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. Short-Term Climate Forecast
. — —— ———



March 5, 2019 March 6, 2018



U.S. Seasonal Drought Outlook Valid for March 21 - June 30, 2019
Drought Tendency During the Valid Period Released March 21

Depicts large-scale trends based

on subjectively derived probabilities
guided by short- and long-range
statistical and dynamical forecasts.
Use caution for applications that

can be affected by short lived events.
"Ongoing"” drought areas are

based on the U.5. Drought Monitor
areas (intensities of D1 to D4).

NOTE: The tan areas imply at least
a 1-category improvement in the
Drought Monitor intensity levels by
the end of the period, although
drought will remain. The green
areas imply drought removal by the
end of the period (D0 or none).

_ . Drought persists

.o Drought remains but improves

Author: i
Brad Pugh )
NOAA/NWS/NCEP/Climate Prediction Center

Drought removal likely

QO Drought development likely
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R http://go.usa.gov/3eZ73
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El Nino/Southern Oscillation (E!



April - June 2019

Temperature Precipitation



6. Presentation of ASAPP
e



ASAPP Object

= Maximize surface water deliver:
Plain when importing alterna
SUDﬂIIDﬁ

How?

* Import alternative water supplies (AWE
* Maintain historic releases to Upper Basi
* AWS distributed to Upper Basins/OP pe

* Deliver stored water to OP via pipeline to surface
(when demand is not met by Freer

* Additional pipeline releases for recharge to
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ASAPP significantly increases
water deliveries (vs. basel

e SW deliveries increase !
6,000 — 15,000 AF/

e S2 not effective
(high AWS, low demand

* High AWS (6,000 AF/yr
benefits from delivery sys
expansion (53, Sz






Yields higher during dry:

e SW deliveries highe

during dry years for S1, S

* Net yield higher duri
dry years for all scenari



Evaluation of groundwat

—_

- \WI F

Seawater
" Intrusion




Baseline

51

S3



Baseline

51

53






UAS

LAS




Baseline S1 53 sS4

UAS

LAS




<

D




Conclusior

* Analysis of ASAPP yield and groundwater |
(assumed AWS imports of 3,000

 ASAPP effectively increases surface water d
Plain by 5,000 —15,0¢

* Significant increases in WLE in L/

—

* Significant decreases in onshore groundwater fl

(-11% to -85%
* ASAPP expected to increase sust

* Maximum benefits requires expansion of surf
svstem



Next Steps

* Finalize yield and groundwater benefi
* Engineering feasibility re
e Compare to groundwater benefits othe

4]



7. Effects of Pumping Locatior
SustainableYield and Sali
Intrusion in Oxnard Plain a
Pleasant Valley Basins—Conc
and Evaluations to Dat



Base Case

Reduced
Pumping

Shifted
Pumping

Pumping Rate Changes

No changes in 1985-2015
pumping rates

50% “haircut” in pumping

No pumping in coastal area, 75% reduction in
lower-aquifer pumping, 50% increase in upper-
aquifer pumping
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This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

100,000 AF/yr (?)

SY not achieved



Leaky Recharge =

.. . . | Confining Pumping = 60,000 1
This illustration is _ Layer = 100,000 AF/yr
i 10,000 AF
conceptual and ] Ao q/‘" G-
| Ocean Coastline

based on effects of

different
hypothetical  { ___[| _____
pumping scenarios. e P 4
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This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical

pumping scenarios.

Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

60,000 AF/yr (?)

° 0
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SY = 60,000 AF/yr (?)




This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

Pumping =
60,000
AF/yr




This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

@

O O
» 60,000 AF/yr (?)
O @)

A N

SY not achieved



This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

Pumping =
60,000
AF/yr




This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

SY = 15,000 AF/yr (?)



The “Shoot Yourself in the Foot through Your Head”
scenario

This illustration is
conceptual and

based on effects of Pulns‘f’oigg=
different
hypothetical

pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.




SY not achieved

This illustration is

conceptual and ’ o 30,000 AF/yr (?)
based on effects of

different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

© oW

30,000 AF/yr (?)



This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

Pumping =
30,000

/%

Pumping =
30,000
AF/yr




This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

SY = 48,000 AF/yr (?)

24,000 AF/yr (?)



The “Haircut” approach

Thisillustrationis | e A=
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This illustration is
conceptual and
based on effects of
different
hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
this scenario have
not been
quantitatively
evaluated, and the
values shown are
for illustrative
purposes only.

SY = 60,000 AF/yr (?)

40,000 AF/yr (?)



The “Modified Haircut” approach

This illustrationis "‘:‘“(;Fggf A

conceptual and i Pumping = AF/yr .

based on effects of 20,000 o
different

hypothetical
pumping scenarios.
Actual effects of
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community




Oxnard sub-basin (Oxnard Plain)

Priority: High — Critical

Reason: Seawater intrusion, overdraft

GSA: Fox Canyon GMA

Pleasant Valley basin

Priority: High — Critical
Reason: Saline intrusion, overdraft
GSA: Fox Canyon GMA

Las Posas basin

Priority: High
Reason: Water quality, overdraft
GSA: Fox Cyn. GMA




*Regular BoD meeting for March

* Held Special Meeting and GSP workshc
criteria on Marc!

* Working on revisions to Allocati

*Not clear whether a special BoD meet:

in April
* April TAG meeting cal

G0



* 1930-79 Climatic Conditi
e Base case (no reductioninr
* New projects, no reduction ir

* New projects, 35% reduction in Oxnard basin, 20% red

~

* Reduced pumping—45% in Oxnard basin, =
* Reduced pumping—55% in Oxnard basin, no red
* Reduced pumping—55% in Oxnard basin, 20°

* 1940-89 Climatic Conditi
* Base case (no reduction in
* Reduced pumping—45% in Oxnard basin, 25%

61
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Mound basin
Priority: => High

Reason: Water quality, dependence on
groundwater, forecasted population growth

GSA type: JPA




Recent Activities (as of March 21 Bc
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Piru basin

Priority: High

Reason: Water quality, dependence
on groundwater

GSA type: JPA (Fillmore + Piru)

Fillmore basin

Priority: => High
Reason: Water quality, dependence on
groundwater, forecasted population growth

GSA type: JPA (Fillmore + Piru)




Recent Activities (as of March 21 Bc
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Santa Paula basin

Priority: => Very Low

Reason: Adjudicated

GSA type: Technical Advisory Committee




Recent Activities
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12. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS



ADJOURNMENT

il e .

“Infiltration... through regional groundwater
recharge projects, has the capacity to capture large
volumes of water on both individual storm and
annual time frames.”

from Natural Resources Defense Cou
“June 2014 Issue Brief: Stormwater Capture Pote



