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Correction of a misunderstanding

From Cher Gilmore <chergilmore@sbcglobal.net>
Date Wed 6/10/2026 4:28 PM
To Sarah Fleury <sfleury@scvwa.org>; uwmp <uwmp@scvwa.org>

***[EXTERNAL]: This message comes from an external organization. Exercise caution
when opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.***

 

Honorable Water Board and Staff:

I'd like to correct what I think was a misunderstanding on the staff's part of the letter
from Citizens' Climate Lobby regrading the Urban Water Management Plan. It was stated
in the letter that "there's nothing in the plan to motivate the city to make and/or enforce
policies that would reduce water use or capture more water when we do have
precipitation." Obviously, the plan isn't for motivational purposes. However, assuming it
will be used for planning purposes by the city, perhaps county and other entities, if it
indicates that nothing needs to be done to ensure enough water through 2050 (a dubious
conclusion for several reasons which have been presented by CCL and other community
organizations), then planners would have no reason to suggest investing in
infrastructure or policies to reduce water consumption or conserve precipitation that does
come. The plan would be providing misleading (or at the very least unverifiable or
questionable) information for planners to base decisions upon. And if the UWMP isn't
designed to guide planners, then what would be its purpose?

That is why CCL suggested adding commentary in the Executive Summary discussing the
limitations of the models, and the kinds of events that could reasonably be expected to
occur (and influence water supplies and/or usage) or could possibly occur in the time
frame given. These include multiple atmospheric rivers that would reduce the amount of
usable precipitation considerably, much higher temperatures than the plan indicates
which would significantly increase water usage and desiccation of landscapes, more
residential and/or business development than is predicted in the plan that would increase
demand, severe reduction of SWP water due to virtually no snowpack for years (as was
the case this past winter), lack of infrastructure to significantly increase recycling of
water, additional pollution of wells or inability to bring all of the current polluted wells
back into service, wildfires requiring excessive water, etc. An earthquake that might
destroy some of the infrastructure delivering the SWP water to Santa Clarita is not
outside the bounds of possibility. Responses to any and all of these possible events need
to be considered and planned for, and without a plan outlining what could occur outside
of the models, they would not be likely to be addressed.

Models are not necessarily known for their accuracy. In fact, climate scientists have been
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saying for the past several years that changes in the climate, tipping points, glacier melt,
etc., are happening much faster than their models had predicted. So, we appreciate your
willingness to move some of the text discussed in Appendix E relative to the limitations
of the models to the Executive Summary, and we hope that will be expanded upon with
specific examples such as the above.

And now to correct a misunderstanding on my part. When it's stated in the plan that the
charts are based on a 100-year hydrology record up to 2021, it was not clear that only
the hottest 5 years within those 100 years were selected to average for a baseline
comparison, as Ms. Fleury explained to me after the hearing. Perhaps that was indicated
in another section of the plan, but it would be helpful to clarify that fact throughout the
document. Otherwise, the assumption is that the baseline for charts, etc. is an average
of all 100 years.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment, and to correct misunderstandings.

Sincerely,

Cher Gilmore
Group Leader, Santa Clarita chapter
Citizens' Climate Lobby
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