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1.   SUMMARY 

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) under the terms of California Water Code Section 10910 is 

required for Martial Cottle Park because the total additional water demand is expected to be 

larger than the demand associated with a development of 500 residential units.  This WSA 

evaluates whether the total projected water supplies determined to be available during a 20-

year period will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in 

addition to existing and planned future uses.  This WSA indicates that: 

 The estimated total water demand for the proposed project would be no greater 
than 561 acre-feet of water per year.  Anticipated water use (especially for the 
‘leased agriculture’ portion of the project) were within the upper range of what 
would be expected for the proposed land uses, resulting in conservatively-high 
projected demand. 

 Of the Park’s total water demand, 132 acre-feet per year of municipal water would 
be supplied by the San Jose Water Company.  This demand is consistent with the 
projected increases in the SJWC 2005 UWMP, which concluded that supply is 
available to meet projected demand under all scenarios through the 2030 planning 
period. 

 The remaining 429 acre-feet would be extracted from groundwater pumped on-site 
from the Santa Clara subbasin, and would be used to support the leased agriculture 
plots within the Park.  The WSA projects that an estimated 64 acre-feet of the 
applied irrigation water would re-infiltrate to the aquifer, and therefore the net 
groundwater pumping would be approximately 365 acre-feet of water. 

 The groundwater portion of the Park supply was not accounted for in the SCVWD 
2005 UWMP, and therefore the Park, at maximum agricultural lease operations, 
would increase demand over that projected in the UWMP.  Supply is available to 
meet demand under all evaluated scenarios through the 2020 planning period.  The 
additional Park water demand would require a slight increase in the water supply 
to meet normal-year demand in 2025 and 2030, and multi-year drought demand in 
2030 (by up to 3%), but would not induce groundwater shortages during planning 
periods or scenarios that were not already identified in the UWMP. 

Given the slight increases in demand over those projected in 2005 as a result of the project, the 

fact that these increases will likely be included in the planning projections for the 2010 UWMP, 

and the continued efforts of the SCVWD to properly manage the subbasin and maintain reliable 

water supply, the WSA concludes that the additional shortfalls in supply past 2025 as a result of 
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the project can be met by the SCVWD.  Because the non-‘leased agriculture’ portion of the 

project’s water supply is within the growth already anticipated by SJWC in their 2005 UWMP, 

the SJWC projects that they have sufficient supply to meet that portion of the project demand as 

well. 
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2.   INTRODUCTION 

The County of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation Department and California State Parks have 

prepared a combined State Park General Plan and County Park Master Plan (“Park Plan”) for 

the development and operations of Martial Cottle Park (the Park, or Project), that is located on 

unincorporated land in central Santa Clara County, southeast of downtown San Jose (Figure 1).  

For the purposes of CEQA analysis (and this WSA) the Project includes the proposed Park, but 

does not include the “life estate” portion of the property, that will remain under private 

ownership (see section 2.2).  To comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 

environmental review and documentation is being prepared for this proposed project (DCE, in 

prep.).   This Water Supply Assessment (WSA) has been prepared as part of the CEQA 

documentation for the proposed project. As required by Section 10910 of the California Water 

Code, the WSA requires approval from the County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors prior to 

its incorporation into the CEQA documentation. 

2.1 Regulatory Background 

Section 10910 of the California Water Code (as revised by Senate Bill 610, or SB610) requires: 

“the city or county, at the time that it determines whether an environmental impact report, a 

negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is required for any project subject to 

the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Section 21080.1 of the Public Resources 

Code, … [to] identify a water system…that may supply water for the project” and to prepare a 

WSA to address the increased water use over existing conditions.  The WSA is intended to 1) 

identify the water system or systems that would (or may) supply water to the project; 2) 

compare project water demands with those projections included in the most-recently adopted 

Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) or Plans for those service providers; and 3) assess 

whether the public water system’s total projected water availability for the entire system(s) 

during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years over a 20-year period will meet the projected 

water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to the public water system’s 

existing and planned future uses (including agricultural and manufacturing uses and assuming 

the project was not included in such an assessment in the UWMP).  Within this assessment, 

California Water Code Section 10910(4)(d) requires a discussion of existing water supply 

entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the public water system(s).  

Also, Section 10910 (2)(f) requires that “If a water supply for a proposed project includes 

groundwater, the following additional information shall be included in the water supply 

assessment: (1) a review of any information contained in the urban water management plan 
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relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project. (2) a description of any 

groundwater basin or basins from which the proposed project will be supplied…” 

Per Section 10912 (a) of the California Water Code, projects required to prepare a WSA are those 

that propose any one or combination of the following:  

1. A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units 

2. A proposed shopping center or other business establishment employing more than 
1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space 

3. A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space 

4. A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms 

5. A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial park 
planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or 
having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area 

6. A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this 
subdivision 

7. A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the 
amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

A Water Supply Assessment is required for the Martial Cottle Park project due to the fact that it 

would require a projected water supply equivalent to or greater than the amount required by a 

500 dwelling unit project (see item 7, above).  See section 4.1 for a discussion of estimated water 

demand for the Project. 

2.2 Project Description 

The proposed project would convert seasonally-cultivated and fallow fields on State- and 

County-owned land to a park that would provide recreational, educational, and interpretive 

opportunities, along with agricultural uses that “sustain farming traditions in the Santa Clara 

Valley” (DCE, 2010; pg. 4).  The Park Plan proposes a park and recreation zone with a main 

park complex that includes a visitor center, parking, trails, multi-use outdoor pavilion, picnic 

areas and open park areas for community gathering and events.  The Plan also includes a 

‘western use’ area with passive recreation, picnicking, and environmental education, as well as 

a perimeter trail system, buffers, and park support facilities such as a Park corporation yard and 

possible site host).  In addition, the Plan includes a leased agricultural zone (comprising 
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approximately 140 acres of agricultural fields with support facilities for agricultural production, 

including but not limited to a corporation yard and storage areas, irrigation systems), a habitat 

enhancement zone (seasonal wetland and vegetative enhancements along Canoas Creek 

Corridor), a cooperative management zone (demonstration gardens, youth agriculture program 

areas, agricultural research areas, community gardens, native plant nursery) and a community-

based urban forestry area.  See Figure 2 for a map of the Park Planning zones.  A portion (31 

acres) of the existing parcels would remain as private property (called the ‘Life Estate’)1.  See 

Chapter 4 in the Draft Martial Cottle Park Plan (DCE, 2010; pg. 86-92) for additional details of 

the proposed park improvements. 

2.2.1 Past and existing water uses 

Since the mid-1800s, the project site has been used for a variety of agricultural operations, 

including grain, row crops, cattle grazing, dairy, and orchard.  Although no reliable records of 

past water use are available for the site, these land uses likely required up to 4.4 acre-feet per 

acre per year of applied water, though the water use certainly varied considerably depending 

on what uses were active at any given time.  Past irrigation was supported entirely by on-site 

groundwater pumping, but the on-site well is not currently in use2. 

The SCVWD indicated that five wells were active near the project site in 2000 (the baseline used 

for the 2005 UWMP analysis), and approximately 52 acre-feet was pumped from those wells 

that year3.  Four of the five wells are located within the Life Estate area, which are not accessible 

to the public and are therefore not considered part of the project for CEQA analysis.  Given the 

indication that the project site is currently predominately dry-farmed (DCE, 2010; pg. 17), the 

WSA assumes that much, if not all of the 52 acre feet pumped in 2000 was from the four wells 

within the Life Estate area.  Even if some of the water were pumped from the well within the 

project site, the amount was likely minimal compared to the anticipated project pumping.  In 

order to provide a conservative assessment, the WSA assumes that the well at the project site 

was not active in 2000. 

                                                      
 
1 The original donor of the County’s property retained a life estate in a portion of the property.  It will 
become part of the park in the future, but it is not included as part of the currently-proposed Project. 
2 The Life Estate has its own, separate wells that are currently in use.  See discussion in next paragraph. 
3 E-mail correspondence from Colleen Haggerty, SCVWD Engineer, June 24, 2010 
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2.3  Precipitation 

The project site is located within the Santa Clara Basin, which has a Mediterranean-type climate 

zone, with almost all precipitation falling between the months of October and May. Annual 

average rainfall amounts in the region vary significantly due to topography. Higher elevations 

in the Santa Cruz Mountains can receive 40 to 60 inches per year, while the Valley floor in the 

vicinity of downtown San Jose receives on average about 15 inches annually.  Annual average 

rainfall for San Jose is similar to that at the Park, with the last 100 years showing variability in 

total rainfall. Periods of abundant winter precipitation and prolonged periods of drought are 

both frequent in the historical record.  Figure 3 shows the annual rainfall for San Jose since 1875.  

A trailing 5-year average is also plotted to highlight wet and dry periods within this record.  

The lowest annual rainfall by water year (5 inches) was recorded in 1877, while the highest 

rainfall amount (30 inches) was recorded in 1890.  Several notable drought periods are visible in 

the record, with the worst (based on 5-year averaging) culminating in 1992 (Figure 3). 
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3.   WATER SUPPLY 

Water supply in Santa Clara County comes from a variety of sources, including surface water, 

groundwater, and imported water.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) operates a 

number of water treatment facilities that they use to process surface and imported water, which 

they then convey to a number of different water retailers, who in turn provide water to their 

customers.  As such, the SCVWD does not supply water directly to users; rather it serves as a 

wholesaler to purveyor agencies which use the water to supplement their own supplies that are 

separate from SCVWD control.  In addition, the SCVWD manages the groundwater basins 

within Santa Clara County, though it does not use groundwater as part of their wholesale 

supplies to the water purveyors or individual pumpers (the water purveyors and well owners 

maintain their own pumping supply).  

Martial Cottle Park is located within the San Jose Water Company (SJWC) service area.  SJWC is 

the largest water purveyor in the County.  It purchases approximately 55 percent of its water 

from the SCVWD (SJWC 2005 UWMP).  Because water for Martial Cottle Park will be supplied 

both by direct groundwater pumping (under SCVWD jurisdiction) and from the SJWC 

municipal water supply system, the water supply systems for both of these agencies are 

discussed below. 

3.1 Local Surface Water 

3.1.1 Santa Clara Valley Water District 

The SCVWD has “numerous water rights to divert and store water from local creeks and 

streams” (SCVWD, 2005; pg. 38), and operates and maintains over 12 large reservoirs within the 

County (Figure 4).  These reservoirs are used both for capturing local runoff from watersheds 

within the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo Range, and for storing water imported from 

outside the basin (see section 3.3 below).  The water stored is treated at one of the SCVWD’s 

water treatment plants and used for community water supply, released to support downstream 

habitat needs, or infiltrated to provide recharge to the underlying aquifer (see section 3.2.3). 

The amount of surface water available in any given year is dependent on rainfall and runoff 

volumes during the rainy season, the storage capacity of the reservoirs, and the operation of 

reservoir levels (to some extent related to broader rainfall patterns within a given year, and in 

the amount of carryover storage from previous seasons).  Total operational (storage) capacity of 

the reservoirs is approximately 170,000 acre feet (af), while total the total recharge capacity of 
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the reservoirs and stream reaches downstream is estimated at 138,000 af/y (SCVWD, 2005; pg. 

38).    

3.1.2 San Jose Water Company 

The SJWC has pre-1914 water rights to divert and use local runoff, as well as an approved 

license for 6,240 acre-feet per year (af/y) from the Los Gatos Creek watershed.  The total surface 

supply is approximately 11,200 af/y (in an average year), and constitutes about 10 percent of 

their total supply (Dunbar, 2005). 

The SJWC utilizes local surface water (runoff from watersheds in the Santa Cruz Mountains) for 

approximately five to ten percent of its water supply, varying from year-to-year based on 

annual rainfall (Dunbar, 2005).  This water is collected at a series of dams and reservoirs and 

treated at SJWC’s Montevina Filter Plant and Saratoga Treatment Plants.  On average, the SJWC 

utilizes just over 11,000 af/y of local surface water (Dunbar, 2005). 

3.2 Groundwater 

3.2.1 Description of the subbasin 

Irrigation for the production agriculture portion of the project would be supplied directly from 

groundwater pumping from existing or replacement on-site well drawing from the Santa Clara 

groundwater sub-basin.  The Santa Clara Basin is nestled between the northwest-trending Santa 

Cruz Mountains and the San Andreas fault to the west and the Diablo Range and the Hayward 

and Calaveras faults to the east. Although the geology of the area is complex, the overall picture 

is fairly straightforward.  The Santa Clara Valley is a large trough that has been filled by 

sediment eroded from the adjacent mountain ranges.  The structure of the area is controlled by 

faulting, the trend of which is predominantly in a northwesterly direction as is so commonly the 

case in California (Lindsey, 1974; Foster and Hecht, 1999). 

The geologic materials that have filled the Santa Clara Valley over millions of years are 

comprised of gravels, sands, and silty sands.  These types of deposits are very permeable and 

constitute good aquifers that have the capability to yield large flows to wells (Iwamura and 

Wilson, 1989).  In most areas of the basin, ground water quality is good to excellent and is 

suitable for most beneficial uses (Iwamura and Wilson, 1989). 

At the edge of the sub-basin, in the low foothills, the geologic materials that compose the 

aquifers are exposed at the ground surface.  These zones are collectively known as the "forebay" 
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of the aquifer.  These exposed areas are critical to the recharge of the aquifer (Foster and Hecht, 

1999).  In lower-lying (northern) portions of the valley, the Santa Clara subbasin becomes 

divided vertically into two major water bearing zones.  These two zones are located above and 

below a northward-thickening layer of clay, or aquiclude, which prevents ground water 

movement and exchange between the two zones. Throughout most of the basin, the clay layer is 

encountered at a depth of approximately 150 feet (Iwamura, 1995).  The proposed project is 

located well south of this continuous aquiclude, within the “forebay” portion of the Santa Clara 

subbasin (Figure 4). 

For additional information on the subbasin and groundwater, see section 3.2 of the SCVWD 

UWMP (SCVWD, 2005).  Hanson and others (2004) also provide an in-depth analysis of aquifer 

and groundwater conditions within the Santa Clara Valley. 

3.2.2 Past groundwater use 

Groundwater from the Santa Clara subbasin has been used for irrigation and potable water 

supply since the mid-1800s.  By the early 1900s, groundwater use had increased to the point 

where more water was being withdrawn than was naturally infiltrating, and groundwater 

levels within the basin began to decline (Figure 5).  The Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation 

District (precursor to the SCVWD) was formed in 1929 to manage the aquifer and to stop the 

overdraft and subsidence of the ground surface caused by the lowered groundwater conditions 

(c.f., Reymers and Hemmeter, 2001).  The District had completed the construction of several 

reservoirs by 1936 (Almaden, Calero, Guadalupe, Stevens Creek, Vasona, and Coyote) to detain 

and infiltrate surface flows for groundwater recharge (Reymers and Hemmeter, 2001).  These 

facilities, in combination with the wet period between 1935 and 1942, induced a recovery in 

groundwater levels within the basin (Figure 5; see also Figure 3).   A prolonged dry period 

(between 1943 and 1951; see Figure 3) combined with additional increases in pumping demands 

(sparked in part by rapid population growth) caused water levels in the aquifer to decline 

again, reaching a all-time low in water levels within the aquifer (Figure 5), and correspondingly 

high rates of land-surface subsidence. 

Additional surface-water detention/recharge facilities were constructed in the early 1950s 

(Anderson and Lexington), and in 1952 the first water from outside the basin was imported to 

supplement supply and to reduce the demand for groundwater pumping (Reymers and 

Hemmeter, 2001).  By the late 1960s continued efforts to import water and to directly treat 

surface water for potable supply led to increases in groundwater levels within the basin.  
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Additional imported water supply was obtained in the mid-1980s to counter another multi-year 

decline (Figure 5), and the water levels have generally shown an increase since that time.  By 

about 1997, water levels had recovered to near maximum aquifer capacity (accounting for 

subsidence).  Temporary drawdown of the groundwater levels within the aquifer occurred in 

the early 2000s and, more prominently between 2007 and 2009.  However, water levels still 

remained well above the lows experienced in the mid-1900s, and above levels at which 

subsidence is a significant concern (see Figure 4.9-3 in the project DEIR).  It is important to note 

that despite the drawdown in water levels beginning in 2007, groundwater began to recover in 

WY2009 (a below-average rainfall year) and rose further in WY2010 (an above-average rainfall 

year) to a point where water levels are approaching ‘full aquifer capacity’ again (Figure 5). 

3.2.3 Groundwater management 

As discussed above, the SCVWD (and its precursors) has been charged with managing 

groundwater within the Santa Clara Valley subbasin (as well as other subbasins) since the 

1930s.  Groundwater management efforts, including detention/recharge of surface water, water 

imports and conservation, have resulted in recovery of groundwater levels within the aquifer to 

a ‘near-full’ condition.  The SCVWD continues to manage the aquifer in a manner that sustains 

water levels in the aquifer to prevent land subsidence and to provide the county with reliable 

water sources.  The District works to reduce the risks of land subsidence and long-term declines 

in groundwater levels by providing managed recharge and in lieu recharge programs (such as 

treated water sales and recycled water).  These programs are planned to offset temporary 

aquifer drawdowns during dry years with excess managed and natural recharge during normal 

and wet years such than there is no long-term decline in aquifer levels.   

The SCVWD as completed a number of studies to support appropriate management of the 

groundwater basin, and continues to refine and update models and planning water supply and 

demands change.  In 2001, the SCVWD completed a comprehensive Groundwater Management 

Plan to “describe existing groundwater management programs and to formally document the 

District’s groundwater management goal [to protect groundwater resources]” (Reymers and 

Hemmeter, 2001).  This plan is currently being updated by SCVWD.  In 2003 SCVWD finished 

an Integrated Water Resources Plan (IWRP; SCVWD, 2003), building on an original 1996 study.  

The IWRP was intended to provide a framework for assessing long-term water supply 

management and to plan capital improvement and conservation strategies to protect water 

supplies.  The SCVWD is currently preparing a Water Supply and Infrastructure Master Plan, as 

a follow-up to their 2003 IWRP, that will outline a plan for implementing strategies for new 
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water supply, infrastructure, and conservation programs through 2035.  The 2005 Urban Water 

Management Plan (UWMP), was written to summarize the current and future supply and 

demand constraints through 2030, and is the primary source document for this WSA.  The 

UWMP is currently being updated to assess supplies through 2035; it will not be finalized until 

the end of 2010. 

In addition to the above long-term assessment documents, the SCVWD prepares annual 

‘Protection and Augmentation of Water Supplies’ (PAWS) reports that summarize the current 

state of SCVWD’s operations, programs, and water supply.  These reports are used as status 

reports that help prepare for and plan the following year’s water management and supply 

activities. 

3.2.4 Groundwater supplies 

The SCVWD uses a detailed groundwater model to assist in aquifer planning and management.  

Using this model, the SCVWD estimates that the long-term operational storage capacity4 of the 

Santa Clara Valley subbasin is approximately 350,000 acre feet, and in any given year no more 

than 200,000 acre feet should be withdrawn (Reymers and Hemmeter, 2001).  These constraints 

are the primary drivers for management of the aquifer, as withdrawals in excess of these 

amounts would likely cause significant land subsidence within the Valley.  The SCVWD has 

developed an operational management scheme that predicts two-year storage trends based on 

current water levels and an ‘end-of-year carryover storage’ indicator, assuming that a repeat of 

the driest year on record occurs.  If it is estimated that the basin will be drawn below the ‘safe’ 

350,000 af storage capacity (in all subbasins), SCVWD has established action guidelines to help 

reduce potential shortages (see section 7.4 and table 7.2 in SCVWD, 2005). 

Figure 6 shows the total groundwater withdrawals from the Santa Clara subbasin since 1981.  

Groundwater pumping has not exceeded 200,000 af in any year within that period, and has not 

been more than 130,000 af/y since before 1989, and has been below 110,000 af/y since 2002.  

Average pumping from the subbasin over the past two decades (1990-2009) has been 

approximately 105,400 af/y.  Pumping tends to increase with decreased annual precipitation 

                                                      
 
4 Operational storage capacity is an estimate of the storage capacity of the aquifer, taking in to account 
constraints such as the avoidance of subsidence or high groundwater levels.  Operational storage capacity 
is less than the actual storage capacity of the aquifer because of these constraints. 
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(and vise versa), as available surface and imported water supplies tend to be lower during dry 

periods (Figure 6). 

Figure 7 shows the annual recharge to the Santa Clara Valley subbasin for 1997 to 2009.  The 

graph shows that managed recharge (water recharged by the SCVWD—both imported water 

and detained surface runoff) is significantly greater than natural recharge5.  Figure 9 compares 

the total pumping (Figure 6) to total recharge (Figure 7) for the Santa Clara Valley subbasin. The 

cumulative difference shows that recharge was greater or equal to pumping in seven of the last 

thirteen years.  1998, 2005, and 2006 were especially critical recharge years for the subbasin. 

3.2.4.1 San Jose Water Company 

The SJWC utilizes groundwater from the Santa Clara Subbasin for about one-third of its total 

supply, pumped at over 90 different wells spread throughout the service area.  As the manager 

of the groundwater basin (see above), the SCVWD has stated that the SJWC should pump no 

more than 75,000 af/y of water from the Santa Clara subbasin, in order to best sustain current 

groundwater levels and to protect against land subsidence caused by aquifer overdrafting.  The 

SCVWD has estimated this number based on the operational storage capacity of the subbasin 

(see above) as well as the projected pumping by other groundwater users.  As of 2000, 

groundwater pumping by SJWC totaled 60,707 af and projected groundwater supply for 2010 

was 60,911 af (Dunbar, 2005). 

3.3 Imported Water 

Since 1965, SCVWD has imported water from outside the basin to supplement local water 

supplies (SCVWD UWMP, 2005).  This water has been used for treated water, groundwater 

recharge, and groundwater banking—the percentages of which vary depending on the rainfall 

characteristics, supply amounts, and other conditions particular to that year.  Imported water 

constitutes approximately half of the annual supply to Santa Clara County.  Individual water 

contracts are discussed briefly below.  SJWC does not receive imported water directly, rather 

purchases water from SCVWD.  Figure 9 graphs the various sources (see below) of imported 

water between 1992 and 2009. 

                                                      
 
5 SCVWD only provided estimates of ‘natural’ recharge for 2007-2009.  Natural recharge for earlier years 
was estimated by multiplying the 'normal year' recharge (from the SCVWD 2005 UWMP) by the percent 
of mean annual precipitation.  Thus, this graph should be for broad comparison purposes only. 
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3.3.1 State Water Project 

SCVWD holds a water contract with the State Water Project (SWP) for 100,000 af/y.  Average 

annual deliveries since 1992, however, have been signficantly less (about 51,000 af), though the 

average since 2005 has been slightly higher (59,000 af) . 

3.3.2 Central Valley Project 

The SCVWD’s contract for Central Valley Project (CVP) supply water is 152,500 af/y, however 

this varies considerably based on water-year characteristics, and variations do not necessarily 

correlate to annual precipitation (Figure 9).  130,000 acre feet of the contract is for municipal and 

industrial supply, and 22,500 af/y supports agriculture uses.  Since 1992, total CVP imported 

supply has averaged just under 100,000 af/y, with an average of 114,700 af/y over the past five 

years.  

3.3.3 SFPUC 

The San Jose Water Company receives some of its imported water from Hetch Hetchy, 

delivered by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).  The SCVWD does not 

control or administer this supply (SCVWD, 2005), and the supply is not used for groundwater 

recharge (though it is assumed that if the supply were reduced the individual retailers would 

offset the decrease with increased groundwater pumping).  Figure 9 shows SFPUC deliveries 

between 1992 and 2009, which averaged just under 60,000 af/y during that period.  

3.3.4 Semitropic Water Bank 

SCVWD has an agreement with Semitropic Water Storage District (SWSD; located in the 

southern Central Valley), whereby SCVWD can divert ‘excess’ imported water in wet years to 

Semitropic to provide ‘in lieu’ recharge (direct irrigation supply to offset agricultural pumping).  

When ‘banked’ water is needed, SCVWD receives a portion of SWSD’s SWP deliveries that is 

offset by SWSD by increased groundwater pumping in that basin.  The current total storage 

agreement with SWSD is for 350,000 acre feet of water.  As of 2005, SCVWD had a ‘balance’ of 

283,000 acre feet (SCVWD, 2005).  While the Semitropic Water Bank is not a direct supply of 

imported water, it essentially acts as out-of-basin storage for imported water supply. 

3.4 Recycled Water 

The South Bay Water Recycling Program SBWRP provides recycled water (treated wastewater) 

to a number of different users in Santa Clara County, including SJWC.  (The City of San Jose 
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serves as the wholesaler for recycled water supply.)  The water is used for irrigation and 

industrial uses to reduce potable water demand. 

County-wide, approximately 15,200 af of recycled water was used in 2009 (SCVWD, 2010), and 

is projected to increase to about 31,000 af in 2030.  Recycled water use in the County is currently 

limited by demand and the distribution system (i.e. there is more recycled water available than 

there is demand in areas that have access to it). 

As of 2000, customers within the San Jose Water Company service area used about 1,100 af of 

recycled water, and use was projected to increase to 1,682 af by 2010 and 3,038 by 2030.  The 

SJWC is currently preparing a Master Plan for their recycled water distribution system that will 

prioritize areas of expansion for the system.  
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4.   WATER DEMAND 

4.1 Project Water Demand 

Table 1 outlines the estimated water demand for the individual elements of the proposed 

project.  The following sections discuss the proposed sources of water to the project site.   

4.1.1 Groundwater 

Of the 561 acre feet of total annual water demand for the project, 429 acre-feet would be 

supplied by groundwater pumping from the existing (or replacement) well on-site (Table 1).  

This amount is intended for the ‘production agriculture’ (leased) portion of the project site, and 

will vary based on the type of crops used at the individual plots.  Crops grown within the 

region include nursery crops, mushrooms, cut flowers, fruits, nuts, berries, vegetables and 

grains, none of which typically require more than 3 acre-feet of water per acre per year for 

irrigation.  Thus, 3 af/acre/year was used to estimate the maximum amount of water that 

might be needed to supply irrigation water to the 143 acres of leased agricultural area, for a 

total of 429 af/y at full-production.  Use of high-efficiency irrigation measures, and/or low 

water-use crops would reduce this demand.  Table 2 lists the estimated ‘production 

agricultural’ irrigation demands over a 20-year period.  The projection assumes that all 

agricultural leases will be active by 2015, though it is likely that these will be phased in more 

slowly. 

The project overlies the ‘forebay’ portion of the Santa Clara subbasin (see section 3.2.1), and as 

such contributes natural recharge to the aquifer.  Given that the majority of the site will remain 

as agricultural land (i.e. pervious), the site will continue to contribute natural recharge to the 

aquifer during the wet season6.  Most of the agricultural irrigation will occur during the spring 

and summer months.  While much of this water will be consumed by the crops and/or lost to 

evaporation, a portion of the water will re-infiltrate into the underlying soil, and continue to 

infiltrate to the water table.  The California Department of Water Resources suggests that this 

‘leaching fraction’ can be sustained at values as high as 20 percent for typical truck crops in 

moderately-permeable soils not affected by elevated water tables (which is consistent with the 

                                                      
 
6 Water use by crops under future conditions is not likely to be significantly different than that under 
current conditions during the winter months. 
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condition and likely uses at the project site).  Given the soil conditions at the site and the 

relatively shallow depth-to-water (approximately 10 to 25 feet), the excess irrigation water 

would likely return to the aquifer within one to two years.  Thus, the net groundwater 

withdrawal for the project will likely be closer to 343 af/y.  The leaching fraction would 

decrease with irrigation water conservation measures (not assumed as part of the DEIR or the 

irrigation projections), but if such practices were employed, total pumping would decline as 

well.  As a conservative estimate, the WSA assumes a 15 percent leaching fraction, and thus 

assumes that net groundwater withdrawal will be 365 af/y7. 

4.1.2 SJWC 

The remaining project water demand (132 acre-feet per year) would be provided by municipal 

water supply.  The Martial Cottle Park site is located within the San Jose Water Company 

(SJWC) service area, and thus the SJWC would serve as the purveyor for this portion of the 

supply.  This municipal water supply would be used for a number of different purposes at the 

project site, including: restrooms and drinking fountains at the Main Park Complex which 

includes a Visitor Center and day use areas and at the western use area; buffer and park 

landscape irrigation; demonstration gardens, agricultural research areas, a native plant nursery, 

and community gardens irrigation; youth agriculture program areas, a community-based urban 

forestry area, and a variety of other uses, as listed in Table 1.   

The Draft Park Plan proposes a phased implementation schedule for the development of the 

Park improvements and facilities (see Section C, Phasing, of Chapter 5 in the Draft Park Plan; 

DCE, 2010).  Phase 1 (between 2011 and 2019) would include improvements associated with 

park-wide circulation and access, park-wide utilities, park and recreation areas, leased 

agriculture areas, and cooperative management areas, whereas subsequent phases (Phase 2) 

would include improvements needed for the habitat enhancement areas, the native plant 

                                                      
 
7 In order to provide a conservatively high estimate of water use, the WSA assumes that ‘normal’ 
irrigation practices will be used at the site, despite the fact that high-efficiency irrigation may be 
employed.  For the puposes of this report, ‘normal’ irrigation practices are those traditional practices 
customarily used in estimateing crop water use, and do not include drip systems, raised-beds or other 
water conservation strategies that may be used by leaseholders.  Use of higher-efficiency irrigation 
systems would reduce the amount of water required for the crops (and, correspondingly, would reduce 
the ‘leaching fraction’).  The ‘leaching fraction’ was included in this analysis in acknowledgment of the 
fact that, in this setting, net water use for irrigation is somewhat less than applied water use for ‘normal’ 
irrigation practices.  
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nursery, the multi-use outdoor pavilion and the agricultural marketing program areas.  Phase 2 

would begin after 2019, and would be implemented over the course of 10 to 15 years.  Because 

the Plan does not specify when improvements are scheduled within each Phase, all water uses 

are assumed in this WSA to commence at the beginning of the phase with which they are 

associated.  (For example, all improvements within Phase 1 are assumed to be completed by 

2015 for the purposes of this WSA, even though some improvements may actually be completed 

after 2015.)   Table 2 lists the estimated SJWC water demand through 2030.  The project 

demands included in this project should be considered maximum estimated demand, as all    

the Park Plan may not be implemented, or may not be fully implemented within the assumed 

Phase of the project. 

4.1.3 Recycled water 

As discussed in Section 3.3, recycled water (treated wastewater) is available for use in some 

portions of Santa Clara County.  The closest recycled water line is approximately 1.2 miles north 

of the project site, and there are no plans to extend the recycled water system closer to the 

project within at least the next 10 years8.  While recycled water could be used to satisfy some of 

the project water demand (landscape and buffer irrigation, toilet flushing, and potentially a 

portion of the leased agricultural irrigation—depending on crop type), extending the recycled 

water lines solely for this project is not economically feasible at this time.  Therefore, recycled 

water is not currently planned for Martial Cottle Park.  The Park will include water supply 

infrastructure that is ‘double-plumbed’ to allow for easier connection and supply to appropriate 

facilities located within non-agricultural use areas that do not result in potential public health 

and safety issues with the use of treated water, once recycled water supply is available in the 

vicinity9.  If/when recycled water becomes available near the project site in the future the 

County will further assess the viability for use within the Park at that time.   

 

 

                                                      
 
8 SJWC has indicated that they are currently developing a master plan for future recycled water 
extensions.  Preliminary planning suggests that a line may be run near Capitol Expressway and Vista 
Park Drive, which would be less than one mile from the project site.  This extension is currently listed as 
‘low priority’ and if the project moves forward, it would not be until after 2020. 
9 ‘Double-plumbing’ will be especially critical within structures and in portions of the Project site that 
would be difficult or cost-prohibitive to retrofit for recycled water use. 
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4.1.4 Water use efficiency measures 

The Park Plan includes several guidelines intended to meet the stated goal of “maximizing the 

efficiency of water usage” (DCE, 2010; pg. 101-102).  These include: 

HYDRO.1  Employ high-efficiency irrigation systems in agricultural, recreational and 

other areas of the Park requiring irrigation. 

HYDRO.2  Minimize irrigation in non-agricultural areas through water conservation 

techniques. 

HYDRO.3  Capture and filter water runoff from parking lots in the nonagricultural 

areas of the Park using bioswales and green infrastructure. 

HYDRO.4  Reduce stormwater run-off by minimizing the amount of impermeable 

surfaces in the park and incorporating pervious surface treatments where 

feasible.10 

These guidelines, along with water use policies in the Santa Clara County General Plan, will 

also be considered in the EIR process and may result in Project water use that is less than that 

projected in this WSA. 

4.2 System-wide Water Demand 

4.2.1 Santa Clara County 

The SCVWD 2005 UWMP outlines the projected water demand for the County through 2030, 

based on population growth predictions compiled by ABAG (2005).  Average water use by 

customer class (from the year 2000) was used to convert population growth to water demand 

increases by broad sector (residential, industrial, agriculture).  Appendix E of the SCVWD 2005 

UWMP describes the forecast methodology in detail.  The SCVWD also assumes that continued 

conservation efforts over the course of the planning period will reduce the projected water 

demand by up to 14 percent by 2030 (relative to the year 2000 as a baseline).  Table 3 shows the 

                                                      
 
10 In addition to providing stormwater quality treatment and runoff reduction, Guidelines HYDRO 3 and 
HYDRO 4 will provide for the infiltration of stormwater runoff, and thus support recharge of the 
underlying aquifer. 
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projected water demand for Santa Clara County over the 20-year planning period, with 2008 

and 2009 water demand included for comparison.  2008 demand was similar to that projected 

for 2010; however 2009 demand was considerably less due to mandated water use restrictions 

enacted in the final year of the 2007-2009 drought.  Over the planning period, county-wide 

water use is projected to increase by two to three percent until 2020, and by about five percent 

thereafter. 

Given that the Project will obtain most of its agricultural water from pumping from the Santa 

Clara subbasin, the portion of county-wide demand projected for the Santa Clara subbasin is 

also included in Table 3.  North-county demand is approximately 85 percent of county-wide 

demand, though the percentage decreases slightly through the 20-year planning period (due to 

variations in projected population growth in different areas of the County). 

4.2.1.1 Agricultural demand 

The SCVWD 2005 UWMP projected that agricultural demand within the County would remain 

constant through 2030.  Annual agricultural demand for the 25-year planning period was 

estimated at 30,000 af/y, with less than 2,000 af in the North County area (assuming similar 

distribution to 2000 and 2004 demand). 

4.2.2 San Jose Water Company 

The SJWC 2005 UWMP provides estimates for system-wide water demand in five-year 

increments out to 2030, based on estimated 1.5 percent annual growth within the service area.  

The SJWC estimates that continued water conservation efforts will result in a three percent 

reduction in water demand every five years over the course of the planning period.  By 2030, 

this would result in a demand decrease of 27,506 acre-feet over standard water-use projections.  

When factoring in conservation efforts, water demand is estimated to grow by about three to 

four percent over each five-year planning period (Table 4). 
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5.   SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON 

5.1 Santa Clara County 

As discussed above in section 4.2.1.1, total agricultural water demand was not projected to 

increase in the SCVWD 2005 UWMP.  Given that the Martial Cottle Park project was not an 

anticipated project in 2005, and that water use at the project site was minimal in 2000 (the base 

year used for projecting demands; see section 2.2.1), the WSA assumes that the proposed 

groundwater withdrawals to meet agricultural demands at the project site are in addition to 

those included in the 2005 UWMP.  In addition to supply and demand comparisons for the 

county as a whole, the 2005 UWMP provides a projection water supply sources through 2030 by 

subbasin.  However, this summary does not differentiate between surface and groundwater 

sources of water supply.  Section 5.1.1, below, compares the proposed Martial Cottle Park 

groundwater pumping use to county-wide water supply/demand to assess potential additional 

constraints on a system-wide basis.  Section 5.1.2 discusses the project groundwater pumping 

relative to constraints within Santa Clara subbasin.  (See section 5.2 for discussion of portion of 

water to be supplied by SJWC.) 

5.1.1 Total supply in Santa Clara County 

The SCVWD analyzed past rainfall and water delivery trends to identify ‘normal’, ‘dry’, and 

‘multi-dry year’ scenarios for planning assessment purposes.  The SCVWD chose water year 

1985 as a reference ‘normal’ year, as rainfall and imported water supplies were near average.  

1977 was the driest year on-record (see Figure 3), and was chosen to represent a severe ‘dry-

year’ scenario.  The SCVWD used the 1987-1992 drought period to analyze potential water 

supply constraints during a ‘multi-dry year’ scenario.     

5.1.1.1 Normal year 

The SCVWD 2005 UWMP concluded that total water demand within the County could not be 

met under some scenarios without augmentation to the SCVWD’s current water supplies.  

While supplies are currently able to meet demand during normal years, increased demand 

outpaces increased supply availability by 2025.  Additional supplies and or conservation of up 
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to 31,000 acre-feet (in 2030) would be needed to meet demand at that time in order to prevent 

long-term decline of groundwater levels within the county11. 

Table 5 compares the projected groundwater pumping at the Martial Cottle Park site to the 

projected county-wide demand in a normal year.  As discussed above, project demand is 

considered in addition to total demand.  The table shows that normal year supply is available to 

meet total (UWMP plus Project) demand through 2020.  After 2020, the project increases the 

water shortages by approximately 3 percent (by 2025) and 1 percent (by 2030).  Thus, the project 

does not shift the demand insufficiencies across planning intervals, but it does slightly increase 

the needed supply increases in 2025 and beyond.  

5.1.1.2 Dry year 

The SCVWD 2005 UWMP concluded that single dry-year demand could be met with existing 

and projected supplies through the entire planning period, with supplemental groundwater 

withdrawals (temporary drawdown of the aquifer) offsetting the reduction in surface and 

imported water supplies expected during a dry year. 

Table 6 compares the projected groundwater pumping at Martial Cottle Park to the projected 

county-wide demand in a single dry year.  Additional net groundwater withdrawals of 365 

acre-feet would be required to meet the ‘with project’ demand.  This would be an approximate 

0.25 percent (in 2015) to 0.2 percent (in 2030) increase in withdrawals from groundwater 

reserves over the planning period.  See section 5.1.2 below for discussion of the significance of 

these withdrawals. 

5.1.1.1 Multiple dry years 

The SCVWD 2005 UWMP concluded that total water demand within the County could not be 

met under some scenarios without augmentation to SCVWD’s current and projected water 

supplies.  As in the dry year scenario, groundwater reserves would have to be withdrawn to 

meet demand in consecutive dry years.  On an annualized basis, these withdrawals would be 

less than that required in a single dry year, but the more important impact is the cumulative 

                                                      
 
11 As discussed in Section 2.2.3, the District’s goal is to manage the aquifer(s) such that average, long-term 
withdrawals are less than managed and natural recharge.  Thus, in an average or ‘normal’ year 
groundwater withdrawals should not exceed recharge. 
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effect of withdrawals in consecutive years.  The UWMP concludes that supplies (including 

groundwater reserve withdrawals) would be sufficient to meet demand during a multi-year dry 

period within the 2010 through 2025 planning windows, but that aquifer withdrawals would be 

constrained (i.e., the potential for overpumping of the aquifer) for a multi-year dry spell at the 

2030 planning period.  The SCVWD would require approximately 13,700 acre-feet (per year) of 

additional supply or conservation to meet UWMP demand projections in 2030 to supply reliable 

water during a worst-case, multi-year dry period.  It is important to note that this required 

additional supply is an increase of less than 4 percent above the projected available supply in 

2030 for multiple dry years (see Table 7).  Additionally, projected demand during multiple dry 

year periods is the same as that projection for normal years (i.e. drought-period conservation is 

not included in the demand projections).  

As with the single dry-year scenario, pumping of the existing on-site well at the Park would 

increase the withdrawals from groundwater reserves during a multi-year dry period by 365 

acre-feet (Table 7).  Increases above those projected in the UWMP would be between 0.7 (2015) 

and 0.5 (2030) percent.  While the increase is not significant for planning periods from 2015 to 

2025 (see section 5.1.2 below), Project pumping would put additional demand constraints on the 

system in 2030, requiring an increase in additional needed supplies (per year) of about 2.7 

percent (of 13,700 acre-feet; see paragraph above). 

5.1.2 Groundwater pumping 

The SCVWD (2005 UWMP) has identified that under a multi-year drought scenario, 

groundwater reserves would not be adequate to support demand during a repeat of the 1987-

1992 drought occurred after 2025.  Accumulated net losses from the Santa Clara (and other) 

subbasins would approach the limit of operational storage (350,000 af), and additional 

drawdown would likely induce increased land subsidence.  The average annual net pumping 

during a ‘multiple dry year’ scenario can be no greater than 76,000 af (Table 7).  As discussed 

above, the proposed Park would increase groundwater demand, and therefore the aquifer 

would reach a critical state earlier than without project pumping.  Annual groundwater reserve 

usage during the 2025 planning interval is over 4,000 acre-feet less than the maximum 

allowable, and suggests that the limit would be reached only slightly earlier than without the 

project, well within the likely error of the analysis—especially at such a long-term planning 

interval. 
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The other important factor to consider is that groundwater pumping from the Santa Clara 

subbasin should not exceed 200,000 acre-feet in any single year.  The ‘dry’ year scenario 

represents the greatest threat to exceeding this limit, as annual imported and surface supplies 

are most constrained during such a period.  Since 1990, total pumping from the Santa Clara 

groundwater basin has averaged about 105,000 acre-feet per year, with a maximum of about 

123,000 acre-feet.  The total projected increase in demand within the Santa Clara subbasin 

between 2010 and 2030 is 51,000 acre-feet (Table 6).  Even if this entire demand is met by 

additional groundwater pumping (an unlikely scenario given that much of the supplied water 

is treated surface or imported water), total annual pumping within the basin would not likely 

be more than 156,000 to 174,000 af/y.  The additional 429 acre-feet of pumping at Martial Cottle 

Park would not increase pumping to a point where the 200,000 acre-feet pumping threshold 

would be in danger of being exceeded.   

5.2 San Jose Water Company 

The SJWC 2005 UWMP concluded that water supply would meet water demand under all 

analyzed scenarios (normal year, dry year, and multiple dry years; based on historic hydrology 

trends within the county) through 2030.  Given that much of the SJWC water is either obtained 

directly or indirectly from SCVWD (purchased from the District or pumped from an aquifer 

managed by the District), the SJWC 2005 UWMP relies on long-term planning and modeling 

analyses contained within the SCVWD 2005 UWMP and additional investments outlined in the 

SCVWD 2003 IWRP.  A number of water demand management measures are employed by 

SJWC to further promote and implement water conservation.  These measures include public 

outreach/educational programs, water audit services, plumbing retrofits, system leak audits, 

high efficiency washing machine rebates, commercial/industrial conservation programs, and 

metering of all accounts.  In addition, the SJWC has established a Water Shortage Contingency 

Plan, should hydrologic conditions outside the historical norms occur (see Appendix D to the 

SJWC 2005 UWMP). 

While Martial Cottle Park was not specifically referenced in the SJWC 2005 UWMP, supplying 

water (132 af/y) in support of a park of this size is not inconsistent with the expected 

population growth and associated community facilities that would be expected to occur in 

conjunction with this population increase.  Table 8 provides a comparison of the planned SJWC 

municipal water demand at Martial Cottle Park relative to the projected increases between 2010 

and 2030 in the SJWC 2005 UWMP.  Park water use would be no more than 1.1% of the increase 

in demand (and 0.073% of total demand) over the 20-year planning period, and would likely be 
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lower as full implementation of Phase 1 improvements by 2015 is unlikely.  By 2030, the Park 

percentage of the demand increase is 0.3% and less than 0.07% of total demand (Table 8).  Thus 

the project demand increases are small relative to total demand increases, and can be 

considered consistent with SJWC 2005 UWMP planning.  The SJWC has issued a letter of 

support, stating that supply within their system is/will be available to meet the municipal 

water demand of the Park (Appendix A)12.  

5.3 Future Water supply  

To satisfy demand past 2025, the SCVWD recognized that additional supply would be needed.  

The UWMP (2005) outlined a number of programs to pursue to obtain this supply, including: 

 maintaining and expanding water conservation efforts 

 investing in additional groundwater recharge capacity 

 continued protection of groundwater subbasins 

 additional expansion of recycled water use 

 maintaining local water rights 

 protecting imported water supplies by resolving contract and policy issues 

Since 2005, the SCVWD has continued work toward expansion of recycled water use and 

securing imported water supply reliability.  Planning has commenced for various capital 

improvement projects to improve supply reliability.  The forthcoming 2010 UWMP, as well as 

the Water Supply and Infrastructure Master Plan (anticipated in 2012) will continue water 

supply and infrastructure planning, and adjust and prioritize water supply augmentation 

strategies, investments, and schedules13. 

Given the slight increases in demand over those projected in 2005 as a result of the project, the 

fact that these increases will likely be included in the planning projections for the 2010 UWMP, 

and the continued efforts of the SCVWD to properly manage the subbasin and maintain reliable 

                                                      
 
12 The SJWC letter cites slightly lower water demand projections for the Park (123 af versus 132 af).  The 
WSA uses more recent (higher) estimates for the analysis, as shown in Table 1. 
13 Personal communication from Colleen Haggerty, SCVWD Associate Civil Engineer, June 24, 2010. 
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water supply, the WSA concludes that the additional shortfalls in supply past 2025 as a result of 

the project can be met by the SCVWD.  As that timeframe approaches, the potential for some of 

the water use at the project site to be offset by recycled water is more likely.  In addition, the 

above water use projections for the Project are considered ‘upper-bound’ estimates, and actual 

water use may be considerably less.  Additional opportunities may be available at that time for 

further coordination with the SCVWD on drought management measures as well. 
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Source: DCE, 2010 (6/7/2010 version)

Precision beyond two significant figures is solely an artifact of computations

Table 1.  Estimated water demand for the proposed Martial Cottle Park, San 
Jose, California.
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

Agricultural pumping 0 429 429 429 429

return percolation to 

aquifer 1 0 -64 -64 -64 -64

Other water uses 0 128 132 132 132

percolation to 

aquifer 1 0 -14 -14 -14 -14

Total Park water 
demand

0 479 483 483 483

1 Percolation to aquifer is estimated at 15% of estimated irrigation uses.

Table 2.  Projected water demand for the Martial Cottle Park 
project, 2010-2030.  'Agricultural pumping' includes on-site pumping for 
the leased agricultural portion of the project.  'Other water use' will be supplied 
by SJWC. See Table 1 for summary of projected water use categories.
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2008 20092 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

County-wide demand1
382,610 352,000 382,700 395,900 405,400 425,800 448,200

demand for Santa 
Clara subbasin

n/a n/a 325,200 334,900 342,900 358,800 376,800

Santa Clara subbasin 
demand as a percent 
of total -- -- 85.0% 84.6% 84.6% 84.3% 84.1%

1 Demand for 2008 and 2009 from the 2010 PAWS report; projections for 2010 through 2030 from the SCVWD 2005 UWMP.
2  Reduction in demand in 2009 is a response to Board-mandated water conservation during the third year of a drought.  

Total water demand for Santa Clara County was reduced by 17 percent (relative to 2000 and adjusted for population growth)

2000 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

SJWC demand 
(including 

conservation)1 154,954 158,783 165,278 172,795 178,577 183,958

1 Demand for 2000 is the actual water supply as listed in the SJWC 2005 UWMP; projections for 2010 through 2030

 from the SJWC 2005 UWMP.
2 Table assumes additional conservation of 4,886 af in 2010, 10,098 af in 2015, 15,679 af in 2020, 21,260 af in 2025,

and 27,506 af in 2030; projected conservation is that realized in excess of levels already established by 2005.

Table 3.  Demand projections for Santa Clara County and the Santa Clara 
groundwater subbasin (Zone 2), 2010-2030.  Actual demand for water years 2008 and 
2009 is included for comparison.

Table 4.  Demand projections for the San Jose Water Company service area, 
2010-2030.  Actual supply for water year 2000 is included for comparison.
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20091 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

Supply 352,000 394,300 402,800 408,900 413,600 417,100

Demand 352,000 382,700 395,900 405,400 425,800 448,200

Difference2 -- 11,600 6,900 3,500 -12,200 -31,100

Groundwater demand 

for Martial Cottle Park3 0 0 365 365 365 365

Difference (including 
Park) -- 11,600 6,535 3,135 -12,565 -31,465

1 2009 supply/demand is provided for comparison purposes, and is summarized from the 2010 PAWS report.
2 Supply minus demand.  Positive numbers indicate excess supply.  Negative numbers indicate that water would need 

to be withdrawn from reserve supply (i.e. local groundwater storage or Semitropic groundwater bank).
3 Project demand includes only on-site groundwater pumping.  Demand does not include adjustment for potential 

supplemental recycled water use, which will be evaluated if/when the supply becomes available at the project site, 

but would likley not be before 2020.  See section 5.2 for discussion of SJWC water demands.

20091 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

Supply2 352,000 241,400 248,300 253,300 257,700 262,000
Groundwater reserves3 n/a 141,300 147,600 152,100 168,100 186,100
Demand 352,000 382,700 395,900 405,400 425,800 448,200

Difference4 -- 0 0 0 0 -100

Groundwater demand 

for Martial Cottle Park5 -- 0 365 365 365 365
Difference (including 
Park) -- 0 -365 -365 -365 -465

1 2009 supply/demand is provided for comparison purposes, and is summarized from the 2010 PAWS report.
2 Includes withdrawals from Semitropic water bank.
3 Withdrawals in excess of recharge from local groundwater subbasins.
4 Supply minus demand.  Positive numbers indicate excess supply.  Negative numbers indicate that water would 

need to be withdrawn from reserve supply (i.e. local groundwater storage or Semitropic groundwater bank).  Numbers 

have been rounded to the nearest 100; differences of -100 are artifacts of rounding and should be considered negligible.
5 Project demand includes only on-site groundwater pumping.  Demands do not include adjustment for potential 

supplemental recycled water use, which will be evaluated if/when the supply becomes available at the project site, 

but would likley not be before 2020.  See section 5.2 for discussion of SJWC water demands.

Table 5.  Supply and demand comparison for Santa Clara County, 
2010-2030, normal year scenario.

Table 6.  Supply and demand comparison for Santa Clara County, 
2010-2030, 'dry year' scenario.
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20092 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

Supply3 352,000 337,400 344,400 349,600 354,000 358,500
Groundwater reserves4 n/a 45,200 51,400 55,700 71,800 76,000
Demand 352,000 382,700 395,900 405,400 425,800 448,200

Difference5 -- -100 -100 -100 0 -13,700

Groundwater demand 

for Martial Cottle Park6 -- 0 365 365 365 365

Difference (including 
Park) -- -100 -465 -465 -365 -14,065

1 Supply/demand numbers represent average annual supply/demand over a multiple dry year period, similar to that 

experienced from 1987-1992.
2 2009 supply/demand is provided for comparison purposes, and is summarized from the 2010 PAWS report.
3 Includes withdrawals from Semitropic water bank
4 Withdrawals in excess of recharge from local groundwater subbasins
5 Supply minus demand.  Positive numbers indicate excess supply.  Negative numbers indicate that water would 

need to be withdrawn from reserve supply (i.e. local groundwater storage or Semitropic groundwater bank).  Numbers 

have been rounded to the nearest 100; differences of -100 are artifacts of rounding and should be considered negligible.
6 Project demand includes only on-site groundwater pumping.  Demands do not include adjustment for potential 

supplemental recycled water use, which will be evaluated if/when the supply becomes available at the project site, 

but would likley not be before 2020.  See section 5.2 for discussion of SJWC water demands.

Table 7.  Supply and demand comparison for Santa Clara County, 

2010-2030, 'multiple dry year' scenario1.
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20001 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
(acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

Supply totals 154,954 163,669 175,377 188,474 199,837 211,464

Demand totals 154,954 163,669 175,377 188,474 199,837 211,464

Martial Cottle Park 
demand (included in the 
above total) 0 0 128 132 132 132

Increase in total demand 
(relative to 2010) -- -- 11,708 24,805 36,168 47,795

Martial Cottle Park 
demand as a percentage 
of total increase in 
demand -- -- 1.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3%

Martial Cottle Park 
demand as a percentage 
of total water demand -- -- 0.073% 0.070% 0.066% 0.062%

1 2000 supply/demand is provided for comparison purposes; as listed in the SJWC 2005 UWMP

Table 8.  Supply and demand comparison for SJWC, 2010-2030.  
Supply and demand numbers are from the SJWC 2005 UWMP.  Proposed water use for 
Martial Cottle Park is assumed to be consistent with projected demand increases (as 
discussed in Section 5.2), and are listed here as a subset of total demand for 
comparison purposes.
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Figure 1. Location of the proposed Martial Cottle Park, 
San Jose, California.

Reproduced from Figure 3-1 in the Martial Cottle DEIR (DCE, 2010)
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Figure 2. Conceptual Master Plan, Martial Cottle Park, San Jose, California.  The 
white, square area at the southeastern portion of the property (south of the 
main entrance) is the 'Life Estate' area of the property and is not included as 
part of the proposed project.

Reproduced from Figure 3-3 in the Martial Cottle DEIR (DCE, 2010)
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Figure 3. Annual precipitation, by water year, at San Jose, California.  Precipitation has varied 
between about 5 and 30 inches at this location.  The period from water year 1987-1992 was the 
worst 5-year drought in the record.  Water years 1976 and 1977 were also very dry, with calendar 
year 1977 being the dryest on record (SCVWD, 2005).  Data downloaded from the National Climatic 
Data Center (NCDC) website.
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Figure 4. Map of the Santa Clara Valley groundwater 
subbasin and surface water reservoirs.  Martial 
Cottle Park overlies the unconfined, or 'forebay', portion of the 
aquifer.

Basemap reproduced from Figure 3-5 in: SCVWD 2005 UWMP

Martial 
Cottle 
Park

Coyote Valley 
subbasin

Santa Clara 
Valley subbasin

Confined 
aquifer

Unconfined 
aquifer
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Figure 5. Groundwater elevation in the Santa Clara Valley subbasin, 1935-
2010.  Graph shows water level at index well 07S01W25L001.  Note the partial 
recovery of water levels in 2009, despite a continuation of the 2007-2008 dry period, 
and continued recovery in the early part of 2010.

Aquifer reaches 
near-full capacity

Temporary drawdown 
in 2007-2008 during 

drought period

SCVWD begins 
importing water

Increased 
imported water

Chart reproduced from Figure 1-2.1 in: SCVWD, 2010 (PAWS report)
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Figure 6. Groundwater pumping in the Santa Clara Valley subbasin, 1981-2009.  Note that 
pumping decreased significantly after 1988 due to increased availability of imported water and as a 
result of water conservation efforts enacted during the drought.  Since that time, pumping has 
fluctuated in response to varying climatic trends, but has remained well below that of the early 1980s.
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Figure 7. Managed and natural groundwater recharge to the Santa Clara Valley 
subbasin, 1997-2009.  Note that recharge has been less than average since 2006 due to dry 
conditions.  Managed recharge numbers as reported in the 2010 PAWS report (SCVWD, 2010).  
Effective natural recharge for 2007-2009 as reported by SCVWD (personal communication); all 
other years estimated by multiplying the 'normal year' natural recharge (SCVWD, 2005 UWMP) by 
the percent of mean annual precipitation.
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Figure 8. Comparison of recharge and pumping, Santa Clara Valley groundwater 
subbasin, 1997-2009.  Note that total recharge equaled or exceeded pumping in just over half 
of the 13 years shown, and that the wet years of 1998, 2005, and 2006, were especially critical 
recharge years.  Effective natural recharge for 2007-2009 as reported by SCVWD (personal 
communication); all other years estimated by multiplying the 'normal year' recharge (SCVWD 2005 
UWMP) by the percent of mean annual precipitation.
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Figure 9. Total imported water for Santa Clara County (all subbasins), 1997-2009.  Many 
factors affect the amount of imported water received in a given year, and, in fact, annual 
precipitation is a poor predictor of water imports.  Note, however, the steady decrese in total 
imported water through the three-year drought of 2007-2009.
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San Jose 
Water July 15, 2010 
Company.r.:w 

110 W. Taylor Street 

San Jose, CA 95110-2131 


Jane Mark 
Senior Planner 
County of Santa Clara 
Parks and Recreation 
298 Garden Hill Drive 
Los Gatos, CA 95031 

Reference: Water Supply Assessment (WSA) input for Martial Cottle Park 

Dear Jane: 

Based on our conversations with you, we understand that a Water Supply Assessment is being 
drafted by your consultant for the new Martial Cottle Park. According to the information that you 
provided us, the project will use a total of 561 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water, with 429 AFY 
being provided from wells on the property for predominantly agricultural uses, and 132 AFY from 
San Jose Water Company (SJWC) for predominantly domestic usage. 

The quantity of water projected to be supplied by San Jose Water Company is well below the 
threshold for SJWC to perform a WSA, however we have studied the project and are confident 
that our system has the capacity to easily absorb this water demand growth to our system and is 
essentially included in the growth projections of SJWC's 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. 
SJWC should be able to adequately supply the Martial Cottle Park Project without any additional 
source of supply or system operation changes. 

If you have any questions, call me at (408) 279-7861. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~~ 
William Tuttle, P.E. 
Director of Engineering 
Water Services and Planning 




