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Kessler, John

From:

Sent: Saturday, September 4, 2021 4:58 PM

To: Long, Kelly

Cc: Crestview Water; Kessler, John; Fogg, Mindy

Subject: Crestview Water Well

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Supervisor Long,

I am a Crestview Water shareholder. I’m copying Crestview Water as a courtesy. I moved to Camarillo about 2 years
ago. In summary I support the building of Well #7 and think the building proposed well can supply us the most needed
water but also make the neighborhood look better than a dirt lot. To be fair I don’t live on that street but a few blocks
away. We need this well to give us enough water to prevent buying from other companies.

Since the start of this calendar year I have been attending the monthly Crestview Water meetings. The subject of Well
#7 consumes most of the meetings. Of the over 600 shareholders there are only a handful that attend these meetings,
maybe like 5 people including me. It became obvious that I am the only shareholder that attends that is for building this
well. It is sad that of the other 600 shareholders that appear to be for the well, none take the effort to attend the
meetings. The other 4 shareholders at the meetings are there each month to do all that they can to stop this
project. They ask the same questions each month and ask for all sorts of additional work to be done with no regard to
the results, just doing whatever it takes to stall this project as long as they can. I might do the same if I was against it I
suppose. Unfortunately these few have stalled this project costing our really small company hundreds of thousands of
extra money chasing obtuse objections.

It also has become obvious that the Well is not the issue. These homeowners don’t want anything built on this empty
lot. As I listen to the objections they are comparing the final project to a empty lot. That is important to understand and
in fact could be a question to ask. Would you all support the building of a full size home on this lot if the Well does not
go forward? If the answer is no, then the arguments about the Well itself is a smoke screen. If the answer is yes, the
question is what is the difference between a full size house and this project? Actually this “small house” should be less
objectionable.

I ask you to listen to all the facts and not just those from the loudest and I hope we can have your support to approve
the permit. As I write about the 5 out of over 600 shareholders I am reminded of a business truism. Good companies
realize that one communication from a customer usually doesn’t represent one customer, but about 100 (or more)
customers. Only like 1 in 100 people will take the time to write. So I would like to think that my time writing this email
in support actually represents hundreds of shareholder assuming someone else is writing for them.

Of course, I assume that all those handful apposed to the Well will emailing you and showing up at the hearing.

Note I put my website here so you can see who I am and know I’m not a “nut job”. I wouldn’t mind a reply just saying
you received my email. Lately some of my emails are winding up in people’s Spam folder.

Frank Mezzatesta
FrankMezzatesta.com
@FrankMezzatesta
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RESOLUTION 2021 – 0_ 
OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OF CRESTVIEW MUTUAL WATER COMPANY 
TO REIMBURSE QUALIFYING PROPERTY OWNERS 

FOR QUALIFYING COSTS AND EXPENSES 
 

WHEREAS, the Company is a mutual, non-profit water company, and 
 

WHEREAS, Crestview Mutual Water Company (Crestview) is responsible 
for providing reliable water supply to our shareholders, and 
 

WHEREAS, proposed replacement Well #7 has significant community 
support, and would provide essential, reliable water at a reasonable cost, without 
causing noise in excess of applicable noise regulations, and having the same 
design and appearance as the surrounding homes; and 
 

WHEREAS, Crestview has exhaustively investigated alternative sites in 
response to the limited but still relevant community opposition to the proposed 
location of Well #7, and has not identified any alternative site or water delivery 
solution that can provide essential, reliable water at a reasonable cost; and 

 
WHEREAS, Crestview has commissioned and accepted studies from 

experts, and has made those studies available to the public, that conclude that 
there is no expectation that groundwater nitrates or pathogens will be increased 
or will approach regulatory thresholds as a result of the installation of Well #7 at 
the proposed 191 Alviso Drive location; and  
 

WHEREAS, Crestview nonetheless wishes to ensure and confirm that the 
neighbors whose septic systems are located within the regulatory-established 
600-foot radius of proposed Well #7 at 191 Alviso Drive will not face any costs or 
expenses to their septic systems as a result of the location and operation of 
proposed Well #7. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that if Crestview installs and 
operates proposed Well #7 at 191 Alviso Drive, the Board of Directors will 
reimburse the property owners whose septic systems are located within a 600-
foot radius of Well #7 from any costs and expenses of providing advanced 
treatment, and/or such similar septic system treatment costs and expenses that 
future regulations may require, where those septic system treatment costs and 
expenses are caused by the location or operation of Well #7.  

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,  that any property 

owner who meets the terms of Crestview’s reimbursement commitment shall 
obtain reimbursement by providing Crestview with: (a) a copy of all invoices for 
reimbursable septic system treatment costs and expenses; (b) a copy of all 
documents that demonstrate that each such cost and expense was incurred to 
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satisfy a regulatory requirement; and (c) a copy of all documents that 
demonstrate that each such cost and expense was caused by the location or 
operation of Well #7.  

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ADDITIONALLY RESOLVED, that any 

dispute that arises hereunder regarding whether or not a property owner qualifies 
for or is entitled to reimbursement from Crestview shall be submitted by 
Crestview and the property owner to binding arbitration to a mutually agreeable 
arbitrator pursuant to the arbitration rules of the American Arbitration Association, 
and that this arbitration shall be the sole and exclusive remedy.   

 
I, _____________________, hereby certify that I am the Secretary of Crestview 
Mutual Water Company, a California Corporation, and that the above resolution 
was duly and regularly passed at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board of 
Directors of said corporation at which time a quorum of said Board was present 
and voting and which meeting was held on the ___ day of ____________, 2021. 
 
 
Date: ______________ Signature: ___________________________________ 

 







From: Debley, Sean
To: Kessler, John
Cc: Fogg, Mindy; Lustig, Rebecca
Subject: FW: Crestview Well #7 Information
Date: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 12:04:02 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image004.png

Hi John,
 
I’m forwarding the attached email correspondence that EHD has had with Crestview’s
consultant. The applicant is still trying to leverage EHD’s position to support the project,
however, I don’t believe that EHD has standing in this matter other than the observations
that we have already made.
 
Please feel free to contact me if you’d like to discuss the matter.
 
Sean Debley, Manager
Technical Services Section
Ventura County Environmental Health Division
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009-1730
(805) 648-9248 Office
(805) 654-2480 Fax
https://vcrma.org/divisions/environmental-health
 

 
From: Debley, Sean 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 11:59 AM
To: Heather O'connell <heather@dreamingtreecivil.com>
Cc: Lustig, Rebecca <Rebecca.Lustig@ventura.org>; Genkel, Charles <Charles.Genkel@ventura.org>
Subject: RE: Crestview Well #7 Information
 
Hi Heather,
 
Please take a look at the language in the OWTS Policy under section 9.4.10 that describes
the exception for replacement systems.
 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/owts/docs/owts policy.pdf
 
In regards to the special study, EHD will not be rendering an opinion for the purposes of
seeking Board approval for the project, however, when the adjacent properties need to
repair or replace their OWTS, the report, (depending on the findings), may be used to
support the engineer’s finding that supplemental treatment is not required.
 
I hope this helps clarify my previous email.
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Best regards.
 
Sean Debley, Manager
Technical Services Section
Ventura County Environmental Health Division
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009-1730
(805) 648-9248 Office
(805) 654-2480 Fax
https://vcrma.org/divisions/environmental-health
 

 
From: Heather O'connell  
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 5:00 PM
To: Debley, Sean <Sean.Debley@ventura.org>
Cc: Lustig, Rebecca <Rebecca.Lustig@ventura.org>; Genkel, Charles <Charles.Genkel@ventura.org>
Subject: Re: Crestview Well #7 Information
 

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to
Spam.Manager@ventura.org

 
Hi Sean,
 
Thank you for the clarification.  If I am understanding correctly:
 
1.  The 600' radius is irrelevant because the County is referencing footnote 10(f), and
 
2.  EHD would defer to PW since they are the Agency evaluating and concurring that the findings of a special study is
correct that the well seal is equivalent or greater than the horizontal distance requirement.  Would this then release
the homeowners as potentially responsible based on the assessment Crestview is proposing to pay for?
 
Thanks again, and Happy Thanksgiving!
 
Heather 
 
On Tue, Nov 24, 2020, 4:23 PM Debley, Sean <Sean.Debley@ventura.org> wrote:

Hi Heather,
 
After reviewing the VCBC Table H-1 and footnotes, there is some confusion related to
the 200 and 600 foot setback requirements. For the purposes of the Crestview project,
EHD is applying footnote (10(f)) which indirectly references the OWTS Policy and reads:
 
9.4.11 For replacement OWTS that do not meet the above horizontal separation



requirements, the replacement OWTS shall meet the horizontal separation to the
greatest extent practicable. In such case, the replacement OWTS shall utilize
supplemental treatment and other mitigation measures, unless the permitting authority
finds that there is no indication that the previous system is adversely affecting the public
water source, and there is limited potential that the replacement system could impact the
water source based on topography, soil depth, soil texture, and groundwater separation.
 
Since the non-conforming issue is only created for the existing systems, the term
“replacement” in the policy would be applicable. Hypothetically, if the lots adjacent to the
proposed well site were undeveloped but legally created through the Subdivision Map
Act, then EHD would use the >200’ but <600’ foot distance for evaluating the two year
the lots when developed. (I hope this makes sense). In addition, this condition does not
preclude the system from remaining in Tier 2. Only if there was documentation that
indicated an impaired condition would the system change to Tier 4.
 
In regards to authority, EHD is responsible for enforcing and maintaining the LAMP for
Ventura County, and the SWRCB is responsible for maintaining and updating the OWTS
Policy. Section 12 of the Policy also states that the conditional waiver of WDR’s applies
to systems that comply with the Policy and our LAMP and local ordinance(s).
Furthermore, I don’t believe that EHD would render a finding of equivalency or an opinion
that the well design, including special studies, is acceptable and it would be PWA’s
prerogative to opine to such findings.
 
We have just started the conversation with Camarillo regarding the development of an
MOU for OWTS’s in the city; I would imagine that we’re ~6-12 months away from
formalizing an agreement since it may involve the City amending their Building Code.
 
Have a happy Thanksgiving!
 
~S
 
 
Sean Debley, Manager
Technical Services Section
Ventura County Environmental Health Division
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009-1730
(805) 648-9248 Office
(805) 654-2480 Fax
https://vcrma.org/divisions/environmental-health
 

 
From: Heather O'connell  
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 11:07 AM
To: Debley, Sean <Sean.Debley@ventura.org>
Subject: Crestview Well #7 Information



 

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to
Spam.Manager@ventura.org

 
Good Morning, Sean.
 
I thought I'd reach out again to see if you've had a chance to discuss any further with
Charles?  Robert/Crestview has a board meeting tomorrow and I'd like to be able to
provide some further clarification and feedback to the Board.
 
Are you able to confirm for me that the County is the Agency having jurisdiction on the
LAMP Tier 2 for each situation in regards to the horizontal proximity to the well, whether
that be the 200' radius or the 600' radius? 
 
Additionally, Crestview is in progress of approving some groundwater modeling to
evaluate the pathogenic 2-year travel time at the 200' and accounting for the 900+'
sanitary seal (more restrictive radius).  Will this be something EHD can utilize along with
PW to further evaluate the seal to come to some sort of resolution on this?
 
Also, per our discussion, is there some sort of timeline on the City of Camarillo's MOU for
the County to oversee the Tier 2 Lamp implementation for the City?
 
Thanks very much.  Any information you can provide via an update will be most helpful.
 
Best,
Heather 
 
--
 
Heather O'Connell, PE, CFM, QSD
President/Principal Engineer
Dreaming Tree Civil, A CA Professional Corporation

 
Dreamingtreecivil.com



From: Debley, Sean
To: Heather O"connell
Cc: Eranio, Robert; Lustig, Rebecca; Genkel, Charles; Kessler, John
Subject: RE: Crestview Well 7 Clarifications
Date: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 12:39:44 PM
Attachments: image003.png

Hi Heather,
 
Thank you for the email. By way of this correspondence, I believe that the emails I wrote on
November 24 and 25, 2020, provide adequate clarification for the purposes of the project. It
is not appropriate for me to affirm your paraphrasing of my comments.
 
EHD does not currently oversee OWTS / septic systems in the City of Camarillo and any
code questions should be directed to Lucia McGovern, Building Official.
 
Best regards.
 
Sean Debley, Manager
Ventura County Resource Management Agency
Environmental Health Division
800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009-1730
P. (805) 648-9248 | F. (805) 654-2480
 
Visit our website at vcrma.org 
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

 

 
 
From: Heather O'connell  
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 6:49 PM
To: Debley, Sean <Sean.Debley@ventura.org>
Cc: Eranio, Robert <reranio.crestview@live.com>; Lustig, Rebecca <Rebecca.Lustig@ventura.org>;
Genkel, Charles <Charles.Genkel@ventura.org>
Subject: Crestview Well 7 Clarifications
 

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to
Spam.Manager@ventura.org

 
Hello Sean,
 
Thank you for your email clarifications on November 24, 2020. Can you help us
make certain that we understand EHD's position regarding the sections in the
Building Code (VCBC, 2019), the State's OWTS policy, and the County's
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regulations for the Crestview Well #7 project?  We don’t want to misstate
anything while presenting our project to the Board of Supervisors.
 
It would be ideal if you could respond yes to each of the following bulleted line
items to confirm that we correctly understand each one, or, if we are incorrect,
please explain briefly the correct information for that bulleted line item:

· For purposes of evaluating the Well 7 project and its neighboring sites, the County
will apply Ventura County Building Code 2019 Code Appendix H, Table H-1,
footnote 10(f), which sets forth the same language as is contained in the State’s
OWTS policy Section 9.4.11.

· This means that the County will evaluate the future repair or replacement of existing
septic systems within a 200-foot radius of Well 7. Section 9.4.10.3 of the OWTS
policy and VCBC Appendix H, Table H-1, footnote 10(c), which pertains to
potential but not existing septic systems within a 600-foot radius of a well, do not
apply to Well 7 project since the neighboring septic systems are built (no vacant
land).

· Therefore, if/when a neighbor within the 200-foot radius of Well 7 might apply to
EHD in the future to replace or repair their currently existing septic system,
advanced treatment or other mitigations will not be required unless it is
established that the septic system is adversely impacting Well 7 water quality and
that the repair or replacement system also has a real potential to be a source of
adverse impact.

· Any proposed repair or replacement system for those properties with septic systems
inside the 200-foot radius of Well 7 will not require advanced treatment or other
mitigations as long as the proposed replacement system is designed per code and
will not impair Well 7 water quality.

· The County of Ventura EHD is the governing body that currently evaluates the issues
of LAMP Tier 2 and below existing septic system replacement and repair.
The County of Ventura is currently in discussions with the City of Camarillo to
establish a Memorandum of Understanding regarding responsibility for OWTS
evaluation.

 
Thank you so very much for your time, and your response.  It's most
appreciated as we need to completely understand EHD’s positions on this
matter.
 
Best,
Heather
 
--
 
Heather O'Connell, PE, CFM, QSD
President/Principal Engineer
Dreaming Tree Civil, A CA Professional Corporation

 
Dreamingtreecivil.com



 

 
 

 

Memorandum
Re: Crestview Mutual Water Company – Calleguas Municipal Water District Well #8

To: Ms. Milasol Gaslan, PE, Supervising Water Resource Control Engineer, LARWQCB
Mr. Jim Kang, Water Resource Control Engineer, LARWQCB
Mr. Peter Raftery, PG, CEG, Engineering Geologist, LARWQCB
From: Heather O’Connell, Dreaming Tree Civil
CC: Mr. Rober Eranio, Consulting General Manager, CMWC
Date: 01 19 2021

Dear Ms. Gaslan, Mr. Kang and Mr. Raftery,

Pursuant to the conference call with you on December 10, 2020, Crestview Mutual Water Company
(CMWC) has prepared the following memo regarding a code interpretation regarding CMWCWell #8
(herein referred to as Project). Included for your use and review is the following documentation:

 Attachment 1: Well #8 – Project Description
 Attachment 2: Well #8 – FAQ’s
 Attachment 3: Well #8 – Site Plan, as currently envisioned
 Attachment 4: Well #8 – Exhibit of well head with proximity to neighboring septic systems (200

ft and 600 ft radius)
 Attachment 5: Well #8 – Well Site Review and Preliminary Design Report, Hopkins Groundwater

Consultants, Inc. (CMWC hydrogeologist/geologist for Project), which includes water quality data
for Well #6. Additional Well 6 Water Quality Data is also attached herein.

 Attachment 6: Well #3 and Well #4 Water Quality Data
 Attachment 7: Crestview Mutual Water Company – Overall Service Area Map and Facility

Schematic showing all CMWC well locations for reference.
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Crestview is requesting a determination from the Board regarding interpretation of the State’s Onsite
Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS) policy.

The proposed location of Well #8 is in proximity to surrounding existing septic/seepage pit systems.
CMWC is requesting that the Board provide clarification of Section 9.4 of the OWTS. Section 9.4.10 of
the policy states:

Section 9.4.10 states “Except as provided for in Section 9.4.11 and 9.4.12”, therefore in following these
sections state:
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At the Project (Well #8) site, there are no septic systems within a 200 ft radius of the proposed well.
There are however numerous existing septic systems within a 600 ft radius of the proposed well, and all
seepage pits are over 20 ft in depth.

CMWC interprets these OWTS policy sections to mean that since the systems surrounding the Well 8
site are all existing and if an application for a replacement system was to be requested by one of the
properties within the 600’ setback, then Section 9.4.11 only would apply.

Section 9.4.11 states that only IF the subject septic systems were proven to have become a source of
contamination to Well 8, then further treatment would be required for those systems. IF however,
there are no indications of contamination or instances of water quality impairment (based on standard
well water quality testing at Well 8, as required by the State Division of Drinking Water), then no
advanced treatment would be required for those septic systems. Please verify this is a correct
interpretation of the OWTS policy. It’s worth noting here, that CMWC has voluntarily also integrated into
the design of Well #8 a 555’ deep cement grout sanitary seal (see Well #8 Preliminary Design Report by
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, dated August 7, 2019). As further documentation, CMWC’s existing
well water quality data are attached (Well 6 data [included in Attachment 5], near the proposed Well 8
site, has pumped since 2006, on average 500 ac ft/year, for 14 years and has not drawn NO2 or NO3.

Furthermore, since 9.4.11 is the correct section to reference, then Section 9.4.10.3 is precluded and
does not apply. Therefore, modeling of the 2 year microbiological travel time evaluation would not be
required.

Please advise CMWC if these policy interpretations are supported by the Board.

Feel free to contact me at if you have any questions regarding the included
content. Thank you in advance for your time.

Respectfully Submitted,

Heather O’Connell, RCE #C73119
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Kessler, John

From: ClerkoftheBoard

Sent: Wednesday, September 8, 2021 3:35 PM

To: Kessler, John

Subject: FW: Crestview Mutual Water Co. proposal to install Well #7 in residential neighborhood

Attached is an email received by the Clerk of the Board.
Please add this to your SIRE item as public comments.

Thank you,

Lori

From: Roger Chittum
Sent: Wednesday, September 8, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Long, Kelly <Kelly.Long@ventura.org>
Cc: ClerkoftheBoard <ClerkoftheBoard@ventura.org>
Subject: Crestview Mutual Water Co. proposal to install Well #7 in residential neighborhood

Dear Supervisor Long,

Next Tuesday, this matter is coming up for hearing before to the Board of Supervisors on appeal from a unanimous
decision against the project by the Planning Commission. I urge you to vote to uphold the decision of the Planning
Commission and reject this ill-conceived project.

The Planning Commission thoroughly reviewed the Well #7 project and found that it does not meet four requirements
that must be met before a conditional use permit can legally be granted. New information in the appeal file makes even
clearer that the project still fails to meet those requirements.

Crestview needs to move on to the better options that have always been available. For example, Crestview is stalling
necessary maintenance and rehabilitation of existing Well #4 and has shut it down prematurely just to make the water
supply problem seem more severe than it is. According to Crestview’s internal estimates, that project can be done for
less than 10% of the cost of Well #7 and would solve the current problem for many years. It would be a really good
investment that would pay out in a few months of not buying water from Calleguas. Well #7 is a bad business
decision. Crestview is concealing this information from shareholders.

Please vote to reject Crestview’s appeal.

Sincerely,

Roger Chittum
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Fogg, Mindy

From: Christine Cohen < >
Sent: Wednesday, September 8, 2021 4:54 PM
To: Ward, Dave; ClerkoftheBoard; Long, Kelly
Cc: Fogg, Mindy; Kessler, John
Subject: Objection to Crestview Mutual Water Company Proposed Well #7

Please add the attached letter to the public record for Hearing of September 14, 2021 
Thank you kindly, 
Christine Cohen 
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SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS AND REVIEW OF NEW CMWC REPORTS 
 
 
 
 

submitted to: 
Board of Supervisors 

County of Ventura  
 
 

submitted by: 
Kear Groundwater 

 
 
 

September 8, 2021 
 
 
 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Kear Groundwater (KG) previously issued our “Hydrogeologic Review of Crestview Mutual 

Water Company’s [CMWC] ‘Well No. 7’” to the Ventura County Planning Commission (PC), 

attached as Exhibit A, and provided testimony during the June 25, 2020 hearing.  

CMWC recently provided its Letter to the Planning Director (2021) with additional new reports 

by a range of consultants (Daniel B. Stephens & Associates [DBS&A], 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 

2021d; Dreaming Tree Civil [DTC], 2021; Meridian Consultants, 2021; Rincon Strategies, 

2021). 

We have carefully reviewed the further submissions by CMWC and performed further analysis. 

The supplemental materials do not change the significant and material flaws in this project. Our 

additional analysis only reaffirms the potential issues to the community, environment, and 

human health for the 191 Alviso Drive project that lacks appropriate justification and well 

feasibility analyses.  



 

 
KG19-0485 

 
 
 

  

KEAR GROUNDWATER 
P O  BOX 2601• SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA • 93120        TELEPHONE: (805) 512-1516      JORDAN@KEARGROUNDWATER COM 

CALIFORNIA REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST N  6960         CALIFORNIA CERTIFIED HYDROGEOLOGIST N  749 

- 2 -	 

KG
TO:  Board of Supervisors 
  County of Ventura 
 
FROM: Kear Groundwater 
  P.O. Box 2601 

Santa Barbara, CA 93120-2601 
 
DATE:  September 8, 2021  
 
SUBJECT: Supplemental Analysis and Review of Additional CMWC Reports 

Crestview Mutual Water Company Proposed Well No. 7, Ventura County, CA 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Kear Groundwater (KG) has reviewed the further information applicable to our expertise within 

the additional documents recently provided by CMWC (2021, Letter to the Planning Director) 

and its consultants (the environmental firm DBS&A, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d; the 

engineering firm DTC, 2021; the environmental planning compliance firm Meridian Consultants, 

2021; and the strategic public affairs firm Rincon Strategies, 2021). We have performed 

additional evaluation of that data.  

We strongly disagree with the CMWC (2021) claim that these new reports yield “a completely 

different result and set of findings.” The myriad of issues with CMWC’s proposed Well No. 7 

location at the 191 Alviso Drive property remain exactly as before, including: adjacent property 

owners with existing septic systems that are in close proximity to the proposed water supply 

well, in violation of State and County horizontal setback standards (i.e., regulatory infeasibility), 

the community nuisances related to the large-scale, 24-hour-a-day, 4-month-duration well 

construction on a small and sloping parcel in close proximity to a bluelined creek (i.e., logistical 

infeasibility), and the well location near the top of the Camarillo Anticline with known 

associated fractures, which are open conduits for contamination, into an aquifer of known poor 

overall quality (i.e., hydrogeologic infeasibility). 

 



 

 
KG19-0485 
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KG
Well No. 4 Will Not “Go Dry” 

CMWC states that Well No. 7 is needed because production from Well No. 4 “has decreased 

approximately 80% due to declining groundwater levels” and that the well shortly “go ‘dry’ this 

summer.” Per DTC (2021), the pump in Well No. 4 was lowered 40 feet to 620 ft below ground 

surface (bgs) in 2015 due to decreasing water levels, exposing the uppermost perforations and 

increasing potential for cascading water, air intake, pump cavitation, and that the pump will have 

to be taken offline to prevent breaking suction and damaging its assembly. Therefore, Well No. 4 

itself will not go dry, its top of perforations are simply too shallow and the pump may be 

negatively impacted. The current pump setting is still more than 280 ft above the bottom of the 

well casing at 903 ft bgs, despite the fact that the original exploratory bore for that well extended 

all the way to 1350 ft bgs. The lower nearly 450 ft were not included in the final well design, 

likely due to the poor quality at depth, as demonstrated in the electric log and at Well Nos. 3 and 

5.  

CMWC now intends to drill an entirely new well in close proximity and identical geologic 

structure that would produce groundwater exclusively from this strata abandoned in Well No. 4, 

at a location with four known active seepage pits within the mandated 200-ft buffer for a public 

supply well, without first addressing the wide range of industry-standard approaches that would 

resolve the actual issues impacting Well No. 4 or other more feasible groundwater development 

alternatives. As designed, a deep well at 191 Alviso Drive will extract only water of such poor 

quality that it was abandoned in the Well No. 4 construction. 
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Response to Meridian Consultants (2021) and Rincon Strategies (2021)  

CMWC states that “two of [its] most compelling studies” are the water rate comparison by 

Meridian Consultants (2021) and the shareholder survey by Rincon Strategies (2021). Per 

Meridian (2021), the “basis of [its] review is the comparison of the development of a new water 

well to replace an offline well and to supplement an existing well that may be at risk of going 

dry, versus the purchase of water from Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas) to meet 

the future water demands.”  

• KG Response: Well No. 4 is not at risk of going dry, its pump is now situated at a depth 

of 620 ft but the casing extends to 903 ft. There are a myriad of rehabilitation (to address 

plugging or biofouling inside the casing, etc.) or casing/pump modification steps that 

can/could be undertaken to address this concern, none of which involve drilling any 

entirely new well at a new location.  

• Cost rate analysis by Meridian (2021) presents little practicable value, when one scenario 

removes all production from Well No. 4 without addressing the alternative more cost-

effective approaches to maintain its use.  

• CMWC’s Staff Report (2019) provide as “Option #1” the installation of a liner and 

subsequent lowering of the pump intake at Well No. 4 with an estimated cost of 

$250,000. This is considerably less than $1,200,000 originally estimated cost (DBS&A 

[2021a] summary Table 2) just to construct the new well (which does not include the 

additional $505,000 already invested for the 191 Alviso Drive property). CMWC has 

previously reported an estimated cost of $2,200,000 for Well No. 7. Staff refer to the 

liner option as a “temporary” fix, ignoring other industry-standard approaches that offer 

permanent and less impactful fixes under a similar estimated cost (swedge liner, 

intermediate sealing or casing modifications, etc.). 

• There is not a binary choice to either drill a new well or purchase entirely imported water.  

• The survey by Rincon (2021) also presents little practicable value when those surveyed 

were not provided the full range of available options. 
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Response to DBS&A (2021a) Feasibility Report 

DBS&A (2021a) argue for the overall superior feasibility of a new well at 191 Alviso Drive vs. 

one of the alternative sites previously suggested by KG near the Las Posas Country Club. To be 

clear, KG originally presented the LPCC alterative well site as one of many other available 

options not involving a new well at 191 Alviso Drive. KG is/was not contracted to site a new 

well for CMWC or conduct a comprehensible feasibility study. LPCC privately drilled its own 

irrigation supply well in 2021 in a similar general vicinity. 

A hydrogeologic cross section across the Las Posas Valley and into the Camarillo Hills is 

attached as Figure 1, and includes the proposed Well No. 7 design vs. the new LPCC well. The 

primary aquifer (‘Fox Canyon’) dips and becomes increasingly saturated to the north/into the 

valley and is available for development under LPCC. At the 191 Alviso Drive property, only the 

underlying poorer-quality aquifer (‘Grimes Canyon’) is sufficiently saturated for development. 

DBS&A (2021a) conclude that 191 Alviso Drive is the superior well site because: 

(1) groundwater levels should remain relatively stable  

• KG Response: the proposed No. 7 site is just 0.3 miles from the existing No. 4 site, which 

CMWC argue is “going dry.” 

(2) the target groundwater production rate of 1,000 gpm is consistent with other CMWC wells  

• Response: Similar (or better) production rates can be attained with appropriate designed 

wells located elsewhere across the Las Posas Basin, including areas with known superior 

water quality.  

(3) there is no material difference in seismic risk or advantage  

• Response: DBS&A state the Camarillo Hills “uplift at an average rate of 0.8 to 1.4 

mm//year … [as] the result of occasional abrupt seismic events.” DBS&A also concedes 

that “fracturing of the cement annular seal due to seismic activity is a possibility for all 

wells in California.” At 191 Alviso, there is an additional susceptibility (greater than the 

flat-lying LPCC area on the valley floor) particularly for the possibility of flower 

structures radiating from deep within the core of the Camarillo Hills anticline. 
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(4) the water quality at the LPCC location is anticipated to be similar 

• Response: Superior quality at LPCC is now proved: the early (not yet fully developed) 

produced groundwater at LPCC’s new irrigation well has an electrical conductivity of 

915 µS/cm vs. an electrical conductivity of 1280 µS/cm for recent samples at Well No. 4 

(Stiff quality comparison diagrams are included on the cross section). This is in 

agreement with the well-established superior quality of the Fox Canyon Aquifer vs. that 

of the deeper Grimes Canyon Aquifer.  

(5) Nitrates are known not to exceed the MCL (and are rarely detected) but are commonly 

detected in groundwater at wells near the LPCC well site 

• Response: Nitrate was not detected at the new LPCC irrigation well.  

(6) Modeling of potential nitrate loading to the aquifer from the septic systems near the Alviso 

Drive location indicates that nitrate concentrations in pumped groundwater will not exceed the 

MCL and likely continue to be non-detect 

• Response: Nitrate is one of many known contaminants, including those of emerging 

concern that do not as readily attenuate in the subsurface, that may impact human health 

at a public supply well. Moreover, the presence of naturally occurring bedrock fractures 

or potentially occurring cement annular seal cracks can create preferential pathways for 

contaminated water migration. Additional analysis of DBS&A modeling reports are 

provided below. 

Remaining Logistical Infeasibility 

• KG Response: In practice, few drillers would find the 100 ft x 200 ft footprint provides 

“adequate space,” especially given the steep slope/non-usability of the northern ~two-

thirds of the parcel , and certainly not without a separate storage/staging area. 

• Discharged water (reportedly as high as 3 million gallons total) must also meet the 

streambed scour erosion control measures of a bluelined creek established by the 

NPDES permit. 

• Noise/light attenuation barriers provide some degree of sound muffling for operations 
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within its walls, but not for the frequent arrivals and departures of often heavy 

machinery/support components to and from the site itself, with construction require to 

occur on a continuous 24-hour basis for its duration. These barriers reduce the potential 

size of the drilling pad even further from its already-compromised logistical state. 

• Site grading of 500 cubic yards does not overcome the fundamental infeasibility of a 

large-scale drilling operation on such a small parcel. County ordinances require a 

grading permit for any earth moving operation greater than 50 cubic yards. CMWC has 

provided no detailed grading plan nor secured a grading permit to render such a small, 

topographically challenged property as 191 Alviso feasible for well construction. 

Remaining Regulatory Infeasibility 

• KG Response: The protection of drinking water sources from human impacts should 

become all the more important as development increases.  

• Horizontal setbacks exist for the very reason that vertical conduits for contaminated 

water can occur, even to depth. 

Remaining Hydrogeologic Infeasibility 

• KG Response: Superior quality at LPCC site and within the Fox Canyon Aquifer (vs. the 

Grimes Canyon Aquifer targeted by Well No. 7) is proved.	 

• Groundwater levels in the CMWC wells not indicating significant long-term declines 

should alleviate the concerns about Well No. 4 “going dry.”  

• The need for new pipelines to locations that are not impacted by septic systems does not 

justify the presence a public supply well within mandated horizontal setback buffers. 

New pipeline will also likely be needed at 191 Alviso Drive according to CMWC. 
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Response to DBS&A Pathogen (2021b) and Nitrate (2021c) Modeling Reports 

CMWC claims that its recent technical studies show that Well No. 7 “can be safely installed and 

operated with no groundwater quality concerns for neighboring lot septic systems. There is 

simply no known pathway that pathogens travel that might cause a groundwater quality impact.” 

In lieu of the appropriate horizontal separation, CMWC intends to construct a deep (940 ft) 

cement sanitary seal around Well No. 7. DBS&A (2021a) conclude there is “insignificant risk” 

of pathogen contamination to the future well.  

• KG Response: Cement annular seals, regardless of depth, will crack. 

• The DBS&A (2021b) model involves pathogen transport in the vadose zone, and thus 

entirely assumes (unsaturated) flow through a porous media.  

• Fractures (both naturally occurring faults/anticline flower structures and potentially from 

cracked annular seals) can open preferential pathways for rapid migration of pathogens or 

other contaminants. An open fracture has only air as a medium with no sediment for 

sorption and other natural attenuation processes to occur.  

• Particular vulnerability of the well location along the growing Camarillo Hills anticline, 

where natural fractures in bedrock formations also occur. 

Ventura County maintains its Individual Sewage Disposal Systems (ISDS) database for public 

accessibility of site plan details for the majority of local septic systems. Review of that database 

suggests that there are no less than 27 parcels with 4- to 6-ft-diameter by 30- to 50-ft-depths 

seepage pits that are within 600 lateral ft. Per County and State guidelines, where effluent 

dispersal systems are within 600 ft and exceed 20 ft in depth, the horizontal setback required to 

achieve a two-year travel time for microbiological contaminants shall be evaluated by a qualified 

professional and in no case shall the setback be less than 200 ft. There are two parcels with four 

total seepage pits extending to 40- to 50-ft-depths that violate this requirement.   

Figure 2 presents the approximate septic system locations where known at parcels within 600 

lateral ft of the proposed Well No. 7. 
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Response to DTC (2021) Alternatives Siting Study 

No comprehensive water well feasibility study has been conducted for CMWC Well No. 7. The 

“Site Suitability Matrix” by DTC (2021) evaluates 8 other parcels alongside 191 Alviso Drive 

based on 9 total siting criteria. DTC (2021) finds that 191 Alviso Drive has “Reasonable 

Assurance of Regulatory Approval,” “Reasonable Assurance of Water Quality,” and “Discharge 

Location for Well Development Water,” with “Minimal” infrastructure improvements. 

A proper water well feasibility study evaluates all potential properties where a water well could 

be constructed within a proximal region to the purveyors service area; timing of such as study 

should precede purchase of, lease of, or creation of an easement on a target property.  

An industry standard feasibility study should include components outlined in Exhibit C. 

• KG Response: Overly generalized/weak qualifications to quantify feasibility. 

• 191 Alviso Drive has the second smallest usable square footage of the evaluated 

properties and is the fourth-worst sloping.  

• 191 Alviso Drive is listed as “CMWC owned” under “Construction & Operational 

Affordability to Shareholders” without mentioning the $500,000+ required to do so. 

• 640 Fairway Drive is proximal to existing sewer line that could serve as a discharge 

location for development water, particularly as recycled water is increasing viewed as a 

resource. Temporary piping is also commonly used to transmit water to appropriate 

receiving channels.  

• 640 Fairway Drive’s proximity to sewer lines provides a more cost-effective alternative 

to advanced treatment units (ATUs) that may become needed at nearby septic systems.  

• No discussion of known superior quality of Fox Canyon Aquifer, which dips and 

becomes increasingly saturated to the north (such as under LPCC), as demonstrated in the 

cross section of Figure 1. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Following supplemental review of the new CMWC reports, our conclusions about the proposed 

Well No. 7 project at 191 Alviso Drive and its continuing defeciences remain the same. The 

proposed well location still lacks adequate horizontal setbacks from nearby septic systems and 

presents significant community nuisance concerns related to the 24-hour-a-day, 4-month-

duration construction, particularly on such a small and sloping parcel in close proximity to a 

bluelined creek. Alternative rehabilitation measures at Well No. 4 or site locations for a new 

Well No. 7 remain as more viable options to maintain adequate groundwater supply at CMWC. 

In sum, CMWC proposed Well No. 7 at 191 Alviso Drive lacks the appropriate justification and 

well feasibility analyses for a project replete with potential issues to the community, 

environment, and human health. 

Best Regards, 

	
 

Jordan Kear                  Timothy Becker 
Principal Hydrogeologist            Professional Geologist No. 9589 
Professional Geologist No. 6960 
California Certified Hydrogeologist No. 749 
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TO:  Ventura County Planning Commission  
  Attn: Phil White, Chair 
 
FROM: Kear Groundwater 
  P.O. Box 2601 

Santa Barbara, CA 93120-2601 
 
DATE:  June 22, 2020    
 
SUBJECT: Hydrogeologic Review of Crestview Mutual Water Company’s “Well No. 7” 

Camarillo Hills, Ventura County, California 
 

Dear Mr. White, 

This memorandum provides a summary of Kear Groundwater's (KG) hydrogeologic evaluation, 

including logistical considerations and regulatory setbacks review of Crestview Mutual Water 

Company’s (CMWC or “the Company”) planned new potable supply “Well No. 7,” proposed to 

be located at 191 Alviso Drive (APN 152 -0-341-065) in the Camarillo Hills of Ventura County, 

California (Figures 1, 2). This analysis has been prepared at the request of the Crestview Mutual 

Water Alliance (CMWA, Alliance).  

Executive	Summary	
KG has reviewed available information on the drilling of the planned Crestview Well No. 7 at 

191 Alviso Drive, Camarillo, for its logistical feasibility, regulatory feasibility, and 

hydrogeologic feasibility. We present the following points that clearly and fundamentally 

demonstrate a conflict with standards, precedents, and prudent science in siting Well No. 7 at the 

planned location. 

Logistical	Infeasibility	
The proposed location of Crestview Well No. 7 presents clear issues to achieve standards 

compliance for well construction logistics. These issues include: the small and narrow size of the 

parcel, which will require a minimum two-story high noise attenuation and light blocking 

barriers and allow little footprint for a drilling rig; the proposed drill site topography, which will 

require significant (greater than 50 cubic yards) grading; and its proximity to sensitive habitat 

receptors, which will require appropriate discharge permits, potential mitigation measures, and 
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on-going reporting compliance. The parcel is also intended for residential use only, under a 

Home Owners’ Association that expressly prohibits well construction. 	

Regulatory	Infeasibility	
The selected Well No. 7 site is completely enveloped within long-established State water well 

standard mandated setbacks from individual sewage disposal systems (including two >20-ft-deep 

seepage pits within 150 feet of the proposed well site). To date no source vulnerability 

assessment has been provided to highlight potential contaminating activities, as is typically 

conducted as part of drinking water source assessment protection program. Crestview seeks to 

scofflaw at these setback requirements, which would be unprecedented by State/County agencies 

in recent decades for public supply wells. Internal e-mails between County Environmental 

Health Division personnel reflect Crestview’s desire to ignore even the advisory language 

detailing these setback concerns from public disclosure statements. Recent communication also 

indicates the intent to shift the onus of compliance to the owners of the ISDS within an affected 

envelope, placing an excessive burden to comply with a higher set of standards due to the 

proximity of the new well. If the ISDS is in need of repair or replacement more complete 

(secondary or tertiary) treatment would be required or a property owner would need to annex to a 

sanitary district that does not exist and would require many years and many millions of dollars to 

create. In an age when public health regulations continually increase to protect public health, 

Crestview seeks to ignore regulations and the infeasibility of compliance therewith. 

Hydrogeologic	Infeasibility	
The proposed location of Crestview Well No. 7 is poorly-planned from a hydrogeologic 

standpoint and lacks a thorough water well feasibility study to evaluate alternatives. The 

proposed well is to be located over a geologic structure (near the axis of Camarillo Hills 

Anticline, on the north-dipping limb) and stratigraphic location, depth, and design that are very 

similar to those of the failed Crestview wells (Nos. 3, 4, 5, which suffer from either declining 

water levels/pumping rates and/or poor quality). An alternative well site should be selected that 

will both comply with local standards and ultimately prove to be more successful, with superior 

anticipated groundwater quality, sustainability. and production rates.   
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Introduction	
Our objective was to perform an independent review of: 1) fundamental logistical issues 

associated with the well construction scope as presented in CMWC's conditional use permit 

application; 2) fundamental regulatory and sanitary issues associated with locating the well in 

violating proximity to nearby individual sewage disposal systems; and 3) available geologic and 

hydrogeologic information and other applicable information that apply to the location and design 

of the proposed new well. KG understands that your client is among several shareholders of 

CMWC that are concerned about the well’s drilling and construction, in addition to its safe and 

healthy operations for decades to come. 

Ultimately, KG has found that CMWC's selection of the 191 Alviso Drive property appears to be 

poorly-planned from both a regulatory, constructability, and hydrogeologic perspective, and 

lacks a thorough water well feasibility study. In keeping with a standard of water supply 

purveyors statewide, the CMWC general manager and its board, working on behalf of the 

shareholders who will consume the delivered water from Well No. 7 should conduct a thorough 

feasibility study to select an optimum well site that will both comply with established State water 

well standards and be more successful than the failed well that it intends to replace with Well No. 

7. Herein, KG presents a brief review of potential superior alternative locations for a proposed 

new supply well for the Company and its shareholders. 

A summary of our efforts, findings, conclusions, and more detailed recommendations follows. 
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Crestview	Mutual	Water	Company	
CMWC has been incorporated since 1950 and currently serves about 300 million gallons 

annually (920 acre-feet) of potable water to 625 residential/domestic service connections, of 

which about 70% is used for outdoor irrigation. The Company also has one municipal/industrial 

connection to the Las Posas Country Club (LPCC) for an emergency basis with typically no 

more than 1 acre-ft per year delivered to LPCC (Numeric Solutions, 2013).   

CMWC sources water from a small network of existing groundwater wells (76.5% of supply on 

average since 1991) that is also augmented by deliveries from the Calleguas Municipal Water 

District (Calleguas; 23.5% of the supply on average since 1991), and delivers a total of about 946 

acre-ft per year on average. Extraction data are compiled from Numeric Solutions (2013) for 

1991 through 2012 and from the January 2020 monthly General Manager’s report (CMWC, 

2020) for 2006 through 2019. Calleguas is the local wholesale purveyor of the Metropolitan 

Water District of Southern California, which delivers imported surface water via the State Water 

Project from northern California; Calleguas also pumps groundwater via its Las Posas Well Field. 

In a typical year, Crestview imports water from Metropolitan via Calleguas from December 

through March, and then relies upon its own well system to meet demands from April through 

November.  

CMWC currently pumps groundwater from three wells: the Company’s Well No. 4 (State Well 

Number [SWN] 02N/21W-22G01S, located at 14 Alviso Drive), Well No. 5 (SWN 02N/21W-

22A01S, located at 602 Valley Vista Drive), and Well No. 6 (SWN 02N/21W-28A01S, located at 

241 Crestview Avenue). CMWC also operates a chlorination treatment plant located adjacent to 

Well No. 5 at 602 Valley Vista Drive (per its website). CMWC Well No. 5 is proposed to be 

replaced by Well No. 7; Well No. 5 has been largely inactive (<3 acre-ft per year) since 2008 and 

fully inactive since 2015, per Company extraction records (Numeric Solutions, 2013; CMWC, 

2020). CMWC also destroyed its No. 3 (SWN 02N/21W-22E01S) in 2006 per its destruction 

record. 

As of the January 2020 monthly General Manager’s report (CMWC, 2020), CMWC No. 4 

currently produces about 900 gallons per minute (gpm) and No. 6 produces about 1150 gpm. The 
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CMWC	Well	No.	3	
Per its Well Completion Report, Midway Drilling & Pump Co. (Midway) drilled CMWC Well 

No. 3 (-22E01S) in early 1966. Following a pilot borehole drilled to 1456 ft, Midway reamed the 

final borehole out to 30-inches-diameter to 1393 ft. Midway equipped the well with a 16-inch-

diameter blank mild steel casing from ground surface to 594 ft, which then reduced to a 14-inch-

diameter casing to its total depth. The lower casing includes perforations from 1000 to 1046 ft 

and 1190 to 1370 ft. Midway filled the annular space between the casing and borehole walls with 

gravel pack from 1393 ft up to 75 ft, and then poured the cement sanitary seal from 75 ft up to 

ground surface.  The Well Completion Report includes a note dated 25 June 1997 that states, “a 

10-inch liner may have been installed in this well. It is still possible to hear cascading water.” 

Following its construction, CMWC Well No. 3 reportedly produced 2000 gpm during a pumping 

test, wherein the static water level of 374 ft was pumped down to 894 ft (possibly only 520 ft, 

which is the value listed as drawdown but may have referred to pumping level). The driller’s 

well log includes “blue sand, rock & sea shell” from 247 to 370 ft and from 474 to 560 ft, which 

were apparently mostly unsaturated and the well casing not directly perforated adjacent; the 

primary aquifer is described as “hard sand & rocks” from 1012 to 1323 ft, which is underlain by 

blue clay.  

CMWC abandoned its Well No. 3 to County standards on September 15, 2006, which can 

potentially maintain a conduit for vertical fluid (including contaminant) migration. CMWC Well 

No. 3 is also situated about 250 horizontal ft, across a local drainage, from a 1950s-era oil 

exploration well (10,170 ft drilled depth) that did not encounter commercial oil or gas shows and 

was subsequently plugged at 800 ft and converted to a water well (SWN 02N/21W-22E02S). The 

-22E02S well was abandoned in April 2004 per its destruction record.  

CMWC	Well	No.	4	
Per its Well Completion Report, Midway drilled CMWC Well No. 4 (-22G01S) in the summer of 

1985. Following a pilot borehole drilled to 1350 ft, Midway reamed the final borehole out to 28-

inches-diameter to 903 ft. Midway equipped the well with a 16-inch-diameter blank steel casing 

from ground surface to 600 ft (mild steel to 560 ft, then stainless steel), which then reduced to a 
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12-inch-diameter perforated (0.070-inch slots) stainless steel casing to the total depth of 903 ft. 

Midway filled the annular space with gravel pack from 903 ft up to 575 ft; while the cement 

sanitary seal depth is listed at 35 ft, the well is noted to be sealed against pollution to 575 ft (top 

of gravel pack) which could indicate a deeper cement seal.  

Following its construction, CMWC Well No. 4 reportedly produced 1800 gpm over a 40-hour 

pumping test, wherein the static water level of 494 ft was pumped down to 558 ft. The driller’s 

well log includes “sand, gravel & shells” from 338 ft to 530 ft, which were apparently mostly 

unsaturated and the well casing not directly perforated adjacent; the primary aquifer is listed as 

“sand & gravel” from 597 to 890 ft, which is underlain by dominantly blue clayey strata.   

CMWC	Well	No.	5	
Per its Well Completion Report, Midway drilled CMWC Well No. 5 (-22A01S) in the summer of 

1993. Following a pilot borehole drilled to 1721 ft, Midway reamed the final borehole out to 28-

inches-diameter to 1400 ft. Midway equipped the well with a nominally 16-inch-diameter blank 

mild steel casing from ground surface to 720 ft, which then reduced to a nominally 14-inch-

diameter stainless steel casing, with perforations (0.055-inch slots) from 780 ft to 900 ft, and 

then a nominally 12-inch-diameter perforated (0.055-inch slots) stainless steel casing from 900 ft 

to the total depth of 1400 ft. Midway filled the annular space with gravel pack from 1400 ft up to 

740 ft, and then poured the cement sanitary seal from 740 ft up to ground surface.   

Following its construction, CMWC Well No. 5 reportedly produced 1200 gpm over a 43-hour 

pumping test, wherein the static water level of 674 ft was pumped down to 785 ft. The driller’s 

well log indicates some mixture of sand, gravel, and sea shells from at least 316 ft to 599 ft, 

which were apparently mostly unsaturated and the well casing not directly perforated adjacent; 

the well appears to produce groundwater from a 780 to 1400-foot-deep stratified network of 

sand/gravel aquifers that are separated by clayey aquitards, which are underlain by dominantly 

dark gray oily sands/shale at depth.   

Numeric Solutions (2013) notes that Well No. 5 is a replacement for Well No. 3, “which had 

historically delivered poorer quality water and was subsequently destroyed;” however, Well No. 
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5 also has elevated TDS (>1200 mg/L) compared to Well Nos. 4 and 6 (<900 mg/L) (Numeric 

Solutions, 2013).  

CMWC	Well	No.	6	
Per its Well Completion Report, Barbour Well Surveying Corporation (Barbour) drilled CMWC 

Well No. 6 (-28A02S) in the fall of 2005. Following a pilot borehole drilled to 1300 ft, Barbour 

reamed the final borehole out to 27-inches-diameter to 810 ft. Barbour equipped the well with a 

nominally 16-inch-diameter blank mild steel casing from ground surface to 250 ft, and then 

stainless steel to the total casing depth of 810 ft. The stainless steel casing includes perforations 

(0.060-inch slots) from 550 to 800 ft. Barbour filled the annular space with gravel pack from 810 

ft up to 505 ft, and then poured the cement sanitary seal from 505 ft up to ground surface.   

Following its construction, CMWC Well No. 6 reportedly produced 2500 gpm over a 12 hour 

pumping test, wherein the static water level fell of 313 ft was pumped to reveal a pumping water 

level of 358 ft. Per the driller’s well log, the well appears to produce groundwater from a 

stratified network of sand/gravel aquifers that are separated by silty and clayey aquitards, 

apparently becoming increasingly finer-grained with depth. Sea shells are noted from 85 to 145 

ft and 205 to 360 ft.  

Numeric Solutions (2013) notes that because Well No. 6 has “consistently delivered higher 

quality water than CMWC’s other wells … an increasing share of CMWC’s extraction has been 

drawn” from the well.  
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Proposed	CMWC	Well	No.	7	
CMWC Well No. 7 is the proposed replacement for Well No. 5, per the Well Permit Application 

submitted to Ventura County Watershed Protection District (additional permit also submitted to 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). The Company’s website states that its 

“currently lacks water capacity to meet peak demands with Well [No.] 6 alone” and as such its 

“ability to provide a safe, secure, dependable, affordable and lifesaving water source for 

shareholders is in jeopardy” without “two wells in different zones to meet all demands,” thus 

saving the shareholders significant costs by supplying cheaper local groundwater versus 

expensive imported Calleguas water. CMWC apparently views Well No. 6 within one (lower) 

service area zone and all other wells (the destroyed Well No. 3, the still-active but declining Well 

No. 4, the inactive Well No. 5 and its proposed replacement Well No. 7) in another (upper) 

service area pressure zone.   

Despite the reported declining water levels and production from the nearby Well No. 4, and in 

addition to the poor quality of Well Nos. 3 and 5, all of which situated over similar geologic 

strata/structure, CMWC moved forward and purchased the vacant lot at 191 Alviso in October 

2015 for $505,000 for the proposed Well No. 7. 

The preliminary design of Well No. 7, as listed under the permit application and apparently 

based on the original electric log of the nearby No. 3, includes a 16-inch-diameter steel well 

casing with perforations from 1040 to 1080 ft and 1230 to 1420 ft (Hopkins, 2019). Both 

FCGMA and County permit applications list the anticipated annual production from the well to 

be 1000 acre-ft, implying the well would meet the entirety CMWC’s typical demand. Further, 

the proposed location lacks the State- and County-required horizontal setbacks from existing 

onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) that include seepage pits, and therefore poses a 

potential harm to the public health of the Company’s shareholders.  
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Proposed	CMWC	Well	No.	8	
CMWC has separately entered into an agreement with Calleguas for a new “CMWC No. 8,” 

reportedly to be located in vacant lot across from intersection of Crestview Avenue and Ashdale 

Court, as part of an emergency water supply reliability project (e.g., Calleguas. 2018) The 

agreement requires Crestview to design, acquire the right-of-way for, permit, construct, own, 

operate, maintain, and repair Well No. 8, the pipe connecting the well to the Crestview system, 

and all associated facilities. Calleguas will reimburse Crestview for the cost subject to a total cap 

of $2.1 million.   

Upon request, Crestview is required to deliver 3 cubic ft per second (cfs, or about 6 acre-ft per 

day [1500 gpm]) to Calleguas for up to 6 months through the planned Crestview-Calleguas 

Interconnection or existing interconnections. For every acre-ft of water delivered from Crestview 

to Calleguas, Calleguas will deliver to Crestview one acre-ft of water at a later date (free of 

charge between October 1 and April 30; subject to capacity charge between May 1 and 

September 30).  In addition, Calleguas will pay $316 per acre-ft for water delivered from 

Crestview. If Crestview is unable to produce a combined total of 3 cfs, Crestview will pay a 

penalty of $316 per acre-ft.  
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Hydrogeologic	Overview	
CMWC’s service area is situated entirely within the Las Posas Valley Groundwater Basin (“Las 

Posas Basin,” Department of Water Resources [DWR], Bulletin 118, Basin Number 4-8). The 

Las Posas Basin is bounded between the uplifted South Mountain/Oak Ridge to the north, the 

Camarillo Hills to the southwest and Las Posas Hills to the southeast, and the Santa Susana 

Mountains to the east; the basin is bounded by the Oxnard Subbasin of the Santa Clara River 

Valley Groundwater Basin to the west.  

The Las Posas Basin (and its principal aquifers) reaches its maximum thickness along the 

downthrown synclinal trough (Las Posas Syncline) within its central valley. The Camarillo Hills 

Anticline, which the Company’s service area overlies, is part of the larger deformed hanging 

wall (Camarillo fold belt) on the north/downthrown side of the high-angle reverse Springville 

Fault Zone (DeVecchio et al. 2012), which restricts groundwater flow between the Las Posas 

Basin and the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin to the south (Dudek, 2019). The Fox Canyon 

Aquifer is exposed to ground surface locally in the Las Posas and Camarillo Hills (e.g., FCGMA 

outcrop area map) with the nearest mapped outcrop approximately 750 ft southeast of the 

planned Well No. 7 site. Around the Camarillo Anticline, formations dip gently (10°–25°) away 

from the axis on both the north and south limbs (Dibblee, 1990; 1992).  

The Las Posas Basin is within the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province. Rocks in this region 

have been folded into a series of predominantly east-west-trending anticlines and synclines 

associated with thrust and reverse faults. In general, the faulting and seismicity of southern 

California are dominated by the compressionary regime associated with the “Big Bend” of the 

San Andreas Fault Zone. Uplift rates beneath Camarillo Hills Anticline range between 0.8 to 1.4 

mm/yr (DeVecchio et al. 2012) underscoring the tectonically active nature of the Crestview 

service area. 
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Las	Posas	Basin	Principal	Aquifers	
The Las Posas Basin is comprised of late Oligocene to early Pleistocene marine and nonmarine 

sedimentary rocks that have been structurally deformed by faults and associated folds to form 

highlands in the north and in the south separated by a central downthrown basin. Unconsolidated 

alluvial basin fill sediments, where deposits along valley floors and stream channels, can form 

productive groundwater aquifers (“Shallow Aquifer”) but are not present/saturated in the uplifted 

hills. The alluvium unconformably overlies the older terrestrial deposits of the also freshwater-

bearing Saugus Formation (QTs). The Pleistocene-aged Saugus Formation is a weakly-

consolidated conglomerate of pebble- to cobble-sized clasts, with minor sandy and clayey units. 

Appreciable volumes of usable groundwater are stored in relatively thin sand and gravel layers 

separated by silts and clays of low hydraulic conductivity.  

Beneath the Saugus Formation lies the late Pliocene-aged, shallow marine Las Posas Sands 

(QTlp), a fine- to medium-grained fossiliferous sand with occasional gravel and clay layers. The 

Las Posas Basin’s primary aquifer, known as the Fox Canyon Aquifer, is stored within the Las 

Posas Sands as mapped by Dibblee (1992), but is also known as the basal part of the San Pedro 

Formation. Generally, strata referred to as the San Pedro Formation in this area are now assigned 

as the Saugus Formation, if nonmarine deposition, or to the Las Posas Sands, if marine. The Fox 

Canyon Aquifer is identified on electric logs by zones of relatively high resistivity from 100 ft to 

upwards of 500 ft thick. Sedimentary bedrock strata can yield significant quantities of 

groundwater to wells, especially where only partially cemented, unconsolidated, weathered, or 

highly fractured, which increases porosity and permeability. 

The Quaternary-aged deposits are underlain by older, consolidated units that include the 

Pliocene-aged Pico Formation and the Miocene-aged Sisquoc and Monterey shales. The Santa 

Barbara Formation (QTsb) in this area is sometimes assigned to the upper member of the Pico 

Formation, comprised of	fine-grained gravel and sand deposits that contains the Grimes Canyon 

Aquifer. Dudek (2019) note CMWC Well Nos. 4, 5, and 6 as some of the few wells whose 

casings are solely perforated adjacent to the Grimes Canyon Aquifer, which can be an important 

source of water in areas where the Fox Canyon Aquifer is absent, thin, or unsaturated (Las Posas 
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Fox	Canyon	Groundwater	Management	Agency	
Groundwater of the basins where the Fox Canyon Aquifer has been identified, and the lands that 

overlie it, is managed by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (“FCGMA”). The 

FCGMA is a public agency established in 1982 by the California State Legislature under the 

State Water Code for the overall management of the southern Ventura County groundwater 

basins.  

FCGMA also serves as the groundwater sustainability agency (GSA) for the majority of the Las 

Posas Basin, following passage of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) in 

2014 (AB 1739, SB 1168, and SB 1319) that sets the framework for statewide long-term 

sustainable groundwater management by local authorities. SGMA requires the formation of new 

GSAs tasked with assessing the conditions in local basins and adopting locally-based sustainable 

management plans. SGMA provides GSAs with tools and authority to (1) require registration of 

groundwater wells, (2) measure and manage extractions (including limiting the amount of water 

pumped by individual well owners), (3) require reports and assess fees, and (4) request revisions 

of basin boundaries, including establishing new sub-basins. 

GSAs responsible for high- and medium-priority basins must adopt long-term groundwater 

sustainability plans. Via the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring 

(CASGEM), the DWR ranks the 42,353-acre Las Posas Basin as a high-priority basin, with 

overdraft, subsidence, and saline intrusion (elevated chloride) as noted impacts. FCGMA 

released the final Las Posas Basin GSP in December 2019. Plans will be evaluated every five 

years. GSAs have until 2040 to achieve groundwater sustainability.  

The basin is broadly separated into two management areas, the East Las Posas Management Area 

(ELPMA) and the West Las Posas Management Area (WLPMA), based on geologic structures 

thought to affect subsurface flow. CMWC is located entirely within the WLPMA. The Somis 

Fault (an extension of the Springville Fault Zone) trends north–northeast across the basin in the 

vicinity of Somis and acts as the boundary between the west and east management areas, with 

groundwater elevation differences in excess of 100 ft across the fault. This trend generally 

corresponds to the local surface watershed divide between the Beardsley Wash in the west and 
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the Arroyo Simi–Las Posas in the east. In addition to the WLPMA and ELPMA, a third 

management area has been established in a localized area of the ELPMA for the Epworth 

Gravels Aquifer, a significant source of water north of Moorpark but not believed to be in direct 

hydraulic communication with the deeper Fox Canyon Aquifer. 
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PROPOSED	WELL	NO.	7	ISSUES	OF	STANDARDS	COMPLIANCE:	Septic	Setbacks		
The selected well site is completely enveloped within mandated setbacks from individual sewage 

disposal systems, surface water drainages, and sensitive habitat. Statewide standards for water 

wells were first formally published in 1968 as DWR Bulletin 74 (includes Bulletin 74-9 for 

Ventura County specific recommendations), and revised in 1981 as Bulletin 74-81 and again 

(though not officially finalized/adopted) in 1990 as Bulletin 74-90. All counties, cities, and/or 

water agencies where appropriate, must adopt well ordinances that meet or are more stringent 

than the DWR standards. Ventura County well ordinance (Section No. 4814) establishes the 

minimum standards as those set forth in Bulletin 74, 74-9, 74-81, and 74-90, but also adopts 

more stringent standards where applicable.  

DWR Bulletin 74 establishes the horizontal separation distance standards for water wells from 

potential pollution or contaminant sources, which includes 150 ft buffer between a well and a 

cesspool or seepage pit. The Bulletin specifically states that the buffers “are generally considered 

adequate where a significant layer of unsaturated, unconsolidated sediment less permeable than 

sand is encountered between ground surface and groundwater … Local conditions may require 

greater separation distances to ensure groundwater quality protection” (emphasis added).  

Separately, the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) OWTS Policy for the siting, 

design, operation, and maintenance of OWTS has been in effect since June 2012. Ventura 

County Environmental Health Division’s most recently updated its OWTS Technical Manual in 

June 2015. That manual, in addition to the Ventura County Building Code (Table CPC, 

Appendix H-1), includes a 200 ft horizontal setback buffer for public water wells from seepage 

pits. Specifically, the manual stipulates 150 ft buffer from effluent dispersal system with less 

than 10 ft depth and a 200 ft buffer from system with greater than 10 ft depth. Furthermore, 

where the effluent dispersal system is within 600 ft and exceeds 20 ft in depth, the horizontal 

setback required to achieve a two-year travel time for microbiological contaminants shall be 

evaluated by a qualified professional shall conduct this evaluation; however, in no case shall the 

setback be less than 200 ft. 
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Local cities have established ordinances for greater separation of OWTS from water supply wells 

in similar geologic settings. For example, the City of Malibu’s Local Coastal Program 

(LCP)/Implementation Plan details OWTS requirements (Chapter 18), with the specific 

provision (18.6.D.) that “subsurface sewage effluent dispersal system/soil absorption system 

shall also be free from poorly drained soils and soils or formations containing continuous 

channels, cracks, or fractures, unless a setback of 250 ft to domestic water supply well or 

surface water is assured, or unless secondary or tertiary wastewater pre-treatment is provided 

prior to discharging to the system,” thus requiring additional setback in areas of fractured 

bedrock.   

Via its well permit applications and communications, CMWC ignores these setback requirements 

(which include two seepage pits with >20 ft depth within 150 ft), with protections employed as 

argued by Hopkins Groundwater Consultants (Hopkins, 2019), by pouring a deep (from ground 

surface to 940 ft) cement grout sanitary seal around the well casing. Hopkins (2019) argues that 

the cement seal depth, coupled with natural aquitard layers, will provide adequate protection 

from potential sources of surface recharge contamination that is actually greater than that of the 

horizontal setback distance at ground surface. Other than these descriptions, KG has seen no 

detailed specifications for the planned Well No. 7 seal construction, installation, measurement, or 

quality assurance methods. For any public supply well project, such specifications should be 

professionally prepared and subject to review prior to bid solicitation and used to guide the well 

construction process, subject to field conditions discovered during the pilot borehole drilling. 

Further, these very important details of well construction should be provided for review by 

experts and the Planning Commission so that the details can be reviewed and commented upon 

prior to action by the Planning Commission. KG notes that this 940-ft seal depth is based on 

CMWC No. 3; the proposed Well No. 7 location is up-dip (closer to the anticline axis) and 

therefore the actual annular seal (and the targeted aquifers of the well) will be at least somewhat 

shallower.  

Allowed exceptions to these standards from State/County agencies is unprecedented in recent 

decades for public supply wells regardless of well design. Given the sandy nature of the soils in 
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the area and preferential fractures typical of bedrock aquifers such as within the Saugus, Las 

Posas, and Santa Barbara Formations, deep annular seals (which are known to be limited in their 

impediment to pathogens) are likely to be ineffective. The County well drilling permit 

application prepared by the applicant fails to indicate the locations of required septic (and other) 

features and does not comply with the State/County standards.  

Horizontal setbacks exist for the fundamental reason that a cement seal is prone to cracking, 

especially in tectonically-active environments. At an average Camarillo Hills uplift rate of about 

1 mm/yr (DeVecchio et al. 2012), over a typical lifespan of about 50 years, the well will have 

shifted upwards of 50 mm (5 cm). This is significant movement, and greater catastrophic 

movement as in an earthquake is a very distinct possibility. Along the axis of the local anticline, 

expansion can result in deep fractures radiating from deep within the core of the anticline via 

"flower structures" that can be direct conduits for contaminant migration.  

There are numerous examples of surface water contamination even in wells with known deep 

cement sanitary seals. A study by the Nebraska Grout Task Force (Lackey et al., 2009) found 

cement-based grouts appeared cracked both above and below the water line. Proprietary work by 

KG in similar geologic settings has found bacterial species exclusive to animal intestinal tracts 

within domestic wells despite being equipped with cement seals exceeding regulatory 

requirements by a factor of 10. 

The City of Santa Clarita built the Saugus Aquifer Treatment Plant to remediate groundwater 

contamination associated with the Whittaker-Bermite property, a former munitions 

manufacturing site, following detection of perchlorate (a solid fuel component) in local private 

and municipal supply wells. Contamination had been addressed through installation of wellhead 

and at-tap water treatment systems and provision of bottled water (MACTEC, June 2006). An 

article by Leon Worden in 2003 posted to scvhistory.com quotes Stephen McLean of the Castaic 

Lake Water Agency as describing that “[i]t's the deep aquifer that's showing the contamination,” 

with multiple contaminated wells situated within the Saugus Formation reportedly at depths up 

to 1700 ft. Some of these wells (e.g., Santa Clarita Water Company Saugus Well No. 1 and 
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Saugus Well No. 2) that exhibit the contamination have seals in excess of 800 ft and are sealed 

through the same-aged formation (Pliocene to Pleistocene) that is proposed for sealing in 

CMWC Well No. 7. 

Additional examples of aquifer contamination despite deep cement seals has shut down public 

supply wells in the City of Santa Monica and South Lake Tahoe, in addition to residential wells 

for the community of Glennville (SWRCB, 2017).  

Hopkins (2019) argues that (CMWC Well Nos. 3 and 4), with shallower sanitary seals, “have 

operated for decades without nitrate impacts to the quality of groundwater produced.” No further 

data, research, or citations are provided to substantiate Hopkins’ claim. Nitrate in groundwater is 

diluted and reduced through denitrification (e.g., Geosyntec, 2019). CMWC has conducted no 

bacteriological pathogen sampling (full bacterial speciation, in addition to total coliform bacteria 

[bac-T] and heterotrophic plate counts [HPC] analyses) in its evaluation of the Well No. 7 site or 

support of Hopkins’ (2019) claim. Such analyses would be a far more reliable indicator of 

potential contamination to the groundwater systems from overlying onsite wastewater systems or 

other issues. Other potential contaminants of concern, including pharmaceuticals, are not as 

naturally attenuated in the subsurface and therefore rely largely on dilution to reduce 

concentrations.  

Additionally, for the very reason that both CMWC Nos. 3 and 4 have shallow seals (75 ft and 35 

ft depth, respectively), and given their close proximities on either side of the proposed No. 7 

location (about 600 ft and 1550 ft buffer, respectively), the remnant gravel pack in those wells’ 

annular spaces will still provide a direct conduit for near surface contaminants to percolate into 

the deeper aquifer system, even if No. 7 itself has a competent deep seal.  

To date, KG has not seen a source vulnerability assessment, typically conducted as part of 

drinking water source assessment protection (DWSAP) program for Well No. 7. Such a study, 

detailed by the DPH’s Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management (DDWEM), 

would highlight potential contaminating activities (PCAs) such as the septic systems, abandoned 

oil and gas wells, proximal water wells, and other surface and subsurface features that could 
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compromise water quality. Recent project examples include sites where abandoned wells were 

not recognized as PCAs until after-the-fact construction and well testing had begun. While DPH 

recognizes that some public water systems may wish to perform their own assessments, the water 

systems must still conduct assessments in conformance with the DPH procedures (DPH, 1999).  

If Well No. 7 is permitted and constructed as currently proposed, that is with complete scofflaw 

to proximal septic setbacks, the question remains as to who will retain the indefinite liability 

(designer, driller, or CMWC) in the event of future seal failure. Further, in the event that one of 

the parcels with sewage disposal systems within this 600-ft (if exceeding 20 ft depth) affected 

envelope requires repair, replacement, or is to be constructed anew, any individual sewage 

disposal system (ISDS) components would be required to be held to a standard meeting that 

within proximity to the water supply well. Ventura County has recently estimated the cost of 

upgrading an existing OWTS with a supplemental/advanced treatment unit (ATU) for nitrogen or 

pathogens removal to be between $15,000-$50,000 depending on specific site and OWTS 

conditions, plus additional annual costs related to ongoing maintenance, service contracts, and 

effluent monitoring (VCEHD, 2019). There is no public sewer utility line for these homeowners 

within the 200 ft County standard that could otherwise be connected to in lieu of the OWTS. 

Homeowners could therefore be subject to bearing the potentially onerous costs for such a 

treatment or disposal system, or be faced with creating a sanitary district (that currently does not 

exist) also at considerable time, permitting issues, and expense. 

There are approximately 30 developed parcels within the 600-ft envelope of the proposed No. 7 

location, with OWTS that typically include seepage pits between 40 to 50 ft depth. At upwards 

of $50,000 to upgrade each system, a total cost of $1,500,000 is estimated (in 2019 dollars). If it 

is determined that the remnant gravel packs around Nos. 3 and 4 could also provide a conduit for 

contaminants, then OWTS within 600-ft envelopes of those wells would also be impacted, 

exponentially increasing the number and costs of potential upgrades, regardless of the success or 

failure of a seal in Well No. 7.  

Therefore, if the well’s cement seal were to fail, which remains a very real possibility 
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particularly given the tectonically-active and fractured bedrock location, a preferential pathway 

could be opened to allow for OWTS contaminants to enter both the well casing itself and the 

larger aquifer system. While the nature and extent of this contamination is not known, Crestview 

has not provided details with respect to any planned above-ground treatment methods to address 

this potential for contaminated water production. KG understands that a chlorine treatment 

system has been at least discussed, though the details are absent and this would not absolve 

homeowners of their ISDS obligations in the event of necessary replacement.  

The World Health Organization (WHO, 2011) finds that conventional drinking-water treatment 

processes are largely ineffective in removing pharmaceuticals, and that advanced water treatment 

processes, such as ozonation, advanced oxidation, activated carbon and membranes (e.g. 

nanofiltration, reverse osmosis), are able to achieve higher removal rates. Even then, however, 

the advanced and costly water treatment technology will not be able to completely remove all 

pharmaceuticals to concentrations less than the detection limits at all times. Overall, WHO 

(2011) summarizes that many studies have reported the presence of pharmaceuticals in effluents 

from wastewater treatment and identified these effluents as the main conveyors of 

pharmaceuticals and their metabolites into receiving water sources, such as groundwater aquifers, 

that are used for drinking-water supply. 
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PROPOSED	NO.	7	ISSUES	OF	STANDARDS	COMPLIANCE:	Construction	Logistics	

Noise	Ordinance	
Given the small size of the proposed parcel, and proximity of sensitive receptors, meeting the 

county noise ordinance will be impossible without compromising the safety of the drill site 

environment. Deep-founded, tall noise attenuation and light-impeding barriers would be required, 

which require a significant space for safe construction around the perimeter of the parcel. This 

significantly limits the work space, and limits the orientation of any drilling rig that would be 

capable of drilling to the 1500-ft proposed depth and installing the 16-inch casing diameter of 

CMWC Well No. 7.  

The topography of the parcel would require that a noise attenuation barrier be over 40 feet high 

on the south, east, and west sides of the parcel and over 80 feet high to the north to meet county 

noise ordinance requirements. Such a high barrier would be a highly detrimental space limitation 

to safe drilling operations, access, and safety of nearby residences from a foundational, wind 

load, and nuisance perspective. 

Grading	
Given	the natural topography and orientation of the parcel, significant grading would be required 

to render the property safe enough to orient a drilling rig capable of reaching the proposed depths 

and diameters of drilling. Estimates of the volume of soil that would require grading exceed the 

50 cubic yards that would trigger a county grading permit requirement, and may substantially 

affect drainage and nearby slope stability issues.  

Parcel	Size	Limitation		
The safe required size of space for well construction of the order postulated by Crestview is a 

level pad 100 feet by 200 feet. With no level area, and a 128.81-ft south boundary, the parcel 

planned for Well No. 7 is too narrow to grade and safely fit a drill rig, noise attenuation barriers, 

staging areas for material, fluids management, drill cuttings, and safe handling.  
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Applicant	Planning	Questionnaire		
The County planning questionnaire prepared by the project applicant appears to be lacking 

adequate attention to detail and prepared as a quick "check-the-box" exercise. The questionnaire 

ignores significant issues addressed herein, attempting to gloss over required information. 

Home	Owners'	Association	Issues		
The parcel proposed for CMWC is located in a neighborhood governed by a Home Owners' 

Association (HOA) and its CC&Rs. Any use of the property is subject to the CC&Rs which, 

among other limitations, expressly prohibit well construction as the parcel is to be used for 

residential use only. 

Drilling	Fluid	Discharge	Requirements	
Fluid from drilling operations is expected to be discharged towards the westward-draining 

blueline creek (ephemeral code per the USGS) along the parcel’s northern boundary. All 

appropriate discharge permits must be obtained, including from the Environmental Protection 

Agency’s (EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), and on-going 

reporting compliance is required. Effluent limitations serve as the primary mechanism in NPDES 

permits for controlling discharges of pollutants to receiving waters. Given the high profile nature 

of the project, independent monitoring can be expected to watch discharges very closely in 

addition to the required samples and reporting CMWC, its consultants, and/or contractors would 

employ. 
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PROPOSED	WELL	NO.	7	ISSUES	OF	STANDARDS	COMPLIANCE:	Geological	Siting	
CMWC Well No. 7 site is intended to replace CMWC Well No. 5, which ostensibly failed due to 

water quality concerns, and make up for the declining production/water levels of CMWC Well 

No. 4. However, the proposed	replacement well site is located over a similar geologic structure 

(near the axis of Camarillo Hills Anticline, on the north-dipping limb) and stratigraphic location, 

depth, and design as the failed well(s). Given the orientation of the strata, logs from nearby oil 

exploration and water wells indicate that the typical target geologic unit, known as the Fox 

Canyon Aquifer, is much shallower and unlikely to be saturated at this location. The Fox Canyon 

Aquifer outcrops just south and east of the proposed well site, leaving deeper and poorer quality 

aquifers (Grimes Canyon Aquifer) as the only viable saturated targets at this location. While 

CMWC Well Nos. 3 and 4 have historically had marginally better quality (TDS concentrations 

of about 900 mg/L vs. 1200 mg/L for No. 5), this quality is still relatively poorer as compared to 

the typical west Las Posas Basin well (targeting the Fox Canyon Aquifer) in the area. 

Ultimately, CMWC's selection of the 191 Alviso Drive property appears to be poorly-planned 

and lacking a thorough feasibility study. KG strongly recommends that an appropriate feasibility 

study be conducted and an alternative well site be selected that will both comply with local 

standards and prove to be more successful. 

Based on our limited review presented herein, a superior new well location would be as far to the 

north as possible, removed from the Camarillo Hills Anticline and towards the Las Posas 

Syncline. Given that CMWC already has an existing connection to the Las Posas Country Club, 

and provided an agreement between the Company and the Country Club, KG’s recommended 

new Well No. 7 location would be near the northwestern limits of the Club’s property. KG 

understands that CMWC bylaws do not require a new well be drilled specifically within its 

service area. A well at this location would entirely target the Fox Canyon Aquifer (and its 

superior quality and shallower water levels vs. those within the Grimes Canyon Aquifer up on 

the Camarillo Hills) for groundwater production. Further, the well design/depth would be 

comparable to that of the proposed new well location on Alviso Drive, but without the septic 

setbacks and construction logistics issues.  
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Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions. 

Best Regards, 

	
 

Jordan Kear                  Timothy Becker 
Principal Hydrogeologist            Professional Geologist No. 9589 
Professional Geologist No. 6960 
California Certified Hydrogeologist No. 749 
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COMPONENTS OF INDUSTRY STANDARD WELL FEASIBILITY STUDY 

 
 
 
Collection and Review of Available Hydrogeologic Data 
 
Collect and review hydrogeologic data/information from in-house files and from the client’s 
office and/or from the State and County agencies.  Available items that should be collected and 
reviewed will consist of: 
 

§  U.S. Geological Survey and California Division of Mines and Geology 
geologic/water resources reports and maps. 

§  Historic rainfall and static and pumping water-level data on former and 
existing wells in the area. 

§  Historic power company test data on existing and former wells. 

§  Historic and current water-quality and well production data on former and 
existing wells in the region. 

§  Construction data on former and existing water-supply wells in the region from 
various sources (agencies, drillers, etc.) 

§  Electric log data, as available, from existing water wells. 
§ Driller’s log data and electric logs for wildcat oil wells in the region, where 

applicable. 
§ Location of active/inactive wells in the area. 

§ Data regarding potential groundwater contaminants of concern as related to 
hazardous waste sites (such as septic systems, sewage disposal systems, gas 
stations and dry cleaners) in the area, as available from agency computer 
databases. 

§ Basin boundary maps which include well logs, faults, topography and major 
roads. 

 
The focus of a data collection and review task is to evaluate trends and spatial differences in 
water level and water quality conditions in the region and to choose those areas that appear to be 
favorable for high-capacity production wells.  Key to the study will be to collect drillers’ log data 
from existing wells and former wells and borings. These logs will be important in defining 
subsurface conditions at each site (i.e., based on correlation of logs, the depth to usable aquifers 
and the base of water bearing sediments in the area). 
 
Importantly, the historic successes and failures of wells in correlateable proximity to evaluated 
sites or small areas will lead to the avoidance of repeated failures. 
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Field Reconnaissance 
 
As part of a water well feasibility study, the investigators should conduct a field reconnaissance 
in the project area and specifically at each potential well site and adjoining parcels. In the field, 
properties should be assessed for drilling logistics such as location and size of potential well sites, 
presence of utilities at potential well sites, conditions for disposal of drilling and testing fluids at 
potential well sites, and proximity of a water source as required for drilling at each site. 
 
Hydrogeologic Analyses 
 
Imperative to feasibility studies are the hydrogeologic analysis of the collected data for the local 
aquifers. Specific attention should be upon the assessment of:  pumping rates; water levels; water 
level trends over time in wells in different parts of the basin (and, in comparison to trends in 
rainfall over time); specific capacity values and trends over time in wells in different parts of the 
storage units; and water quality and water quality trends over time in the basin.   
 
Feasibility should analyze anticipated impacts of pumping water from proposed wells on existing 
wells and one another. Key to selecting the potential well sites will be an independent, objective, 
and detailed evaluation and correlation of available drillers’ logs for wells in the region. Those 
key data should be updated from newer wells drilled and electric logs in the project area.  
 
Electric log correlations not only provide detailed information on the depth, thickness and 
continuity of key aquifers, but also are invaluable in identifying the base of fresh water and 
important geologic structures. Electric log correlations are useful in evaluating the locations and 
alignments of potential faults and groundwater barriers in the area. Separation criteria for spacing 
and locating new wells should be provided, as well as the requisite hydraulic analyses of placing 
wells of each intended use into the purveyor’s distribution system. 
 
Using existing groundwater elevation contour maps of the basin for different dates, investigators 
should identify basin-high and basin-low water level periods and then prepare calculations of the 
estimated amount of groundwater in storage and the amount of groundwater underflow as of 
those two important periods. These calculated values provide information on the historically high 
and low amounts of groundwater in the aquifer system. 
 
Water Quality Review 
 
Investigators should review all available water quality within the project area and to determine 
possible trends that will influence well site selection. These data will be reviewed for aquifer 
analysis and to determine the compliance of the produced groundwater with regulations of the 
State Department of Health Services. Further, these findings should be incorporated into the 
preliminary design of the wells with respect for their intended use. 
 
Included in a water quality review should be an in-depth review of potential environmental 
concerns in the immediate vicinities of each of the proposed well sites.  Much of these data will 
be found on agency databases; other data will require review at agency offices. 
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Well Site Optimization 
 
The optimum utility of each well site with respect to its intended use should be objectively based 
on the findings of Tasks. As above, each site should be considered as a “sphere” or several 
parcels rather than one single property.  The parcels within the “sphere” of District selection 
shall be ranked with respect to feasibility of optimizing well location for construction, 
development (including discharge and/or spreading options), and long-term production of water 
that meets the intended use of the well.   
 
Water Well Feasibility and Preliminary Design Report 
 
Investigators should prepare a detailed report summarizing findings, preliminary conclusions, 
and preliminary recommendations with regard to the siting and construction of a proposed new 
water well at each of several potential well site areas. In addition, preliminary well design 
criteria for each potential well site should be included and will cite such items as:  identification 
and depth to potential water-bearing zones (aquifers), pilot hole depth and borehole diameter; 
diameter, type and length of well casing and of perforated casing to use; and cement seal depth 
and gravel pack interval. 
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Kessler, John

From: Ramirez, Carmen

Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 11:06 AM

To: Fogg, Mindy; Kessler, John

Subject: Fwd: Crestview Shareholder Well 7 Update

FYI,
Carmen

Carmen Ramírez
Supervisor | District 5
800 South Victoria Avenue L#1860
Ventura, CA 93009 | (805)654-2613
Carmen.Ramirez@ventura.org

From: Dave Rodriguez <
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 10:43:47 AM
To: Ramirez, Carmen <Carmen.Ramirez@ventura.org>
Subject: Fw: Crestview Shareholder Well 7 Update

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

FYI

From: Crestview Shareholders Update <feedback1@crestviewmutualwater.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 4:26 PM
To: Benitez, Michael D Rodriguez/Yolanda M >
Subject: Crestview Shareholder Well 7 Update

Dear neighbors, shareholders,
The Crestview Board of Directors has again engaged in fear-mongering with its recent letter Sept 1. 2021 letter to
shareholders;

“Your Water Is At Risk. Act Now.”
The letter attacking individual Crestview homeowners and leveraging California’s drought conditions as a distraction for
years of poor planning, poor decisions, and lack of insight by the Crestview Board does not solve problems.

You action is needed -- now.
Please review the facts surrounding Well #7 on http://www.crestviewmutualwater.com and discuss with your
neighbors. Let your Crestview Directors and Supervisor Kelly Long Kelly.Long@Ventura.org know that you don't agree
with the Crestview Boards misrepresentation that "an overwhelming majority of shareholders support Well #7," and you
concur with the planning commissions denial of the Crestview Plan as was presented. After all, another bad Board
decision may cost Crestview Shareholders millions of dollars.

Why did this happen?
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From its inception in 2015, the Well #7 project at 191 Alviso lacked the due diligence and research to identify problems
that have already cost Crestview shareholders over a million dollars. The Ventura County Board of Supervisors
unanimously (5-0) denied the project on its merits in 2020, yet the Crestview Board continues to spend good money
after bad pursuing the issue.
The obstacles and restrictions were clear, yet the project continued:

 HOA restrictions on the property prohibit a well, the drilling of a well, and any commercial use.

 Three seepage (sewage) pits are within the non-waivable California State 150-foot state minimum setback, and
200-foot Ventura County setback requirement for public groundwater quality protection.

 Well #4, 1500 feet away, is failing – “running out of water,” says the Board. There is no assurance Well #7 will
have water. Hardly the “tried and true solution,” claimed in the Crestview Board’s letter.

 The Ventura County Board of Supervisors voted unanimously (5-0) to deny Well #7 project on the merits. The
Crestview Board is appealing the decision on September 14th., blaming “influential neighbors” for their failure.

 Alternative plans are conspicuously absent.

Crestview’s Board wants shareholders to endorse and fund its pursuit of Well #7 after a pattern of historically poor
decisions:

 The Board claims Well #4 (1500 feet from proposed Well 7) is running dry by design.

 Crestview Well #5 was shut down in 2007 as non-productive.

 The harsh reality of Well #7 is that the Crestview Board did not conduct adequate research into whether a well
was permissible before spending $505,000 to purchase the lot.

 Crestview has engaged in building Well #8, a $2.1 million project funded by Crestview to sell water to Calleguas
Mutual Water District.

 A new well was recently completed at the Las Posas Country Club by its new private owner. Water tests of the
Fox Canyon source aquifer reveal clean, drinkable water right from the well. The Board dismissed this alternative
site, continuing to champion its commitment to drilling Well #7, and also dismissed an alternative site at Fairway
Dr. and Las Posas.

The Crestview Board authorized $36,000 in 2020 and an additional $30,000 in 2021 to Sespe Consultants for political
lobbying activities for Well # 7 and to enhance the image of the Board. Shareholders need to consider the costs and
consequences of poor decisions. We will be paying for them for years to come.

Any claim that "we simply may not have water for you or to protect you in the event of a fire" is hard to reconcile with
Crestview's April 20, 2017 (drought season) engineering analysis prepared for Ventura County officials stating Crestview
meets all requirements of the California Waterworks Standards [...], Ventura County Waterworks Manual, and The
Ventura County Fire Code. The report goes as far as to claim Crestview has the capacity to add an additional 606
equivalent connections. Additionally, the report identifies Crestview mutual-aid interconnects with Calleguas Mutual
Water District (1350 GPM), Cal American Water (900 GPM), Cal American Water (450 GPM), and the City of Camarillo
(943 GPM) distributed via 10" to 8" piping in the service area.

There is no rational scenario under which Crestview will run out of water for fire suppression or domestic use.

You are receiving this email because you are a shareholder of Crestview Mutual Water Company who provides residential water services to your home, or a home you own. If
you do not want to stay updated on Crestview activities, you can unsubscribe here.
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Kessler, John

From: Ramirez, Carmen

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021 7:42 AM

To: Kessler, John

Subject: Fwd: Crestview Mutual Water Company Well 7 hearing

More !

Get Outlook for iOS

From:
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 2:12:27 PM
To: Long, Kelly <Kelly.Long@ventura.org>
Cc: Parks, Linda <Linda.Parks@ventura.org>; Ramirez, Carmen <Carmen.Ramirez@ventura.org>; LaVere, Matt
<Matt.LaVere@ventura.org>; Supervisor Huber <Supervisor.Huber@ventura.org>
Subject: Crestview Mutual Water Company Well 7 hearing

Re: Crestview Mutual Water Co. appeal before the Board on September 14, 2021. 3pm.

Dear Supervisor Long,

I am a Crestview Mutual Water Company shareholder.

I do not agree with the Crestview Boards recent misrepresentation that “an overwhelming majority of shareholders
support Well # 7.” In fact, Well #7 is an expensive, poorly planned and executed project that attempts to skirt HOA
CC&R’s and government safety requirements for sewage setbacks. There is no assurance there is even water, with a
nearby well “running dry by design.”

I concur with the Planning Commission’s 5-0 denial the of the plan and encourage the Board to endorse the Planning
Commissions recommendation. This is more than a NIMBY issue (I am not a neighbor), it exposes residents to serious
safety issues and the probability of shareholders losing millions of dollars for bad project decisions.

Sincerely,

Craig M. Crosby





1

Kessler, John

From: Fogg, Mindy

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021 10:14 AM

To: Kessler, John

Subject: Public Comment PL19-0039

From: Miller, Brian <Brian.Miller@ventura.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 4:51 PM
To: Fogg, Mindy <Mindy.Fogg@ventura.org>
Subject: FW: Act Today. Your Water is At Risk.

Brian Miller
Chief of Staff

Supervisor Kelly Long, 3rd District

Supervisor Long,

As I am sure you are aware my father, Michael Rolls, has been very active in opposition of well 7 for a
multitude of reasons. I also live in Las Posas and am a CMWC shareholder. We have had numerous
conversations about well 7 and 8 over the last year. I have approached these conversations with an
unbiased view and have reached a position of real concern over the viability of CMWC and the
leadership in place.

The Crestview board has failed to keep their shareholders the least bit informed. The email below is
another example of that. It has become increasingly apparent that they intentionally omit valuable
information that is imperative to each person being afforded the opportunity to make an informed
decision. I am not accusing them of a misinformation campaign. It my option it is something far more
disgusting and unbecoming of a board of professionals. They are carefully touching on deep issues in a
tactful course of manipulation in order to persuade and nudge all of us into advocating for their cause.
The points they elect to publish are without backing, “fact checked” or subject to debate. In addition,
they have the only complete shareholder data base (including: phones, emails, etc.) that they use
sparingly and selectively. In support of that, I received the email below outlining what may happen if
their plan is not allowed to proceed, but I haven’t received an email about the conditions of the existing
water infrastructure or the progress of the proposed wells, 7 and 8 to date. And I didn’t certainly haven’t
received an email about the first VC BOS hearing where their application for a permit was rejected.

In short, they have created a very divisive and volatile situation. They have not taken a position of
ownership for their intense lack of planning. Instead, they are pitting the shareholder community
against my father and those in proximity to well 7. I fear that there will be long term negative
ramifications for this irresponsible finger pointing.

I would continue, but I respect your time and appreciate your consideration of this email. Please see my
comments in red to each of their points below.
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YOU CAN HELP PREVENT THIS CRISIS. We have a tried and true solution. We
need to install a new well, Well Number 7. This will keep your water available,
local and at a reasonable cost. However, there is a hurdle. The Ventura County
Board of Supervisors must approve our permit at their hearing on September 14.
A handful of powerful next-door neighbors to Well 7 oppose it. CWMC makes no
mention of this being an appeal. They don’t want the community to know that
the VC BOS voted against them. This would implicate them and their
mismanagement. Instead they have dangerously pointed the finger at the
neighbors in proximity to the proposed well 7 site. As I alluded to earlier, this
opens the door for vigilantism and retaliation that has become all too common
in today’s world.

WHAT CAN YOU DO? ASK SUPERVISOR KELLY LONG TO SUPPORT WELL 7.
Supervisor Long’s email: kelly.long@ventura.org

Please take 5 minutes to email Supervisor Long. Let her know that we need her
support for Well 7. Thank you for your time and your willingness to reach out to
Supervisor Long.

Sol Chooljian
President, Crestview Board of Directors
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Kessler, John

From: Kevin Staker

Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 8:59 PM

To: Long, Kelly

Cc: ClerkoftheBoard

Subject: Re: Crestview Well No 7

Attachments: kgs.vcf

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

On 9/9/2021 8:51 PM, Kevin Staker wrote:
> Supervisor:
>
> I am a homeowner in the Crestview Water District.
> Please ignore all the emails from other CV homeowners in favor of the
> well. CV has misled them.
>
> CV has shut down a well prematurely to justify this well. The
> Planning Commission has found the application fails in many ways. I
> agree.
>
> In particular, it is likely the Regional Water Quality folk will
> require any homeowner within 600 feet of the well to spend tens of
> thousands of dollars on an advanced treatment system if they want to
> refurbish or replace their septic.
>
> This is an industrial use in a residential neighborhood.
>
> I could go on and on.
>
> Please vote against it
>
> Kevin Staker
>
>
>
> P.S. I love what you have been doing, standing up for what is right
> on the Board
>


































































































































































































