Detention 

' Artificial Recharge Projects 

Injection wells (potable 
' water) (L) 

- Injection wells (non- 
potable water) (M) 

Spreading Basins (potable 
- water) (L) 

Spreading Basins (non- 
potable water) (M) 

57 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Central Coast Region 

ston Hickox 
ve~oryjor 
jironmenlal 
'rorecrion 

Intcmct Address: http:Nwww.swrcb.ca.gov 
81 Higuera Street, Suite 200, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5427 

Phone (805) 549-3147 - FAX (805) 543-0397 

Gray Davis 
Governor 0 5 9 7  

May 1,2002 

Planning Agency 

Dear Planning Agency: 

As you've likely heard for the last few years, the gasoline additive MTBE has become a continuing water 
quality problem in the Central Coast area as well as throughout the State of California. The additive has 
shown an ability to escape underground tank systems either through leaks in tank and pipe components or 
through vapor releases. As a result, this elusive additive has degraded water quality and threatens many water 
supply wells. 

While we are addressing the problem by requiring cleanup wherever it is discovered, other means of 
correcfirg or minimizing the problem are possible. One way to help minimize the problem is to set buffer 
areas (w:llhead protection areas) around existing water supply wells. Setting a minimum distance between an 
existing well and a new potential pollutant source will allow more time for a response when a leak is found. 
Local permitting agencies have the authority to set such distances or zones. In that capacity, we ask that you 
consider an ordinance or other means of establishing a zoning restriction around existing wells where new 
pollutant sources are limited or banned. Another, more aggressive but protective step would be to restrict such 
potential pollution sources in key recharge areas, ,where critical aquifers are most vulnerable. 

My staff is available to assist in any way we can. If you have any questions, please contact the staff person 
assigned to your area as indicated on the attached Staff Assignments list. 

Sincerely, 

@-+y R ger W. Briggs 

Executiv: Off%er 

Attachment: List of City and County Agencies 

S:\icb\usa\jajmtbe-agency letter 

California Environmental Protection APencv 5 1  
Recycied Paper 

http:Nwww.swrcb.ca.gov

