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Oxnard 
Plain
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On average, Santa 
Paula receives 90% of 

its total water-year 
rainfall by the end of 

March.

Average at end of 
March = 15.51”
(max = 39.33”)

Average at end of 
Water Year = 17.19”

(max = 44.77”)
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CM2-760 
•stable chloride for 

last 15 years ~10,000 
mg/l.  

•Last sample 10/3/2018 
chloride was 8,900 
mg/l







March 5, 2019 March 6, 2018







Recent Evolution, Current Status and Predictions:

 El Niño conditions are present. 
 Equatorial sea surface temperatures (SSTs) are above average 

across most of the Pacific Ocean. 
 The pattern of anomalous convection and winds are consistent 

with El Niño. 
 Weak El Niño conditions are expected to continue through the 

Northern Hemisphere spring 2019 (~55% chance).

Update prepared by:

Climate Prediction Center / NCEP      

4 March 2019



PrecipitationTemperature

April - June 2019







Capacity Length Pipe General Sitework Total

50 cfs 28 mi 36” RCP $57M $46M $103M

75 cfs 28 mi 48” RCP $72M $58M $129M



Piru wellfield 1

SFD pipeline

Piru wellfield 2

Fillmore wellfield
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Scenario Pipeline capacity 

(cfs)

Alternative Water 

Supply (AWS)

Surface water demand

Baseline n/a n/a Historic

S1-20 20 5000 DN Historic

S1-50 50 5000 DN Historic

S1-75 75 5000 DN Historic

S2-20 20 5000 DN + Art 21 Historic

S2-50 50 5000 DN + Art 21 Historic

S2-75 75 5000 DN + Art 21 Historic

S3-20 20 5000 DN + Art 21 Service area pumping

S3-50 50 5000 DN + Art 21 Service area pumping

S3-75 75 5000 DN + Art 21 Service area pumping

S4-20 20 5000 DN + Art 21 Service area + coastal pumping

S4-50 50 5000 DN + Art 21 Service area + coastal pumping

S4-75 75 5000 DN + Art 21 Service area + coastal pumping



Historic

Service Area Pumping

Service Area Pumping + Coastal
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Scenario Pumping Rate Changes

Avg. GW 
Extractions 

(AF/yr)

Reduction 
in Pumping

(%)

Base Case
No changes in 1985-2015

pumping rates
99,000 0

Reduced 
Pumping

50% “haircut” in pumping 49,000 50

Shifted
Pumping

No pumping in coastal area, 75% reduction in 
lower-aquifer pumping, 50% increase in upper-

aquifer pumping
69,000 30

43



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



Coastline

Leaky 
Confining 

Layer = 
10,000
AF/yr

Ocean

Recharge = 
60,000 
AF/yr

Aquifer

Bedrock

Pumping = 
100,000 

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.



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 (?) 

SY = 60,000 AF/yr (?)



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.



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 (?) 

SY not achieved



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.



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.

15,000 AF/yr (?) 

SY = 15,000 AF/yr (?)



Pumping = 
15,000 
AF/yr

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

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.



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.

30,000 AF/yr (?) 

30,000 AF/yr (?) 

SY not achieved



Pumping = 
30,000 
AF/yr

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.



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.

24,000 AF/yr (?) 

24,000 AF/yr (?) 

SY = 48,000 AF/yr (?)



Pumping = 
24,000 
AF/yr

Pumping = 
24,000 
AF/yr

The “Haircut” approach

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.



40,000 AF/yr (?) 

20,000 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 = 60,000 AF/yr (?)



60,000

Pumping = 
20,000 
AF/yr

Pumping = 
40,000 
AF/yr

The “Modified Haircut” approach

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.



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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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



Future agenda items/upcoming activities:



Modeling Performed by United:



1. Differences between PVCWD and FCGMA on groundwater use, partial or 
complete allocation for Conejo Creek surface water

2. Allow carryover of surface-water allocations, same as groundwater

3. 10-year rolling average for surface-water deliveries (instead of 5)

4. Allow allocation sharing among wells in a well field, without requiring a 
variance

5. Add language allowing exceedance of allocation during “Emergencies”

6. OH-user vs. United allocation language



Mound basin

Priority:  Medium => High
Reason:  Water quality, dependence on 
groundwater, forecasted population growth
GSA type:  JPA



• Contract with United for GSP support

• GSP contractor selected (Intera)



•Next meeting:  April 25 at 1:00 pm

• May be cancelled if not needed

•Future agenda items/upcoming activities:

• Groundwater isotope analysis (coordinate sampling with 
United)

• Team kick-off meeting, begin data exchange and analysis 
for GSP

• Plan for new monitoring wells

Future agenda items/upcoming activities:



Piru basin

Priority:  High
Reason:  Water quality, dependence 
on groundwater
GSA type:  JPA (Fillmore + Piru)

Fillmore basin

Priority:  Medium => High
Reason:  Water quality, dependence on 
groundwater, forecasted population growth
GSA type:  JPA (Fillmore + Piru)



• GSP contractor (Daniel B. Stephens & Assoc.) and United staff 
sharing data, preparing GSPs

• Renewed stakeholder outreach effort planned

• Presentation on SWP purchases by United



• Special BoD meeting:  March 28 at 5:00 pm

• Financial issues

• Next regular meeting:  April 18 at 5:00 pm

• Future agenda items/upcoming activities:

• Stakeholder engagement plan development

• Data exchange and analysis for GSP

• Plan for new monitoring wells

Future agenda items/upcoming activities:



Santa Paula basin

Priority:  Medium => Very Low
Reason:  Adjudicated
GSA type:  Technical Advisory Committee



• Draft 2017 Annual Report revised, resubmitted to TAC

• Must complete SGMA reporting for adjudicated basins by 
April 1, 2019

• TAC Working Group on groundwater elevation 
“triggers” making progress



•Next TAC meeting:  Sept. 5 (not a public meeting)

•Upcoming activities:

• Consider effects of Ventura SWP-Interconnection project on 
potential Santa-Paula-basin “yield enhancement” projects

• Progress regarding “triggers” document and funding for 
yield-enhancement projects

• Evaluate existing index wells, need for more pressure 
transducers?

Upcoming Activities





“Infiltration… through regional groundwater 
recharge projects, has the capacity to capture large 

volumes of water on both individual storm and 
annual time frames.”


