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Item 5.1


From: Friends of the Santa Clara River

To: uwmp; uwmp; Gary Martin; Matt Stone

Cc: Peter.Brostrom@water.ca.gov

Subject: comments on the Santa Clarita Water AGency UWMP
Date: Sunday, June 13, 2021 10:02:27 PM

Attachments: E@ UWMP Final Draft.pdf

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Please find our comments attached

From: uwmp uwmp @scvwa.org

Sent: May 26, 2021 3:57 PM

To: Friends of the Santa Clara River friendsofthesantaclarariver @earthlink.net, uwmp uwmp @scvwa.org, Gary
Martin gmartin@scvwa.org, Matt Stone mstone @scvwa.org

Cc: Peter.Brostrom @water.ca.gov Peter.Brostrom @ water.ca.gov

Subject: RE: Request for an extension to file comments UWMP

Mr. Danza,

Please find our attached response to your comment. Thank you.
Sarah Fleury

From: Friends of the Santa Clara River

Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 4:10 PM

To: uwmp ; Gary Martin ; Matt Stone

Cc: Peter.Brostrom @water.ca.gov

Subject: Request for an extension to file comments UWMP

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Please fnd our request attached.


mailto:friendsofthesantaclarariver@earthlink.net
mailto:uwmp@scvwa.org
mailto:uwmp@scvwa.org
mailto:gmartin@scvwa.org
mailto:mstone@scvwa.org
mailto:Peter.Brostrom@water.ca.gov

Friends of the Santa Clara River

PO Box 7719 Ventura, California 93006 (805) 320-2265
www.fscr.org

6-12-21

Board of Directors and

Sarah Fleury, Project Manager
SCV Water Agency

26521 Summit Circle

Santa Clarita, CA 91350

Re: SCV Urban Water Management Plan - Final Draft Redlined Version Dated 6-10-21

Sent via email to: uwmp@scvwa.org
Please copy all Board Members

Honorable Board Members and Ms. Fleury:

Thank you for honoring our request for an extension of time to comment on the UWMP with your
clarifying letter that all comments would be accepted and considered through the June 16" hearing.
We appreciated that change since we seem to be commenting on a moving target. On May 27" the
Agency posted an Errata document to the UWMP section of its website consisting of 26 pages. This
posting occurred almost a month after the release of the draft document for comment and only six days
before the close of the comment period. It includes substantial adjustments to several key tables in the
Plan, Table 4-1, 4-7. 4-10 and other statements that materially affect the water supply and the
comments we would make concerning that supply. Now a redlined version with changes has been
posted for review on June 10", giving the public little time to review and include these changes in their
comments.

Our focus on this UWMP is to ensure that water supplies for the upper Santa Clara River are accurately
disclosed. Over-stating existing supplies and modeling supplies that most likely will not be available in
the future frustrates the ability to supply clean, high quality water as new development is approved, as
well as undermining the work on the Ground Water Sustainability Plan to not over pump the Santa Clara
River and protect ground water dependent eco-systems. Over-pumping in the upper river will also
impact the health of the entire river system.

Therefore, the following comments focus on addressing areas where we see an over statement of water
supplies or language that is so confusing that planners are not able to use this document to determine
water availability for future needs.

Chapter 4

We concur with the changes made to table 4-1. Including the banked water emergency drought storage
in the previous table 4-1, implied that the Agency could supply an enormous amount of water on a
yearly basis. According to statements in footnotes and elsewhere in the document, it is disclosed that
this water is to “firm” existing supplies, not to be used to approve new development, however this was
very vague. Thank you for clarifying this.



However, we note that you have continued to include the Nichols water before it is contractually
available. As plaintiffs in litigation over Newhall Ranch and water issues during the last two decades, we
are very aware of agreements made between yourselves and Newhall Land and Farming, particularly in
the 2012 contract agreement for the purchase of Valencia Water Co where it states:
6.8 Conveyance of the Nichol Water. Notwithstanding any other provision of this agreement, by not
later than ninety (90) days after Newhall has received from Los Angeles County a final non reviewable
approval (and a final non-appealable judgment or order is obtained in any legal, equitable or
administrative action challenging such approval) of the final tentative map for the Newhall Ranch
project, Newhall, the Agency and the Company shall determine (based on the amount if any)by which
the ground water amounts set forth in the Newhall/SVR/Company agreements are insufficient to
meet potable water requirements within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan) how much, if any, Nickel
water is needed to make up such insufficiency. At that time Newhall Shall convey and assign to the
Agency or the Company (as determined by the Agency) all of its rights in and to the Nickel Water and
all of its rights and obligations under the Nickel Agreement.’

The Newhall Ranch project Specific plan consists of five tracts and some 25,000 units® with an estimated
buildout time of 25-30 years. While it was approved many years ago, work has only just begun on a first
tract with an initial approximately 500 units in the first phase of this tract not yet offered for sale.? Based
on this information, it is not plausible to begin including the Nickels water in 2035 as stated in Section
4.2, 4.2.3.2 7.3.6 and elsewhere in the document. Further, we wonder if it is legal to direct water to one
specific project developer where that water has paid for by the all residents of the Santa Clarita Valley
through 1% their property taxes and water rates paid to the Agency.

State Water Supply Reporting

After over a decade of litigation starting in the 1990s and spilling over into the new millennium
regarding the overstatement of state water supply reliability and the Monterey Agreement, we were
surprised to see the Agency continue with this mis-representation and overstatement of SWP supplies in
your Plan

We object to the inclusion of the full 95,000AF Table A amount on Table 4.3 when the agency is well
aware that only about half that amount is available in an average year. It is obvious from Table 4-2 of
state water deliveries to the Agency found on page 4-23 that since the Agency began requesting its full
entitlement in the early 2000s, less than half its full entitlement has been available for delivery on
average. (Years previous to 2000 also saw low SWP project availability, but the agency may not have
needed or requested its full amount. Please refer to the DWR Delivery Notices for more accurate
historical data). This year is a repeat of the lowest amount ever previously obtained (only 5%). It is
inaccurate and deceptive to include the full entitlement amount as though this amount is obtainable.
We suggest that Table 4-3 should state in the heading “with an entitlement of 95,000AF we expect to

' Eminent Domain Settlement Agreement Among Castaic Lake Water Agency, The Newhall Land and Farming
Company and Valencia Water Company, December 2012, page 24-25 Relevant pages attached, entire agreement
available on file at Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency which assumed all of Castaic Lake Water Agency’s contracts
upon the formation of SantaCLarita Water Agency (see Agency’s enabling legislation, SB634, 2018.

* Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, May 27", 2003 pg. 1-1

? “Today, March 31, 2021, that changed when I receive an announcement that “traditional” single-family homes
would be part of the growing list of Valencia homes. The models are currently under construction and will be
opening soon! The date for the Valencia Homes Grand Opening event has not been announced yet, but it is rumored
to be Summer 2021. When I know the exact date, I will let you know.” https://ranchontheriver.com/mission-village/



receive these amounts if it is an average year, then include the average received in the SCV area for the
last two decades.

Your Agency and its predecessor has never actually received 100% of your 95,000AF entitlement that is
included in this list, or the “95.000AF” as mentioned elsewhere as being available. One hundred per cent
has only been achieved in two years in the 1980’s according to DWR’s most recent Water Delivery
report (2019) and has not been realized since then (in a 40 year period). To give residents the false hope
and planners the false impression that the Santa Clarita Valley might ever receive a full water
entitlement is not realistic, and not transparent. It challenges your agency’s supposed commitment to
transparency and diminishes its credibility. We include the table below from the DWR SWP Water
Delivery Capability Report for wet years for your reference®:

Table 5-5. Estimated Average and Wet-Period Deliveries of SWP Table A Water (Existing Conditions, in
TAF/year) and Percent of Maximum SWP Table A Amount, 4,133 TAF/year

Wet Periods
2-Year 4-Year 6-Year 10-Year
(1982-1983) | (1980-1983) | (1978-1983) | (1978-1987)

Long-term | Single Wet

Year Average Year (1983)

2017 Report | 2,57 | 62% | 4,098 | 99% | 3,967 | 96% | 3,569 | 86% | 3,433 | 83% | 3,163 | 77%
1

2019 Report | 2,41 58% | 4,008 | 97% | 3,750 | 91% | 3,330 | 81% | 3,210 | 78% | 2,967 | 72%
4

As you can see, the 2019 Report states the long term average is 58% for wet years. Any reference to
100% should be removed.

Of course, average and dry years will produce much less water from the State Water Project on which
your Agency depends’.

Table 5-6. Estimated Average and Dry-Period Deliveries of SWP Table A Water, Excluding Butte County
and Yuba City (Existing Conditions, in TAF/year) and Percent of Maximum SWP Table A Amount, 4,133
TAF/year

. Dry Periods
Single
Long-term 2-Year 4-Year 6-Year 6-Year
Year Dry Year
Average (1977) Drought Drought Drought Drought

(1976-1977) | (1931-1934) | (1987-1992) | (1929-1934)

2017 Report | 2,571 | 62% | 336 | 8% | 1,206 | 29% | 1,397 | 34% | 1,203 | 29% | 1,408 | 34%

2019 Report | 2,414 | 58% | 288 | 7% | 1,311 | 32% | 1,228 | 30% | 1,058 | 26% | 1,158 | 28%

Accurately reporting State Water Supply has been an issue of concern to the Friends of the Santa Clara
River for over two decades as indicated by our objection in 2000 and the resulting litigation that ended
in the Court setting aside a state water transfer CEQA document (Friends of the Santa Clara River v.
Castaic Lake Water Agency, Feb. 6, 2002, 95 Cal.App.4th 1373)

Reduced Future Availability of Water Supply from Northern California
The Santa Clarita Valley currently receives approximately 50% of its water from Northern California in
normal years. But due to climate change, scientists have modeled a severe loss of the snowpack that will

* The Final State Water Project Delivery Capability Report 2019 August 26, 2020, pg 28
> Ibid. page 30




supply that water in future years. While previously State Water Project Water from Northern California
could be relied upon to provide that water, scientists now say that Climate Change will reduce snowfall
in the Sierras by as much as 64%° and thus reduce water available from that source for communities in
Southern California. For example, in drought years, such as the most recent severe drought of 2010-
2016 snow pack all but disappeared and communities such as the Santa Clarita Valley were left to rely
only on their own ground water.

Again, although snowpack was higher
than normal year in 2017, that trend
has not continued and with the rise in
temperatures predicted by climate
change, average Sierra snowpack will
decrease in the future making
imported water from Northern
%" California more difficult to obtain.
Tobkithe River Basin L Ao ‘ Droughts are cyclical, but as they

Sierra Nevada ¥ el Sieda Nev - become longer and more severe,
: ; water from Northern California will
become less available.
While we understand the Agency may
have a legal requirement to use the
DWR Water Delivery Capability
Report, we urge you to include more
information about the effect of climate change on the Sierra snowpack and the State Water Project so
that the public will be aware of the probability of a severely shrinking water supply due to climate
change.

March 2015, snow pack estimated to be at a five hundred

r‘-.-‘laf_ch 27, 2010 . March 29, 2015

e,

And now in 2021 we face a similar situation a mere
six years later - Lake Oroville is at 36% of average
and may reach its lowest level ever by this
September, after experiencing less than expected
run off from winter snows. DWR has issued a notice
that only 5% of SWP allocations will be delivered
this year as occurred in 2015.

The Plan lists several potential reservoir
improvements that may increase water supply in
the SCV. We remind everyone that with predicted
reduced snowfall in the Sierras as a result of
climate change, there will likely be no water to fill future dams. Thus, DWR is urging a reduction in
dependence on SWP imported water supply.

It is therefore important that the UWMP accurately disclose state water supply reliability estimates and
do a better job of explaining climate change impacts, since the SCV is so crucially dependent on it.

% See Los Angeles Times article by Alex Hall is a professor of atmospheric and oceanic sciences at UCLA
and director of the university’s Center for Climate Science, https://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/laoe-
hall-reich-sierra-snowpack-climate-change-20180402-story.html
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4.3.2.3 Ground Water Availability is Overstated

After reviewing the well level documents posted on the UWMP website (included by reference in these
comments), we note that some of your alluvial wells (such as the P wells) have not produced and others
have produced at lower production levels for many years. We believe this may be due to extensive new
pumping in the Aqua Dulce area for vineyards and livestock. Thus, it appears inaccurate to state that
these wells will be returned to service without further investigation of water levels.

We object to the use of well “capacity” rather than a range of actual well production for alluvial wells as
described in greater detail for Saugus wells below. Obviously, if an alluvial well has stopped producing
for many years due to drought, loss of recharge and upstream production, it does not matter what its
capacity is, it is not going to produce water. This kind of exaggeration and failure to take real facts into
consideration can only result in a future water shortage. We request that wells with zero or reduced
production be recorded as such and that all references to well capacity be removed.

We note that since Richard Slade produced his investigation of the Alluvial Aquifer’ (report included by
reference), that found perennial production to be 31,600 to 32,600 for two decades, every water report
in the SCV used that figure. Then in 2009 a flow model was produced by GSI and Scalmanini, two
consultants that had also done extensive work for Newhall Land and Farming, developer of the Newhall
Ranch project. The Agency flow model claims a much high production of up to 40,000AF can be
obtained. However, this much water has never been produced from the Upper watershed as is
documented in the posted water well production records. It was even further reduced during the 2013-
16 drought, according to those records. We urge you to include the actual data of well production from
alluvial wells rather than data from a model, as this is obviously a far more accurate representation of
what is actually available. We ask that you change the projected alluvial supplies in all tables to reflect
actual production.

Saugus Formation Wells

According to page 4-30 “Saugus pumping ranges between 7,500 and 15,000 AFY. Planned dry-year
pumping from the Saugus Formation ranges between 15,000 and 25,000 AFY during a drought year and
can increase to between 21,000 and 35,000AF. These amounts are entirely hypothetical. The agency is
well aware that at the moment, several Saugus wells are closed due to ammonium perchlorate
treatment and other wells have reduced production due to constraints of the well head treatment
system. There is no engineering study on aquifer pumping that indicates 35,000 AFY can be withdrawn
from the Saugus aquifer, nor are there wells drilled that can supply this amount of water, therefore
35,000 AF seems to be an amount pulled out of thin air. While we see that you have indicated the
number of wells that would be required to provide this amount of water, again, this figure seems to be
related to pumping capacity, NOT actual possible well production. The location of some of these wells
are near areas that have been contaminated by ammonium perchlorate or close to other wells which
might negatively influence production. You state in a different section that permitting has been delayed
for the two newest wells, since they are located near existing abandoned oil wells and the Dept of
Drinking Water has raised concerns about this. There is no approximation of additional costs that
ratepayers will be asked to bear. A timeline is proposed, but does not discuss remediation for pollutants,
a time line for new well studies or well development.

While we understand that the Plan does include a discussion of a probable timeline to bring wells
polluted with ammonium perchlorate, PCE , TCE and PFAS back on line, these amounts and the timeline

7 Slade, Richard, Perennial Yeild and Artificial Recharge of the Santa Clara River, 1988
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should be consistently disclosed throughout the document. Therefore, especially Table 4.4, but other
tables also should be adjusted downward to include these realities.

Use of “Permitted and Maximum Capacity” in Tables 4-7A and 4-8A

Listing permitted capacity for wells that currently do not pump that much and cannot pump that much
in a drought is confusing for planners that may not understand that “capacity” of the pump does not
equate with well production and is often not achievable. We do not understand why it is included other
than to create an illusion that more water is available than is actually the case. For instance, during a
drought a well may produce less or the water table may drop below its bowl so that it stops producing
altogether. This column should be eliminated on both tables.

The inclusion of a “Maximum” capacity where capacity beyond permitted limits is listed in the table is
even more concerning. Why is the Agency listing this capacity when it is unpermitted, unobtainable and
not an example of what actually is produced from the various wells? We request that this column be
removed for accurate disclosure of real water supply.

Thus, the statement on page 4.43 “With the restored capacity of Well 205 and the additional planned
new Saugus Formation wells, the total dry year combined capacity will increase to about 54,680 AFY. As
shown in Table 4-9, this combined capacity is more than sufficient to meet the multiple dry year
municipal production target of 33,880 AFY,” is totally inaccurate and extremely miss-leading because it
refers to “capacity” rather than production. The figures also do not coincide with the table it
references.

We request that all references to capacity be removed and well production ranges be inserted in their
stead in all tables. If capacity is required by law to be included, a large warning at the top of the table
should be inserted stating that capacity is not an indication of well production.

Addendum to the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan — reduction of reliance on the State Water
Project.
Regional reliance cannot be accomplished by merely crunching numbers and statistical percentage
analysis as proposed in this Addendum. It will take real actions. The Agency can and should provide
letters to planning agencies during the land use process suggesting actions that can be taken to enhance
ground water recharge of local aquifers such as:
®  Mapping of potential re-charge areas to promote their protection
e Channel widening where possible to enhance recharge
e QOppose concreting of tributaries
e relocation of land uses vulnerable to flooding so that floodplain recharge areas can be
protected
® Providing flood protection outside of the main channel to protect specific structures as
needed
® Reduce peak stream flow using detention and storage in a manner that enhances natural
habitat and conserves water
® Use of or acquisition of flood plains to reduce river flows and enhance recharge
e Use of native trees and shade to prevent evaporation
® Promote and encourage permeable pavement where feasible



Conclusion

We look forward to reviewing an updated version of this plan before it is approved. Please notify us of
any further edits that are made. We also request that the comment letter we wrote on the Drought
Contingency Plan, which is a part of the UWMP, be included as a comment on this document.

Sincerely,

i

James M. Danza, MS, AICP
Chair

Cc: DWR, Peter.Brostrom @ water.ca.gov




From:
To:

lgibson@scvwa.org

uwm

Subject: New submission from URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN Form

Date:

Tuesday, June 15, 2021 12:27:48 PM

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

My comments or questions on the Urban Water Management Plan

The Santa Clarita Valley has been my home since 1968. During that period of time our lovely valley has
experienced many variations in the available water supply, including numerous times when water use
has been rationed or restricted. Yet we seem to continue to “have enough water” to take care of any and
all developers that have designs on building here.

| often wonder how these residential developments can be justified, under existing circumstances. | fear
that semantics may be playing a role in these decisions. Having worked in contracts for a large
corporation for many years, | learned early on that the same word can have one meaning when used in a
contract, and a totally different meaning when used in the accounting reports and budgets. This was
within the same company!

Let me explain what | see as a problem relating to the very important issue of how our water supply is
described in the Urban Water Management Plan, especially on pages 4-42 through 4-43. Among the
various charts and explanations, that seem to show there is “plenty of water” to build any number of new
dwellings, the Water Agency seems to have confused the words “capacity” and “availability” (or
“production”) when discussing the amount of water that each well can produce. It is obvious that in some
places the Agency is referring to the capacity of a well pump, pipe line, etc., were they to be working at
their maximum mechanical ability. That is quite different from “available” water supply, which means, just
as stated, how much (producible, drinkable, hopefully) water is there. Right now? That is absolutely a
very different number! It could be so different, that if properly heeded, no more new developments would
be built.

The semantics gets into the picture when the words “capacity” and “available” (or in other words, the
actual production that a well can provide), though not the same word, are used interchangeably, as if
they were the same word, and had the same meaning, which they absolutely do not. This could cause
someone looking as these charts to believe there is a large amount of water available merely because
the well pump could operate at that level, regardless of whether that water is really there to be “produced”
from that source

| see the proper use of these words as a matter of being honest with the citizens of our valley and the
planners who must rely on this information to make decisions.. The actual facts of our water supply must
be fully disclosed and made available to all, especially to any person or agency involved with the
consideration of allowing more development to take place in this area that will be supplied by Santa
Clarita Valley Water.

Sally Louise White
26242 Park View Road
Valencia CA 91355

Name

SALLY WHITE

Email

sallywhite24@sbcglobal.net
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From: SCOPE

To: uwm
Subject: Comment letter on Final dfrat SCV UWMP
Date: Wednesday, June 16, 2021 7:48:25 AM

Attachments: L@Pm%draft finalComments.pdf

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Please see attached


mailto:exec-scope@earthlink.net
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SCOPE

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386
WWW.SCOpE.Org

6-14-21

Sarah Fleury, Project Manager
SCV Water Agency

26521 Summit Circle

Santa Clarita, CA 91350

Re: SCV Urban Water Management Plan

Sent via email to: uwmp @ scvwa.org
Please copy all Board Members

Honorable Board Members and Ms. Fleury:

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment was founded in 1987 to
focus on planning and conservation issues in the Santa Clarita Valley, watershed of the Santa
Clara River. We have participated in numerous water planning processes over the past two
decades

We previously submitted comments on the SCVWA Water Shortage Contingency Plan.
We ask that you and include those comments in the UWMP since the WSCP is a part of the
UWMP .

After we expressed concern about the late release of the Errata document and requested
an extension of time to comment, we received a letter from your General Manager indicating that
all comments would be accepted and revised through the June 16™ hearing. Now additional
changes have been made in a June 10™ document. We will be addressing that document as it
stands now.

Amendment to the 2015 UWMP and Comments on Chapter

We do not agree that the Agency can re-do a plan that was approved 5 years ago and was
relied upon for landuse approvals during that time. Further, the many steps that the Agency could
have taken to reduce reliance on imported water such as regularly commenting during landuse
approvals to promote protection of re-charge areas, permeable pavement, opposing box channels
in tributaries of the Santa Clara River, etc. are not being under taken. Regional self reliance will
only occur through the Water Agency’s willingness to promote and protect ground water
recharge, require conservation measures and increase the use of recycled water throughout the
whole valley, not just for new development in the Newhall Ranch project..

Though the calculations in this plan this amendment reduce the percentage of use of state
water supply as demand increases, it shows a substantial increase the actual amount of state
water used. The calculations also seem to treat the exchange and banking supplies as though they
are not from the State Water Supply, full well knowing that to be their origin
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As climate warming progresses. NOAA scientists and others predict a reduction and
potential complete loss of snow run off from the Sierras. It is therefore imperative that we protect
local sources and wean ourselves off of imported water to the extent possible for the future health
and welfare of the residents of the Santa Clarita Valley. We therefore believe that this
amendment should include some real actions that the Water Agency intends to take to make that
reduction possible.

Comments on the UWMP 2020 Report

Inappropriate Use of Castaic Lake As a Cover Photo

We continue to object to the Water Agency and its predecessor agency CLWA using
photos of Castaic Lake for its reports as though it owns or has access to all the water there. The
Water Agency has tried for many years to associate in the public’s mind the water stored in
Castaic Lake as a vast reliable source for the Santa Clarita Valley. The Agency is fully aware
that the this reservoir is owned by the Department of Water Resources and that the Agency has
only about 4600 AF of flexible storage, an amount that would only supply around month of water
demand to the Santa Clarita Valley. This constant visual of the Castaic Reservoir creates a false
impression in the public’s mind as to the actual sources and availability of water in the Santa
Clarita Valley.

Miss-representation and over-statement of the availability of Nickel Water.

The SCVWA and its predecessor agency has included this source of water in its water
supply portfolio for many years when in fact it does not own the water and has no contractual
right to it until after the last tract of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan is completed, approved and
all litigation is over'. The Specific Plan was anticipated to have a 30 year build out, so a firm
contractual supply would not be available until after that time. But in fact the whole project may
never be completed. Should that scenario occur, the Nickels water would not be available for any
of the some 25,000 units to be built before the last tract.

Until Newhall gets approval for the last tract, Newhall is under no obligation to provide
the Nickel water to the Agency. That water could be sold or disposed of to any other party for
any purpose.

We appreciate your removal of this water from Table 4-1 on page 4-6 (we note that there
is a second table apparently erroneously labeled 4-1 on page 4-16). that corrected this issue We
also appreciate that the Agency has not included the Nickel Water in other charts until 2035 and
has removed the 4650 Semi-tropic pumping capacity, as it appeared the Agency was counting
that water twice. However since buildout of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan was anticipated to
occur over a 25 year period, and the first building is just beginning to occur in the initial tract
(Mission Village), it is highly improbable that this water will be available before 2045. Unless
there is a change in the contract with Newhall Land and Farming (now FivePoint) Corporation,
we ask that you move the 1607 Nickel Water from 2035 to 2045 for accuracy.

In addition to these problems, Newhall’s Semi tropic storage facility has a limited amount
of water and a limited amount of capacity. As of 2020, it supposedly contains 36,844 AF (See
attachment 2). If this were used at the rate indicated as available in Table 4-1 ( 4950AF), there
would only be enough of this water to last around seven years. Even at its full capacity of

" Eminent Domain Settlement Agreement Between Newhall Land, Castaic Lake Water Agency and Valencia Water
Co., Dec 17, 2012, See page 24 Section 6.8 Entire document attached as appendix A
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55,000AF, if this amount of water is achieved, that is only 5,000 AF of water a year (far less than
would be needed for the 25,000 units at build out) for 11 years. Therefore we do not believe that
the Agency can legitimately make the statement “Based on current estimates, the Nickel Water
and the stored water in the Semi tropic bank provide adequate reserves for potential future needs
within the Specific Plan area,” as stated on page 4-23.

Reserving and Directing Water for Specifically Identified Future Developments

The UWPM states on page 4-20:
SCV Water has entered into agreements that reserved 3,378 AF of the Buena Vista-Rosedale
Rio Bravo Water for potential annexations into its service area. 389 AF is reserved for the
second phase of the Tesoro Del Valle development. This development is scheduled to be
completed by the end of 2025. 489 AF has been reserved for the Tapia Ranch development
with development estimated to be completed in the late 2020s. 2,500 AF is reserved for the
planned Legacy Village development. This development is assumed to occur after 2030 but
before 2035. During the periods before demands for these developments occur, or if these
developments occur but do not use all the amounts reserved for them in any year or years,
the remaining supply would be available to the entire SCV Water service area.

In addition to the above directed water sources, the Nickel water is obligated for use
ONLY for the Newhall Ranch project.

While we question the equity of “reserving” water for a particular developer’s annexation
to the agency, particularly where that water has been purchased at public expense for the use of
existing residents, at least it ought to be reported in such a way that planners know it is not
available for general use and new housing approvals because it is reserved. We suggest that you
do that by showing this water available at the estimated time that the project will come on line,
for instance 10 or fifteen years from now, or 25 years in the case of the Nickel water, and that all
charts should be adjusted accordingly.

Water Storage Project water should not be in included as available in the Total Water
Supply, giving the appearance that it can be used for new demand in the document

The purpose of an Urban Water Management is to give planners an accurate picture of the
water supply in an area so that they can make good planning decisions that protect public health
and safety and do not underestimate finite resource needs, in particular, water supply.

The Agency has planned for drought over the last decade by contracting for storage in the
Semi-tropic and Rosedale Rio Bravo ground water storage facilities and arranging for other dry
period supplies and exchanges. This is prudent. However, these sources were not meant to be a
source of permanent supply. They were intended as a backup supply for drought relief. If used
fully each year, they would only be available for around ten years. Further as the snowpack
continues to dwindle due to climate change, replenishment of these facilities will likely not be
available in the future. Therefore they must not be identified as a permanent supply for new long-
term housing or business demand.

While we appreciate the changes the Agency made to Table 4-1 to try to address this
problem, this table still does not make it immediately apparent that the water banked supplies are
not meant to be used for development approvals. They are there as “firming” supplies for drought
back up, as they are being used this year under drought circumstances. Thus to include them in
“Total Supply” on Tables 4-1(page 4-5), remains confusing and gives an inaccurate picture to
planners and the public that overstates total supply.
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This same problem occurs in tables 7-3, 7-4, 7-5A and 75B, where again, it is unclear that
banking supplies are for firming and should not be used to approve new development. The tables
are set up in such a way that it appears those supplies would be available all the time on a firm
long-term basis. This is not the case.

The Agency has tried to remedy this problem by the use of footnotes, again explaining
that the banked water is only for dry year back up (for example - (j) Supplies shown are annual
amounts that can be withdrawn using existing firm withdrawal capacity and would typically be
used only during dry years.) This is not sufficient.

These banked and other infrequent short term supplies should be removed from the
“Total Existing Supply” row, since they cannot provide a long-term supply. Instead we suggest
that they be recorded in a separate section that clearly indicates that they are firming supplies
only. At the very least, the Title Row should include “Firming Supplies only for drought Back-
up” or a similar heading. Without such a change, the Agency is providing both planners and
the public an inaccurate overstatement of the actual total available long term supply.

4.3.2.3 Available Groundwater Supplies- Alluvial and Saugus availability is overstated

For nearly three decades, hydrological reports set the yield of the Santa Clara River at
30,000 to 32,000 AF. (see compendium of water reports attached, full reports included by
reference), yet this report states that up to 40,000 AF of water can be withdrawn from the alluvial
aquifer based on a 2009 flow model operating plan. This amount has never been withdrawn from
the upper watershed wells (see SCV 2019 Water Supply Report2 ).

Additionally, that 2009 operating plan didn’t work in the 2010-2015 drought. Water levels
dropped, which reduced or eliminated production from several wells. In a 2015 Technical
Memorandum produced by GSI Solutions® for CLWA, SCW Agency’s predecessor agency found
that without digging deeper or additional wells:

Rainfall records, groundwater level monitoring, and groundwater modeling together
indicate that little to no recharge has occurred to the Alluvial Aquifer since the winter of
2010/spring of 2011 rainfall season. The groundwater level monitoring program shows
that groundwater levels have declined at a fairly steady rate since that time, as has been
observed in other past periods of local drought conditions (such as occurred in 1984
through 1992 and again in 1999 through 2004). The continued decline in groundwater
levels that was observed in 2014 at many Alluvial Aquifer wells will continue in 2015 if
little to no rainfall and streamflow recharge occurs to the local aquifer systems during
the winter of 2014/spring of 2015 rainfall season.

Under this scenario, and assuming there are no new wells or modifications to existing
wells and pumping systems, GSI’s primary conclusions regarding the achievability of
the target pumping volumes from the Alluvial Aquifer in 2015 are presented in Table 1
and are summarized as follows:

1. For the three retail water purveyors combined, the achievable yield from the
Alluvial Aquifer in 2015 is likely between 17,100 and 21,800 AFY. The

Groundwater Operating Plan’s drought-year target of 27,400 AFY of collective

? https://yourscvwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/2019-Santa-Clarita- Valley-Water-Report.pdf

3 Evaluation of Groundwater Pumping Targets for the Alluvial Aquifer in 2015 Santa Clara River Valley East
Subbasin (Santa Clarita Valley, California), John Porcello, GSI Water Solutions, Inc., Dec. 2014. Report attached.
We note that while the agency has chosen to use other draft reports in the past, they choose not to use this one. We
surmise that this was because they did not want to make it public. This is critical information for the health and
welfare of the Santa Clarita Valley.
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production by the three retail water purveyors will not be achievable if the
drought continues through the winter of 2014/spring of 2015 rainfall season.
2. The largest shortfall in yield is estimated to occur for VWC. The estimated
achievable production volume for VWC wells (between 14,600 and 17,900 AFY in
2015) creates shortfalls of (a) 3,600 to 6,900 AFY compared with VWC'’s target
production under the Groundwater Operating Plan and (b) 1,100 to 4,400 AFY
compared with the 2015 target production volume that was of interest to VWC.

Thus, if the Agency subjectively chooses to use the operating supply of 30,000 to 40,000
which it knows to be unachievable in a drought and too high in average years, this Plan will
substantially overstate the amount of water during dry and wet periods, causing severe water
shortages and cutbacks in the future.

Future production from the Saugus Aquifer is also over stated. For instance Table 4-4 (and
elsewhere such as Table 4-9) on page 4-31 substantially overstates current pumping ability. As
the SCV Water Supply Report shows, currently only 7S00AF can be pumped in an average year
due to closed polluted Wells4, not 15,000AF. The increased amount for a dry year is not
achievable now because the Agency doesn’t have the wells to pump that much. The 35,000AF
figure in this chart and described on page 4-30 is completely hypothetical. There is no
engineering study on aquifer pumping that indicates 35,000 AFY can be withdrawn from the
Saugus aquifer, nor are there wells drilled that can supply this amount of water. While the
document claims elsewhere that proposed new wells will provide this “capacity”, there is no
study that indicates water can actually be produced at this amount. Therefore, 35,000 AF seems
to be an amount pulled out of thin air.

We Request that these amounts be adjusted downward to reflect what is actually currently
available. Additional charts should be used to show restored or planned wells to ensure that
planners and the public understand what the real current supplies are and when additional
supplies might become available.

Saugus Recharge and Recovery — This potential resource should not be listed since it is
unlikely that the cleanup of this currently contaminated aquifer would be completed within the
timeline of the report. Thus, a recharge permit from the State would likely not be granted in a
time period that would allow its use for a drought.

State Water Project Table A Supply

Over the past 20 years, a significant amount of litigation has been brought by the public in
an effort to ensure that actual state water supplies were not exaggerated by using the full
entitlement amount. In fact, one such effort involved our organization and Castaic Lake Water
Agency in the early 2000s.

So it is discouraging to see this number, the full 95,000AF Table A amount, appear yet
again on Table 4.3 as though “demand” is what can be delivered. This is confusing to planners
and to the public and gives a false impression of the real amount that can be supplied. The
agency is well aware that only about half that amount is available in an average year. It is obvious
from Table 4-2 of state water deliveries to the Agency found on page 4-23 that since the Agency
began requesting its full entitlement in the early 2000s, less than half its full entitlement has been
available for delivery on average. We note that the agency has never received a full 100% of
entitlement, and that this level of delivery is not anticipated anywhere, even for wet years in the

* At the moment, several Saugus wells are closed due to ammonium perchlorate treatment and other wells have
reduced production due to constraints of the well head treatment system as described elsewhere in the document.
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DWR’s Delivery Capability Report’. Therefore, all references to receiving 100% of entitlement
or 95,200AF should be removed from the Plan, and instead, an amount derived from the actual
water received or percentage of the state water allocation should be used..

Recycled Water

While we concur that recycled water is a needed offset, however the Agency currently has
some large impediments to producing that water. For instance, the Agency may not take
additional recycled water without applying for a permit to reduce flow to the Santa Clara River.
The Sanitation has refused to do this. Only “new” water can be used. It is unclear how much
additional recycled water beyond what is already in use might be available, and any estimate
would only be a subjective projection at this time.

The Agency appears to be building the recycled water infrastructure only for Newhall
Ranch as indicated by tanks and pipelines being constructed in an area to serve the Mission Tract
of the Newhall Ranch Project. We are also aware of the 2012 purchase agreement that promised
all the recycled water it needs or wants to the Newhall Ranch®. So it appears that recycled water
will not be available elsewhere in the Valley, except for the immediate neighborhoods adjacent to
Vista Canyon.

The Table 5-2 on Page 5-9 overstates 2021 recycled water availability for the Newhall
Ranch project. That project cannot start generating recycled water until housing is occupied and
waste water is generated. As no housing has yet even been completed for occupancy, there will
be no 2021 generation of recycled water from that development. Even when the first housing of
around 500 units is occupied, these houses will generate nowhere near 5, 174 AF as stated on this
chart. This figure must be moved to at least 2030 to comply with the “new drop” concept.

Why is the Agency over-stating this figure?

Third, during the development of the Salt and Nutrient Plan for the Valley, use of
recycled water for landscaping was identified as a potential major obstacle foe recycled water
use. We understand that the Valencia treatment plant will use RO to reduce salt, however, to our
knowledge, the Vista Plant does not have an RO facility for salt removal. Please address how it
will comply with the RWQCB’ s Chloride reduction order.

Climate Change

Since warming is possibly the greatest threat to the SCV water supplies, we were astonished
to see a mere half page of discussion on the issue. We understand that the Agency has considered
drought, but global warming is predicted to go beyond the normal wet/dry scenarios that have
been experienced over the last 80 years.

Several sections in the water code emphasize that climate change is appropriate to consider,
including the projected future uses, water supply characterization projections, and reliability of

> Table 5-5. Estimated Average and Wet-Period Deliveries of SWP Table A Water(Existing Conditions, in
TAF/year) and Percent of Maximum SWP Table A Amount, 4,133 TAF/year

Wet Periods

Long-term Single Wet

Average Year (1983) 2-Year 4-Year 6-Year 10-Year

(1982-1983) (1980-1983) (1978-1983) (1978-1987)

Year

2017 Report | 2,571 | 62 4,098 | 99% | 3,967 | 96% | 3,569 | 86% | 3,433 | 83% | 3,163 | 77%
%

2019 Report | 2,414 | 58 4,008 | 97% | 3,750 | 91% | 3,330 | 81% | 3,210 | 78% | 2,967 | 72%
%

(The Final State Water Project Delivery Capability Report 2019 , August 26, 2020, pg 28)

% See section 6.11, Valencia Water Company purchase agreement, 2012, included by reference
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supplies. The flexibility within the Water Code to conduct the analysis appropriately allows
water suppliers to incorporate climate change when it is relevant for their sources and water uses
such as in the SCV where dependence on imported water and low precipitation from warming
will impact supplies.

Many sections in the revised California Water Code (Water Code) relevant to urban water
management plans (UWMPs) refer directly to climate change. Some have been added since the
2015 UWMP Guidebook:

Water Code Section 10609

(a) (c) It is the intent of the Legislature that the following principles apply to the development
and implementation of long-term standards and urban water use objectives: ...

(2) Long-term standards and urban water use objectives should advance the state’s goals to
mitigate and adapt to climate change.

Water Code Section 10610.2

(a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: [...]

(3) A long-term, reliable supply of water is essential to protect the productivity of California’s
businesses and economic climate, and increasing long-term water conservation among
Californians, improving water use efficiency within the state’s communities and agricultural
production, and strengthening local and regional drought planning are critical to California’s
resilience to drought and climate change.

Water Code Section 10630

It is the intention of the Legislature, in enacting this part, to permit levels of water management
planning commensurate with the numbers of customers served and the volume of water supplied,
while accounting for impacts from climate change.

In the Urban Water Management Plan Guidebook, Climate Change Appendix, DWR
recommends three main steps to conduct a climate change analysis, which is a common approach
for adaptation. First is a screening process to determine what assets and other aspects of the
supplier’s system may be at risk to climate change. The second step involves selecting and
conducting the full analysis on those assets and other system aspects at risk. The third step involves
developing strategies and actions to mitigate the impacts of climate change.

While in depth analysis may not be available for this plan, at least a potential worst case scenario
should be outlined based on predictions f loss of snowpack in the Sierras and lower precipitation in
Southern California with some thoughts as to how this situation would be addressed on a long term
basis.

The SCV is now suffering its lowest rainfall in over a hundred years and our imported SWP
allotment has been reduced to 5% for the second time in 5 years. Climate scientists have been
predicting the possible return of a mega drought. Should such an event occur, it will take more than
the vague discussion about possible climate impacts found in this UWMP to address it.

? Evidence from tree rings shows that drought was historically much more widespread

A 200'year drought ¥ inthe American West than now, while the 20th century was wetter than normal.
Percentage of the West affected by drought from 800 A.D. to 2000:
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Medieval megadroughts: The West experienced two abnormally dry 1850: California
periods lasting close to 200 years each during the Widdie Ages. becomes state

D T T T L) T T T T T T T T T
800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000

Source: E.R. Cook et al, Earth-Science Reviews YEAR KARL KAHLER/BAY AREA NEWS GROUP
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Further, water quality may also be affected by climate change by increasing salt in the SWP
and other regional affects. Please include some analysis of these impacts.”
Water Code section 10635(b) states that demands under climate change considerations must
be included as part of the drought risk assessment. We do not see any additional analysis for
climate change in the UWMP Risk Assessment chapter.

Resources and References - Additional References that should be included

or referenced

1. 2020 SCV Water Supply Report and 2019 Water Supply Report.

2. Final State Water Project Delivery Capability Report 2019 , August 26, 2020

3. Evaluation of Groundwater Pumping Targets for the Alluvial Aquifer in 2015 Santa Clara
River Valley East Subbasin (Santa Clarita Valley, California), John Porcelio, GSI Water
Solutions, Inc., 2015

4. A link to the SCWA well records located on the Agency website so that the public can be
made aware that these records are available for reference and research. (They are listed on the
website, but not listed as referenced documents.

Conclusion

We request that you address the issues outlined in this letter by clarifying tables and
descriptions in a way that 1dentifies actual water availably amounts and separates the backup
drought supplies in such a way that planners can easily identify the amount available for
development approvals.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

d/E. Carder 11
SCOPE Board Member

Attachment:

Amount of water stored in Newhall Land’s privately Leld water bank
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan excerpt

Compendium of water reports

GSI Alluvial Production Report

2021 Notice of State Water Project 5% Allocation

7 Kimbrough D. 2019. Impact of local climate change on drinking water quality in a distribution system. Water
Quality Research Journal 54 (3): 179-192. https://doi.org/10.2166/wqrj.2019.054
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Attachments

1. Amount of water stored in Newhall Land’s privately
held water bank

2. Newhall Ranch Specific Plan excerpt

3. Compendium of water reports

4. GSI 2015 Alluvial Production Report

5. 2021 Notice of State Water Project 5% Allocation
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Attachment 1

Amount of water stored 1n
Newhall Land’s privately
held water bank



1101 Central Avenue, P.O. Box 8043
Wasco, California 93280-0877

Telephone: (661) 758-5113
Bakersfield: (661) 327-7144
Facsimile: (661) 758-3219
Email: mail@semitropic.com

February 6, 2020

Newhall Land & Farming Company
Attention: Marianne Linder

25124 Springfield Court, Suite 300
Valencia, CA 91355

Dear Ms. Linder:
As of December 31, 2019, Newhall Land and Farming Company has 36,844 acre-feet of

water stored in Semitropic Water Storage District. Please let me know if you need
further information.

Sincerely,

/
MWM ¥, 1 -
Bobby Salinas, CPA
Controller

Semitropic Improvement Djstrict
Buttonwillow Improvement District Pond-Poso Improvement District
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Attachment 2

Newhall Ranch Specitic Plan
excerpt



@‘CNEWHALL RaNcH INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENT OF SPECIFIC PLAN

1. Purpose

The Specific Plan" is a comprehensive document to guide future development of
the Newhall Ranch property. The document sets forth a comprehensive set of
plans, development regulations, design guidelines, and implementation programs
designed to produce a project consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of
the Los Angeles County General Plan and Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, as
proposed for amendment according to General Plan Amendment No. 94-087.

Flexibility has been designed into the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan to respond to
the changes in society and the economic marketplace which will occur over the
25-year buildout of the community. Further, the Specific Plan establishes the
regulations and standards for the protection of open areas adjacent to
development and two large special resource management areas totaling
approximately 6,170 acres.

This Specific Plan is regulatory in nature and serves as zoning for the Newhall
Ranch community. Subsequent development plans and subdivision maps must be
consistent with both this Specific Plan and the County of Los Angeles General
Plan. Should there be a conflict between this Specific Plan and existing County
ordinances, the provisions of the Specific Plan shall prevail. Any situation or
condition not specifically and directly covered by the provisions contained within
this Specific Plan shall be subject to the non-conflicting regulations of the Los
Angeles County Planning and Zoning Code.

Certain modifications to the Specific Plan are permitted and shall occur in
accordance with Section 3.5, Adjustment, Transfer, and Conversion Regulations
and/or the Implementation Procedures set forth in Section 5.2.

Terms which are defined in Chapter 6, Glossary, are italicized throughout the text of this document.

May 2003 Page 1-1
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Attachment 3

Compendium of water reports
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In the water budget for the non-steady-state condition the figures shown
are the tetal quantities of inflow or outflow which occurred in each area
during the 23-vear study peried. Vhen the ground-water storage depletion is
added to the inflow data, the total inflow must egual the total outflow withip
the limits of accuracy of the model. As shown, these totals agree within
5.2 percent or about 44,000 acre-fest. Surface-water recharge and underflow
are still the main scurces c¢f inflow, but ground-water pumpage is by far the
greatest source of outflow from the basia.

%

n

MODEL REALOUTS

The major water purveyors in the Saugus-iewhall area are presently
censidering the effects of various water-resources management practices in
order to arrive at management techniques that will make the best use of the
existing and future water resources of the arsas. The analog wodel was used
to supply information about the response of the aquifers tc each of the
following conditions:

1. Vhat are the eifects of loss of natural floodwater recharge to the
aquifers?

2. That are the effects on the aquifers of artificial recharge of
imported water?

3. What are the effects on the aguifers of increased pumpage to meet
future wataer requirements?

Effects of Loss of Floodflow

Because water levels in the alluvial aquifer respond to variations in
surface-water recharge, information about the effects of an extended drought
during which no floodflow recharge occurs is of value,

To simulate an ewxtended drought, the model was run for the 1945-67
period under the following conditions: '

1. The surface-water recharge to the model did not exceed steady-state
surZace-water rYacharge.

2. Loss of floodflow recharge to the aquifers will cause large
water-level declines which will decrease the quantity of ground-water
discharge in the Santa Clara River below Castaic Junction. This ground-water
discharge cannrct be decrzased by mecre than theoriginal steady-state ground-
water discharze. To simulate this limit in the model, the induced recharge in
the area was not allowed te exceed the value of the steady-state ground-water
discharge,
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MODEL READOUTS

3. The aquifers were assumed to be in steady-State conditiong at the
beginning of the drought.

4. All other hydrclogic parameters were maintained at the values which
were normally used in the non-steady-state model during the 1945-g7 study
period.

Under these conditions the model produced the hydrographs shown in
figure 9. Because the transmissibility in the model does not vary as a
funct®pon of head, these hyduographs represent the theoretical response of the
basin to the conditioms set forth above.. Under actual field conditions the
decrease in transmissibility with decline in héad would cause the alluvial
aquifer to be dewatered sooner than indicatad by the hydrographs in figure 9.
The hydrographs do indicate, hcwever, that without the effects of floodflow
recharge most of the alluvial aquifer could not suppcrt the modeled rate of
ground-water pumpage for more than 14 to 'l8 years after steady-state
conditions. The aquifer would support this pumpage £Or an even shorter perio
of time if the basin were not at steady-state conditicn at the beginning of
the drought. The benefit the basin receives from floodflow recharge can be
seen by comparing the hvdrographs produced by the model for the alluvial
aquifer under 1945-67 historic conditions with the hydrographs for the
no—£loodflow condition.

The loss of floodflow recharge in the alluvial aquifer cayses head
declines in the Saugus aquifer. As shown by the hydrographs in figure 10,
after 23 years the no-floodflow condition produces declines in the Saugus
aquifer about 100 feet below those of the normal condition. These declines do
not produce complete dewatering of the aquifer because of its large saturated
thickness.,

Effects of Artificial Recharge

The Upper Santa Clara Vallev Water Agency has contracted with the State
of California for delivery of northern California water to meet future water
requirements in the study area. The quantities of imported water tentatively
will range from 1,600 acre-feet per year in 1971 to 41,500 acre~feet per year
in 1990 but could be increased somewhat if required (table 6). One management
procedure under consideration proposes that all water imported between 1971
and 1980 be artificially recharged to defer the cost of treatment facilities.
The channel of the Santa Clara River between Solemint and Saugus was chosen as
a possible site for artificial recharge on the basis of the hydrology of this
area and the proposed alinement of a 36-inch diameter pipeline. The analog
model was used as an aid in determining the effects of the recharge on the
aquifers.
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ecZur &8 meeh as lU vears saener. These modal -zenerazed veadaurs drs fgbi=gr
1o the 8§ =8 Lleizarizos As ave the resdcucs foox the previsue For (Dags L),

On othe basig of rhe Srwiy of che hydroliog: of rhe araz ard the readoats
foom thé Znalag made) rhe Sellousnl cornciucsiors hive hear redched

1. The alluwial sda.ifer hae been rie fonrce of sfgs of the grownd waser
pumpen fn the ayea, The gqualiry of warer in this squifer is read{]ly affecrad
My a@all guanrities of {nflow of &lther kecter or ponter guallty water becansd
el tha ralarfuvely dpall coanCity 3t groond water In aftnrage In ro¢ acys far.
Tha werer 10 this agquifer can I0 ruen af feor the chemical guality af tke warer
In the Saugud aqulfer. Uebandzaticn »1.]1 place additlonsakl stress on buth
aquifers by Incraasing the quanility ol poor-qualiry seuags effluent and good-
quality dmported weter pvaillable for vecharge iante the alluvial aquifar, Ia
addition, heavy pumping Erom the Sawgus 2quifer to peel furure wvater demands
could drastically zeduce the ground-viater discharge from the basin. This
could result in the buildup of salcs wichin Che basin hecause of the lost
flushing action of the ground-wateér Cigcharge.

These comdir Aons pubslearriere Che bel @f “Mar 2 3¥0p2T w2Iel=qual ity
manAgtment Srogrsm Mmust he eareallBhed witaln rne hasin,  This senold focludse
the inirtarian Jnd cperetion of A Syscendtic paecisdic wsarec-qualloy sampling
praz=aE., T #Ea dar:s can ESeT e used o pyvaluste 12 pfleces o che Easin af
the abeve wacer-gualicy considaralloens,
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2. Tha ability of the alluvial aquifer to accept artificial recharge ig
dependent on the storage space available within the aquifer. In the Saugug-
Mewhall area the space availakle for recharge in the alluvial aguifar varieg
widely depending on the quantitr of surfazce-water recharge that occurs each
year. To determine how much artificial recharge could tzke place each year,
water-level measurirg program should be initiated in the lowar Soledad
area. Using these ~Msurements and other data, estimates of the spacs
available for the storage of water ia the aguiler in the coming year could bhe
made. This would facilitate obtaining the proper gquantities of imporced warer
for artificial recharze each vear.

=

Canyon

3. The model indicates thar vnder historie pumping condirions the full
entitlement of imported water to the year 1930 protably could not be
artificially racharged in the 3.5-wmile reach of the Santa Clara River telow
Scleminc. This is duz to the lack of storage in thz zlluvial zgquifar., When
zn estimated maximum pumping rate to 1960 is distributed so the pumping near
the artificial recharge rezch is greatly increased, it seems possibla to
artificially recharge 211 the imported water to be delivered prior te 1980,

4. On the basis oi readouts from the anz2log model it seens that the
maximum quantities of pumping that might be demanded of the alluvial aquifer
to 1590 cannot be supplied by that aquifer. To meet the maximum water
requivemaents c¢f the area, either more water must be imparted than was usad in
the model run or pumping from the Saugus aquifasr must be increased. However,
the model indicates that increased pumping Irom the Saugus aguiiar causes
larae nead declines in that aquifer and induces declines in the alluvial
aquifer. In the model declines were large enough to greatly diminish the
pround-wat=r discharge from the alluvial adquifer and to eliminate all natural
outflow from the Saugus aguifer. If this condition were allowed to continue
unchecked, water—quality problems could develep in the basin because of the
imbalance of salts beinz carried in and out of the basin.

4s a result, pumping in the Saugus aquifer cannot be increased
indiscriminately without producing detrimental effects in both aquifers. A
propver cholce of pumping patterns in the Saugus and alluvial aquifers could
minimize the adverse effects of increased pumpage. Howewer, further
intervogation of the model is reguired to determiae whether or not the Saugus
aquifer can support the propossed rate of pumping without dewatering the
alluvial aquifer.

5. The Sausus aquifer is a pozentially large source of ground water with
en estimated maximum of 6 million acre-feet of racoverable water in storage,
Further study of this aguifer is required to delineate the areas of poor water
qualitr and to determine more accurately tae transmissibilicy and scorage
ccefficients of the aquifer. Furure studies of the Saugus aquifer should give
prime consideratiom to the area rotth of Castzic Junction and the San Gabriel
fault because few hydrologic data are available for this arez, With greater
knowledge of this aquifer the ground-water basin model could be updated to
give more procise information about the response of this aquifer to various

round-watey management pracrices and Lo more accurately determine the
petential for future utilization of the aquifer.

-y
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basins. Ground water is classed mainly as desirable for domestic and irrigation

uses. TDS corncentrations range from 260 mg/l to 500 mg/l.

Ground Water Use

The volume of ground water in storage is reduced by: pumped extractions, consumptive

use of water by phreatophytes, and the outflow of rising water to Eastern Basin

Currently, water demand is met entirely by pumped extractions; however, by 1980
imported water will be needed to meet the projected demands of an increasing popula-
ticn. Annual extractions were estimated to be 14.8 cubic hectometres (12,000 acre-

feet) per year.

Storage Capacity

Ground water in storage between high and low water levels was estimated to be 19.7

cubic hectometres (16,000 acre-feet). Specific yield is approximately 20 percent.

The ground water level is often at or mnear the surface during storm flows. There~

fore, the river channel alluvium has little capacity for further recharge immediately

after heavy rainms.

EASTERN BASIN

Description

Eastern Basin is downstream from Acton Basin and lies almost entiteiy within

Los Angeles County. The basin is separated from Acton Basin by an impermeable bed-
rock constriction. Eastern Basin is composed of water-bearing deposits occurring
along the Santa Clara River between the towns of Lang and Blue Cut and in the
numerous canyons tributary to this area. The water-bearing deposits cover an

approximate surface area of 11 655 hectares (29,000 acres).
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The major aquifers in the basin are the Saugus Formation and the river channel
alluvium. Only 1 067 metres (3,500 feet) of the Saugus Formation contribute to
ground water development. This formation has been faulted, folded, and eroded.

The river channel alluvium ranges from a few metres in thickness to about 61 metres

(200 feet) thick near the town of Saugus.

?

Newhall-Saugus is the largest population center for the basin as well as for the

whole Santa Clara River Valley.

Ground Water Occurrence

Ground water in the alluvium is unconfined, while ground water in the Saugus Forma-
tion is confined. Ground water moves westward. The San Gabriel and Holser Faults

cross the water-bearing sediments and cause a water level differential of approx-

imately 3 to 6 metres (10 to 20 feet).

No measurable subsurface inflow occurs from Acton Basin; inflow from Acton Basin
occurs as rising water only. Outflow occurs either as subsurface outflow or as
rising water. Rising water outflow was estimated to average 13 cubic hectometres

(10,600 acre-feet) per year. The subsurface outflow was estimated to be 0.3 cubic

hectometre (240 acre-feet) per year.

Percolation of precipitation, streamflow and the return flows of irrigation water
recharge the basin. To a minor extent, inflow is derived from the semi-permeable
formations which flank the main ground water basin. Other sources of recharge
water for the basin are séwage and industrial waste effluents.

Quality

Widely ranging ground water conditions in this basin may cause localized variations
from the favorable water quality of the basin. Ground water quality for domestic
use ranges from suitable in most areas of the basin to unsuitable in the western

portion. Ground water is generally suitable for irrigation of all but the most

sensitive crops. 73



TS ranges from 60 mgfl to 1 B00 wgS/l. The concentratfon of mireval constitwencs
in ohE foound walér ipcsesses wesowerd along che basin, Conrenizations of

chlorides and nliraces are generally lower Chan 100 wg/] and &5 mg/l respectively,

Ground Warer Uge

Wells ctapping the alluvium ace vary productive with ylelds wp ta 7 370,35 litTes
(2000 pallons] per minugce. MHell exiracelons (rom both the alluvium 2nd the Saupgun
Formatlon avetage i5,0 cubic Mectometremn (23,100 acre-feet) per veaT. MNear Blue
Cut, cthe Newha.l Lind and Famming Company pumps ard expores from &.% to B cubie
heclumer Tes (@, 000 to B 3N acre-feel] pe: year to Figpp Rasin for agriceitural
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sterage Capacley

Ko data s avdilabie for the Lotal storage caparity of the basin or the current
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ol FL.) cubdic hectomecres (20,000 acre-fteer). The safe yield wvas estimated ac

28.5 cubic hectcmetres (23,100 scre-feet) per year.
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December 16, 1988

Mr. Kenneth R. Putnam, Chairman

Upper Santa Clara Water Committee

Post Office Box 779

Newhall, California 91322 S8605

Subject: Executive Summary
: Hydrogeologic Investigation
Perennial Yield and Artificial
Recharge Potential of the Alluvial
Sediments, Santa Clarita Valley

Deaf Mr. Putnam:

I am pleased to present this Volume I report of our
hydrogeologic investigation of the alluvial sediments within
the Santa Clara River Valley area of Los Angeles County, Cali-
fornia. This project was undertaken to evaluate the magnitude
cf the perennial vyield of groundwater that is availlable to
wells from the alluvial sediments and to-assess the hydrogeo-
logic feasibility of artificlally recharging these sedinents.

' : Work on this project included collecting and reviewing
pertinent data from numerous sources, conducting a limited
field reconnaissance cof the region, providing detailed hydro- -
geologic analyses of these records, and writing and preparing
this report of investigation. Documenting this report are
figures and tables, and a list of references reviewed. A sep-
arately bound Volume II provides all plates.

?rincipal conclusions and recommendations include:

1. The study area lies 'within the Eastern Groundwater
Basin of Los Angeles County: alluvium along the stream
channels and the Saugus Formation comprise the water-
bearing sediments in this basin.

Because the alluvium is thin (less than 200 feet
in maximum thickness) and because it is comprised of
coarse-grained, permeable "sediments, 1t 1is readily
subjected to seasonal and long-~term climatic (rain-
fall) changes and water gquality impairment. Such
climate changes or water quality problems (such as un-
derground leaky tanks) will occur more rapidly and to
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a larger degree in the shallow wells cf the alluvium
compared to wells in the underlying Saugus Formation.

The Saugus Formaticn ranges in thickness between
at least 1500 feet and at least 5000 feet from the
northerly tc the southerly sides of the San Gabriel
fault, respectively. Little is known of the hydroge-
oclogy and water-ylelding characteristics of the Saugus
Formation. '

Groundwater flows from east to west across the al-
luvium in the river valley; April 1945 represents the
all-time water level high, while November 1965 repre-
sents the all-time water level low in much of the al-
luvium. In general, 1985 water levels are 10 to 30
feet lower than the 1945 levels. Water levels west of
Castalc Junction have remained high throughout the
period of reccrd.

Groundwater in storage in the alluvium has ranged
from a high in April 1945 of 201,000 ac-ft, to a low
of 107,000 ac-ft in November 1965; at present (Fall
1985) groundwater In storage is approximately 176,400
ac-ft. Because the theoretical maximum storage
capacity in the alluvium is 239,900 ac-ft., there is a
theoretically available storage capacity aof 63,500 ac-
ft between the 1985 storage and the theoretically
maximum possible storage.

Though historic groundwater extraction data are
somewhat contradictory, groundwater production for

1985 was: 24,103 ac~ft from the alluvium, using 59
active wells; and 4892 ac-ft from the underlying
Saugus Formation, using 8 active wells., The numbers,
locations, and annual production from wells actively
used by private homeowners, industries and/or
commercial establishments are not known; it 4s

probable <that total annual production from these
sources does not presently exceed a few hundred ac-
ft/yr.

For our base period of study of 1957-58 through
1984-85, we calculate a practical perennial yield for
the alluvium of 31,600 to 32,600 ac-ft per vear.

Alluvial groundwater quality ranges from a natu-
ral calcium-bicarbonate character on the east near
Lang to a degraded sodium-sulfate character west of
Castalc Junction. Generally, TDS increases 1in the
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their annual extractions are not metered. Because the cumula-

tive total production by these private pumpers is not consid-
ered to be large, it has not been included in our perennial
vield assessment,.

Prior to 1954, alluvial groundwater production ac-
counted for almost 100 percent of the total water -production
in the study area. However, 1in 1954, this percentage de-
creased to approximately 9% percent because 1Iin that year
Newhall County Water District constructed the first of six
wells which tap the Saugus Formation for domestic use, By
1985, production from the Saugus Formation approached 16 per-
cent of total groundwater extractions (refer also to Table 2).

In recent years, there have been several shifts in the
supply/demand usage of water in the reglon. Groundwater ex-
tractlions from the Saugus Pormation have gradually Iincreased
to about 15 percent of the total local production, while total
extractions (alluvium plus Saugus Formation) have declined
slightly. Water usage has shifted toward a greater proportion
for urban uses, with a reduction for agricultural uses, as the
region has become urbanized. In the future, it is projected
that local alluvium production will remain relatively constant
with more water going to urban uses as the agriculture is
phased out, and there will be greater use of groundwater from
the Saugus Formation.

Urbanization has had a rather startling impact on the
availability of areas for recharga, however. All recharge to
the aquifer system does not occur in the low-flow channels of
the river and 1ts tributaries, but i{nfiltrates cver much of
the alluviated areas which are not within the flood channels
of the Santa Clara River system. Péving of these areas has,
and will continue to reduce the net effective area for natural

recharge to the underlying groundwater system.
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CLYA. Consequently, the water is currently ut}1ized for agricultural
lease operations within the Devil’s Den Water District.

The SW? release pattern from its storage reservoirs is based on ma' n-
taining a supply of water to satisfy demand in a drought. (Consequent-
1y, SWP entitiements are subject to cutbacks at times. To assess
potential future reductions, Raiter created a model of the SWP supply
available for release using a Monte-Carlo iteration, a random analysis,
to project precipitation. Historical hydrologic data are Thcorporated
into the analysis. Because the State plans to develop additional
sources of water in the future, the Reiter model includes scenarios for
each projected yield increase. The expected increases are 80,000 acre-
feet/year in 1991, 200,000 acr2-feet/year in 1995 and 300,000 acre-
feet/year in 2000. Based on the method of determining reductions
discussed in Chapter 3, the potential reductions to CLWA’s deliveries
(assuming full entitlement amounts were requested), and thus the
projected water available for CLWA’s use, are calculated for each
scenario.

The sources of groundwater available to users within CLWA’s boundaries
in the future will continue to be the alluviai and Saugus aguifers.

From the alluvial aquifer the safe yield is anticipated to be 32,500
acre-fest/year, a portion of which will be used for agilcu1turaT—""’
purposes and, therefore, is not available for M&I use. The Saugus
aquifer production is anticipated to be 11,000 to 22,000 a.re-feet/year
of which the azsumption is made that 10,000 acre-feet/year is allocated
for use by the water purveyors and 2,000 acre-feet/year is utilized by
other water users.

In addition to groundwater and imported water, raclaimed water will be
availabie for CLWA’s use. A reclaimed water system with a maximum
capacity of 8,600 acre-feet/year is planned for construction in a
phased program. It is anticipa”zd that reclamation will begin in 1992
and will jncrease until reachin. the maximum in 1999. The reclaimed
water will be used for landscape irrigation, and, therefore, will most
Tikely be utilized from May through September.

From Table 4-1 and Fiqure 4-1, it can be seen that, based on Reiter’s
analysis, the supply does not meet the demand every year. The remain-
ing 1,000 to 10,000 acre-feet/year of unused Saugus water is available
for development by CLWA for use in the years of shortfall. Development
of additional supplies in the Saugus aquifer will De considered in the
fallowing chapters.

884605.00 4.3
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CHAFTER 3

EXISTING AND PROJECTED WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND

In order to evaiuate the need for reclaimed water, water supplies and demands

were projected into the future. This chapter describes the existing and future water
supplies, demands, and facilities within the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA,
servics area.

EXISTING WATER SUPPLY, DEMAND AND FACILITIES
Water Supply

Water demands in the Santa Clanta Vailley are currently met by two sources: the
State Water Project (SWP) and local groundwater supplies. The estimated average
total supply available for municipa! and industrial (M&l) and agricultural uses is
98,000 10 103,000 acre-feet per year, depending on the vield availabie from the
local groundwater aquifers. CLWA purchases State water and wholesales it to four
domestic water purveyors, these being the Los Angeles County Waterworks District -
Neo. 36, the Newhall County Water District, the Santa Clarita Water Company and
the Valencia Water Company. The approximate boundaries of the water purveyors
are shown on Figure 3-1. CLWA has SWP entitlements of 41,500 acre-feet per
year for M&! uses. In addition, SWP agricultural entittements of 12,700 acre-feet
per year have been transferred to CLWA from the Devil’s Den Water District in Kern
and Kings Counties. To date, the Devil’s Den entitiements have not been used
within the CLWA service area.

In addition 10 imported water, tocal groundwater supplies have been developed by
domestic water purveycrs and by agriculwural water users. Two fresh-water
bearing aquifers, the alluvial and Saugus aquifers, underlie CLWA’s boundaries and
form the Eastern Groundwater Basin of the Santa Clara River Valley Basin.

The alluvial aquifer lies above the Saugus aquifer and 1s comprised of the alluvial
sediments along the river and its major tricutaries. The maximum thickness of the
alluvium is about 200 feet. A large number of wells penetrate this upper aquifer,
and, historically, most water extracted from the groundwater basin has been from
the aliuvial aquifer. The perennial vield of the aquifer is considered to be 32,500
acre-feet, a portion of which is used for agricultural purposes and is increasingly
avatlable for M&| uses as agricultural land is developed for urban use.

Much less information is known about the Saugus aquifer. Historically, few wells

penetrated the Saugus aquifer. However, as water demands in the valley have
incraased, more wells have been drilled into the aquifer. The anticipated annual

31 894012.00
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TABLE II-1

WATER SOURCES ¥CR SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

SOURCE .
Acre-Feet per Year
Minimum Maximum

Santa Clara River Alluvium 31,600 32,600
Saugus Formaticn Normal Pumping 11,000 22,000
Saugus Short Term Overdraft 20,300 None
State Project Water

CLWA Table A Entitlement 43,360 54,200
TOTAL CURRENT RESOURCES 106,260 108,800
Reclaimed Water Potential 10,000 10,000
TOTAL WATER RESOURCES AVAILABLE 116,260 113,800
NON DOMESTIC & OTHER )
Agricultural uses 12,000 5,000
Pitchess Honor Rancho 2,000 3,000’
NET WATER RESOURCES FORM & I 102,260 110,800

! Entitlements are subject to drought related cutbacks. Maximum
cutback on Table A is estimated to be 20%. CLWA plans a conjunctive use program
to mitigate the effects of State Project Water cutbacks which are shown
in the column designated as minimum. This requires Saugus Short Term Overdraft.

? Estimated current use.

? Estimated future use.



Castaic Lake Water Agency

Draft

Integrated Water Resources Plan
Water Demand and Supply Evaluation .

Febru'ary 1998

@ MONTGOMERY WATSON BOOKMAN-EDMONS?ON

ENGINEERING, INC.



Pumping from the Saugus Aquifer has vaned frem about 3,900 acre-{t/vr up to 14.800 acre-fuvr,
In 1996, Saugus pumping was about 8,200 acre-ft/yr. Installed pumping capacity can produce
13,000 te 16,000 acre-fUyr from the Sauvgus Aquifer.

In 1991, groundwater was pumped into the CLW A distipution system because of SYWP suppiy
deficiencies and the cost of water was Jess than purchasing State Drought Bank water. By
moving groundwaler from areas of adequate supply into areas with limited groundwaier, the
Jocal water community :lusirated a major element of a conjunctive use program.

Estimated Dry Period Groundwater Procluction Capability

Slade (1984) reported that the perennial yield of the Alluvial Aquifer is about 32,000 acre-ft/yr.
This yield is the historical annual production adjusted for a minor change in storage. Because of
he limited storage capacity n the Alluvium, tis groundwater source may be limited in dry
periods. Wells in the Alluvium neas the eastern reaches of the Santa Clara River are known 1o
have groundwater leveis which decline curing consecutive dry vears by as much as 100 feet,
reducing pumnping capacity. A series of winter storms recharge the aguifer and result in water
level] recovery.

The data reviewed for the Pardee area (located near Bouquet Canyon Road and the Santa Clara
River) shows that in 1990 and 1991, groundwaler levels did not decline as much as those in the
easterly areas. In 1991, the Valencia Water Company increased its pumping to offset limited
SWP waier suppiies. Valencia Water Company reported delivery of abcut 5,000 acre-fuyr into
the CLW A distribution system. Total pumping from the Alluvium by Valencia Water Company
in 1991 was about 9,900 acre-fU/yr, as reported to the State Water Resources Control Board.

Based on historica! data, the Alluvial Aouifer east of Castaic Junction can support production of
at least 20,400 acre-f/yr as shown in Table 3-2. N
-/
/
Table 3-2 l’l PO
1891 Alluvial Groundwater Production
East of Castaic Junction
| Annual
Water Purveyor ‘ Production o
(acre-ft/vr)
Newhall CWD | 1,900
Santa Clanta WC ] 3,900
Valencia WC* 10,400
Wayside Honor Rancho \ 2,200
- Toal | 20400
. Includes 500 acre-ft pumped in 1991 by Newhall Land & Farming Co. east of
Castate Junction.
MONTGOMERY WATSON ' Page 3-7
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3 ~ Existing Environmment

32 SURFACE WATER, WATER USE, CROUNDWATER

Surface Water. The primary drainage course in the CLWA area 1s the Santa Clara River,
Principal tributaries to the Santa Clara River include Mmnt Canvon, Bouquet Canvon, San
Francisquito Canyon, Castaic Creek Canvon, Oak Spring Canvon, Sand Canyorn. and Poirerg
Canvon. Water flow in the siveam canycns is echemeral, and diminishes rapidly after most
rainfzll events. Surface water resources include the Santz Clara River, Bouquet Reservoir, and

Castaic Lake. Water (both imported and naturally occurring) s diverted from Pyramid Lake

located a few miles o0 the north, tfrough hydroelecsic pewer generaticn facilifies, into Castaic

Lake. ater quality in the Sanwa Clara River is generally vocr duc to high concentraticns of

totz] dissclved solids, however, water in Pvramid Lake, Castaic Lake, and Bouguet Reservolr is
suitable for municipal use. Primary fleoc hzzard areas occur in and zlong natural drainage
channels, such as the Santa Clara River and 1ts fributaries, and in areas where sheetflow mav

occur during hugh intensity raindall (CLWA 1988, 1998; Slade 1986).

Water Supplies. Tne existing local water supply in the CLWA service area is groundivater
extracted from the alluvial aguifer and from the underlying Saugus Formation aquifer.
Historicallv, groundwater has been the primary source of water in the Santa Clarita Vailey.
Sinca 1980, loca! groundwater supplies have been supplemented with imported water from the
SWP. From 1984 to 1999, tustor:c SWP entitlement has averaged 24,568 acre-fest per year (AFY)
(including deliveries to Devil's Den in Kern County and Kings County), which is 43 percent of

the exjsting 54,200 AFY entitlemert.

Groundwater. Large quantities of water are pumped from relativeiy shallow wells in the highly
permeable alluvial aquifer. Although this alluvial aquifer is the smaller of the two-aguifer
systemns, as measured by storage capacity, most water wells within CLWA are drilled into the
alluvial aquifer. Slade (1986) estimated the perennial yield of the alluvial aquifer to be from
51,600 AFY to 32,600 AFY. The maximum historic quantity of water stored in the ailuvium has
bezn estimated to e approximately 201,000 acre-feet, follosing substantial rainfad in 1945
(CLWA 1998). Recharge armounts are highly variable, depending on annual precipitation with
documenied annual water level recoveries of 70 feet or more. Dry vears have resulted in water
level drops of approximately 100 feet, particularly in Soledad Canyon. However, groundwater

1evels have remained near the ground surface in the vicinity of Castaic Junction, due to the east-

——
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Executive Summary

Santa Clarita Valley Water Report
1998

This annua!l repcrt provices factual informaticn atbout the current watsr rasources
within the Santa Clarita Valiey. The Upner Sania Clara Valley Water Committes,
(Committee} whose rmembers are respensible for ensurng that Valley residents
have a saia, adequate ana reliaple water supzly, oreparec this repert.

The Sarta Clarita Yzalley is served bv fcur retall weter pu~veyzrs: Los Angeles
County Wetenvorks District 36, Newnall County Water District, Santa Clarita
Waier Company and Valencia Waler Company. The Castaic Lake Watar Agency
(CLWA) provides impeoried water from California’'s Siate ‘Water Proiect to the four
oLrveyors for distribution. These five entities meet regularly as the Upper Santa
Clara Vailey Water Commitiee to coorcinate the bereficial use of water in the
Valley.

Thig report provides informat.on about the area's geciogy, the local greundwater
pasir, impcrted water supplies, water quality, orecipitation, recyclec water,
axisting and projected water demand and an overall gutlcox of water supply and
demand.

In 16898, the Committee reports a total water supply of approximately 107,000
acre-feet per year and an existing water demand of 48,858 acre-feet. The Santa
Clarite Valley currently nas a surpius of supply ci about £8,742 acre-feet over
existing demard. The Ccmmittee prcjects th's condition to contirue for the
foreseeable future civen the owverall avaianility of local and imported water
supplies, the levels of precipitation both locally ard regionally, the favcrable
operating candition of the groundwater basin and the existing facilities in place to
deliver water throughout tne valley.

Water Supplies include groundwsater from the shallow Alluvial Aguiter and the
under'ying deeper Saugus Formation anc impcrted water from the State Water
Project. The foliowing summarizes the wa'er resources of (he Valley in 898

Alluvial Aquifer

o The annual perennial vied for the Alluvial Aquifer is 32,500 acre-feet per
year. This quartity of water represents an amount of wa'er thal can be
pumped annually from the acuifer on a long-term basis and during dry year
concitions without causing an undesirable resuit.
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Section |

Introduction

secticn LA ~ Background

For most residents of the Santa Cl_arita Valley (Valley), dcmestic water service is
provided by four’ retail water purveyors. They are Los Angeles County
waterworks District 38, Newhall County Water District, Santa Clarita Water
company, and Valencia Water Company. The Castaic Lake Water Agency
(CLWA) is a wholesaler that obtains water from California's State Water Project.
CLWA draws water from Castaic Lake where it is filtered and disinfected at two
treatment plants before distribution to the purveyors. These five entities meet
regularly as the Upper Santa Clara Valley Water Committes (Committee) to

coordinate the beneficial use of water in the Valley. Their respective service
areas are shown in Figure |-1.

The Commiitee was officially formed in 1967 when its members requested the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) to prepare a joint water resources
study of the Santa Clara River Watershed. The purpose of the Committee was to
consult with the USGS regarding the study. to assist with the accumulation of
data, and to continue working toward coordinating water management programs
for the area. The study was completed in 1972 by S. G. Robson of the USGS

and provides the initial baseline information of the valley's groundwater
resources.

Over the years, the Committee has continued to review and document the
availability of water resources in the region. Past studies have assessad the
condition of the local groundwater aquifers, their hydro-geologic character,
aquifer storage capacity, perennial yield and recharge rate and the potential for

Conjunctive use of both groundwater and imported water resources.

Other efforts have included developing drought contingency plans, evaluating the

'Mpact of landfills on the groundwater basin, coordinating emergency response

-1



Section il

Water Supplies

Historically, local groundwater extracted from the Alluvial and Saugus Acuifers
has been the primary source of water in the Santa Clarita Valley. However, local
groundwater supplies since 1980 have been supplemented with imported water
from the State Water Project. This Section describes the geologic setting of the
Santa Clarita Valley, the local and impcried water supplies, water quality,

precipitation records and recycled water programs.

Section il.A Eastern Groundwater Basin

Figure lI-1 shows the approximate boundaries of the Eastern Groundwater
Basin, which is the largest and most developed groundwater body of the Upper
Santa Clara River HA. It is an alluvial-valley aquifer-stream system. The basin
consists of Holocene Alluvium, Pleistocene terrace depocsits, and the Plio-

Pleistocene Saugus Formation.

Information on the hydrologic conditions of the groundwater basin comes from
three previous studies. Robson (1972) evaluated the availability, quantity, and
potential for development of the groundwatar resources of the Saugus-Newhall
area. Slade (1986€) conducted an evaluation of the hydrologic conditions of the
Alluvial Aquifer underlying the Santa Clarita Valley an;j its potential for artificial
recharge. In 1988, Slade conducted a hydrologic evaluation of the Saugus

Formation, its quantity, and potential for development.
Section ILA.1.a. Alluvial Aquifer - General

The Holocene Alluvium exists extensively on the valley floor and becomes
restricted at the narrow channels of the river's tributaries in the upper reaches.
The Alluvium is deepest along the center of the present river channel, with a
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values whera the alloviom s thickes' in tha centeér ol he valley and ganeally

west af Bouowa! Canyon.

g amount ¢l groundwaler in slorage 0 the Alduvium Can vary consideracty
cecausa of the effecls of recharge zag Qischarge rom the 2quifer, Based onar
aywv sl arez of 15410 scras, varapie tchnecs, and oecerw yed i Y o 1B
smercerl, 1 has hesr esirated thsl the theoretical maemus amourl of
srmuncwaler that could be he's a~d ~gtheved in usadie starage s oa0 OLD s
fea,. Besec on hslonce Tocluatons in groundwaler @ve 5, Caloylated ywlur-as
o grovndwater it slerage n the Aliuesam have rarged from 2 Figh of 201,000

acre-ieel n Agri 1545 w0 a low of 107.000 acre-ieel in Moverber 1263

Thres of ha lour walay corpanies pump oca groundwater r adoition o
purchasing imparied water from CLWA The Los Angeles Counly Walerworxs
Disinct 36 presently has no operalng groundwsler extracion lactiues. Also the
County ©f Los Angeles ard the Mewsall Lane arg Farming Company pump frem
tné Sduvial Aduifer b5 sarvice trer ow- lards,

Ir. 1686, Ime Comes hreC Ruachard . Slade and Assacizles to study the
Allwnsl Anuiier and determine, arrong ather things, the aqui‘ers kyoregadiogic
condiion, perennial wigid, stcrage capacity and potenhal for arificial recnarge
Bated on mistonca pUTPEGgE BAGC hycmiogic condilicns over a 26 year Lase
s8nod (1997.88 through 1584.55), Slade estmaled that the annusl pe~=nral
vt Tar the Alluvial Aguifar s 31 BN sore-R 1o 22 80C aor=-fl per year [one aome-
R 4325900 cailens!. Based on he resu s of that hvdrogecioge repon and
e cparating aeperience of its merrbars, the Sommitae has adopled a serenma
yeC of 32,900 acra-ft per year, This quantily replesants the amounl oF wele 7 'hat
AN be pumped acnuahy ‘rom t-e azuler of 3 longterr basis, ncuding
fuctuations avove and below the cergnnial vierd amourt duning wat znd dry year
Ercitiong, without causing an uncesrabie et LindesrEnle resulls coud
L= kong-term groundwatar leve: decine {snd asscoaled dechna

Founcwate, storage). Cegradation of water guality n the agwfer, or land
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Water Solutions, Inc.

DRAFT Technical Memorandum

To: Keith Abercrombie/Valencia Water Company
Steve Cole/Newhall County Water District
Mauricio Guardado/Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA
Dirk Marks/ Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA)

From: John Porcello/GSI Water Solutions, Inc.
Walt Burt/GSI Water Solutions, Inc.

Date: December 15, 2014

Subject: Evaluation of Groundwater Pumping Targets for the Alluvial Aquifer in 2015
Santa Clara River Valley East Subbasin (Santa Clarita Valley, California)

Introduction

This technical memorandum presents the results of an analysis conducted by GSI Water
Solutions, Inc. (GSI), to evaluate the achievability of target production volumes
identified by the local retail water purveyors for groundwater pumping during 2015
from the local Alluvial Aquifer system in the Santa Clarita Valley, California. As
specified in GSI's scope of work (dated October 6, 2014), this effort evaluated whether
the target production volumes from Alluvial Aquifer wells during 2014 would be
achievable in 2015 if ongoing local drought conditions and curtailments of State Water
Project water were to continue into 2015.

The analysis was conducted for the 33 purveyor-owned production wells that currently
operate in the Alluvial Aquifer (15 wells owned and operated by Valencia Water
Company [VWC]; 6 wells owned and operated by Newhall County Water District
[NCWD]; and 12 wells owned and operated by the Santa Clarita Water Division
[SCWD] of the Castaic Lake Water Agency [CLWA]). The purveyors” Groundwater
Operating Plan calls for the Alluvial Aquifer to provide between 30,000 and 35,000 acre-
feet per year (AFY) of groundwater supply during local drought years. Of this amount,
approximately 27,500 AFY are specified to be pumped by the three retail water
purveyors (VWC, SCWD, and NWCD). The Groundwater Operating Plan was first
established for the local groundwater basin during the 2000s (CH2M HILL and LSCE,
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2005) and subsequently was updated in 2009 (LSCE and GSI, 2009) and 2014 (GSI and
LSCE, 2014).

From the fall of 2013 through the fall of 2014, the three retail water purveyors together
pumped approximately 25,000 AFY of Alluvial Aquifer groundwater, or about 10
percent less than the 27,500 AFY target production volume that is identified in the
Groundwater Operating Plan for the Alluvial Aquifer during locally dry years. Several
wells experienced difficulty achieving their target volumes during 2014, particularly
wells owned by SCWD and NCWD that are located in the upper reaches of the
watershed (where groundwater levels and groundwater recharge rates are highly
sensitive to year-to-year variations in rainfall and streamflow). During the period from
the fall of 2013 to the fall of 2014, each of three wells owned by SCWD pumped less
than 100 AFY, and four wells owned by SCWD did not operate at all. Personnel from
SCWD and NCWD have stated to GSI that in the absence of recharge during the winter
of 2014/spring of 2015, more wells could be taken offline or used in an even more
restricted manner than occurred in 2014.

Approach

GSI's study approach consisted of first developing an initial assessment of each well’s
recent and projected operating condition. In November 2014, GSI provided these
detailed assessments to each purveyor for their review, comment, and follow-on
discussion. GSI then conducted a final assessment that incorporated any new
information provided by a given water purveyor, as well as any changes to the 2015
target pumping volumes that the retail water purveyor requested by analyzed.

For both the draft and final assessments, the results were derived by combining

(1) groundwater modeling projections of groundwater level trends in the aquifer with
(2) information on well designs, pump settings, and pumping operations at each
production well. The groundwater modeling work was conducted using the water
purveyors” numerical model of the local groundwater basin. GSI's analysis assumed
that in 2015:

e No new wells would be drilled.

e No modifications would occur to the depths or shut-off settings at any existing
well.

e No deepening, reconditioning, or other alterations would occur to the
construction of any existing well.
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Conclusions

Rainfall records, groundwater level monitoring, and groundwater modeling together
indicate that little to no recharge has occurred to the Alluvial Aquifer since the winter of
2010/ spring of 2011 rainfall season. The groundwater level monitoring program shows
that groundwater levels have declined at a fairly steady rate since that time, as has been
observed in other past periods of local drought conditions (such as occurred in 1984
through 1992 and again in 1999 through 2004). The continued decline in groundwater
levels that was observed in 2014 at many Alluvial Aquifer wells will continue in 2015 if
little to no rainfall and streamflow recharge occurs to the local aquifer systems during
the winter of 2014 /spring of 2015 rainfall season.

Under this scenario, and assuming there are no new wells or modifications to existing
wells and pumping systems, GSI's primary conclusions regarding the achievability of
the target pumping volumes from the Alluvial Aquifer in 2015 are presented in Table 1
and are summarized as follows:

1. For the three retail water purveyors combined, the achievable yield from the
Alluvial Aquifer in 2015 is likely between 17,100 and 21,800 AFY. The
Groundwater Operating Plan’s drought-year target of 27,400 AFY of collective
production by the three retail water purveyors will not be achievable if the
drought continues through the winter of 2014/spring of 2015 rainfall season.

2. The largest shortfall in yield is estimated to occur for VWC. The estimated
achievable production volume for VWC wells (between 14,600 and 17,900 AFY in
2015) creates shortfalls of (a) 3,600 to 6,900 AFY compared with VWC's target
production under the Groundwater Operating Plan and (b) 1,100 to 4,400 AFY
compared with the 2015 target production volume that was of interest to VWC.

3. The estimated shortfalls in groundwater production from the Alluvial Aquifer
are notably smaller for SCWD and NCWD than for VWC.

a. SCWD’s wells likely can produce between 1,700 and 2,700 AFY from the
Alluvial Aquifer in 2015. This represents a shortfall of 1,800 to 2,800 AFY
compared with the Groundwater Operating Plan, and a shortfall of 1,500

to 2,500 AFY compared with the 2015 target production volume that was
tested by GSI.

b. NCWD's wells likely can produce between 800 and 1,200 AFY from the
Alluvial Aquifer in 2015. This represents a shortfall of 200 to 600 AFY
compared with the Groundwater Operating Plan, and a shortfall of zero to
500 AFY compared with the 2015 target production volume that was
tested by GSI.

4. The estimates of the achievable yield listed in Table 1 are reasonable estimates of
the groundwater production capacity from the Alluvial Aquifer that the three
retail water purveyors can expect to achieve in 2015 should the local drought
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continue. Actual groundwater production volumes from the Alluvial Aquifer
could be notably higher if there are appreciable amounts of rainfall, streamflow,
and groundwater recharge during the winter of 2014/spring of 2015 rainfall
season.

5. Some of the purveyors” wells currently have pump depths that pose a significant
limitation on usage of the well. Higher volumes of production may be possible in
2015 if the pumps are lowered for those wells where the pumps are set notably
higher than the bottom of the well. Based on GSI’s analysis and conversations
with representatives of each water purveyor, it appears that the right physical
conditions may exist to lower the pump columns of certain wells (7 wells owned
by VWGC; at least 1 well, and perhaps 5 wells, owned by SCWD; and 2 or 3 wells
owned by NCWD). However, any increases in 2015 groundwater production that
arise from lowering the pump at a given well may prove to be only temporary if
the drought continues. This in turn means that the post-modification production
volumes after 2015 could be the same as (or lower than) the production that
would have been achieved during 2015 without any modifications to the pumps
and their shut-off settings.
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Table 1 DRAFT

Alluvial Aquifer Pumping Analysis for 2015 - All Retail Water Purveyors

Prepared by GSI Water Solutions, Inc.

Drought-Year Potential Shortfall in Potential Shortfall in
Pumping Target in| 2015 Pumping [ Estimated Achievable Yield Meeting the Drought-Year Meeting the
Retail Water Groundwater | Target Tested by in 2015 from Existing Pumping Target in the 2015 Pumping Target || Retail Water
Purveyor Operating Plan (] Alluvial Aquifer Wells Groundwater Operating Plan Tested by GSI Purveyor

VWC 21,500 19,000 14,600 to 17,900 -6,900 to -3,600 -4,400 to -1,100 VWC
SCWD 4,500 4,200 1,700 to 2,700 -2,800 to -1,800 -2,500 to -1,500 SCWD
NCWD 1,400 1,300 800 to 1,200 -600 to -200 -500 to -100 NCWD
TOTAL 27,400 24,500 17,100 to 21,800 -10,300 to -5,600 -7,400 to -2,700 TOTAL

All volumes are in units of acre-feet per year (AF/year).

All listed values for shortfalls and likely achievable yields are estimates and are not guaranteed.

VWC = Valencia Water Company

DRAFT Tablel 2015RedistributionAnalysisSummary (12-15-2014).xIsx

SCWD = Santa Clarita Water Division of the Castaic Lake Water Agency

NCWD = Newhall County Water District
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State of California DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES California Natural Resources Agency
CALIFORNIA STATE WATER PROJECT

NOTICE TO STATE WATER PROJECT CONTRACTORS
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Date: March 23, 2021
Number: 21-06

Subject: 2021 State Water Project Allocation Decrease — 5 Percent

From: Original signed by
Ted Craddock
Deputy Director, State Water Project
Department of Water Resources

Due to the persistent dry conditions, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) is
decreasing the allocation of 2021 State Water Project (SWP) water for long-term
contractors from 422,848 acre-feet to 210,266 acre-feet. Based on the recent low
amount of precipitation and runoff, and an assessment of overall water supply
conditions, SWP supplies are projected to be 5 percent of most SWP contractors’
2021 requested Table A amounts, which totals 4,172,786 AF. Attached is the revised
2021 SWP 5 percent allocation table.

This allocation is made consistent with the long-term water supply contracts and
public policy. DWR’s approval considered several factors including existing storage
in SWP conservation reservoirs, SWP operational constraints such as the conditions
of the 2019 Biological Opinions for federally listed species, the 2020 Incidental Take
Permit for State listed species and the 2021 SWP contractors’ demands. DWR may
revise this and any subsequent allocations if warranted by the developing hydrologic
and water supply conditions.

To develop the 5 percent schedule, DWR will scale down the current long-term SWP
contractors’ 15 percent schedules that were submitted in October 2020 (as part of the
initial requests), unless SWP contractors submit updated schedules. DWR will send
the approved monthly water delivery schedules to the long-term SWP contractors.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
John Leahigh, Water Operations Executive Manager, at (916) 651-2447.

Attachment
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2021 STATE WATER PROJECT ALLOCATION

(ACRE-FEET)

PERCENT
INITIAL APPROVED INITIAL
SWP CONTRACTORS TABLE A REQUEST | ALLOCATION | REQUEST
APPROVED
(3)/(2)
(1) (2) 3) 4)
FEATHER RIVER
County of Butte 27,500 27,500 3,000 11%
Plumas County FC&WCD 2,700 2,700 135 5%
City of Yuba City 9,600 9,600 480 5%
Subtotal 39,800 39,800 3,615
NORTH BAY
Napa County FC&WCD 29,025 29,025 1,451 5%
Solano County WA 47,756 47,756 2,388 5%
Subtotal 76,781 76,781 3,839
SOUTH BAY
Alameda County FC&WCD, Zone 7 80,619 80,619 4,031 5%
Alameda County WD 42,000 42,000 2,100 5%
Santa Clara Valley WD 100,000 100,000 5,000 5%
Subtotal 222,619 222,619 11,131
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY
Oak Flat WD 5,700 5,700 285 5%
County of Kings 9,305 9,305 465 5%
Dudley Ridge WD 41,350 41,350 2,068 5%
Empire West Side ID 3,000 3,000 150 5%
Kern County WA 982,730 982,730 49,137 5%
Tulare Lake Basin WSD 87,471 87,471 4,374 5%
Subtotal 1,129,556 1,129,556 56,479
CENTRAL COASTAL
San Luis Obispo County FC&WCD 25,000 25,000 1,250 5%
Santa Barbara County FC&WCD 45,486 45,486 2,274 5%
Subtotal 70,486 70,486 3,524
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
Antelope Valley-East Kern WA 144,844 144,844 7,242 5%
Santa Clarita Valley WA 95,200 95,200 4,760 5%
Coachella Valley WD 138,350 138,350 6,918 5%
Crestline-Lake Arrowhead WA 5,800 5,800 290 5%
Desert WA 55,750 55,750 2,788 5%
Littlerock Creek ID 2,300 2,300 115 5%
Metropolitan WDSC 1,911,500 1,911,500 95,575 5%
Mojave WA 89,800 89,800 4,490 5%
Palmdale WD 21,300 21,300 1,065 5%
San Bernardino Valley MWD 102,600 102,600 5,130 5%
San Gabriel Valley MWD 28,800 28,800 1,440 5%
San Gorgonio Pass WA 17,300 17,300 865 5%
Ventura County WPD 20,000 20,000 1,000 5%
Subtotal 2,633,544 2,633,544 131,678
TOTAL 4,172,786 4,172,786 210,266
SWPAO

3/24/2021
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