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GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY

A STATE OF CALIFORMIA WATER AGENCY

BOARD OF DIRECTORS EXECUTIVE OFFICER
Lynn E. Maulhardt, Chair, Director, United Water Conservation District Jeff Pratt, P.E.
Charlotte Craven, Vice Chair, Councilperson, City of Camarillo

David Borchard, Farmer, Agricultural Representative

Steve Bennett, Supervisor, County of Ventura

Dr. Michael Kelley, Director, Zone Mutual Water Company

January 26, 2015

Mark Cowin

California Department of Water Resources
PO Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF INTENT TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
FOX CANYON GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Dear Mr. Cowin:

As outlined in the California Water Code, Part 2.74, Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (Act),
Section 10723 (c), the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) shall be deemed the
exclusive Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) within its boundaries with powers to comply with Act.
On January 09, 2015 the FCGMA held a public hearing and passed Resolution 2015-01, Attachment 1,
wherein the FCGMA elected to become the GSA for the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley, Las Posas Valley
(West, South, and East), Oxnard Forebay, Oxnard Plain and Pleasant Valley Basins within the FCGMA
boundaries. Therefore, this letter shall service as the Notice of Intent for the FCGMA to assume the role
as the GSA for the aforementioned basins, depicted on Attachment 2.

Per Section 10723.2 of the Act, the GSA shall consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater sustainability plans. The FCGMA
as enacted has a Board of Directors and operating structure that clearly represents the interests of all
users and uses of groundwater and surface water within the FCGMA boundaries. The five member Board
of the FCGMA is comprised as follows:

e One member shall be chosen by United Water Conservation District, the member's district or
divisions must overlie at least in part the territory of the FCGMA;

e One member shall be chosen by the County of Ventura, the member’s district must overlie at least
in part the territory of the FCGMA;

e One member shall be chosen from the members of the city councils of the cities whose territory at
least in part overlies the territory of the FCGMA;

e One member shall be chosen from the members of the governing boards of the following mutual
water companies and special districts not governed by the County Board of Supervisors which are
engaged in water activities and whose territory at least in part overlies the territory of the FCGMA:
the Alta Mutual Water Company, the Anacapa Municipal Water District, the Berylwood Mutual
Water Company, the Calleguas Municipal Water District, the Camrosa County Water District, the
Del Norte Mutual Water Company, the Pleasant Valley County Water District, and the Zone Mutual
Water Company; and

e The fifth member of the Board shall be chosen by the other four members from a list of at least five
nominations from the Ventura County Farm Bureau and the Ventura County Agricultural
Association acting jointly for a two-year term to represent agricultural interests within the territory
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of the FCGMA.. The fifth member shall reside and be actively and primarily engaged in agriculture
within the territory of the FCGMA.

Acting as a groundwater management agency since 1983 the FCGMA has undertaken a collaborative and
inclusive model to include all users and uses of groundwater as it strives to protect this valuable resource.
It has enacted numerous policies and ordinances aimed at protecting the resource. A history of the FCGMA
and pertinent ordinances and resolutions are available at http://fcgma.org/.

Should you require additional information or a clarification of this Notice of Intent, please contact me at
(805) 654-207

Attachments: (1) FCGMA Resolution 2015-01
(2) FCGMA Boundary and Basins

cc: Bob Pierotti, Supervising Engineering Geologist
California Department of Water Resources
Southern Region
770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 102
Glendale, CA 91203

F:\gma\Business Administration\Correspondence\2015\150126_FCGMA_NOI_GSA_Boundaries.docx
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Resolution No. 2015-01
of the
Fox Canyon Grounhwater Management Agency

A RESOLUTION ELECTING TO BE THE GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY FOR THE ARROYO SANTA ROSA VALLEY, (WEST, SOUTH, EAST)
LAS POSAS VALLEY, OXNARD FOREBAY, OXNARD PLAIN, AND
PLEASANT VALLEY BASINS WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF THE FOX
CANYON GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY

WHEREAS, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency was formed for
the purpose of preserving the groundwater resources within its statutory boundaries
and has such powers granted by its enabling legislation and such other powers as
are reasonably implied and necessary and proper to carry out its objectives and
purposes; and

WHEREAS, the Agency's statutory boundaries overlie the following
groundwater basins identified and defined in the Department of Water Resources
report entitled “California’s Groundwater: Bulletin 118" updated in 2003: the Arroyo
~ Santa Rosa Valley Groundwater Basin, the Las Posas Valley Groundwater Basin,

the Oxnard Sub-basin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, and the
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins within the boundaries of the Fox Canyon
Groundwater Management Agency; and

WHEREAS, in 2014, the Legislature added the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act to the Water Code which grants the Agency additional authority
and technical and financial assistance necessary to sustainably manage
groundwater; and

WHEREAS, the Act establishes the Agency as the exclusive local agency
within its statutory boundaries unless it elects to opt out of being the exclusive
groundwater management agency within those boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Agency wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a
groundwater sustainability agency granted by the Act and has conducted the public
hearing required under section 10723 of the Act.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY PROCLAIMED AND ORDERED
that;

1. Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency elects to be the exclusive

groundwater management agency within its statutory boundaries with
powers to comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act;
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and
2. The Executive Officer is authorized to submit to the Department of Water

Resources on behalf of the Agency a notice of intent to undertake
sustainable groundwater management in accordance with Part 2.74 of the

Water Code.

On motion by Director Craven, and seconded by Director Kelley, the foregoing
resolution was passed and adopted on January 9, 2015 by the following vote.

AYES - Chair Maulhardt, Directors Craven, Bennett, and Kelley

NOES - None
ABSTAINS — None

ABSENT - Director Borchard M g
By <o, ;/////(/Z{(%f

Lyrin E. Maulhardt, Chair, Board of Directors
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

ATTEST. | hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2015-01.
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BOARD MINUTES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF VENTURA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SUPERVISORS STEVE BENNETT, LINDA PARKS,
KELLY LONG, PETER C. FOY AND JOHN C. ZARAGOZA
June 20, 2017 at 10:30 a.m.

Public Hearing Regarding Adoption of a Resolution to Become the Groundwater
Sustainability Agency for Unmanaged Areas Within the Santa Paula and Oxnard Sub-
Basins of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, Las Posas Valley
Groundwater Basin, and the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.

(Public Works Agency)

(X) Al Board members are present.
(X) The Board holds a public hearing.
(X) The following person is heard: Arne Anselm.

(X)  Upon motion of Supervisor Foy, seconded by Supervisor Bennett, and duly carried,
the Board hereby approves recommendations as stated in the Board letter.

I hereby certify that the annexed instrument is a
true and correct copy of the document which is
on file in this office.

Dated: MICHAEL POWERS

L‘ 23 r) Clerk of the Board of Supervisorse By:
County of Ventura, State of California Brian Palmer
% ‘ Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board
By: G\ W

Deputy Clerk of the Board

ltem #55
6/20/17



resoLutionno, | 1-088

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF VENTURA
TO BECOME THE GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FOR UNMANAGED
AREAS WITHIN THE SANTA PAULA AND OXNARD SUB-BASINS OF THE SANTA
CLARA RIVER VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN, AND THE PLEASANT VALLEY
AND LAS POSAS VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASINS

WHEREAS, the California Legislature has adopted, and the Governor has signed
into law,the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 ("SGMA"), which
authorizes local agencies to manage groundwater in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, SGMA provides that for all groundwater basins designated by the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) as a high- or medium priority basin a local
agency, or combination of agencies, must decide to become the groundwater
sustainability agency or agencies (GSAs) for the entire basin to avoid state intervention;
and

WHEREAS, DWR has designated the Santa Paula and Oxnard Sub-Basins of
the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, Las Posas Valley Groundwater Basin,
and the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Basins) as high- or medium priority basins;
and

WHEREAS, SGMA further provides that in the event there is an area within a
high- or medium priority basin that is not within the management area of a GSA, the
County of Ventura will be presumed to be the GSA for that area unless the County opts
out of being the GSA for that area; and

WHEREAS, there are currently areas within the Basins that are not within the
management area of a GSA and are considered unmanaged under SGMA; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires the County to provide notification to DWR of the
County’s decision to become a GSA for any unmanaged area within a high- or medium
priority basin on or before June 30, 2017,

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of the County has determined it to be in
the County's best interest and in the public interest for the County to act as the GSA for
any areas within the Basins that are unmanaged as of June 30, 2017; and

WHEREAS, adoption of this resolution does not constitute a "project” under
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5), including
organization and administrative activities of government, because there would be no
direct or indirect physical change in the environment.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Ventura as follows:

1. The County of Ventura shall become the groundwater sustainability agency
for areas within the Santa Paula and Oxnard Sub-Basins of the Santa Clara
River Valley Groundwater Basin, the Las Posas Valley Groundwater Basin,
and the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin that are unmanaged as of June
30, 2017,

2. The Director of the Public Works Agency is authorized to: (a) notify the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) of the action taken by this resolution
and to develop and file with DWR the information required to be submitted as
part of the notification, (b) withdraw or modify the County’s natification to
DWR to fulfill the purposes of this resolution and (c) take such further actions
as are necessary to carry out the intent of this resolution.

Upon a motign of Board Member FO\I , seconded by Board Member
, and duly carried, the Board hereby approves and adopts

this resolution on the k day of IM_L , 2017.

% “Zete
, Board of &dperyfSors
unty of Ventura

ATTEST:

MICHAEL POWERS, Clerk of the
Board of Superwsors County of Ventura
State of Callfornla

By: E(O“HM

Deputy Clerk of the Board
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CAMROSAAS? B Ricr

. . . lefirey C. Brown
BUILDING WATER SELF-RELIANCE Drvision 2
Timothy H. Hoag
Division 3
Eugene F. West

Resolution No: 17-11 Division 4

Terry L. Foreman
Division §

General Manager

Tony L Stafford

A Resolution of the Board of Directors
of Camrosa Water District

Declaring Camrosa Water District’s Intent to Act as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency
for the Portions of the Pleasant Valley Basin, Oxnard Subbasin of the Santa Clara River
Valley Basin, and the Las Posas Basin Outside the Boundaries of the Fox Canyon
Groundwater Management Agency and Within the Camrosa Service Area

Whereas, on September 16, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bills 1168 and 1319
and Assembly Bill 1739, known collectively as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA); and,

Whereas, the SGMA went into effect on January 1, 2015; and,

Whereas, the SGMA requires all high- and medium-priority groundwater basins, as designated by the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR), to be managed by a Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA); and,

Whereas, the Pleasant Valley Basin, the Oxnard Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Basin, and
the Las Posas Basin, as defined by DWR’s California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118, have been
characterized by DWR as high-priority basins; and,

Whereas, the majority of said basins are under the jurisdiction of the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency (FCGMA) and Section 10723 (c) of Senate Bill 1168 defines the FCGMA as the
exclusive local agency within its respective statutory boundaries with the power to comply with the
SGMA; and,

Whereas, Section 10723.2 of Senate Bill 1168 requires that GSAs consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater; and

Whereas, the SGMA requires that the GSA notify the Department of Water Resources of its intent to
undertake sustainable groundwater management within thirty days of its election; and

Whereas, the SGMA requires that the GSA develop and implement a groundwater sustainability plan,
according to guidelines to be developed forthwith by DWR;

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved by the Camrosa Water District Board of Directors that Camrosa will
act as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the portions of the Pleasant Valley Basin, the
Oxnard Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Basin, and the Las Posas Basin outside the
boundaries of the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency and within the Camrosa Service
area; and



Be It Further Resolved that the Board of Directors of Camrosa Water District will act as the
governing board of the newly created GSAs; and

Be It Further Resolved that, abiding by Section 10727 (b) (3} of Senate Bill 1168, Camrosa will
develop a coordination agreement with the FCGMA to ensure that the groundwater sustainability
plans covering the entirety of the three basins are coordinated; and

Be It Further Resolved the Camrosa Water District will notify DWR of its intent to sustainably
manage the portions of the Pleasant Valley Basin, the Oxnard Subbasin of the Santa Clara River
Valley Basin, and the Las Posas Basin outside the boundaries of the FCGMA within thirty days of the
date this resolution is signed; and

Be It Further Resolved that such notification shall include the service area boundaries of the
portions of the three basins that Camrosa intends to manage, a copy of this resolution, a list of
interested parties developed pursuant to Section 10723.2 of Senate Bill 1168 and described above,
and an explanation of how their interests will be considered in the development and operation of
the groundwater sustainability agency and the development and implementation of the agency’s
sustainability plan.

Adopted, Signed and Approved this 8" day of June, 2017.

(NS

‘ m (ATTEST)
Eugene F. West, President \/ Tony L. Staf
Board of Directors Board of Directors

Camrosa Water District Camrosa Water District
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AN ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH AN ALLOCATION SYSTEM
FOR THE OXNARD AND PLEASANT VALLEY
GROUNDWATER BASINS

ARTICLE 1. FINDINGS

11

1.2.

13.

14.

15.

16.

1.7.

18.

19.

The Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and Oxnard Groundwater Subbasin (collectively, “the
Basins”) are located within Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (“Agency”) and
have been designated by the California Department of Water Resources as high priority
groundwater basins that are subject to critical conditions of overdraft.

The Agency is required under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (“SGMA”) to
manage the Basins under a groundwater sustainability plan by January 31,2020.

The groundwater sustainability plan must include an estimate of the sustainable yield for the
Basins.

Based on current projections, the sustainable yield of the Basins will be less than recent
average annual groundwater extractions from the Basins.

The 10-year period prior to January 1, 2015, the date SGMA became effective, includes a
complete climate cycle and is representative of annual average precipitation, groundwater
extractions from the Basins and deliveries of surface water from the Santa Clara River through
United Water Conservation District’s Pleasant Valley Pipeline and Pumping Trough Pipeline in
lieu of groundwater extractions from the Basins. During the 10-year period, these in lieu
deliveries averaged 15,600 acre-feet annually and consisted of surface water that otherwise
would have been used for groundwater recharge.

During the 10-year period prior to January 1, 2015, the Conejo Creek Project supplied an
average of 4,978 acre-feet of surface water annually to Pleasant Valley County Water District
for agricultural use which otherwise could have been supplied by pumping groundwater from
the Basins. During that period, there was a corresponding decrease in groundwater use within
Pleasant Valley’s service area.

The adoption of this ordinance is a necessary step in the transition from the Agency’s current
groundwater management programs to sustainable groundwater management under SGMA.
As part of that transition, the Agency intends to move from a wellhead-based to a land-based
allocation system; however, implementation of that change is not feasible until such time as
the Agency has developed sufficient parcel-based water-use data to allow for effective
regulation of extractions on that basis.

The measures set forth in this ordinance are necessary to improve and protect the quantity
and quality of groundwater supplies within the Basins.

This ordinance is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to
Water Code section 10728.6 and CEQA Guidelines sections 15061(b})(3), 15307 and 15308.
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1.10. The extraction allocations established under this ordinance are consistent with the land use
elements of the applicable general plans to the extent that there is sufficient sustainable yield
in the Basins to serve the land use designationstherein.

ARTICLE 2. PURPOSE

The purpose of this ordinance is to facilitate adoption and implementation of the groundwater
sustainability plan and to ensure that the Basins are operated within theirsustainable yields. It isnot
the purpose of this ordinance to determine or alter water right entitlements, including those which
may be asserted pursuant to California Water Code sections 1005.1, 1005.2 or 1005.4.

ARTICLE 3. PERIODIC REVIEW PROCEDURE

The Board will periodically review the effectiveness of this ordinance toward meeting its purpose.
This review shall occur at least once every five years. If necessary, this ordinance will be amended to
ensure that the sustainability goals of the groundwater sustainability plans are met.

ARTICLE 4. DEFINITIONS
4.1  “Agency” shall mean the Fox Canyon Groundwater ManagementAgency.

4.2  “Agricultural Operator” shall mean an owner or operator of an extraction facility used to
produce groundwater for use on lands in the production of plant crops or livestock for market
and uses incidental thereto.

4.3  “Assessor’s Parcel Map” shall mean an official map designating parcels by Assessor’s Parcel
Number.

4.4  “Assessor’s Parcel Number” shall mean the number assigned to a parcel by the County of
Ventura for purposes of identification.

4.5  “Base Period” shall mean calendar years 2005 through 2014.

4.6  “Base-Period Conejo Creek Deliveries” shall mean the average annual amount of Conejo Creek
Water Deliveries during the base period.

4.7  “Base-Period Extraction” shall mean the average annual groundwater extraction based on
reported extractions during the base period, excluding any extractions that incurred
surcharges.

4.8  “Base-Period PTP Deliveries” shall mean the average annual amount of PTP deliveries during
the base period as reported to the Agency by United.

4.9  “Base-Period PV Deliveries” shall mean the average annual amount of PV deliveries during
the base period as reported to the Agency by United.
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4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

414

4.15

4.16

417

4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

“Basins” shall mean the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and the Oxnard Groundwater
Subbasin.

“Board” shall mean the Board of Directors of the Agency.

“Conejo Creek Project” shall mean the Conejo Creek Diversion structure and appurtenances
owned and operated by Camrosa Water District through which recycled water discharged
from the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant is diverted from Conejo Creek for delivery
to Camrosa Water District and Pleasant Valley.

“Conejo Creek Water Deliveries” shall mean deliveries of water to Pleasant Valley from the
Conejo Creek Project.

“Executive Officer” shall mean the individual appointed by the Board to administer Agency
functions or his/her designee.

“Extraction Allocation” shall mean the amount of groundwater that may be obtained from an
extraction facility during a given water year before a surcharge isimposed.

“Extraction Facility” shall mean any device or method (e.g. water well) for extraction of
groundwater within the Basin.

“Groundwater Sustainability Plan” shall mean the plan or plans, and any amendment thereof,
developed and adopted by the Agency for the Basins in accordance with SGMA.

“Management Area” shall mean an area within the Basins for which the groundwater
sustainability plan may identify different minimum thresholds, measurable objectives,
monitoring or projects and management actions in accordance with regulations adopted
pursuant to chapter 10 of SGMA.

“Municipal and Industrial Operator” shall mean an owner or operator that supplied
groundwater for domestic, industrial, commercial or other non-agricultural use.

“Municipal and Industrial (M&I) Use” shall mean any use other than agricultural irrigation.

“Mutual Water Company” shall mean a corporation organized for, or engaged in the business
of, selling, distributing, supplying, or delivering water to its stockholders and members at cost
for irrigation purposes or for M&l use.

“O-H Pipeline” means the water distribution system operated by United that supplies
groundwater to contractors under the O-H Pipeline Agreement.

“O-H Pipeline Agreement” means the Water Supply Agreement for Delivery of Water Through
the Oxnard/Hueneme Pipeline dated July 1, 1996, and any amendmentthereto.

“Operator” shall mean a person operating an extraction facility. The owner of an extraction
facility shall be conclusively presumed to be the operator unless a satisfactory showing is
made to the Agency that the extraction facility actually is operated by some otherperson.
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4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

4.30

4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

4.37

“Owner” shall mean a person owning an extraction facility or an interest in an extraction
facility other than a lien to secure the payment of a debt or other obligation and shall include
any mutual water company and incorporated ownership.

“Parcel” shall mean a lot or parcel shown on an Assessor’s Parcel Map with an assigned
Assessor’s Parcel Number.

“Person” shall mean any state or local governmental agency, private corporation, firm,
partnership, individual, group of individuals, or, to the extent authorized by law, any federal
agency.

“Pleasant Valley” shall mean Pleasant Valley County Water District.

“Pleasant Valley’s Service Area” shall mean all lands shown on the map of the boundaries of
Pleasant Valley on file with the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission.

“PTP Deliveries” shall mean deliveries of surface water from the Santa Clara River through
United’s Pumping Trough Pipeline.

“PV Deliveries” shall mean deliveries of surface water from the Santa Clara River through
United’s Pleasant Valley Pipeline.

“Sustainable Groundwater Management Act” or “SGMA” shall mean Part 2.74 of Division 6 of
the California Water Code, sections 10720 et seq.

“Sustainable Yield” shall mean the maximum quantity of water that can be withdrawn
annually from the Basins as provided in the groundwater sustainability plan.

“United” shall mean United Water Conservation District.

“Water Market” shall mean a program which, by ordinance, allows the transfer of extraction
allocations through a market administered by or on behalf of the Agency.

“Water Purveyor” shall mean a mutual water company, special district, or municipality that
supplies groundwater to others for agricultural or municipal and industrial use.

“Water Year” shall mean the period from October 1 of one calendar year through September
30 of the following calendar year.
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ARTICLE 5. GENERAL PROVISIONS

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

Notwithstanding any other Agency ordinance provision to the contrary, including article 2 of
Emergency Ordinance E, the Executive Officer shall establish an operator’s extraction
allocation for each extraction facility located within the Basins as set forth herein. The
alternative extraction allocations authorized under section 5.6 of the Agency Ordinance Code
shall not be available to an operator for extracting groundwater from the Basins. Except as
expressly provided herein, the provisions governing extraction allocations set forth in section
5.2 of the Agency Ordinance Code shall apply to groundwater extractions from the Basins.

Except as provided in section 5.5, an extraction allocation established under this ordinance is
assigned to an extraction facility. An operator with more than one extraction facility in the
same groundwater basin may combine the extraction allocations for the individual facilities.
if the groundwater sustainability plan creates one or more management areas within the
Basins, the Board may limit the ability to combine extraction allocations assigned to extraction
facilities in different management areas. Limitations on combining extraction facilities in
different management areas shall be set forth in a Resolution adopted by the Board based on
a determination that the limitation is necessary in order to implement the groundwater
sustainability plan.

All extractions in excess of an allocation established by this ordinance shall be subject to
extraction surcharges in the same manner as provided in the Agency Ordinance Code for
extractions that exceed the historical and/or baseline allocation.

Extraction allocations may be transferred or temporarily assigned only as provided in article
9 of this ordinance.

The extraction allocation assigned to extraction facilities operated by United to supply water
through the O-H Pipeline is “held in trust [by United] for Any or All Contractors” as a
“Suballocation” as those terms are defined in the O-H Pipeline Agreement. Upon termination
of or withdrawal of any party from the O-H Pipeline Agreement, the distribution of the
extraction allocation assigned to the O-H Pipeline extraction facilities shall be decided by
mutual agreement of United and the affected parties or as determined by a court.
Notwithstanding any such agreement or court determination or the O-H Pipeline Agreement,
the extraction allocation assigned to the O-H Pipeline extraction facilities shall be subject to all
applicable Agency rules and regulations for the use and adjustment of extraction allocations,
including chapter 5 of the Agency Ordinance Code, and to any allocation reductions
implemented in accordance with article 10 of this ordinance.

In the event of a local, State, or Federal declaration of emergency with the potential to affect
water supplies within the Agency, at the next scheduled meeting, the Board will consider
whether to allow an operator to request an adjustment of the extraction allocation as a result
of the emergency. The information required in support of the request will be set forth in a
Resolution adopted by the Board.
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ARTICLE 6. INITIAL ALLOCATIONS

6.1

6.2

Until such time as the reductions described in article 10 are implemented and except as
otherwise provided in this article, an operator’s extraction allocation shall be the base-period
extraction as reported to the Agency pursuant to chapter 2 of the Agency Ordinance Code.
The extraction allocation established under this section is called “base-period allocation.”

6.1.1 In recognition of the use of surface water from the Conejo Creek Project and the
corresponding reduction in total agricultural extractions within Pleasant Valley’s
service area during the base period, Pleasant Valley’s base-period allocation shall be
increased in an amount equal to base-period Conejo Creek water deliveries, subject
to the adjustment described in subsection 6.1.1.1.

6.1.1.1 Pleasant Valley shall include in the Semi-Annual Extraction Statement required
under section 2.3 of the Agency Ordinance Code a report on the use of Conejo
Creek water during the reporting year. In each year in which Pleasant Valley
receives Conejo Creek water deliveries, its base-period allocation for that year
shall be reduced in an amount equal to the Conejo Creek water deliveries during
theyear.

6.1.1.2 The Board may transfer a portion of the allocation established under subsection
6.1.1 from Pleasant Valley to an operator of an extraction facility located within
Pleasant Valley’s service area upon a showing that the operator reduced
extractions during the base period as a result of taking deliveries from Pleasant
Valley. The transfer will avoid a windfall allocation that may otherwise result
under subsection 6.1.1 of this ordinance and shall be subject to the procedures
set forth in subsection 5.3.9 of the Agency Ordinance Code.

In order to encourage the coordinated use of groundwater from the Basins and surface water
supplies from the Santa Clara River while eliminating overdraft and maintaining the
sustainability goals established under SGMA, Pleasant Valley and United may increase
groundwater use in years when these surface water supplies are less than normal, provided
that a corresponding reduction in extractions occurs in years when surface water supplies
from the Santa Clara River are more abundant. The coordinated use of these water supplies
shall be implemented through adjustments to the extraction allocation as provided in this
section. This extraction allocation flexibility is called “Santa Clara River Water Flex Allocation.”

6.2.1 Santa Clara River Water Flex Allocation

6.2.1.1 In any year in which the volume of surface water available for PV deliveries is
less than base-period PV deliveries, Pleasant Valley’s base-period allocation for
that year shall be increased in an amount equal to the shortfall in available PV
deliveries. The extraction allocation available under this subsection shall be
subject to any allocation reductions implemented in accordance with article 10
of this ordinance.

6.2.1.2 In any year in which the volume of surface water available for PV deliveries
exceeds base-period PV deliveries, Pleasant Valley’s base-period allocation for
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6.2.1.3

6.2.1.4

6.2.1.5

6.2.1.6

6.2.1.7

6.2.1.8

that year shall be reduced by the amount of excess available PV deliveries. In
order to provide a minimum extraction allocation during periods when PV
deliveries are not available, Pleasant Valley’s allocation shall not be reduced
below 50 percent of Pleasant Valley’s base-period extraction. The minimum
extraction allocation available under this subsection shall not be eligible for
carryover under article 8 of this ordinance.

Surface water shall be deemed available for PV deliveries as demonstrated in an
annual report to be submitted by United pursuant to subsection 6.2.1.8. In any
year in which Pleasant Valley does not make full use of the surface water
available for PV deliveries, Pleasant Valley’s base-period allocation for that year
shall be reduced by the amount of available surface water not taken by Pleasant
Valley.

In any year in which the volume of surface water available for PTP deliveries is
less than base-period PTP deliveries, United’s base-period allocation for that
year shall be increased in an amount equal to the shortfall in available PTP
deliveries. The extraction allocation available under this subsection shall be
subject to any allocation reductions implemented in accordance with article 10
of this ordinance.

In any year in which the volume of surface water available for PTP deliveries
exceeds base-period PTP deliveries, United’s base-period allocation for that
year shall be reduced by the amount of excess available PTP deliveries. In order
to provide a minimum extraction allocation during periods when PTP deliveries
are not available, United’s allocation shall not be reduced below 50 percent of
United’s base-period extraction. The minimum extraction allocation available
under this subsection shall not be eligible for carryover under article 8 of this
ordinance.

Surface water shall be deemed available for PTP deliveries as demonstrated in
an annual report to be submitted by United pursuant to subsection 6.2.1.8. In
any year in which United does not make full use of the surface water available
for PTP deliveries, United’s base-period allocation for that year shall be reduced
by the amount of available surface water not used by United.

To provide Pleasant Valley and United with the operational flexibility to respond
to annual variations in the availability of Santa Clara River water, any surcharge
for excess extractions that would otherwise be assessed annually shall be
determined at the end of each five-year period following the operative date of
this ordinance. Surcharges for any excess extractions shall be assessed as
provided in sections 6.3 and 6.4.

United shall submit an annual report on its diversion of Santa Clara River water
during the preceding water year. The report shall state the total volume of river
diversions, the total volume of surface water made available for PTP deliveries
and PV deliveries and the total volume put to other uses. The report shall state
these volumes in acre-feet, supported by meter readings, and include such
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6.3

6.4

other information determined by the Executive Officer to be reasonably
necessary to carry out the intent of this article.

6.2.2 Pleasant Valley and United shall include in the Semi-Annual Extraction Statement
required under section 2.3 of the Agency Ordinance Code a report on the use of Santa
Clara River water and the resulting Santa Clara River Water Flex Allocation for the
reporting year.

Pleasant Valley shall be subject to surcharges on extractions in excess of cumulative
base-period allocations, as adjusted in accordance with this article, during the preceding five-
year period. If excess extractions occur, Pleasant Valley shall be deemed to have exceeded
the extraction allocation in each of the preceding five years. A surcharge assessed under this
section shall be due and payable within 30 days of issuance of a notice of imposition of
surcharges.

United shall be subject to surcharges on extractions in excess of cumulative base-period
allocations, as adjusted in accordance with this article, during the preceding five-year period.
If excess extractions occur, United shall be deemed to have exceeded the extraction allocation
in each of the preceding five years. A surcharge assessed under this section shall be due and
payable within 30 days of issuance of a notice of imposition ofsurcharges.

ARTICLE 7. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR REPORTING EXTRACTIONS

In order to facilitate a transition from a wellhead-based to a land-based allocation system, operators
in the Basins shall comply with the following reporting requirements in addition to those specified
in the Agency Ordinance Code.

71

7.2

Agricultural operators not subject to section 7.2 shall report thefoliowing:

7.1.1 Each assessor’s parcel number being supplied with groundwater produced by the
operator’s extraction facility;

7.1.2 The number of irrigated acres within each parcel; and
7.1.3 The source of all water used to irrigate those lands.

Mutual water companies, special districts and municipalities supplying groundwater or in
lieu deliveries for agricultural use shall report the following:

7.2.1 Total volume of water from each source being supplied by the mutual water
company, special district, or municipality;

7.2.2 Location and identifier of each agricultural turnout and meter owned by the mutual
water company, special district, or municipality;

7.2.3 Monthly water deliveries to and meter readings from each agriculturalturnout;

7.2.4 List of assessor’s parcel numbers served by each agricultural turnout and meter;and
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7.2.5 Customer name associated with each parcel.

73 Mutual water companies, special districts and municipalities supplying groundwater or in
lieu deliveries for municipal and industrial use shall report the following:

7.3.1 Total volume of water from each source being supplied by the mutual water
company, special district, or municipality;

7.3.2 Monthly water deliveries for all water being supplied by the mutual water company,
special district, or municipality; and

7.3.3 List of assessor’s parcel numbers (or a GIS shape file) served by the mutual water
company, special district, or municipality.

74 Domestic and municipal and industrial well operators shall report thefollowing:

7.4.1 Each assessor’s parcel number being supplied with groundwater produced by the
operator’s extraction facility.

ARTICLE 8. ALLOCATION CARRYOVER

Except as otherwise provided and subject to the provisions of this article, an unused extraction
allocation may be carried over for use in a subsequent water year. A maximum of fifty percent of an
extraction allocation shall be available for carry over. The first water extracted during any year shall
be deemed to be an exercise of the carryover authorized by this article. The cumulative allocation
carryover shall not exceed one hundred percent of an extraction allocation. An unused carryover
extraction allocation is not transferable between operators, except in an Agency-approved water
market, and shall expire five (5) years afterit was accrued. Annual allocation carryover for extraction
facilities combined under a single operator in accordance with section 5.2 shall be evenly divided
among the combined extraction facilities. The Board may limit the use of carry over allocations
consistent with the provisions of the groundwater sustainability plan, provided that any such
limitation shall be imposed on all operators on an equal basis.

ARTICLE 9. ALLOCATION TRANSFERS

9.1 Allocation transfers may be necessary to provide flexibility during and after the transition
from the Agency’s current groundwater management program to sustainable groundwater
management under SGMA. Notwithstanding section 5.3 of the Agency Ordinance Code,
transfers of allocation established under this ordinance shall comply with the provisions of
this article or be allowed under an Agency-approved water market.

9.2  Upon adoption of the groundwater sustainability plan, and except as otherwise provided,
transfers or temporary assignments of an extraction allocation are authorized provided the
Agency finds that it does not impede achievement of the sustainability goals of the
groundwater sustainability plan and would not be detrimental to an Agency-approved water
market. In making this determination, the Agency shall, at a minimum, consider the location
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9.3

9.4

9.5

of the extraction facilities, the total quantity of groundwater extracted in any year,
groundwater quality impacts of the transfer and whether the proposed transfer or temporary
assignment could be approved under an Agency-approved water market. Requests for the
transfer or temporary assignment of extraction allocations shall be submitted jointly by the
operators and owners involved and shall include the specific details of their proposal. To
ensure consistency with the sustainability goals of the groundwater sustainability plan,
transfers or temporary assignments of an extraction allocation shall be subject to conditions
as determined by the Executive Officer. A temporary assignment of allocation shall not exceed
one year.

Where there is a sale or transfer of a part of the acreage served by any extraction facility, the
extraction allocation for that facility shall be equitably apportioned between the real property
retained and the real property transferred by the owner of the extraction facility. This
apportionment shall be approved by the Executive Officer who may modify the apportionment
to assure equity.

When irrigated acreage changes to M&I use, the extraction allocation used to irrigate the
acreage shall be transferred from the agricultural operator to the M&! operator on a
one-to-one basis.

Transfers or temporary assignments of allocations between extraction facilities located within
the same groundwater basin shall be considered for approval by the Executive Officer. All
other requests for transfers or temporary assignments shall be submitted to the Board for
approval.

ARTICLE 10. REDUCTION OF ALLOCATIONS

10.1

10.2

If the sustainable yield is less than the total extraction allocations established in article 6, then
extraction allocations, adjusted or otherwise, shall be reduced according to a schedule and
method to be determined by the Board following adoption of the groundwater sustainability
plan. An operator’s use of surface water in lieu of groundwater after the effective date of this
ordinance shall not subject that operator to a greater allocation reduction than is imposed on
other operators.

It is the intent of the Board to establish a minimum allocation for agricultural operators based
on the sustainable yield and to exempt minimum allocations from the reductions
contemplated in section 10.1 until such time as the Board determines that a reduction of the
minimum allocation is necessary in order to facilitate implementation of the groundwater
sustainability plan.

ARTICLE 11. VARIANCES

The Executive Officer may, on written request from a land owner or operator, grant a variance from
the requirements of this ordinance based on the standards set forth in this article.

111

Variance Purpose and Standards - The sole purpose of any variance shall be to enable an
owner or operator to make reasonable use of groundwater in the same manner as other users
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11.2

11.3

11.4

11.5

11.6

11.7

11.8

of groundwater in the Basins. Before any variance may be granted, the owner or operator
must establish and the Agency must determine that all of the following standards are met:

11.1.1 That there are special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to the
owner or operator which do not apply generally to comparable owners or operators
in the Basins; and

11.1.2 That granting a variance will not confer a special privilege inconsistent with the
limitations upon other owners and operators in the Basins; and

11.1.3 That denial of a variance will result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships
inconsistent with the general purpose of this ordinance;and

11.1.4 That the granting of a variance will not be inconsistent with the groundwater
sustainability plan or the provisions of SGMA or with other regulations or ordinances
of the Agency or detrimental to the Agency’s ability to improve and protect the
quantity or quality of groundwater supplies within the Basins; and

11.1.5 That the granting of a variance will not substantially impede the Agency’s ability to
achieve sustainable groundwater management or the actual sustainability of
groundwater in the Basins.

Burden of Proof — A person seeking a variance shall have the burden of proving to the
satisfaction of the Executive Officer that the above standards can bemet.

The Agency may recognize and consider other mitigating factors demonstrated or proposed
by the applicant. The Agency at its discretion may include and impose those or other factors
as conditions of granting the variance request.

The Executive Officer may consider any prior requests, permits, other Agency decisions, or
enforcement actions associated with the owner oroperator.

Any new or increased extraction allocation granted by the Agency pursuant to a variance
request may not be transferred without prior Agency approval.

Variance Procedures — All requests for a variance shall be filed in writing withthe Agency.

Application Period — For the water year beginning October 1, 2020, variances may be applied
for by June 30, 2010. For all subsequent water years, variances may be applied for by June 30
for use in the following the wateryear.

Review Period — The Executive Officer shall make reasonable efforts to render a decision on
all applications within 90 days from the date the variance is requested. The Executive Officer’s
decision shall be in writing and include the findings made relative to the standards set forth
in section 11.1.

Page 11 of 12



11.9 Appeals — The Executive Officer’s decision under this article is appealable in accordance with
chapter 6.0 of the Agency Ordinance Code.

ARTICLE 12. CONFLICTS

Should any conflicts occur between the provisions of this ordinance and any other duly enacted
Agency code or ordinance, the provisions of this ordinance shall govern.

ARTICLE 13. SEVERABILITY

Should any provision, section, subsection, paragraph, sentence or word of this ordinance be
rendered or declared invalid by any final court action in a court of competent jurisdiction or by
reason of any preemptive legislation, the remaining provisions, sections, subsections, paragraphs,
sentences or words of this ordinance as hereby adopted shall remain in full force and effect.

ARTICLE 14. EFFECTIVE DATE; OPERATIVE DATE

This ordinance shall take effect on the thirty-first day after adoption and become fully operative on
October 1, 2020.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23™ day of October, 2019, by the following vote:

o)

NOES: Zj
alr’ﬁoard of l/

ABSENT: /@
Directors Fox Canyon

Groundwater
Management Agency

ATTEST:

By: QW’Y\UL%O& Q@E’

Clerk of the Board
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FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments

Oxnard Subbasin

September 2019

Commenter Chapter Section Subsection Comment
s 8| 8
o % = | Executive ES.1-
(e} > Summary Introduction N/A see attachment
> o = 2.3- 2.3.1
g =z & | 2-Basin Groundwater | Groundwater
O | Setting Conditions Elevation Data Please see attached comment letter
_§ 2 ; %’ § Concern in the following reflected quote on Page 1-40: "In recognition and acknowledgment of the limits on FCGMA to regulate the federal government, any such allocation shall be
= § § § directly assigned to the federal agency and shall not be subject to the requirements of any allocation ordinance, including but not limited to allocation carryovers, borrowing,
3 © a 1.6-Land Use transfers, reductions and/or variances and fees."
5 2 Elements or The description of Federal Reserved Water Rights (FRWR) in the GSP overstates the extent of federal law preemption. While it is true that FRWR are determined as provided under
% Topic federal law, the text in the GSP does not acknowledge the importance of Congress’ waiver of sovereign immunity in passing the McCarran Amendment. (43 U.S.C. § 666.) “[T]he
© § 1- Categories of McCarran Amendment was motivated in large part by the recognition of the interconnection of water rights among claimants to a common water source and the desire to avoid
é’ Administrative | Applicable 1.6.3 Additional | piecemeal adjudication of such rights.” United States v. State of Oregon (9th Cir. 1994) 44 F.3d 758, 769.) The regulation of FRWR under California statutory law is appropriate
< Information General Plans | Plan Summaries | under the McCarran Amendment and statements to the contrary should be removed from the GSP.
c 00 . Requested Revision of the following quote on Page 1-21 to 1-22; "For the Oxnard Subbasin, water purveyors collectively draw from a combination of sources —including local
'_%J = *g surface water, groundwater, imports from the State
- g Water Project (SWP), and increasingly, recycled water— which differ in terms of the volume available, area
© served, timing of peak availability, and reliability. Climate and regulatory constraints (e.g., water quality standards, water rights, and minimum environmental flows) have
S historically had a greater impact on the availability of surface water supplies, whereas groundwater sources with adequate water quality were historically limited only by the
% capacity of production wells accessing the aquifer, leading to pumping in excess of many basins’ sustainable yield. With the passage of SGMA and the sustainable management
=S criteria established in this GSP (Chapter 3), once adopted, groundwater extraction will be limited by minimum thresholds established for each sustainability indicator.
g FCGMA has exercised its authority to limit groundwater production since 1983, and thus has managed the basin to
E void critical overdraft. Sustainable management criteria adopted in this GSP may limit operational flexibility by further reducing allowable groundwater production.”
g revised to
£ "For the Oxnard Subbasin, water purveyors collectively draw from a combination of sources—including local surface
; water, groundwater, imports from the State Water Project (SWP), and increasingly, recycled water—which differ in
§ terms of the volume available, area served, timing of peak availability, and reliability. Climate and regulatory
3 constraints (e.g., water quality standards, water rights, and minimum environmental flows) have historically had a
S greater impact on the availability of surface water supplies. Groundwater sources with adequate water quality were
Fy historically limited only by the capacity of production wells accessing the aquifer, until 1991 when FCGMA initiated a groundwater allocation reduction system. With the passage of
© SGMA and the sustainable management criteria
established in this GSP (Chapter 3), once adopted, groundwater extraction will be further limited by minimum thresholds established for each sustainability indicator. FCGMA has
exercised its authority to limit groundwater
1.4-Existing production since 1983, and thus has managed the basin in an effort to avoid critical overdraft. Because in 2014 the
Monitoring 1.4.3 State Department of Water Resources listed the Oxnard Subbasin as being in a state of Critical Overdraft, the sustainable management criteria adopted in this GSP may limit
1- and Operational operational flexibility.”
Administrative | Management | Flexibility NOTE: Operational flexibility will not be so limited once the FCGMA considers projects to significantly replenish, and protect against seawater intrusion in, the basin. See attached
Information Plans Limitations Oxnard letter section I(D).
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FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments: Oxnard Subbasin

Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
c |~ 5 Concern regarding the following quote provided on page 1-2; "The purpose of this GSP is to define the conditions under which the groundwater resources of the entire Oxnard
% S 35 o Subbasin . . . will be managed sustainably in the future."
~ ca g
X 5
8 § P 1.1-Purpose The City understands and assumes that the GSP is not self-executing and that it does not alter existing rights, including water rights, nor does it modify or supersede prior actions or
2 2 5 of the approvals by FCGMA. For example, the City understands that existing allocation ordinances and conjunctive use programs are not modified by approval of the
= un
523 1- Groundwater GSP and can only be changed by future FCGMA action on those specific programs. Accordingly, Oxnard has not commented on the effect of the GSP on any such existing rights or
Administrative | Sustainability prior FCGMA actions or approvals. If we are mistaken about the non-self-executing nature of the GSP, we ask that FCGMA specify what rights, programs, actions or approvals are
Information Plan N/A affected. We would also note that in such event, insufficient notice has been provided to allow meaningful public comment.
c W | ~Q g 1.2.6
% = -?“ 35 o Groundwater
= cae £ Sustainabilit
X 3 4%
8 § P Plan Concern regarding the following quote provided on page 1-8; "During the initial 5-year period after the GSP is adopted, FCGMA will explore opportunities to optimize basin
22 %5l1- Implementation | management"
= un
O < = Administrative | 1.2-Agency andCost
Information Information Estimate Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comment and concern.
c W | ~Q 5 1.2.6
2] = t = g Groundwater
= << = Sustainability
E § 9 Plan Concern regarding the following quote provided on page 1-10; "Under SGMA, its enabling legislation, FCGMA gained additional authority to impose regulatory fees and
225l 1- Implementation | replenishment fees"
2 o
O < = Administrative | 1.2-Agency andCost
Information Information Estimate Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
c W~y 1.6-Land Use
2| % 2383 Elements or
= ca ® ;
X = A Topic
O < o .
- 8 2 1- Categories of
g ‘2 S| Administrative | Applicable 1.6.1 General
(%]
S < 2| Information General Plans | Plans Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern regarding Section 1.6 Land Use Elements or Topic Categories of Applicable General Plans.
k3 Z| s % 2 1.6-Land Use
< 55 ©
= ca Elements or
X 5 .
o c Topic 1.6.2 Urban
G
° k7 *’5 1- Categories of | Water
[%2]
5 £ =| Administrative | Applicable Management
Information General Plans | Plans Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern regarding Section 1.6.2 Urban Water Management Plans.
8| 2|s2¢s
= T3 9 1.6-Land Use
de0d Elements or
5 82 Topic
= 2 § 1- Categories of
© Administrative | Applicable 1.6.3 Additional
Information General Plans | Plan Summaries | Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern regarding Section 1.6.3 Additional Plan Summaries — City of Oxnard General Plan.
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FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments:

Oxnard Subbasin

Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection | Comment
c | ~ o = Concern regarding the following quote provided on page 2-65 to 2-66; "...expansion of the GREAT program to increase groundwater recharge by 4,500 AFY in the Saticoy Spreading
% < -?U J_g *g Grounds... Because the projects that were incorporated into the Future Baseline With Projects Scenario included reduction of approximately 500 AFY from temporary fallowing in
= c e % 2.4.5 Projected | Oxnard, and deliveries of recycled water from the GREAT program, the groundwater extractions in the LAS decreased by approximately 4,000 AFY, relative to the Future Baseline
8 E © Future Water Scenario."
; § G Budget and The City of Oxnard has no intention of utilizing recycled water produced by the GREAT Program for the purpose noted. References to the use of GREAT Program water for Saticoy
S < 2| 2-Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable Spreading Grounds and related basin recharge should be removed from model simulation and narrative.
Setting Budget Yield Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for additional in-detail comments and concern.
‘g & ; % § z.Z—I;roject
e GREAT
3 e05
5 o2 Program : . : . . . . N
> 5 O Advanced Concern regarding the following quote provided on page 5-2; "The AWPF provides the City of Oxnard with a source of reclaimed water that can be used for landscape irrigation,
5 < = 5 - Project Water agricultural, industrial process water, and groundwater recharge."
Management | Purification
Actions Facility N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
c & ; % § 5.2-Project
Sl ESg GreAT
3ded
5 8 ) Program
> § S Advanced
O < = 5 - Project Water
Management | Purification
Actions Facility N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern regarding Section 5.2.6 Economic Factors and Funding Sources for Project No.1
c 00 PR 5.3-Project
g = g% No.2 -
ﬁ = GREAT
N Program
T o Advanced
g % Water
© 5 Purification
2 & | 5-Project Facility
5 Management | Expansion Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern regarding Section 5.3 Project No. GREAT Program Advanced Water Purification Facility Expansion
Actions Project N/A Project.
c 0o P 5.3-Project
2| =z §§ No.2 -
. B s GREAT
i © Program Concern regarding the following quote provided on page 5-5; "GREAT Program AWPF Expansion Project water was included in future groundwater modeling scenarios to examine
TS Advanced the impact that the project will have on the sustainability criteria. This project was incorporated in the modeling along with the GREAT Program AWPF Project (see Section 5.2,
g % Water Project No. 1 — GREAT Program Advanced Water Purification Facility) and the temporary fallowing of agricultural land (see Section 5.6). Therefore, the relationship between the
E 3 Purification impact of this project alone and the sustainability indicators has not been quantified. Rather, the potential effect of this project in the context of all of three of these projects is
g & |5- Project Facility presented in this discussion."
5 Management | Expansion
Actions Project N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
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FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments: Oxnard Subbasin

Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
S| 2| 5
2 = 30 5.3-Project
= o o
@ S No. 2 —
N GREAT
TS Program
g % Advanced
E 3; Water Concern regarding the following quote reflected on page 5-7; "Under one potential expansion scenario, the facility upgrades are anticipated to cost approximately $16,600,000
g a Purification (FCGMA 2018). Under this scenario, the water produced by the facility would cost approximately $1,900 per AF. Operations and maintenance costs for the expanded AWPF would
5 5 - Project Facility be approximately $440 per AF."
Management | Expansion
Actions Project N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
c ) 2o
21 =| 58
= « o
235
<
Sy
2 § 5.4-Project
g L No.3 - Concern regarding the following quote reflected on page 5-8; "The RiverPark—Saticoy GRRP Recycled Water Project is the same as the GREAT Program AWPF Expansion Project, as
%5 = RiverPark— incorporated into the numerical groundwater model simulations, because the RiverPark—Saticoy GRRP Recycled Water Project simply provides
= & | 5-Project Saticoy GRRP the infrastructure to convey the water. It does not provide additional water to the Subbasin beyond what was modeled for the GREAT Program AWPF project.."
© Management | Recycled
Actions Water Project | N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
S = € 5
2| | £%8
= R
" =
g a
[%]
3> *g 5.4-Project
= No. 3 -
3 % RiverPark— Concern regarding the following quote reflected on page 5-9 "UWCD estimates that the RiverPark—Saticoy GRRP Recycled Water Project could be implemented in 18 to 24 months.
S 2 | 5-Project Saticoy GRRP The project is already in the preliminary design phase and a draft initial study/mitigated negative declaration has been prepared."
.g Management | Recycled
Actions Water Project | N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
S = € 5
2| | £38
== R
235
<
Sy
T o
g % 5.4-Project
o 3; No.3 -
g a RiverPark— Concern regarding the following quote reflected on page 5-10 "UWCD proposes funding assistance from FCGMA for the capital cost of the project, which is estimated to be $6.4
5 5 - Project Saticoy GRRP million, with an annual operations and maintenance cost of approximately $5 million to $7.5 million. The resulting water cost would be approximately $1,000 to $1,500 per AF."
Management | Recycled
Actions Water Project | N/A Please see attached City of Oxnard letter for in-detail comments and concern.
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FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments: Oxnard Subbasin

Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
c s a Section 5.1
a £ § Although the sustainable yield for the Oxnard Subbasin as estimated in the Draft GSP is 30,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) less than recent groundwater extractions, the average rate
a ) of seawater intrusion—the primary driver for sustainable yield—reported in the Draft GSP is only 9,700 AFY. This difference between what some might perceive to be “overdraft”

(30,000 AFY) versus the rate of seawater intrusion (9,400 AFY) that actually is a problem highlights the fact that much of the Oxnard Subbasin’s groundwater sustainability challenge
is a result of pumping in less-than-optimal locations, rather than excessive pumping. This challenge can potentially be partly mitigated by expanding the existing conjunctive-use
projects by United, Pleasant Valley County Water District, Camrosa Water District, and Calleguas Municipal Water District that store groundwater and deliver surface-water when
available. “New” sources of water supply, such as the recycled-water projects being developed by the Cities of Oxnard and Ventura, likely will also be needed to make up some of
the difference, but costs and environmental impacts of such new sources can be minimized, while reliability and quality of these water sources can be maximized, if they are
developed and implemented in coordination with conjunctive use projects. In addition, this issue highlights the importance of ensuring that the FCGMA's proposed allocation
ordinance does not jeopardize the future viability of conjunctive-use projects. We recommend adding discussion to Section 5 describing the historical and potential future
importance of conjunctive-use projects in optimizing sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin.

This section describes only the five new water-supply projects for the Oxnard subbasin and the one new project for the Pleasant Valley basin that were approved for consideration
by the FCGMA; the existence of additional water-supply and optimization (conjunctive use) projects proposed by United and others last year when requested by the FCGMA should
also be mentioned. Some of these other projects are not only viable, but are well into their feasibility planning and design stages at present (e.g., ASAPP and brackish-water
treatment), and could make up much, if not all, of the shortfall indicated by the Draft GSP. We feel it's important that the Draft GSP at least mention these new water-supply and
optimization projects, even if they couldn’t be modeled with the available information, as they could add to our region’s water portfolio prior to 2040. Stakeholders and the public
should have at least basic information about these projects so they can make appropriate decisions about when to commence any future rampdown in groundwater allocations (if

5.1- rampdowns are truly needed). An excessive or premature rampdown could affect business and municipal planning decisions and have significant financial, social, and

Introduction environmental impacts on the Oxnard coastal plain.

to Projects
5 - Project and Sec 5.7.1 p 5-15 Text stating that the actual pumping reductions that may take place over the next five years will be determined by the Board deserves more emphasis both here
Management | Management and in the Executive Summary. Without additional emphasis on this point readers my think that the linear ramp down examples provided in the GSP is the planned/intended action
Actions Actions N/A to achieve sustainability.

Dan
Detmer
UWCD

Sec 4.3.3 p 4-8 (Spatial coverage by aquifer) No additional coastal monitoring wells are proposed, does this suggest the spacing of existing monitoring wells is considered adequate
to assess changes in the location of the saline front?

Sec 4.3.6 p 4-10 Please be more specific when describing locations of interconnected surface water. Existing language “SCR downstream of FD” should be changed to exclude the
Forebay area where recorded depths to water near the SCR were consistently more than 100 feet in 2015.

Sec 4.4.4 p 4-11 Some monitoring wells with stable water quality are sampled annually or twice annually (not quarterly).

Sec 4.5 p 4-12 UWCD protocols for recognizing recent pumping include other indicators besides just a warm pump housing. Wet conditions at well and nearby fields also an

indicator.
4.1-
Monitoring Sec 4.6.3 p 4-14 UWCD currently gets a general mineral analysis at least annually for most monitoring well in the OP basin.
4 - Monitoring | Network
Networks Objectives N/A Table 4-3 Screened aquifer and aquifer system for each well monitored was determined how? UWCD mapping of aquifer units?
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FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments: Oxnard Subbasin

Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection | Comment
c s o)
S| E| &
2 5 Sec 3.3.2 p 3-5 Do we know that 380,000 AF of onshore GW flux was all seawater? Likely fresh water moving onshore in some areas, seawater in others.
Sec 3.3.4.1 p 3-8 How will location of the inland extent of SWI be assessed in the future? Not a trivial task even though this is the sustainability criteria agreed to by FCGMA board.
Sec 3.3.4.2 p 3-9 Again, what about recent and current ag practices? Recent nitrate conditions at El Rio have been among the worst ever recorded. Why would you say this likely
related to “historical ag fertilizer application practices” and not include recent practices too?
Section 3.3.7
Defining undesirable results using the three different metrics for each aquifer system as described in this section provides a level of flexibility that should enhance the ability to
manage the Oxnard Subbasin to the benefit of all stakeholders, while protecting groundwater from significant and unreasonable impacts. We support this approach.
Sec 3.4 p 3-13 Again, how will movement of saline water impact front be determined? Modeling or sampling of wells and geophysics?
Sec 3.4.1 p 3-15 The contemplated redistribution of groundwater production and deepening of existing wells would require major a investment of capitol and is not a project
contemplated in the GSP. It is not common practice to “deepen existing wells.”
Sec 3.4.3 p 3-16 Why suggest chloride is a poor indicator of seawater intrusion? Better to say monitoring network is not sufficient to use direct monitoring as a reliable indicator,
Sec 3.4.6 p 3-20 Incorrect to state that the semi-perched aquifer does not extend into PV or the LPV.
Sec 3.5 p 3-21 characterization of sustainability as equal time for WLEs above and below MOs is a little too simple, as WLEs go farther below the MOs in times of drought than the
go above MOs in wet periods. Onshore and offshore flux volumes need to balance, not the time. This was in the 2007 management plan also but it is a poor metric for
sustainability.
Section 3.5.1
The interim milestones described in this section indicate that the FCGMA will define success of GSP implementation by achieving a linear, 25% increase in groundwater elevations in
the Oxnard Subbasin from 2020 to 2025, and over each subsequent 5-year period. However, Section 4 of the Draft GSP recommends collection of additional data during the next 5
years (2020 to 2025) to improve monitoring of groundwater elevations in specific aquifers and areas. In addition, Section 5 of the Draft GSP recommends “that FCGMA will
evaluate, model, and conduct feasibility studies of other projects for achieving sustainable groundwater management for the 5-year update to this Draft GSP to optimize basin
management and minimize extraction restrictions” (presumably referring to a 2025 update of the GSP). We agree that both collection of additional groundwater data and further
evaluation of potential projects are the most critical sustainability planning activities that the FCGMA and other stakeholders should be focused on for the next 5 years.
Considering that the Draft GSP indicates the FCGMA will spend the next 5 years improving the monitoring network and evaluating feasibility of new and existing projects, it seems
counterproductive to set target groundwater elevations for 2025 that are almost certainly not going to be achieved (rising 25% toward the 2040 sustainable target levels), without a
clear, explicit description of what actions will be taken during those 5 years to achieve that target. At present, the Draft GSP briefly and vaguely describes potential new water-
supply projects that could be built by entities other than the FCGMA, and one management action (“Reduction in Groundwater Production”) that could potentially be implemented
by FCGMA. However, the Draft GSP notes in Section 5 that “Because of the existing uncertainty associated with future conditions in the Subbasin, a plan for exact reductions and
groundwater elevation triggers for those reductions has not been developed as part of this Draft GSP. Instead, FCGMA will work to develop this plan over next (sic) 20 years, as the
level of uncertainty is reduced.” We recommend that the FCGMA work with stakeholders to select a more realistic interim milestone for 2025, with the expectation that
subsequent interim milestones may require a “steeper path” to achieve the sustainability goals by 2040.
A second management action, the Water Market Pilot Program, is also described in Section 5 (incorrectly enumerated as “Management Action No. 3”), but the very brief (3-
paragraph) description of this action concludes with the statement, “Analysis of the Water Market Pilot Program will be conducted and its suitability for incorporation as a
management action for the Subbasin will be determined after the pilot program is completed in July 2019.” The description of how or when this management action might be used
3.1- to achieve interim milestones, measurable objectives, or minimum thresholds seems inadequate to be considered part of a “plan” for reaching groundwater sustainability. We
Introduction recommend expanding the water market discussion to match the level of detail provided for “Management Action No. 1.” At present, far less detail is provided for Management
3 - Sustainable | to Sustainable Action “No. 3” than was provided for many of the stakeholder projects rejected by the FCGMA for having insufficient information to model impacts.
Management | Management
Criteria Criteria N/A Figure 3-12 Take care to note that a linear path to sustainability is provided as an example but is not a path proposed by the GSP.
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Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection | Comment
c = [a)
3 g § Sec 2.2.1 p. 2-5 Would be better to reference geological cross sections from United’s modeling report than Mukae and Turner 1975, as the results represented in this report are
g 5 based on United’s aquifer and model results and not Turner or others. Would be good to note United’s mapping of aquifers largely comparable to Mukae and Turner.

Sec 2.2.3 p, 2-7 Suggests tile drains exist throughout urban areas as wells as Ag areas. Not sure this is the case, but certain features such as flood control channels likely functions
as drains in some areas.

Sec 2.2.3 2-10 Why no mention of UWCD mapping of aquifers and model results? Why cite Turner and state most FCA recharge occurs in the Forebay when model used in GSP
does not support that conclusion?

Sec 2.2.3 p. 2-12 Why state GCA aquifer props are unknown when calibrate GW flow model provides estimates of GCA aquifer properties?

Sec 2.2.4 p. 2-12 Be careful not to overstate the significance of some of the data gaps identified in this section.

Sec 2.3.1.1 p. 2-15 Vertical gradients discussion for all aquifers should include more context. Vertical gradients promotes recharge to the deeper aquifers, and downward flux from
the UAS to the LAS is a major mechanism for recharge to the LAS. Under the current depleted basin conditions there is more distributed recharge to the LAS in the confined
portions of the Oxnard Plain than there is direct recharge to the LAS in the Forebay.

Sec 2.3.1.4 p. 2-22 In the Mugu area the vertical flow of water from the Mugu aquifer to the FCA is a major mechanism for seawater intrusion into the LAS. See sections N and M in
the Appendices to United’s GW flow model documentation, showing areas where the Hueneme aquifer is eroded away and Mugu lies unconformably on the FCA.

Sec 2.3.3.1 p 2-28 Vertical gradient and SWI discussion should not be limited to movement of perched water to deeper zones. Mugu to FCA is also notable.

Sec 2.3.3.3 p. 2-30 Chloride concentration over 19,000 mg/l should be characterized as brine and not seawater.

Section 2.3.3.3

The Draft GSP correctly notes that seawater intrusion has largely been halted in most areas within the Upper Aquifer System (UAS) of the Oxnard Subbasin (except during extreme
droughts), despite a slow continuous advance of the seawater intrusion front in the Lower Aquifer System (LAS). As also noted in the Draft GSP, the most challenging long-term
sustainability issue that needs to be mitigated in the Oxnard subbasin is seawater intrusion in the LAS, which, due to different aquifer properties, occurs at a much slower pace than
in the UAS. The groundwater flow paths depicted on Figures 2-63 through 2-68 of the GSP show few additional water-supply wells being impacted by seawater intrusion during the
next 5 to 10 years, regardless of whether groundwater production continues “as-is” or is ramped-down starting in 2020. Furthermore, the difference in the estimated seawater
intrusion fronts 5 years from now for “as is” versus “reduced pumping” scenarios are almost indistinguishable. Therefore, although mitigating seawater intrusion is the long-term
driver for achieving groundwater sustainability in the Oxnard subbasin, it does not appear that implementing pumping reductions immediately will provide a significant benefit to
the aquifers while data gaps are filled and additional water-supply projects are evaluated. We do not want to minimize the importance of addressing seawater intrusion in the LAS,
and will continue working with the FCGMA to find viable solutions for this long-term challenge. However, we suggest that the FCGMA coordinate closely with stakeholders to
decide whether they would prefer to commence pumping rampdowns immediately (while the FCGMA closes data gaps and evaluates potential future water-supply projects), or if
they would prefer to wait until those uncertainties are reduced by 2025, even if pumping rampdowns may be a little steeper due to the delayed start.

Sec 2.3.3.4 p 2-32 Poor characterization of connectivity between aquifer and seawater in the north coast area. The aquifers of the Oxnard Plain are believed to crop out on the
ocean floor. Seawater intrusion has not been documented in onshore areas, but there is likely some SWI in certain offshore areas where direct documentation is very difficult.

Sec 2.3.4 p 2-33 GW quality discussion ignores a lot of historical and recent data by limiting discussion to wells screened only in a single aquifer. It would be helpful to include some
discussion related to what trends are apparent in typical production wells that are screened in more than a single aquifer in the UAS or LAS or both. That’s what many well owners
experience. DWR'’s preference for aquifer-specific discussion does not serve you well here.

Sec 2.3.4.3 p 2-36 Incorrect to characterize nitrate problems as sourcing from only historical practices. Nitrate applications remain common in the Oxnard Forebay and other
agricultural areas.

Sec 2.3.4.3 p 2-37 Look at time series for well 01N22W23R02S. Your statement is factual but lacks context. Nitrate results in this well fluctuate between ND and 20 mg/I,
suggesting vertical flow in the well and not LAS aquifer conditions of 20 mg/l in a deep confined setting distant from the Forebay.

2.1- 2.3.4.6 p 2-39 Would be helpful to mention oil deposits are quite shallow in some areas of the Oxnard Plain. Trace oil in deep water wells may be natural and not the result of
Introduction oilfield practices. Overdraft of the LAS may be promoting upward vertical gradients at depth, so groundwater overdraft would promote this migration of hydrocarbons, not oil
2 - Basin to Basin production. Language in the plan is correct but a little more context would be helpful.
Setting Setting N/A
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Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
c 5 o 2.3.7 p 2-43 It is incorrect to map the Lower SCR GDE all the way up the Forebay reach to near Freeman Diversion (Fig 2-52). Why does the figure cite Santa Barbara County as a
a £ § source, and not TNC or SFEI? Fig 2-52 is inconsistent with TNC mapping and narrative you include as Appendix K. This went through TAG and it was determined that the Forebay
a ) area is not a GDE. Also, Figure 2-53 does not adequately delineate the GDE area below RiverPark near HWY 101 from the distributed areas of riparian vegetation upstream in the
Forebay.
Sec 2.4 p 2-46 United began development of the GW flow model before the passage of SGMA, it was not specifically developed to support the GSP process, although the timing
worked out well for that.
Section 2.4.2.1
The third paragraph of this section summarizes exports from, and imports to, the Oxnard Subbasin by various entities. Notably missing from this summary is information about
potential exports from the Oxnard Subbasin by the City of Ventura. Their wells in the vicinity of Ventura Municipal Golf Course pump a significant quantity of groundwater from the
2.1- Oxnard Subbasin, and that groundwater is blended with other sources to supply residents and businesses primarily in the Mound basin (only a very small fraction of the City’s land
Introduction and population occur within the boundaries of the Oxnard Subbasin). For the sake of completing the export summary, we recommend quantifying how much water pumped by the
2 - Basin to Basin City of Ventura from the Oxnard Subbasin is exported to and used within Mound or other basins.
Setting Setting N/A Sec 2.5 p 2-76 Not much clarity on how management areas might actually be used to help achieve sustainability.
S o 8 Sec 1.1, p. 1-2 Not sure a "viable path" is the same as a defensible plan.
e % = 1.1-Purpose Sec 1.2.6.1 p 1-6 Should also summarize progress towards developing new projects (not just describe progress to date).
[a] > of the Sec 1.4.3 p 1-22 “Water diversion is primarily during large storm events” is not a good characterization of diversion practices at FD. Storm flows are not commonly diverted due to
1- Groundwater excessive turbidity. United commonly diverts during the recession limb of a storm hydrograph and during baseflow conditions, as allowed per NMFS diversion constraints.
Administrative | Sustainability Sec 1.6.2 p 1-33. Why no mention of UWCD’s routine purchase of Table A allocation of SWP? Only mention of transfers and special purchases. 3150 AF allocation commonly
Information Plan N/A purchased and delivered from Pyramid to Piru (scaled to annual availability).
CDCU E g The Executive Summary of the Draft GSP for the Oxnard subbasin focuses solely on seawater intrusion as the driver for development of sustainability criteria, without explaining
© 3 how undesirable results for the other five sustainability criteria will be avoided. We understand from our participation in the FCGMA’s Technical Advisory Group (TAG) that if the
e pumping reductions proposed in the Draft GSP to achieve minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for seawater intrusion are satisfied, then undesirable results would be
avoided for the other five sustainability indicators. However, that concept is not discussed in the Executive Summary of the Draft GSP, and we are concerned that the reader might
Executive ES.1- have difficulty finding it among the other technical details in the main body of the Draft GSP. Therefore, we suggest that FCGMA staff provide a brief explanation in the Executive
Summary Introduction N/A Summary of how the other sustainability criteria will be met.
S § g EJ The “sustainable yield” in the GSP is not consistent with the Water Code and the Emergency Regulations adopted pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
§ a0 = g (SGMA). On page ES-1, the GSP states that the “sustainable yield” for the Oxnard Subbasin was calculated based on “currently available projects and management actions.” This
& g confuses the terms “sustainable yield” and “sustainability goal” as those terms are defined in the Water Code and the Emergency Regulations. The “sustainable yield” for the basin
g should be revised to reflect that the GSP must include two distinct calculations: (i) a “sustainable yield” that does not include future projects and management actions and which
= must be based on the “maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period representative of long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus, that can
2 be withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result” (Wat. Code, § 10721(w).); and (ii) a “sustainability goal” which incorporates potential
kS future projects and management actions and is calculated based on “the existence and implementation of one or more groundwater sustainability plans that achieve sustainable
.g Executive ES.1- groundwater management by identifying and causing the implementation of measures targeted to ensure that the applicable basin is operated within its sustainable yield.” (Wat.
Summary Introduction N/A Code, § 10721(u); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.24.)
S S| &3
@ S| =26 The GSP lacks a firm commitment by the other two groundwater management agencies with jurisdiction over portions of the Subbasin outside Agency boundaries. Although the
x é (@ § = ES.2- GSP has been prepared for the entire Oxnard Subbasin, certain portions of the Subbasin are outside the Agency’s jurisdiction and are under the jurisdiction of either Camrosa OPV
= Summary of GSA or the Oxnard Outlying Area GSA. (GSP, p. ES-2) The GSP does not set out any firm commitment by the other two GSAs to implement the GSP. The City does not question the
§ Basin Setting cooperative working relationship that currently exists between the Agency and the other two GSAs. Given the 20- to 50-year implementation period of the GSP, formal action by
é Executive and each respective GSA board committing to managing groundwater pumping in a manner consistent with the sustainability goal for the Subbasin is necessary to ensure the long-term
Summary Conditions N/A health of the Subbasin.
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Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
AR
(%] — >
a %D 5 ‘2 g ES.5-Projects
o 2 g and The criteria for determining whether the UAS or LAS are experiencing an undesirable result is unclear. On page ES-6, the GSP lists three criteria for each of the UAS and LAS to
+| Executive Management determine whether the respective aquifer system is experiencing an undesirable result. It is unclear how the three criteria for each aquifer system operate, whether together or
= Summary Actions N/A independently, or whether on a first-to-occur basis. This needs to be clarified to provide better guidance and eliminate confusion.
Y —
§ § 2 g = 1.1-Purpose
a %D SE=2 of the SGMA requires avoiding undesirable results, not their minimization or mitigation. There are several references in this Chapter and throughout the GSP related to managing the
o 2 g 1- Groundwater Subbasin in a manner that “limits,” “minimizes” or “mitigates” undesirable results. This standard is legally wrong. SGMA requires avoiding undesirable results by implementing
+ | Administrative | Sustainability sustainable groundwater management “that can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without causing undesirable results.” (Wat. Code, § 10721(v).)
2| Information Plan N/A Those references need to be changed to comply with SGMA.
c c ~ = 1-1 Estimate
@© 9] c 9 .
@ 5 B of Project
» D§: c % Cost and
E E Water Supply Cost estimates need more clarification. The City is unclear whether the cost estimates shown in Table 1-1 and Table 1-2 are for all basins managed by the Agency or whether they
2 S for First 5 are specific to the Oxnard Subbasin. It is also unclear whether the estimated cost per acre-foot shown in Table 1-1 is based on amortized project development costs over the life of
S = | Tables Years N/A the respective project (see attached letter for footnote).
ARAREE:
5 | 238
®» | £|GES3
o 2 g 1- 1.3- The City’s demographic data should be added to Section 1.3.2.4. The Subbasin is a critical source of water for the City and the population it serves. It currently represents
| Administrative | Description of approximately 25-30% of the City’s water supply. Additionally, past, current and projected population statistics and discussion should be modified to include the City’s population
2| Information Plan Area 1.3.2 Geography | and average household size. (GSP, pp. 1-19, 1-20; Table 1-9) This also requires updating the references cited in Section 1.9.
c c . 1-9 Past,
@© ] g
@ o & Current, and
» S = Projected
o © .
§ Population
S for Ventura
% County, the
5 Cities of
S Oxnard and
q>_ Port
3 Hueneme, The City’s demographic data should be added to Section 1.3.2.4. The Subbasin is a critical source of water for the City and the population it serves. It currently represents
O and the approximately 25-30% of the City’s water supply. Additionally, past, current and projected population statistics and discussion should be modified to include the City’s population
Tables Oxnard Plain N/A and average household size. (GSP, pp. 1-19, 1-20; Table 1-9) This also requires updating the references cited in Section 1.9.
S S| 583
S| | z28
@ | S| 5g=
g 2
g 1- 1.9- The City’s demographic data should be added to Section 1.3.2.4. The Subbasin is a critical source of water for the City and the population it serves. It currently represents
= Administrative | References approximately 25-30% of the City’s water supply. Additionally, past, current and projected population statistics and discussion should be modified to include the City’s population
= Information Cited N/A and average household size. (GSP, pp. 1-19, 1-20; Table 1-9) This also requires updating the references cited in Section 1.9.

DUDEK




FCGMA Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments: Oxnard Subbasin

Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
- c 5 Section 1.4.3 should be modified to more accurately reflect the progression of groundwater management and the operational flexibility that has historically occurred. The second
g g, o paragraph under that section should be modified as follows (underlined text is to be added, strikethrough is to be deleted): “For the Oxnard Subbasin, water purveyors collectively
v D§: % draw from a combination of sources—including local surface water, groundwater, imports from the State Water Project (SWP), and increasingly, recycled water—which differ in
§ terms of the volume available, area served, timing of peak availability, and reliability. Climate and regulatory constraints (e.g., water quality standards, water rights, and minimum
S environmental flows) have historically had a greater impact on the availability of surface water supplies,. whereas gGroundwater sources with adequate water quality were
% historically limited only by the capacity of production wells accessing the aquifer, until 1991 when FCGMA initiated a groundwater allocation reduction system. leading to pumping
§ 1.4-Existing in excess of many basins’ sustainable yield. With the passage of SGMA and the sustainable management criteria established in this GSP (Chapter 3), once adopted, groundwater
S Monitoring 1.4.3 extraction will be further limited by minimum thresholds established for each sustainability indicator. FCGMA has exercised its authority to limit groundwater production since
|1 and Operational 1983, and thus has managed the basin in an effort to avoid critical overdraft. Because in 2015 the State Department of Water Resources listed the Oxnard Subbasin as beingin a
f_,>) Administrative | Management | Flexibility state of Critical Overdraft, the sSustainable management criteria adopted in this GSP may limit operational flexibility by further reducing allowable groundwater production.” (GSP,
O | Information Plans Limitations p. 1-21) (see attached comment letter to view formatted text).
= S| &3 1.6-Land Use
§ Eo g *2 g Elements or Section 1.6.1 needs to be modified to more accurately describe the impact of General Plans on the GSP. The first sentence needs to be modified as follows, consistent with Cal.
& g Topic Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.8 (underlined text is to be added, strikethrough is to be deleted): “General plans are considered applicable to the GSP if they have the potential to direct
o 1- Categories of urban growth, zoning changes, or redevelopment anywhere to the extent they may change water demands within the Subbasin or affect the ability of the Agency to achieve
§ Administrative | Applicable 1.6.1 General sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation horizon.” The City of Ventura’s general plan should also be added to the list of general plans
= Information General Plans | Plans applicable to the Oxnard Subbasin. (GSP, p. 1-27) (see attached comment letter for formatted text).
c c © 5 f. Section 1.6.2 needs to be modified to more accurately describe the City’s UWMP.
g g, E o ¢ The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 1-37 should read, “VWD’s supplies are from Lake Casitas, the Ventura River, groundwater, and reclamation facilities.”
v °§: § = ¢ The City’s current allocation of 3,862 has been reduced since 2016, not 2018. This should be corrected at the top of page 1-38.
= e There is a typographical error near the end of the second paragraph: the phrase “wastewater prohibition” should be “water waste prohibition.”
§ 1.6-Land Use ¢ The reference to the Mound Groundwater Basin on page 1-38 should be removed; the City is permitted to utilize water pumped from its wells within the Oxnard Plain basin
E Elements or throughout its service area, not just within the Mound Basin.
“5 Topic 1.6.2 Urban e The text discusses the City’s use of groundwater from the Oxnard Subbasin, and then notes, “these continued extractions will need to be addressed as part of FCGMA’s ongoing
=z 1- Categories of | Water efforts to sustainably manage groundwater in the Oxnard Subbasin. However, the extraction has historically been subject to FCGMA management ordinances and will be subject to
© Administrative | Applicable Management future FCGMA policies.” These statements must be either deleted or added to other parts of the GSP where pumping by other than the City is discussed because they are
Information General Plans | Plans applicable to every pumper in the Subbasin.
Al € 23
o > g 1.7-Well
o |1- Permitting
-g = | Administrative | Policies and Section 1.7 needs to be modified to include City’s well permitting policies and procedures. In addition to County of Ventura and Agency requirements, a permit in the form of a well
Information Procedures 1.7.1 FCGMA agreement with the City is required to construct a well within the City of Ventura’s jurisdictional boundary.
=) oo o
» 5|6 § = 1-4 Summary
e« = of Land
E Ownership in
é the Oxnard
Tables Subbasin N/A Table 1-4 should be corrected by changing “Ventura Water District” to “Ventura Water Department.” (GSP, p. 1-56)
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Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection | Comment
AR E: 12
3 & g g Administrativ
& g e Boundaries
g for the
= Oxnard The northern boundary between Oxnard Subbasin and Mound Subbasin should reflect most recent boundary changes applied for by Mound Basin Groundwater Sustainability
2 Figures Subbasin N/A Agency and accepted by DWR in February 2019.
51 85| T8
3 & R
m é § ‘Ee 1-3 Weather
%5 ‘2 Station and
Fry 2 Stream Gauge
© Figures Locations N/A Figure 1-3 should be corrected. The key shows a red star for the Freeman Diversion, but there are several red stars on the figure. Please revise as appropriate.
ARARE:
5 ) S ©
v 5 4{5 % Reference to “DWR GSP Regulations, Section 354.14” should be corrected to more accurately reflect the regulations’ requirements. The GSP states that the “discussion of
= > 5 2.1- groundwater elevation is limited to production and monitoring wells screened in a single aquifer” in order to “conform with the DWR GSP Regulations, Section 354.14.” (GSP, p. 2-
2 § Introduction 13) The correct regulation section is 354.16 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.16(a).) Please note that the language used in the regulation does not create a limitation as stated in the
5 = | 2-Basin to Basin GSP, rather it requires a description of current and historical groundwater conditions in the Subbasin “including . . . groundwater elevation . . . for each principal aquifer within the
Setting Setting N/A basin.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.16(a)(1).)
Al 2| £z
I3 Lo
E_% 2.3 2.3.2 Estimated
5> 2 - Basin Groundwater | Change in Section 2.3.2 needs to be corrected. From the discussion it appears that Figure 2-24 should be titled “With Coastal Flux” not without coastal flux because it includes seawater
Setting Conditions Storage intrusion. (GSP, p. 2-26)
C C Y= © =
g go ;; ‘E £ 2-24 Oxnard
» é © g = Subbasin
= Annual
§ Change in
§ Storage
Without Section 2.3.2 needs to be corrected. From the discussion it appears that Figure 2-24 should be titled “With Coastal Flux” not without coastal flux because it includes seawater
Figures Coastal Flux N/A intrusion. (GSP, p. 2-26)
5| 8| £8
& Lo
= >
C; E Section 2.4.1 needs to be corrected. In the first sentence of the fourth paragraph, the City of Ventura needs to be added as a predominant municipal water supplier. Also, please
5= revise the sentence about the City later in the fourth paragraph to read in full as follows: “The City of Ventura also has wells in the Oxnard Subbasin.” The remainder of that
2 - Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.1 Sources of | sentence as written needs to be deleted because portions of the City’s water service area are within the Subbasin (alternatively, the sentence must be modified to clarify that the
Setting Budget Water City’s water service area is both within and outside the Oxnard Subbasin). (GSP, p. 2-47)
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Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection Comment
§ § E kg % 2.4.5 Projected
a %D 5 *2 = Future Water Information regarding model scenarios in Section 2.4.5 needs clarification. It is assumed that these scenarios are conceptual in nature for the exercise of bracketing sustainable yield
o 2 g Budget and estimates. It is not clear how the Agency can reduce pumping differentially between wells based on the aquifer system they pump from without implementing projects to replace
+| 2 - Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable their supply. (GSP, p. 2-62) This is particularly true since the Agency had mandated in the 1980’s and early 1990’s that pumpers replace wells pumping from the UAS with wells that
= Setting Budget Yield pump from the LAS.
S S E Statements that undesirable results may occur between 2020 and 2039 are inconsistent with SGMA. There are numerous statements in Chapter 3 and throughout the GSP that
% ED g presume that the occurrence of undesirable results between 2020 and 2039 is allowed under SGMA. This is not accurate. SGMA requires that the GSP outlines measures to be taken
& © by the Agency in order to “achieve the sustainability goal in the basin within 20 years of the implementation of the plan.” (Wat. Code, § 10727.2.) The sustainability goal “culminates
g in the absence of undesirable results within 20 years” of the implementation of the GSP. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.24.) These requirements do not translate to permitting
L undesirable results up until the year 2039. Such interpretation does not take into consideration the length of time needed to rectify the undesirable result and implies that one year
E may be sufficient (because undesirable results should not occur beginning with the year 2040.). Further, assuming this GSP is approved, DWR has the authority to declare, at a
g future time, the approved GSP as either “incomplete” or “inadequate” following its periodic review of the Agency’s progress towards achieving the sustainability goal for the
L Subbasin. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 355.6(d).) One of the key criteria for DWR to make such future determination is whether “the exceedances of any minimum thresholds or
S 3.1- failure to meet any interim milestones are likely to affect the ability of the Agency to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 355.6(c)(1).) An
fry Introduction “incomplete” or “inadequate” determination by DWR may result in intervention by the State Water Resources Control Board as authorized under the Water Code. (Wat. Code, § D.
“ | 3-Sustainable | to Sustainable 6, Pt. 2.74, Ch. 11.) The City does not support the proposition in the GSP that undesirable results may occur up until the year 2039 because it is not founded on best available
Management | Management information and best available science, as required by SGMA. Additionally, all references in the GSP to avoiding one or more undesirable results “after 2040” are vague because
Criteria Criteria N/A “after 2040” could mean any time period, and should be corrected to say that undesirable result would not occur “beginning in 2040,” consistent with SGMA.
c S| %5 ¢gC E, Potential economic disruption to municipal and industrial users must be considered. In Section 3.2, the GSP states that the proposed reductions must take into account the
é Eo fy é g “potential economic disruption to the agricultural industry.” (GSP, p. 3-2, paragraph 4.) This statement largely ignores potential impacts on the more than half million people who
2 © g depend, in varying degrees, on Oxnard Subbasin water. The City proposes correcting the first sentence in that paragraph to read (underlined text is added): “Proposed reductions in
© 3 - Sustainable | 3.2- groundwater production must take into account both the potential economic disruption to the agricultural industry in the Subbasin, the interference with municipal water supply
é Management | Sustainability planning and rate setting, and the uncertainty in the estimated sustainable yield of the Subbasin.” Harm to municipal and industrial users should also be addressed in other portions
2 Criteria Goal N/A of Chapter 3 where only harm to agricultural users are considered (e.g., Section 3.4.3 and others).
c c S5 Any proposed reduction in production must be consistent with California water rights law. Compliance with SGMA does not exempt the Agency from complying with California
g g, § e 3.1- water rights law. (Wat. Code, § 10720.5.) The GSP states in this Chapter and in other portions that the Agency is contemplating reducing production linearly over the 20-year GSP
v 5 :]Cj % Introduction implementation period. (GSP, p. 3-2 and other sections) Established case law upheld reduction in groundwater production to safe yield that spans over a period ranging between 5
= Z 5 | 3-Sustainable | to Sustainable and 7 years. This is an important consideration for the Agency in terms of achieving the sustainability goal of the Subbasin. It informs the Agency’s strategy in fulfilling its obligations
2 § Management | Management under SGMA by necessitating the Agency to look at projects as the principal mechanism for bringing the Subbasin’s yield to a sustainable level. The City reiterates its position that
5 = | criteria Criteria N/A any proposed reduction in production must take into account production cutbacks and water conservation measure implemented by the City, especially during the recent drought.
AR
5 | 238
-1 L.
o > g 3 - Sustainable | 3.2-
£ | Management | Sustainability Section 3.2 needs to be corrected. In the fourth paragraph, the fourth sentence should be modified to state that the reduction in groundwater production over the first 5 years is
g Criteria Goal N/A approximately 900 AFY or 4,500 AF, not 4,500 AFY.
5| 5| 5Tl
a %D g *g § 3.3.7 Defining
e > g 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- Subbasin-Wide
‘g Management | Undesirable Undesirable Section 3.3.7 needs to be corrected. On page 3-12, in the first paragraph, it states that, “...water levels in 6 of the 15 key wells....” However, the number of hydrographs for UAS
> | Criteria Results Results wells shown in Figures 3-7a and 3-7b are only 14 wells. Either the sentence or the figures need to be corrected. (GSP, p. 3-12)
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S S| % o
S| | 235 , : o : o : : : o
A S| O ¢ = 3.4.1 Chronic Statement regarding groundwater elevations with and without projects is inaccurate. The GSP states in Section 3.4 that “In general, the simulated groundwater elevations in the
o 2 g 3 - Sustainable Lowering of model scenario with projects were close to those in the scenario without projects, with any observed difference between the two limited to less than approximately 10 feet.” (GSP,
£ | Management | 3.4-Minimum | Groundwater p. 3-14, first paragraph) This statement in the GSP does not recognize the difference between the scenarios as significant. An elevation differential of 5 to 10 feet along the coast is
2| criteria Thresholds Levels significant. In addition, the statement does not recognize that the impacts to groundwater users without the projects is vastly greater than with the projects.
5| 8| £8
> o0 25 Model assumptions must be recognized as a source of uncertainty in the model predictions. The GSP does not mention the model assumptions, which are the basis upon which
) c 2 =2
& Qo 3.4.1 Chronic model outputs are generated and thus the GSP relies, are a source of uncertainty as well. The City recommends that the following language be added to the last paragraph of
5 ‘2 3 - Sustainable Lowering of Section 3.4 (p. 3-14): “There are also several ambiguities associated with the model’s underlying assumptions, including but not limited to reported pumping, Subbasin boundary
Z 2 Management | 3.4-Minimum | Groundwater conditions, amount of seawater intrusion (flux at the coastline), tile drain discharges, and aquifer specific changes in storage resulting from changing groundwater elevations that
© Criteria Thresholds Levels add to the uncertainty of the modeling predictions.”
S [ > 0
A £ £32 _
& g 3.5.1 Chronic
“ é 3 - Sustainable | 3.5- Lowering of Measurable Objectives Unclear. In Section 3.5, the GSP states that, “to prevent seawater intrusion after 2040, observed groundwater levels should be above the measurable
z9 Management | Measurable Groundwater objective 50% of the time.” It is not clear how the 50% standard was determined or whether it was based on best available information and best available science as required by
© Criteria Objectives Levels SGMA. (GSP, p. 3-21)
§ § E EJ 4.3-
2 o
2 a0 *E = Monitoring
& <o Network
“ g Relationship 4.3.1 Chronic
zZ9 to Lowering of Reliance on groundwater elevations requires further equipping of all key wells. The recording of groundwater elevations as a mechanism for tracking progress towards reaching the
© 4 - Monitoring | Sustainability | Groundwater sustainability goal for the Subbasin requires equipping all the key wells with pressure transducers for measurement accuracy and a higher temporal resolution in the data. This
Networks Indicators Levels technical necessity needs to be reflected in Section 4.3.1 and any other GSP sections advancing this concept.
§| 8| ©8
5 ) S ©
an c =2
& 9w 4.6-Potential | 4.6.1 Water
%5 ‘2 Monitoring Level
Pl Network Measurements:
© 4 - Monitoring | Improvement | Spatial Data Reference to the “northwestern Subbasin” needs to be corrected. In Section 4.6.1, p. 4-13, fourth paragraph, the last sentence in that paragraph references the “northwestern
Networks s Gaps Subbasin” which needs to be corrected as no such Subbasin exists in Ventura County.
§ § § % Information regarding potential projects is not sufficient to meet SGMA requirements. In section 5.1, the GSP makes clear that the “inclusion of . . . projects does not constitute a
a %D s =2 commitment” by the Agency Board “to construct or fund the projects” and the timing of the management actions is ambiguous. SGMA requires that projects “shall be supported by
o % 5.1- best available information and best available science.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.44(c).) SGMA also requires, among other things, that any projects identified in the GSP be
5 Introduction accompanied with a “description the circumstances under which projects or management actions shall be implemented, the criteria that would trigger implementation and
;Cj to Projects termination of projects or management actions, and the process by which the Agency shall determine that conditions requiring the implementation of particular projects or
z 5 - Project and management actions have occurred” as well as, for each project, a “time-table for expected initiation and completion, and the accrual of expected benefits.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
2 Management | Management 23, § 354.44(b)(1)(A) and (b)(4).) The Agency must achieve this level of clarity at least as part of its next report to DWR or risk a negative determination by DWR as to the adequacy
5 Actions Actions N/A of the GSP and potential intervention by the State. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 355.2(e); Wat. Code, § D. 6, Pt. 2.74, Ch. 11.) (GSP, pp. ES-8, 9; and Chapter 5.)
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< cl5 ey No clearly articulated direction regarding the proposed projects or management actions to achieve the sustainability goal. As mentioned above, SGMA requires specificity as to
@ S| 226 5.1- project triggers and timetables. It is also unclear how the other two GSAs will contribute to projects or implement management actions consistent with the goal of bringing the
v 5| O § = Introduction Subbasin to sustainability. No projects have been identified that would either increase or maintain groundwater production at the presently reduced historical low levels (at least
= = to Projects for certain producers). The GSP identifies a range of options under existing conditions, but no clear direction as to how the Agency intends to achieve sustainability without a
E 5 - Project and significant disruption to all overlying users. If the contemplated groundwater allocation system proposed under Management Action No. 1 were included in the GSP, the City and
E Management | Management other stakeholders could better evaluate the potential magnitude and timing of projects that need to be developed to lessen those impacts on overlying users. Absent such clarity,
Actions Actions N/A it is not possible to adequately comment on the projects and management actions, as currently presented in the GSP.
- .
ARAREE: .
2 W | &g S Introduction
& ©Q to Projects
E 5 - Project and Process for identifying projects should be improved. The City understands that the Agency’s enabling legislation had limited its ability to fund and implement projects. However, as a
*2 Management | Management GSA, the Agency is required under SGMA to assume a leadership role in developing projects that will reduce the need for excessive reductions in pumping allocations in the
L Actions Actions N/A Subbasin.
§ § E § P:’ 5.4-Project
| 2| EEs2 No. 3 -
= < RiverPark— UWCD is not authorized to impose or administer charges on Subbasin users for GSP projects. In discussing the economic impacts of Project No. 3 under Section 5.4.6, the GSP states
§ 5 - Project Saticoy GRRP that “These operating costs are anticipated to be provided by a pump charge administered either by UWCD or FCGMA.” Any charges for GSP projects should be imposed and
E Management | Recycled administered through by the Agency, not UWCD, and by following the proper statutory process. This statement in the GSP and any other similar statements in the GSP must be
= Actions Water Project | N/A corrected.
c c © 5 Timing and scope of the proposed management actions are unclear. It is unclear to the City if, when and how the two proposed management actions will be implemented. SGMA
§ go 26k requires that management actions “shall be supported by best available information and best available science.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.44(c).) To that end, with respect to
9 é E = the management action involving reduction in groundwater production, the City is of the position that any such management action must take into account reductions and
= conservation measures already implemented by the City and other municipal water providers, including those taken in compliance with the state-mandated requirements imposed
E 5.7- during the recent drought period. Indeed, the Agency has applied this management action since 1991 to those pumpers who were limited to a specific historical allocation. Pumpers
§ Management that could file for an efficiency allocation were allowed to increase their extraction of groundwater as long as the Agency deemed their use efficient. There has been considerable
5 Action No. 1 - discussion between groundwater pumpers and Agency staff regarding the development of a pumping allocation system, which may include a reduction in groundwater production.
Fy 5 - Project Reduction in The City reserves the right to comment about such system at a later time, including its equitable application among pumpers. It is not possible to adequately analyze or comment on
© Management | Groundwater this management action given the insufficient information provided in the GSP and the ambiguity regarding the timing and scope of its implementation. If the timing and scope of
Actions Production N/A proposed management actions cannot be included in the GSP, they must be removed as they do not meet SGMA requirements.
§ § C g § 5.7- Uncertainty of model predictions must be considered before the Agency implements Management Action No.1. As noted on page 5-15, there are considerable uncertainties in the
> a0 g *GC'J' g Management groundwater production rates that will prevent net seawater intrusion between the model scenarios chosen. The UAS estimates have an uncertainty of 12.8% to 18.75%, and the
= > Action No. 1 - LAS has an uncertainty of 32.8% to 51.4%. As pointed out above, there are also uncertainties in the modeling assumptions and underlying data utilized in the model. In addition, the
g 5 - Project Reduction in GSP states that, “The 1930 to 1979 50-year period with the 2070 DWR climate-change factor was found to be the most conservative and was used for the comparison with the
= Management | Groundwater other modeling simulations conducted.” The City asks that the Agency keeps these uncertainties in mind when considering pumping reductions as a GSP management action. The
= Actions Production N/A Agency must consider investing in studies to fill data gaps and minimize uncertainties before imposing arbitrary pumping restrictions unaccompanied by projects.
ARAREE: .
@ | ZE® Introduction
» é (@ g % to Projects
g 5 - Project and Missing Management Action No. 2. There appears to be a deleted or missing section in the GSP. The section numbering goes from Section 5.7 to Section 5.9, omitting Section 5.8.
e Management | Management The City proposes considering a Water Market for municipal and industrial groundwater users as a management action and believes that such management action is necessary for
= Actions Actions N/A more efficient coordination and conjunctive use of water. The City urges the Agency to include this as a potential management action.
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© [ . >
-‘% go E g P ES-4
C -
E w 3 S age .
% ES.2- CONTEXT: The results of each of these scenarios indicated that continuing the 2015-2017 extraction rate would contribute to net seawater intrusion in both the Upper Aquifer
= Summary of System and Lower Aquifer System. In three additional scenarios, the groundwater production rate was decreased gradually over the first 20 years.
c§ Basin Setting
Executive and COMMENT: There are 8 scenarios available through the Department of Water Resources (DWR) for future climate scenarios. Instead, FCGMA staff ran only 3. The GMA should test
Summary Conditions N/A all climate scenarios to have a representative data set instead of just choosing the most conservative.
S| g g€
I ’j_‘; § Page ES-6.
< z2 o ES.3-
= *E Overview of CONTEXT: In any single monitoring event, groundwater levels in 6 of 15 identified key wells are below their respective minimum thresholds.
L | Executive Sustainability
Summary Criteria N/A COMMENT: Will the GSP be updated if more wells are added prior to the 5 year review?
© oy . >
g S 5 & Page ES-6.
s 8| £3
< i CONTEXT: The groundwater level in any individual key well is below the minimum threshold for either three consecutive monitoring events or three of five consecutive monitoring
é’ ES.3- events, which occur in the spring and fall of each year.
= Overview of
;a Executive Sustainability COMMENT: Droughts are 3-5 years on average, so how will this be taken into account? Stringent reductions in a wet year? Will consecutive years be used, or measurement periods
Summary Criteria N/A (3 to 5 years, or 1.5 to 3 years)?
3| g z
c oo S Page ES-6.
gl & £
<
g CONTEXT: The Lower Aquifer System would be determined to be experiencing an undesirable result if:
% ¢ In any single monitoring event, groundwater levels in 8 of 19 identified key wells are below their respective minimum thresholds.
> ¢ The groundwater level in any individual key well is below the minimum threshold for either three consecutive monitoring events or three of five consecutive monitoring events,
% ES.3- which occur in the spring and fall of each year.
@ Overview of
% Executive Sustainability COMMENT: Will the GSP be updated if more wells are added prior to the 5 year review? How will other items be considered if only one well is impacts (localized lows due to other
Z | Summary Criteria N/A well pumping rather than regional indications)?
55| gz
é ® £ 3 Page ES-8.
< S ©
% CONTEXT: Pressure transducer records provide the high-temporal resolution data that allows for a better understanding of water level dynamics in the wells related to groundwater
@ ES.4- production, groundwater management activities, and climatic influence.
% Overview of
z the Subbasin COMMENT: Navy Subject Matter Expert (NAVFAC EXWC hydrogeologist) highly encourages this. Without clear temporal understanding in such a seasonal environment, they will be
Executive Monitoring hampered by potentially overemphasizing summer declines and a lack of understanding of infiltration (which is currently treated as immediately entering the aquifer even though
Summary Network N/A this is unrealistic).
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© c © > Page 1-6 / 1-7.
g - § 3 1.2.6 CONTEXT: (1) FCGMA will evaluate the GSP at least every 5 years. This 5-year evaluation will be provided as a written assessment to DWR. The assessment shall describe whether
Q Groundwater the Plan implementation, including implementation of projects and management actions, are meeting the sustainability goal in the basin. The evaluation will include the following:
o Sustainability (2) During the initial 5-year period after the GSP is adopted, FCGMA will explore options for filling data gaps identified in this GSP. The primary data gaps identified in the historical
© Plan data are spatial and temporal gaps in groundwater elevation and groundwater quality measurements.
2 1- Implementation
Administrative | 1.2-Agency andCost COMMENT: (1) This section could benefit from a “report card” summary of the sustainability goals with a simple yes/no if the goal was met or not for all of the basins within the
Information Information Estimate groundwater management area. (2) Naval Base Ventura County may share relevant data as it becomes available to help refine FCGMA analysis.
@© c o > Page 1-7.
g w- T>u g‘)ou CONTEXT: “to the degree that monitoring schedules and locations will change, a cost-sharing agreement will be developed between VCWPD and FCGMA”
© <
= ‘g 1- COMMENT: FCGMA has not had monitoring expenditures up to this point, since a majority of the data required is already available and collected by UWCD and VCWPD. It is worth
> | Administrative | 1.2-Agency 1.2.1 Agency noting this will be a driver in increasing monitoring costs. Additional clarification should be added as to when and how this cost sharing will be put into place, and whether it will be
Information Information Name considered O&M or GSP specific work.
.‘é’ é g E Page 1-10.
< > CONTEXT: In general, FCGMA plans to fund its basic operations costs using groundwater extraction charges. Surcharges for extractions in excess of an allocation may also be used in
% carrying out FCGMA's groundwater management functions. FCGMA collects a groundwater extraction fee of $6 per acre-foot and imposes a surcharge of up to $1,961 for excess
o« 1- extractions.
% Administrative | 1.2-Agency 1.2.1 Agency
= Information Information Name COMMENT: Clarify this statement. Is $6/acre-ft the surcharge or the base rate? If it is the surcharge, what is the base rate? How is the surcharge scaled with surplus use?
o c > Page 1-18.
g = 8 CONTEXT: Urban and residential land uses are concentrated in Oxnard and Port Hueneme. Federal lands consist of the Naval Base Ventura County, which is a United States Navy
g base located south of Oxnard. The base was formed in 2000 through the merger of Naval Air Station Point Mugu (located in the southern portion of the Oxnard Plain) and Naval
*qc')' Construction Battalion Center Port Hueneme (located in the west-central part of the Oxnard Plain along the coast). Currently, there are about 19,000 military, civilian, and contract
i personnel working or stationed at Naval Base Ventura County (City of Oxnard 2011).
[%]
§ COMMENT: Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) has two primary operating locations within the Oxnard Subbasin, Point Mugu and Port Hueneme. NBVC Port Hueneme is located
% within the City of Port Hueneme, and NBVC Point Mugu is located in unincorporated Ventura County, generally southeast of Oxnard.
< |1- 1.3-
Administrative | Description of The NBVC Economic Impact Assessment (2018) identified approximately 14,600 military, civilian, and contractor employees, based on Fiscal Year 2015 data. NBVC also has 1,344
Information Plan Area 1.3.2 Geography | total housing units (residences). However, it is important to note that the NBVC base population fluctuates with assigned missions and requirements.
@© c © > Page 1-47.
HEIEE:
g & § S CONTEXT: The Federal Government. As discussed in Section 1.3.2.3, the federal government is a landowner and groundwater user in the Oxnard Basin through the Naval Base
v 1.8- Ventura County. Representatives from the U.S. Navy have been coordinating with FCGMA staff regarding the development of the GSP, have participated in FCGMA public meetings,
3 Notification and are on the list of interested parties who receive electronic newsletters regarding the status and development of the Oxnard Subbasin GSP.
T>c 1- and 1.8.2 Summary
2 Administrative | Communicati | of Beneficial COMMENT: Channel Islands Air National Guard Station (U.S. Air Force / California Air National Guard) is also a federal landowner and groundwater user in the Oxnard Basin,
Information on Uses and Users | independent of Naval Base Ventura County. CIANGS does receive its drinking water through NBVC, but has its own groundwater extraction well on its property.
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8| g ¢z -
= a0 g S Groundwater
E = g S Sustainability Page 1-55.
Q Plan
3 Estimated CONTEXT: The monitoring costs annually are value at $1,000,000 per year starting in 2020. There is about a 2.5% increase every year in the cost likely to account for inflation.
T>c Implementati
2 on Cost COMMENT: The Operation and Monitoring costs do not reflect any increase in cost for the start of the monitoring cost-sharing program mentioned on page 1-7. Is it assumed that
Tables through 2040 | N/A the cost-sharing program has already started before 2020 and that the costs will remain constant?
@ c o > Page 1-58. Table 1-6.
-r% gﬂ ,§ S 1-6 Oxnard
g . [ S Plain CONTEXT: Oxnard Plain Precipitation Station Information
2 g Precipitation
E Station COMMENT: No relation is present between precipitation and location based on the data provided. All precipitation is therefore likely about the same in this area and/or not
> | Tables Information N/A impacted by elevation.
gl 5| gz
= a0 35 1-6 Long-
E L E S Term Page 1-83. Figure 1-6.
z g Precipitation
1= Trends in the COMMENT: Consider compressing the primary y-axis (say 0 — 40” instead of 0 — 140”) so resolution of annual precipitation is better. Make colors/line type in the legend consistent
= Figures Oxnard Plain N/A with the figure (e.g. mean precipitation is shown in the figure as a solid line but is a dashed line in the legend).
© - - Page 2-6.
S| B E
g = S CONTEXT: River-deposited sands and gravels interbedded with minor silt and clay compose the semi-perched aquifer in the Oxnard Subbasin (DWR 1965; Turner 1975). The term
g “semi-perched aquifer” is used in this GSP as the name for the uppermost unit of the Oxnard Subbasin, which overlies the extensive clay cap in the pressure plain area of the Oxnard
% Subbasin (Figure 2-2 and Table 2-1). This name was used in the State Water Resources Control Board’s Bulletin 12 (SWRCB 1956) to distinguish the water-bearing sedimentary units
> in the pressure plain area from those in the Forebay area, and this terminology has been adopted by subsequent investigators (Mukae and Turner 1975; Turner 1975; Hanson et al.
% 2003; DWR 2006). Water-level data indicate that the sediments underlying the semi-perched aquifer are saturated. Therefore, the term “semi-perched aquifer” is used in this GSP
CT.; to denote the limited migration of water from the uppermost aquifer to the underlying confined aquifer in the pressure plain area.
>
= 2.2- COMMENT: Semi-perched systems can result in delayed or minimized infiltration into the units below (i.e. the prime aquifer zones). Therefore it is likely that infiltration will be
Hydrogeologi | 2.2.3 Principal slower and "less" than the totals flowing in. The current model does not allow for these potential time lags or reductions in infiltration estimates. This could significantly impact
2 - Basin ¢ Conceptual | Aquifers and their model’s ability to predict aquifer rebound. We recommend that they study this through the use of continuous transducers, or additional work, as this could cause decreases to
Setting Model Aquitards trigger more often when in reality recharge is just delayed in reaching the deeper zones.
© c © > Page 2-12.
I
g & § S 2.2.4 Data Gaps | CONTEXT: “Potential impacts of increased production in the semi-perched aquifer”
v and Uncertainty
a3 2.2- in the COMMENT: (1) Is there really production coming out of the semi-perched? Or does this refer to discharge from the French/tile drains in the agricultural fields? This should be
T>c Hydrogeologi | Hydrogeologic clarified. Furthermore, the semi-perched zone is not considered in this GSP, therefore why do the impacts matter? (2) There is limited mention of uncertainty in the climate
2 2 - Basin ¢ Conceptual | Conceptual conditions used or the limitations of using only two climate scenarios. There should be a paragraph or section at least explaining any uncertainty associated with the climate
Setting Model Model assumptions.
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8l g gz
S| 2| &5
g f| =
g O
= = Page 2-55.
L | 2-Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.2 Sources of
Setting Budget Water Discharge | Error! Reference source not found. Please fix reference error.
© c © > Page 2-62.
g1 5| £¢
g & E S CONTEXT: There is a preference to reduce the Oxnard LAS and UAS more than the connected PVB LAS and UAS and the WLPMA LAS. There are four reduction scenarios and in each
o scenario the reduction is double if not more in the Oxnard basin than PVB and WLPMA. Each scenario’s results mentions a steady migration of salt water in the LAS regardless of the
a 2.4.5 Projected | scenario.
© Future Water
2 Budget and COMMENT: Has UWCD or Dudek run any scenarios where Oxnard, PVB, WLPMA, and Oxnard LAS aquifers are reduced the same amount? Despite the fact that the GSP is not
2 - Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable setting the extraction reductions, the concern is that the extraction reductions would be roughly based off of modelled scenarios. In this case, the burden of the highest LAS
Setting Budget Yield reductions could be unfairly lumped on the Oxnard Sub-basin LAS users. More scenarios are recommended.
© c © > Page 2-65.
HEIEE:
g £ § S CONTEXT: Oxnard LAS aquifers are reduced the same amount? Despite the fact that the GSP is not setting the extraction reductions, the concern is that the extraction reductions
v 2.4.5 Projected | would be roughly based off of modelled scenarios. In this case, the burden of the highest LAS reductions could be unfairly lumped on the Oxnard Sub-basin LAS users. More
o Future Water scenarios are recommended.
© Budget and
2 2 - Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable COMMENT: Recommend including this statement in the executive summary, as well as any other comments directly related to the past or present sustainability status of the basin.
Setting Budget Yield Executive summary 3 does a fine job describing the sustainability criteria but does not explain the state of basin given the criteria described in this GSP.
gl 5| gz 212 .
c ao 35 Groundwater Page 2-135. Figure 2-12.
E| - 58 Well
hi: g Hydrographs CONTEXT: Groundwater Well Hydrographs in the Mugu Aquifer
1= in the Mugu
= Figures Aquifer N/A COMMENT: Appears to show partially confined conditions as some wells recover, but others don't.
ks c g > 2-18
= a0 S 5 Groundwater
g - E S Well Page 2-149. Figure 2-18.
> g Hydrographs
*qc')’ in the Fox CONTEXT: Groundwater Well Hydrographs in the Fox Canyon Aquifer
> Canyon
Figures Aquifer N/A COMMENT: Appears to show partially confined conditions as some wells recover, but others don't.
© c v © > 2-22 Oxnard Page 2-155. Figure 2-22.
e © wn = = .
c w | ‘2 S Subbasin
E . T)v L 3 Annual CONTEXT: Oxnard Subbasin Annual Change in Storage
3 Change in
Figures Storage N/A COMMENT: This figure shows 12 driest years, 7 dry years, 6 wet years, 5 wettest years. This is clearly biased toward dry years.
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© c © > Page 3-4.
gl g| 52
g & E S CONTEXT: In addition to surface-water spreading, seawater intrusion into the aquifers of the Oxnard Subbasin has also sustained groundwater levels. Unlike surface-water
Y spreading, seawater intrusion sustains groundwater levels at the expense of freshwater storage in the Subbasin (Section 2.3.3). Water levels in the aquifers of the LAS have
a 3.3.1 Chronic remained below sea level even during drought recovery periods, thereby continuing to allow migration of seawater into the Subbasin near the Mugu and Hueneme Submarine
© 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- Lowering of Canyons (Section 2.3, Groundwater Conditions). Continued seawater intrusion has reduced the amount of freshwater in storage in the Subbasin.
2 Management | Undesirable Groundwater
Criteria Results Levels COMMENT: NBVC may consider potential recharge location(s) on base to partner with FCGMA and other local agencies, such as for storm water/sewer discharges.
S S| 8¢z Page 3-10.
s E’ @ *2 § 3 - Sustainable | 3.3-
E ‘_>“ £ O| Management | Undesirable 3.3.5 Land There is no mention of Land Subsidence (aquifer compaction) as an impact on storage capacity. The lack of detail on aquifer compaction, underplays the impact subsidence can
z Criteria Results Subsidence have on aquifer storage.
@© c o > Page 3-14.
g w T>u S CONTEXT: “The minimum threshold groundwater elevations selected to protect against net seawater intrusion in the UAS and LAS are based on the lowest simulated groundwater
a g 3.4.1 Chronic elevation after 2040 for the two model simulations in which net seawater intrusion was minimized”.
€ | 3 -Sustainable Lowering of
= Management | 3.4-Minimum | Groundwater COMMENT: Which two model simulations were used? Which reduction or climate scenario was used and are they a part of the 6 model scenarios used to ascertain the sustainable
Criteria Thresholds Levels yield?
© c v > Page 3-21.
g w- T>u S 3.5.1 Chronic CONTEXT: “Therefore, the measurable objectives were selected based on the median groundwater elevation between 2040 and 2070, simulated for each well, in model simulations
o g 3 - Sustainable | 3.5- Lowering of that prevented net landward migration of the 2015 saline water impact front after 2040.”
*qc')’ Management | Measurable Groundwater
> | Criteria Objectives Levels COMMENT: Median between which outputs? The median of the water levels of the 6 model scenarios?
8 < L = CONTEXT: “The median groundwater elevation was rounded down to the nearest 5-foot interval to account for uncertainty in the model simulated future groundwater elevations.
& E § § In order to account for future sea level rise, the rounded groundwater elevations were increased by 2 feet. The median simulated groundwater elevation (from 2040 to 2070) at
E % ‘r-’s 3.5.1 Chronic each well after rounding and accounting for sea level
=z E 3 - Sustainable | 3.5- Lowering of rise is the measurable objective (Table 3-1).”
S | Management | Measurable Groundwater
= | Criteria Objectives Levels COMMENT: Why was the groundwater elevation rounded down? Wouldn’t choosing a median value already be incorporating some sort of buffering for the uncertainty?
3| g sz
= a0 8 5 Page 3-21. Paragraph 4.
= - E S 3.5.1 Chronic
a g 3 - Sustainable | 3.5- Lowering of CONTEXT: “In order to prevent net seawater intrusion in the Subbasin after 2040, observed groundwater levels should be above the measurable objective 50% of the time.”
*qc')’ Management | Measurable Groundwater
> | Criteria Objectives Levels COMMENT: 50% of the time in a year or in 5 years or for the full 20-year period? Please clarify.
@ c @ > 3-6a Key Well Pages 3-43 through 3-61. Figure 3-6a through 3-11.
g gﬂ ,§ S Hydrographs
E . [ S for Wells CONTEXT: Key Well Hydrographs
2 g Screened in
E the Oxnard COMMENT: Water levels modeled in the threshold scenarios show rebounds over a 10 year period of greater than 80 feet at some locations. This suggests A LOT of well pumping
> | Figures Aquifer N/A being "turned off", or other changes, that may not be realistic.
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sl gl 32 |
= a0 S 5 4.6-Potential
g - E S Monitoring 4.6.3
> g Network Groundwater
*qc')' 4 - Monitoring | Improvement | Quality
> | Networks s Monitoring The GSP states there is a limited list of analytes being tested for and that it should be “expanded to include a full general minerals suite”. What’s currently being tested for?
© [ o >
2 & E § 4-2 Network
e L c 3 .
g 20 of Stations
0 Monitoring Page 4-20. Table 4-2.
o Precipitation
© in the Vicinity CONTEXT: Network of Stations Monitoring Precipitation in the Vicinity of the Oxnard Subbasin, (Specifically Station 223A, Point Mugu—USN)
2 of the Oxnard
Tables Subbasin N/A COMMENT: This station is being used to provide data. Who maintains this station?
g g z
c (oY) S
£ & S Page 5-12.
< ©
‘2 CONTEXT: The Temporary Agricultural Land Fallowing Project would use replenishment fees to lease and temporarily fallow agricultural land (FCGMA 2018). This would result in
L 5.6-Project decreased groundwater production on the parcels or ranches that are fallowed, and an overall reduction in groundwater demand in the Subbasin. Parcels or ranches in areas
) No. 5 - susceptible to seawater intrusion would be targeted with this project (FCGMA 2018).
@ Temporary
Tg Agricultural COMMENT: Cultivated agricultural lands provide an important buffer against urban development that may be incompatible with military operations. In addition, evidence from NAS
Z |5- Project Land Lemoore suggests that cultivated agricultural lands reduce the prey base, which reduces the risk of raptor strikes on aircraft, mitigating Bird Aircraft Strike Hazards (BASH). As the
Management | Fallowing Fallowing Project proceeds, NBVC respectfully requests coordination with the Navy and project participants to ensure that fallowed lands do not attract prey that results in an
Actions Project N/A elevated BASH risk.
gl g ¢z
s| ®| 23 Page 5-17.
E L0 5.9-
% Management CONTEXT: SWIM and Pumping Depression participants can only trade within their management area. This is a geographical limitation of the program. Other than these two
o 5 - Project Action No. 3 — distinctions, the geography is ignored by the water market program.
% Management | Water Market
=z Actions Pilot Program | N/A COMMENT: When the GMA begins to set the extraction reduction plan, will geographic location be considered when deciding percentage reduced for a given management area?
© c © > Section 2.1.
g1 5| SE
g & E S CONTEXT: Rather than using MODFLOW with the SWI2 package, the UWCD model adjusts general head boundaries at the ocean interface to reflect the hydrostatic head plus the
Y density difference between fresh and sea water. Consequently, this model correctly represents the boundary conditions but cannot be relied upon to forecast seawater intrusion in
a all of its relevant detail.
E
2 J-GeoTracker COMMENT: How can the UWCD model approach be sure, heads-wise? Did the analysis correct all the targets for density concerns? Consider use of MODFLOW-SWI2 or SEAWAT as
Appendices Open Sites N/A a more reliable choice for this analysis.
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g g z
= a0 S Section 2.2.2.
E| = S
< g CONTEXT: It merely serves to highlight the daunting challenge one faces in trying to parameterize or calibrate groundwater models in a deterministic fashion. It also points out the
% limitations of local sensitivity analyses implemented in the USGS software PEST (Welter et al., 2015).
>
% COMMENT: This statement is misleading in multiple ways. First, PEST is a private software. The USGS code is called UCODE and a modified PEST version called PEST+. In addition to
@ this misunderstanding, using automated calibration techniques in conjunction with local knowledge and human guidance has been shown to be a good approach to calibration.
% What Welter actually says: "Although there are many different GSA methods, all GSA methods strive to be more robust than traditional, derivative based local sensitivity analysis,
= which computes the local sensitivities at a single point in parameter space and is not always adequate for analyzing nonlinear problems where the sensitivities can change
J-GeoTracker depending on where they are computed. Some GSA methods provide general information about the variability of the sensitivities and have relatively low computational
Appendices Open Sites N/A requirements, whereas others provide detailed information on nonlinear behavior and interactions between parameters at the expense of larger computational requirements."
g g z
c o S .
e &L 3 Section 2.3.1.
< ©
*2 CONTEXT: Figures 1 and 2 show that the ARM and Seawater Flux (seawater intrusion) are most sensitive to the values of hydraulic conductivity, which dominate the contributions
g from other hydrogeologic
) parameters. The results are presented in terms of the Sobol’ indices (Saltelli et al., 2008). The global sensitivity analysis indicates that horizontal hydraulic conductivity values
@ assigned to the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers in the Forebay (Zone 9 and adjacent Zones 10 and 19; see Appendix A for maps of model zones by layer) account for approximately 37%
© of the variance in the modelwide ARM for groundwater levels and approximately 24% of the variance in calculated seawater flux (these results are presented in the attached Tables
z 3 and 4 as well).
J-GeoTracker COMMENT: The Figures raise a concern for the Navy subject matter expert that the representation of sea water intrusion could be inaccurate, and that this could be a large problem
Appendices Open Sites N/A for the model.
sl g 5¢E
g L :]Cj § General Comment re: "submarine canyons."
< > 1.1-Purpose
é of the COMMENT: The Mugu and Hueneme Submarine Canyons are located in close proximity to NBVC Point Mugu and NBVC Port Hueneme. The GSP should make clear that the
= 1- Groundwater seawater intrusion present in these areas is due to the coincident geographical location of NBVC, not as the result of any current or past activities at the Naval Base. At least one
c§ Administrative | Sustainability member of the public has raised an issue related to Navy activities, based on an incorrect assumption that the groundwater conditions in the Oxnard Subbasin are a result of Navy
Information Plan N/A activities. The GSP should provide clarity to prevent confusion of geologic features and naval operations.
gl g ¢z
5| &| £ 3 Pages 1-40 - 1-41.
E 20 1.6-Land Use
% Elements or As noted in the letter from Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) Commanding Officer dated July 17, 2019, consistent with the California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act,
o Topic the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and allocation ordinance should recognize the Federal Reserve water right and ensure a groundwater allocation that provides for a supply
% 1- Categories of of water to support the current U.S. Navy and Air Force mission and anticipated growth. We acknowledge and appreciate the inclusion of language to that effect on pages 1-40 and
= Administrative | Applicable 1.6.3 Additional | 1-41 of the revised GSP. We respectfully request that this recognition continue forward through adoption and implementation of the GSP, to include the allocation ordinance and
Information General Plans | Plan Summaries | other management actions.
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2 T >
g g § Environmental Beneficial Uses and Users [Checklist Item 1 - Notice & Communication (23 CCR §354.10)]
b @
e« g « Section 1.8.2, pp. 1-45 - 1-46
% The GSP identifies the primary environmental users in the Oxnard Subbasin as the identified GDEs, as described in Section 2.3.7, and includes aquatic habitat, in-channel wetlands,
§ riparian forest, and coastal marshes. The GSA has included representation of environmental users on their TAG, in a special meeting on GDEs and in GSP email and meeting
Z notifications. Our suggestion is to explicitly list different types of beneficial uses and users of groundwater under each category. This would better clarify who these beneficial uses
é and users are in the basin. In regards to environmental beneficial uses and users, we recommend that GDEs identified in the Basin Setting section (i.e., the lower Santa Clara River,
McGrath Lake, Ormond Beach wetlands, Mugu Lagoon, Calleguas Creek, and Revolon Slough) be specifically listed, as well as the RWQCB surface water environmental beneficial
uses within GDEs listed in Section 2.3.7 (e.g., fish migration and wildlife habitat). The identified GDEs are inclusive of a variety of plant and animal species; some of which are
recognized state or federally threatened and endangered or special status species and are designated critical habitat.
1.8-
Notification We also recommend that the GSP specifically engage with the natural resource agencies, NOAA Fisheries, US Fish and Wildlife Service, CA Department of Fish and Wildlife, as
1- and 1.8.2 Summary | stakeholders since they are important parties representing the public trust. In particular, the efforts to address the habitat needs of endangered species such as the endangered
Administrative | Communicati | of Beneficial Southern California Steelhead in the development of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan is of particular importance. We suggest that the NOAA Fisheries be consulted to
Information on Uses and Users | ensure the GSP addresses the ecological needs as represented by these public trust agencies.
AR
[
< 2
S 1-8 Past and
o Present Land
% Uses within * Table 1-8
% the Oxnard Please revise the Land Use Category from “Vacant” to “Open Space”. As noted in Section 1.3.2.3 - Historical, Current, and Projected Land Use and Section 1.6.1 — General Plans, this
S Plain, 1990 is a substantial acreage that is valued highly in Ventura County as open space, with ordinances such as the 1998 Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources ordinance. We need to
Tables 2015 N/A do a better job of delineating open space and native habitat from the “vacant” category, as this devalues the environment and its water need.
[ © v >
£| §| =¢
E £ o S 1.4-Existing
2 o g Monitoring 1.4.3 Description of general plans and other land use plans relevant to GDEs and their relationship to the GSP [Checklist ltems 2 to 3 - (23 CCR §354.8)]
=31l and Operational Operational Flexibility Limitations (p. 1-19 to 1-20)]
Administrative | Management | Flexibility A Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan prepared by UWCD specifies flow conditions at the Freeman Diversion to be constrained by the habitat requirements for the federally
Information Plans Limitations endangered Southern California steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in the Santa Clara River.
2 _g § g Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model [Checklist Items 6, and 7 (23 CCR §354.14)]
QL o g Principal Aquifers and Aquitards (p.2-6 to 2-7), with additional detail in Sections 1.3.2.1, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.4.1.1, 2.4.2.5, Appendix K
=3 The Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model adequately describes the shallow groundwater that is interconnected with surface waters and GDEs. Basin-wide cross sections provided in
2.2- Figures 2-3 and 2-4 include a graphical representation of the manner in which shallow groundwater may interact with ISWs or GDEs that would allow the reader to understand this
Hydrogeologi | 2.2.3 Principal topic. In the Oxnard Subbasin, the shallow groundwater unit, the semi-perched aquifer, is connected to surface waters (e.g., Santa Clara River, Calleguas Creek, Revolon Slough,
2 - Basin ¢ Conceptual | Aquifers and McGrath Lake, and the coastal wetlands at Ormond Beach and Mugu Lagoon). The semi-perched aquifer is not considered a principal aquifer due to its limited groundwater
Setting Model Aquitards production (<50 AFY).
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Ruthie
Redmond

The Nature Conservancy

1 -
Administrative
Information

1.3-
Description of
Plan Area

1.3.2 Geography

Interconnected Surface Waters (ISW) [Checklist Items 8, 9, and 10 — (23 CCR §354.16); Identification of ISWs is a required element of Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions
(23 CCR §354.16).]

e Sections 1.3.2.1, 2.3.6, 2.3.7, 2.4.1.1, 2.4.2.5, Appendix K

The Santa Clara River, Calleguas Creek, Revolon Slough, Mugu Lagoon, Ormond Beach, and McGrath Lake have all been identified as surface water bodies that may have a
connection to the semi-perched aquifer in the Oxnard Subbasin. Qualitative statements are made regarding the interconnectedness, including gaining/losing reaches, and timing
are provided, along with quantification, based on numerical modeling, of the recharge to groundwater from the Santa Clara River and Calleguas Creek.

We disagree with the qualifying statements that the “surface water bodies that may have a connection” and “However, groundwater elevation data for the semi-perched aquifer in
the Oxnard Subbasin are extremely limited, with no monitoring sites near enough to surface water bodies to establish the extent of the connection between these surface water
bodies and underlying groundwater.” There have been previous efforts to assess the quantity and timing of interconnected surface water and groundwater by other consultants
working at or nearby the surface water bodies, such as shallow monitoring data and groundwater modeling at Naval Base Ventura County from site-specific groundwater
investigations and surface water and groundwater monitoring data at the Santa Clara River estuary and lower floodplain. These data, including well elevation data dating back to
1990, have been described in TNC’s Technical Memorandum: Assessment of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems for the Oxnard Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan
(Appendix K). TNC’s assessment of these reports indicate that the water elevation data and analyses corroborate the conceptual model that groundwater levels in the semi-perched
aquifer relatively constant with a seasonal cyclical behavior, although there has been a downward trend with the recent (2011-16) drought. These reports and data provide
estimates of quantity and timing of groundwater - surface water interactions. The GSA should review sed reports and data and revise these statements to be definitive statements
of the connections of surface water and groundwater.

Ruthie
Redmond

The Nature Conservancy

2 - Basin
Setting

2.3-
Groundwater
Conditions

2.3.7
Groundwater-
Dependent
Ecosystems

Identification, Mapping and Description of GDEs [Checklist Items 11 to 20 (23 CCR §354.16)]

e Section 2.3.7 (pp. 2-43 — 2-46) & Appendix K

GDEs have been identified and mapped during the GSP development process using an earlier version of the statewide database of GDE indicators (iGDE v0.3.1; TNC, 2017) and
TNC’s GDE Guidance document (Rohde et al., 2018). This evaluation is described in Appendix K, with a brief summary in Section 2.3.7. In addition to the mapping of basin GDEs, it
also includes both an assessment of the hydrologic and ecological conditions of the GDEs and potential GDEs.

e Executive Summary (p. 1-1); Section 1.1 (p.1-2)

While we support the position that “Depletions of interconnected surface water have not occurred historically in the Subbasin, because the Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems
(GDEs) in the Subbasin are supported by shallow groundwater flows that are generally separated and disconnected from the primary groundwater aquifers,” we would like to make
this clear that historical conditions represent the time period referenced by SGMA — since the 1980s. As noted in Section 2.2.3, once agriculture grew in the Oxnard subbasin,
groundwater levels in the semi-perched aquifer were lowered using the agricultural tile drains (installed in the 1900s) for drainage of irrigated water from the agricultural fields.

Ruthie
Redmond

The Nature

2 - Basin
Setting

2.4-Water
Budget

2.4.1 Sources of
Water

Water Budget [Checklist ltems 21 and 22 (23 CCR §354.18)]

e Section 2.4
The water budget now includes the semi-perched aquifer and the surface hydrologic components of the semi-perched aquifer, including the groundwater-surface water exchanges
with the Santa Clara River and the Calleguas Creek and natural vegetation evapotranspiration (ET). We appreciate the separate inclusion of the semi-perched aquifer water budget.

Ruthie
Redmond

The Nature Conservancy | Conservancy

3 - Sustainable
Management
Criteria

3.1-
Introduction
to Sustainable
Management
Criteria

N/A

Sustainability Goal [Checklist tems 23 to 25 (23 CCR §354.24)]

e Section 3.1 Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria (p. 3-2)
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) Board of Directors (Board) adopted planning goals in 2015 that “Promote water levels that mitigate or minimize
undesirable results (including pumping trough depressions, surface water connectivity [emphasis added], and chronic lowering of water levels).”

Under current and known future conditions, as described in Section 3.3.6, the sustainability goal does not require inclusion of sustainability criteria for surface water connectivity.
We agree this as reasonable position for the GSP at this time, given that the semi-perched aquifer is not a principal aquifer and is not managed for water supply. However, if future
projects are envisioned to produce water from the semi-perched aquifer, sustainability criteria will be developed.
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2 T >
F= o c
S| E S
o - el
2 g Undesirable Results [Checklist Items 30 to 46 (23 CCR §354.26)]
(@]
o
o e Section 3.3.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water (p. 3-10 - 3-11)
% The GSP clearly states: “The undesirable result associated with depletion of interconnected surface water in the Oxnard Subbasin is loss of groundwater-dependent ecosystem
% (GDE) habitat.” We applaud this clear recognition of GDEs as an important beneficial use that must be protected. We also agree with further statements that 1) undesirable results
= 3.3.6 Depletions | are not currently occurring, 2) groundwater elevation monitoring will continue to be monitored in the semi-perched aquifer and 3) if future projects involve the use of the semi-
3 - Sustainable | 3.3- of perched aquifer, then “depletion of interconnected surface water is possible, and significant and unreasonable impacts may occur.” While we agree that “Reevaluation of the
Management | Undesirable Interconnected | effects on existing and potential GDEs should be conducted in conjunction with the project approval process for any such future projects,” we urge stronger language to specifically
Criteria Results Surface Water state sustainability criteria will be developed at that future time.
2 T >
F= o c
2| £ c
° 0]
] (%]
oc c
(@]
3 Minimum Thresholds [Checklist [tems 27 to 29 (23 CCR §354.28)]
>
z e Section 3.4.6 Minimum Thresholds — Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water  (p. 3-19 to 3-20)
2 We applaud the language recognizing that future projects may have a potential impact on interconnected surface water and GDEs, and that “if projects that produce groundwater
= 3.4.6 Depletions | from the semi-perched aquifer are implemented, the need for specific water level minimum thresholds in the semi-perched aquifer should be reevaluated”.
3 - Sustainable of This section defines minimum thresholds due to salinity front as it the modeling shows UAS levels support the groundwater elevations in the semi-perched aquifer. This is confusing
Management | 3.4-Minimum | Interconnected | as it seems like the recharge is predominantly downwards from the semi-perched aquifer to the UAS. It is unclear how the UAS is influencing the salinity front in the semi-perched
Criteria Thresholds Surface Water aquifer.
Q T >
= o c
2| £ :
[«]
2 g Measurable Objectives -Checklist Item 26 — (23 CCR §354.30)
o
g 3.5.6 e Section 3.5.6 Measurable Objectives — Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water  (p. 3-26 to 3-27)
r§ 3 - Sustainable | 3.5- Depletions of A measurable objective for interconnected surface water in the semi-perched aquifer is set to address seawater intrusion. We recommend adding a statement, as is done in Section
E Management | Measurable Interconnected | 3.4.6, that “if projects that produce groundwater from the semi-perched aquifer are implemented, specific water level measurable objectives in the semi-perched aquifer should be
— | Criteria Objectives Surface Water developed”.
2 T >
F= o c
2| £ >
° 9]
< 2
S 4.3- Monitoring Network [Checklist tems 47, 48 and 49 (23 CCR §354.34)]
v Monitoring
% Network e Section 4.3.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water (p.4-10)
% Relationship 4.3.6 Depletions | We recommend inclusion of remote sensing vegetative indices as a low cost approach to monitor baseline conditions of GDEs. The Nature Conservancy’s free online tool, GDE
= to of Pulse, allows GSAs a way to assess changes in GDE health using remote sensing data sets; specifically, the Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI), which is a satellite-
4 - Monitoring | Sustainability | Interconnected | derived index that represents the greenness of vegetation and Normalized Difference Moisture Index (NDMI), which is a satellite-derived index that represents water content in
Networks Indicators Surface Water vegetation.
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% o > Monitoring Network [Checklist Items 47, 48 and 49 (23 CCR §354.34)]
= o S
= % g e Section 4.6.5 Shallow Groundwater Monitoring near Surface Water Bodies and GDEs (p.4-15)
o2 g The GSP notes the lack of shallow groundwater monitoring wells in the semi-perched aquifer that can be used to monitor interconnected surface water bodies/GDEs along the
o Lower Santa Clara River, McGrath Lake, Ormond Beach and Mugu Lagoon, and potential GDEs along the Revolon Slough and Lower Calleguas Creek in the Subbasin. We support the
g inclusion of monitoring wells with the potential GDEs to better assess the potential connectivity. A number of wells are in the vicinity of the GDEs and are monitored by other
§ agencies for specific remediation cases or regional studies. These should be included in the GSP. It is to the benefit of the GSA to make use of these existing monitoring wells as they
o provide long term historical records, are already monitored by other agencies and are available at no cost to the GSA. The data have been made available for the GSP and it is
= recommended that monitoring agreements be put in place to receive ongoing data on these wells and ensure the long-term monitoring continues. In particular, we suggest the
following wells to serve as representative monitoring wells for each GDE in order to monitor impacts caused by depletions of interconnected surface water (Figures 6-9, Appendix
K):
4.6.5 Shallow
4.6-Potential | Groundwater GDE Well
Monitoring Monitoring near | Lower Santa Clara River 2N22W30A03S
Network Surface Water McGrath Lake GW-3
4 - Monitoring | Improvement | Bodies and Ormond Wetlands 01N22W27G04S
Networks S GDEs Mugu Lagoon MW6-6A
2 ° g § 4.6-Potential | 4.6.6 Surface
E g ® 8 Monitoring Water: Flows in | Monitoring Network [Checklist Items 47, 48 and 49 (23 CCR §354.34)]
° % § Network Agricultural e Section 4.6.6 Surface Water: Flows in Agricultural Drains in the Oxnard Plain (p.4-15 — 4-16)
o« = S | 4-Monitoring | Improvement | Drains in the We would also recommend that we survey the water surface elevation in the drains, as they should be easy to measure, provide calibration head values for the numerical model
“ | Networks s Oxnard Plain and good indication of the semi-perched aquifer elevations.
% 'g g ? Projects and Management Actions to Achieve Sustainability Goal [Checklist Items 50 and 51 (23 CCR §354.44)]
2| E| EE | . .
2 s g 5.9- e Section 5.9 Management Action No. 3 — Water Market Pilot Program (p. 5-17 — 5-18)
e« = 5 Management
© 5. Project Action No. 3 — The GSP indicates that significant reductions in groundwater extractions will be needed to avoid undesirable results. These reductions may have serious impacts on existing
Management | Water Market extractors. We support development and implementation of a well-designed water market that will incentivize conservation and provide flexibility for pumpers in meeting the
Actions Pilot Program | N/A objectives of the GSP. The water market must have rules that prevent negative impacts to other beneficial users such as the environment and Disadvantaged Communities.
5| ¥| £5
= N
ra)
S L
2 5
=
S~
2
g 2.4.5 Projected | Concern regarding quote: No projects currently under development were identified in the Oxnard Subbasin, but two projects under development in the PVB were incorporated into
E Future Water the future baseline simulation because these projects affect inflows to the Oxnard Subbasin. The two projects in PVB are the City of Camarillo’s North Pleasant Valley Desalter
g Budget and (desalination) Project and Conejo Creek Diversion deliveries to Pleasant Valley County Water District. (2-64)
5 2 - Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable
Setting Budget Yield The Conejo Creek Diversion project is no longer under construction, but rather is in operation. Please revise and update narrative in the GSP.
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C oo ~ O =
= 0O
% = -?“ < ‘g 2.4.5 Projected Concern regarding quote: "It should be noted that these wells were selected for modeling purposes only and use of these wells in the model simulations was not intended to
- g e -5 Future Water represent any planned pumping restrictions or limitations on these wells." (2-66)
[
« © v Budget and
o B < . . . . . . . . . . . . . L .
> § o| 2 -Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable Update narrative to clarify that the projects (i.e., GREAT Program projects) were included for modeling purposes only, and that the inclusion of the City’s projects in either narrative
S5<3 Setting Budget Yield or modeling in the GSP does not constitute a binding commitment on the part of the City of Oxnard.
c W ~o 5 Concern regarding quote: "None of the model scenarios described in Section 2.4.5 successfully eliminated seawater intrusion in the LAS during the sustaining period, while the
E = _?U J_g *8‘ majority of the model scenarios resulted in net freshwater loss from the UAS to the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, none of the direct model scenarios was used to determine the
= c < .5 2.4.5 Projected | sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin. Instead, the relationship between seawater flux and groundwater production from each of the model scenarios was used to predict the
8 E © Future Water quantity of groundwater production that would result in no net seawater intrusion over the sustaining period in either the UAS or the LAS." (2-74)
o v «
>%n O Budget and
)
S5 < 2| 2-Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable This paragraph indicates that a no-loss scenario relative to freshwater impacts was not achievable in the direct modeling of the Subbasin. This calls into question the viability of the
Setting Budget Yield model scenarios, as well as the approach chosen to predict no net seawater intrusion groundwater production scenarios.
c w | ~9 5 Concern regarding the quote: "In order to achieve the sustainability goal, groundwater production will need to be reduced relative to historical groundwater production rates. At
% = _(9“ 35 *g the same time, groundwater production inland from the coast may be allowed to increase as infrastructure is developed to convey inland production to agricultural users on the
= << = coast." (3-2)
8 § | 3 -Sustainable | 3.2-
2 ‘% ©| Management | Sustainability The wording of this section is vague. Please revise to clarify intent as well as the mechanism by which differential increases in production and infrastructure expansion may be
2 o
523 Criteria Goal N/A contemplated.
c oo ~ O =
= O
E = _?U 2 *8‘ Concern regarding the quote: "Proposed reductions in groundwater production must take into account both the potential economic disruption to the agricultural industry in the
= c < = Subbasin" (3-2)
8 § © 3 - Sustainable | 3.2-
> o § Management | Sustainability Proposed reductions in groundwater production will affect a vast variety of stakeholders not limited to the agricultural industry. Reductions could affect ratepayers of the City of
(%]
O < Criteria Goal N/A Oxnard, M&I, and more.
S == g Concern regarding the quote: "During the first 5 years following GSP adoption, it is anticipated that the combined groundwater production from both the UAS and the LAS will begin
E g *g § to be reduced toward the estimated sustainable yield" (3-2)
O 3 | 3-Sustainable | 3.2-
= <L =
g ~ 2| Management | Sustainability It is unclear how the current observed groundwater production rate will be reduced toward sustainable yield. Revise section to clarify the regulatory mechanism that will compel
5 8- | Criteria Goal N/A the reduction in production to currently contemplated sustainable yield levels in the first 5 years following GSP adoption.
C oo ~N O =
Q zZ | o3 o
= § § g Concern regarding the quote: "One factor that contributed to the recovery of water levels following periods of drought was the amount of surface water that was diverted from the
Sed 3.3.1 Chronic Santa Clara River and infiltrated through spreading basins to recharge the aquifers." (3-4)
4« 8 L[ 3-Sustainable | 3.3- Lowering of
S
=72 § Management | Undesirable Groundwater Revise section to address the mandatory reductions in the most recent drought, where M&I users were limited in pumping by Emergency Ordinance E on top of prior pumping
o < Criteria Results Levels restrictions. These reductions were likely a key factor in the recovery of aquifer elevations, as opposed to ephemeral diversions associated with the Santa Clara River.
c L N Concern regarding the quote: "Based on the sustainability goals for the Oxnard Subbasin, the criterion used to define undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater levels
= -(E“ < g is landward migration of the 2015 saline water impact front during the sustaining period from 2040 through 2069." (3-4)
= cC o o H
X =5 3.3.1 Chronic
% § | 3-Sustainable | 3.3- Lowering of Revise section and narrative discussion of undesirable results related to saline impact and associated sustainability criteria. The discussion acknowledges both the effects of the
> § S| Management | Undesirable Groundwater 2015 saline water impact front, as well as elevated chloride concentrations associated with naturally occurring source unrelated to seawater intrusion. It is unclear how the
c5<3 Criteria Results Levels differentiation between elevated chloride concentrations from the different sources will be accomplished and meaningful monitoring of sustainability criteria will occur.
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c | ~ o = Concern regarding the quote: "One factor that contributed to the recovery of water levels following periods of drought was the amount of surface water that was diverted from the
% < -?U J_g *g Santa Clara River and infiltrated through spreading basins to recharge the aquifers. Surface-water flows are available during wetter-than-average precipitation periods. These
= c e % surface-water diversions and spreading are controlled by the United Water Conservation District (UWCD), which anticipates maintaining the historical volume of water diverted
"'06 E © 3.1- from the Santa Clara River over the next 50 years (UWCD 2018)." (3-4)
> é g Introduction
O < 3 - Sustainable | to Sustainable In the presence of heightened regulatory pressure associated with diversions due to lower Santa Clara River GDE’s and other environmental factors noted in the GSP, it is
Management | Management unreasonable to conclude that the historical volume of diversions may be assumed to continue. Additionally, diversions associated with high flows in the Santa Clara River are
Criteria Criteria N/A related to hydrologic events that are inherently ephemeral in nature. Thus the contribution of diversions to aquifer recharge should be considered incidental in nature.
c | ~ 0 = Concern regarding the quote: "Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion is an undesirable result that is present or likely to occur in the Oxnard Subbasin. Seawater intrusion
% = _(E“ § % is the primary sustainability indicator in the Oxnard Subbasin." (Page 3-6)
= ca £
.9 § | 3 -Sustainable | 3.3- Seawater intrusion and related elevated chloride concentrations are noted as the primary sustainability indicator in the Oxnard Subbasin. Other sources of elevated chloride
2 ‘% ©| Management | Undesirable 3.3.3 Seawater concentrations are discussed; however, further study, mapping and narrative of specific sources of connate water related to fine-grained lagoonal deposits should be conducted.
5 < = Criteria Results Intrusion This information will inform the process of evaluation of future chloride measurements in the saline water impact area.
§| 2| 528
= g2 0
3 eb
S g 2| 3-Sustainable | 3.3- Concern regarding the quote: "The connate water is released as groundwater head in the aquifer declines and fine-grained deposits compress." (Page 3-7)
2 2 2| Management | Undesirable 3.3.3 Seawater
523 . ° : o ) . v )
Criteria Results Intrusion Clarify if “compress” should be revised to “expand.
c W |~ O =
% = -?“ 35 ‘g Concern regarding Section 3.3.4.2 Nitrate.
= ca @
X 20
8 § P Nitrate concentrations are noted as resulting in significant and unreasonable impacts to beneficial uses; however, ensuing discussion is weak in relation to actionable solutions.
2 -2 5| 3-Sustainable | 3.3- Merely stipulating historical contributions of nitrates as the source of elevated concentrations above WQOs and BMOs in the Forebay is not a sufficient acknowledgment of the
5 < = Management | Undesirable 3.3.4 Degraded | observed issue. Further discussion of current practice and recommendations regarding restrictions on the continued nitrate loading related to agricultural operations should be
Criteria Results Water Quality included to address practices that perpetuate this undesirable result.
_§ z E % % Concern regarding the quote: "Rather, nitrate concentrations above WQOs and BMOs in the Forebay are likely a legacy of historical septic discharges and historical agricultural
= eg 9 fertilizer application practices." (Page 3-9)
E g ‘g 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- The contribution of septic systems has been on the decline for some time as septic to sewer conversions have become more common, and often mandated, by the RWQCB and
5 & = | Management | Undesirable 3.3.4 Degraded local agencies. The observed nitrate loading continues with on-going agricultural operations, and while practices related to fertilizer application and constituents may be changing,
Criteria Results Water Quality an acknowledgment of their role in the observed issues should be included in narrative and mitigation measures should be stipulated.
§| 2| s£s
= g2 0
é E E Concern regarding the quote: "UWCD currently anticipates maintaining and potentially increasing surface-water recharge from the Santa Clara River in the future." (Page 3-9)
o 5 <
-g ﬁ § 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- Surface water diversions and related potential for recharge are likely to be reduced in the future due to environmental and regulatory restrictions identified elsewhere in the
Management | Undesirable 3.3.4 Degraded | document. As noted previously, the contribution of recharge water-related to diversions from the Santa Clara River are ephemeral in nature and limited in their ability to
Criteria Results Water Quality meaningfully dilute nitrate concentrations in the Forebay. Related sections of the narrative should be revised accordingly.
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c oo ~ O =
= 0O
E = _?U 2 *8‘ Concern regarding the quote: "Undesirable results are defined in three ways for the UAS in the Oxnard Subbasin. The first is based on the total number of wells, independent of
= c < .5 3.3.7 Defining management area or aquifer. Under this definition, the UAS will be determined to be experiencing undesirable results if, in any single monitoring event, water levels in six of the 15
E § | 3 -Sustainable | 3.3- Subbasin-Wide key wells are below their respective minimum thresholds" (Page 3-12)
(@) = . .
> ‘2 6| Management | Undesirable Undesirable
2 v . . . .
S < 2| criteria Results Results The number of hydrographs for UAS wells noted in Figures 3-7a and 3-7b reflect only 14 wells.
c o |~ O
2 | 23s % Concern regarding the quote: "In general, the simulated groundwater elevations in the model scenario with projects were close to those in the scenario without projects, with any
< ©c >
= ca gl 3.4.1 Chronic observed difference between the two limited to less than approximately 10 feet (Figures 3-6 through 3-11, Key Well Hydrographs)." (Page 3-14)
X
o § 2 3 - Sustainable Lowering of
2 2 | Management | 3.4-Minimum | Groundwater This statement does not recognize the difference between the scenarios as significant; however, 5 to 10 feet higher water level elevations along the coast is potentially significant.
o
5 < 2| criteria Thresholds Levels In addition, the statement does not recognize that the impacts to groundwater users without the projects is likely greater.
c | ~ o = Concern regarding the quote: "The lowest simulated value was then rounded down to the nearest 5-foot interval to further account for uncertainty in the future simulated
= O
% S == groundwater elevations. The rounded groundwater elevation was then raised by 2 feet to account for predicted sea level rise by 2070." (Page 3-14)
™ >
= ca g
20
8 § P 3.4.1 Chronic Clarify the rationale for rounding down 5 feet. This rounding is significant in comparison to the projected minimum thresholds for water levels. This appears contrary to SGMA’s
2 ‘% ©| 3 -Sustainable Lowering of “reasonable margin of safety was established for each measureable objective.” This is more than a 50% difference in minimum threshold change for some of the selected key wells.
2 0
O < = Management | 3.4-Minimum | Groundwater For example, Well 01N23WQ1CO05S proposes a minimum thresholds of 7 ft msl from the 1.2 ft msl measured data in Table 3-1. The rounding of 2-5 feet appears to reflect a
Criteria Thresholds Levels difference; if this is rounded by 5 feet, the difference is 80%.
c W |~ O =
% = '(E“ § % Concern regarding the quote: "Such a reduction may impact the value of agricultural land, drive changes in crop types, result in temporary fallowing of agricultural acreage, and
= £ = cause economic disruption to the regional economy." (Page 3-17)
o5 2 3 - Sustainable
o+
2 ‘3 o| Management | 3.4-Minimum | 3.4.3 Seawater Such a reduction would impact not only on the value of Agricultural land but all land. Also, further impacts of reduction would be impeding business and development and raising
5 & 2| criteria Thresholds Intrusion water rates.
c o |~ O
% = 'g g % Concern regarding the quote: "For these concentrations, the recharge source water should be of the highest quality possible to maintain or improve future groundwater quality
= b 2 (Section 3.3.4, Degraded Water Quality)." (Page 3-17)
o § 2 3 - Sustainable
2 -2 5| Management | 3.4-Minimum | 3.4.4 Degraded | The term “highest quality possible” is undefined in the context of existing RWQCB and DDW requirements for water quality. As the sources of degraded water quality have
—
5 & 2| Criteria Thresholds Water Quality previously been discussed, the source of such “highest quality” should be identified and discussed.
c 00 o 5 Concern regarding the entire Section 4.1 Monitoring Network Objectives
) =z =
i o +
< S 8
- e = Chapter 4 of the GSP addresses the proposed monitoring of progress towards sustainability goals, as well as measuring against minimum thresholds established. Such monitoring of
§ 9 groundwater elevations is a critical consideration in what will ultimately be a regulatory function of the monitoring network. The section narrative, together with the tabulated well
2 5 network, indicate the presence of a significant number of agricultural production wells. Groundwater monitoring standards are written to address measurements and sampling
(%]
i = related to dedicated monitoring wells, and these standards illustrate the limitations and potential error associated with utilizing data from production wells. While the inclusion of
- production wells in the State’s CASGEM program was a result of the required well network established by Senate Bill 6 in 2009, it has been understood that the data would be used
s for informational purposes to monitor trends in groundwater levels basin-wide. The transition from the use of the monitoring network from informational to regulatory purposes
e) 4.1- requires the rigorous evaluation of the existing network, together with an understanding of the incompatibility of production wells with a regulatory monitoring system. The last
E Monitoring paragraph of Section 4.1 notes the need for additional monitoring wells to better represent conditions in the aquifers than production wells. The City recommends that all
5 4 - Monitoring | Network production wells be replaced by dedicated monitoring wells to both provide adequate spacial coverage, as well as evaluating existing and proposed dedicated monitoring wells for
Networks Objectives N/A the potential effects of adjacent agricultural production wells.
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C oo ~ O =
Q| Zz| o3 e
= §§§ 4.2-
dead Description of Concern regarding the quote: "These diversions are used to deliver surface water to agricultural users in lieu of groundwater production and are used for recharge, via UWCD’s
S g % Existing 4.2.2 Surface spreading grounds, to the groundwater aquifers in the Subbasin." (Page 4-2)
Fy ﬁ § 4 - Monitoring | Monitoring Conditions
© Networks Network Monitoring Diversions do not represent a sustainable source of alternative water and should not use ‘in-lieu’ terminology.
c W ~L 5
2| 2|25 8 . . . L
= S 3 & 4.2- Concern regarding the entire Section 4.2.1 Groundwater Monitoring
X = A Description of
O c
s g 33 Existing 4.2.1 The last paragraph on page 4-2 notes that the existing monitoring network is sufficient and that evaluation of the current network confirms this. Based on established DWR
il § 4 - Monitoring | Monitoring Groundwater standards, this is an incorrect statement, as the network utilizes data derived from production wells, which are inherently prone to error. Please revise section narrative to clarify
O < Networks Network Monitoring the need for removal of agricultural production wells from the network, and the replacement of these with properly designed and sited monitoring wells.
c 00 2 5 Concern regarding the quote: "To monitor conditions related to chronic lowering of groundwater levels, the groundwater monitoring network must be structured to accomplish the
E = o *8‘ following:
(%]
= ? 5 4.3- ¢ Track short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in water elevation.
i © Monitoring e Demonstrate groundwater elevations in mid-March and mid-October for each primary aquifer or aquifer system.
TS Network * Record groundwater elevations in key wells in which minimum thresholds and measurable objectives have been identified to track progress toward the sustainability goals for the
g % Relationship 4.3.1 Chronic Subbasin. " (Page 4-5)
O 3 to Lowering of
G—
g & |4- Monitoring | Sustainability | Groundwater The reliance on groundwater elevations to track all progress toward sustainability in the Subbasin should require all key wells to be instrumented with pressure transducers for
5 Networks Indicators Levels measurement accuracy and a higher temporal resolution in the data.
c W N9y 4.3-
2 = 25 g Monitoring
= ca o Net k
X e = etwor
E E © Relationship 4.3.1 Chronic Concern regarding the quote: "The Subbasin monitoring well density for groundwater elevations varies by aquifer (Tables 4-3 and 4-4). Of the primary aquifers in the Subbasin
; 2 5 to Lowering of identified in Chapter 2, Basin Setting, the Grimes Canyon Aquifer has the lowest density of active wells in which groundwater elevations can be measured.." (Page 4-5)
2 v . . . ™
5234 Monitoring | Sustainability | Groundwater
Networks Indicators Levels Revise narrative to include discussion of production wells and monitoring wells in the network, and clarify referenced standards.
. 4.3-
C oo ~ O
= O
E = '(E“ 2 *g Monitoring Concern regarding the quote: "There is no definitive rule for the density of groundwater monitoring points needed in a basin; however, for comparison, the monitoring well density
= <% = Network recommended by CASGEM Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Guidelines ranges from 1 to 10 wells per 100 square miles (DWR 2010)." (Page 4-5)
E § P Relationship 4.3.1 Chronic
2 2 O to Lowering of The reference document (DWR Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Guidelines- December 2010) utilizes USGS methodology that is written for monitoring, not production wells
2 o
O < = 4 - Monitoring | Sustainability | Groundwater (page 8). Additionally, guidelines require that measurements from production wells should not be made for 24 hours after cessation of pumping due to well recovery considerations
Networks Indicators Levels (page 14). This is a significant area of concern for how data will be collected and utilized.
c Ww| ~Qy 4.3-
Z2| | 223 Monitoring
X w3 etwork
O c . .
- 8 2 Relationship
; 2 5 to 4.3.2 Reduction | Concern regarding the quote: "The current network of wells is capable of documenting changes to both sustainability indicators." (Page 4-7)
2 v . . . ™
O < = 4 - Monitoring | Sustainability | of Groundwater
Networks Indicators Storage This does not correspond with the response to groundwater elevations.
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. 4.3-
[ oo ~ O
g 2| o358 L
i
X 5
8 E © Relationship Concern regarding the quote: "Groundwater samples will continue to be collected and analyzed for total dissolved solids (TDS) and chloride in order to assess trends in groundwater
; 2 o to quality related to seawater intrusion. The network of existing wells is capable of providing an adequate assessment of groundwater quality trends for these constituents." (Page 4-8)
2 v . . . ™
5234 Monitoring | Sustainability | 4.3.3 Seawater
Networks Indicators Intrusion An additional concern about nitrates should be included in the water quality constituents.
C oo ~N O =
= O
% = -(E“ < *g 4.4- 4.4.1 Concern regarding the quote: "Short-term trends in groundwater elevation are currently, and will continue to be, monitored using transducers that are operated and maintained by
- g % = Monitoring Groundwater UWCD." (Page 4-11)
- © v Network Elevation
o B < . . o . . . . . N . . .
> § o| 4 - Monitoring | Implementati | Monitoring According to the GSP ‘The United Water Conservation District (UWCD) collects groundwater elevation data from more than 100 monitoring and agricultural wells in the Subbasin ...
c5<3 Networks on Schedule Pressure transducers have been installed in 65 of these wells.” . Clarify that this monitoring is not all inclusive but rather limited to a limited number of monitoring wells.
C oo ~ O =
kS Z| o3 L
< E =1 =
= ca @
= A .5-Protocols oncern regarding the entire Section 4.5 Protocols for Data Collection and Monitoring.
SC'_ 4.5-Protocol C ding th tire Section 4.5 Protocols for Data Collecti d Monitori
o 39 for Data
o B < or
il § 4 - Monitoring | Collection and The additional narrative should be provided to include how that collected data is utilized to support sustainability indicators, including determination/location of seawater intrusion
© < Networks Monitoring N/A contours, determination of storage volume, etc.
c oo O
% = 'g 235 Concern regarding the quote: "If the pump housing is warm, the water level that is entered into the database is qualified with a Questionable Measurement Code, indicating recent
= ca gl umping." (Page 4-12)
$T = pumping. g
o5 4.5-Protocols
o 30 :
] o for Data According to Monitoring Protocols Best Management Practices (BMPs) produced by DWR, measurements from production wells should not be made for 24 hours after cessation of
z 9
O < - Monitoring | Collection an pumping due to well recovery considerations. The condition of the pump housing only indicates recent pump activity and does serve as an indicator of whether the pump has
O =| 4 - Monitori Collecti d ing due t I iderati Th diti fth housi ly indicat t tivity and d indicator of whether th h
Networks Monitoring N/A operated in the past 24 hours.
c oo 'E‘ B
% = g *8‘ Concern regarding the entire Section 5.7 Management Action No. 1 — Reduction in Groundwater Production
[= Qo o
v =
G
N 7- rojects that will be implemented to increase or maintain groundwater production at the presently reduced historical levels during the process of achieving sustainable yield have
< 5.7 Projects that will be impl tedtoi intai dwat ducti tth tly reduced historical levels during th f achievi tainable yield h
S o anagemen not been identified. The as effectively framed the range of the sustainable groundwater resource under existing conditions but lacks a road map as to how the plans
TS M t tb identified. The GSP has effectively f dth fth tainabl dwat d isti diti but lack d to how the FCGMA pl
g % Action No. 1 - to achieve sustainability without significantly impacting all groundwater users.
© 5 | 5-Project Reduction in
° g Management | Groundwater If the groundwater allocation system to achieve Management Action No. 1 were included in the GSP, the stakeholders could understand the potential magnitude and timing of
>
5 Actions Production N/A water supply projects that will need to be developed to lessen the impacts on groundwater users.
O
c oo O
g 23358
= ca g
28 5.9- Concern regarding the quote: "Analysis of the Water Market Pilot Program will be conducted and its suitability for incorporation as a management action for the Subbasin will be
5 g g Management determined after the pilot program is completed in July 2019." (Page 5-18)
Flt § 5 - Project Action No. 3 -
o< Management | Water Market A Water Market for municipal and industrial groundwater users is necessary for coordination and conjunctive use of water resources amongst this category of groundwater
Actions Pilot Program | N/A pumpers.
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§| 2| 5L
= g2 0 . . . . . . . - .
Eea ES.5-Projects Concern regarding provided quote;"A comprehensive water allocation system for groundwater users in the Subbasin is under development by the FCGMA . . ." (Page ES-9)
52 ¢ and
z2 § Executive Management There has been considerable discussion between groundwater users and FCGMA staff about the system being developed. Until the allocation system is finalized, the equitable
O < Summary Actions N/A application or the impacts of Management Action No. 1 cannot be thoroughly assessed and commented on by groundwater pumpers in the FCGMA.
§| 2| 5L
= T 2 § 1.1-Purpose Concern regarding provided quote;"Depletions of interconnected surface water have not occurred historically in the Subbasin, because the Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems
dead of the (GDEs) in the Subbasin are supported by shallow groundwater flows that are generally separated and disconnected from the primary groundwater aquifers." (Page 1-2)
5 8 21- Groundwater
il § Administrative | Sustainability This statement contradicts the following statement made in Section 3.4.6 (See Page 3-19 ): “The selected groundwater elevations are anticipated to protect against depletion of
© < Information Plan N/A interconnected surface water, because historical groundwater elevations in the semi-perched aquifer have maintained the documented and potential GDEs in the Subbasin . ..”
c W |~V = 1.2.6
2 = 25 % Groundwater
= c < = Sustainability
8 § © Plan Concern regarding the provided quote; "The primary costs associated with implementing the GSP..." (Page 1-7)
; § 5| 1- Implementation
S < 2| Administrative 1.2-Agency andCost The GSP must include quantitative estimates of the cost of implementation, including costs of implementation that may be imposed on parties other than FCGMA. The qualitative
Information Information Estimate discussion does not fulfill the requirements of Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.6, subd. (e).
C oo ~ O =
2 Z | o3 g 1.2.6
= g ?.i L Groundwater Concern regarding Section 1.2.6.2 Data Gap Analysis and Priorities (Page 1-8)
© g e Sustainability
g g g Plan The recommendation to address the potential for anomalous data obtained from agricultural production wells with pressure transducers is flawed. The use of pressure transducers
52 231- Implementation | may provide a higher volume of water level measurement, but this volume of data does not necessarily address well recovery and the measurement of static water levels.
Administrative | 1.2-Agency andCost According to DWR Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Guidelines (page 14), the measurement of water level must not be conducted within 24 hours after cessation of pumping.
Information Information Estimate Monitoring must be tied to well pump operation for meaningful measurements.
c oo ~ O =
Q zZ| o358 1.2.6
e ©c > o
= ca g Groundwater
O 5 < Sustainability
g L@; 'g Plan Concern regarding the provided quote; "In addition, it is anticipated that basin optimization studies will be undertaken in the initial 5-year period after the GSP is implemented
52 31- Implementation | adopted..." (Page 1-9)
Administrative | 1.2-Agency andCost
Information Information Estimate The statement is not clear as to intent. Revise narrative to clarify whether “implemented” or “adopted” is the intended enabling event.
1EITT
= g g9 1.6-Land Use
S_) E a Elements or Concern regarding the provided quote; "Groundwater supply assumptions made by urban water suppliers in their 2015 UWMPs will be superseded by the groundwater allocation
g g 'g Topic 1.6.2 Urban reduction management actions discussed in Chapter 5 of this GSP." (Page 1-31)
5&3|1- Categories of | Water
Administrative | Applicable Management SGMA does not authorize FCGMA to supersede local land use powers. Wat. Code, § 10726.8, subd. (f) [“Nothing in this chapter or a groundwater sustainability plan shall be
Information General Plans | Plans interpreted as superseding the land use authority of cities and counties, including the city or county general plan, within the overlying basin.”
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©
= << .g Concern regarding Section 1.5 Existing Conjunctive-Use Programs: City of Oxnard Advanced Water Purification Facility (Page 1-24)
O c R
- 8 9 1- 1.5-Existing
2 ‘2 6| Administrative | Conjunctive- The GMA conjunctive use program does not restrict the use of allocation with the exception of a City of Oxnard program. GMA resolution 2013-02 limits the use of Forebay
= un
O < = Information Use Programs | N/A pumping based on Forebay available storage volume. This is an unfair practice, which the City of Oxnard finds objectionable.
S 2l 528 1.6-Land Use
E § :_3 § Elements or Concern regarding the provided quote; "There are no agricultural water management plans applicable to the Oxnard Subbasin because none of the water purveyors serve more
3206 Topic than 25,000 irrigated acres within the
5 S L2i1- Categories of Subbasin (excluding recycled water deliveries)." (Page 1-25)
il § Administrative | Applicable 1.6.1 General
© < Information General Plans | Plans Please provide clarification as to the intent of this sentence.
C oo ~ O =
Q z| o33
= §§g 1.8-
Ze0 Notification Concern regarding Section 1.8.2 Summary of Beneficial Uses and Users — Surface Water Users (Page 1-45)
5 o 2|1 and 1.8.2 Summary
=2 § Administrative | Communicati | of Beneficial The section on beneficial uses and users should include a subsection to address water import and water importers serving the Oxnard Subbasin as the import of water reduces the
o< Information on Uses and Users | amount of groundwater that must be pumped from the Subbasin.
< %o L5 1-9 Past,
= 20 Current, and
— a @ i
- = Projected
§ 9 Population
2 0 for Ventura
2=
i County, the
- Cities of
! Oxnard and
5 Port
kS Hueneme,
>
= and the
O
Tables Oxnard Plain N/A No data was provided for Oxnard in 2015. Please provide corresponding data in the table.
c Ww| ~Q 5 1-2
2| |23 % Administrativ
= TF P
£§T = e Boundaries
O c
- 8 2 for the
; a o Oxnard
(%]
523 Figures Subbasin N/A Northern boundary between Oxnard Subbasin and Mound Subbasin should reflect most recent boundary changes accepted by DWR in February 2019.
[ oo ~ O =
= 0O
% = -?U < *8‘ Concern regarding the provided quote; "In the UAS, the average annual change in freshwater storage is a loss of approximately 6,600 AFY, which is more than two times greater
. < 5 2.1- than the total average annual change in storage for the UAS (2,800 AFY), including seawater intrusion (Figure 2-24, Oxnard Subbasin Annual Change in Storage Without Coastal
qoé E 9 Introduction Flux)." (Page 2-26)
> é S| 2 - Basin to Basin
O < = Setting Setting N/A It appears that Figure 2-24 should be titled “With Coastal Flux” not without coastal flux because it includes seawater intrusion.
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c W | ~ 0 = 2-24 Oxnard
% Z|t 3= *g Subbasin
= g j‘J; % Annual
8 E © Change in
; § G Storage It appears that Figure 2-24 should be titled “With Coastal Flux” not without coastal flux because it includes seawater intrusion as called out in Section 2.3.2 Estimated Change in
523 Without Storage. "In the UAS, the average annual change in freshwater storage is a loss of approximately 6,600 AFY, which is more than two times greater than the total average annual
Figures Coastal Flux N/A change in storage for the UAS (2,800 AFY), including seawater intrusion (Figure 2-24, Oxnard Subbasin Annual Change in Storage Without Coastal Flux)." (Page 2-26)
~N O =
g1 %g58
g % '5 Concern regarding the provided quote; "Although this section focuses on areas that are known to be susceptible to seawater intrusion, the precise extent of current seawater
S g 2 intrusion impacts is difficult to separate from the areas that are impacted by release of saline water from connate brines." (Page 2-29)
§$§ 2.3-
C < 2 - Basin Groundwater | 2.3.3 Seawater The Oxnard Subbasin GSP states that the FCGMA cannot differentiate between seawater intrusion and sedimentary rock leeching. If the saline problem stems from the latter,
Setting Conditions Intrusion under-pumping will make it worse. Effort should be put into identifying the difference.
c oo O
Q| Z| w358
= g & _é Concern regarding the provided quote; "Annual change in storage is not strongly correlated to groundwater pumping in the Oxnard Plain (R2 < 0.5). In contrast, artificial
E E 2 groundwater recharge at the UWCD spreading grounds is correlated with change in storage (R2 > 0.8; see Figures 2-22 and 2-23)." (Page 2-26)
o x = 2.3- 2.3.2 Estimated
g ﬁ § 2 - Basin Groundwater | Changein The Oxnard Subbasin GSP reflects the reduction in groundwater pumping as the main objective/goal for the Subbasin. If there is not a strong correlation between groundwater
Setting Conditions Storage pumping and change in storage why is there not more focus set on recharging the Subbasin in the GSP?
_§ 2 *g é Additional paragraph should be included into section; In 1953, a bond issue was presented to the electors within UWCD to provide funds for the construction of one dam and the
= % § Lower River distribution system, including a pipeline to the Oxnard-Port Hueneme area. Simultaneous with the bond issue, UWCD entered into contracts with water users on the
ﬁ a Oxnard Plain area for the construction of this pipeline. The City of Oxnard was the predominant user, and it contracted with UWCD in order to move the City’s pumping from the
; g seawater intrusion front to the Montalvo Forebay. The voters authorized the bond-issue, and thereafter, the Santa Felicia Dam on Piru Creek and the Lower River Distribution
5 § System authorized by the bond issue were completed. The lower river distribution system, often called the Oxnard/Hueneme (O/H) Pipeline, was constructed during the forty year
g L life of the original water delivery agreements. In 1994, the City of Port Hueneme and the Channel Islands Beach Community Services District created a joint powers agency, known
%5 = 2.3- as the Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA), which would later include also Naval Construction Battalion Center Port Hueneme and Naval Air Warfare Center Point Mugu. The
= & | 2-Basin Groundwater | 2.3.3 Seawater PHWA likewise contracted to utilize the O/H Pipeline to move PHWA’s pumping from the seawater intrusion front inland to the Forebay in order to reduce seawater intrusion in the
O Setting Conditions Intrusion Oxnard Plain Basin.”
[ oo ~ O =
21 2|25 38
= g j‘J; % Additional narrative should be provided addressing the State Department of Drinking Water’s requirements for potable water:
E E © 2.3- 234 Nitrate max contaminant level (MCL) is 10 ppm
; § S| 2 - Basin Groundwater | Groundwater Sulfate secondary MCL is 500 ppm
523 Setting Conditions Quality Boron notification level (unregulated) is 1 ppm
c | ~ 0 = Concern regarding the provided quote; "The UWCD model reports stream leakage from the Santa Clara River and Calleguas Creek into the underlying semi-perched aquifer.
% = -(E“ 35 ‘g Numbers from the model represent net stream leakage and do not necessarily indicate direct connection between surface water bodies and groundwater in the semi-perched
= << % 2.3.6 aquifer." (Page 2-42)
8 § 9 2.3- Groundwater—
2 ‘3 o/ 2-Basin Groundwater | Surface Water This statement contradicts the following statements made in Section 3 (See Page 3-19 ): “The selected groundwater elevations are anticipated to protect against depletion of
5 < = Setting Conditions Connections interconnected surface water, because historical groundwater elevations in the semi-perched aquifer have maintained the documented and potential GDEs in the Subbasin . ..”
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C oo ~ O =
Q| Z| B3 8
< TS ©
= ca @
£ =
6 c@
w390
2 ‘3 o/ 2-Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.1 Sources of | Additional narrative addressing Article 21 water should be included in the section. This water is unallocated State Water Project water made available to State Water Project
2 o
O < = Setting Budget Water contractors on a limited interim interruptible basis. The FCGMA has already invested funds to purchase this water, which should be acknowledged in the GSP.
S 2|52 § Concern regarding the provided quote; "As discussed in Section 2.4.1.1, Surface Water, the UWCD-diverted surface water from the Santa Clara River may include State Water
E § § o Project water used for groundwater recharge in UWCD spreading basins or water directly delivered to water users by either the PVP or the PTP." (Page 2-51)
£ =
6 c@
S g L Additional reference and incorporation of Article 21 water should be added into section. Under the May, 2019 FCGMA approval, excess unallocated water is planned to be
Fy 2 § 2 - Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.1 Sources of | purchased and delivered via the Santa Clara River and diverted from the Freeman Diversion to recharge facilities in the Oxnard Forebay by United Water Conservation District
O .
Setting Budget Water (UWCD).
C oo ~ O =
Q z| o33
- <% -5 Concern regarding the provided quote; "Much of the rain that falls in the Oxnard Subbasin quickly returns to the atmosphere via evaporation, or runs off to creeks, storm drains,
% § I and ultimately the ocean; the remainder percolates into the soil where it is subject to evapotranspiration (ET), soil absorption, or for plant use." (Page 2-52)
> § S| 2 - Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.1 Sources of
S5<3 Setting Budget Water Evapotranspiration depends on what the farmers are growing. This should be subject to change dependent on numerous factors.
c W ~o 5 Concern regarding the provided quote; "Available data indicate that during the calendar year 2015, a total of 80,814 AF (Table 2-14) of groundwater was extracted from the Oxnard
E = _?U § *8‘ Subbasin, of which, about 69% was for agricultural use (55,973 AF), 30% was for M&I use (24,648 AF), and about 0.2% was for domestic use (193 AF)." (Page 2-55)
= Cc o o
X 5
E § © Clarify that the roughly 70-30 split noted was related to a year when Emergency Ordinance E was in effect, when M&I pumping was restricted a second time (after being restricted
g ‘2 6| 2-Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.2 Sources of | once before) though Agricultural extraction was not restricted; thus, this split of water is not indicative of the proportionate use as between these groups. This should be expressly
(%]
523 Setting Budget Water Discharge | stated in the GSP.
C oo ~ O =
Q| Zz| o3 e
< =
= ca @
X = A 2.4.3 Current
6 c@
w39 and Historical Concern regarding Section 2.4.3.3 Current (2015) Groundwater Conditions
@] 17, -
Z 2 § 2 - Basin 2.4-\Water Water Budget
C < Setting Budget Analysis This is no longer the current year. Update to reflect more current year or revise section.
C oo ~N O =
= 0O
% = _(E“ = *g 2.4.5 Projected | Section 2.4.5 Projected Future Water Budget and Sustainable Yield
. g e s Future Wat
X oA uture Water
8 § 9 Budget and Specific to model scenarios with a different percentage of reduction in pumping between UAS and LAS. It is assumed that these scenarios are conceptual in nature for the exercise
2 ‘3 o/ 2-Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable of bracketing sustainable yield estimates. It does not appear probable that the FCGMA can reduce pumping differentially from wells in the LAS without projects to replace their
2 o
O < = Setting Budget Yield supply since the FCGMA dictated the replacement of UAS wells with LAS wells in the 1980’s and early 1990’s.
c oo ~ O =
= 0O
E = _?U 2 *8‘ 2.4.5 Projected Concern regarding the provided quote; "The sustainable yield was determined from the model scenarios that did not result in a net flux of seawater into either the UAS or the LAS in
= c < .5 Future Water Oxnard Subbasin, within the level of the model uncertainty, during the 30-year sustaining period (Figure 2-63, Coastal Flux from the UWCD Model Scenarios).." (Page 2-62)
"06 § © Budget and
> ‘2 6| 2-Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable None of the model scenarios resulted in no net flux of seawater into either the UAS or LAS in the Subbasin as reflected in Figure 2-63. Provide clarification on which model scenario
(%]
523 Setting Budget Yield was projected to be the objective outcome.
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Commenter | Chapter Section Subsection | Comment
AT
= £ s g 2.4.5 Projected
§T = Future Water
8 § © Budget and Section 2.4.5 Projected Future Water Budget and Sustainable Yield
2 2 7% 2-Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable
5<3 Setting Budget Yield Only 6 of the 8 modeled scenarios are provided in bullet points. Additional modeled scenarios in Section 2.4.5.7 should be included.
c W | ~NLQ 5
= = -(E“ e S 2.4.5 Projected
- <% = Future Water Concern regarding the provided quote; "The 1930 to 1979 50-year period with the 2070 DWR climate-change factor was found to be the most conservative and was used for the
8 § v Budget and comparison with the other modeling simulations conducted." (Page 2-63)
o 7 < . .
z @ § 2 - Basin 2.4-Water Sustainable
o< Setting Budget Yield Because the most conservative period was used for analysis, the FCGMA Board should keep this in mind when implementing initial pumping reduction management strategy.
c W |~ O =
% = '(E“ § % Requested Revision on Page ES-8
= £ 2 "Under this project, the City of Oxnard’s Groundwater Recovery Enhancement and Treatment (GREAT) Program’s Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) will provide the
E = ?, Subbasin with a source of reclaimed water that can be used for landscape irrigation, agricultural, industrial process water, and groundwater recharge"
o B < .
-~ 5 O ES.5-Projects to
5 < = and "Under this project, the City of Oxnard’s Groundwater Recovery Enhancement and Treatment (GREAT) Program’s Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) could provide the
Executive Management Subbasin with a source of reclaimed water that can be used for landscape irrigation, agricultural, industrial process water, and/ or groundwater recharge lieu of pumping, at full
Summary Actions N/A price, with no exchange of recycled water pumping allocations."
c | ~ o = 1.2.6
2] = 25 % Groundwater
= c < = Sustainability
8 E © Plan Requested Revision on Page 1-9
; § S| 1- Implementation | "form other GSAs in basin.."
S < 2| Administrative 1.2-Agency andCost to
Information Information Estimate "from other GSAs, in the basin.."
C oo ~ O =
% = '(E“ § % Requested Revision on Page 1-22
= £ .g 1.4-Existing "Examples of projects that have increased operational flexibility within the Oxnard Plain include the City of Oxnard’s Groundwater Recovery Enhancement and Treatment (GREAT)
E § © Monitoring 1.4.3 project, and the Oxnard—Hueneme (OH) Pipeline and the Freeman Diversion Project, both operated by UWCD (Table 1-11)."
2. 3 ol 1- and Operational to
5 < 2| Administrative Management | Flexibility "Examples of projects that have increased operational flexibility within the Oxnard Plain include the City of Oxnard’s Groundwater Recovery Enhancement and Treatment (GREAT)
Information Plans Limitations Program, and the Oxnard—Hueneme (OH) Pipeline and the Freeman Diversion Project, both operated by UWCD (Table 1-11)."
S 252 § Requested Revision on Page 1-22
E § § § "Despite the coordination of projects and programs within the Oxnard Subbasin, limits to operational flexibility remain. These limits include constraints imposed by interaction with
S e other regulatory programs, including the federal Endangered Species Act and the Recycled Water Policy (2009, amended 2013) that was adopted by the State Water Resources
5 2 1.4-Existing Control Board."
Flw Monitoring 1.4.3 to
© E 1- and Operational "Despite the coordination of projects and programs within the Oxnard Subbasin, limits to operational flexibility remain. State law prohibits the direct potable use of recycled water.
§ Administrative | Management | Flexibility Also, these limits include constraints imposed by interaction with other regulatory programs, including the federal Endangered Species Act and the Recycled Water Policy (2009,
< Information Plans Limitations amended 2013) that was adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board. "
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5| 2|5¥s
< § § o Requested Revision on Page 1-24
S e "Several of the projects and management actions identified in this GSP (Chapter 5) would build upon the GREAT program by expending the AWPF’s capacity, increasing utilization of
S 35 the recycled water in lieu of groundwater for irrigation, and connecting the recycled water delivery system to groundwater recharge facilities operated by UWCD."
= ?'_, to
© E 1- 1.5-Existing "Several of the projects and management actions identified in this GSP (Chapter 5) would build upon the GREAT program by expanding the AWPF’s capacity, increasing utilization of
§ Administrative | Conjunctive- the recycled water in lieu of groundwater for irrigation. REMOVE FROM DOCUMENT:, and connecting the recycled water delivery system to groundwater recharge facilities
< Information Use Programs | N/A operated by UWCD.
C oo ~ O =
g| 2|958 y
= § E § Requested Revision on Page 1-24
Sed "Reduced groundwater allocations may put increased pressure on water purveyors to use the maximum SWP allocations available, which are already highly limited by climate and
5 g 2 competing demands."
Fl § 1- 1.5-Existing to
o< Administrative | Conjunctive- "Reduced groundwater allocations may put increased pressure on water purveyors to use the maximum SWP allocations available, which are already very expensive and highly
Information Use Programs | N/A limited by climate and competing demands."
IS
= g2 ¢
3ded
s g gé’ Requested Revision on Page 1-24
za § 1- N ‘ 1.5-!EX|st|r\g "Several of the projects and management actions identified in this GSP (Chapter 5) would build upon the GREAT program by expending the AWPF’s capacity, increasing..."
o< Administrative | Conjunctive- to
Information Use Programs | N/A "Several of the projects and management actions identified in this GSP (Chapter 5) could build upon the GREAT program by expending the AWPF’s capacity, increasing..."
c o |~ O %
% = g g % 1.6-Land Use Requested Revision on Page 1-33
= g o L Elements or "Potential UWCD projects to be implemented in the future include the Full Advanced Treatment Program, which would entail a collaborative agreement between the City of Oxnard
S_) S a Topic 1.6.2 Urban and several agricultural entities to deliver recycled water from the City of Oxnard’s AWPF through UWCD’s Pumping Trough Pipeline and the Pleasant Valley Pipeline for agricultural
2 g % 1- Categories of | Water users in the Oxnard Plain."
5 &£ 2| Administrative | Applicable Management
Information General Plans | Plans Remove this quote entirely from document.
gl 2|28 1.6-Land Use
= § & § Elements or Requested Revision on Page 1-35
de0d Topic 1.6.2 Urban "Oxnard’s water supplies include imported water from CMWD, groundwater from UWCD, and groundwater produced from local wells."
G g 2| 1- Categories of | Water to
.g ﬁ § Administrative | Applicable Management "Oxnard’s water supplies include imported water from CMWD, groundwater pumped by UWCD as part of a supply agreement negotiated in 1996, and groundwater produced from
Information General Plans | Plans local wells."
c W |~V = 1.6-Land Use
2] = £ 2 Elements or
= <% .g Topic 1.6.2 Urban Requested Revision on Page 1-36
.9 § 2| 1- Categories of | Water “Consumers of this recycled water include PVCWD and some agricultural operators. Potential consumers include PHWA and UWCD (City of Oxnard 2015).”
2 2 5| Administrative | Applicable Management
5 < = Information General Plans | Plans Remove quote entirely from document. There are many more potential customers than what are listed.
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§| 2| 5L
= s 3 § 1.6-Land Use
dea Elements or
5 82 Topic 1.6.2 Urban Requested Revision on Page 1-37
=72 § 1- Categories of | Water "Because the City of Oxnard is a coastal city partially dependent on groundwater extractions and UWCD supplies, its UWMP will be impacted by these GSP components."
o< Administrative | Applicable Management to
Information General Plans | Plans "Because the City of Oxnard is a coastal city significantly dependent on groundwater extractions, its UWMP will be impacted by these GSP components.”
[ oo ~ O =
Q| Z| o3z .
< © > 9 Requested Revision on Page 1-42
C —
3 ed "The permitting agencies monitor and enforce these standards by requiring drilling contractors with a valid C-57 license to submit permit applications for the construction,
5 0 2 1.7-Well modification..."
i § 1- Permitting to
o < Administrative | Policies and "The permitting agencies monitor and enforce these standards by requiring drilling contractors with the appropriate valid contractor’s license to submit permit applications for the
Information Procedures 1.7.1 FCGMA construction, modification...”
§| 2|34s
<
2 g g 18-
8 S a Notification Requested Revision on Page 1-45
= X
g 2 5 1- and 1.8.2 Summary " Beneficial uses of groundwater from the Oxnard Subbasin include agricultural, M&I, urban, and environmental uses."
5 = | Administrative | Communicati | of Beneficial to
Information on Uses and Users "Beneficial uses of groundwater from the Oxnard Subbasin include agricultural, M&I, and environmental uses.”
c W | ~Q 5
% Z | 7D Tg 5 Requested Revision on Page 2-27
= g ?; e "An elevated risk of seawater intrusion has been found to exist near Port Hueneme and Point Mugu due to the near shore presence of the groundwater—seawater contact in deeply
S_) S a incised submarine canyons (UWCD 2016a). "
o B
z9 2 o . _— . . |
o< = 2.3- "An elevated risk of seawater intrusion has been found to exist near Port Hueneme and Point Mugu due to the near shore presence of the groundwater—seawater contact in deeply
2 - Basin Groundwater | 2.3.3 Seawater incised submarine canyons (UWCD 2016a). Due to this higher risk at Oxnard’s coastal area, the City of Oxnard chose to cease pumping in that area and instead entered into the OH
Setting Conditions Intrusion pipeline agreement with UWCD.”
g 23528
= €39
s -5 Requested Revision on Page 2-47
E § P "These municipal users may also receive imported water supplied by the CMWD. "
2 2% 2-Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.1Sources of | to
= un
O < = Setting Budget Water "These municipal users also receive imported water supplied by the CMWD, which has been purchased in lieu of greater amounts of groundwater pumping.”
c oo ~ O =
Q| Z| w38
< T S 9 .
= S = Requested Revision on Page 2-47
E S 2,, "UWCD’s water source for the PTP and PVP consists primarily of surface water obtained at the Freeman Diversion, which may include State Water Project water from Lake Piru."
o B <
z%5 2 . t° o . o . . .
5 & 2| 2-Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.1 Sources of | "UWCD’s water source for the PTP and PVP consists primarily of surface water obtained at the Freeman Diversion, which may include State Water Project water from Lake Piru and
Setting Budget Water Article 21 imported water.”
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g 23528
= 83 i
X o -5 Requested Revision on Page 2-49:
% E 9 "These diversions may include State Water Project water held at Lake Piru and then delivered to the UWCD via the Santa Clara River."
R _ . R
z § 2 B.asm 2.4-Water 2.4.1 Sources of | to . . . . . . . . .
o< Setting Budget Water "These diversions may include State Water Project water held at Lake Piru and then delivered to the UWCD via the Santa Clara River and purchased imported water.”
. Requested Revision on Page 2-51:
C oo ~ O
= 0O
% = _(E“ 2 *g "However, the first phase of the GREAT program’s Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) was recently completed, which provides this supply to PVCWD and other growers on
- <% = 2.4.3 Current the southern part of the Oxnard Subbasin."
E § P and Historical to
2 ‘3 o/ 2-Basin 2.4-Water Water Budget "However, the first phase of the GREAT program’s Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) was completed in 2015, which provides this supply to PVCWD and other growers on
2 0
O < = Setting Budget Analysis the southern part of the Oxnard Subbasin.”
5| ¥l 52
= g2 9
£ =
St g
B Requested Revision on Page 2-55:
fy ﬁ § 2 - Basin 2.4-Water 2.4.2 Sources of | "Error! Reference source not found."
© Setting Budget Water Discharge | Revise with the correct input reference.
‘g 23 % § Requested Revision on Page 3-2:
= § E & "Proposed reductions in groundwater production must take into account both the potential economic disruption to the agricultural industry in the Subbasin, and the uncertainty in
Ze0 the estimated sustainable yield of the Subbasin."
< 3 2| 3-Sustainable | 3.2- to
(@] wv —
=72 § Management | Sustainability "Proposed reductions in groundwater production must take into account both the potential economic disruption to the agricultural industry in the Subbasin, the greater economic
o< Criteria Goal N/A effects on the basin as a whole, the interference with municipal water supply planning and rate setting, and the uncertainty in the estimated sustainable yield of the Subbasin.”
. Requested Revision on Page 3-2:
C oo ~ O
= O
% = _(E“ 2 *8‘ “If production is reduced linearly between 2020 and 2040, the estimated groundwater production reduction necessary throughout the geographic extent of the Oxnard Subbasin
- i over the first 5 years is approximately 4,500 AFY."
E § 2 3 - Sustainable | 3.2- to
2 ‘@2 | Management | Sustainability "If production is reduced linearly between 2020 and 2040, the estimated groundwater production reduction necessary throughout the geographic extent of the Oxnard
= un
O < = Criteria Goal N/A Subbasin over the first 5 years is approximately 4,500 AF total (900 AFY).”
. Requested Revision on Page 3-4:
C oo ~ O
= O
E = '(E“ 2 *8‘ "It is expected that there will be some landward migration of this front between 2020 and 2040 as the FCGMA Board and stakeholders in the Subbasin undertake the necessary
= I 3.3.1 Chronic projects and management actions toward achieving sustainability in 2040."
.9 § 2 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- Lowering of to
2 ‘2 ©| Management | Undesirable Groundwater "It is expected that there will be some landward migration of this front between 2020 and 2040 as the FCGMA Board and stakeholders in the Subbasin undertake projects and
2 0
O < = Criteria Results Levels management actions toward achieving sustainability in 2040.”
c oo ~ O =
% % J_é g Requested Revision on Page 3-5:
~ ea g w2
dead "Numerical groundwater model simulations indicate that there has been approximately 101,000 acre-feet (AF) of storage loss in the Oxnard Subbasin over the 31 years from 1985
S g % 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- 3.3.2 Reduction | to 2015 (Section 2.3.2, Estimated Change in Storage; Appendix C)."
> % O .
2 4= Management | Undesirable of Groundwater
o< Criteria Results Storage This is the wrong reference of Appendix C. Revise with the corresponding reference.
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s| 2l3es
= g2 0 . -
b 3.3.6 Depletions | Requested Revision on Page 3-10:
= % I, 3 - Sustainable | 3.3- of "This unit is not currently considered a principal aquifer of the Oxnard Subbasin (Section 2.2.4, Principal Aquifers and Aquitards)."
> @ § Management | Undesirable Interconnected
O < Criteria Results Surface Water This is the wrong reference of Section 2.2.4. Revise with corresponding Section reference.
c (oY) R =
% = :_,CU % Requested Revision on Page 3-14:
= é % "It is important to remember that there are several sources of uncertainty in the model predictions. These sources of uncertainty include, but are not limited to, the prediction of
i © future climate, future diversions from the Santa Clara River, and future groundwater production distribution in the Subbasin. The uncertainty in each of these factors is anticipated
T 5 to decrease with time. As these factors are better understood, the minimum thresholds should be reassessed, and adjustments should be made, when warranted by the
g % assessment."
8 e to
g & 3.4.1 Chronic "It is important to remember that there are several sources of uncertainty in the model predictions. These sources of uncertainty include, but are not limited to, the prediction of
5 3 - Sustainable Lowering of future climate, future diversions from the Santa Clara River, groundwater model assumptions and assigned values, and future groundwater production distribution in the Subbasin.
Management | 3.4-Minimum | Groundwater The uncertainty in each of these factors is anticipated to decrease with time. As these factors are better understood, the minimum thresholds should be reassessed, and
Criteria Thresholds Levels adjustments should be made, when warranted by the assessment.”
g 23528
= § E § Requested Revision on Page 3-17:
dead "Such a reduction may impact the value of agricultural land, drive changes in crop types, result in temporary fallowing of agricultural acreage, and cause economic disruption to the
5 g L regional economy."
Flt § 3 - Sustainable to
C < Management | 3.4-Minimum | 3.4.3 Seawater "Such a reduction may impact the value of land, drive changes in crop types, result in temporary fallowing of agricultural acreage, impede development, raise water rates, and cause
Criteria Thresholds Intrusion economic disruption to the regional economy.”
§| 2 8
= o The following wells;
a 02N21WO07L06S
L 02N22W23B07S
= 02N22W36E05S
2 02N22W23B04S
S 02N22W23B05S
% 3-1 Minimum 02N22W23B06S
g Threshold 02N22W36E03S
@ Groundwater 02N22W36E04S
i Elevations by 01N23W01C02S
i= Well, 02N21WO07L04S
g Management 01N21W07J02S
9_ Area, and 01N21W21H02S
2 Aquifer for 02N21WO07L03S
5 Key Wells in 02N21WO07L05S
the Oxnard
Tables Subbasin N/A Do not match Table 3-2 proposed minimum thresholds. The included wells are recorded differently between the two tables and should be revised to coordinate.
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5 % § The following wells;
= § 02N21WO07L06S
a 02N22W23B07S
2 02N22W36E05S
= 02N22W23B04S
L 02N22W23B05S
Q 02N22W23B06S
= 02N22W36E03S
IS 02N22W36E04S
2 01N23W01C02S
< 02N21W07L04S
T 01N21W07102S
g 3-2 01N21W21HO02S
8 Measurable 02N21WO07L03S
g Objectives 02N21WO07L05S
5 and Interim
Tables Milestones N/A Do not match Table 3-1 proposed minimum thresholds. The included wells are recorded differently between the two tables and should be revised to coordinate.
E z E % g Requested Revision on Page 4-4:
= g & o 4.2- "These diversions are used to deliver surface water to agricultural users in lieu of groundwater production and are used for recharge, via UWCD’s spreading grounds, to the
E E a Description of groundwater aquifers in the Subbasin."
° g %‘ Existing 4.2.2 Surface to
5 & 2| 4-Monitoring | Monitoring Conditions "These diversions are used to deliver surface water to agricultural users in conjunction with groundwater production used for recharge, via UWCD’s spreading grounds, to the
Networks Network Monitoring groundwater aquifers in the Subbasin.”
5| ¥ 52
= 829
é E é 4.6-Potential | 4.6.1 Water
g g g Monitoring Level Requested Revision on Page 4-13:
5 &2 = Network Measurements: | "A monitoring well in this area would help constrain groundwater gradients in the northwestern Subbasin."
4 - Monitoring | Improvement | Spatial Data to
Networks s Gaps "A monitoring well in this area would help constrain groundwater gradients in the northwestern area of the Subbasin.”
g| 2| Eg
.f 2%
25
Sy
T o
g % 5.1- Requested Revision on Page 5-1:
8 S Introduction "As currently envisioned, the projects in this GSP would be implemented by the project proponent or sponsoring agency. However, FCGMA may opt to implement projects in the
g g to Projects future as necessary to achieve sustainability in the Subbasin."
5 5 - Project and to
Management | Management "As currently envisioned, the projects in this GSP would be implemented by the project proponent or sponsoring agency at its discretion and with full compensation. However,
Actions Actions N/A FCGMA may opt to implement its own additional projects in the future as necessary to achieve sustainability in the Subbasin.”
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§| 2| €58
= § E Requested Revision on Page 5-2:
% e "The AWPF is designed to initially treat approximately 8 to 9 million gallons per day (mgd) of secondary effluent from the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant and produce 6.25
E mgd of product water for reclaimed water uses. This is equivalent to 7,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of product water that can be delivered through existing infrastructure. The AWPF
b is currently producing up to 4,600 AFY. Advanced purified water was first delivered to agricultural operators in 2016. The portion of the project that is being considered for inclusion
g 5.2-Project in GSP is the additional water that is being purchased by FCGMA to reduce groundwater extractions for which no Recycled Water Pumping Allocation is issued."
a No.1- to
i GREAT "The AWPF is designed to initially treat approximately 8 to 9 million gallons per day (mgd) of secondary effluent from the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant and produce 6.25
_(9“ Program mgd of product water for reclaimed water uses. This is equivalent to 7,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of product water that can be delivered through existing infrastructure. The AWPF
< Advanced is currently producing up to 4,600 AFY. Advanced purified water was first delivered to agricultural operators in 2016. By agreement and in accordance with FCGMA Resolution 13-
E 5 - Project Water 02, the City receives Recycled Water Pumping Allocations at one acre-foot for each acre-foot of recycled water use that results in decreased groundwater pumping. The project that
2 Management | Purification is being considered for inclusion in the GSP is to provide recycled water for landscape irrigation, agricultural, industrial process water and/ or groundwater recharge in lieu of
5 Actions Facility N/A pumping with FCGMA providing payment in exchange of recycled water pumping allocations.”
o 2 E % g 5.2-Project
= gz ¢ No.1-
S % e GREAT
g 2 Program
5 & Advanced Requested Revision on Page 5-4:
g 5 - Project Water "The City of Oxnard receives a Recycled Water Pumping Allocation for delivered water used by farmers in lieu of groundwater production. Implementation"
a Management | Purification to
< Actions Facility N/A "The City of Oxnard receives payment plus a Recycled Water Pumping Allocation for delivered water used by farmers in lieu of groundwater production. Implementation”
§| 2| £
= %o 5.2-Project
24 No.1-
S g GREAT
s 2 Program
g i Advanced Requested Revision on Page 5-4:
5 S | 5- Project Water "The cost of the water produced by the GREAT Program AWPF Project is approximately $3,100 per AF."
= % | Management | Purification
O Actions Facility N/A Remove quote entirely from GSP.
E =3 g g 5.3-Project
= 29 No. 2 -
ﬁ a GREAT
- = Program Requested Revision on Page 5-5:
§ § Advanced "GREAT Program AWPF Expansion Project water was included in future groundwater modeling scenarios to examine the impact that the project will have on the sustainability
3 % Water criteria. This project was incorporated in the modeling along with the GREAT Program AWPF Project (see Section 5.2, Project No. 1 — GREAT Program Advanced Water Purification
G & Purification Facility) and the temporary fallowing of agricultural land (see Section 5.6). Therefore, the relationship between the impact of this project alone and the sustainability indicators has
.g 5 - Project Facility not been quantified. Rather, the potential effect of this project in the context of all of three of these projects is presented in this discussion."
Management | Expansion
Actions Project N/A Remove Section 5.3.2 from Document.
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c oo ==
9 z &L
<= = O .. .
= R Requested Revision on Page 5-8:
ﬁ a "The RiverPark—Saticoy GRRP Recycled Water Project is the same as the GREAT Program AWPF Expansion Project, as incorporated into the numerical groundwater model
> 2 5.4-Project simulations, because the RiverPark—Saticoy GRRP Recycled Water Project simply provides the infrastructure to convey the water. It does not provide additional water to the
o O . . n
T = No.3 - Subbasin beyond what was modeled for the GREAT Program AWPF project.
C
< O RiverPark— to
o =
5 S | 5- Project Saticoy GRRP "The RiverPark—Saticoy GRRP Recycled Water Project simply provides the infrastructure to convey the water and is dependent upon the GREAT Program AWPF Expansion Project.
F & Management | Recycled This was incorporated into the numerical groundwater model simulations. It does not provide additional water to the Subbasin beyond what was modeled for the GREAT Program
o Actions Water Project | N/A AWPF project."
§| 2| 528
= 58 % 5.9-
= g
C>C<) % a Management Requested Revision on Page 5-17:
5 g _"E’ 5 - Project Action No. 3 - "5.9 MANAGEMENT ACTION NO. 3 — WATER MARKET PILOT PROGRAM"
il § Management | Water Market to
o < Actions Pilot Program | N/A "5.8 MANAGEMENT ACTION NO. 2 — WATER MARKET PILOT PROGRAM"
.§ =3 E -,EU Requested Revision in footnote 1, Page ES-1
<
= 5 6C< "Sources of water high in chloride in the Oxnard Subbasin include modern-day seawater as well as non-marine brines and connate water in fine-grained sediments."
Executive ES.1- to
Summary Introduction N/A "Sources of water high in chloride in the Oxnard Subbasin include modern-day seawater as well as non-marine brines and connate brines in fine-grained sediments."
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FAMILY EAR;S
Sustainable Farming for a Healthier Life!

September 19, 2019

Via email: keely.royas@ventura.org and online portal for comments

Board of Directors

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009-1610

Re:  Draft GSP

To The Board of Directors:

Our company owns land and farms in the Oxnard Basin (“Oxnard Basin”) and the
Pleasant Valley Basin (“PV Basin”). The purpose of this correspondence is to provide
comments to both (i) the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Oxnard Basin dated July
2019 (the “Draft Oxnard GSP”) and (ii) the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the
Pleasant Valley basin dated July 2019 (“Draft PV GSP”). The Draft Oxnard GSP and the Draft
PV GSP shall be referred to herein occasionally as the “Draft GSPs”.

We have provided comments to the Fox Canyon GMA Board (the “Board”) on various
issues over the past 2 years that relate to the issues re-addressed in the Draft GSPs. We request
that all those comment letters be made part of the record for this comment period.

Our additional comments to the Draft GSPs are as follows:

1. The Draft GSPs must be rejected as they were not created in a fair, independent or
legal process of representative government.

The Board did not undertake a proper process for creation of the Draft GSPs because (i)
there is not adequate representation of overlying water rights holders on the Board; (ii) there are
conflicts of interest on the Board; and (iii) Jeff Pratt has several conflicting duties and holds
incompatible offices.

a. No Adequate Representation. FCGMA was created as a public agency
charged with the management of groundwater resources in the southwestern portion of
Ventura County, California. The Board is made up of stakeholders in groundwater
management. The makeup of the Board with these various stakeholders was appropriate
at the time of creating FCGMA because the goal was to manage the water resources for
the benefit of all stakeholders.

GROWERS - PACKERS - SHIPPERS
P.O. Box 1188 « Oxnard, CA 93032 « P. 805.487.7801 « F. 805.483.1286

www.DeardorffFamilyFarms.com




However, the Board does not have the proper representative makeup now that it is
acting as a GSA to regulate groundwater use. The Board has effectively moved from
“manager” to “regulator”. For example, the Board will now be required to perform the
duties and exercise the necessary powers of a GSA to develop, implement, and enforce a
groundwater sustainability program under SGMA. As such, the Board must have
adequate representation from the overlying water rights holders — who own 100% of the
safe yield from the basin. However, the FCGMA rules do not provide for any
representation whatsoever from overlying water rights holders. Instead, the FCGMA
rules require the Board to be made up with (i) a member of the Board of Supervisor; (ii) a
UWCD board member; (iii) a selection for the five city councils; (iv) a mutual water
company representative; and (v) a representative from a local farm group. Because
overlyers have no representation on the Board, the Board cannot legally act as a GSA.
This is simply not a representative agency.

b. Conflicts of Interest. The Board claims that is has the power “over
groundwater production”. (Draft PV GSP at 5.3.1). Indeed, the central tenant of the Draft
GSPs is that the Board will exert an alleged power to reduce groundwater pumping and
allocate groundwater pumping to the various water users. The problem is every member
of the Board is engaged in groundwater production. In other words, the Board allegedly
now has power over their own groundwater production as well as the power over those
who are competing with the Board members for a groundwater allocation. Therefore, the
entire Board has a conflict of interest and cannot by law be making decisions on
reductions and/or allocations. The Board members and the agencies they represent will
personally benefit from the decisions made by the Board. That is a classic and clear
conflict of interest and, therefore, the Draft GSPs must be rejected in their entirety and
redone by an independent body of decision makers.

Contlicts of interest regarding water rights are so important that the court system
is required to move cases deciding water production issues to a court outside their
district. Even judges who are professionally trained in independence are presumed to
have a conflict of interest for no other reason that they are present in a district in which
the water production is occurring. As an example, the court in the Las Posas litigation
moved the case from the Ventura County to Santa Barbara due to the possible conflicts of
interest. The judge was not a groundwater pumper, he simply lived in Ventura County
and, therefore, was legally deemed to have a conflict of interest. Here, it is even worse.
The Board members are not just present in the district, they are in the groundwater
business. So, the Board’s conflicts are not just legal (like in the Las Posas case) they are
actual and obvious. In short, the Board cannot legally exert power over water production
decisions because they have a conflict of interest.

Clearly, FCGMA was never intended to have power “over groundwater
production”. If it were intended to have such power, the Board would consist of neutral
parties who do not have any “legal” or “actual” conflicts of interest. This Board is made
up of actual groundwater businesses that will personally benefit from exercising their
newly claimed power “over groundwater production”. This is a clear conflict requiring
the Draft GSPs to be redone by a neutral party. If on the other hand, the Board claims
there is no conflict, then the Board must at least even the playing field by appointing



overlyers to the Board (see section 1.a., above). The Board cannot legally claim there is
no conflict on the one hand and then on the other hand bar the most senior water rights
holders from representation on the Board due to claims they are conflicted. The “rules”
for some water users should apply to all water users as far as representation on the Board.

C. Incompatible Office. Jeff Pratt is currently holding two incompatible
offices. The existence of incompatible offices occurs when the functions of one person in
two distinct roles or offices are inherently inconsistent or detrimental to the public
interest. Here, Mr. Pratt is both the Director of Public Works for Ventura County (in
charge of the administration, billing, customer service, operation, maintenance, design,
inspection, and construction of water services for the County) and the Executive Officer
of the FCGMA (which now has the alleged power under the Draft GSPs “over
groundwater production”). In short, Mr. Pratt runs the entity that consumes the
groundwater (Public Works in Ventura County) and also the entity that has the power to
decide who gets to consume the groundwater (FCGMA). He has been given the powers
of the fox guarding the hen house. It is inherently inconsistent to have one of the main
consumers of groundwater also in charge of allocating all of the groundwater. This is not
only a conflict, but it raises to the level of incompatible offices because it is determinantal
to the public interest in having fair, equitable and sustainable decisions made about the
use and allocation of groundwater resources. Because the public interest and trust is so
important, there is strong legal doctrines to prevent this type of self-dealing. The GSPs
must be redone in a legal and independent process in order to protect this public interest.

2. The Draft GSPs must be rejected because they fail to present viable management
actions to achieve sustainability.

The underlying premise of both Draft GSPs is that the Board has the power to reduce
groundwater pumping. Indeed, the plan in the Draft GSPs to achieve sustainability is for the
Board to force dramatic reductions in groundwater pumping. In some cases, the Board assumes
it has the power to reduce groundwater pumping by 50-100% simply by using regulations. In
other words, the Board assumes it has the power to regulate away all existing water right. There
is no discussion in the Draft GSPs of where this power comes from or the legal basis for
exercising the power. The Draft GSPs just assume that the Board has the power “over
groundwater production”. The assumption is wrong and the Drafts GSPs are woefully short of
complying with SGMA.

SGMA requires that a GSP include a full description of every management action being
used to meet the sustainability goals. In addition, SGMA requires a summary of the permitting
or regulatory process for every management action and an explanation of how the management
action will be accomplished, the legal authority for the management action and the costs.

Here, the Draft GSPs fail to follow SGMA because there is no explanation in the Draft
GSPs of how the regulation of groundwater pumping will be accomplished, the legal authority
for the regulations or the cost to implement regulations. The Draft GSP simply assumes the
Board has the right to ignore water rights laws and regulate away all ground water pumping.
There is no language in the Draft GSPs that even attempts to explain this power or otherwise



comply with the legal requirement of SGMA regarding explanations of management actions.
Nothing. As such, neither the State nor any stakeholders have the ability to properly review the
Draft GSPs and the management actions therein to determine their viability. For that reason
alone, the Draft GSPs must fail.

In addition, the Board does not have the legal power to regulate away groundwater rights.
The right to groundwater production is a legal property right that has long been recognized in
California. And, SGMA itself clearly states that nothing in the provisions nor in any
groundwater management plan “determines or alters surface water rights or groundwater rights
under common law or any provision of law that determines or grants surface water rights”. The
Draft GSPs do not in any way acknowledge this legal fact or incorporate it into the management
actions. Accordingly, the Draft GSPs cannot be legally implemented in their current form.

The Draft GSP must incorporate existing water rights law. The current groundwater
rights in the Oxnard Basin and PV Basin entitle overlyers to 100% of the safe yield. There has
been no adjudication to alter this legal fact. The Draft GSPs must apply current water rights to
the management actions. That has not been done here. The Board has instead considered several
“allocation plans” over the past few years that would result in a re-assignment of water rights
away from their rightful legal owners (the overlyers) and to the non-overlying entities (the cities,
counties and mutual water districts that are represented by the Board members). In other words,
the Board is using the SGMA process to self-adjudicate the basins in their own conflicted vision
of redistributing water rights. The Board desires to take water rights from their rightful legal
owners and assign the rights to their own entities. This attempted taking is illegal under the
California Constitution, SGMA, California water codes and common law water rights. In short,
the Draft GSPs have incorporated an illegal taking of groundwater rights as it principal
management action and, therefore, must be completely rejected.

In addition, the overlyers right to 100% of the safe yield is a correlative right and,
therefore, not subject to allocation. Using this as the starting point, the Draft GSPs are required
to then explain the management actions to reach sustainability — which all stakeholders
acknowledge may require reductions to groundwater production. The Draft GSP must explain
how these reductions will be accomplished, the legal authority for the reduction plan and the
costs of the plan. For example, the Draft GSPs could suggest a management action to purchase a
portion of the 100% of groundwater owned by the overlyers. Some estimates call for 30,000
acre-feet of reductions. Using this example, the Draft GSP is required by SGMA to explain the
purchase plan (maybe using the market that is also suggested in the Draft GSPs), the legal
authority for the purchase plan and the costs (which using $1,500/ acre-foot would be
$45,000,000 annually). If the Draft GSP provided all that detail (as required by SGMA), the
proper analysis of the management action could be done. However, the Draft GSPs cannot
simply assume there is an omnipresent power to steal the $45,000,000 of groundwater from its
rightful owners under the guise of “management”. Again, there is no power to take these water
rights away from their rightful owners. The Draft GSPs need to fully explain a legal
management action plan for the reduction of groundwater production. Stealing water rights is
not a legal management plan.



3. The Draft GSPs must be rejected because no CEQA or environmental permitting
issues have been addressed.

The Draft GSPs must only be considered after there has been a proper environmental
impact report and all permitting issues have been explained. Admittedly, the creation of a GSP
is exempt from CEQA. However, the implementation of a GSP and all projects or management
actions must comply with CEQA. In addition, a GSP must (i) summarize how the management
actions and projects are going to comply with CEQA; (ii) explain any and all permitting
requirements; and (iii) analyze the costs of complying with CEQA and permits. Without
meeting these requirements there is no way to analyze the projects, managements actions and
general viability of a GSP.

In this case, the Draft GSPs propose the most significant change to groundwater pumping
and stormwater control in the history of Ventura County. And, no one has done any review
whatsoever of the environmental, physical, safety or economic consequences of these major
changes. In addition, the Draft GSPs do not even explain the process, implications or costs for
doing that review. In other words, there has been no due diligence on environmental matters.
Why approve a plan now that will be later undone and/or substantially amended when the
environmental review is conducted? That will just push back the proper management of these
basins for years and years. For that reason, SGMA requires that all management actions be
explained in detail along with the permitting and costs associated with implementation. These
Draft GSPs fail to do so and, therefore, have not presented “viable” management action plans.

As one example, stormwater control in Ventura County will be substantially and forever
impacted by the Draft GSPs. The Draft GSPs propose a substantial and permanent increase in
the groundwater levels in the OPV Basin and the PV Basin. They further suggest that these
groundwater levels be maintained every year — even in drought conditions. So, there will be no
hydrological fluctuations that would naturally occur in the basins due to the occurrence of rainy,
normal and dry years. Every year will maintain a high-water level. This type of artificial
manipulation of the groundwater basins has never been done before. The effect on stormwater
management will be the elimination of significant percolation and storage of stormwater runoff.
In other words, every year will be an El Nino for stormwater runoff because there will no longer
be any place for percolation and ground storage of rainfall. This will have significant and costly
affects for the environment, for infrastructure and for health and safety of citizens. Significant
flooding and erosion will occur every year — not just in wet years because the groundwater levels
will be maintained at levels higher than those of recent wet years. These effects need to be
studied in order to ensure the health and safety of the environment and citizen of Ventura
County.

As another example, the Draft GSPs suggest that there will be a substantial reduction in
groundwater pumping and do not provide an equal or offsetting source of replacement water. As
such, some or all of the existing uses of water for residential, municipal, industrial or agricultural
uses will be reduced — and in some cases, that reduction may be substantial. The Draft GSPs do
not in any way discuss the environmental effects of such reductions. There is no doubt there will
be substantial effects to the health and wellbeing of the citizens of Ventura County and the
environment when safe water is no longer available in adequate amounts - think Flint, Michigan



or dust bowl era effects. Ignoring these effects is simply at attempt at pollical expediency.
Thankfully, SGMA does not allow the Board to ignore the citizens of Ventura County. SGMA
requires the management actions be explained in full, the permits (like CEQA) analyzed and the
costs analyzed in the GSP. That was not done here.

These are just two examples of the Draft GSPs potential effects. There are considerably
more that all necessitate a professional and full analysis before any plans are approved and put
into action. SGMA requires such analysis and these Draft GSPs need to be updated and brought
into compliance with all such SGMA requirements.

4. The process for adoption of the Draft GSPs does not account for stakeholder input.

The Board is required to make a real effort to obtain stakeholder input on the Draft GSPs.
Here, there is no plan for actual stakeholder input. Instead, the Board has adopted the fastest
possible timeframe in order to exclude any real inclusion of stakeholder input in the final
product. By doing so, the Board is not following the letter or spirit of SGMA.

The Board states that public comments to the Draft GSPs will be presented to the Board
in early November and the final GSPs will be adopted on December 13, 2019 (just one month
later). There is no schedule for public meetings, debates or review sessions to go over public
comments. In addition, there is no time for staff and/or the third-party consultants to actually
review the legal, scientific and logistical issues raised in the public comments. In short, the
Board’s plan is to simply attach the comments to the Draft GSPs and not actually engage in any
analysis, debate or refinement of the Draft GSP