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Executive Summary 

The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA), the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the 

portions of the Pleasant Valley Basin (PVB) within its jurisdictional boundaries, in coordination with the Camrosa 

Water District-Pleasant Valley GSA and the Pleasant Valley Basin Outlying Areas GSA (County of Ventura), has 

prepared this first Periodic Evaluation of the Pleasant Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) in 

compliance with the 2014 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) (California Water Code, Section 

10720 et seq.)1. This first Periodic Evaluation of the GSP evaluates impacts of climate, water usage trends, and 

groundwater management decisions on groundwater conditions in the PVB between water year 20202 and water 

year 2024 and provides an assessment of whether GSP implementation is on track to achieve the sustainability 

goal of the PVB by 2040. 

The GSP was submitted to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) on January 13, 2020, and was approved by 

DWR on November 18, 2021. The GSP reported on groundwater conditions through water year 2015. This 

evaluation includes an assessment of groundwater condition changes since the GSP was submitted. DWR’s 

approval of the GSP included five recommended corrective actions, which FCGMA has worked to address over the 

past three years (Table ES-1, Recommended Corrective Actions and Corresponding FCGMA Activities).  

Table ES-1. Recommended Corrective Actions and Corresponding FCGMA Activities 

No. 

Summary of Recommended Corrective 

Action 

Activities completed by FCGMA  

Discussion of 

FCGMA 

Responses 

Technical 

Analysis 

or Study 

New 

Project 

Updated 

Monitoring 

Network 

1 Investigate the Grimes Canyon aquifer    Section 4.1.2 

2 Investigate the connectivity between surface 

water and groundwater 

   Section 2.2.6 

3 Evaluate how the sustainability goals 

established for dry climate conditions impact 

sustainability goals for the Oxnard Subbasin 

   Section 2.2.3 

4 Elaborate on the use of groundwater levels as 

a proxy for degraded water quality 

   Section 2.2.4 

5 Incorporate periodic land subsidence 

monitoring into the GSP’s monitoring plan 

   Sections 2.2.5 

and 7.4 

 

Additionally, since adopting the GSP, the FCGMA has been working to fill data gaps identified in the GSP, implement 

projects and management actions, and address legal actions taken in the PVB. FCGMA has undertaken these 

efforts in conjunction with other local agencies, and in consultation with interested parties in the PVB and the 

adjacent Oxnard Subbasin and Las Posas Valley Basin. Targeted workshops were held during the development of 

this first Periodic Evaluation to solicit feedback and suggestions that have shaped the interpretations and 

 
1 The GSAs that overlie that PVB have not been modified since the GSP was submitted.  
2 A water year begins October 1 and ends September 30 to reflect the precipitation patterns in California. Under DWR‘s definition 

of a water year, water year 2024 began October 1, 2023 and ended September 30, 2024.  
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recommendations presented in this document. The FCGMA Board of Directors remains committed to engaging with 

interested parties over the next periodic evaluation cycle.  

Current Groundwater Conditions  

Three principal aquifers are defined in the PVB: the older alluvium, which is time equivalent to the Upper Aquifer 

System (UAS) in the Oxnard Subbasin, the Fox Canyon aquifer (FCA), and the Grimes Canyon aquifer (GCA) (FCGMA 

2019). The FCA and GCA compose the Lower Aquifer System (LAS) in the PVB. Groundwater production for 

agricultural, municipal, and industrial use in the PVB, specifically near the boundary with the Oxnard Subbasin, has 

contributed to seawater intrusion in both the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA 2019). This first Periodic 

Evaluation of the GSP evaluates impacts of climate, water usage trends, and groundwater management decisions 

on groundwater conditions in the UAS and LAS between water year 2015 2020 and water year 2024. For context, 

this first Periodic Evaluation of the GSP provides information on groundwater elevation and groundwater quality 

changes since calendar year 2015, which is the last data reported in the GSP.  

Since 2015, groundwater elevation changes have varied in response to changing climate conditions. Between water 

year 2015 and 2022, the PVB experienced seven years of drier-than-average conditions3. Consequently, fall 

groundwater elevations in both the UAS and LAS declined between 2015 and 2022, even after FCGMA purchased 

15,000 AF of supplemental State Water Project water in 2019. The wetter than average 2023 and 2024 water 

years resulted in increased availability of Santa Clara River surface water diversions. These diversions supported 

groundwater elevation recoveries across the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB over the past two water years. Groundwater 

elevations in the western part of the PVB, adjacent to the Oxnard Subbasin are currently higher than those 

measured in 2015. In contrast, spring 2024 groundwater elevations in the northern PVB were lower than they were 

in 2015. These groundwater level declines, which were anticipated in the GSP, are a response to decreasing flows 

from the Las Posas Valley Basin and operation of the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Desalter project. The 

aforementioned project is designed to extract brackish groundwater from the PVB and improve groundwater quality 

conditions in northern PVB. 

While groundwater elevations in most areas are higher than they were in 2015, available groundwater quality and 

numerical modeling data indicate that groundwater elevations in the PVB and adjacent Oxnard Subbasin 

contributed to seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin.  

Relationship to the Sustainable Management Criteria  

The GSP established minimum threshold and measurable objective groundwater elevations at 9 representative 

monitoring points, or “key wells”, in the PVB. These SMCs were established to avoid undesirable results associated 

with chronic lowering of groundwater levels, depletion of groundwater in storage, degradation of water quality, and 

land subsidence in the PVB (FCGMA 2019). Additionally, groundwater elevations below these SMCs have the 

potential to exacerbate seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA 2019). In 2015, groundwater elevations 

were below the minimum thresholds at 8 of the 9 key wells.  

The GSP acknowledged that groundwater elevation recoveries from 2015 conditions to the measurable objectives 

would require progressive implementation of projects and management actions over a 20-year period. To account 

for this, the GSP established interim milestones that serve as groundwater elevation targets through 2040. Under 

 
3 The Subbasin PVB received higher than average precipitation in water years 2017 and 2019, but the precipitation and local 

surface water available for diversion was not sufficient for the Subbasin PVB to recover from long-term drought conditions. 



GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILTY PLAN FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN / FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION 

 

 15285-11 ES-3 
 AUGUST DECEMBER 2024  

average climate conditions, the interim milestones targeted groundwater elevation recoveries that averaged 

approximately 17 feet in the older alluvium and approximately 30 feet in the LAS over the first five years of GSP 

implementation. The groundwater elevations measured in spring 2024 were approximately 28 to 76 feet higher 

than the interim milestones.  

Importantly, groundwater elevations in spring 2024 were higher than the minimum thresholds in 6 of the 8 key 

wells based upon available data. FCGMA anticipates that the general trend of rising groundwater elevations will 

continue through 2040 with continued implementation of the GSP. 

Water Supplies in the Pleasant Valley Basin 

Water Supplies in the PVB consist of surface water, imported water, recycled water, and groundwater (Table ES-2, 

Historical and Current Water Supplies in the Pleasant Valley Basin). Total water supplies since 2015 (2016-2022) 

were approximately 10% lower than the historical average, largely due to a reduction in the availability of Santa 

Clara River water during drought years and use of imported water from CMWD. At the same time, use of Conejo 

Creek water and recycled water in the PVB was higher than the historical period. Total groundwater usage was lower 

than the historical period. Total groundwater pumping was about 6% lower than in 2015 (Table ES-2). Groundwater 

production reductions were principally due to groundwater extraction allocation revisions implemented by FCGMA. 

Table ES-2. Historical and Current Water Supplies in the Pleasant Valley Basin 

Water Source 

Historical Average 

(1985 - 2015)  

[Acre-Feet per Year]a 

Current Average  

(2016 - 2022) 

[Acre-Feet per Year]a 

Groundwater Older Alluvium 7,650 7,050 

Lower Aquifer 

System 

7,810 7,420 

Subtotal 15,460 15,00014,470 

Surface Water Conejo Creek 3,560 4,830 

Santa Clara River 4,090 930 

Imported Water From CMWD 8,700 7,000 

Imported GW 1,390 1,990 

Recycled Water 2,260 3,040 

Total  35,670 32,260 

Notes: CMWD = Calleguas Municipal Water District; Imported GW = groundwater pumped from the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Basin and 

Tierra Rejada Basin and used in the PVB.  
a Rounded to the nearest ten (10) acre-feet.  

State of Overdraft 

While groundwater elevations in the PVB have historically recovered over climatic cycles, overdraft in the PVB has 

contributed to seawater intrusion and the migration of saline water in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin. To better 

characterize the degree of overdraft currently occurring in the PVB, the sustainable yield was re-evaluated through 

multiple new future condition numerical groundwater flow modeling scenarios. In the event that no new projects 

are implemented in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin, the sustainable yield of the PVB is estimated to be 1311,400 
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200 AFY4. Groundwater production from the PVB currently exceeds this estimate by approximately 1,63,300 AFY. 

Actual overdraft may exceed this estimate due to uncertainty in the estimated sustainable yield. 

Future Groundwater Conditions 

Under Future Baseline conditions, groundwater production is anticipated to exceed the sustainable yield by 

approximately 12,200 700 AFY. To address this, FCGMA and other agencies in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin have 

made significant progress developing projects and management actions that mitigate overdraft by 2040. 

These include:  

▪ The development and implementation of a fixed extraction allocation system that places an upper bound 

on the total allowable annual extractions available to each operator in the PVB.  

▪ The development and implementation of projects and policies, which expand availability and usage of 

recycled water.  

▪ The development and implementation of projects that increase surface water diversions from Santa Clara 

River for recharge in the Oxnard Subbasin and delivery for use in the PVB, in lieu of groundwater.  

▪ The development and evaluation of seawater intrusion barrier projects that create new water supplies and 

increase the sustainable yield of the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin.  

The benefits of future projects and management actions, and their ability to mitigate overdraft, were evaluated 

through numerical modeling (Table ES-3, Estimated Project-Related Future Sustainable Yield).  

Table ES-3. Estimated Project-Related Future Sustainable Yield  

Model 

Scenario Name Projects Evaluated 

Estimated 

Sustainable Yield  

(Acre-Feet per Year)a 

Estimated Remaining 

Overdraft  

(Acre-Feet per Year)b 

Older 

Alluvium 

Lower 

Aquifer 

System 

Older 

Alluvium 

Lower 

Aquifer 

System 

Projects ▪ Expansion of Santa Clara 

River water diversions. 

▪ Voluntary temporary 

fallowing  

▪ Infrastructure 

improvements  

3,3600 108,200 9001,400 -1,000 

Basin 

Optimization 

▪ Redistribution of pumping 3,5600 10,2008,2

00 

9001,200 1,000- 

Future Baseline 

with EBB 

▪ Extraction Barrier and 

Brackish Water Treatment 

Project (Seawater Intrusion 

Extraction Barrier) 

4,700 9,1007,90

0 

- - 

Notes: “-“ indicates that Overdraft is addressed.; WLPMA = West Las Posas Management Area of the Las Posas Valley Basin.  
a Sustainable yield increases associated with each project may not be additive. 

 
4 Due to uncertainty in the model-estimates of seawater flux into the Oxnard Subbasin, the sustainable yield of the PVB may range 

from 10,02,200 to 14,62,400 AFY (FCGMA, 2019). 
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b Estimated based on the Future Baseline groundwater extraction rates, which are equal to the 2016 to 2022 average, adjusted 

for estimated Santa Clara River water and recycled water availability.  

While the modeling suggests that future projects will play a critical role in mitigating overdraft and achieving the 

sustainability goal for the PVB, uncertainty remains surrounding the timing, feasibility, scale, and cost of each 

project. Additional numerical modeling would need to be conducted to characterize the individual, rather than 

collective, benefits of each project. FCGMA anticipates coordinating with agency-leads for each of these projects to 

integrate updated project understandings into the GSP as they evolve. 

Importantly, over the next five years, United Water Conservation District will be developing and implementing Phase 

I of their Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment project. This project is intended to create a seawater 

intrusion barrier by extracting brackish water near Point Mugu and maintaining a pumping trough that helps prevent 

landward migration of saline water in the Oxnard Subbasin. This project is anticipated to both increase water 

supplies in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin, through delivery of treated brackish water, and increase the sustainable 

yield. Results from Phase I of this project, which is anticipated to start in 2028, will inform the need to revise the 

sustainable management criteria for the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB to allow for project-related groundwater 

elevation declines along the coast and provide operators with additional flexibility.  

Assessment of Progress Towards Sustainability 

The primary sustainability goal for the PVB is to “maintain a sufficient volume of groundwater in storage in the older 

alluvium and the LAS so that there is no net decline in groundwater elevation or storage over wet and dry climatic 

cycles” (FCGMA 2019). Additionally, “groundwater levels in the PVB should be maintained at elevations that are 

high enough to not inhibit the ability of the Oxnard Subbasin to prevent net landward migration of the saline water 

impact front” in the Oxnard Subbasin after 2040 (FCGMA 2019). GSP implementation, thus far, is on track to meet 

the sustainability goal set forth in the GSP. This has been accomplished through:  

▪ Development of policy that allocates groundwater extractions in a manner consistent with the GSP 

and SGMA. 

▪ Diversification of water supplies and reduction in groundwater production from the PVB.  

▪ Ongoing groundwater elevation and quality monitoring. 

▪ Implementation of projects that address data gaps, 

▪ Development, evaluation, and implementation of projects that increase water supplies and the sustainable 

yield of the PVB.  

▪ Recharge to the groundwater aquifers from two consecutive water years (2023 and 2024) with above 

average precipitation  

The information collected through these activitiesthe implementation of projects to address data gaps and ongoing 

groundwater elevation and quality monitoring has improved groundwater condition monitoring, the hydrogeologic 

conceptual model of the PVB, and the understanding of projects and management actions that are implementable 

and support sustainable groundwater management in the PVB. This has resulted in improved estimates of the 

sustainable yield of the PVB and potential improvements to the sustainable management criteria that will guide 

management over the next five years.  

Significantly, adjudication proceedings have been undertaken in the PVB. At this time, it is unclear what legal effect 

the adjudication action will have on FCGMA’s continued ability to implement the GSP and sustainably manage the 
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PVB. Over the next five-years, FCGMA will continue to work towards sustainability and will re-evaluate the impacts 

of climate, water usage, project implementation, and legal actions on groundwater conditions and groundwater 

management in the PVB in accordance with the ongoing GSP evaluation process and adaptive management 

approach outlined in SGMA. 

Summary of Public Comment 

The FCGMA Board of Directors has prioritized outreach and engagement with interested parties throughout the GSP 

implementation process. In conjunction with the development of this first Periodic Evaluation, interested parties 

feedback was solicited at FCGMA Board meetings, in public and technical workshops, and through release of a 

Draft Periodic Evaluation of the GSP, which was made available for review on the FCGMA website for 45 days. 

FCGMA received eight comment letters on the Draft Periodic Evaluation. Comment themes focused on the 

hydrogeologic conceptual model, numerical modeling, projects and management actions, and the sustainable 

management criteria. Several of the comments made suggestions for additional work that needs to be done over 

the upcoming evaluation period. FCGMA recognizes and appreciates the significant contributions of the interested 

parties that have participated in the development of the GSP, its implementation, and this first Periodic Evaluation.  
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1 Significant New Information 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) and other agencies in the Pleasant Valley Basin (PVB) 

(California Department of Water Resources [DWR] Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basin 4-006) have designed, funded, 

and implemented a range of projects and management actions that facilitate implementation of the Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan (GSP). These have included: the development of policy that supports management of 

groundwater extractions from the PVB in a manner consistent with the GSP; construction of additional monitoring 

wells that address data gaps identified in the GSP; and the design and implementation of larger capital projects 

that increase water supplies in the PVB. Additionally, there have been legal challenges filed against FCGMA’s 

management of the Subbasin PVB including a challenge to the GSP and request for a comprehensive adjudication. 

These activities are summarized in Table 1-1, Summary of New Information Since GSP, and are discussed in detail 

in Section 3, Status of Projects and Management Actions.  

Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP 

Significant New 

Information Description 

Aspects of Plan 

Affected 

Warrant 

Changes to 

Any 

Aspects of 

the Plan  

Legal Challenges 

OPV Coalition, et al. v. Fox 

Canyon Groundwater 

Management Agency, Santa 

Barbara Sup. Ct. Case No. 

VENCI00555357 

In June 2021, the OPV Coalition filed a 

lawsuit against FCGMA, challenging the 

OPV (Oxnard and Pleasant Valley) 

GSPs, the ordinance that establishes 

extraction allocations (limits) for all 

users in the Basins, and requesting an 

adjudication of all groundwater rights 

in the Basins. At this time, it is unclear 

what legal effect the lawsuit, in 

particular the adjudication action, will 

have on FCGMA’s continued ability to 

implement the OPV GSPs and 

sustainably manage the Basins.  

Unknown Unknown 

City of Oxnard v. Fox Canyon 

Groundwater Management 

Agency, Los Angeles Sup. Ct. 

Case No. 20STCP00929 

In December 2019, the City of Oxnard 

(City) filed a petition for writ of 

mandate challenging FCGMA’s 

adoption of an ordinance intended to 

transition the Agency’s current 

groundwater management programs to 

sustainable groundwater management 

under SGMA. FCGMA amended its 

ordinance in response to the court’s 

August 2023 writ of mandate. 

Unknown Unknown 
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Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP 

Significant New 

Information Description 

Aspects of Plan 

Affected 

Warrant 

Changes to 

Any 

Aspects of 

the Plan  

Monitoring Network Information 

New Monitoring Data ▪ Two nested monitoring well was 

installed by FCGMA in northern 

Pleasant Valley, adjacent to the 

Las Posas Valley Basin (LPVB) in 

2019 (FCGMA 2022). 

▪ Three nested monitoring wells were 

installed by the City of Camarillo 

near the North Pleasant Valley 

Groundwater Desalter project.  

▪ FCGMA is constructing up to three 

additional nested monitoring wells 

in the PVB in calendar year 2024. 

Monitoring Network YesNo 

Interferometric Synthetic 

Aperture Radar (InSAR) Data 

DWR InSAR data is now available to 

examine land subsidence in the PVB. 

Monitoring Network NoYes 

New Water Supplies 

Recycled water served in 

PVCWD 

In 2019, the City of Camarillo and CWD 

began delivering recycled water for 

irrigation within the PVCWD service 

area. Prior to this, recycled water was a 

source of irrigation water supply within 

the PVB but not within PVCWD. 

Water Budget NoYes 

Projects and Management Actions 

Management Actions 

Fixed Extraction Allocation 

System 

In 2019, FCGMA adopted a fixed 

extraction allocation system that 

placed an upper bound on the total 

allowable annual extractions available 

to each operator in the SubbasinPVB. 

Since adoption of the GSP, FCGMA has 

adopted ordinance amendments and 

resolutions to facilitate transition to the 

new allocation system, provide policies 

and procedures for seeking variances, 

and made modifications required 

under a court order addressing a 

challenge to the ordinance. 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

In-lieu recycled water for 

agricultural irrigation program 

In 2023, FCGMA adopted 23-02, which 

provides a “recycled water pumping 

allocation” to the City of Oxnard for 

delivery of recycled water from its 

Advanced Water Purification Facility to 

agricultural operators in the Oxnard 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 
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Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP 

Significant New 

Information Description 

Aspects of Plan 

Affected 

Warrant 

Changes to 

Any 

Aspects of 

the Plan  

Subbasin and to PVWCD, whose 

service area covers both the Oxnard 

Subbasin and PVB 

Project Prioritization Process 

and Criteria 

In 2023, FCGMA adopted a formal 

process for evaluating and prioritizing 

projects in the SubbasinPVB. This 

process, which was developed with 

stakeholder input, provides other 

agencies and stakeholders in the 

Subbasin PVB to submit project 

information to FCGMA for consideration 

in future funding opportunities and 

GSP modeling.  

Projects and 

Management Actions 

No 

Water Supply Projects 

Pleasant Valley County Water 

District (PVCWD) Private 

Reservoir Program 

Incentivize the utilization of privately 

owned and operated reservoirs for the 

use of surface water capture during 

rain events, in order to expand storage 

capacity within the PVCWD service area 

(FCGMA 2022).  

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

PVCWD Recycled Water 

Connection Pipeline 

Connection of the east and west zones 

of PVCWD’s distribution system to 

more effectively distribute up to 4,000 

AFY of recycled water from the City of 

Oxnard’s Advanced Water Purification 

Facility (AWPF) and an additional 1,000 

to 2,000 AFY of surface water from 

Conejo Creek (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Seawater Intrusion Extraction 

Barrier and Brackish Water 

Treatment Project  

Extraction of brackish groundwater in 

the Oxnard, Mugu, and Fox Canyon 

aquifers near Point Mugu, in the 

Oxnard Subbasin, to help prevent 

landward migration of the saline water 

impact front and increase the 

sustainable yield of both the Oxnard 

Subbasin and the PVB (UWCD 2021a). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Freeman Diversion Expansion 

Project  

Expansion of the existing intake, 

conveyance, and recharge facilities to 

divert surface water at higher flow 

rates and with higher sediment loads 

than is possible with UWCD’s existing 

Freeman Diversion on the Santa Clara 

River (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Laguna Road Recycled Water 

Pipeline Interconnection 

Construction of a new pipeline 

interconnection to allow conveyance of 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 
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Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP 

Significant New 

Information Description 

Aspects of Plan 

Affected 

Warrant 

Changes to 

Any 

Aspects of 

the Plan  

recycled water from Pleasant Valley 

County Water District’s (PVCWD’s) 

system to UWCD’s Pumping Trough 

Pipeline (PTP) system. This will allow 

for full utilization of available recycled 

water (FCGMA 2022).  

Purchase of Supplemental 

State Water Project (SWP) 

Water  

In years when SWP water is available in 

excess of UWCD’s Table A allocation, it 

would be purchased and used for 

recharge in the Oxnard Subbasin and 

delivered to users on the PTP and 

PVCWD systems (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Projects to Address Data Gaps  

Installation of Additional 

Groundwater Monitoring 

Wells 

This project proposes installation of 

multi-depth monitoring wells in the PVB 

to assess groundwater conditions in 

the principal aquifers in areas of the 

PVB that lack data (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Installation of Additional 

Shallow Groundwater 

Monitoring Wells 

This project proposes installation of 

shallow monitoring wells to assess 

groundwater conditions along the 

Arroyo Las Posas, Conejo Creek, and 

Calleguas Creek in the PVB to better 

characterize the interaction between 

shallow groundwater and the principal 

aquifers (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Installation of Transducers in 

Monitoring Wells 

This project proposes installation of 

transducers in representative 

monitoring points, or key wells, in the 

PVB to reduce the temporal data gaps 

that currently exist in the record of 

aquifer conditions (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Feasibility Studies 

Stormwater Diversion to 

Camarillo Sanitary District 

Water Reclamation Plant for 

Treatment and Reuse  

Investigate the feasibility of diverting 

stormwater flows from the City of 

Camarillo’s stormwater collection 

system to the Camarillo Sanitary 

District’s (CSD) Water Reclamation 

plant, to be treated and reused for 

irrigation purposes (FCGMA 2022). 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Camarillo Hills Drain 

Stormwater Diversion to 

Camarillo Sanitary District 

Water Reclamation Plant 

Investigate the feasibility of diverting a 

portion of stormwater flows from the 

Camarillo Hills Drain to the CSD Water 

Reclamation Plant (WRP) where it 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 
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Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP 

Significant New 

Information Description 

Aspects of Plan 

Affected 

Warrant 

Changes to 

Any 

Aspects of 

the Plan  

would be treated, and the reclaimed 

water would be used for irrigation in 

the Camarillo and Camrosa Service 

areas. 

Camarillo Airport Regional 

Stormwater Project 

Investigate the feasibility of 

implementing a regional stormwater 

capture and infiltration project in the 

vicinity of the Camarillo Airport. This 

feasibility study seeks to investigate 

diverting stormwater flows from the 

Camarillo Hills Drain to an underground 

infiltration or detention basin for 

groundwater recharge 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Infiltration Basin Near 

Camarillo Sanitary District 

Water Reclamation Plant 

Understand the feasibility of adding 

stormwater infiltration or detention 

areas to the west of the existing CSD 

flood management project near the 

WRP. 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

City of Camarillo North 

Pleasant Valley Desalter 

Expansion 

Regionally led effort to investigate the 

feasibility of increasing the volume of 

groundwater treated by the North 

Pleasant Valley Desalter Treatment 

Facility Desalter for the benefit of 

regional agencies and multiple basins 

Projects and 

Management Actions 

NoYes 

Notes: OPV = Oxnard and Pleasant Valley; N/A = Not Applicable; PVCWD = Pleasant Valley Count Water District; FCGMA = Fox Canyon 

Groundwater Management Agency; CWD = Camrosa Water District; CSD = Camarillo Sanitary District; UWCD = United Water 

Conservation District; WRP = Water Reclamation Plant. 
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2 Current Groundwater Conditions 

2.1 Background 

The PVB (DWR Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basin 4-006) is an alluvial groundwater basin, located in Ventura County, 

California (Figure 2-1, Vicinity Map for the Pleasant Valley Basin). The PVB is in hydrologic communication with the 

Oxnard Subbasin to the west and southwest with a boundary defined by a facies change between the more recent 

predominantly coarser-grained sand and gravel deposits that compose the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers in the Oxnard 

Subbasin and the older finer-grained clay and silt-rich deposits of the Older Alluvium in the PVB. The Springville 

Fault Zone bounds the Basin to the north and is believed to form a groundwater flow barrier at depth between the 

aquifers in the Las Posas Valley Basin (LPVB, DWR Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basin 4-008) and the PVB, based on 

historical hydraulic head differences of up to 60 feet across the fault zone (DWR 1975). However, shallow alluvial 

deposits in the vicinity of Arroyo Las Posas and the Somis Gap are in hydraulic communication with the LPVB (CMWD 

2018). The eastern boundary of the PVB is formed by a hydrogeologic constriction in Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley 

(SWRCB 1956; DWR 2003). The southern boundary of the PVB is delineated by the contact between the alluvial 

deposits and surface exposures of bedrock in the Santa Monica Mountains (DWR 2003). 

Three principal aquifers are defined in the PVB: the older alluvium, which is time equivalent to the Upper Aquifer 

System (UAS) in the Oxnard Subbasin, the Fox Canyon aquifer (FCA), and the Grimes Canyon aquifer (GCA) (FCGMA 

2019). The FCA and GCA compose the Lower Aquifer System (LAS) in the PVB.  

The sustainability goal for the PVB established in the GSP is: “to maintain a sufficient volume of groundwater in 

storage in the older alluvium and the LAS so that there is no net decline in groundwater elevation or storage over 

wet and dry climatic cycles” (FCGMA 2019). Additionally, “groundwater levels in the PVB should be maintained at 

elevations that are high enough to not inhibit the ability of the Oxnard Subbasin to prevent net landward migration 

of the saline water impact front” in the Oxnard Subbasin after 2040 (FCGMA 2019). Groundwater elevation 

minimum thresholds and measurable objectives were established at representative monitoring points, referred to 

as “key wells,” in the GSP (Figure 2-2; Representative Monitoring Points in the Pleasant Valley Basin). The 

measurable objective water levels are “the groundwater levels throughout the PVB at which there is neither 

seawater flow into, nor freshwater flow out of the UAS or LAS in the Oxnard Subbasin” (FCGMA 2019). The minimum 

threshold water levels are water levels that allow declines during periods of future drought to be offset by recovery 

during future periods of above-average rainfall (FCGMA 2019).  

At the time the GSP was prepared, the groundwater elevations were below the minimum threshold groundwater 

elevations at 8 of the 9 key wells in the PVB. The GSP established interim milestone groundwater elevations at 

these 8 key wells as targets for groundwater elevation recoveries between 2020 and 2040 (FCGMA 2019). The 

GSP established two sets of interim milestones, one for groundwater levels to reach the minimum thresholds by 

2040, and a second for groundwater levels to reach the measurable objectives by 2040. These two sets of interim 

milestones were established to account for the climatic influence on groundwater levels (FCGMA 2019). Under 

drought conditions, there is less surface water available for recharge in the Basin, and groundwater elevations 

would be anticipated to recover to the minimum thresholds by 2040. Under average climatic conditions, 

groundwater elevations should recover to the measurable objectives by 2040. Between October 1, 2019, and 

September 30, 2023, the Subbasin PVB received 11.6 inches of precipitation, on average. This is approximately 
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13% less than the long-term average precipitation of 13.3 inches. Therefore, for this 5-year evaluation, groundwater 

elevations are compared to the interim milestones for average precipitation conditions in the following sections. 

The groundwater elevation minimum thresholds and measurable objectives selected to meet the sustainability goal 

for the Basin were used as a proxy for all other applicable sustainability indicators in the GSP (FCGMA 2019). These 

groundwater elevations are higher than the historical low groundwater elevations. Therefore, the minimum 

thresholds and measurable objective water levels will prevent chronic lowering of groundwater levels, significant 

and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage, degraded water quality as a result of groundwater production, 

and land subsidence related to groundwater production (FCGMA 2019). Depletions of interconnected surface water 

that result in a significant and unreasonable loss of groundwater-dependent ecosystem (GDE) habitat, have not 

occurred within the PVB because there are only a few wells that produce water from the shallow alluvial aquifer, 

which is the source of the groundwater that supports GDEs in the Basin (FCGMA 2019). The shallow alluvial aquifer 

is not considered a principal aquifer in the Basin, and there are currently no plans to produce groundwater from 

this unit in the future (FCGMA 2019). 

2.1.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions 

DWR’s assessment and approval of the GSP included four “recommended corrective actions” that should be 

considered for the first 5-year GSP evaluation. Following are the recommended corrective actions and the applicable 

sustainability indicators. 

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 1 

Investigate the groundwater condition of the Grimes Canyon aquifer, identified as one of the 

principal aquifers in the GSP, by compiling and collecting data and information sufficient to 

describe the properties of this aquifer. Based on the results of the investigation, provide a 

discussion of the management of this aquifer. 

Recommended corrective action 1 applies to the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the PVB and 

a data gap identified in the GSP. This recommended corrective action is discussed in Section 4.1.2, 

Improvements to the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model. 

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 2 

Investigate the hydraulic connectivity of the surface water bodies to the shallow aquifers and 

principal aquifers to improve the understanding of potential migration of impaired water, the 

reliance of the potential GDEs on the shallow aquifer(s), and depletion of interconnected surface 

water bodies. Identify specific locations of gaining and losing reaches of interconnected surface 

water and quantify the depletion of interconnected surface water. Provide a timeline and discuss 

the steps that will be taken to fill the data gap identified in the GSP related to shallow groundwater 

monitoring near surface water bodies and GDEs. 

Recommended corrective action 2 applies to depletions of interconnected surface water. This 

recommended corrective action is discussed in Section 2.2.6, Depletions of Interconnected 

Surface Water.  
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RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 3  

Evaluate how the sustainability goals of Pleasant Valley Basin established for the dry climatic 

condition may affect the sustainability goals of the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin. Also, provide an 

assessment of the potential impact of sustainable management criteria adopted for Pleasant 

Valley Basin on seawater intrusion in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin.  

Recommended corrective action 3 applies to seawater intrusion. This recommended corrective 

action is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Seawater Intrusion. 

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 4  

Elaborate how the Agency is planning to verify that the groundwater level thresholds are adequate 

to assess the groundwater quality conditions in the Basin. Discuss how the groundwater quality 

data from the existing monitoring network will be used for sustainable management of the Basin. 

Evaluate and describe how the Agency’s current groundwater management strategy, in 

coordination with other agencies associated with water quality programs, is affecting groundwater 

quality in the Basin, and describe those effects on all beneficial users of the Basin. 

Recommended corrective action 4 applies to degraded water quality. This recommended corrective 

action is discussed in Section 2.2.4, Degraded Water Quality. 

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 5  

Include a periodic subsidence monitoring plan that can be used to quantify whether land 

subsidence is occurring and whether the groundwater level proxy is avoiding undesirable results 

associated with land subsidence. As an option, the Department provides statewide InSAR data that 

can be used for monitoring land subsidence. 

Recommended corrective action 5 applies to land subsidence. This recommended corrective action 

is discussed in Section 2.2.5, Land Subsidence. 

2.2 Current Conditions Related to 
Sustainability Indicators 

The following sections discuss the current groundwater conditions related to each of the sustainability indicators in 

the PVB. The groundwater levels relative to the sustainable management criteria (SMC) are discussed in 

Section 2.2.1, Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels, along with a discussion of undesirable results related to 

groundwater levels, DWR recommended corrective actions related to groundwater levels, and progress toward 

achieving sustainability. Sections 2.2.2, Groundwater in Storage, through 2.2.7, Depletions of Interconnected 

Surface Water, focus on the undesirable results, DWR recommended corrective actions, and the progress toward 

achieving sustainability for each sustainability indicator. 

Changes to the SMC are included in each subsection. These revised SMC will serve as the basis for evaluating 

groundwater sustainability over, at a minimum, the next 5 years of GSP implementation. 
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2.2.1 Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels 

This section summarizes current (i.e., water year 2024) groundwater elevations in the Basin PVB and as well as 

their relation to the SMCs established in the GSP, as well as groundwater elevations measured at the start of the 

evaluation period5 (i.e., water year 2020), and groundwater elevations measured at the end of the GSP reporting 

period (i.e., calendar year 2015). Groundwater production, climate cycles, and surface water delivery programs all 

influence groundwater levels in the PVB (FCGMA 2019). Since 2015, the PVB received an average of 12.0 inches 

of precipitation per water year, which is lower than the long-term (1956 through 2023) average precipitation of 

13.3 inches per water year (FCGMA 2024a). Water years 2016, 2018, 2021, and 2022 were all below normal6, 

dry, or critically dry water years as characterized in the GSP (FCGMA 2019; FCGMA 2024a). Water years 2017, 

2019, 2020, 2023, and 2024 were all above normal or wet water years (FCGMA 2024a). Groundwater elevation 

recoveries discussed in the subsections below, reflect the combined influence of groundwater management and 

climate since the GSP was prepared.  

Water year groundwater elevations are characterized using seasonal low and seasonal high measurements. 

Seasonal low groundwater elevations are characterized using measurements collected between October 2 and 

October 29 and seasonal high groundwater elevations are characterized using measurements collected between 

March 2 and March 29.  

In fall 2023 and spring 2024, measured groundwater elevations were available for 7 of the 9 key wells in the PVB 

(Table 2-1, Water Year 2024 Groundwater Elevations at Key Wells in the PVB; Figure 2-3, Fall 2023 Groundwater 

Levels Relative to the SMCs; Figure 2-4, Spring 2024 Groundwater Levels Relative to the SMCs). 

2.2.1.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions 

 DWR did not issue a recommended corrective action specific to reduction of groundwater storage, although two of 

the recommended corrective actions issued by DWR are related to groundwater levels (DWR 2021). These two 

recommended corrective actions are discussed in more detail in Sections 2.2.3, Seawater Intrusion, and 2.2.4, 

Degraded Water Quality. 

2.2.1.2 Groundwater Elevation Changes in the PVB 

Since 2015, groundwater elevations changes have varied in response to changing climate conditions. During the 

drought that characterized the start of the evaluation period, Ggroundwater elevations generally declined in the 

PVB between 2015 and 2019. Iand in fall 2018, groundwater elevations were approximately 1 to 10 feet lower 

than in 2015. In the wetter-than-average water year 2019, FCGMA funded the purchase of 15,000 acre-feet of 

supplemental State Water Project water, and groundwater elevations increased through fall 2020, before declining 

again in the 2021 and 2022 water years in response to below normal precipitation. The wet 2023 and 2024 water 

years supported groundwater elevations recoveries, and spring 2024 groundwater elevations in the PVB, near the 

boundary with the Oxnard Subbasin, were an average of approximately 40 feet higher than 2015. In the northern 

 
5 The evaluation period is defined in this document as water years 2020 through 2024, which is the period since the GSP 

was adopted.  
6 Water years have been classified into five types based on their relationship to the mean water year precipitation. The five types 

are: critical, dry, below normal, above normal, and wet. Critical water years are < 50% of the mean annual precipitation. Dry water 

years are ≥ 50% and <75% of the mean annual precipitation. Below normal water years are ≥ 75% and <100% of the mean annual 

precipitation. Above normal water years are ≥ 100% and <150% of the mean annual precipitation. Wet water years are ≥ 150% 

of the mean annual precipitation. 
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part of the PVB, spring groundwater elevations were approximately 46 feet lower in 2024 than 2015. These 

declines, which were anticipated in the GSP, are a response to decreasing flows from the LPVB and operation of 

the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Desalter project, which is designed to extract brackish groundwater from 

the PVB and improve groundwater quality conditions in northern PVB. 

The sections below summarize the net groundwater elevation change in each principal aquifer over this period.  

2.2.1.2.1 Older Alluvium (Age Equivalent Oxnard and Mugu Aquifers) 

Since 2015, fall groundwater elevations in the Older Alluvium have been consistently measured in one multi-

completion well: 02N21W34G05S (screened in the age equivalent stratigraphic unit as the Oxnard aquifer in the 

adjacent Oxnard Subbasin) and 02N21W34G04S (screened in the age equivalent stratigraphic unit as the Mugu 

aquifer in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin). These wells are in the Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management 

Area (PVPDMA).  

Between fall 2015 and fall 2023, the groundwater elevation at 02N21W34G05S increased by approximately 

31 feet (Figure 2-5, Oxnard Aquifer – Groundwater Elevation Changes from Fall 2015 to 2023). Over this same 

period, the groundwater elevation at 02N21W34G04S increased by 50 feet (Figure 2-6, Mugu Aquifer – 

Groundwater Elevation Changes from Fall 2015 to 2023). Between spring 2015 and 2024, groundwater elevations 

measured at 02N21W34G05S and 02N21W34G04S increased by approximately 20 and 46 feet, respectively 

(Figure 2-7, Oxnard Aquifer – Groundwater Elevation Changes from Spring 2015 to 2024, and Figure 2-8, Mugu 

Aquifer – Groundwater Elevation Changes from Spring 2015 to 2024).  

Since 2019water year 2020, the start of the evaluation period, the fall groundwater elevation measured at wells 

02N21W34G05S and 02N21W34G04S have has increased by approximately 34 feet and 38 feet, respectively 

(Table 2-1). Spring groundwater elevations showed similar recoveries increases over the evaluation periodbetween 

2020 and 2024 at these two wells (Table 2-1). 

2.2.1.2.2 Lower Aquifer System  

Upper San Pedro Formation  

There is limited production from the Upper San Pedro formation which is not a principal aquifer in the PVB. There 

is one well, 02N20W20D04S, screened solely within the Upper San Pedro formation (age-equivalent stratigraphic 

unit as the Hueneme aquifer in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin) in the PVB. This well is located within the North 

Pleasant Valley Management Area (NPVMA), near Arroyo Las Posas, and was constructed in 2021 (Section 7.1, 

Summary of Changes to the Monitoring Network). The record of measurement at this well is not sufficient to 

characterize groundwater elevation changes since 2015.  

Fox Canyon Aquifer 

Since 2015, fall groundwater elevations in the FCA of PVPDMA, in the western portion of the PVB, have increased 

by approximately 55 to 60 feet (Figure 2-9, Fox Canyon Aquifer – Groundwater Elevation Changes from Fall 2015 

to 2023). Over the same period, groundwater elevations in the NPVMA, in the eastern portion of the PVB, declined 

by approximately 19 to 51 feet (Figure 2-9).  
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Spring groundwater elevations in the FCA increased by approximately 22 to 45 feet in the PVPDMA between 2015 

and 2024 (Figure 2-10, Fox Canyon Aquifer – Groundwater Elevation Changes from Spring 2015 to 2024). Over 

this period in the NPVMA, groundwater elevations declined by approximately 46 feet. 

Since 2019water year 2020, the start of the evaluation period, fall groundwater elevations in the FCA within the 

PVPDMA have increased by 40 to 52 feet. The recoveries measured in the PVPDMA reflect the benefits of increased 

recharge in the Oxnard Forebay and deliveries of surface water and recycled water for use in lieu of groundwater 

production in the pumping trough that spans the boundary between the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin. Over this same 

period, fall groundwater elevations in the FCA within the NPVMA decreased by approximately 6 feet (Table 2-1). The 

ongoing declines measured in this part of the PVB reflect the ongoing reduction in flows from the Las Posas Valley 

Basin to the PVB and recent operation of the NPV Groundwater Desalter project.  
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Table 2-1. Water Year 2024 Groundwater Elevations at Key Wells in the PVB 

State Well 

Number Aquifer 

Management 

Area 

Fall Groundwater Elevations 

Spring Groundwater 

Elevations 

Minimum 

Threshold 

(ft msl) 

Measurable 

Objective (ft 

msl) 

2025 

Interim 

Milestone 

(Average 

Climate; ft 

msl) 

2023 

(ft msl) 

Change 

from 

2019a 

(ft) 

Change 

from 

2015a 

(ft) 

2024 

(ft msl) 

Change 

from 

2020a 

(ft) 

Change 

from 

2015a 

(ft) 

02N21W34G05S Older 

Alluvium 

(Oxnard) 

PVPDMA 20.58 33.75 30.77 30.41 25.73  20.29 32 40 2 

01N21W03K01S Older 

Alluvium 

(Mugu) 

PVPDMA NM —- — NM — — -53 5 -59 

02N21W34G04S Older 

Alluvium 

(Mugu) 

PVPDMA -27.99 38.46 52.29 -12.88 35.56 46.37 -48 5 -59 

01N21W03C01S FCA PVPDMA -63.26 52.16 54.26 -54.39 19.83 29.24 -48 0 -88 

02N20W19M05S FCA NPVMA -4.23 -5.80 -19.39 -7.19 -12.86 -45.81 -135 65 —b 

02N21W34G02S FCA PVPDMA -61.23 40.93 56.30 -47.82 23.74 22.25 -53 0 -88 

02N21W34G03S FCA PVPDMA -61.14 41.30 59.48 -47.63 23.89 44.90 -53 0 -90 

01N21W02P01S Multiple PVPDMA NM — — NM — — -43 5 -68 

01N21W04K01S Multiple PVPDMA -49.20 70.40 84.28 -24.08 37.15 66.00 -48 0 -100 

Notes: ft = feet; ft msl = feet mean sea level; PVPDMA = Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management Area; NM = Not Measured; NPVMA = North Pleasant Valley 

Management Area 
a Positive (+) values indicate an increase in groundwater elevation over the referenced period. Negative (-) values indicate a decrease in groundwater elevation over the referenced 

period. Bolded where groundwater elevations have declined. 
b Interim milestones were not established for well 02N20W19M05S because the 2015 groundwater elevation was higher than the established minimum threshold. 
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2.2.1.3 Sustainable Management Criteria 

2.2.1.3.1 Measurable Objectives 

In 2015, the end of the GSP reporting period, groundwater elevations in the PVB were lower than the measurable 

objective groundwater elevations at all nine key wells. Under average climate conditions, the GSP targeted 

groundwater elevation recoveries in the PVB to the measurable objectives by 2040.  

Fall 2023 and Spring 2024 groundwater elevations were below the measurable objectives for all key wells in the 

PVB (Table 2-1; Figure 2-3, Figure 2-4, and Figures 2-11 through 2-13, Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs for 

Key Wells).  

2.2.1.3.2 Minimum Thresholds 

In 2015, groundwater elevations were lower than the minimum threshold groundwater elevations at all key wells, 

except for 02N20W19M05S, which is the only key well located in the NPVMA. Under average climate conditions, 

the GSP targeted groundwater elevation recoveries to the minimum thresholds by 2035.  

Fall 2023 groundwater elevations were higher than the minimum thresholds at two key wells in the PVB (Table 2-1; 

Figure 2-3 and Figures 2-11 through 2-13). Of these, one well, 02N21W34G04S, is screened in the Older Alluvium 

within the PVPDMA, and the other well, 02N20W19M05S, is screened in the FCA within the NPVMA. Between fall 

2023 and spring 2024, groundwater elevations at the key wells in the PVPDMA increased by an average of 

approximately 14 feet and decreased in the NPVMA by approximately 3 feet. Spring 2024 groundwater elevations 

were above the minimum thresholds at five of the representative monitoring points in the Basin (Table 2-1; 

Figure 2-4 and Figures 2-11 through 2-13).  

2.2.1.3.3 Interim Milestones 

Fall 2023 and Spring 2024 groundwater elevations were above the 2025 Interim Milestone for Average Climate 

conditions at all key wells7 in the PVB with available data and an assigned Interim Milestone (Table 2-1). 

Groundwater elevations the PVB are influenced by water year type and the availability of surface water for recharge 

and use in lieu of groundwater. Because of this, there may be periods of declining groundwater elevations during 

dry water years. Despite this, FCGMA anticipates that groundwater elevations will continue to rise between 2025 

and 2040 with the implementation of projects and management actions. The one exception to this is in the NPVMA, 

where operation of the NPV Groundwater Desalter Project is anticipated to cause groundwater elevation declines 

over the next 25 years. Future scenario modeling indicates that groundwater elevations in this part of the PVB will 

recover to pre-project levels by 2070 (Section 5, Updated Numerical Modeling). 

2.2.1.4 Undesirable Results 

Chronic lowering of groundwater levels resulting in a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply is an 

undesirable result applicable to the PVB. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels is also associated with depletion 

of groundwater in storage, degradation of groundwater quality, and subsidence (FCGMA 2019). In addition, while 

direct seawater intrusion is not a concern in the PVB, groundwater elevations in the PVB impact groundwater 

 
7  Interim milestones were not established for key well 02N20W19M05S. 
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elevations in the Oxnard Subbasin to the west. Consequently, chronic lowering of groundwater levels in the PVB has 

the potential to exacerbate seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin and may inhibit the ability of the Oxnard 

Subbasin to prevent net landward migration of the saline water impact front after 2040. This potential is greatest in 

the PVPDMA, which is adjacent to the Oxnard Subbasin. Declines in groundwater elevation in the eastern part of the 

NPVMA are less likely to influence seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin.  

The GSP defined conditions in the PVB that would be indicative of undesirable results associated with chronic 

lowering of groundwater levels (FCGMA 2019). Under these conditions, the PVB would be experiencing an 

undesirable result if: 

▪ In any single monitoring event, water levels in four of the nine key wells are below their respective 

minimum thresholds. 

▪ The groundwater elevation at any individual key well is below the historical low groundwater elevation at 

the individual monitoring site, or in a nearby well if the historical record at the monitoring location is not 

long enough to capture the historical low water levels in the PVB; or 

▪ The water level in any individual key well were below the minimum threshold for either three consecutive 

monitoring events or three of five consecutive monitoring events.  

Prior to fall 2023, groundwater elevations were below the minimum thresholds at all key wells except 

02N20W19M05S. These data indicate that the PVB likely experienced undesirable results during the 

evaluation period.  

Importantly, fall groundwater elevations at six8 of the nine key wells in the PVB have increased since 2019 and are 

higher than the interim milestones. The one key well in which groundwater elevations have declined, 

02N20W19M05S, is located in the NPVMA where groundwater elevations are projected to decrease in response to 

changing flows in the Arroyo Las Posas and operation of the North Pleasant Valley (NPV) Groundwater Desalter 

project (FCGMA 2019). These data indicate that management of the PVB under the adopted GSP, along with climate 

conditions that allowed for recharge in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin, surface water delivery for use in lieu of 

groundwater in the PVB, and increased creek recharge in the PVB has resulted in groundwater levels that are 

progressing toward sustainable levels.  

2.2.1.5 Progress Toward Achieving Sustainability 

The fact that groundwater elevations have risen in the PVB and are currently higher than the interim milestones 

indicates that GSP implementation has been effective so far. These groundwater levels reflect management 

decisions by the FCGMA, projects that have been implemented, and the influence of two water years with above 

average precipitation.  

 
8  Key well 01N21W02P01S was last measured in December 2019 and destroyed in January 2022. Key well 01N21W03K01S was 

last measured in May 2023. There is no interim milestone associated with well 02N20W19M05S. 
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2.2.1.6 Adaptive Management Approaches 

FCGMA has taken several steps to adaptively manage the PVB since adoption of the GSP. These have included: 

▪ Purchase of supplemental State Water Project water in 2019 to support recharge in the adjacent Oxnard 

Subbasin and conjunctive use within the PVB.  

▪ Development and implementation of a new extraction allocation system with fixed allocations for all pumpers 

that facilitates groundwater extraction reporting and management in a manner consistent with SGMA. 

▪ Development of a project evaluation criteria and process to prioritize water supply and infrastructure 

projects that support groundwater sustainability in the PVB. 

▪ Initial investigation of basin optimization scenarios that consider differential pumping adjustments by 

management area within the Oxnard Subbasin, to increase the sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin, 

PVB, and West Las Posas Management Area (WLPMA) of the LPVB.  

2.2.1.7 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users of Groundwater 

Beneficial uses and users of groundwater within the PVB include environmental, agricultural, domestic, and 

municipal and industrial users (FCGMA 2019). Groundwater elevations that remain above the minimum thresholds 

are anticipated to improve beneficial uses of the PVB by limiting chronic lowering of groundwater levels. The fact 

that groundwater elevations are currently higher than the interim milestones indicates that GSP implementation 

has positively impacted beneficial uses in the PVB. 

2.2.1.8 Changes to the Sustainable Management Criteria 

The GSP established minimum threshold and measurable objective groundwater elevations that protect against 

net seawater intrusion in the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, avoid chronic lowering of groundwater levels 

and storage in the PVB, and provide flexibility to operate projects in the NPVMA that improve groundwater quality 

(FCGMA 2019). These SMC were based on results from future scenario modeling using the Ventura Regional 

Groundwater Flow Model (VRGWFM; UWCD 2018).  

Future scenario modeling was updated as part of this 5-Year GSP evaluation. Two simulations were found to be 

sustainable in the PVB, Oxnard Subbasin, and WLPMA: No New Projects (NNP) 3 and Future Baseline with the 

United Water Conservation District (UWCD) Extraction Barrier Brackish (EBB) Water Treatment project (Section 5.2, 

Future Scenario Water Budgets and Sustainable Yield). The simulated groundwater elevations from the NNP 3 

scenario were used to develop recommended revisions to the SMC in the PVBcompared to the minimum thresholds 

and measurable objectives in the GSP (Section 6). The comparison indicated that there are multiple combinations 

of groundwater elevations that can result in both the PVB and the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin reaching their 

respective sustainability goals. Consequently, no changes are recommended to the minimum thresholds based on 

the updated model scenarios run for this periodic evaluation.  

Minimum Thresholds 

Six minimum threshold groundwater elevations are recommended for revision (Table 2-2, Minimum Threshold and 

Measurable Objective Groundwater Elevations for the Pleasant Valley Basin). The recommendations are limited to 

the PVPDMA. In the age-equivalent stratigraphic unit as the Mugu aquifer of the Older Alluvium, the recommended 

minimum thresholds are an average of approximately 16 feet higher than the GSP. In the FCA, the recommended 
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minimum thresholds are an average of approximately 8 feet higher than the GSP. In the remaining well screened 

across multiple aquifers, the recommended minimum thresholds are 13 feet higher than the GSP.  

Measurable Objectives 

Six measurable objective groundwater elevations are recommended for revision (Table 2-2). In the Mugu-equivalent 

of the Older Alluvium, the recommended measurable objective groundwater elevations are an average of 

approximately 12 feet lower than the GSP. In the FCA of the PVPDMA, the recommended measurable objectives are 

an average of approximately 10 feet lower than the GSP. In the NPVMA, the measurable objective would be 

approximately 80 feet lower than the GSP. 

Consideration of UWCD’s EBB Projects  

UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment project is intended to create a seawater intrusion barrier in the Oxnard Subbasin, 

near Point Mugu, by extracting brackish groundwater in the Oxnard and Mugu aquifer near the coast and 

maintaining a pumping trough that helps prevent landward migration of seawater. The project would cause 

groundwater elevations along the coast to decline below current elevations. To account for this as part of the 

successful implementation of this project, the SMC in the PVB may need to be lowered to provide sufficient 

operational flexibility for the project and operators within the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin. Potential revisions to the 

SMC if UWCD’s EBB project is implemented are described in Section 6 (Revisions to the Sustainable 

Management Criteria). 
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Table 2-2. Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater Elevations for the Pleasant Valley Basin 

SWNa 

Management 

Area Aquifer 

Historical Low (ft msl) and 

Date Measuredb 

Minimum Thresholds 

and Measurable 

Objectives Defined in the 

GSPc 

Recommended Minimum 

Thresholds and Measurable 

Objectivesc 

MT MO MT MO 

02N21W34G05S Older Alluvium 

(Oxnard) 

PVPDMA -10.19 10/2/2015 32 40 2532 40 

01N21W03K01S Older Alluvium 

(Mugu) 

PVPDMA -79.98 6/30/2015 -53 5 -35 -5 

02N21W34G04S Older Alluvium 

(Mugu) 

PVPDMA -80.28 10/15/2015 -48 5 -4035 -10 

01N21W03C01S FCA PVPDMA -117.52 10/15/2015 -48 0 -40 -10 

02N20W19M05S FCA NPVMA 15.17 10/13/2015 -135 65 -135 -1525 

02N21W34G02S FCA PVPDMA -117.53 10/2/2015 -53 0 -45 -150 

02N21W34G03S FCA PVPDMA -120.62 10/15/2015 -53 0 -45 -150 

01N21W02P01S Multiple PVPDMA -91.77 10/13/2015 -43 5 — — 

01N21W04K01S Multiple PVPDMA -133.47 10/29/2015 -48 0 -35 0 

Notes: GSP = Groundwater Sustainability Plan; SWN = State Well Number; MT = minimum threshold; MO = measurable objective; PVPDMA = Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression 

Management Area; NPVMA = North Pleasant Valley Management Area; FCA= Fox Canyon Aquifer, GCA = Grimes Canyon Aquifer; ft msl = feet mean sea level.  
a New key wells are bolded. Key wells removed from the monitoring network denoted with a strikethrough.  
b  Historical low groundwater elevation measured prior to 12/31/2015. “-“ where groundwater elevations were not measured prior to 2015. 
c Bolded where different from the GSP (FCGMA 2019).
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2.2.2 Reduction of Groundwater in Storage 

2.2.2.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions  

DWR did not issue a recommended corrective action specific to reduction of groundwater in storage, although two 

of the recommended corrective actions issued by DWR are related to groundwater levels and storage (DWR 2021). 

These two recommended corrective actions are discussed in more detail in Sections 2.2.3, Seawater Intrusion, and 

2.2.4, Degraded Water Quality. 

2.2.2.2 Groundwater in Storage Changes 

Since adoption of the GSP, FCGMA has estimated the change in groundwater in storage in the PVB annually using 

a series of linear regression models that relate measured groundwater elevations to simulated values of change in 

storage (FCGMA 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024a). The linear regressions utilized results from the VRGWFM for 

the historical period from 1985 through 2015 (UWCD 2018). As part of the 5-year GSP evaluation, UWCD updated 

the VRGWFM to improve the hydrogeologic conceptual model along the coastline and simulate groundwater 

conditions through September 30, 2022 (Section 4.1, Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model; Table 2-23a, UWCD Model 

Water Budget for the Older Alluvium; Table 2-23b. UWCD Model Water Budget for the Lower Aquifer System). 

The change in storage values summarized below are based on the model results from the updated VRGWFM. 

Because the updated VRGWFM does not simulate water years 2023 and 2024, the change in storage for the last 

two years of the evaluation period were estimated using model results from water years with similar starting and 

ending measured groundwater elevations. In the Older Alluvium, groundwater elevations in fall 2021 and spring 

2024 were similar to those measured in fall 1996 and spring 1999, respectively (Figure 2-11). In the FCA, 

groundwater elevations in fall 2021 and spring 2024 were similar to those measured in fall 1993 and spring 1998, 

respectively (Figure 2-12). Because of this, the change in groundwater in storage in the Older Alluvium and LAS for 

the 2023 and 2024 water years were estimated using the simulated change in storage for the 1997 through 1999 

and 1994 through 1998 periods, respectively.  

2.2.2.2.1 Older Alluvium (Age Equivalent to Oxnard and Mugu Aquifers) 

The GSP reported on the change in groundwater in storage in the Basin through the end of calendar year 2015. 

Between January 1, 2016, and September 30, 2022, the VRGWFM estimates that groundwater in storage in the 

Older Alluvium decreased by approximately 9,300 acre-feet (AF). Between water years 1997 and 1999, the 

VRGWFM estimates that groundwater in storage in the Older Alluvium increased by approximately 1114,300 700 

AF. Adding these estimates to the simulation results for water years 2016 through 2022 suggests that since 2016, 

groundwater in storage in the Older Alluvium has increased by approximately 25,000 400 AF.  
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Table 2-23a. UWCD Model Water Budget for the Older Alluvium 

WY 

Groundwater Recharge (Acre-Feet) Groundwater Discharge (Acre-Feet) 

Change in Groundwater in 

Storagea (Acre-Feet) 

Mtn Front 

Recharge 

& 

Subsurface 

Flows from 

LPVB Recharge 

Subsurface 

Inflow from 

the Semi-

Perched 

Aquifer 

Creek 

Percolation 

Subsurface 

Inflow from 

the Oxnard 

Subbasin Total Inflow Pumping 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

LAS 

Evapotrans-

TranpirationEvapotranspiration 

(ET) 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

Las Posas 

Basin 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

Oxnard 

Subbasin 

Total 

Outflow 

2016b 1,656 348 9,248 3,070 0 14,322 -6,307 -6,903 -1,336 -173 -3,063 -17,782 -3,460 

2017 4,096 987 11,781 4,562 0 21,426 -7,341 -8,944 -1,673 -399 -3,964 -22,320 -895 

2018 2,425 498 11,838 3,687 0 18,448 -7,146 -8,707 -1,662 -234 -4,138 -21,887 -3,439 

2019 3,810 902 11,401 4,853 0 20,965 -5,804 -8,262 -1,678 -386 -4,131 -20,262 704 

2020 3,375 683 10,456 4,020 0 18,535 -5,644 -7,886 -1,697 -299 -3,136 -18,661 -126 

2021 1,982 239 10,578 5,243 0 18,042 -6,602 -8,096 -1,608 -384 -2,683 -19,374 -1,332 

2022 3,238 563 10,560 4,882 0 19,243 -6,657 -8,303 -1,620 -446 -3,008 -20,033 -790 

Average 2,940 603 10,837 4,331 0 18,711 -6,500 -8,157 -1,611 -332 -3,446 -20,045 -1,334 

Sum 20,582 4,220 75,862 30,317 0 130,981 -45,501 -57,101 -11,274 -2,321 -24,123 -140,319 -9,338 

a Negative (-) values denote a reduction of groundwater in storage. Positive (+) values denote an increase in groundwater in storage.  
b Represents the nine-month period from January 1, 2016 through September 30, 2022.   
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2.2.2.2.2 Lower Aquifer System  

Between the period from January 1, 2016, and September 30, 2022, the VRGWFM estimates that groundwater in 

storage in the LAS decreased by approximately 700 AF (Table 2-23b). During the 1994 through 1998 period, the 

VRGWFM estimates that groundwater in storage in the LAS increased by approximately 47,500 800 AF. Adding 

these estimates to the simulation results for water years 2016 through 2022 suggests that groundwater in storage 

in the LAS has increased by approximately 37,800 100 AF since 2015. 
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Table 2-23b. UWCD Model Water Budget for the Lower Aquifer System 

WY 

Groundwater Recharge (Acre-Feet) Groundwater Discharge (Acre-Feet) 

Change in 

Groundwater in 

Storagea 

(Acre-Feet) Recharge 

Subsurface 

Inflow from 

the UAS 

Subsurface 

Inflow from 

Las Posas 

Valley 

Basin 

Subsurface 

Inflow from 

the Oxnard 

Subbasin 

Total 

Inflow Pumping 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

Las Posas 

Valley 

Basin 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

Oxnard 

Subbasin 

Total 

Outflow 

2016b 146 6,903 6 0 7,054 -6,184 0 -1,230 -7,414 -359 

2017 386 8,944 0 0 9,330 -6,891 -498 -1,730 -9,118 212 

2018 204 8,707 0 0 8,911 -7,647 -482 -1,038 -9,168 -257 

2019 351 8,262 0 0 8,613 -5,938 -1,078 -1,290 -8,306 307 

2020 246 7,886 0 0 8,131 -5,692 -1,237 -1,001 -7,930 202 

2021 68 8,096 0 0 8,165 -7,720 -912 -391 -9,023 -858 

2022 187 8,303 0 0 8,490 -7,245 -804 -362 -8,411 79 

Average 227 8,157 1 0 8,385 -6,759 -716 -1,006 -8,481 -96 

Sum 1,588 57,101 6 0 58,694 -47,317 -5,011 -7,042 -59,370 -674 

a Negative (-) values denote a reduction of groundwater in storage. Positive (+) values denote an increase in groundwater in storage.  
b Represents the nine-month period from January 1, 2016 through September 30, 2022.  
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2.2.2.3 Undesirable Results 

Groundwater levels are used as a proxy for undesirable results associated with groundwater in storage. 

Groundwater elevations in both the Older Alluvium and LAS were below the minimum threshold groundwater 

elevations between January 2016 and the end of water year 2022. During this period, the VRGWFM suggests that 

groundwater in storage declined by approximately 10,000 AF in the PVB. Because groundwater elevations are used 

as a proxy for groundwater in storage, groundwater elevations below the minimum thresholds suggest that These 

data indicates that the PVB experienced undesirable results associated with reduction reduced of groundwater in 

storage, and that groundwater levels are not yet high enough to allow the Oxnard Subbasin to meet its sustainability 

goal. During this periodThis conclusion is supported by, the the results of the VRGWFM, which suggests that 

groundwater in storage declined by approximately 10,000 AF in the PVB between January 2016 and the end of 

water year 2022. 

The wet 2023 and 2024 water years promoted groundwater elevation recoveries across the PVB and over the last 

two years of the evaluation period, results from the VRGWFM suggest that groundwater in storage in the PVB 

increased by approximately 1522,800 500 AF. This has resulted in a net increase in storage in the PVB of 

approximately 512,800 500 AF.  

2.2.2.4  Progress Toward Achieving Sustainability 

As described in Section 2.2.1.5, GSP implementation has been effective thus far in achieving the sustainability goal 

for the PVB by 2040.  

2.2.2.5 Adaptive Management Approaches 

FCGMA’s approach to adaptive management is described in Section 2.2.1.6.  

2.2.2.6 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users of Groundwater 

The benefits of GSP implementation on beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the PVB are described in 

Section 2.2.1.7.  

2.2.2.7 Changes to Sustainable Management Criteria 

There are no proposed revisions to the minimum threshold or measurable objective groundwater levels 

(Section 2.2.1.8). Groundwater levels are used as a proxy for groundwater in storage. Proposed revisions for a 

subset of the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives are presented in Section 2.2.1.8. 
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2.2.3 Seawater Intrusion 

2.2.3.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions  

DWR issued a recommended corrective action related to seawater intrusion (DWR 2021). This recommended 

corrective action states: 

“Evaluate how the sustainability goals of Pleasant Valley Basin established for the dry climatic 

condition may affect the sustainability goals of the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin. Also, provide an 

assessment of the potential impact of sustainable management criteria adopted for Pleasant 

Valley Basin on seawater intrusion in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin.”  

Effects of Dry Climate Conditions on the Sustainability Goal of the Oxnard Subbasin 

The Oxnard Subbasin and PVB have historically experienced similar climatological conditions, and both benefit from 

the availability of Santa Clara River water during wet water years. Under dry climate conditions, groundwater 

elevations in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin are anticipated to reach the minimum threshold groundwater 

elevations, rather than the measurable objectives, by 2040. These groundwater elevations will limit seawater 

intrusion into the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA 2019). For these climate conditions, groundwater elevations in the UAS 

of the Oxnard Subbasin and Older Alluvium of the PVB are expected to recover at a long-term average rate of 

approximately 2 feet per year and 1 foot per year, respectively (FCGMA 2019). In the LAS, groundwater elevations 

are expected to recover at a long-term average rate of approximately 3 feet per year in both the Oxnard Subbasin 

and PVB. The groundwater elevation recovery goals are similar for the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB. 

FCGMA has historically managed the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB collectively. This collective management reflects 

the influence of groundwater conditions in one basin on another, and the influence of existing surface water and 

recycled water infrastructure on groundwater demands within the pumping depression that spans the two basins. 

Consistent with historical management of the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB, FCGMA anticipates managing the Oxnard 

Subbasin and PVB using the same climate trajectories. Because the groundwater elevation recovery goals in the 

Oxnard Subbasin and PVB are similar, the sustainability goals for dry climate in the PVB are not anticipated to affect 

the sustainability goals of the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin.  

Impacts of Sustainable Management Criteria in the PVB on Seawater Intrusion in the 

Oxnard Subbasin 

The SMC established for the PVB were developed using historical groundwater elevation measurements and future 

scenario numerical model results (FCGMA 2019). Because of the hydrogeologic connection between the two basins, 

the SMC for both basins were evaluated concurrently, using the same model and model simulations, to ensure that 

the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives do not impede on the adjacent basin’s ability to achieve its 

sustainability goal. Further, the SMC in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB are intended in increase groundwater 

elevations in the pumping depression that spans both basins, helping to mitigate seawater intrusion in the Oxnard 

Subbasin by 2040.  
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2.2.3.2 Seawater Intrusion Changes 

The PVB is not impacted by direct seawater intrusion. However, groundwater elevations in the PVB impact the 

seawater intrusion in the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin’s ability to mitigate seawater intrusion. A description 

of seawater intrusion changes over the evaluation period in the Oxnard Subbasin is provided in FCGMA the First 

Periodic GSP Evaluation for the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA 2024b).  

2.2.3.3 Undesirable Results 

Because seawater intrusion has not occurred historically in the PVB and is not likely to occur in the PVB in the future, 

specific criteria for undesirable results related to seawater intrusion are not established in this GSP (FCGMA 2019).  

2.2.3.4 Progress Toward Achieving Sustainability 

As described in Section 2.2.1.5, GSP implementation has been effective thus far in achieving the sustainability goal 

for the PVB by 2040.  

2.2.3.5 Adaptive Management Approaches 

FCGMA’s approach to adaptive management is described in Section 2.2.1.6.  

2.2.3.6 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users of Groundwater 

The benefits of GSP implementation on beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the PVB are described in 

Section 2.2.1.7.  

2.2.3.7 Changes to Sustainable Management Criteria 

Minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for seawater intrusion are not required in the PVB because the PVB 

is not adjacent to the Pacific Ocean (FCGMA 2019). However, the groundwater elevation minimum thresholds 

established for chronic lowering of groundwater levels, reduction of groundwater in storage, degraded water quality, 

and land subsidence were developed with consideration of the impacts that they have on seawater intrusionthe ability 

of in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin to meet its sustainability goal. There are no proposed revisions to the minimum 

threshold or measurable objective groundwater levels (Section 2.2.1.8).Proposed revisions for a subset of the 

minimum thresholds and measurable objectives are presented in Section 2.2.1.8. 

2.2.4 Degraded Water Quality 

This section summarizes current groundwater quality conditions in the PVB and the relation to groundwater quality 

conditions at the end of the GSP reporting period. Due to the variation in groundwater quality monitoring schedules 

across the PVB, groundwater quality is characterized using the most recent groundwater samples collected over a 

5-year window. For the GSP, groundwater quality conditions were characterized using the most recent groundwater 

sample collected during the period from 2011 through 2015. Groundwater quality conditions over the evaluation 

period were characterized using measurements collected during the period from water year 20202019 

through 2023.  
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The FCGMA adopted Basin Management Objectives (BMOs) for nitrate, chloride, and total dissolved solids (TDS) in 

the Basin as part of its 2007 Groundwater Management Plan (FCGMA 2007). Additionally, the Water Quality Control 

Plan: Los Angeles Region specifies water quality objectives for TDS, chloride, nitrate, sulfate, and boron (LARWQCB 

2013). The GSP defines undesirable results for all five (5) of these constituents (FCGMA 2019). 

2.2.4.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions  

DWR issued a recommended corrective action related to water quality (DWR 2021). This recommended corrective 

action states: 

Elaborate how the Agency is planning to verify that the groundwater level thresholds are adequate 

to assess the groundwater quality conditions in the Basin. Discuss how the groundwater quality 

data from the existing monitoring network will be used for sustainable management of the Basin. 

Evaluate and describe how the Agency’s current groundwater management strategy, in 

coordination with other agencies associated with water quality programs, is affecting groundwater 

quality in the Basin, and describe those effects on all beneficial users of the Basin. 

Adequacy of Groundwater Level Thresholds as Proxies for Groundwater Quality  

Degraded water quality resulting in a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply is an undesirable result 

applicable to the PVB. Groundwater quality conditions in the PVB are impacted by different mechanisms. In the NPVMA, 

ongoing inflows from the LPVB are the primary causes of water quality degradation. These inflows are a result of 

wastewater treatment plant and dewatering discharges to the Arroyo Simi-Las Posas outside of the PVB. Groundwater 

production in the NPVMA may result in significant and unreasonable results if the groundwater elevation gradient causes 

expansion of the currently impacted area into areas not previously impacted, thereby limiting agricultural and potable 

use (FCGMA 2019). In the PVPDMA, lowered groundwater elevations may influence the rate of brine migration into the 

FCA and GCA from underlying formations and along the Bailey Fault (FCGMA 2019).  

North Pleasant Valley Management Area  

The primary mechanism in place to address degraded water quality in the NPVMA is the NPV Groundwater Desalter 

project. This project, which is led by the City of Camarillo, aims to pump brackish water from the PVB and serve the 

treated water in areas impacted by historical inflows of poor-quality water from the LPVB (City of Camarillo 2015). 

The NPV Groundwater Desalter project operates under a Monitoring and Contingency Plan (MCP) that was 

developed in coordination with FCGMA. The MCP defines groundwater elevation, quality, seawater intrusion, and 

land subsidence contingency thresholds that, in effect, ensure that the project operates as designed and does not 

cause undesirable results within the PVB.  

The groundwater elevation contingency threshold established in the NPV Groundwater Desalter project MCP 

requires project-related pumping to reduce once the groundwater elevation at well 02N20W19M06S or 

02N20W19E01S drops below -126 ft. msl. The GSP established the minimum threshold groundwater elevation at 

the one existing key well in the NPVMA, 02N20W19M05S, at -135 ft. msl. This key well is located near the 

groundwater elevation contingency wells established in the NPV Groundwater Desalter MCP.  

The City of Camarillo, in coordination with FCGMA, is in the process of developing a revised Monitoring and 

Contingency Plan (MCP). Monitoring data indicate that groundwater elevation at well 02N20W19M05S has not 

dropped below -11.5 ft. msl. The current minimum threshold groundwater elevation at well 02N20W19M05S of -
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135 ft msl is designed to accommodate the operation of the NPV Groundwater Desalter Project. This threshold is 

appropriate to assess undesirable results associated with degraded water quality in this part of the PVB. FCGMA is 

committed to adaptive management and encouraging beneficial projects that address water quality degradation in 

the basin and enable beneficial uses of local water supplies. Groundwater level and quality conditions in the NPVMA 

will continue to be monitored in coordination with the City of Camarillo through implementation of the NPV 

Groundwater Desalter project. The City of Camarillo, in coordination with FCGMA, is in the process of developing a 

revised MCP. The current minimum threshold groundwater elevation at well 02N20W19M05S does not interfere 

with operation of the NPV Groundwater Desalter Project and, therefore, is appropriate to assess undesirable results 

associated with degraded water quality in this part of the PVB. The appropriateness of this minimum threshold will 

be re-evaluated when the MCP revisions are complete. FCGMA, in coordination with the City of Camarillo, will 

continue to monitor groundwater level and quality conditions in the NPVMA through implementation of the NPV 

Groundwater Desalter project. As part of this, FCGMA will evaluate the appropriateness of each contingency 

threshold, their relation to the SMC established in the GSP, and undesirable results associated with degraded water 

quality in the PVB.  

Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management Area (PVPDMA)  

The spatial and vertical distribution of wells screened solely within single aquifers of the PVPDMA remains a data 

gap in the PVB. For example, over the evaluation period, TDS, nitrate, and sulfate concentrations in the LAS 

generally increased. There are no wells in this part of the PVB that are screened solely within a single aquifer of the 

PVB, limiting the ability to characterize the relationship between groundwater quality and levels in the PVPDMA.  

FCGMA, with partial funding from DWR’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Implementation Grant Round 1, is 

constructing two multi-completion monitoring wells in the PVPDMA of the PVB. FCGMA will use these wells to collect 

depth-discrete groundwater elevations and quality samples, which will be used to improve understanding of the 

relationship between groundwater levels and quality in this part of the PVB. FCGMA anticipates completing construction 

of these wells in 2024 and collecting baseline samples and measurements in the first quarter of 2025. FCGMA will 

analyze the groundwater level and quality data collected over the subsequent 5 years to better characterize:  

▪ The source of high TDS and chloride concentrations in the lower aquifers of the PVB; and  

▪ The relationship between groundwater quality and levels within PVPDMA 

FCGMA will use this data to verify that groundwater levels are adequate to assess groundwater quality conditions 

in the PVPDMA of the PVB.  

Use of Existing Monitoring Network for Sustainable Groundwater Management  

FCGMA and the City of Camarillo have constructed four new nested monitoring well clusters in the PVB since 

adoption of the GSP. These new wells are located exclusively within the NPVMA, where groundwater quality and 

elevations are, and will be in the future, impacted by operation of the NPV Groundwater Desalter project. Data 

collected through these wells and project will be used to evaluate changes in groundwater quality conditions in the 

NPVMA, and their relation to project operations and groundwater levels.  
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In the PVPDMA, FCGMA’s new monitoring well clusters are anticipated to improve characterization of groundwater quality 

conditions in this part of the PVB. As noted above, FCGMA will analyze the groundwater level and quality data collected 

over the subsequent 5 years to better characterize:  

▪ The source of high TDS and chloride concentrations in the lower aquifers of the PVB; and  

▪ The relationship between groundwater quality and levels within PVPDMA 

FCGMA anticipates regularly evaluating the relationship between groundwater quality and groundwater elevations 

as part of the periodic evaluation process to assess whether groundwater levels continue to be an appropriate proxy 

for groundwater quality.  

Existing Management Strategies and Effects on Beneficial Users 

FCGMA has supported, and developed policies that facilitate, projects that improve groundwater quality conditions 

within the PVB. The primary project in the PVB that improves groundwater quality is the NPV Groundwater Desalter 

project, which began extracting non-native brackish groundwater from the PVB in water year 2023. As part of this 

project, FCGMA authorized the City of Camarillo to extract up to 4,500 AFY of brackish groundwater from the LPVB 

in addition to their existing allocation in support of project operation (FCGMA 2016). In addition, FCGMA’s pursuit 

of grant funds to construct new dedicated monitoring wells in the PVPDMA demonstrates the commitment to better 

characterize, and effectively manage, groundwater conditions in the southern part of the basin, where existing data 

gaps exist.  

These FCGMA policies and actions are expected to improve groundwater quality conditions and positively impact 

beneficial uses and users in the PVB.  

2.2.4.2 Groundwater Quality Changes in the Basin 

2.2.4.2.1 Total Dissolved Solids  

Older Alluvium 

Over the 2019 to 2023 period, TDS concentrations in the Older Alluvium were highest in the southern portion of 

the PVPDMA, where they ranged from 1,240 milligrams per liter (mg/L) to 4,790 mg/L (Figure 2-14, Older Alluvium 

– Most Recent TDS (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023). In the NPVMA, TDS concentrations ranged from approximately 

720 mg/L to 1,300 mg/L (Figure 2-14). In the 2019-2023 time period, TDS concentrations exceeded the water 

quality objective of 700 mg/L for all but one of the wells in the Older Alluvium (Figure 2-14). 

TDS concentrations in the southeastern part of PVPDMA measured between 2019 and 2023 were generally higher 

than those measured between the 2011 and 2015 period (Figure 2-15, Change in TDS Concentration (mg/L) in the 

Older Alluvium, Between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023). At well 01N21W02J01S, the most recent 2019 to 2023 

measured TDS concentration was approximately 690 mg/L higher than the 2011 to 2015 period. Farther south, 

near the Bailey Fault, the TDS concentration measured at well 01N21W15H01S was 400 mg/L higher than it was 

between 2011 and 2015. In the northern part of the PVPDMA, TDS concentrations were similar to those measured 

during the 2011 to 2015 period.  
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Lower Aquifer System 

TDS concentrations exceeded the water quality objective of 700 mg/L for all but one of the wells in the LAS in the 

2019-2023 period (Figure 2-16, Lower Aquifer System – Most Recent TDS (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023). In the 

LAS, TDS concentrations during the 2019 to 2023 period were generally highest in the north and central portion of 

the NPVMA, where they ranged from approximately 800 mg/L to 2,300 mg/L. Farther south in the NPVMA TDS 

concentrations ranged from approximately 970 mg/L to 990 mg/L (Figure 2-16). Seven of the 11 wells with TDS 

measurements during the 2019 to 2023 in the NPVMA were constructed after adoption of the GSP. The change in 

TDS concentrations in the NPVMA, ranged from approximately 210 mg/L higher than the 2011 to 2015 period to 

430 mg/L lower than the 2011 to 2015 period (Figure 2-17, Change in TDS Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS 

between the Period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023).  

In the PVPDMA, TDS concentrations during the 2019 to 2023 period ranged from a low of approximately 700 mg/L 

to a high of approximately 1,690 mg/L (Figure 2-16). In the southern third of this management area, TDS 

concentrations were approximately 460 to 510 mg/L higher than they were between 2011 and 2015 (Figure 2-17). 

In the northern part of the PVPDMA, TDS concentrations in the LAS between 2019 and 2023 ranged from 160 mg/L 

lower than they were between 2011 and2015, to 160 mg/L higher than they were between 2011 and 2015.  

2.2.4.2.2 Chloride 

Older Alluvium 

Between 2019 and 2023, chloride concentrations in the older alluvium were highest in the southern third of the 

PVPDMA, where they ranged from 230 to 650 mg/L (Figure 2-18, Older Alluvium – Most Recent Chloride (mg/L) 

Measured 2019-2023). In the northern two-thirds of this management area, chloride concentrations ranged from 

60 to 130 mg/L (Figure 2-20). In the NPVMA, Chloride concentrations were approximately equal to 100 mg/L 

(Figure 2-22). Chloride exceeded the water quality objective of 150 mg/L for one third of the wells in the Older 

Alluvium between 2019 and 2023, similar to the period from 2011 to 2015.  

Chloride concentrations were lower in the period between 2019 and 2023 than they were between 2011 and 2015 

in the majority of the wells in the Older Alluvium (Figure 2-19, Change in Chloride Concentration (mg/L) in the Older 

Alluvium Between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023). However, at well 01N21W02J01S in the PVPDMA, the most recent 

chloride concentration was 190 mg/L higher than it was between 2011 and 2015 period (Figure 2-19).  

Lower Aquifer System 

Between 2019 and 2023, chloride concentrations in the LAS were generally highest in the NPVMA. In this part of 

the PVB, chloride concentrations in the LAS groundwater ranged from 125 to 1,200 mg/L (Figure 2-20, Lower 

Aquifer System – Most Recent Chloride (mg/L) Measured 2019 - 2023). In the PVPDMA, LAS chloride 

concentrations ranged from 67 to 230 mg/L (Figure 2-20). Chloride exceeded the water quality objective in over 

half of the wells in the LAS during the 2019 to 2023 period.  

Chloride concentrations were similar to those measured during the 2011 to 2015 period (Figure 2-21, Change in 

Chloride Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS, Between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023). The largest increases in chloride 

concentration were in the PVPDMA, with a 49 mg/L increase at well 02N21W34G02S and a 40 mg/L increase at 

well 01N21W10G01S.  
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2.2.4.2.3 Nitrate  

Older Alluvium 

Between 2019 and 2023, nitrate concentrations (NO3 as nitrate) in the Older Alluvium within the PVPDMA ranged 

from 0.4 to 228 mg/L (Figure 2-22, Older Alluvium – Most Recent Nitrate (mg/L NO3 as nitrate) Measured 2019-

2023). No quality data are available for the 2019 to 2023 period in the NPVMA. Nitrate exceeded the water quality 

objective of 45 mg/L, NO3 as nitrate, in four of the six Older Alluvium wells measured in 2019 to 2023 and in three 

of the seven Older Alluvium wells measured in 2011 to 2015 periods. 

Nitrate concentrations increased in four of the six wells with complete measurements since the 2011 to 2015 

period (Figure 2-23, Change in Nitrate Concentration (mg/L NO3 as nitrate) in the Older Alluvium Between 2011-

2015 and 2019-2023). At well 01N21W02J01S in the PVPDMA, the most recent chloride concentration measured 

between 2019 and 2023 was 57 mg/L, NO3 as nitrate, higher than the 2011 to 2015 period. Wells 

01N21W03K01S and 01N21W10A02S increased approximately 20 mg/L, NO3 as nitrate, and the remaining wells 

remained similar in concentration to the 2011 to 2015 period (Figure 2-23). 

Lower Aquifer System 

Over the 2019 to 2023 period, nitrate concentrations in the LAS were highest in the southern third of the PVPDMA 

and ranged from 7.3 to 42 mg/L (Figure 2-24, Lower Aquifer System – Most Recent Nitrate (mg/L NO3 as nitrate) 

Measured 2019-2023). In the remainder of the PVB, nitrate concentrations ranged from 0.5 to 2.4 mg/L, NO3 as 

nitrate (Figure 2-24).  

Nitrate concentrations increased for the wells measured in the southern third of the PVPDMA, with concentration 

increases ranging from 6 to 17 mg/L, NO3 as nitrate. For the remainder of the PVB, concentrations either decreased 

or remained the same as compared to the 2011-2015 concentrations (Figure 2-25, Change in Nitrate 

Concentration (mg/L NO3 as nitrate) in the LAS, Between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023).  

2.2.4.2.4 Sulfate 

Older Alluvium 

Over the 2019 to 2023 period, sulfate concentrations in the Older Alluvium were highest in the southeastern third 

of the PVPDMA, where they ranged from 906 to 2,180 mg/L (Figure 2-26, Older Alluvium – Most Recent Sulfate 

(mg/L) Measured 2019-2023). Sulfate concentrations ranged from 202 to 630 mg/L in the remainder of the Older 

Alluvium (Figure 2-26). Older Alluvium sulfate concentrations exceeded the water quality objective of 300 mg/L in 

in all but one of the wells measured in PVPDMA and one of the four wells measured in the NPVMA.  

Older Alluvium sulfate concentrations generally increased from the 2011 to 2015 period compared to 2019 to 

2023 period in the southern half of the PVPDMA (Figure 2-27, Change in Sulfate Concentration (mg/L) in the Older 

Alluvium, between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023) while concentrations decreased in the northern half of the 

PVPDMA. No concentration data were available for the NPVMA for the period from 2011-2015, at the time that the 

GSP was prepared.  
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Lower Aquifer System 

Sulfate concentrations measured in the LAS between 2019 and 2023 were the highest in the central northern 

NPVMA, where they ranged from 96 to 880 mg/L (Figure 2-28, Lower Aquifer System – Most Recent Sulfate (mg/L) 

Measured 2019-2023). LAS sulfate concentrations ranged from 206 to 668 mg/L in the PVPDMA (Figure 2-28). 

Sulfate concentrations exceeded the water quality objective for over half the wells across the LAS, similar to the 

2011 to 2015 period.  

LAS sulfate concentration changes from the 2011 to 2015 period varied geographically (Figure 2-29, Change in 

Sulfate Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS Between the Period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023). The largest 

increase in sulfate was in the southwestern part of the PVB, adjacent to the Oxnard Subbasin.  

2.2.4.2.5 Boron 

Older Alluvium 

Over the 2019 to 2023 period, boron concentrations in the Older Alluvium within the PVPDMA ranged from 0.2 to 

2 mg/L (Figure 2-30, Older Alluvium – Most Recent Boron (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023). Concentrations in two of 

the wells sampled were above the RWQCB’s water quality objective of 1 mg/L, similar to the 2011 to 2015 period. 

No concentration data were available for the Older Alluvium in the NPVMA for the periods from 2019-2023 and 

2011-2015.  

Boron concentrations in the Older Alluvium in the 2019 to 2023 period were similar to those in the 2011 to 2015 

period (Figure 2-31, Change in Boron Concentration (mg/L) in the Older Alluvium, Between 20112015 and 2019-

2023). The changes in concentration ranged from a 0.3 mg/L decrease to a 0.1 mg/L increase (Figure 2-31). 

Lower Aquifer System 

Boron concentrations in the LAS over the 2019 to 2023 period remained below the water quality objective across 

the Basin (Figure 2-32, Lower Aquifer System – Most Recent Boron (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023). Concentrations 

ranged from 0.2 to 0.8 mg/L in the PVPDMA and from no detection to 0.7 mg/L in the NPVMA. Boron measurements 

across the Basin in the LAS were the same or lower than the concentrations measured in the 2011 to 2015 period 

(Figure 2-33, Change in Boron Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS Between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023).  

2.2.4.3 Undesirable Results 

Groundwater levels measured at the key wells in the Basin are used as a proxy for undesirable results associated 

with degraded water quality. Undesirable results were not defined for specific constituents. As discussed in 

Section 2.2.1, groundwater levels met the criteria for undesirable results. As described in Section 2.2.4.1, DWR 

Recommended Corrective Actions, FCGMA will analyze groundwater quality and level data collected from new 

monitoring wells and as part of the NPV Groundwater Desalter project to evaluate the adequacy of using 

groundwater levels to assess groundwater quality in the PVB.  

2.2.4.4 Progress Toward Achieving Sustainability 

As described in Section 2.2.1.5, GSP implementation has been effective thus far in achieving the sustainability goal 

for the PVB by 2040. In addition, the NPV Groundwater Desalter Project began extracting brackish groundwater 
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from the PVB in 2023 (City of Camarillo 2024). Operation of this project helps to improve degraded water quality in 

the PVB.  

However, as noted in the GSP, the relationship between groundwater quality impacts from flows along Arroyo Simi–

Las Posas that originate outside of the PVB and groundwater production within the PVB is not well established. This 

constitutes a data gap that will continue to be evaluated over the next 5 years. Water quality will continue to be 

monitored at monitoring well locations identified by FCGMA and its partner agencies. As additional data are 

collected, the effectiveness of applying a water level threshold to groundwater quality degradation will continue to 

be assessed. 

2.2.4.5 Adaptive Management Approaches 

FCGMA’s approach to adaptive management is described in Section 2.2.1.6.  

2.2.4.6 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users of Groundwater 

The benefits of GSP implementation on beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the PVB are described in 

Section 2.2.1.7.  

2.2.4.7 Changes to Sustainable Management Criteria 

There are no proposed revisions to the minimum threshold or measurable objective groundwater levels 

(Section 2.2.1.8). Groundwater levels are used as a proxy for degraded water quality. Proposed revisions for a 

subset of the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives are presented in Section 2.2.1.8.  

2.2.5 Land Subsidence 

2.2.5.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions  

DWR issued a recommended corrective action related to land subsidence (DWR 2021). This recommended 

corrective action states: 

“Include a periodic subsidence monitoring plan that can be used to quantify whether land 

subsidence is occurring and whether the groundwater level proxy is avoiding undesirable results 

associated with land subsidence. As an option, the Department provides statewide InSAR data that 

can be used for monitoring land subsidence.” 

The minimum threshold and measurable objective groundwater levels in the Basin are higher than historical low 

groundwater elevations, except at well 02N20W19M05S. Because of this, groundwater management under the 

GSP is not anticipated to cause land subsidence, related to groundwater production, that would significantly impact 

land uses and critical infrastructure. To monitor these conditions in the future, FCGMA has incorporated periodic 

subsidence monitoring into the GSP monitoring network. Subsidence monitoring will be performed using DWR’s 

statewide InSAR datasets (Section 7.4, Functionality of Additional Monitoring Network).  
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2.2.5.2 Land Subsidence Changes 

Since June 2015, DWR’s InSAR data indicates that land surface elevation changes have varied across the PVB. In 

the NPVMA, land surface elevations have locally declined by approximately 2.5 inches (Figure 2-34, Land 

Subsidence June 2015 to January 2024). In the PVPDMA, land surface elevations have increased by approximately 

1 inch. There are no known reports that these land-surface deformations have impacted land uses or critical 

infrastructure within the PVB.  

2.2.5.3 Undesirable Results 

The GSP defines undesirable results associated with land subsidence as land subsidence that “substantially 

interferes with surface and land uses” (FCGMA 2019). The land subsidence measured during the evaluation did 

not substantially interfere with surface and land uses. Therefore, undesirable results associated with land 

subsidence did not occur during the evaluation period.  

2.2.5.4 Progress Toward Achieving Sustainability 

As described in Section 2.2.1.5, GSP implementation has been effective thus far in achieving the sustainability goal 

for the PVB by 2040.  

2.2.5.5 Adaptive Management Approaches 

FCGMA’s approach to adaptive management is described in Section 2.2.1.6.  

2.2.5.6 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users of Groundwater 

The benefits of GSP implementation on beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the PVB are described in 

Section 2.2.1.7.  

2.2.5.7 Changes to Sustainable Management Criteria 

There are no proposed revisions to the minimum threshold or measurable objective groundwater levels (Section 

2.2.1.8). Groundwater levels are used as a proxy for land subsidence. Proposed revisions for a subset of the 

minimum thresholds and measurable objectives are presented in Section 2.2.1.8. 

2.2.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water  

2.2.6.1 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions  

DWR issued a recommended corrective action related to groundwater-surface water connections (DWR 2021). This 

recommended corrective action states: 

“Investigate the hydraulic connectivity of the surface water bodies to the shallow aquifers and 

principal aquifers to improve the understanding of potential migration of impaired water, the 

reliance of the potential GDEs on the shallow aquifer(s), and depletion of interconnected surface 

water bodies. Identify specific locations of gaining and losing reaches of interconnected surface 
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water and quantify the depletion of interconnected surface water. Provide a timeline and discuss 

the steps that will be taken to fill the data gap identified in the GSP related to shallow groundwater 

monitoring near surface water bodies and GDEs.” 

In 2022, FCGMA was awarded grant funds through DWR’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program 

to support implementation of projects developed during the GSP and subsequent stakeholder discussions. One 

component of this grant project is the construction of shallow and multi-depth monitoring wells in the Basin to 

address groundwater elevation data gaps identified in the GSP. The shallow monitoring wells funded through this 

program are planned along Arroyo Las Posas and Calleguas Creek located in the NPVMA, and along Conejo Creek 

within the EPVMA. FCGMA anticipates completing construction of these shallow wells in the 2024 calendar year 

and integrating these data into the GSP starting in water year 2025. Data collected through these new wells will be 

used to improve understanding of the connectivity between surface water bodies, the semi-perched aquifers, and 

the principal aquifer and shallow alluvium within the Basin. 

2.2.6.2 Undesirable Results 

The undesirable results associated with depletion of interconnected surface water in the Basin is loss of GDE 

habitat. The primary cause of groundwater conditions in the Basin that would lead to loss of GDE habitat would be 

reduced streamflow in the lower Arroyo Simi-Las Posas, Calleguas Creek, and Conejo Creek, both upstream and 

within the boundaries of the Basin. Groundwater production within the shallow alluvium, which is not a principal 

aquifer of the Basin, can also lower the groundwater elevation near the potential GDEs. However, there was limited 

pumping from the shallow alluvium over the evaluation period (Table 2-23c, UWCD Water Budget for the Semi-

Perched aquifer). In addition, satellite-based estimates of habitat health at the four GDEs identified in the GSP 

indicate that habitat conditions are similar to those at the start of 2016 (TNC 2024). These data suggest that 

undesirable results associated with depletion of interconnected surface water and GDEs have not occurred during 

the evaluation period.  
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Table 2-23c. UWCD Model Water Budget for the sShallow aAlluvium 

WY 

Groundwater Recharge (Acre-Feet) Groundwater Discharge (Acre-Feet) 

Change in 

Groundwater in 

Storage 

(Acre-Feet)a Recharge 

Creek 

Percolation 

Total 

Inflow Pumping 

Tile 

Drains 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

UAS 

Evapo-

Ttranspiratio

n (ET) 

Subsurface 

Outflow to 

Oxnard 

Subbasin 

Total 

Outflow 

2016b* 2,806 6,319 9,126 -241 -211 -9,248 0 -1,645 -11,345 -2,219 

2017 6,103 8,610 14,713 -301 -335 -11,781 0 -2,202 -14,619 94 

2018 3,798 8,646 12,443 -302 -323 -11,838 0 -2,122 -14,586 -2,142 

2019 5,266 9,725 14,990 -282 -338 -11,401 0 -2,144 -14,165 825 

2020 4,627 7,660 12,287 -263 -358 -10,456 0 -2,065 -13,143 -856 

2021 3,019 7,186 10,205 -263 -271 -10,578 0 -1,701 -12,814 -2,609 

2022 4,407 8,239 12,646 -273 -256 -10,560 0 -1,626 -12,715 -69 

Average 4,289 8,055 12,344 -275 -299 -10,837 0 -1,930 -13,341 -997 

a GHB = General Head Boundary Condition, which represents recharge to the semi-perched aquifer through Channel Island Harbor, Port Hueneme, and Duck Ponds north of Naval 

Base Ventura County at Point Mugu.  
ba Negative (-) values denote a reduction of groundwater in storage. Positive (+) values denote an increase in groundwater in storage.  
cb Represents the nine-month period from January 1, 2016 through September 30, 2022.  
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2.2.6.3 Progress Toward Achieving Sustainability 

As described in Section 2.2.1.5, GSP implementation has been effective thus far in achieving the sustainability goal 

for the PVB by 2040. In addition, the NPV Groundwater Desalter Project began extracting brackish groundwater 

from the PVB in 2023 (City of Camarillo 2024) – operation of this project helps to improve degraded water quality 

in the PVB.  

2.2.6.4 Adaptive Management Approaches 

FCGMA’s approach to adaptive management is described in Section 2.2.1.6.  

2.2.6.5 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users of Groundwater 

The benefits of GSP implementation on beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the PVB are described in 

Section 2.2.1.7. In addition to the previously described benefits, satellite-based estimates of habitat health show 

that environmental users of groundwater in the PVB have not been impacted during the evaluation period 

(TNC 2024). 

2.2.6.6 Changes to Sustainable Management Criteria 

The GSP did not establish SMC for the depletion of interconnected surface water. Data collected through FCGMA’s 

planned shallow monitoring wells along Arroyo Las Posas and Calleguas Creek will inform the need to establish 

sustainable management criteria for depletion of interconnected surface water.   
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3 Status of Projects and 
Management Actions  

The GSP identified one project and one management action that support implementation of the GSP and 

groundwater sustainability in the PVB (FCGMA 2019). The project identified in the GSP was a Voluntary Temporary 

Agricultural Land Fallowing Project. The management action identified in the GSP was reduction in groundwater 

production from the PVB. The project and management action identified in the GSP are still relevant and feasible. 

Since adoption of the GSP, FCGMA and other agencies in the Basin have identified, designed, funded, and 

implemented a broader range of projects that increase water supplies and reduce groundwater demands within 

the PVB. 

To facilitate funding, implementation, and integration into the GSP modeling, FCGMA developed a formal process 

for evaluating, ranking, and prioritizing projects within the PVB. This project evaluation process was developed 

under the guidance of the FCGMA Board of Directors’ Operations Committee, with participation by of other agencies 

and stakeholders in the PVB. The project evaluation process includes a set of evaluation criteria, guidelines, and 

policies for vetting, adding, and prioritizing projects. FCGMA adopted the project prioritization process and solicited 

the first found of project information from agencies in the PVB in September 2023. The adoption of this process 

provides stakeholders and other agencies in the PVB with the opportunity to submit new or updated project 

information for consideration in the GSP to FCGMA on an annual basis.  

This section of the GSP evaluation provides an assessment of the projects and management actions identified in 

the GSP, summarizes all new projects that have been identified in the PVB that support GSP implementation, and 

describes the process for public notice and engagement throughout the implementation of projects and 

management actions in the SubbasinPVB. 

3.1 Evaluation of Projects and Management Actions 
Identified in the GSP  

3.1.1 Management Actions 

In 2019, FCGMA adopted an ordinance to establish a new fixed extraction allocation system that supports managing 

groundwater demand in the PVB in a manner consistent with the SGMA and the GSP. Since adoption of the GSP, 

FCGMA has adopted ordinance amendments and resolutions to facilitate transition to the new ordinance, provide 

policies and procedures for seeking variances, and made modifications required under a court order addressing a 

challenge to the ordinance. Additionally, FCGMA adopted resolutions increasing tiered groundwater surcharge rates 

for extractions that exceed allocation. The surcharge provides an economic disincentive to extract groundwater 

exceeding allocation. 

The new extraction allocation system supports FCGMA’s implementation of the management action identified in 

the GSP. Activities accomplished associated with each management action to date are summarized in Table 3-1. 
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3.1.2 Projects 

3.1.2.1 Project No. 1: Voluntary Temporary Agricultural Land Fallowing 
Project 

3.1.2.1.1 Description of Project No. 1 

The Voluntary Temporary Agricultural Land Fallowing Project would use replenishment fees to temporarily fallow 

agricultural land (FCGMA 2018). This would result in decreased groundwater production on the parcels or ranches 

that are fallowed, and an overall reduction in groundwater demand in the PVB. (FCGMA 2018).  

Project No. 1 would use the existing monitoring network to evaluate improved groundwater conditions. 

3.1.2.1.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 1 

Realized Benefits 

This project is conceptual; thus, benefits have not yet been realized.  

Expected Benefits 

Temporary fallowing is a quick way to reduce demand with no capital costs or infrastructure needed. Because it is 

inexpensive, it is envisioned that temporary fallowing could be implemented early, while other long-term solutions 

are investigated and implemented. The Temporary Agricultural Land Fallowing Project will benefit the Basin by 

helping meet the measurable objective water levels. This project would be utilized in conjunction with other projects 

and management actions to reduce the groundwater demand in the subbasinPVB.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

Temporary Agricultural Land Fallowing will increase groundwater elevations in the Basin, and thus have a positive 

impact on beneficial uses and users.  
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Table 3-1. Status of Projects and Management Actions Identified in the GSP 

Number Name Description Status 

Expected 

Schedule 

Benefits 

Observed to 

Date  

Estimated 

Accrued 

Benefits at 

Completion 

Management Actions 

1 Reduction in 

Groundwater 

Production 

Reduce Groundwater 

production by monitoring 

and imposing quantitative 

limits on pumpers; with 

governing authority from the 

FCGMA Board. 

Not Implemented Not defined Establishment of 

a fixed 

groundwater 

extraction 

allocation 

system.  

Recovery of 

groundwater 

levels that have 

contributed to 

seawater 

intrusion in the 

Oxnard 

Subbasin.  

Projects 

1 Temporary 

Agricultural Land 

Fallowing Project 

Utilize replenishment fees 

to lease and temporarily 

fallow agricultural land 

Not Implemented Not defined N/A Up to 2,400 AFY 

groundwater 

demand 

reduction 
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3.2 Newly Identified Projects and Management Actions 

FCGMA and other agencies in the Subbasin PVB have undertaken significant efforts to identify, evaluate, fund, and 

implement additional projects in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin that increase water supplies in the PVB and support 

GSP implementation. These projects were not included in the GSP. A portion of these projects were incorporated 

into the GSP through the 2021 GSP Annual Report for the PVB (FCGMA 2022) and a portion of these projects were 

identified through FCGMA’s new project evaluation process. These projects are summarized below and in Table 3-2.  

3.2.1 Project No. 2: Laguna Road Recycled Water 
Pipeline Interconnection 

3.2.1.1 Description of Project No. 2 

This project, which is a complementary project to the PVCWD Recycled Water Connection Pipeline project, is a new 

pipeline interconnection to allow conveyance of recycled water from Pleasant Valley County Water District's system 

to UWCD’s Pumping Trough Pipeline (PTP) system to allow full utilization of available recycled water. This 

interconnection will also allow delivery of water from the PTP system to the PVCWD distribution system when such 

movement would optimize conjunctive use opportunities to improve sustainable yield in the Pleasant Valley Basin. 

Benefits of using more recycled water in the PTP system include higher groundwater levels, more groundwater in 

storage, and improved groundwater quality in the Pleasant Valley Basin. The PVCWD service area will receive 

additional recycled water for agricultural use, reducing pumping and increasing groundwater elevations. This project 

is largely funded by a subgrant to UWCD from the DWR SGMA Implementation Grant awarded to FCGMA. 

Project No. 7 uses the existing monitoring network to evaluate improved groundwater conditions. 

3.2.1.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 2 

Realized Benefits 

This project is currently under construction; thus, benefits have not yet been realized.  

Expected Benefits 

Benefits of using more recycled water in the PTP system will include higher groundwater levels, more groundwater 

in storage, improved groundwater quality, and reduced potential for seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin. 

This project will reduce pumping from the UAS and the potential for migration of high-TDS water into the aquifers. 

The PTP area will receive additional recycled water for agricultural use, reducing pumping in those areas, which will 

increase groundwater elevations and improve groundwater quality, while reducing potential for subsidence. The 

PTP area will receive the most direct and immediate benefit, but reduction of pumping in the Oxnard Pumping 

Depression Management Area should benefit groundwater levels in the adjacent Pleasant Valley Pumping 

Depression Management Area.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

The Laguna Road Recycled Water Pipeline Interconnection will reduce groundwater demands within the PVB, 

increasing groundwater levels, and thus will have a positive impact on beneficial uses and users.  
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3.2.2 Project No. 3: PVCWD Recycled Water Connection Pipeline 

3.2.2.1 Description of Project No. 3 

This project proposes to connect the east and west zones of PVCWD’s distribution system. This will allow PVCWD to 

more effectively distribute up to 4,000 AFY of recycled water from the City of Oxnard’s AWPF and an additional 

1,000 to 2,000 AFY of surface water from Conejo Creek. This water will be available to PVCWD and the UWCD PTP 

system. This project is a compleimentary project to the UWCD Laguna Road Recycled Water Pipeline Project. 

Blending the high-quality recycled water with existing water sources will result in reduced water use within the Basin 

because the higher quality water will improve uptake by crops and increase crop yields. Better access to and 

distribution of Conejo Creek water will result in less water stranded due to bottlenecks in the distribution system. 

This, in turn, will decrease in groundwater demands. 

3.2.2.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 3 

Realized Benefits 

This project is still in the planning stage; therefore, no benefits have been realized. 

Expected Benefits 

This project anticipates decreasing demand for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin with the use of additional 

surface water following rainfall events. This would allow groundwater elevations to rise and improve groundwater 

elevations relative to the measurable objectives.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

Increases in groundwater elevations associated with implementation of this project is expected to benefit all 

groundwater uses and users in the Basin. 

3.2.3 Project No. 4: PVCWD Private Reservoir Program  

3.2.3.1 Description of Project No. 4 

PVCWD has access to various water sources, including Conejo Creek diversions, that are available during rain 

events. During these rain events and for a brief period directly following them, demand within the PVCWD system 

is depressed. PVCWD maintains approximately 250 AF of storage. Additionally, a portion of PVCWD pumpers 

maintain onsite private storage. While a formal accounting of this storage has not been completed, it is estimated 

to be on the order of 100 AF. To utilize water that is available following rain events, it is necessary to store and 

retain the water until demands return. 

This project seeks to incentivize the utilization of existing, and the construction of new, privately owned, and 

operated reservoirs for the use of surface water capture during rain events for the purpose of expanding storage 

capacity within the PVCWD service area. This will increase capture and use of surface waters and reduce 

groundwater demand, benefitting the entire groundwater basin. In addition to meeting the needs of capturing and 

utilizing winter flows, the project will also serve a dual purpose of achieving land fallowing. Utilizing a depth of 5 
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feet, 20 AF of storage corresponds to approximately 4 acres of land. A program target of 200 AF would correspond 

to approximately 40 acres of land fallowing. 

3.2.3.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 4 

Realized Benefits 

This project is still in the planning stage; therefore, no benefits have been realized. 

Expected Benefits 

This project anticipates decreasing demand for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin with the use of additional 

surface water following rainfall events. This would allow groundwater elevations to rise and improve groundwater 

elevations relative to the measurable objectives.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

Increases in groundwater elevations associated with implementation of this project is expected to benefit all 

groundwater uses and users in the Basin. 

3.2.4 Project No. 5: Purchase of Supplemental State Water 
Project Water 

3.2.4.1 Description of Project No. 5 

This project proposes purchasing supplemental State Water Project water (State Water) for recharge in the Oxnard 

Subbasin and delivery to users on PTP and PVCWD systems in years when State Water is available and willing 

participants can be found to execute a water transfer. “Supplemental” refers to State Water purchased, exchanged, 

or transferred for use in the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins, in excess of UWCD’s Table A allocation, which is 

3,150 AFY (in an average year, only about 60% of allocated State Water is actually delivered by DWR). The annual 

volume of State Water transfers that can be purchased will depend on the volume available and the price that 

UWCD and other Ventura County agencies are willing to pay. UWCD anticipates that over the long-term 

approximately 6,000 AFY of supplemental State Water imports will be available at the Freeman Diversion for use 

within the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB (UWCD 2021b).  

This project uses the existing monitoring network to evaluate improved groundwater conditions. 

3.2.4.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 5 

Realized Benefits 

Importation of supplemental State Water has already begun. In 2019, FCGMA funded UWCD’s purchase of 25,000 

AF of supplemental State Water for recharge in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB. Between 2019 and 2021, UWCD 

purchased an additional 10,000 AF of supplemental State Water for recharge and delivery in the Oxnard Subbasin 

and PVB. Realized benefits are an increase in groundwater elevations as a result of recharge in the Forebay and a 

reduction in groundwater pumping as a result of surface water deliveries for use in-lieu of groundwater.  
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Expected Benefits 

This project anticipates increasing the combined sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin and the Pleasant Valley 

basin by approximately 6,000 AFY.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

The Purchase of Supplemental State Water Project Water will increase sustainable yield in the Basin, and thus have 

a positive impact on beneficial uses and users. Project impacts are intended to increase sustainable yield for all users.  

3.2.5 Project No. 6: Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water 
Treatment Project  

3.2.5.1 Description of Project No. 6 

This project is intended to create a seawater intrusion barrier in the Oxnard Subbasin, near Point Mugu, by extracting 

brackish groundwater in the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers near the coast and maintaining a pumping trough that helps 

prevent landward migration of seawater. Creation of a barrier to seawater intrusion will increase the sustainable 

yield of the Oxnard Subbasin and may impact water levels in the adjacent PVB and the WLPMA of the LPVB. In 

addition, this project will (1) produce desalinated potable water for municipal and industrial use, agricultural use, 

and/or artificial recharge from currently saline portions of the aquifers and (2) reduce the area and volume of the 

aquifers that are currently contaminated with seawater, thereby increasing storage capacity for fresh water.  

Project components include construction of: (1) extraction barrier wells near Mugu Lagoon, (2) a reverse-osmosis 

treatment plant, and (3) a conveyance system for distribution of treated water. The brackish groundwater extracted 

in the Point Mugu area will be treated for beneficial use, including artificial recharge and/or direct delivery to water 

users (e.g., PTP, Pleasant Valley Pipeline [PVP]). Benefits will include limiting further seawater intrusion, reversing 

the impacts of seawater intrusion in localized areas, and improving groundwater quality. 

The project is envisioned to be advanced in multiple phases. The first phase of the project includes construction of 

monitoring well clusters and data collection in the vicinity of the proposed project site to aid in optimizing the project 

design. The monitoring well clusters will be used to collect groundwater quality and level data from the aquifers that 

will be pumped as part of the extraction barrier, as well as the Semi-perched aquifer. The data collected from these 

wells will be used to: 1) refine understanding of horizontal and vertical conductivity of the aquifers and confining 

layers, to aid in design of the extraction wellfield; 2) provide additional data regarding geochemistry of the aquifers 

that will be pumped as part of the extraction; and 3) assess whether contaminants in some shallow portions of the 

Semi-perched aquifer are likely to migrate toward the extraction wells, now or in the future. Additionally, Phase 1 

will include construction and operation of approximately 10 groundwater extraction wells that operate at an average 

annual production rate of approximately 3,500 AFY.  

The second phase of the project includes design and construction of ten (10) additional extraction wells, design 

and construction of the treatment plant, and the conveyance system for treated water distribution and a connection 

to Calleguas Salinity Management Pipeline for reverse osmosis (RO) brine discharge. Full build-out of the EBB 

project is designed to pump and treat 10,000 AFY of brackish water from the Oxnard Subbasin.  
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Other supporting activities include additional groundwater modeling, geophysical studies, and operation of a pilot-

scale extraction/treatment system that will help refine the extent of extraction and treatment needs.  

3.2.5.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 6 

Realized Benefits 

This project is currently in design and permitting; thus, benefits have not yet been realized.  

Expected Benefits 

This project should aid with achievement of measurable objectives and minimum thresholds for four out of six 

sustainability criteria by limiting seawater intrusion near Point Mugu, raising groundwater elevations in the Forebay, 

improving groundwater quality, and increasing fresh groundwater in storage in the aquifers (replacing the existing 

intruded seawater). The project anticipates increasing the combined annual sustainable yield of the Oxnard 

Subbasin and PVB, considering both the quantity of treated brackish water supplied by the project and the effects 

on sustainable yield resulting from mitigating existing and future seawater intrusion.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

The Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment Project will increase sustainable yield in the Oxnard Subbasin 

and PVB, and thus have a positive impact on beneficial uses and users. Project impacts are intended to increase 

sustainable yield for all users.  

3.2.6 Project No. 7: Freeman Diversion Expansion Project  

3.2.6.1 Description of Project No. 7 

UWCD currently operates the Freeman Diversion on the Santa Clara River, which diverts surface water flows from 

the river into groundwater recharge facilities in the Oxnard Forebay and directs surface-water deliveries to growers 

via UWCD’s and PVCWD pipelines. In recent years, more restrictive environmental regulations have lessened the 

amount of Santa Clara River surface water available that can be diverted at the Freeman Diversion. The Freeman 

Diversion Expansion Project proposes to construct facilities capable of diverting surface water at higher flow rates 

and with higher sediment loads than currently possible. Use of flows with higher sediment loads, which are less 

conducive to fish migration, has been encouraged by both regulatory agencies and non-governmental organizations 

(FCGMA 2019). The expansion project has advanced since the GSP was submitted to DWR. This project description 

reflects the updated understanding of the project based on work that was completed since 2018.  

This project requires expansion of the existing intake, conveyance, and recharge facilities associated with Freeman 

Diversion and, in a subsequent phase, an associated increase in UWCD's right to divert surface water from the 

Santa Clara River from 375 cubic feet per second to 750 cubic feet per second instantaneous flow during periods 

of peak flow in the river. When constructed, this project will result in additional recharge and conjunctive use of 

flood/storm flows in both Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Basins. UWCD will improve fish passage and implement a 

new Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan, concurrent with this project. 

Increased volume of diverted water will be used for artificial recharge and conjunctive use via the PTP in Oxnard 

Subbasin and PVB. Benefits will include higher groundwater levels, more groundwater in storage, reduced potential 
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for seawater intrusion and land subsidence, and improved groundwater quality. The project will improve groundwater 

quality in the Forebay because the diverted surface water is of higher chemical quality (i.e., lower TDS) than 

groundwater. Historical data show a direct relationship between diversion and recharge rates with groundwater quality 

at several water-supply wells in the Forebay. The areas served by the PTP and the PVP will receive additional surface-

water deliveries for conjunctive use, reducing pumping and increasing groundwater elevations. Higher groundwater 

elevations will reduce the potential for subsidence related to groundwater production in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB.  

Some components of this project have been designed or are constructed already. Next-step project components 

include expansion of existing conveyance structures (inverted siphon, 3-barrel culvert, and extension of the 

conveyance system to connect to UWCD’s new Ferro-Rose spreading basin via a new undercrossing at Vineyard Ave. 

3.2.6.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 7 

Realized Benefits 

UWCD is currently expanding and extending existing conveyance structures and connections to the Ferro-Rose 

recharge basin in the Oxnard Subbasin to allow for more recharge and increase diversions, within their existing 

water rights, from the Santa Clara River.  

Expected Benefits 

Increased volume of diverted water will be used for artificial recharge and conjunctive use via the PTP in PVB. Benefits 

will include higher groundwater levels, more groundwater in storage, reduced potential for seawater intrusion and land 

subsidence, and improved groundwater quality. The areas served by the PTP and PVP will receive additional surface-

water deliveries for conjunctive use, reducing pumping and increasing groundwater elevations. Higher groundwater 

elevations will reduce the potential for subsidence related to groundwater production in the Basin.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

The Freeman Diversion Expansion Project will increase sustainable yield in the Oxnard Subbasin, and thus have a 

positive impact on beneficial uses and users 

3.2.7 Project No. 8: Houweling Nursery’s Indoor Grow Facility 
RO Brine Recovery Project 

3.2.7.1 Description of Project No. 8 

Houweling Nursery’s indoor grow facility in Camarillo has grown hydroponic tomatoes and cucumbers on 

approximately 125 acres of land over the last 14 years. This grow operation requires approximately 800 AFY which 

is supplied by a mix of groundwater and purified / reused hydroponic wastewater returning from the plants. This 

grow operation desalinates the groundwater and hydroponic waste feed onsite using a dedicated RO system which 

is capable of recovering approximately 60 to 70% of the influent. Thus, approximately 300 AFY of water is not 

recoverable through the current system. 

This project seeks to recover 99% of the RO effluent processed using zero liquid discharge treatment of RO brine. 

This project will be sized to process 200 gallons per minute of brine, which will give it the ability to generate up to 
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320 AFY of treated water for re-use. Previously, zero liquid discharge technology has been prohibitively expensive 

for use in the agricultural industry. New innovations may reduce costs by approximately 80% over previous 

estimates, thereby making this cost-effective to implement. If this project is successful, it would reduce groundwater 

demand in the PVB by approximately 320 AFY. 

Since this project was proposed, the Houweling Nursery property has been sold and the project is on indefinite hold. 

3.2.7.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 8 

Realized Benefits 

This project has not been implemented. Thus, project have not been realized. 

Expected Benefits 

This project anticipates decreasing demand for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin with the use of zero liquid 

discharge of brine. This would allow groundwater elevations to rise and improve groundwater elevations relative to 

the measurable objectives.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

Increases in groundwater elevations associated with implementation of this project is expected to benefit all 

groundwater uses and users in the Basin. 

3.2.8 Project No. 9: Installation of Multi-Depth Monitoring Wells 

3.2.8.1 Description of Project No. 9 

This project proposes installation of multi-depth monitoring wells in the PVB at up to three locations to assess 

groundwater conditions in the principal aquifers in areas that lack data. The GSP determined that there were spatial 

data gaps in the understanding of aquifer conditions and identified six potential new well locations that would help 

fill the gaps identified. Since the GSP was submitted to DWR, two multi-depth monitoring wells were installed near 

location Potential New Well (PNW)-22 in the northern PVB. In reviewing the GSP, DWR identified investigation of the 

groundwater conditions in the GCA as a recommended corrective action for the first 5-year GSP evaluation. The 

addition of multi-depth monitoring wells, completed in each of the principal aquifers, including the GCA, will help 

refine the understanding of aquifer properties, groundwater flow directions and vertical gradients. These wells will 

also provide information that can be used to determine SMC for the GCA. 

Up to three locations were identified: vicinity of PNW 17, in the EPVMA, PNW 21 in the Pleasant Valley Pumping 

Depression Management Area, and PNW 20 in the NPVMA would provide a more complete understanding of 

groundwater conditions in the various management areas within the PVB. 
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3.2.8.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 9 

Realized Benefits 

In 2022, FCGMA was awarded grant funds through DWR’s SGMA Implementation Grant Program to support 

implementation of projects developed during the GSP and subsequent stakeholder discussions. Up to three multi-

depth monitoring wells were partially funded through this program. FCGMA anticipates completing construction of 

two of the multi-depth wells in the 2024 calendar year. 

Expected Benefits 

The expected benefits of this project lie in the additional data gathered from the well installation process and the 

ongoing monitoring of the groundwater conditions at the well sites. This data can be used to refine the conceptual 

and numerical models of the PVB. Such refinement may result in reevaluation and adjustment of the minimum 

thresholds or measurable objectives. 

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

The installation of multi-depth monitoring wells will improve data collection and management of groundwater 

resources for beneficial uses and users. Projects impacts are intended to benefit all users.  

3.2.9 Project No. 10: Installation of Shallow Monitoring Wells 

3.2.9.1 Description of Project No. 10 

This project proposes installation of shallow monitoring wells to assess groundwater conditions along Arroyo Las 

Posas, Conejo Creek, and Calleguas Creek in the PVB. The GSP determined that there was a data gap in the 

understanding of how surface water and shallow groundwater interact with the deeper primary aquifers in the PVB. 

DWR also identified "investigation of the hydraulic connectivity of the surface water bodies to the shallow aquifer 

and principal aquifers" as a recommended corrective action that should be addressed for the 5-year evaluation of 

the PVB GSP. Shallow groundwater wells will be used to help understand the relationship between surface water 

and groundwater along the stream courses. Data from the construction of the wells will help define aquifer 

properties in the younger and older alluvium, and data on groundwater conditions in these wells will be used to help 

assess whether riparian vegetation is accessing groundwater in the Shallow Alluvial Aquifer. 

Two locations, PNW 15 along Arroyo Las Posas in NPVMA and PNW 16 along Conejo Creek in EPVMA, were 

identified. This project will expand the existing monitoring network to evaluate improved groundwater conditions 

and improve the understanding of interconnected surface waters. 

3.2.9.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 10 

Realized Benefits 

In 2022, FCGMA was awarded grant funds through DWR’s SGMA Implementation Grant Program to support 

implementation of projects developed during the GSP and subsequent stakeholder discussions. The shallow 

monitoring wells partially funded through this program are planned near PNW 15 and PNW 16. FCGMA anticipates 

completing construction of these shallow wells in the 2024 calendar year. 
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Expected Benefits 

The expected benefits of this project lie in the additional data gathered from the well installation process and the 

ongoing monitoring of the groundwater conditions at the well sites. These data can be used to refine the conceptual 

and numerical models of the PVB. Such refinement may result in reevaluation and adjustment of the minimum 

thresholds or measurable objectives associated with GDEs.  

3.2.10 Project No. 11: Installation of Transducers in Groundwater 
Monitoring Wells 

3.2.10.1 Description of Project No. 11 

This project proposes installation of transducers in groundwater monitoring wells to collect long-term groundwater 

elevation records in the PVBkey wells. The GSP determined that there were often temporal data gaps in the 

understanding of aquifer conditions. These data gaps limit the number of wells that can be used to contour spring 

high and fall low groundwater conditions. The temporal data gaps have persisted in reporting groundwater levels in 

storage for the annual reports prepared after the GSP was submitted to DWR. Additionally, as most key wells are 

agricultural irrigation wells, transducers will help assure that measured water levels are actual static water levels 

unaffected by recovery or potential well interference.  

The additionInstalling of transducers in the groundwater monitoring network will help ensure that spring high and 

fall low water levels are collected from the key wells within a 2-week window, as recommended by DWR while 

providing agency staff with additional scheduling flexibility,. Agency staff can collect manual groundwater elevations 

from wells without pressure transducers during the 2-week monitoring window, and then download the pressure 

transducer data when the schedule permits, to collect a complete set of groundwater elevations in the fall and 

spring of each water year. andUltimately, these data will provide a clearer understanding of groundwater conditions 

during the spring and fall measurement events. This will, allow a better comparison for annual change in storage 

estimates, and will facilitate improvedbetter management of the BasinPVB.  

Installation of transducers in irrigation wells may include the need to modify wellheads, install sounding tubes below 

turbine pump bows, and modify agreements with well owners to make these modifications.  

Project No. 11 is an improvement to the existing monitoring network.  

3.2.10.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 11 

Realized Benefits 

This project has not been implemented.  

Expected Benefits 

The expected benefits of this project lie in the collection of data from a 2-week window each spring and fall and the 

ongoing monitoring of the groundwater conditions at the well sites including a better understanding of potential 

well interference and non-static conditions on water-level measurements. This data can be used make better 

management decisions depending on the observed groundwater conditions.  
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Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

This project does not have a direct impact on beneficial uses and users. It will, however, provide data that can be 

used to help evaluate groundwater conditions.  

3.2.11 Project No. 12: Camarillo Stormwater Diversion to WRP 
Feasibility Study  

3.2.11.1 Description of Project No. 12 

This project seeks to understand the feasibility of diverting stormwater flows from the stormwater collection system 

to the Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) to be treated and turned into recycled water for agriculture irrigation 

purposes. This project would increase the amount of recycled water provided to farmers. Any excess recycled water 

produced by the WRP will be distributed to the Camrosa Water District via an existing connection where the recycled 

water is then used for agricultural uses as well. This is a multi-benefit project that 1) helps the recharge and sustain 

the basin, 2) helps the region comply with the regional MS4 Permit, and 3) helps supply the farming community 

with recycled water thereby reducing water demand from the Basin. 

3.2.11.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 12 

Realized Benefits 

This project is a feasibility study and has not been implementedthat received funding from DWR’s SGM grant 

program. The feasibility study is underway.  

Expected Benefits 

This is a feasibility study so expected benefits are to provide a better understanding of 1) the feasibility of treating 

stormwater at the WRP, 2) the feasibility of using the recycled water for irrigation, and 3) the potential volume of 

recycled water that would be available. 

If the project is found to be feasible and constructed, the additional irrigation water would reduce the groundwater 

demand within the Basin. 

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

This is a paper study, so the impacts to beneficial uses and users will be neutral. If the project is found to be feasible and 

is constructed, it will reduce demand in the Basin and thus have a positive impact on beneficial uses and users. The 

project may also help the region comply with the MS4 Permit requirements for total maximum daily loads for the Revolon 

Slough, Beardsley Wash and other creeks with total maximum daily load limits within the City of Camarillo. 
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3.2.12 Project No. 13: Camarillo Airport Feasibility Study  

3.2.12.1 Description of Project No. 13 

This project seeks to understand the feasibility of implementing a regional stormwater capture and infiltration 

project in the vicinity of the Camarillo Airport. This feasibility study seeks to investigate diverting stormwater flows 

from the Camarillo Hills Drain to an underground infiltration or detention basin for groundwater recharge. Through 

a regionally led effort, the study would investigate and propose a suitable location, provide required testing, and 

other reports as required to fully evaluate project feasibility. The project will also help with compliance of total 

maximum daily loads for Revlon Slough and Beardsley Wash. 

3.2.12.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 13 

Realized Benefits 

This project is a feasibility study and has not been implemented. Funding for this project was pursued, but was not 

awarded, under DWR’s SGM grant program. 

Expected Benefits 

This is a feasibility study so expected benefits are to provide 1) a suitable location to use for underground infiltration 

or as a detention basin, 2) the feasibility of the site for groundwater recharge, and 3) the volume of water that could 

be accommodated at the site. 

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

This is a paper study, so the impacts to beneficial uses and users will be neutral. If the project is found to be feasible 

and is constructed, the project would help increase groundwater levels in the vicinity of the project and help meet 

the measurable objectives for groundwater levels. Also, the project would help the region comply with the total 

maximum daily load limits for Revlon Slough and Beardsley Wash.  

3.2.13 Project No. 14: Camarillo Desalter Expansion 
Feasibility Study 

3.2.13.1 Description of Project No. 14 

The North Pleasant Valley Desalter Treatment Facility (NPV Desalter) was constructed to treat brackish groundwater 

that infiltrated from Arroyo Simi-Las Posas and entered the PVB as underflows from the LPVB over the past several 

decades. The NPV Desalter became operational in January 2023. The NPV Desalter treats up to 4,500 AFY of 

brackish water via RO filters and produces approximately 3,800 AF of potable water for the City of Camarillo. This 

regionally led effort will investigate the feasibility of increasing the volume of groundwater treated by the NPV 

Desalter for the benefit of regional agencies and multiple basins. The groundwater elevation data collected after 

the NPV Desalter began operations and the actual volume of potable water produced by the NPV Desalter will be 

used to help assess whether there is the potential for additional groundwater production in this area and treatment 

by the NPV Desalter. Additionally, NPV Desalter could also be expanded by bringing in outside water sources, 
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supplied by other agencies, for treatment for the benefit of the region. Calleguas Municipal Water District is currently 

evaluating this. 

3.2.13.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 14 

Realized Benefits 

This project is a feasibility study and has not been implemented. Funding for this project was pursued, but was not 

awarded, under DWR’s SGM grant program. 

Expected Benefits 

This is a feasibility study so expected benefits are to provide 1) the feasibility of expanding the capacity of the NPV 

Desalter, and 2) the volume of water that could be accommodated at the site.  

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

This is a feasibility study, so the impacts to beneficial uses and users will be neutral. If the project is found to be 

feasible and is constructed, the impacts on the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives in the vicinity of 

the NPV Desalter would need to be evaluated. Expansion of the NPV Desalter would help the region meet water 

quality objectives within the Basin. 

3.2.14 Project No. 15: Camarillo Hills Drain Diversion to WRP 
Feasibility Study 

3.2.14.1 Description of Project No. 15 

This project seeks to understand the feasibility of diverting a portion of stormwater flows from the Camarillo Hills 

Drain, near the Camarillo Airport, to the Camarillo Sanitation District sanitary sewer Pump Station No. 3, near the 

intersection of Las Posas Road and Pleasant Valley Road. Stormwater would be pumped from Pump Station No. 3 

to the Camarillo Sanitary District WRP. Stormwater would be treated at the WRP, and the reclaimed water would be 

used for irrigation in the Camarillo and Camrosa Service areas. The additional irrigation water will reduce 

groundwater demand in the Basin, and treatment of this stormwater will help with MS4 Permit compliance.  

3.2.14.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 15 

Realized Benefits 

This project is a feasibility study and has not been implemented. Funding for this project was pursued, but was not 

awarded, under DWR’s SGM grant program. 

Expected Benefits 

This is a feasibility study so expected benefits are to provide a better understanding of 1) the feasibility of treating 

stormwater at the WRP, 2) the feasibility of using the recycled water for irrigation, and 3) the potential volume of 

recycled water that would be available. 
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If the project is found to be feasible and constructed, the additional irrigation water would reduce the groundwater 

demand within the Basin. 

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

This is a paper study, so the impacts to beneficial uses and users will be neutral. If the project is found to be feasible 

and is constructed, it will reduce demand in the Basin and thus have a positive impact on beneficial uses and users. 

3.2.15 Project No. 16: Camarillo Infiltration Basin Feasibility Study 

3.2.15.1 Description of Project No. 16 

This project seeks to understand the feasibility of adding stormwater infiltration or detention areas to the west of the 

existing Camarillo Sanitary District flood management project near the WRP. This study would investigate and propose a 

suitable location, provide required testing and other reports as required to fully evaluate project feasibility. 

3.2.15.2 Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 16 

Realized Benefits 

This project is a feasibility study and has not been implemented. Funding for this project was pursued, but was not 

awarded, under DWR’s SGM grant program. 

Expected Benefits 

This is a feasibility study so expected benefits are to provide a better understanding of 1) the feasibility of the 

location for infiltration and 2) the potential volume of recycled water that would be available. 

If the project is found to be feasible and constructed, the additional recharge would increase the groundwater 

elevations within the vicinity. 

Impacts to beneficial uses and users 

This is a paper study, so the impacts to beneficial uses and users will be neutral. If the project is found to be feasible 

and is constructed, the increased groundwater elevations from recharge would help meet measurable objectives 

in the vicinity. 
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Table 3-2. Summary of New Projects and Management Actions 

Number Name Description Status 

Expected 

Schedule 

Benefits Observed 

to Date 

Estimated 

Accrued Benefits 

at Completion 

New Projects 

2 Laguna Road 

Recycled Water 

Pipeline 

Interconnection 

New pipeline 

interconnection to 

allow conveyance of 

recycled water from 

Pleasant Valley 

County Water 

District’s system to 

UWCD’S Pumping 

Trough Pipeline.  

Under Construction Phase 1 

completion 2025 

Phase 2 

completion 2027 

N/A Increased 

sustainable yield of 

Oxnard Subbasin 

and PVB by 1,500 

AFY (average). 

Reduced energy 

consumption for 

pumpers. 

3 PVCWD Recycled 

Water Connection 

Pipeline 

Connect the east and 

west zones of 

PVCWD’s distribution 

system to distribute 

recycled water from 

the City of Oxnard’s 

AWPF and surface 

water from Conejo 

Creek 

Planning in process Not defined N/A Up to 6,000 AFY of 

additional recycled 

water and Conejo 

Creek water for 

delivery 

4 PVCWD Private 

Reservoir Program 

Incentivize the 

utilization of existing 

and the construction 

of new privately 

owned and operated 

reservoirs for surface 

water capture during 

rain events to expand 

storage capacity in 

PVB 

Planning in process Not defined N/A Increase 

groundwater 

storage by up to 

400 AF 

5 Purchase of 

Supplemental State 

Water Project Water 

Purchase 

supplemental SWP 

water for recharge in 

Ongoing Immediate 25,000 AF water 

imported to Oxnard 

Basin and PVB from 

Increased 

combined 

sustainable yield 
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Table 3-2. Summary of New Projects and Management Actions 

Number Name Description Status 

Expected 

Schedule 

Benefits Observed 

to Date 

Estimated 

Accrued Benefits 

at Completion 

New Projects 

the Oxnard Subbasin 

and delivered to 

users. 

SWP between 2019 

and 2021. 

(Oxnard and PVB) 

by 6000 AFY. 

Reduced energy 

consumption for 

pumpers. 

6 Extraction Barrier& 

Brackish Water 

Treatment 

Seawater intrusion 

barrier formed by 

extracting brackish 

water and 

maintaining a 

pumping trough 

Preliminary Design 

in process 

Phase 1 

completion 2028 

Phase 2 

completion 2031 

N/A Increase 

sustainable yield of 

Oxnard Subbasin 

and PVB by more 

than 10,000 AFY. 

7 Freeman Diversion 

Expansion Project 

Construct new 

facilities at Freeman 

Diversion to capture 

surface water at 

higher flow rates and 

sediment loads than 

currently possible; 

recharge 

groundwater 

Initial phases under 

construction 

3 to 15 years Infrastructure 

improvements to 

increase recharge at 

the Ferro-Rose basin 

Up to 10,000 AFY 

of additional 

diversions for 

recharge and 

delivery via PTP and 

PVP 

8 Houweling Nursery’s 

Indoor Grow Facility 

RO Brine Recovery 

Project  

Recovery of 99% of 

RO effluent for up to 

320 AFY of treated 

water for re-use.  

Planning in 

Process. 

On hold N/A Increase in 

groundwater 

elevations.  

9 FCGMA Installation 

of multi-depth 

monitoring wells at 

up to 3 locations in 

the Pleasant Valley 

Basin 

Installation of 

monitoring wells in 

the Basin to assess 

groundwater 

conditions in areas 

that lack data. 

Ongoing Completion by the 

end of 2025 

One well cluster 

installed at PNW-22; 

two additional well 

clusters anticipated 

for construction in 

2024. 

Improved data 

collection and 

understanding of 

groundwater 

conditions. 

Improved 
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Table 3-2. Summary of New Projects and Management Actions 

Number Name Description Status 

Expected 

Schedule 

Benefits Observed 

to Date 

Estimated 

Accrued Benefits 

at Completion 

New Projects 

management of 

subbasin. 

10 FCGMA Installation 

of shallow 

monitoring wells in 

the Pleasant Valley 

Basin 

Installation of 

monitoring wells 

along the Arroyo Las 

Posas and Conejo 

Creek. Wells will be 

used to help 

understand 

relationship between 

surface water and 

groundwater along 

stream courses. 

Ongoing Completion by the 

end of 2024 

PNW 15 and 16 

planned for 

construction in 2024 

Improved data 

collection and 

understanding of 

groundwater 

conditions. 

Improved 

management of 

groundwater-

dependent 

ecosystems. 

11 Installation of 

Transducers in 

Groundwater 

Monitoring Wells 

Installation of 

transducers in key 

wells to improve data 

collection and 

provide clearer 

understanding of 

groundwater 

conditions. 

Preliminary Design 

in process 

Not defined N/A Improved data 

collection and 

understanding of 

groundwater 

conditions. 

Improved 

management of 

subbasin. 

12 Camarillo 

Stormwater 

Diversion to WRP 

Feasibility Study 

Feasibility study of 

diversion of 

stormwater flows to 

Water Reclamation 

Plant to be treated 

and used as recycled 

water for agricultural 

irrigation  

Conceptual Not defined N/A N/A 

13 Camarillo Airport 

Feasibility Study 

Feasibility study of 

diversion of 

Conceptual Not defined N/A N/A 
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Table 3-2. Summary of New Projects and Management Actions 

Number Name Description Status 

Expected 

Schedule 

Benefits Observed 

to Date 

Estimated 

Accrued Benefits 

at Completion 

New Projects 

stormwater flows 

from Camarillo Hills 

Drain to be used as 

groundwater 

recharge in vicinity of 

Camarillo Airport. 

14 Camarillo Desalter 

Expansion Feasibility 

Study 

Feasibility of 

expanding the North 

Pleasant Valley 

Desalter Project to 

treat more 

groundwater 

Conceptual Not defined N/A N/A 

15 Camarillo Hills Drain 

Diversion to WRP 

Feasibility Study 

Feasibility of 

diversion of 

stormwater flows to 

Pump Station No. 3 

to be treated and 

recycled at CSD 

Water Reclamation 

Plant (WRP) 

Conceptual Not defined N/A N/A 

16 Camarillo Infiltration 

Basin Feasibility 

Study 

Feasibility of adding 

stormwater 

infiltration or 

detention areas to 

the west of the 

existing CSD flood 

management project 

near the WRP. 

Conceptual Not defined N/A N/A 

Notes: PVB = Pleasant Valley Basin; AFY = acre-feet per year; PVCWD = Pleasant Valley County Water District; AWPF = Advanced Water Purification Facility; SWP = State Water Project; 

FCGMA = Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; PNW = Potential New Well; WRP = Water Reclamation Plant; CSD = Camarillo Sanitary District. 
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3.3 Process for Public Notice and Engagement 

To facilitate funding, implementation, and integration into the GSP modeling, FCGMA developed a formal process 

for evaluating, ranking, and prioritizing projects within the SubbasinPVB. This project evaluation process was 

developed under the guidance of the FCGMA Board of Directors’ Operations Committee, with participation by other 

agencies and stakeholders in the SubbasinPVB. The project evaluation process includes set of evaluation criteria, 

guidelines, and policies for vetting, adding, and prioritizing projects. FCGMA adopted the project prioritization 

process and solicited the first found of project information from agencies in the Subbasin PVB in September 2023. 

The adoption of this process provides stakeholders and other agencies in the Subbasin PVB with the opportunity to 

submit new or updated project information for consideration in the GSP to FCGMA on an annual basis.   
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4 Basin Setting Review 

This section of the report evaluates the Basin Setting described in the GSP, including the Hydrogeologic Conceptual 

Model (Section 4.1); and water supplies, land uses, and water budgets over the evaluation period (Section 4.2). 

4.1 Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model 

Groundwater in the PVB occurs in six aquifers: the semi-perched aquifer, the Shallow Alluvial aquifer, the Older 

Alluvium, the Upper San Pedro formation, the FCA, and the GCA (FCGMA 2019). The Older Alluvium, the FCA, and 

the GCA are defined as principal aquifers in the PVB. The Upper San Pedro formation is not considered an aquifer 

in the PVB but may be a leaky aquitard. The FCA and GCA are grouped into the LAS in the PVB.  

Since adoption of the GSP, FCGMA and other agencies have designed, scoped, and implemented new projects and 

technical studies that improve understanding of the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the PVB and the adjacent 

Oxnard Subbasin. This section summarizes: (i) new information and data gathered from these projects and studies, 

and (ii) the improved understanding of local hydrogeologic conditions within the PVB.  

4.1.1 New Information and Data 

4.1.1.1 Hydrostratigraphic Information 

UWCD maintains the three-dimensional (3D) hydrostratigraphic model of the PVB. This 3D hydrostratigraphic model 

maps the lateral extents, thicknesses, and properties of the six water-bearing aquifers in the PVB. The 3D model 

was designed during development of the VRGWFM and integrates geophysical logs (e-logs) and lithologic data from 

approximately 575 wells in the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and LPVB with structural geologic information into a 3D 

model developed using the Rockworks software (UWCD 2018). Since adoption of the GSP, UWCD has continued 

development of the 3D hydrostratigraphic model of the region. UWCD has focused their hydrostratigraphic model 

updates to areas in the Oxnard Subbasin underlying Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) at Point Mugu and Port 

Hueneme where groundwater is impacted by seawater intrusion. These revisions impact the interpretation of 

aquifer thicknesses and extents along the coastline of the Oxnard Subbasin. 

While these hydrostratigraphic model updates are not specific to the PVB, they help to improve understanding of 

the impacts of groundwater conditions in the PVB on seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin. These revisions 

are described in FCGMA (2024b).  

4.1.1.2 Depth-Discrete Groundwater Elevation and Quality Data 

In 2019, DWR installed a nested monitoring well cluster in the NPVMA, adjacent to Arroyo Las Posas, for FCGMA 

under DWR’s Technical Support Services program. The new well consists of shallow and deep well clusters that 

improve characterization of vertical gradients between the principal aquifers and addresses a data gap in the 

spatial distribution of depth-discrete groundwater elevation measurements identified in the GSP. Separate well 

casings are screened in the Older Alluvium (Oxnard equivalent), Older Alluvium (Mugu equivalent), the Upper San 

Pedro Formation (Hueneme equivalent), upper FCA, and basal FCA. These new depth-discrete monitoring wells are 

measured quarterly using an electronic sounder and are sampled to characterize local groundwater quality 
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conditions. Data collected at these wells have been used to improve groundwater elevation contouring and 

interpretation of aquifer-specific conditions since March 2020 and have been included in the GSP annual reports 

covering water years 2020 through 2023.  

Camrosa Water District installed a new multi-depth monitoring well in Heritage Park in the northeastern part of the 

PVB. Data from this well will be incorporated into future monitoring reports and will be used to refine the 

hydrogeologic understanding of the basin.  

In addition, as described in Section 4.1.2, Improvements to the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, the City of 

Camarillo constructed three new nested monitoring wells in the NPVMA during the evaluation period. These nested 

wells include completions in the Older Alluvium and upper and basal zones of the FCA. Data collected at these wells 

have been used to improve groundwater elevation contouring and interpretation of aquifer-specific conditions since 

January 2021 and have been included in the GSP annual reports covering water years 2021 through 2023. A 

summary of the wells constructed in the PVB during the evaluation period is included in Table 4-1, New Dedicated 

Monitoring Wells Constructed in the PVB.  

Table 4-1. New Dedicated Monitoring Wells Constructed in the PVB  

SWN 

Well Depth 

(ft. bgs) 

Perforated 

Interval (ft. bgs) Aquifer Designation Owner 

02N20W30C04S 210 100-200 Older Alluvium (Oxnard 

Equivalent) 

City of Camarillo 

02N20W30C03S 740 590-730 FCA – Upper 

02N20W30C02S 970 900-960 FCA - Basal 

02N21W26P06S 340 270-330 Older Alluvium 

(Mugu equivalent) 

02N21W26P05S 850 780 - 840 FCA - Upper 

02N21W26P04S 1,090 1,010 – 1,080 FCA - Basal 

02N20W30L03S 260 100 – 250 Older Alluvium 

(predominantly Mugu 

Equivalent) 

02N20W30L02S 760 550 – 750 FCA – Upper 

02N20W30L01S 1,070 1,000 – 1,060 GCA 

02N20W20D03S 120 60-120 Older Alluvium 

(Oxnard Equivalent) 

FCGMA 

02N20W20D05S 190 150-190 Older Alluvium 

(Mugu equivalent) 

02N20W20D04S 390 330 – 390 Upper San Pedro 

02N20W20D02S 640 540 – 640 FCA - Upper 

02N20W20D01S 750 710 - 750 FCA - Basal 

Notes: FCGMA = Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; FCA = Fox Canyon Aquifer; GCA = Grimes Canyon Aquifer;  

ft. bgs = feet below ground surface 
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4.1.2 Improvements to the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model 

DWR issued a recommended corrective action related to the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the PVB (DWR, 

2021). This recommended corrective action states: 

“Investigate the groundwater condition of the Grimes Canyon aquifer, identified as one of the 

principal aquifers in the GSP, by compiling and collecting data and information sufficient to 

describe the properties of this aquifer. Based on the results of the investigation, provide a 

discussion of the management of this aquifer” 

In early 2020, the City of Camarillo, as part of the NPV Groundwater Desalter project, constructed three new nested 

monitoring wells within the NPVMA of the PVB. One well, 02N20W30L01S, is completed in the GCA. This is the only 

well in the PVB completed solely within the GCA.  

Well 02N20W30L01S is equipped with transducers that measure pressure and conductivity on a 3-hour interval 

(City of Camarillo 2024). Groundwater elevations measured at this well between January 2021 and January 2024 

ranged from a high of approximately -57 ft. msl to a low of approximately -85 ft. msl (City of Camarillo 2024). Over 

this period, measurements collected from multiple completions of this well cluster indicate that groundwater 

elevations in the FCA were higher than the GCA at this location in the PVB. The downward vertical gradients between 

the FCA and GCA measured at this location ranged from a low of approximately 0.02 feet/foot to a high of 

approximately 0.05 feet/foot.  

Between January 2021 and 2024, chloride concentrations measured in 02N20W30L01S were approximately 150 

to 270 mg/L higher than those measured in the FCA at the same location. Conversely, sulfate concentrations were 

190 to 430 mg/L lower than those measured in the FCA at the same location. TDS concentrations in the GCA and 

FCA at this nested well were similar between the FCA and GCA.  

While the data collected from well 02N20W30L01S over the evaluation period improves understanding of 

groundwater level and quality conditions in the GCA, there are still insufficient data to provide an updated approach 

toward managing the GCA. To support additional characterization of the GCA, FCGMA plans to construct up to three 

new multi-completion monitoring wells in the PVB. At least one completion in each well is anticipated for the GCA. 

Data collected through these wells will help characterize local groundwater elevations, quality, and aquifer 

properties of the GCA. FCGMA anticipates completing construction of these new wells in calendar year 2024. 

FCGMA will re-evaluate management of this aquifer over the next 5 years as additional groundwater level and quality 

data are collected from the GCA. It should be noted that there are no production wells screened solely in the GCA 

in the PVB; all production wells screened in the GCA are screened across both the FCA and the GCA. 

4.1.2.1 Depth-Discrete Groundwater Elevation Data 

Older Alluvium 

Oxnard Aquifer Equivalent 

Two of the nested monitoring wells constructed during the evaluation period include completions within Oxnard 

aquifer-equivalent zone of the Older Alluvium in the PVB (Table 4-1). During the dry 2021 and 2022 water years, 

groundwater elevations at this well declined by approximately 5 feet. Over the wet 2023 water year, groundwater 

elevations increased in these wells by approximately 10 feet (City of Camarillo 2024).  
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Mugu Aquifer Equivalent 

Three of the four nested wells constructed during the evaluation period include completions in the Mugu aquifer-

equivalent zone of the Older Alluvium in the PVB (Table 4-1). Since 2021, groundwater elevations at all three wells 

have remained within 5 feet of each other (City of Camarillo 2024). Like the groundwater elevation trends observed 

in the Oxnard aquifer-equivalent zone, groundwater elevations in the Mugu aquifer-equivalent declined by 

approximately 10 to 12 feet in the dry 2021 and 202 water years. In the 2023 water year, groundwater elevations 

measured at these wells increased by approximately 10 to 15 feet (City of Camarillo 2024).  

Vertical Gradients within the Older Alluvium 

Since 2021, groundwater elevations in the Oxnard aquifer-equivalent have, on average, occurred approximately 50 

feet higher than the groundwater elevations measured in the Mugu aquifer-equivalent. This translates to a 

downward vertical gradient within the Older Alluvium of the NPVMA of approximately 0.4 feet/foot.  

Lower Aquifer System 

Upper San Pedro Formation 

Well 02N20W20D04S is the only well in the PVB that is screened solely within the Upper San Pedro formation (age-

equivalent to the Hueneme aquifer in the Oxnard Subbasin). Since 2021, the groundwater elevation in this well has 

declined by approximately 10 feet (City of Camarillo 2024). As noted above, the Upper San Pedro formation is not 

a principal aquifer in the PVB. 

Fox Canyon Aquifer 

All four of the nested wells contain completions in the upper FCA (Table 4-1). Groundwater elevations measured at 

these wells varied geographically across the NPVMA. In the far northern region of the NPVMA, the groundwater 

elevations measured at 02N20W20D04S ranged from a high of approximately 44 ft. msl to a low of approximately 

32 ft. msl. Groundwater elevations measured at this well have declined since January 2021. Farther south, near 

the boundary with the PVDMA, the groundwater elevations measured at well 02N21W26P05S ranged from a high 

of approximately -75 ft. msl to a low of approximately -114 ft. msl. The groundwater elevations at this well declined 

by approximately 30 feet over the 2021 and 2022 water years and recovered by approximately 40 feet in the 2023 

water year.  

Since 2021, groundwater elevations measured in the basal FCA in these wells have average approximately 20 feet 

higher than those measured in the upper FCA. This translates to an upward vertical gradient within the FCA of 

approximately 0.09 to 0.17 feet/foot.  

Grimes Canyon Aquifer 

Well 02N20W30L01S is the only well in the PVB that is screened solely within the GCA. In water years 2021 and 

2022, the groundwater elevation at this well declined from approximately -58 ft. msl to approximately -83 ft. msl. 

In water year 2023, the groundwater elevation at this well increased by approximately 13 feet.  
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Vertical Gradients within the LAS 

Measurements at 02N20W20D04S and 02N20W20D02S indicate that during the 2021 to 2023 period, 

groundwater elevations in the FCA were slightly higher than the Upper San Pedro formation near the boundary with 

the LPVB. Over the 2021 to 2023 period, the upward vertical gradients between the FCA and Upper San Pedro 

formation ranged from a low of approximately 0.003 feet/foot to a high of approximately 0.007 feet/foot.  

Vertical Gradients between the Older Alluvium and LAS 

Groundwater elevations measured at all four new nested well clusters indicate that there is a downward vertical 

gradient between the Older Alluvium and LAS within the NPVMA. This gradient was steepest near the PVPDMA, 

where the downward vertical gradient measured at nested well cluster 02N21W26P04S, P05S, and P06S averaged 

approximately 0.23 feet/foot. Farther north, near the boundary with the LPVB, the vertical gradient between the 

Older Alluvium and LAS measured at nested well cluster 02N20W20D01S, D02S, D03S, D04S, and D05S averaged 

approximately 0.03 feet/foot.  

4.1.2.2 Depth-Discrete Groundwater Quality Data 

The City of Camarillo and FCGMA regularly collect groundwater quality samples from the nested wells constructed 

in the NPVMA. The most recent (2019 – 2023) groundwater quality data from these wells are summarized in 

Section 2.2.4, Degraded Water Quality. 

4.1.2.3 Potential Recharge Areas 

To evaluate potential future recharge areas within, and surrounding, the PVB, soil types were obtained from the 

Web Soil Survey, available online at https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/ (USDA 2019). Soil Ksat rates (saturated 

hydraulic conductivity rates) for soils of 92 micrometers per second or greater were plotted (Figure 4-1, Potential 

Recharge Areas). In addition to this, areas where the FCA outcrops at land surface act as potential recharge areas 

for the PVB.  

4.1.3 Data Gaps 

The GSP identified data gaps in the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the PVB that create uncertainty in the 

understanding of the impacts of water level changes on change in storage. These data gaps are summarized in 

Table 4-2. Since adoption of the GSP, FCGMA and the City of Camarillo have implemented projects that have begun 

to address these data gaps through the construction and monitoring of new nested monitoring wells in the NPVMA 

(Table 4-2). Additionally, FCGMA, with partial funding from DWR’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

Implementation Grant Round 1, is constructing up to two multi-completion monitoring wells in the PVPDMA which are 

projected to be completed in 2024. FCGMA will evaluate data collected with these monitoring wells to further 

prioritize that provide the greatest benefit to management of the PVB.  

To help prioritize projects that address data gaps in the PVB, FCGMA developed a project evaluation process that 

weights project benefits and costs to quantitatively rank and prioritize projects in the PVB. FCGMA anticipates the 

ongoing use of this process to identify, rank, fund, and implement projects in the SubbasinPVB, some of which will 

address the data gaps identified in the GSP. 
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Table 4-2. Summary of Actions Taken to Address Data Gaps Identified in the GSP 

Data Gap Identified in the GSP 

Actions Taken No. Description 

1 Distributed measurements of aquifer properties ▪ FCGMA and other agencies in the PVB have not identified opportunities to collect 

additional measurements of aquifer properties since adoption of the GSP. However, 

new geophysical and lithologic data collected during construction of the nested 

monitoring wells in the NVPMA improve characterization of local geologic conditions.  

▪ FCGMA will evaluate and prioritize opportunities to implement new projects that better 

characterize local aquifer properties as part of the broader project evaluation and 

prioritization process.  

2 Distributed measurements of groundwater 

quality 

▪ FCGMA and the City of Camarillo constructed new depth-discrete nested monitoring 

wells in the NPVMA. These new monitoring wells improve characterization of 

groundwater quality within each principal aquifer. 

▪ FCGMA is constructing up to three additional nested monitoring wells in the PVB. These 

wells will be sampled to characterize aquifer-specific groundwater quality conditions.  

3 Measurements of groundwater quality that 

distinguish the sources of high TDS in the FCA 

and GCA 

▪ FCGMA is evaluating groundwater quality data from the new nested wells in the NPVMA 

to characterize aquifer-specific groundwater quality conditions and trends in the FCA 

and at one well in the GCA.  

▪ FCGMA is constructing up to three additional nested monitoring wells in the PVB. 

Groundwater quality data from the FCA and GCA from these wells will be evaluated to 

better characterize the sources of high total dissolved solids.  

4 Sufficient water level measurements from wells 

screened in a single aquifer to delineate the 

effects of faulting on groundwater flow in 

northern Pleasant Valley 

▪ FCGMA and the City of Camarillo constructed new depth-discrete nested monitoring 

wells in the NPVMA. These new monitoring wells improve characterization of 

groundwater flow in northern Pleasant Valley.  

▪ FCGMA is constructing up to three additional nested monitoring wells in the PVB. 

Groundwater elevation data from these wells will improve characterization of 

groundwater elevation gradients across branches of the Springville Fault zone.  

▪ FCGMA will evaluate and prioritize opportunities to implement new projects that better 

characterize local aquifer properties as part of the broader project evaluation and 

prioritization process. 

Notes: GSP = Groundwater Sustainability Plan; FCGMA = Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; NVPMA = North Pleasant Valley Management Area; FCA = Fox Canyon aquifer; 

GCA = Grimes Canyon aquifer; 
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4.2 Water Uses During the Evaluation Period  

The GSP characterized historical land uses and water supplies in the PVB through December 31, 2015. Since 2015, 

FCGMA and other agencies in the PVB have implemented projects that have diversified water supplies in the Basin 

and supported ongoing conjunctive use of surface water, recycled water, and groundwater. This section summarizes 

the water supplies in the PVB since 2015. Land use changes in the PVB since 2015 are provided for context.  

4.2.1 Land Use Change 

Land use change in the PVB was evaluated using DWR’s statewide land use data for 2014 and 2022. Land uses 

were grouped into three categories: agriculture, urban, and idle/unclassified. Between 2014 and 2022, the area 

of agricultural land decreased by approximately 145 acres, area of urban land increased by approximately 607 

acres, and area of idle/unclassified land increased by approximately 127 acres (Table 4-3). The total mapped land 

use in the PVB in DWR’s published data sets varies by 589 acres between 2014 and 2022 pointing to uncertainty 

in the data which should be considered when evaluating the land-use changes. 

Table 4-3. Land Use Change 2014–2022 

Land Use 2014 (acres) 2022 (acres) Difference (acres) Percent Change 

Agriculture 7,189 7,044 -145 -2% 

Urban 8,418 9,025 607 7% 

Idle/Unclassified 113 240 127 112% 

Source: DWR 2024. 

Notes: In 2014, mapped land use totaled 15,720 acres. In 2022, mapped land use totaled 16,309 acres. The difference in total 

mapped acreage reflects uncertainty in the land use mapping and does not represent a change in the areal extent of the PVB.  

4.2.2 Water Supplies during the Evaluation Period 

Water supplies in the PVB consist of surface water, imported water, recycled water, and groundwater. This section 

of the GSP evaluation summarizes the total water supplies in the PVB and provides a comparison to historical 

usage. Because the GSP provides data on water supplies through 2015, water supply data are summarized here 

for water years 2016 through 2023. However, water-use trends over the evaluation period are characterized using 

data for the period of water years 2020 through 20239. Data for water year 2024 were not available at the time 

of reporting.  

4.2.2.1 Groundwater 

On October 23, 2019, the FCGMA Board of Directors adopted an Ordinance to Establish an Allocation System for 

the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins, effective October 1, 2020. The prior system provided an 

efficiency allocation to agricultural pumpers based on the crop type, number of acres planted, and water-year type. 

This enabled increased groundwater extractions if more water-intensive crops were planted, or additional acres 

were brought into production. The new system established fixed extraction allocations assigned to each production 

 
9  Groundwater extraction trends for the evaluation period are summarized using data from 2 years: water year 2021 and 2022. 

Water year 2020 was not included because this was a transitional reporting year. Water year 2023 was not included because, at 

the time of reporting, FCGMA had only received and/or processed extraction reports for approximately 80% of the operators in 

the SubbasinPVB.  
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well, a change that was needed to sustainably manage the basin. The ordinance additionally transitioned extraction 

reporting from calendar year to water year. 

Groundwater extractions from the PVB over the 2016 to 2023 period are summarized in Table 4-4. Historically, 

groundwater extractions in the FCGMA have been reported in two periods over the course of a single calendar year. 

Because groundwater extractions were not reported monthly, groundwater production prior to 2020 cannot be 

reported on a water year basis. Therefore, the groundwater extractions for 2016 through 2019 reported in Table 4-

4, Groundwater Extractions in the Pleasant Valley Basin by Aquifer System and Water Use Sector, follow the 

historical precedent and represent calendar year extractions. Due to the transition from calendar year to water year 

reporting in 2020, groundwater extractions reported for 2020 represent extractions for the 9-month period from 

January 1, 2020, through September 30, 2020 (Table 4-4). Additionally, as part of this Periodic Evaluation, aquifer 

designations for each well were reviewed; through this process, it was identified that a subset of wells were 

incorrectly characterized as wells that pump from both the Older Alluvium and LAS in the GSP annual reports. Table 

4-4 reflects the corrected aquifer designations for each well.  

The water year 2023 extractions presented in Table 4-4 represent the extractions reported to FCGMA as of January 

26, 2024, and do not include estimates of extractions for wells that had not yet been reported. As of January 26, 

2024, FCGMA had received reporting from approximately 70% of the operators in the basin. Water year 2022 

extractions from these operators accounted for approximately 20% of the total extractions from the PVB. 

Comparison to Historical Groundwater Supplies 

During the 1985 to 2015 period, approximately 15,700 AFY of groundwater was extracted from the PVB (FCGMA 

2019). Approximately 87% was used for agriculture, 10% was used for municipal supply, and 2% was reportedly 

used for domestic purposes. Available data characterizing groundwater extractions in water years 2021 and 2022 

indicate that groundwater extractions from the PVB averaged approximately 15,000 AFY (Table 4-4), or 5% lower 

than the 1985 to 2015 average. In water years 2021 and 2022, approximately 67% of the pumped groundwater 

was used for agriculture, 33% was used for municipal supply, and less than 1% was used for domestic purposes.  

Comparison to Projected Groundwater Supplies 

Future projections of groundwater extractions were updated as part of this 5-year GSP evaluation (Section 5.2, Future 

Scenario Water Budgets and Sustainable Yield). Under baseline conditions, groundwater extractions from the PVB are 

projected to average approximately 14,600 400 AFY. This is approximately equal to the average annual groundwater 

extractions over the 2021 and 2022 water years.  
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Table 4-4. Groundwater Extractions in the Pleasant Valley Basin by Aquifer System and Water Use Sector 

Year 

Extraction 

Reporting 

Complete / 

Estimated 

Percentage 

Complete 

(%) 

Older Alluvium 

(acre-feet) 

Lower Aquifer System (acre-

feet) 

Wells Screened in both the 

Older Alluvium and LAS 

(acre-feet) 

Wells in Unassigned 

Aquifer Systems 

(acre-feet) 

Total 

(acre-

Feet) AG Dom 

Sub-

Total AG Dom M&I 

Sub-

Total AG Dom M&I 

Sub- 

Total AG Dom 

Sub-

Total 

CY 2016 Yes 1,578 5 1,583 3,874 2 4,098 7,973 5,877 1 380 6,257 151 41 193 16,006 

CY 2017 Yes 1,165 5 1,170 3,397 2 3,928 7,327 6,668 1 628 7,297 163 9 172 15,966 

CY 2018 Yes 1,226 5 1,231 3,383 2 4,154 7,538 4,552 1 180 4,733 66 33 99 13,602 

CY 2019 Yes 821 6 826 2,787 2 3,421 6,209 3,247 1 825 4,073 14 25 39 11,148 

2020b Yes 508 6 514 1,699 2 3,313 5,013 2,471 1 362 2,834 12 27 39 8,400 

WY 2021 Yes 1,803 7 1,810 3,560 3 3,797 7,360 5,277 1 469 5,747 27 23 49 14,966 

WY 2022c Yes 1,852 3 1,855 3,239 3 4,858 8,099 4,579 1 514 5,095 18 53 71 15,120 

WY 2023d No/70% 249 1 250 1,045 1 6,387 7,433 2,043 1 357 2,402 470 1 470 10,555 

2016-2022 Averagee 1,407 5 1,413 3,373 2 4,043 7,418 5,033 1 499 5,534 73 31 104 14,468 

2021 - 2022 Averagee,f 1,827 5 1,833 3,399 3 4,327 7,729 4,928 1 492 5,421 22 38 60 15,043 

Notes: CY = Calendar Year; WY = Water Year; AG = Agriculture; Dom = domestic; M&I = Municipal and Industrial. Groundwater extractions updated based on additional review of 

Automated Metering Infrastructure data. 
a Qualifier indicates whether extraction reporting is complete for the given year. “Yes” indicates no additional reporting is anticipated. “No” indicates that additional reporting is 

anticipated. The percentage included after the “No” qualifier represents the estimated total percentage of operators who have reported extractions as of January 26, 2024. 
b Groundwater extraction reporting is from January 1, 2020, through September 30, 2020, due to transition to water year reporting. 
c Groundwater extractions updated upon receipt of additional reporting. 
d Groundwater extractions are preliminary and will be updated during preparation of the 2025 GSP Annual report based on receipt of additional reporting.  
e Excludes 2020 because this was a transitional reporting year in which only 9 months of extractions were reported to FCGMA.  
f Excludes 2023 from the average because, as of January 26, 2024, approximately 20% of the extraction reports are outstanding.  
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4.2.2.2 Surface Water  

The primary surface water supplies to the PVB are Conejo Creek, via a diversion operated by CWD, and the Santa 

Clara River, via the UWCD Freeman Diversion and the PVP. Within the PVB, CWD supplies surface water to the 

Pleasant Valley County Water District (PVCWD) and distributes a portion of its diversions to water users within CWD’s 

service area10 (FCGMA 2019). UWCD delivers Santa Clara River water to PVCWD through the PVP. Surface water 

deliveries to the PVB for water years 2016 through 2023 are reported in Table 4-5.  

Table 4-5. Summary of Surface Water Deliveries to the Pleasant Valley Basin 

Water Year 

CWD PVCWDa 

United Water Conservation 

District 

Total 

(acre-feet) 

Conejo 

Creek 

for M&I 

(acre-

feet) 

Conejo 

Creek for 

Agriculture 

(acre-feet) 

Conejo 

Creek Flows 

Delivered to 

PVCWD for 

Agriculture 

(acre-feet) 

PVPb  

(acre-feet) 

Diversions of 

Santa Clara 

River Water 

Used for 

Agriculture 

(PVP) 

Recharged 

Water Pumped 

and Used for 

Agriculture 

(Saticoy Wells) 

2016 740 2,804 816 0 0 4,361 

2017 802 3,207 1,394 0 0 5,404 

2018 777 3,107 1,456 0 0 5,341 

2019 598 2,389 2,196 243 0 5,426 

2020 541 2,099 1,815 759 0 5,214 

2021 624 2,401 1,551 824 0 5,400 

2022 557 2,199 1,880 334 0 4,970 

2023 1,181 1,727 1,748 1,795 0 6,452 

2016 -- 2023 

Average 
728 2,492 1,607 494 0 5,321 

2020 – 2023 

Average 

726 2,107 1,749 928 0 5,509 

Notes: Acronyms: PVCWD = Pleasant Valley County Water District; UWCD = United Water Conservation District; CWD = Camrosa Water 

District; PTP = Pumping Trough Pipeline; PVP = Pleasant Valley Pipeline. 
a Estimated by using 44% of the total Conejo Creek water delivered by CWD to PVCWD. This division is based on the fraction of 

PVCWD’s service area that overlies the PVB.  
ab Estimated by using 44% of the total Santa Clara River water delivered via the PVP. This division is based on the fraction of PVCWD’s 

service area that overlies the PVB.  

During the 2020 to 2023 period, CWD delivered an average of approximately 4,600 AFY of Conejo Creek water 

within the PVB, 1,700 AFY of which was delivered to agricultural operators through PVCWD. UWCD delivered an 

average of approximately 900 AFY of Santa Clara River.  

 
10  44% of the total CWD deliveries to PVCWD, and 44% of the total PVP surface water deliveries from UWCD, were assigned to the 

PVB based on an analysis of the size of PVCWD’s service area (FCGMA 2019).  
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Comparison to Historical Surface Water Supplies 

CWD began delivering Conejo Creek Project water to PVCWD in 2002 (FCGMA 2019). Between 2002 and 2015, 

CWD delivered an average of approximately 2,000 AFY of Conejo Creek Project water to PVCWD for agricultural 

uses11 (FCGMA 2019). CWD’s average annual delivery of Conejo Creek water to PVCWD during the 2020 to 2023 

period is approximately 13% lower than the historical delivery volumes (Table 4-5).  

UWCD constructed the PVP12 in 1959 to deliver surface water diverted from the Santa Clara River to PVCWD, which 

delivers this water to agricultural customers in both the Oxnard Subbasin and the PVB. Between 1985 and 2015, 

UWCD delivered an average of approximately 4,100 AFY of Santa Clara River water to users on the PVP and (FCGMA 

2019). Between water years 2020 and 2023, UWCD’s deliveries on the PVP were approximately 77% lower than 

the 1985 to 2015 average (Table 4-4). The reduction in PVP and PTP deliveries over this time reflects the drought 

conditions experienced in the PVB and adjacent Oxnard Subbasin during the first three years of the 

evaluation period.  

Comparison to Projected Surface Water Supplies 

Future projections of surface water availability in the PVB were updated as part of this 5-year GSP evaluation 

(Section 5.2, Future Scenario Water Budgets and Sustainable Yield). Under baseline conditions, UWCD anticipates 

delivering approximately 5,100 300 AFY of Santa Clara River Water via the PVP; approximately 2,200 300 AFY13 of 

this would be delivered in the PVB. UWCD’s average annual Santa Clara River water diversions during the evaluation 

period were approximately 60% lower than projected, which reflects the drought conditions experienced between 

water years 2019 through 2022. Additionally, UWCD is constructing projects to provide additional flexibility in in 

diverting Santa Clara River water. 

CWD anticipates future deliveries of approximately 4,000 400 AFY of Conejo Creek Project water to PVCWD, 

approximately 1,760 940 AFY14 of which would be served in the PVB, and 2,900 AFY of Conejo Creek water to users 

within CWD’s service area. CWD’s deliveries of Conejo Creek water during the evaluation period are approximately 

equal to their future projections.  

4.2.2.3 Imported Water 

4.2.2.3.1 Calleguas Municipal Water District 

Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) provides imported potable water to CWD, the City of Camarillo, and 

Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company. Sales and use of imported water supplied by CMWD are summarized in 

Table 4-6. Additionally, State Water Project water imported by UWCD is delivered through Lake Piru and diverted at 

the Freeman diversion. UWCD’s importations are included in the sum of PVP volumes shown in Table 4-5. 

 
11  Calculated by multiplying CWD’s deliveries for Conejo Creek deliveries to PVCWD by the percentage of PVCWD’s service area that 

overlies the PVB (44%). 
12  Deliveries via the PVP consist exclusively of Santa Clara River water.  
13  Calculated by multiplying the total PVP deliveries to PVCWD by the percentage of PVCWD’s service area that overlies the PVB (44%). 
14  Calculated by multiplying CWD’s projections for Conejo Creek deliveries to PVCWD by the percentage of PVCWD’s service area 

that overlies the PVB (44%). 
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Table 4-6. Sales and Use of Imported Water Supplied by CMWD 

Water 

Year 

Delivered to and Used by CWD 

(acre-feet 

Delivered to and 

Used by the City of 

Camarillo (acre-

feet) 

Delivered to and 

Used by PVMWC 

(acre-feet) 

Total Imported 

Water Supplied 

by CMWD 

(acre-feet) AG M&I 

2016 57 2,155 3,170 184 5,566 

2017 61 2,049 4,513 335 6,958 

2018 63 2,107 4,371 443 6,984 

2019 65 2,159 4,693 382 7,299 

2020 76 2,700 4,380 341 7,497 

2021 54 1,976 4,350 427 6,807 

2022 51 1,894 5,698 391 8,034 

2023 42 1,491 5,158 127 6,818 

2016 – 

2023 

Average 

59 2,066 4,542 329 6,995 

2020 – 

2023 

Average 

56 2,015 4,897 322 7,174 

Notes: M&I = Municipal and Industrial; CWD = Camrosa Water District; PVMWC = Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company;  

CMWD = Calleguas Municipal Water District 

Over the 2020 to 2023 period, CMWD delivered an average of approximately 7,200 AFY of imported water for 

municipal and industrial uses within the PVB. Approximately 67% of this was supplied for municipal use by the City 

of Camarillo and 28% was supplied for municipal use by CWD (Table 4-6).  

Comparison to Historical Imported Water Supplies 

Over the 1985 to 2015 period, CMWD delivered an average of approximately 8,700 AFY of imported water. The 

average annual volume of imported water supplied by CMWD in the PVB during the evaluation period is 

approximately 18% lower than the 1985 to 2015 average.  

Comparison to Projected Imported Water Supplies 

In their 2015 and 2020 Urban Water Management Plans, CMWD included projections for CWD, the City of Camarillo, 

and Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company’s combined imported water demands. Over the 2020 to 2025 period, 

these projections average approximately 9,800 AFY (CMWD 2016; CMWD 2021). Under normal, single year dry, 

and multi-year dry scenarios, CMWD does not anticipate experiencing water supply shortages that would impact 

their ability to meet these demands (CMWD 2016; CMWD 2021).  

Over the 2020 to 2023 period, the combined imported water demand was approximately 27% lower than the 

projections included in CMWD’s 2015 and 2020 Urban Water Management Plans.  

4.2.2.3.2 Other Imported Water Supplies 

CWD pumps groundwater from the Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Basin (DWR Basin No. 4-007) and Tierra Rejada Basin 

DWR Basin No. 4-015) for use within the PVB (Table 4-7). Over the 2020 to 2023 period, CWD imported an average 
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of approximately 2,000 AFY of groundwater from these two basins (Table 4-7). This is an increase in imported 

groundwater supplies of approximately 70% compared to the historical average (FCGMA 2019).  

CWD anticipates importing approximately 1,800 AFY of groundwater from the Arroyo Santa Rose and Tierra Rejada 

basins for future water supplies (Section 5.2.1.4, Future Projects and Water Supply).  

Table 4-7. Other Imported Water Supplies 

Water Year 

Groundwater 

pumping from 

Arroyo Santa 

Rosa Valley 

used for M&I 

(AF) 

Groundwater 

pumping from 

Arroyo Santa 

Rosa Valley 

used for 

Agriculture 

(AF) 

Groundwater 

pumped from 

Tierra Rejada 

used for M&I 

(AF) 

Groundwater 

pumped from 

Tierra Rejada 

used for 

Agriculture 

(AF) Total 

2016 1,399 67 — — 1,467 

2017 1,650 79 162 5 1,896 

2018 2,085 100 136 4 2,325 

2019 2,085 100 129 4 2,318 

2020 2,085 100 117 3 2,305 

2021 2,085 100 58 2 2,245 

2022 2,085 100 47 1 2,234 

2023 900 18 195 28 1,141 

2016 – 2023 

Average 

1,797 83 105 6 1,991 

2020 – 2023 

Average 

1,789 80 104 8 1,981 

Notes: M&I = municipal and industrial; AF = acre-feet. 

4.2.2.4 Recycled Water 

Recycled water provides a source of agricultural water supply within the PVB. Recycled water used in the PVB 

originates from three sources: the City of Oxnard’s Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF), the City of 

Camarillo’s WRP, and CWD’s Water Reclamation Facility (CWRF).  

In 2016, the City of Oxnard began delivering AWPF water to PVCWD and other agricultural operators within the 

Oxnard Subbasin. The City of Oxnard delivers recycled water to PVCWD and other agricultural users for use in lieu 

of groundwater and accrues one acre-foot of Recycled Water Pumping Allocation (RWPA) for each acre-foot of 

recycled water delivered (FCGMA 2023a).  

CWD has historically provided recycled water from the CWRF for agricultural irrigation and municipal and industrial 

uses within their service area (FCGMA 2019). In 2019, CWD began delivering CWRF water for agricultural irrigation 

within the PVCWD service area. 

The City of Camarillo produces recycled water at the Camarillo Sanitation District’s WRP. The City of Camarillo has 

historically served recycled water to users within the city boundaries and discharged excess recycled water to 

Conejo Creek. In 2019, the City of Camarillo began delivering recycled water to PVCWD, through CWD.  
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Over the 2020 to 2023 period, agricultural operators used an average of approximately 2,600 AFY of recycled water 

supplies. In addition, municipal and industrial users used an average of approximately 300 AFY of recycled water. 

The City of Camarillo provided approximately 77% of the recycled water used within the PVB.  

Table 4-8. Recycled Water Supplies in the Pleasant Valley Basin  

Water Year 

Recycled Water Delivered in 

PVCWD for Agriculturea  

(acre-feet) 

Recycled Water 

Delivered in the City 

of Camarillo 

(acre-feet) 

Recycled Water 

Delivered in CWD 

(acre-feet) 
Total 

(acre-feet) CamSanb CWRF AWPF AG M&I AG M&I 

2016 0 0 103 1,426 366 929 211 3,035 

2017 0 0 341 1,264 414 1,032 236 3,288 

2018 0 0 504 1,237 414 832 190 3,177 

2019 0 0 374 1,351 215 858 196 2,993 

2020 486 295 0 1,819 314 154 180 3,250 

2021 649 229 0 1,506 245 - 166 2,796 

2022 521 150 3 1,795 181 498 188 3,336 

2023 551 381 50 954 121 231 148 2,436 

2016 – 

2023 

Average 

276 132 172 1,419 284 648 189 3,039 

2020 – 

2023 

Average 

552 264 13 1,519 215 295 170 2,954 

Notes: Acronyms: PVCWD = Pleasant Valley County Water District; CamSan = Camarillo Sanitation District’s Water Reclamation Plant; 

CWRF = Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility; AWPF = Advanced Water Purification Facility; AG = Agriculture; M&I = Municipal 

and Industrial;  
a Estimated by using 44% of the total volume of recycled water delivered to PVCWD. This division is based on the fraction of PVCWD’s 

service area that overlies the SubbasinPVB.  
b Camarillo Sanitation District’s Water Reclamation Plant recycled water is delivered to PVCWD by CWD. This water may be used by 

CWD for other beneficial uses in the future. Future water use allocation / deliveries will be determined by the Camrosa 

Governing Board.  

Comparison to Historical Recycled Water Supplies 

Recycled water has historically supported agricultural irrigation and municipal and industrial uses within the City of 

Camarillo and CWD’s service area. Over the 1985-2015 period, recycled water uses in these two service areas 

averaged approximately 2,400 AFY. Over the 2020 to 2023 period, recycled water uses within CWD and the City of 

Camarillo averaged approximately 2,200 AFY, or 10% less than the 1985-2015 average.  

Prior to 2016, recycled water was not a source of water supply within the PVCWD service area. Over the 2020 to 

2023 period, the City of Camarillo, CWD, and the City of Oxnard provided an average of approximately 800 AFY of 

recycled water supplies for the PVB portion of the PVCWD service area (Table 4-7). 

Comparison to Projected Recycled Water Supplies 

Future projections of recycled water availability in the PVB were updated as part of this 5-year GSP evaluation 

(Section 5.2, Future Scenario Water Budgets and Sustainable Yield). Under baseline conditions, the City of Oxnard 
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anticipates delivering an average of approximately 1,500 AFY of recycled water to PVCWD and agricultural operators 

in the Oxnard Subbasin; of this, approximately 500 AFY is estimated to be used in the PVB15. The City of Camarillo 

anticipates delivering an average of approximately 1,500 400 AFY of CamSan WRP water to PVCWD, 700 600 AFY 

of which is estimated to be used within the PVB, and an additional 2,700 300 AFY of recycled water to users within 

the City of Camarillo. CWD anticipates delivering an average of approximately 2,600 800 AFY of CWRF water to 

PVCWD, approximately 400 AFY of which would be used with PVB. Additionally, CWD anticipated delivering 400 AFY 

of recycled water to users within the PVB portion of their service areaa portion of which is anticipated to be provided 

to PVCWD. In total, recycled water supplies in the PVB are estimated to average approximately 5,34,200 AFY. Over 

the evaluation period, recycled water supplies were approximately 4430% lower than future projections.  

  

 
15  Calculated using the 2016 – 2022 average percentage of total AWPF deliveries provided to PVCWD. Multiplied by 44% to estimate 

the portion of AWPF deliveries to PVCWD used within the PVB.  
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5 Updated Numerical Modeling 

Numerical groundwater flow modeling of the PVB was performed using the Coastal Plain Model, a version of the 

VRGWFM MODFLOW numerical model developed and maintained by UWCD, which covers the entirety of the PVB, 

WLPMA, Oxnard Subbasin, and Mound Subbasin (UWCD 2018). The Coastal Plain Model is a basin-scale model 

that reasonably reproduces historical trends in groundwater elevations in response to groundwater production, 

climate, recharge, and other basin management operations. This model was found to be an appropriate tool for 

assessing potential future groundwater levels under differing climate and management scenarios in the GSP 

(FCGMA 2019).  

As part of this GSP evaluation of the PVB, the VRGWFM was updated to re-evaluate projected future conditions in 

and validate the model’s ability to reproduce groundwater elevations measured between January 1, 2015, and 

September 30, 2022. Section 5.1, Model Updates, describes the updates to the model since development of the 

GSP and Section 5.2, describes the updated future scenario modeling performed for this GSP evaluation, along 

with updated estimates of the sustainable yield of the PVB. 

5  

5.1 Model Updates 

UWCD actively maintains the VRGWFM to support regional groundwater management. The version of the VRGWFM 

used during development of the GSP covered the entirety of the Oxnard and Mound subbasins and the majority of 

the WLPMA and PVB (UWCD 2018). Following adoption of the GSP, UWCD expanded the VRGWFM to cover the 

entirety of WLPMA and PVB and to include the Santa Paula, Piru, and Fillmore Subbasins (UWCD 2021bc). As part 

of this, UWCD updated their hydrogeologic conceptual model of each basin to improve representation of local 

hydrogeologic conditions and, in the Oxnard Subbasin, better represent groundwater elevations along the coast 

and their influence on seawater intrusion.  

Due to the complexity of simulating the effects of Santa Clara River flows on groundwater conditions in the Santa 

Paula, Piru, and Fillmore subbasins, UWCD maintains a localized version of the VRGWFM that excludes these upper 

basins. This branch-off of the VRGWFM is informally referred to as the Coastal Plain Model and covers the entirety of 

the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, WLPMA, and Mound Subbasin. Consistent with the GSP modeling, the Coastal Plain Model 

represents interactions between the Oxnard Subbasin and the upgradient Santa Paula Subbasin using general head 

boundary condition (FCGMA 2018). While the Coastal Plain Model is distinct from the VRGWFM, the model design and 

structure are consistent with the model used during development of the GSP. Therefore, the Coastal Plain Model is 

considered an update to the GSP model and was used for the 5-year GSP evaluation modeling.  

Improvements to the Coastal Plain Model compared to the GSP model include revised estimates of subsurface 

exchanges with the Santa Paula Subbasin (Basin No. 4-004.04), and updated hydrostratigraphy in the vicinity of 

Port Hueneme and Point Mugu. Additionally, as part of this GSP evaluation, UWCD extended the Coastal Plain Model 

to simulate groundwater conditions in the Subbasin PVB through water year 2022. Updates are summarized below 

and described will be detailed in a technical memorandum prepared by UWCD16.  

 
16  UWCD anticipates publishing the Coastal Plain Model update technical memorandum in fall 2024.  
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5.1.1 Underflows from the Santa Paula Subbasin 

The Coastal Plain Model includes improved estimates of underflows between the Santa Paula and Oxnard 

subbasins. These estimates were informed by UWCD’s regional modeling efforts with the VRGWFM, which was 

calibrated to groundwater elevations measured in the Santa Paula, Fillmore, and Piru subbasins, and provides 

direct simulation of the underflows between each basin. Results from the VRGWFM simulations were used to 

update the north-eastern general head boundary condition in the Coastal Plain Model, which controls underflows 

between the Oxnard and Santa Paula subbasins.  

5.1.2 Port Hueneme and Point Mugu 

As described above, in 2020, UWCD updated the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the Oxnard Subbasin in the 

vicinity of Port Hueneme and Point Mugu based on newly available geophysical and borehole data. UWCD 

incorporated the revised hydrostratigraphic mapping into the VRGWFM to better represent hydrogeologic conditions 

along the coastline. Revisions to the interpreted aquifer thicknesses are summarized in FCGMA (2024b). 

Importantly, these revisions provide an improved representation of hydrogeologic connectivity between the UAS and 

FCA near Point Mugu.  

5.1.3 Model Extension and Re-Calibration 

As part of this 5-year evaluation, UWCD extended the Coastal Plain Model to simulate groundwater conditions in 

the Subbasin PVB through the end of water year 2022 (i.e., September 30, 2022). As part of the model update and 

extension process, UWCD re-calibrated the Coastal Plain Model. This recalibration effort involved incremental 

adjustments to local hydraulic conductivity and general head boundary conditions, which resulted in better 

simulation of groundwater conditions along the coastline (details to be included in UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model 

update technical memorandum). This re-calibration effort involved incremental adjustments to local hydraulic 

conductivity, storativity, and boundary conductance values which resulted in better simulation of groundwater 

conditions along the coastline (details to be included in UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model update technical 

memorandum).  

5.2 Future Scenario Water Budgets and 
Sustainable Yield 

Future scenario modeling was updated as part of this 5-year GSP evaluation to better reflect current groundwater 

usage trends within the PVB; update the future hydrology; and expand the suite of projects included in the 

simulation of future groundwater conditions. In addition, the future modeling time period was updated to account 

for the extension in the historical modeling period. Results from the updated future model scenarios were used to 

estimate the sustainable yield of the PVB under different project and management scenarios.  

Revisions to the simulation time period, baseline extractions, future hydrology, and suite of projects considered in 

the future scenarios are described in Section 5.2.1, Updated Future Scenario Assumptions. The suite of future 

scenarios, and associated model results, are summarized in Section 5.2.2, Projected Water Budgets. Resulting 

revisions to the estimates of the future sustainable yield of the Subbasin PVB are summarized in Section 5.2.3, 

Estimates of the Future Sustainable Yield.  
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In September 2024, as part of the stakeholder review and engagement process, FCGMA, in coordination with UWCD 

and CWD, identified that the numerical modeling performed for this periodic evaluation double-counted the volume 

of Camarillo recycled water that would be available to PVCWD. Immediately following this, FCGMA requested revised 

water supply projections from CWD, the agency responsible for delivering Camarillo recycled water to PVCWD, to: 

(i) provide additional clarity on the volumes and sources of recycled water that CWD anticipates delivering to 

PVCWD, and (ii) confirm that all other CWD water supplies are appropriately represented in the modeling. Through 

this additional data request, FCGMA determined that the numerical modeling described in this periodic evaluation: 

▪ Over-represents the volume of recycled water supplies available to PVCWD by 1,500 AFY 

▪ Under-represents the volume of Conejo Creek Project deliveries to PVCWD by 400 AFY  

As described in Section 5.2.3.1, the difference in simulated and anticipated water supplies to PVCWD does not 

impact FCGMA’s understanding of the future sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA. (Section 

5.2.3.1, Impacts of Recycled Water Double County on the Estimate of Sustainable Yield). Because of this, the entire 

suite of modeling was not updated to correct the representation of future water supplies to PVCWD as part of this 

periodic evaluation. However, FCGMA anticipates updating the entire suite of numerical modeling performed for 

this evaluation to accurately represent the revised understanding of PVCWD water supplies. prior to amending the 

GSP for the PVB. The updated model results will be presented in an addendum to this periodic evaluation. 

5.2.1 Updated Future Scenario Assumptions 

This section describes the set of assumptions used for the updated modeling and provides a comparison to the 

assumptions used for the GSP.  

5.2.1.1 Updated Simulation Time Period 

The future scenarios developed for this 5-year evaluation simulate groundwater conditions in the PVB over the 47-

year period from October 1, 2022, through September 30, 2069 (i.e., water year 2023 through 2069). This 

simulation period, combined with the 2020, 2021, and 2022 water-year simulation results, provides a 50-year GSP 

projection horizon as required under 23 CCR §354.18.  

Comparison to the GSP Modeling 

The future scenarios developed for the GSP simulated groundwater conditions in the PVB over the 50-year period 

from January 1, 2020, through December 31, 2069 (FCGMA 2019). Because water years 2020, 2021, and 2022 

were incorporated into the historical modeling, the future scenarios were updated to begin in water year 2023.  

5.2.1.2 Updated Baseline Extraction Rates 

The future baseline groundwater extraction rates used for 5-year evaluation modeling are equal to the 2016 to 

2022 average17. Groundwater extractions over this period consist of both reported and estimated extractions. 

Estimated extractions were based on available automated metering infrastructure (AMI) data for wells with missing 

extraction reports (for example, see FCGMA 2023b).  

 
17  Water year 2020 was not included in the calculation. FCGMA transitioned extraction reporting from calendar year to water year in 

2020; therefore, 2020 extraction reporting only spanned 9 months (January 1 through September 30).  
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Comparison to the GSP Modeling 

For the GSP, the future baseline extraction rates were equal to the average 2015 to 2017 extraction rates. The 

2015 to 2017 extraction rates, adjusted by the projected availability of surface water and recycled water, was equal 

to approximately 14,000 AFY. The updated baseline extraction rates are approximately 600 100 AFY higher lower 

than those simulated for the GSP (Table 5-2).  

5.2.1.3 Updated Hydrology 

The future hydrology used for this 5-year evaluation modeling is the 1933 through 1979 hydrology, adjusted by DWR’s 

2070 central tendency climate change factors, with the noted exception that water year 1933 hydrology was replaced 

with water year 1978 hydrology. Average annual precipitation over this 47-year period is approximately equal to the 

long-term average and includes periods of drought as well as wetter-than-average conditions. 

Water year 1933 hydrology was approximately 15% drier than the long-term historical average. Conversely, 

precipitation measured in water year 2023 in the PVB was approximately 75% higher than the long-term historical 

average, and the volume of Santa Clara River water diverted for recharge in the Forebay Management Area of the 

Oxnard Subbasin was approximately 230% of the long-term historical average (FCGMA 2024b). To represent the 

wet 2023 water year in the future projections, the hydrologic record for water year 1933 was replaced with the 

hydrologic record for water year 1978. Water year 1978 was selected because flows available for diversion from 

the Santa Clara River were similar to those in water year 2023.  

Comparison to the GSP Modeling 

The future scenarios developed for the GSP used hydrology measured during the 1930 to 1979 period, adjusted 

by DWR’s 2070 central tendency climate change factors. This hydrology represented the future hydrology for the 

period from January 1, 2020, through December 31, 2069 (FCGMA 2019). The hydrology used for this 5-year 

evaluation modeling is consistent with the hydrology used for the GSP, with the noted exception that water year 

1933 hydrology was replaced with water year 1978 hydrology.  

5.2.1.4 Future Projects and Water Supply 

In 2023, FCGMA adopted a process for evaluating water supply and infrastructure projects in the PVB, Oxnard 

Subbasin, and WLPMA. As part of this process, FCGMA solicited project information from project proponents to 

evaluate, rank, and prioritize projects for funding and incorporation into the GSP modeling. A full summary of project 

information solicited through this process is included in Section 3, Status of Projects and Management Actions.  

The suite of projects incorporated into the future scenario modeling is summarized in Table 5-1 and in 

Section 5.2.2, Projected Water Budgets. Because the Coastal Plain Model spans the entirety of the Oxnard 

Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA, Table 5-1 includes existing and planned projects applicable to each basin. Similarly, 

the water supply estimates shown in Table 5-1 include each project’s anticipated total water supply, a portion of 

which may be used in the PVB.  
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Table 5-1. Projected Future Water Supplies and Projects in the Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant Valley Basin, and West Las Posas Management Area of the Las Posas Valley Basin 

Source of Future Water 

Supply 

Existing Projects and Programs Planned Water Supply Projects 

Description 

Project 

Proponent 

Applicab

le 

Basin(s) 

Projected Future Water Supply 

/ In Lieu Delivery (AFY) 

Project Name 

or Description 

Project 

Proponen

t 

Applica

ble 

Basin(

s) 

Projected Future 

Water Supply / In 

Lieu Delivery (AFY) 

Santa Clara Rivera MAR UWCD Ox 50,00051,900 

 PTP UWCD Ox 5,000300 

PVP UWCD Ox, PV 5,100400 

 
Freeman 

Expansion 

UWCD Ox, PV 6,800 

Imported Water CMWD Deliveries CMWD PV 8,700 

 
CMWD Ox 13,900 

Groundwater Pumped from ASRV and Used in PVB CWD PV 1,600 

Groundwater Pumped from Tierra Rejada and Used in PVB CWD PV 200 

 

Purchase of 

Imported water 

from CMWD for 

Basin 

Replenishment 

— WLPMA 2,2621,762 

State Water Project Supplemental State Water Project 

Purchase 

UWCD Ox, PV 6,000 
 

City of Oxnard AWPF Deliveries to AG Operators and aPVCWDb City of 

Oxnard 

Ox, PV 1,500 

 

Laguna Road Recycled Water Interconnect UWCD Ox, PV UnknownbUnknownc 

 

AWPF Expansionc City of 

Oxnard 

Ox, PV 7,500 - 10,000 

Aquifer Storage 

and Recovery 

Program 

City of 

Oxnard 

Ox UnknownbUnknownc 

Injection Barrier City of 

Oxnard 

Ox UnknownbUnknownc 

Conejo Creek Conejo Creek Project CWD Ox, PV 4,000400 
 

CWD Deliveries CWD PV 2,900 

Camrosa Water 

Reclamation Facility 

CWD Deliveries to AG & M&I Operators CWD Ox, PV 2,600400  

CWD Deliveries to PVCWD CWD Ox, PV 800  

Camarillo Sanitary District 

Water Reclamation Plant 

Recycled Water Deliveries to PVCWD City of 

Camarillo 

Ox, PV 1,5001,400 

 
Recycled Water Deliveries to AG and M&I within the City of Camarillo City of 

Camarillo 

PV 2,300 

Treated Brackish Water 

 

Extraction Barrier 

Brackish Water 

Treatment 

Project (EBB) 

UWCD Ox, PV 5,000 

North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project City of 

Camarillo 

PV -4,500d 
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Table 5-1. Projected Future Water Supplies and Projects in the Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant Valley Basin, and West Las Posas Management Area of the Las Posas Valley Basin 

Source of Future Water 

Supply 

Existing Projects and Programs Planned Water Supply Projects 

Description 

Project 

Proponent 

Applicab

le 

Basin(s) 

Projected Future Water Supply 

/ In Lieu Delivery (AFY) 

Project Name 

or Description 

Project 

Proponen

t 

Applica

ble 

Basin(

s) 

Projected Future 

Water Supply / In 

Lieu Delivery (AFY) 

Santa Rosa Subbasin CWD Importation and delivery to AG & 

M&I Operators 

CWD PV 1,600 
 

Tierra Rejada Subbasin CWD Importation and delivery to AG & 

M&I Operators 

CWD PV 200 
 

Demand Reduction Water Delivery Infrastructure Improvements ZMWC WLPMA 500  

 

Temporary 

Voluntary 

Fallowing 

FCGMA Ox 504e 

FCGMA PV 2,407e 

Total Anticipated Water Supply from Existing Projects (AFY) 103,10096,700 Total Anticipated Water Supply from 

Future Projects (AFY) 

243,473 973 – 

26,973473 

Notes: UWCD = United Water Conservation District; CMWD = Calleguas Municipal Water District; CWD = Camrosa Water District; FCGMA = Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; ZMWC = Zone Mutual Water Company; PTP = Pumping Trough Pipeline; PVP = Pleasant Valley Pipeline;  

AWPF = Advanced Water Purification Facility; ASR = Aquifer Storage and Recovery; MAR = Managed Aquifer Recharge; AG = Agricultural; M&I = Municipal and Industrial; Ox = Oxnard Subbasin; PV = Pleasant Valley Basin; WLPMA = West Las Posas Management Area of the Las Posas Valley Basin; 

ASRVB = Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Basin.  
a Under existing FCGMA program (Resolution 23-02) Includes supplemental State Water Project water diverted by UWCD at the Freeman Diversion. Under Future Baseline conditions, UWCD anticipates that the long-term availability of supplemental State Water Project water will average 

approximately 6,000 AFY.  
b Under existing FCGMA program (Resolution 23-02). 

 
bc The City of Oxnard has identified AWPF water as a water supply for these projects. However, the availability and volume of AWPF water for each project has not yet been defined.Project related water supplies dependent on City of Oxnard AWPF water availability. 
c The City of Oxnard is currently evaluating the feasibility and benefits of projects in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB that utilize this water. 
d Project is designed to extract 4,500 AFY of brackish groundwater from the northern portion of PVB. The City of Camarillo intends to treat and serve this water in lieu of imported water.  
e Represents temporary demand reduction, not a temporary increase in water supply. 
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5.2.2 Projected Water Budgets 

Five model scenarios were developed for this 5-year evaluation in accordance with the SGMA guidelines, and 

consistent with the GSP, to evaluate the future sustainable yield of the SubbasinPVB. These scenarios are:  

▪ Future Baseline Scenario 

▪ NNP Scenario  

▪ Projects Scenario  

▪ Basin Optimization Scenario 

▪ EBB Water Treatment Project Scenario 

As noted in Section 5.2.1, Updated Future Scenario Water Budgets and Sustainable Yield, these scenarios cover a 

47-year period from October 1, 2022, through September 30, 2069 (i.e., water year 2023 through water year 

2069). Consistent with the GSP, the period from 2023 through 2039 is referred to as the “implementation period” 

and the period from 2040 to 2069 is referred to as the “sustaining period.” Due to the connection between the 

PVB and Oxnard Subbasin, the sustainable yield was evaluated using the model runs that resulted in: (1) no net 

flux of seawater into either the UAS or LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, and (2) no landward migration of the saline 

water impact front in the Oxnard Subbasin. Both metrics were evaluated over the 30-year sustaining period, with 

consideration of the uncertainty in Coastal Plain Model’s predictions (FCGMA 2019).  

Because the PVB is hydrogeologically connected to the Oxnard Subbasin, which is hydrogeologically connected to 

the WLPMA, the sustainable yield of the PVB is influenced by groundwater production and projects in these adjacent 

basins. The Coastal Plain Model includes both the Oxnard Subbasin and the WLPMA in the model domain, and the 

modeling assumptions associated with each scenario discussed below include the assumptions made for these 

adjacent basins.  

5.2.2.1 Evaluation Metrics 

A total of eight (8) model runs were completed under the five scenarios referenced above. Results from each model 

run were analyzed to characterize the effects of different pumping distributions, projects, and management actions 

on groundwater conditions in the PVB, groundwater conditions in the WLPMA, seawater flux into the Oxnard 

Subbasin, and the landward migration of the saline water impact front. The methods for calculating seawater flux, 

landward migration of the saline water impact front, and conditions in the PVB and WLPMA are summarized below.  

5.2.2.1.1 Seawater Flux and Landward Migration of the Saline Water 
Impact Front 

The Coastal Plain Model provides an estimate of the volume of water entering and leaving the Oxnard Subbasin 

along the coastline on a monthly timescale. This estimate is divided into four coastal segments: (1) from the 

northern boundary of the Oxnard Subbasin, south to Channel Islands Harbor, (2) Channel Islands Harbor to Perkins 

Road, which is south of Port Hueneme, (3) Perkins Road to Arnold Road, and (4) Arnold Road to Point Mugu (Figure 

5-1, Modeled Seawater Flux Coastal Segments). The coastal segment from Channel Islands Harbor to Point Mugu 

(segments 2 through 4) represents the approximate coastal boundary of the Saline Intrusion Management Area 

and the portion of the Oxnard Subbasin that has historically been impacted by seawater intrusion (FCGMA 2019).  
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Net seawater flux for each model run was calculated by averaging the annual flow of seawater into the Oxnard 

Subbasin south of Channel Islands Harbor during the sustaining period. Net seawater flux was calculated separately 

for both the UAS and LAS to develop an estimate of sustainable yield by aquifer system.  

The landward migration of the saline water impact front was characterized using particle tracking for a subset of 

the model runs. Initial particle positions were set along the current interpretation of the 2020 saline water impact 

front in each aquifer. The particles were released at the start of the model simulation to provide a 50-year trajectory 

of the saline water migration within the Oxnard Subbasin. This approach was used in the GSP as a proxy for landward 

migration of the saline water impact front (FCGMA 2019). 

Particle tracks were analyzed concurrently with the estimates of seawater flux to characterize the likelihood of 

ongoing landward migration of saline water and seawater intrusion over the 30-year sustaining period.  

Scenarios with UWCD’s EBB Project  

The approach for evaluating seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin differs between the scenarios that do and 

do not include UWCD’s EBB project. This approach is described in detail in Section 5.2.2.6, Extraction Barrier 

Brackish Water Treatment Scenario.  

5.2.2.1.2 Impacts of PVB and WLPMA on Seawater Intrusion in the 
Oxnard Subbasin 

The Coastal Plain Model internally calculates underflows between the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA of the 

LPVB. Results from the Coastal Plain Model were used to calculate the average underflows across each boundary, 

and by aquifer system, during the 30-year sustaining period to characterize the impacts of pumping, projects, and 

management actions implemented in one basin on groundwater conditions in an adjacent basin.  

5.2.2.2 Future Baseline Model Scenario 

SGMA requires that the GSP include an assessment of “future baseline” conditions. The Future Baseline scenario 

developed for this 5-year evaluation built on the GSP modeling and was designed to assess whether current groundwater 

extractions from the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA of the LPVB are sustainable. To do this, the average annual 

2016 to 2022 extraction rates, adjusted by surface water and recycled deliveries, were simulated. Future surface water 

deliveries were estimated by UWCD using their Surface Water Distribution Model (UWCD 2021cd) with the GSP 

evaluation hydrology (Section 5.2.1.3, Updated Hydrology). Estimates of recycled water available for use in lieu of 

groundwater were provided by the City of Camarillo, CWD, and the City of Oxnard. In addition, the Future Baseline 

Scenario included all existing projects that are either funded or currently under construction in the Oxnard Subbasin and 

PVB (Table 5-1).  

Adjusting the 2016 to 2022 average groundwater extractions by projected surface water and recycled water 

supplies leads to an average annual groundwater extraction rate over the sustaining period of approximately 

68,300 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 13,900 AFY in the PVB, and 13,500 AFY in the WLPMA.  
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5.2.2.2.1 Future Baseline Model Assumptions 

The Future Baseline model simulation assumptions included the following:  

▪ Average annual extractions from the Subbasin PVB equal to the 2016 to 2022 average, adjusted by surface 

and recycled water availability. 

▪ Starting groundwater levels equal to the September 30, 2022, groundwater levels from the Coastal Plain Model.  

▪ Precipitation and streamflow for the 1933 to 1979 period, adjusted by DWR’s 2070 central tendency 

climate change factors, with 1933 hydrology replaced by 1978 hydrology (Section 5.2.1.3, 

Updated Hydrology).  

▪ Estimates of surface water availability for diversion prepared by UWCD using the 5-year GSP evaluation 

hydrology and calculated using their Surface Water Distribution Model.  

▪ Estimates of recycled water availability provided by the City of Oxnard, City of Camarillo, and CWD.  

▪ Inflows to PVB along Arroyo Las Posas extracted from the East Las Posas Management Area model.  

In addition to these assumptions, all existing projects in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin were included in the Future 

Baseline model scenario (Table 5-1).  

5.2.2.2.2 Future Baseline Model Results 

Results from the Future Baseline Scenario indicate that groundwater pumping at the average 2016 to 2022 rate 

in the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA, would cause ongoing seawater intrusion into the Oxnard Subbasin and 

landward migration of the current saline water impact front (Table 5-2; Figures 5-2 through 5-9). The average annual 

seawater flux into the UAS and LAS was approximately 2,100 AFY and 3,200 400 AFY, respectively (Table 5-2). In 

the UAS and LAS, particle tracks indicate that current saline water impact front would migrate landward (Figures 5-

4 through 5-9). Based on these factors, the current areal and aquifer-system distribution of groundwater production 

at the 2016 to 2022 extraction rates in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB was determined not to be sustainable.  

Under the Future Baseline conditions, approximately 900 AFY of underflows from PVB recharged the Oxnard 

Subbasin through the UAS and approximately 300 AFY of underflows from the PVB recharged the Oxnard Subbasin 

through the LAS. While net underflows from PVB provided a source of recharge to the Oxnard Subbasin under these 

conditions, groundwater extractions near the boundary between the two basins contributed to the regional pumping 

depression that influences seawater intrusion and saline water migration in the Oxnard Subbasin. Approximately 

4,400 AFY of underflows from the Oxnard Subbasin recharged the WLPMA (Table 5-2).  



GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILTY PLAN FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN / FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION 

 

 15285-11 87 
 AUGUST DECEMBER 2024  

Table 5-2. Summary of Future Scenarios 

Future Scenario  

Average Annual Rate Over the Sustaining Period (2040 – 2069; AFY) 

Future 

Baseline 

No New Projects 
Basin 

Optimization Projects 

EBB 

NNP1 NNP2 NNP3 Baseline Projects 

Groundwater Extractions 

in the PVBa 

UAS -4,500700 -

3,1002,80

0 

-

3,20000

0 

-3,300100 -3,600500 -4,100 -4,700 -4,200 

LAS -

10,1009,200 

-

10,1009,3

00 

-

10,8001

00 

-10,1009,300 -10,2009,400 -8,900 -9,100 -8,800 

Total -

14,6003,900 

-

13,20012,

100 

-

14,0003,

100 

-

13,40012,40

0 

-13,8002,900 -13,000 -13,800 -13,000 

Seawater Flux into the 

Oxnard Subbasinb 

UAS 2,100 -1,000400 -

1,10050

0 

-600800 -400 1,300 6,900 6,200 

LAS 3,400 500 200 1,000 1,100 2,900 4,000 3,400 

Total 5,500 -500900 -

9001,30

0 

400200 700 4,200 10,900 9,600 

Flux across the Current 

Saline Water Impact 

Front in the Oxnard 

Subbasinc 

UAS — — — — — — 3,200 3,800 

LAS — — — — — — 500 600 

Total — — — — — — 3,700 4,200 

Underflows from PVB to 

the Oxnard Subbasind 

UAS 900 700900 600800 700900 900 1,600 1,100 1,800 

LAS 300 -1,200 -2,000 -1,000 -1,000 600 500 900 

Total 1,200 -500300 -

1,40020

0 

-300100 -100 2,200 1,600 2,700 

Underflows from WLPMA 

to the Oxnard Subbasine 

UAS -4,900 -

4,4003,50

0 

-

4,5003,8

00 

-46003,800 -4500 -4,400 -5,000 -4,500 

LAS 500 -1,000 -1,800 -700800 300 700 500 800 
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Table 5-2. Summary of Future Scenarios 

Future Scenario  

Average Annual Rate Over the Sustaining Period (2040 – 2069; AFY) 

Future 

Baseline 

No New Projects 
Basin 

Optimization Projects 

EBB 

NNP1 NNP2 NNP3 Baseline Projects 

Total -4,400 -

5,4004,50

0 

-6,300-

5,600 

-5,3004,600 -4,200 -3,700 -4,500 -3,700 

Notes: AFY = acre-feet per Year; NNP = No New Projects; EBB = Extraction Barrier Brackish; PVB = Pleasant Valley Basin; WLPMA = West Las Posas Management Area of the Las 

Posas Valley Basin; UAS = Upper Aquifer System; LAS = Lower Aquifer System. 
a  
a Represents groundwater production from the PVB. Negative (-) values denote that this is a discharge from the PVB. Groundwater production from the LAS includes project pumping 

related to the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project.  
b Represents the average annual simulated seawater flux across the coastline south of Channel Islands Harbor. Negative (-) values denote a groundwater outflow to the Pacific 

Ocean. Positive (+) values denote coastal flux into the Oxnard Subbasin. 
c Represents sum of fluxes across the interpreted 500 mg/L chloride concentration contour in each principal aquifer. Positive (+) values indicate that fresh groundwater is migrating 

toward the coast and UWCD’s EBB extraction wells. Results are shown only for the EBB scenarios because seawater flux across the coastline in all other scenarios is an indication 

of ongoing seawater intrusion. 
d Negative (-) values denote a net underflow from the PVB Oxnard Subbasin to the Oxnard SubbasinPVB. Positive (+) values denote a net underflow from the Oxnard Subbasin to 

the PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin. 
e Negative (-) values denote a net underflow from the WLPMA to the Oxnard Subbasin to the WLPMA. Positive (+) values denote a net underflow from the Oxnard Subbasin to the 

WLPMA to the Oxnard Subbasin. 
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5.2.2.3 No New Projects Model Scenario 

The NNP scenario was designed to provide a direct simulation of the groundwater pumping distributions that limit 

seawater flux into the Oxnard Subbasin and the landward migration of the 2020 saline water impact front. Three 

separate model runs were conducted under the NNP scenario: NNP 1, NNP2, and NNP3. Each model run 

incorporated all the assumptions included in the Future Baseline scenario (Section 5.2.2.2, Future Baseline Model 

Scenario) but used different sets of assumptions for groundwater production.  

The NNP Scenario model runs evaluated different pumping distributions and reductions to provide the FCGMA 

Board of Directors information to evaluate potential future management actions. While the simulated pumping 

reductions provide an estimate of the sustainable yield of the PVB, operation within the estimated sustainable 

yield likely would require development of additional projects and policies that equitably distribute impacts across 

operators in the PVB. Additionally, and importantly, FCGMA and other agencies in the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and 

WLPMA are actively pursuing the development of water supply projects aimed at increasing the sustainable yield 

of each basin.  

5.2.2.3.1 No New Projects Scenario Assumptions 

As described above, the NNP Scenario included all the assumptions from the Future Baseline Scenario, except for the 

distribution of groundwater production. Groundwater production distributions were adjusted by basin and aquifer system 

in each of the three model runs. The specific distributions used in each model run are described below.  

No New Projects 1 

The NNP1 model run incorporated a 20% reduction in pumping in the UAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, an 80% 

reduction in pumping in the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, and a 20% reduction in pumping from both aquifer systems 

in the PVB and WLPMA of the LPVB (Table 5-2). This reduction in groundwater production, adjusted by surface and 

recycled water availability, results in an average annual groundwater production rate of approximately 37,500 AFY 

in the Oxnard Subbasin, 12,100 AFY in the PVB, and 10,800 AFY in the WLPMA.This reduction in groundwater 

production, adjusted by surface and recycled water availability, resulted in an average annual groundwater 

production rate of approximately 39,100 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 13,200 AFY in the PVB, and 10,800 AFY in 

the WLPMA. The NNP1 pumping distribution is equal to the estimates of future sustainable yield presented in the 

GSP, adjusted by surface and recycled water availability (FCGMA 2019).  

No New Projects 2 

The NNP2 model run was designed to evaluate the impacts of pumping in the PVB and WLPMA on seawater flux in 

the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin. To do this, a 10% reduction in pumping was implemented in the UAS of the Oxnard 

Subbasin, a 100% reduction in pumping was implemented in the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, and no pumping 

reductions were implemented in the PVB and WLPMA. Implementing this reduction in groundwater production 

results in an average annual groundwater production rate of approximately 36,900 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 

13,100 AFY in the PVB, and 13,500 AFY in the WLPMA. Implementing this reduction in groundwater production 

resulted in an average annual groundwater production rate of approximately 37,800 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 

14,000 AFY in the PVB, and 13,500 AFY in the WLPMA. The NNP2 run was specifically to evaluate flows between 

the basins and not as a potential management scenario. 
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No New Projects 3 

The NNP3 model run was designed to evaluate future groundwater conditions using a revised estimate of the 

sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA. The revised estimate was developed using a multi-

parameter system of linear regressions developed using results from the Future Baseline, NNP1, and NNP2 model 

runs. The NNP3 scenario incorporated a 15% reduction in pumping in the UAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, a 65% 

reduction in pumping in the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, and a 15% reduction in pumping in both aquifer systems 

of the PVB and WLPMA (Table 5-2). Implementing this reduction in groundwater production results in an average 

annual groundwater production rate of approximately 43,500 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 12,400 AFY in the PVB, 

and 11,400 AFY in the WLPMA.Implementing this reduction in groundwater production results in an average annual 

groundwater production rate of approximately 44,700 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 13,400 AFY in the PVB, and 

11,400 AFY in the WLPMA. 

5.2.2.3.2 No New Projects Scenario Model Results 

No New Projects 1 

In the NNP1 scenario, approximately 1,000 400 AFY of groundwater discharged to the Pacific Ocean through the 

UAS south of Channel Islands Harbor, and approximately 500 AFY of seawater entered the Oxnard Subbasin through 

the LAS south of Channel Islands Harbor (Table 5-2; Figures 5-2, Seawater Flux in the UAS: Future Model Scenarios 

without UWCD's EBB Project, and 5-3, Seawater Flux in the LAS: Future Model Scenarios without UWCD's EBB 

Project). Particle tracks were not conducted for this model run. 

The NNP1 pumping distribution resulted in approximately 2,200 AFY of underflows from the LAS of the Oxnard 

Subbasin to the LPVB and PVB (Table 5-2). This is a change in both the direction and magnitude of LAS underflows, 

compared to the Future Baseline Scenario. This represents a loss of approximately 3,000 AFY in underflow recharge 

to the Oxnard Subbasin. In the UAS, the NNP1 pumping distribution resulted in a reduction in underflows of 

approximately 200 AFY from the PVB and a reduction in underflows to the LPVB of approximately 500 AFY, resulting 

in a net gain in underflows to the UAS of Oxnard Subbasin approximately 300 AFY and resulted in no net change in 

underflows from the PVB. The change in underflows in the UAS were less than those simulated in the LAS.  

No New Projects 2 

The NNP1 model simulation indicates that pumping in the PVB and LPVB influences seawater flux into the Oxnard 

Subbasin by capturing underflows that would otherwise be recharging the Oxnard Subbasin. The effects of this are 

more pronounced in the LAS, where differential reductions in pumping between the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and 

WLPMA result in a change in the direction and magnitude of underflows between basins. To better characterize this 

process, the NNP2 simulation included a complete reduction in pumping in the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin while 

maintaining groundwater production in the PVB and WLPMA at the Future Baseline rates.  

The NNP2 pumping distribution resulted in approximately 2,000 AFY and 1,800 AFY of underflows from the LAS of 

the Oxnard Subbasin to the PVB and WLPMA, respectively (Table 5-2). This represents a loss of approximately 4,600 

AFY in underflow recharge to LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin compared to the Future Baseline scenario. Additionally, 

the NNP2 pumping distribution resulted in a 70% increase in the volume of underflows from the LAS of the Oxnard 

Subbasin to the WLPMA and PVB, compared to the NNP1 scenario. In the UAS, the NNP2 pumping distribution 

resulted in a reduction in underflows from the Oxnard Subbasin to the WLPMA of approximately 1,100 AFY and a 

100 AFY reduction in underflows from PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin s in a 300 AFY decrease in underflows from the 
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PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin and a 400 AFY decrease in underflows from the WLPMA to the Oxnard Subbasin 

(Table 5-2).  

In the NNP2 simulation, approximately 1,100 1,500 AFY of groundwater discharged to the Pacific Ocean through 

the UAS south of Channel Islands Harbor and approximately 200 AFY of seawater entered the Oxnard Subbasin 

through the LAS south of Channel Islands Harbor (Table 5-2; Figures 5-2 and 5-3). Particle tracks were not 

conducted for this model run.  

No New Projects 3 

In the NNP3 model run, approximately 600 800 AFY of groundwater discharged to the Pacific Ocean through the 

UAS south of Channel Islands Harbor and approximately 1,000 AFY of seawater entered the Oxnard Subbasin 

through the LAS south of Channel Islands Harbor (Table 5-2; Figures 5-2 and 5-3). Compared to the NNP1 

simulation, this represents a 40% reduction in the volume of groundwater lost to the Pacific Ocean through the UAS 

and provides a similar estimate of seawater flux into the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, given the uncertainty in the 

Coastal Plain Model predictions (FCGMA 2019).  

Particle tracks indicate that the NNP3 pumping distribution results in a recession of the saline water impact front 

in the Oxnard aquifer (Figure 5-10, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline). Similarly, 

south of Casper Road, particle tracks show no landward migration of the saline water impact front in the Mugu 

aquifer (Figure 5-11, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, NNP3). In the northern portion of the saline water 

impact front in the Mugu aquifer, the NNP3 pumping distribution reduced saline water migration by approximately 

50% (Figure 5-11).  

In the LAS, the NNP3 pumping distribution does not fully mitigate the landward migration of the saline water impact 

front, except in the GCA. In the Hueneme aquifer, particle tracks show ongoing landward migration over the entire 

47-year simulation period; however, the particle trajectories in the NNP3 scenario are approximately 40% shorter 

than the Future Baseline Scenario (Figures 5-12 and 5-6, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, NNP3). 

In the upper and basal FCA, the 2020 saline water impact front migrated landward by approximately 0.1 miles. This 

is an approximately 80% reduction in the saline water impact front migration within the FCA, and within the model 

uncertainty (Figures 5-13, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Upper Fox Canyon Aquifer, NNP3; 5-14, UWCD Model 

Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, NNP3; 5-7, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Upper Fox Canyon Aquifer, 

Future Baseline; and 5-8, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline).  

These particle track and seawater flux results indicate that NNP3 pumping rate and distribution is sustainable, 

within the uncertainty of the Coastal Plain Model. 

The NNP3 pumping distribution resulted in approximately 1,700 800 AFY of underflows from the LAS of the Oxnard 

Subbasin to the WLPMA and PVB (Table 5-2). This represents a loss of approximately 2,500 600 AFY in underflow 

recharge to the Oxnard Subbasin compared to the Future Baseline scenario. However, the reduction in underflows 

to the Oxnard Subbasin was approximately 1518% and 4552% lower than the NNP1 and NNP2 model runs, 

respectively (Table 5-2). In the UAS, underflows to the PVB and WLPMA were approximately 10% higher than the 

NNP1 model run and 3% lower than the NNP2 model runthe NNP3 pumping distribution results in a net increase 

in underflow recharge to the Oxnard Subbasin of approximately 100 AFY (Table 5-2). 
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5.2.2.4 Basin Optimization Model Scenario 

To support effective management, the GSP established five separate management areas in the Oxnard Subbasin: 

the Forebay Management Area, the West Oxnard Plain Management Area, the Oxnard Pumping Depression 

Management Area, the Saline Intrusion Management Area, and the East Oxnard Plain Management Area 

(Figure 5-1). Results from an initial investigation of the pumping impacts within each management area on 

seawater flux indicate that the sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB could be increased by shifting 

pumping out of the Saline Intrusion and Oxnard Pumping Depression management areas into the West Oxnard Plain 

and Forebay management areas (FCGMA 2024b). The Basin Optimization Scenario was developed to integrate 

these results into the future scenario modeling for the GSP, with the goal of increasing total groundwater production 

from the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA, while maintaining similar estimates of seawater flux and landward 

migration of the saline water impact front as the NNP3 model run.  

The pumping distribution evaluated as part of this Basin Optimization scenario neither represents a commitment 

by FCGMA to implement a reduction and/or shift in groundwater production. While the simulated pumping 

scenario provides the foundation on which additional basin optimization strategies can be developed and 

evaluated, implementing management actions consistent with this scenario would require the development of 

additional projects that equitably distribute impacts across operators in the SubbasinPVB. Additionally, and 

importantly, FCGMA and other agencies in the Subbasin PVB are actively pursuing the development of water 

supply and treatment projects aimed at increasing the sustainable yield of the SubbasinPVB. These projects 

should be considered in future evaluations of basin optimization strategies.  

5.2.2.4.1 Basin Optimization Scenario Assumptions 

As described above, the Basin Optimization Scenario included all the assumptions from the Future Baseline 

Scenario, except for the distribution of groundwater production. Using the results from the Future Baseline Scenario 

and NNP Scenario, along with the results from FCGMA’s initial investigation of management area impacts (FCGMA 

2024b), the Basin Optimization Scenario implemented:  

▪ A 10% reduction in groundwater production from the UAS of the Oxnard Subbasin 

▪ A 40% reduction in groundwater production from the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin 

▪ A 10% reduction in groundwater production from both aquifer systems of the PVB 

▪ A 10% reduction in groundwater production from both aquifer systems of the LPVB 

Importantly, during the sustaining period, all pumping that would have occurred in the Saline Intrusion Management 

Area of the Oxnard Subbasin and 40% of the pumping that would have occurred in the Oxnard Pumping Depression 

Management Area of the Oxnard Subbasin, was moved to the West Oxnard Plain Management Area. Implementing 

this reduction and shift in groundwater production resulted in an average annual groundwater production rate of 

approximately 52,300 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 13,812,900 AFY in the PVB, and 12,200 AFY in the WLPMA.  

This scenario did not include any changes to existing land uses in the Oxnard Subbasin. Therefore, this modeling 

scenario assumes that implementing pumping shifts across the Oxnard Subbasin would occur concurrently with the 

development of infrastructure projects that would deliver water to operators directly impacted by pumping reductions.  
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5.2.2.4.2 Basin Optimization Scenario Results 

In the Basin Optimization Scenario, approximately 400 AFY of groundwater discharged to the Pacific Ocean through 

the UAS and approximately 1,100 AFY of seawater entered the Oxnard Subbasin through the LAS (Table 5-2, Figures 

5-1 and 5-2). These estimates are similar to the seawater flux values estimated in the NNP3 simulation and are 

within the quantitative uncertainty of the Coastal Plain Model.  

Particle tracks show a similar recession of the saline water impact front in the Oxnard aquifer (5-16, UWCD Model 

Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Basin Optimization). In the Mugu aquifer, the Basin Optimization Scenario pumping 

distribution reduced the landward migration of the saline water impact front compared to the NNP3 simulation 

(Figure 5-17, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, Basin Optimization). In the Hueneme aquifer, FCA, and 

GCA, particle tracks show similar trajectories of the saline water impact fronts within each aquifer (Figure 5-18 

through 5-22). Therefore, the particle tracks and simulated seawater flux values indicate that an average annual 

production rate of approximately 52,300 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin, 13,800 AFY in the PVB, and 12,200 AFY in 

the WLPMA could be sustainable if pumping is redistributed across the Oxnard Subbasin.  

The Basin Optimization Scenario pumping distribution resulted in approximately 1,000 AFY of underflows from the 

LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin to the PVB. Underflows from the LAS of the WLPMA to the Oxnard Subbasin were 

approximately 200 AFY less than the Future Baseline Scenario. The combined underflows in the LAS represent a 

loss of approximately 900 1,500 AFY in underflow recharge to the Oxnard Subbasin compared to the Future 

Baseline scenario. This is approximately 45% lower than the NNP3 simulation (Table 5-2). Recharge from 

underflows in the UAS increased by approximately 400 AFY (Table 5-2).  

5.2.2.5 Projects Scenario 

Modeling of future conditions in the Projects Scenario included all the assumptions incorporated in the Future 

Baseline Scenario, and also included UWCD’s Freeman Expansion project, FCGMA’s Voluntary Temporary Fallowing 

Project, and the Zone Mutual Water Company (ZMWC) in-lieu delivery and infrastructure improvement project 

(Table 5-2). The City of Oxnard’s AWPF Expansion project was not incorporated into the Projects Scenario because 

use(s) of AWPF water have not yet been defined. Additionally, UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment project was not 

included in the Projects Scenario, but rather, was evaluated in a separate scenario to account for the impacts of 

this project on groundwater elevations and seawater flux along the coast (Section 5.2.2.6, Extraction Barrier 

Brackish Water Treatment Scenario). 

Incorporation of the potential future projects in the Projects Scenario does not represent a commitment by 

FCGMA to move forward with each project included in the future model scenario.  

5.2.2.5.1 Projects Scenario Assumptions 

In the Oxnard Subbasin simulated future projects included UWCD’s Freeman Diversion Expansion project, which, 

under the projected future hydrology, would increase Santa Clara River water diversions by approximately 6,800 

AFY compared to Future Baseline conditions. UWCD anticipates delivering a portion of this water to users on their 

pipelines including in the PVB and recharging a portion of this water in the Forebay (Table 5-2). The timing and 

volume of pipeline deliveries and recharge was determined by UWCD using their Surface Water Distribution Model.  

Two voluntary temporary fallowing projects were modeled in the Projects Scenario. In the Oxnard Subbasin, a 504 

AFY reduction of pumping was simulated. In the PVCWD service area, a voluntary temporary fallowing program was 
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simulated using a 2,407 AFY reduction in agricultural water demands, which consists of both surface water, 

recycled water, and groundwater. To do this, agricultural water demands were reduced uniformly and proportionally 

in the PVCWD service area, and UWCD’s Surface Water Distribution Model was used to estimate the resulting 

reduction in groundwater pumping. These projects are discussed in detail in Section 3.1, Evaluation of Projects and 

Management Actions Identified in the GSP.  

In the WLPMA, future projects included the purchase of 1,762 AFY of water to be delivered to the eastern portion 

of the WLPMA in lieu of groundwater extraction and infrastructure improvements to ZMWC’s distribution network, 

which are anticipated to reduce groundwater demands by approximately 500 AFY. The combination of these 

projects results in a reduction in pumping of 2,263 262 AFY. Simulated pumping was reduced uniformly and 

proportionally at ZMWC and VCWWD-19 wells located in the WLPMA. 

After incorporating the potential future projects, the average groundwater production rate for the UAS in the Oxnard 

Subbasin was 39,500 AFY and the average groundwater production rate for the LAS in the Oxnard Subbasin was 

26,600 AFY for the Projects Scenario. In the PVB, the average groundwater production rate was 4,100 AFY in the 

UAS and 8,900 AFY in the LAS. In the WLPMA, the average production rate in the LAS was 11,400 AFY. 

5.2.2.5.2 Projects Scenario Results 

In the Projects Scenario, groundwater production from the Oxnard Subbasin at a rate of approximately 66,100 AFY 

resulted in seawater flux into both the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin (Table 5-2). In the UAS, the seawater 

flux averaged approximately 1,300 AFY over the sustaining period, and in the LAS, the seawater flux averaged 

approximately 2,100 900 AFY over the sustaining period. These results indicate that implementation of UWCD’s 

Freeman Expansion Project, FCGMA’s temporary voluntary fallowing project, and ZMWC’s infrastructure 

improvement and in-lieu delivery project would result in a 2024% decrease in total seawater flux, compared to the 

Future Baseline Scenario. The majority of these benefits would occur in the UAS (Table 5-2).  

Implementation of these three projects in the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA, without any additional demand 

reduction actions, results in an increase in underflows from the PVB and WLPMA compared to the Future Baseline 

Scenario. In the LAS, underflows from the PVB and WLPMA increased by approximately 500 AFY (Table 5-2). In the 

UAS, underflows from to the WLPMA and PVB increased decreased by approximately 1,200 AFY (Table 5-2). The 

increase in underflow recharge to the Oxnard Subbasin in this scenario helps to raise groundwater elevations in the 

depression that spans the basin boundary and reduce seawater intrusion into the Oxnard Subbasin.  

5.2.2.6 Extraction Barrier Brackish Water Treatment Scenario 

UWCD is designing and implementing an EBB Water Treatment Project to create a seawater intrusion barrier at 

Naval Base Ventura County Point Mugu. UWCD intends to operate the project by extracting brackish groundwater 

from the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers near the coast, creating a pumping trough that helps prevent landward 

migration of saline water throughout the Oxnard Subbasin. Because successful implementation and operation of 

this project will intentionally lower groundwater elevations along the coastline, thereby inducing seawater flux along 

the coast, a separate set of model simulations were conducted to evaluate this project.  

Two model runs were conducted under this scenario:  

▪ Future Baseline with EBB 

▪ Projects with EBB 
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The assumptions used for each model run are described below. The pumping distributions evaluated in the EBB 

Water Treatment Scenario does not represent a commitment by FCGMA to move forward with pumping scenarios 

or projects.  
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5.2.2.6.1 EBB Water Treatment Scenario Assumptions 

Simulation of UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment project included the following: 

▪ A total of ten (10) EBB extraction wells screened in the Oxnard aquifer, pumping at a combined rate of

approximately 5,000 AFY over the 30-yr sustaining period.

▪ A total of ten (10) EBB extraction wells screened in the Mugu aquifer, pumping at a combined rate of

approximately 5,000 AFY over the 30-year sustaining period.

Consistent with the current project understanding (Section 3.2.5, Project No. 6: Extraction Barrier and Brackish 

Water Treatment Project), implementation of the EBB Water Treatment Project occurred in two phases: 

▪ Phase I (Water Year 2028 through Water Year 2030): 2,500 AFY of production from 5 wells screened in

the Oxnard aquifer, and 1,000 AFY of production from 2 wells screened in the Mugu aquifer.

▪ Phase I (Water Year 2031 through Water Year 2069): 5,000 AFY of production from 10 wells screened in

the Oxnard aquifer, and 5,000 AFY of production from 10 wells screened in the Mugu aquifer.

Based on the current project understanding, it was assumed that 50% of the brackish water treated as part of the 

EBB project would be made available for delivery and use in the Oxnard  Subbasin. Of this, UWCD anticipates 

delivering approximately 1,500 AFY to Naval Base Ventura County and delivering the remaining 3,500 AFY either 

to operators in the Oxnard Subbasin or to the Forebay for additional recharge. For simplicity in both the Future 

Baseline with EBB and Projects with EBB scenario, it was assumed that the 3,500 AFY of treated EBB water was 

recharged in the Forebay Management Area. The addition of a consistent source of recharge to the Forebay through 

this project resulted in an increase in the availability of Santa Clara River water for delivery to users on the PTP and 

PVP.  

Future Baseline with EBB Model Simulation 

The Future Baseline with EBB simulation included all the assumptions from the Future Baseline Scenario, and also 

included the full implementation of UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment Project. Including UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment 

Project resulted in a total groundwater production rate of 78,200 AFY in the Oxnard Subbasin (10,000 AFY of which 

are from UWCD’s EBB extraction wells), 13,800 AFY from the PVB, and 13,500 AFY from the WLPMA. 

Projects with EBB Model Simulation 

The Projects with EBB simulation included all the assumptions from the Projects Scenario, and also included the 

full implementation of UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment Project. The net effects of UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment 

Project, Freeman Diversion Expansion Project, Voluntary Temporary Fallowing Project, and In-Lieu and infrastructure 

improvement projects in WLPMA resulted in a total groundwater production rate of 75,800 AFY from the Oxnard 

Subbasin (10,000 AFY of which are from UWCD’s EBB extraction wells), 13,000 AFY from the PVB, and 11,400 AFY 

from the WLPMA.  

5.2.2.6.2 EBB Water Treatment Scenario Model Results 

Because UWCD’s EBB project will increase seawater flux into the Oxnard Subbasin, while mitigating the landward 

migration of saline water in the Oxnard Subbasin, groundwater sustainability was evaluated by calculating the 

simulated flows across the current inland extent of saline water impact in the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin. 
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The average annual flows across these boundaries for the 30-year sustaining period were used to characterize the 

pumping rates, projects, and management actions that would result in no net landward movement of the current 

saline water extents.  

Like the some of the scenarios that do not include UWCD’s EBB projects, the net flow estimates were analyzed 

concurrently with particle tracks to characterize the trajectory of the saline water impact front over the sustaining period.  

Future Baseline with EBB 

In the Future Baseline with EBB scenario, approximately 3,200 AFY of groundwater flowed across the current inland 

extent of saline water impact in the UAS of the Oxnard Subbasin, toward the coast. This flow direction indicates 

that, under Future Baseline conditions, operation of UWCD’s EBB project did not result in a net landward migration 

of saline water over the 30-year sustaining period. Particle tracks show a recession in the saline water impact front 

in the UAS, and corresponding capture of groundwater that migrates toward the coast by UWCD’s EBB extraction 

wells (Figures 5-21, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Grimes Canyon Aquifer, Basin Optimization; and 5-22, UWCD 

Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Future Baseline with EBB).  

Over the sustaining period, approximately 500 AFY of groundwater flowed across the current inland extent of saline 

water impact in the LAS, toward the coast (Table 5-2). This suggests that, under the Future Baseline conditions, 

while UWCD’s EBB project does not include any dedicated extraction wells in the LAS, operation of the UAS 

extraction wells limit the landward migration of saline water throughout the LAS. This interpretation is consistent 

with particle tracks that shows a recession of the saline water impact front, particularly near Point Mugu (Figures 

5-23 and 5-26). However, particle tracks suggest some inland migration in the Hueneme aquifer near Port Hueneme 

(Figure 5-24, UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, Future Baseline with EBB). Presently, there are no 

wells in this vicinity to monitor the actual saline front. Although modeled particle tracks indicate inland migration of 

approximately 0.75 miles over the 30-year sustaining period, the closest wells screened across the Hueneme 

aquifer are still more than 1.5 miles from the modeled inland saline intrusion extent.  

These results indicate that groundwater production at the average 2016 to 2022 rates in the Oxnard Subbasin, 

PVB, and WLPMA may be sustainable if UWCD’s EBB project is implemented at a 10,000 AFY production scale. 

Projects with EBB 

In the Projects with EBB scenario, approximately 3,800 AFY of groundwater flowed across the current inland extent 

of saline water impact in the UAS, toward the coast. This is an increase in the coastward flow of approximately 20% 

compared to the Future Baseline with EBB simulation. Like the Future Baseline with EBB simulation, this indicates 

that operation of UWCD’s EBB project will limit the landward migration of saline water throughout the UAS over the 

30-year sustaining period. This is consistent with particle tracks that show a recession in the saline water impact 

front in the UAS (Figures 5-27, Baseline with EBB Scenario, Grimes Canyon Aquifer; and 5-28, UWCD Model Particle 

Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Projects with EBB).  

Over the sustaining period, approximately 600 AFY of groundwater will flow across the current inland extent of 

saline water impact in the LAS, toward the coast. Like the Future Baseline with EBB scenario, this suggests that, 

while UWCD’s EBB project does not include any dedicated extraction wells in the LAS, operation of the UAS 

extraction wells will result in the vertical migration of flow from the LAS to UAS, limiting the landward migration of 

saline water throughout the LAS. This interpretation is consistent with particle tracks that shows a recession of the 

saline water impact front, particularly near Point Mugu (Figures 5-29 through 5-32). The one exception to this is in 
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the Hueneme aquifer near Port Hueneme, where the particle trajectories under the Projects with EBB scenario were 

similar to those in the Future Baseline with EBB scenario.  

5.2.3 Estimates of the Future Sustainable Yield 

The sustainability goal for the PVB is: “to maintain a sufficient volume of groundwater in storage in the older alluvium 

and the LAS so that there is no net decline in groundwater elevation or storage over wet and dry climatic cycles” 

(FCGMA 2019). Additionally, “groundwater levels in the PVB should be maintained at elevations that are high 

enough to not inhibit the ability of the Oxnard Subbasin to prevent net landward migration of the saline water impact 

front” in the Oxnard Subbasin after 2040 (FCGMA 2019).  

Future projected groundwater elevations at all key wells in the PVB indicate that the PVB is not expected to 

experience long-term decline in groundwater elevation or storage over wet and dry climatic cycles (Section 6, 

Revisions to the Sustainable Management Criteria). Because of this, the sustainable yield of the PVB was estimated 

by evaluating the seawater into the Oxnard Subbasin, south of Channel Islands Harbor, over the 30-year sustaining 

period. The sustaining period was assessed because SGMA recognizes that undesirable results may occur during the 

20-year implementation period, as basins move toward sustainable groundwater management. In addition to the flux 

of seawater, particle tracks from model runs were analyzed to evaluate the potential migration of the current extent 

of saline water impact in the UAS and the LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin. As described in Section 5.2.2.1, Seawater Flux 

and Landward Migration of the Saline Water Impact Front, the particles were placed along the approximate inland 

extent of the zone of saline water impact in 2020. Scenarios that minimize the net flux of seawater into the Oxnard 

Subbasin and the landward migration of the saline water impact front over the 30-year sustaining period are 

sustainable for the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA, while those that allow for net seawater intrusion and landward 

migration of the saline water impact front are not.  

Sustainable Yield without Future Projects 

All three simulations performed under the NNP Scenario reduced seawater intrusion in the LAS during the 30-year 

sustaining period and resulted in net freshwater loss from the UAS to the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, the simulation 

with the highest overall production rate, that also minimized impacts from adjacent basins, was identified as the 

best estimate of the sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA, in the event that no new future 

projects are implemented in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB. The simulation with the highest total groundwater 

production rate from this scenario was NNP3 – under this simulation, an average of approximately 3,300 100 AFY 

of groundwater was pumped from the older alluvium (Section 5.2.2.3, No New Projects Model Scenario). This 

estimate of the sustainable yield is approximately 1,100 300 AFY lower than the estimate presented in the GSP for 

the older alluvium (FCGMA 2019). In the NNP3 simulation, a total of 109,100 300 AFY of groundwater was pumped 

from the LAS. Adjusting this by the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project pumping during the sustaining period 

leads to an estimate of the sustainable yield of the LAS of, which is approximately 8,100 AFY. This estimate is 

approximately 2,900600 AFY higher than the estimate of sustainable yield for the LAS presented in the GSP.  

Adding these two estimates together leads to a total estimate of the sustainable yield of the PVB of approximately 

1311,400 200 AFY. Applying the estimate of sustainable yield uncertainty calculated during the development of 

the GSP for the sustaining period suggests that the sustainable yield of the PVB may be as high as 1412,600 400 

AFY or as low as 1210,200 000 AFY (FCGMA 2019).  
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The 2021 to 2022 average annual extractions from the PVB of 15,000 AFY is approximately 2,6400 AFY higher 

than the estimated upper end of the sustainable yield of the PVB (Table 4-4).  

Sustainable Yield with Future Projects 

FCGMA and other agencies in the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin have identified, and anticipate implementing, as 

feasible, additional projects in the Oxnard Subbasin, PVB, and WLPMA that increase the sustainable yield, provide 

supplemental water, and/or reduce demand in each basin. In the Projects Scenario, implementation of the suite of 

projects described above reduced seawater flux into the Oxnard Subbasin by approximately 800 AFY, or 40%, in 

the UAS and 300 AFY, or 10%, in the LAS. Based on the relationship between pumping and seawater intrusion in 

the Future Baseline and NNP scenarios, this may translate into a 300 AFY increase in the sustainable yield of the 

older alluvium and a 100 AFY increase in the sustainable yield of the LAS in the PVB.  

Adding these two estimates together leads to a potential increase in the sustainable yield of the PVB of approximately 

400 AFY. Therefore, if projects are implemented to increase diversions from the Santa Clara River, incentivize 

Voluntary Temporary Fallowing, and implement in-lieu delivery and infrastructure improvement projects in the WLPMA, 

the sustainable yield of the PVB may be as high as approximately 1512,000 800 AFY or as low as 1210,600 400 AFY.  

In addition to this, results from the Basin Optimization Scenario indicate that a project designed to shift pumping in 

the Oxnard Subbasin may increase the sustainable yield of the PVB by approximately 400 500 AFY. This leads to the 

a similar same estimated range in sustainable yield as the Projects scenario. Additional modeling would be required 

to evaluate whether or not these benefits are additive to the sustainable yield increases associated with the 

Projects Scenario. 

Sustainable Yield with UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment Project  

Both simulations conducted under the EBB Water Treatment Scenario limited the landward migration of saline 

water in the Oxnard aquifer, Mugu aquifer, FCA, and GCA. Because of this, the simulation with the highest overall 

production rate was used as the estimate of sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin if UWCD’s EBB Water 

Treatment project is successfully implemented as described in Section 5.2.2.6, Extraction Barrier Brackish Water 

Treatment Scenario. The simulation with the highest total groundwater production rate from this scenario was the 

Future Baseline with EBB simulation – under this simulation, an average of approximately 4,700 AFY of 

groundwater was pumped from the UAS and 9,100 AFY of groundwater was pumped from the LAS in the PVB 

(Section 5.2.2.6, Extraction Barrier Brackish Water Treatment Scenario). Under this scenario, and adjusting the LAS 

pumping by the pumping associated with the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project, leads to an estimated 

sustainable yield of 12,600 AFY. This would represent an increase in the sustainable yield of PVB of approximately 

1,400 AFY compared to the scenario in which no new projects are implemented in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB. 

In addition to this increase in sustainable yield, UWCD’s EBB project is intended to increase water supplies in the 

PVB by approximately 800 AFY (Table 5-2).  

Therefore, if UWCD’s EBB project is implemented at a 10,000 AFY production scale, the sustainable yield of the 

PVB may be as high as approximately 135,400 800 AFY or as low as 1311,000 400 AFY. 

Additional Considerations 

Particle tracks from the 5-year GSP evaluation modeling show a consistent landward migration of the saline water 

impact front in the Hueneme aquifer near Port Hueneme. While none of the scenarios fully mitigate seawater 
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intrusion in the Hueneme aquifer near Port Hueneme, the NNP3, Basin Optimization, and Future Baseline with EBB 

scenarios were considered sustainable because the particle tracks in the Hueneme aquifer suggest that the saline 

water migration would not impact beneficial uses and users of groundwater. Over the 47-year period, these three 

scenarios suggest that the saline water impact front may migrate approximately 0.5 miles inland; the nearest 

groundwater wells are approximately 1 to 2 miles away from the estimated saline water impact front in 2070 

(Figures 5-4 through 5-33).  

FCGMA and other agencies will continue to monitor saline water impact in this part of the Oxnard Subbasin. As necessary 

and appropriate, FCGMA will evaluate the need to implement new projects and technical studies if beneficial uses and 

users of groundwater are likely to be impacted by future seawater intrusion in the Hueneme aquifer. 

5.2.3.1 Impact of Recycled Water Double Counting on the Estimate of 
Sustainable Yield 

As described in the introduction to Section 5.2, the simulations described above over-represent the volume of 

recycled water supplies to PVCWD by 1,500 AFY and under-represent the volume of Conejo Creek Project deliveries 

to PVCWD by 400 AFY. To evaluate the impact of this on the model simulations of future groundwater conditions 

and estimate of sustainable yield, UWCD, at the request of FCGMA, performed one additional numerical model 

simulation as part of this periodic evaluation. For this additional model simulation, the Coastal Plain Model was 

used to re-simulate the NNP3 scenario, with the volumes of recycled water and Conejo Creek Project water 

deliveries to PVCWD corrected using CWD’s water supply projections provided to FCGMA on September 16, 2024.  

Table 5-3. Comparison of Simulated Groundwater Conditions – No New Projects 3 

Future Scenario 

Scenario 

Average Annual Rate Over the Sustaining Period (2040 – 

2069; AFY) 

NNP3 

(Original) 

NNP3 

(Corrected PVCWD Water Supplies) 

Groundwater Extractionsa UAS -3,100 -3,400

LAS -9,300 -9,500

Total -12,400 -12,900

Seawater Flux into the Oxnard 

Subbasinb 

UAS -800 -600

LAS 1,000 1,200 

Total 200 600 

Underflows from PVB to the 

Oxnard Subbasin 

UAS 900 600 

LAS -1,000 -1,100

Total -100 -500

Underflows from WLPMA to the 

Oxnard Subbasin 

UAS -3,800 -3,800

LAS -800 -800

Total -4,600 -4,600

Notes: NNP = No New Projects; AFY = Acre-Feet per Year; PVB = Pleasant Valley Basin; WLPMA = West Las Posas Management Area 

of the Las Posas Valley Basin 
a Represents groundwater production from the PVB. 
cb Represents the average annual simulated seawater flux across the coastline south of Channel Islands Harbor. 
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The revised PVCWD water supply projects result in an increase in groundwater production from within the PVCWD 

service area of 1,100 AFY, approximately 500 AFY of this occurs within the PVB (Table 5-3, Comparison of Simulated 

Groundwater Conditions – No New Projects 3). In the UAS and LAS, groundwater extractions are anticipated to be 

approximately 300 AFY and 200 AFY higher than the original NNP3 simulation, respectively. The increase in 

groundwater production from within the PVCWD service area results in a 200 AFY decrease in the volume of 

freshwater that discharges to the Pacific Ocean through the UAS and a 200 AFY increase in the seawater flux into 

the LAS south of Channel Islands Harbor. These differences in model-estimated coastal flux values between the 

two NNP3 simulations are within the Coastal Plain Model’s predictive uncertainty (FCGMA 2019). 
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6 Revisions Review ofto the Sustainable 
Management Criteria 

6.1 Revisions to the Key Well Network 

The only revision to the key well network is the removal of well 01N21W02P01S, which was destroyed during the 

evaluation period (Section 7.3, Functionality of the Water Level Monitoring Network).  

6.2 Sustainable Management Criteria 

The GSP established minimum threshold and measurable objective groundwater elevations that protect against net 

chronic lowering of groundwater levels and storage in the PVB, provide flexibility to operate projects in the NPVMA that 

improve groundwater quality, and mitigate net seawater intrusion in the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA 

2019). These SMC were established based on simulation results from the VRGWFM (FCGMA 2019). As noted in 

Section 5.2, Future Scenario Water Budgets and Sustainable Yield, future scenario modeling was updated as part of 

this periodic evaluation. Two model runs were found to be sustainable: the NNP 3 and Future Baseline with EBB.  

Phase I of UWCD’s EBB project is anticipated to start in water year 2028 and operate for approximately 3 years 

(Section 3, Status of Projects and Management Actions). Data collected during Phase I operation will inform project 

efficacy and impacts. Full scale implementation of the EBB project will require demonstration that the local increase 

in extractions from the UAS does not induce vertical migration of contaminants from the semi-perched aquifer, 

down into the drinking water aquifers of the Oxnard Subbasin. Because full-scale implementation of the EBB project 

will depend on results from Phase I of the project, the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives 

recommended for the next 5 years of GSP implementation are the SMC that do not account for implementation of 

UWCD’s EBB project.  

Recommendations for SMC that account for EBB are discussed in Section 6.2.3, Potential Sustainable 

Management Criteria with Implementation of EBB. These SMC are included to provide a framework for future 

management objectives in the event that EBB is successfully implemented in the Oxnard Subbasin. FCGMA and 

other agencies in the PVB will appropriateness of managing toward these criteria as Phase I of the EBB project is 

implemented in the Oxnard Subbasin.  

6.2.1 Minimum Thresholds 

Consistent with the GSP, the minimum threshold groundwater elevations were evaluated by comparing the GSP-

defined minimum threshold groundwater elevations to the lowest simulated groundwater elevation after 2040 from 

the NNP 3 simulation (Figures 6-1 through 6-3). Minimum threshold groundwater elevations at six key wells were 

found to differ by greater than 5-feet from the simulated groundwater elevations in the NNP 3 scenario. These wells 

are located in the PVPDMA, where groundwater production was reduced in the NNP 3 scenario relative to the 

production in the GSP scenarios. While groundwater production in this area may be reduced in the future, the GSP 

scenarios, in which groundwater production is higher in this area, were also found to be sustainable. The 

groundwater elevation minimum thresholds based on these scenarios were found to protect against chronic 

declines in groundwater levels and significant and unreasonable loss of groundwater in storage in the PVB, and do 
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not impact the ability of the Oxnard Subbasin to meet its sustainability goal. Because there are multiple paths to 

sustainability, and no current plans to change the management strategy of the PVB based on the updated model 

scenarios run for this periodic evaluation, no changes are recommended to the minimum thresholds at this time. 

Groundwater elevation minimum thresholds were updated if the simulated lows in the updated scenarios were 

more than 5 feet different than the minimum threshold established in the GSP. This 5-foot criterion was selected 

based on the uncertainty in the modeled relationship between seawater flux and average groundwater elevation 

within the Saline Intrusion Management Area of the Oxnard Subbasin. Lastly, consistent with the GSP, the minimum 

threshold groundwater elevation was rounded down to the nearest 5-foot interval (Figures 6-1 through 6-3). 

Six minimum threshold groundwater elevations are recommended for revision (Table 6-1, Minimum Threshold and 

Measurable Objective Groundwater Elevations for the Pleasant Valley Basin). The recommendations are limited to 

the PVPDMA. In the age-equivalent stratigraphic unit as the Mugu aquifer of the Older Alluvium, the recommended 

minimum thresholds are an average of approximately 16 feet higher than the GSP. In the FCA, the recommended 

minimum thresholds are an average of approximately 8 feet higher than the GSP. In the remaining well screened 

across multiple aquifers, the recommended minimum thresholds are 13 feet higher than the GSP. 

6.2.2 Measurable Objectives 

Consistent with the GSP, the measurable objective groundwater elevations were evaluated by comparing the GSP-

defined measurable objective groundwater elevations to the median simulated groundwater elevation after 2040 

from the NNP 3 simulation (Figures 6-1 through 6-3). Measurable objective groundwater elevations at six key wells 

were found to differ by greater than 5-feet from the simulated groundwater elevations in the NNP 3 scenario (Table 

6-1). These wells are located in the PVPDMA, where groundwater production was reduced in the NNP3 scenario

relative to the production in the GSP scenarios. For the same reasons outlined in section 6.2.1 relative to the 

minimum thresholds, no changes are recommended to the measurable objectives at this time. Measurable 

objectives were updated if the median groundwater elevations in the updated scenarios were more than 5-feet 

different than the measurable objectives established in the GSP. This 5-foot criterion was selected based on the 

uncertainty in the modeled relationship between seawater flux and average groundwater elevation within the Saline 

Intrusion Management Area of the Oxnard Subbasin. Lastly, consistent with the GSP, the measurable objective 

groundwater elevation was rounded down to the nearest 5-foot interval (Figures 6-1 through 6-3). 

Six measurable objective groundwater elevations are recommended for revision (Table 6-1). In the Mugu-equivalent 

of the Older Alluvium, the recommended measurable objective groundwater elevations are an average of 

approximately 12 feet lower than the GSP. In the FCA of the PVPDMA, the recommended measurable objectives are 

an average of approximately 10 feet lower than the GSP. In the NPVMA, the measurable objective would be 

approximately 80 feet lower than the GSP. 
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Table 6-1. Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater Elevations for the Pleasant Valley Basin 

SWNa Management Area Aquifer 

Historical Low (ft msl) and 

Date Measuredb 

Minimum 

Thresholds and 

Measurable 

Objectives Defined 

in the GSPc 

Recommended 

Difference in the 

Minimum Thresholds 

and Measurable 

Objectives Water 

Levels Between the 

GSP and the NNP3 

Scenarioc 

MT MO MT MO 

02N21W34G05S Older Alluvium (Oxnard) PVPDMA -10.19 10/2/2015 32 40 320 400 

01N21W03K01S Older Alluvium (Mugu) PVPDMA -79.98 6/30/2015 -53 5 -3518 -5-10

02N21W34G04S Older Alluvium (Mugu) PVPDMA -80.28 10/15/2015 -48 5 -3513 -10-15

01N21W03C01S FCA PVPDMA -117.52 10/15/2015 -48 0 -408 -10

02N20W19M05S FCA NPVMA 15.17 10/13/2015 -135 65 -1350 -15-80

02N21W34G02S FCA PVPDMA -117.53 10/2/2015 -53 0 -458 -10

02N21W34G03S FCA PVPDMA -120.62 10/15/2015 -53 0 -458 -10

01N21W02P01S Multiple PVPDMA -91.77 10/13/2015 -43 5 — — 

01N21W04K01S Multiple PVPDMA -133.47 10/29/2015 -48 0 -3513 0 

Notes: FCA= Fox Canyon Aquifer, GCA = Grimes Canyon Aquifer; MT = minimum threshold; MO = measurable objective; ft. msl = feet mean sea level. 
a New key wells are bolded. Key wells removed from the monitoring network denoted with a strikethrough.  
b Historical low groundwater elevation measured prior to 12/31/2015. “-“ where groundwater elevations were not measured prior to 2015. 
c Bolded where different from the GSP (FCGMA 2019).
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6.2.3 Potential Sustainable Management Criteria with 
Implementation of EBB 

Implementation of UWCD’s EBB project will require the minimum threshold and measurable objective groundwater 

elevations along the coast in the Oxnard Subbasin to be lower than the GSP SMC to provide sufficient flexibility for 

project operation. In addition, successful implementation of UWCD’s EBB project is expected to support the lowering 

of the SMC in the PVB, without inducing additional seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin and causing chronic 

lowering of groundwater levels and storage in the PVB (Figures 6-4 through 6-6). 

6.2.3.1 Minimum Thresholds 

Based on the Baseline with EBB simulation results, minimum thresholds in the PVPDMA could be lowered by an 

average of approximately 33 feet in the Older Alluvium and 44 feet in the FCA and key wells screened across 

multiple aquifers in the LAS of the PVB. In the NPVMA, the minimum threshold at 02N20W19M05S could be 

lowered by approximately 10 feet.  

The minimum threshold elevations at three key wells under the EBB scenario may be below historical low 

groundwater elevations (Table 6-2, Potential Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater 

Elevations for the Pleasant Valley Basin with EBB). One of these wells, 02N20W19M05S, is screened within the 

LAS of the PVB. Based on the Baseline with EBB simulation results, minimum thresholds in the PVPDMA could be 

lowered by an average of approximately 33 feet in the Older Alluvium and 44 feet in the FCA and key wells screened 

across multiple aquifers in the LAS of the PVB. In the NPVMA, the minimum threshold at 02N20W19M05S could 

be lowered by approximately 10 feet. 

The minimum threshold elevations at three key wells under the EBB scenario may be below historical low 

groundwater elevations (Table 6-2, Potential Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater 

Elevations for the Pleasant Valley Basin with EBB). One of these wells, 02N20W19M05S, is screened within the 

LAS of the PVB. Groundwater elevations at this well are strongly influenced by groundwater production from the 

North Pleasant Valley Desalter project, which has its own set of restrictions on groundwater elevation declines and 

groundwater quality conditions. The restrictions in the current MCP are being re-evaluated and may be revised in 

the future. 

In the PVPDMA, the minimum threshold groundwater elevations may below historical low elevations at wells 

01N21W03K01S and 02N21W34G04S, which are screened within the Older Alluvium. Because groundwater 

elevations in the LAS in this part of the PVB would be maintained above historical lows, these revised minimum 

thresholds are not anticipated to cause upward migration of brines from formations that underlie the PVB. However, 

minimum thresholds below historical low in the Older Alluvium have the potential to cause land subsidence. In the 

event that these minimum thresholds are integrated into the sustainable groundwater management program, the 

FCGMA will implement regular subsidence monitoring to evaluate the impacts of groundwater elevations on land 

subsidence, land uses, and critical infrastructure.  

6.2.3.2 Measurable Objectives 

Based on the Baseline with EBB simulation results, measurable objectives in the PVPDMA could be lowered by an 

average of approximately 38 feet in the Older Alluvium and an average of approximately 47 feet in the FCA and key 
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wells screened across multiple aquifers in the LAS. In the NPVMA, the measurable objective at 02N20W19M05S 

could be lowered by approximately 20 feet.
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Table 6-2. Potential Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater Elevations for the Pleasant Valley 
Basin with EBB 

SWNa Management Area Aquifer 

Historical Low (ft msl) and 

Date Measuredb 

Minimum Thresholds 

and Measurable 

Objectives Defined in 

the GSPc 

Difference in the 

Minimum Thresholds 

and Measurable 

Objectives Water 

Levels Between the 

GSP and the NNP3 

ScenarioRecommende

d Minimum Thresholds 

and Measurable 

Objectives with EBBc 

MT MO MT MO 

02N21W34G05S Older Alluvium (Oxnard) PVPDMA -10.19 10/2/2015 32 40 -2210  -2020
01N21W03K01S Older Alluvium (Mugu) PVPDMA -79.98 6/30/2015 -53 5 -3790 -4540
02N21W34G04S Older Alluvium (Mugu) PVPDMA -80.28 10/15/2015 -48 5 -4290 -5045
01N21W03C01S FCA PVPDMA -117.52 10/15/2015 -48 0 -4795 -5050
02N20W19M05S FCA NPVMA 15.17 10/13/2015 -135 65 -10-145 -10035
02N21W34G02S FCA PVPDMA -117.53 10/2/2015 -53 0 -4295 -50-50
02N21W34G03S FCA PVPDMA -120.62 10/15/2015 -53 0 -4295 -50-50

Multiple PVPDMA -91.77 10/13/2015 -43 5 — — 

01N21W04K01S Multiple PVPDMA -133.47 10/29/2015 -48 0 -4795 -45-45
Notes: FCA= Fox Canyon Aquifer, GCA = Grimes Canyon Aquifer; MT = minimum threshold; MO = measurable objective; ft. msl = feet mean sea level. 
a New key wells are bolded. Key wells removed from the monitoring network denoted with a strikethrough.  
b Historical low groundwater elevation measured prior to 12/31/2015. “-“ where groundwater elevations were not measured prior to 2015. 
c Bolded where different from the GSP (FCGMA 2019)

01N21W02P01S 
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7 Monitoring Network 

7.1 Summary of Changes to the Monitoring Network 

Groundwater elevation and quality data for the PVB are collected from a network of more than 40 wells. The wells 

in the monitoring network are monitored by UWCD, Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD), and the 

City of Camarillo, in addition to a few smaller agencies that report readings to VCWPD.  

Changes to UWCD’s Monitoring Activities  

The UWCD monitors eight wells in the PVB which have remained the same since the adoption of the GSP. UWCD 

has revised the monitoring schedule for three of these wells:  

▪ 02N21W34G06S, screened in across multiple aquifers, is no longer sampled for water quality. In addition, 

UWCD no longer maintains a pressure transducer in this well. Water levels are manually measured.  

▪ UWCD no longer maintains a transducer in well 02N21W34G02S. Water levels are manually measured.  

▪ UWCD no longer maintains a transducer in well 02N21W34G05S. Water levels are manually measured. 

Changes to VCWPD’s Monitoring Activities  

At the time of GSP adoption, VCWPD monitored 23 wells in the PVB. Three of these wells have been removed from 

the monitoring network because they were either destroyed or VCWPD had recurring access issues. In addition to 

removing these wells, VCWPD now monitors the new nested well cluster constructed by FCGMA in the NPVMA 

(Table 7-1, VCWPD Wells Added to the Monitoring Network).  

Table 7-1. VCWPD Wells Added to the Monitoring Network 

State Well 

Number (SWN) Status Main Use Screened Aquifer 

Screened Aquifer 

System 

Manual 

Water 

Levels 

Monitore

d by 

VCWPD 

Water 

Quality 

Samples 

Collecte

d by 

VCWPD 

01N21W02P01S  Removed Domestic  Multiple  Unassigned  — — 

02N21W33P02S  Removed Agricultural  Multiple  LAS  — — 

02N20W28G02S  Removed Agricultural  Multiple  Unassigned  — — 

02N20W20D01S Added Monitoring Fox LAS Yes — 

02N20W20D02S Added Monitoring Fox LAS Yes — 

02N20W20D03S Added Monitoring Oxnard Equivalent Older Alluvium Yes — 

02N20W20D04S Added Monitoring Hueneme LAS Yes — 

02N20W20D05S Added Monitoring Mugu Equivalent Older Alluvium Yes — 

Notes: VCWPD = Ventura County Watershed Protection District; LAS = Lower Aquifer System. 
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In addition to the revisions to their monitoring network, VCWPD updated the monitoring schedule for nine of the 23 

wells in the GSP monitoring network (Table 7-2, Change in VCWPD Monitoring Schedule). The primary changes are 

associated with the lead agency responsible for collecting groundwater level measurements (Table 7-2).  

Table 7-2. Change in VCWPD Monitoring Schedule 

State Well 

Number Main Use 

Screened 

Aquifer 

Screened 

Aquifer 

System 

Change in 

Water Levels 

Monitoring 

Schedule 

Water Quality 

Samples 

Collected by 

VCWPDa 

01N21W01B05S Agricultural Unassigned Unassigned No longer 

monitored 

Yes 

01N21W03D01S Agricultural Multiple Both No longer 

monitored 

Yes 

01N21W03K01S Agricultural Mugu LAS Now monitored 

PVCWD 

Yes 

01N21W03R01S Agricultural Multiple LAS Now monitored 

PVCWD 

Yes 

01N21W10A02S Domestic Unassigned Older Alluvium No longer 

monitored- 

Yes 

01N21W15D02S Agricultural Multiple LAS Now monitored 

PVCWD 

Yes 

02N20W29B02S Municipal Unassigned Unassigned Now monitored 

CWD 

Yes 

02N21W34C01S Municipal FCA LAS Now monitored 

City of Camarillo 

Yes 

02N21W34G01S Agricultural Multiple LAS Now monitored 

PVCWD 

Yes 

Notes: PVCWD = Pleasant Valley County Water District; VCWPD = Ventura County Watershed Protection District; CWD = Camrosa Water 

District; FCA = Fox Canyon aquifer; LAS = Lower Aquifer System.  

Changes to the City of Camarillo’s Monitoring Activities  

The City of Camarillo monitors three well clusters with three wells screened in different aquifers for each for a total 

of nine groundwater monitoring wells in the Basin (Table 7-3, City of Camarillo Wells Added to the Network). The 

wells are sampled for water quality and continuously measured for water levels by transducer. In addition, manual 

measurements of depth to groundwater are collected at these wells quarterly.  

As described in Section 6.1, Revisions to the Key Well Network, these wells have been integrated into the key 

well network. 

Table 7-3. City of Camarillo Wells Added to the Network 

State Well Number 

(SWN) Main Use 

Screened 

Aquifer 

Screened 

Aquifer 

System 

Manual and 

Transducer 

Water Levels 

Monitored 

Water Quality 

Samples 

Collected 

02N20W30C04S Monitoring Oxnard 

Equivalent 

Older 

Alluvium 

Yes Yes 
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Table 7-3. City of Camarillo Wells Added to the Network 

State Well Number 

(SWN) Main Use 

Screened 

Aquifer 

Screened 

Aquifer 

System 

Manual and 

Transducer 

Water Levels 

Monitored 

Water Quality 

Samples 

Collected 

02N20W30C03S Monitoring FCA - Upper LAS Yes Yes 

02N20W30C02S Monitoring FCA – Basal LAS Yes Yes 

02N21W26P06S Monitoring Mugu 

Equivalent 

Older 

Alluvium 

Yes Yes 

02N21W26P05S Monitoring FCA – Upper LAS Yes Yes 

02N21W26P04S Monitoring FCA – Basal LAS Yes Yes 

02N20W30L03S Monitoring Mugu 

Equivalent 

Older 

Alluvium 

Yes Yes 

02N20W30L02S Monitoring FCA – Upper LAS Yes Yes 

02N20W30L01S Monitoring GCA LAS Yes Yes 

Notes: UAS = Upper Aquifer System; FCA = Fox Canyon Aquifer; GCA = Grimes Canyon Aquifer. 

7.2 Data Gaps 

7.2.1 Data Gaps That Have Been Addressed 

Spatial Data Gaps 

The GSP identified six locations for new wells in the PVB that would improve groundwater level and quality 

characterization (FCGMA 2019). Three of these locations were in the NPVMA and two were in the PVPDMA, and one 

is in the EPVMA. The new nested monitoring wells constructed by FCGMA and the City of Camarillo are located near 

two of the locations in the NPVMA (PNW 22 and PNW 20). Data collected at these wells help address data gaps 

associated with the spatial and temporal distribution of groundwater level and quality monitoring in the PVB.  

In addition to these new wells, FCGMA is constructing two additional nested monitoring wells in the PVB, with partial 

funding through DWR’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Implementation Grant. These wells are planned for 

construction in the same vicinity as PNW-19 and PNW-17. FCGMA anticipates completing construction of these 

wells in 2024.  

Shallow Groundwater Monitoring near Surface Water Bodies and GDEs  

Currently, there are no dedicated monitoring wells that can be used to monitor shallow groundwater that may be 

interconnected with surface water bodies or sustain potential GDEs in the PVB. To fill this data gap, FCGMA is 

constructing two shallow groundwater monitoring wells in the PVB. The first well is located near Arroyo Las Posas, 

near the boundary with the LPVB, in the vicinity of PNW-15 (FCGMA 2019). The second well is located near Conejo 

Creek, in the northern portion of the EPVMA, in the vicinity of PNW-16 (FCGMA 2019). FCGMA anticipates 

completing construction of these wells in 2024. These new wells are partially funded through DWR’s Sustainable 

Groundwater Management Implementation Grant. 
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7.2.2 Data Gaps that Remain 

As described in the GSP, the existing monitoring network in the PVB is sufficient to document groundwater and can 

be used to document progress toward the sustainability goals for the PVB. Potential monitoring network 

improvements that address data gaps that remain from the GSP are summarized below.  

7.2.2.1 Water Level Measurements: Temporal Data Gap  

The DWR Monitoring Protocols Best Management Practices (DWR 2016a) states the following:  

Groundwater elevation data … should approximate conditions at a discrete period in time. 

Therefore, all groundwater levels in a basin should be collected within as short a time as possible, 

preferably within a 1-to-2-week period. 

The DWR Monitoring Networks Best Management Practices (DWR 2016b) states the following:  

Groundwater levels will be collected during the middle of October and March for comparative 

reporting purposes. 

Currently, groundwater elevation measurements are not scheduled according to these criteria because FCGMA 

relies on monitoring by several other agencies. To minimize the effects of this type of temporal data gap in the 

future, it would be necessary to coordinate the collection of groundwater elevation data, so it occurs within a 2-

week window during the key reporting periods of mid-March and mid-October. The recommended collection 

windows are October 9–22 in the fall and March 9–22 in the spring (FCGMA 2019).  

Additionally, as funding becomes available, pressure transducers should be added to wells in the groundwater 

monitoring network. Pressure transducer records provide the high-temporal-resolution data that allows for a better 

understanding of water level dynamics in the wells related to groundwater production, groundwater management 

activities, and climatic influence. Installing pressure transducers in agricultural irrigation wells requires installation 

of sounding tubes to below the turbine pump bowls and modification of the wellhead. 

7.2.2.2 Groundwater Quality Monitoring  

Improvements to the groundwater quality monitoring network include increasing the spatial density of samples by 

collecting water quality samples from all wells in the monitoring network and ensuring that water quality samples 

are collected at least annually from each well. Annual groundwater quality samples should also be collected from 

wells that are added to the groundwater elevation monitoring network in the future. This spatial data gap is most 

prevalent in the PVPDMA.  

Additionally, the current analyte list at the wells planned for construction should include a full general minerals suite 

so that Stiff or Piper diagrams can be created to fully characterize the geochemical characteristics of the 

groundwater and track changes over time. 
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7.3 Functionality of the Water Level Monitoring Network 

The spatial and temporal coverage of the existing groundwater monitoring network is sufficient to provide an 

understanding of representative water level conditions in the Older Alluvium and LAS in the PVB (Figures 7-1 to 

7-5). Wells in the key well network are screened sufficiently deep to measure groundwater elevations at, or below, 

the minimum thresholds in the PVB. 

Revisions to the Key Well Network 

Well 01N21W02P01S was destroyed during the evaluation period and has been removed from the key well 

network. This well was screened across multiple aquifers within the PVPDMA. Because this well was screened 

across multiple aquifers, FCGMA has not identified a replacement for this well to include in the key well network. 

Instead, FCGMA will incorporate the new nested monitoring well planned for the PVPDMA that is currently under 

construction. These new wells will provide aquifer-specific groundwater elevation and quality data that improve on 

the measurements provided by 01N21W02P01S.  

New wells will be constructed to applicable well installation standards set in California DWR Bulletin 74-81 and 

74-90, or as updated (DWR 2016b). It is recommended that, where feasible, new wells be subjected to pumping 

tests in order to collect additional information about aquifer properties in the vicinity of new monitoring locations.  

7.4 Functionality of Additional Monitoring Network 

FCGMA will monitor subsidence in the PVB using DWR’s TRE ALTAMIRA InSAR data. Updates are provided annually 

with point data and raster interpolations of total vertical displacement since June 13, 2015, and annual vertical 

displacement rates. This data will be used in conjunction with groundwater elevation data to monitor land 

subsidence with relation to groundwater extraction. 
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8 FCGMA Authorities and 
Enforcement Actions 

8.1 Actions Taken by the Agency 

This section describes relevant actions taken by FCGMA and includes a summary of regulations or ordinances 

related to the GSP, per GSP Emergency Regulations Section 356.4(g). As a groundwater management agency 

established by the California Legislature in 1982 with the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency Act, the 

FCGMA adopted many ordinances and regulations related to managing the Basin prior to adoption of the GSP in 

December 2019 and submittal in January 2020.  

This section describes the ordinances and resolutions adopted since adoption of the GSP, which are summarized 

in Table 8-1, Summary of Actions Taken by the Agency. These ordinances and resolutions can be grouped into the 

following general actions to advance groundwater sustainability and implement the GSP. 

Table 8-1. Summary of Actions Taken by the Agency 

Date 

Adopted Regulatory Action Description 

4/22/2020 Resolution No. 2020-03 Establishing Policies 

and Procedures for Granting Variances from the 

Initial Extraction Allocation Under the Ordinance 

to Establish an Allocation System for the Oxnard 

and Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins 

Facilitated implementation of new 

extraction allocation system by establishing 

policies and procedures for granting 

variances to initial allocations. 

5/27/2020 An Ordinance to Adjust Extraction Allocations to 

Facilitate the Transition from Calendar Year to 

Water Year Reporting of Groundwater 

Extractions 

Established the process to transition from 

Agency's traditional calendar year extraction 

reporting to reporting by water year. 

10/28/2020 An Ordinance to Amend the Ordinance to 

Establish an Allocation System for the OPV 

Groundwater Basins to Reduce the Potential for 

Imposition of Surcharges 

Eased transition to new allocation 

ordinance for pumpers with reduced 

extraction allocations under new ordinance. 

10/28/2020 Resolution No. 2020-05 Imposing a Fee on 

Groundwater Extractions to Establish a Reserve 

Fund to be Used to Pay the Cost and Expenses 

of Actions and Proceedings Related to FCGMA’s 

Groundwater Sustainability Program 

Imposed a new $20 per AF fee on all but de 

minimis pumpers for legal expenses related 

to actions and proceedings related to the 

FCGMA's GSP implementation. 

10/2/2020 Resolution No. 2020-07 Increasing Tiered 

Groundwater Extraction Surcharge Rates. 

Increased the surcharge rate to $1,549 for 

extractions that exceed a pumper's 

extraction allocation. 

3/24/2021 Ordinance to Amend the Ordinance to Establish 

an Allocation System for the Oxnard and 

Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins 

Modified reporting requirements for mutual 

water companies, special districts, and 

municipalities for groundwater or in lieu 

deliveries for agricultural use outside of the 

Basin or Agency boundary. 
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Table 8-1. Summary of Actions Taken by the Agency 

Date 

Adopted Regulatory Action Description 

3/24/2021 An Ordinance to Exempt Domestic Operators 

from the Requirement that Flowmeters be 

Equipped with Advanced Metering Infrastructure 

(AMI) Telemetry 

Exempts domestic pumpers that extract 2 

AF or less per year with specified maximum 

pump discharge and horsepower from 

Agency's AMI requirements. 

2/23/2022 Amended Resolution No. 2020-03 establishing 

policies and procedures for granting variances 

from the initial extraction allocation under the 

ordinance to establish an allocation for the 

Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins 

Facilitated implementation of extraction 

allocation system by delegating 

consideration of certain civil penalties to the 

Executive Officer and clarified text to avoid 

potential confusion. 

5/25/2022 Ordinance 8.10 to Amend the Fox Canyon 

Groundwater Management Agency Ordinance 

Code Relating to Reporting Extractions 

Requires monthly extraction reporting by 

M&I and domestic pumpers, in addition to 

agricultural pumpers, for wells required to 

be equipped with AMI. 

9/28/2022 Resolution No. 2022-05 Increasing Fee on 

Groundwater Extractions to Fund the Costs of a 

Groundwater Sustainability Program. 

Increased the groundwater sustainability 

fee to $29 per AF (except de minimis 

pumpers) to fund the costs of the 

groundwater sustainability program. 

10/26/2022 Resolution No. 2022-06 Increasing the Tiered 

Groundwater Extraction Surcharge Rates. 

Increased the surcharge rate to $1,841 for 

extractions that exceed a pumper's 

allocation. 

3/27/2024 An Ordinance Amending Articles 4 and 6 and 

Rescinding Section 10.2 of an Ordinance to 

Establish an Allocation System for the Oxnard 

and Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins 

Amends the allocation ordinance to comply 

with a court decision and order; establishes 

a new Calleguas Flex Program to encourage 

coordinated use of groundwater and 

imported water supplies. 

4/24/2024 Resolution No. 2024-03 Increasing Tiered 

Groundwater Extraction Surcharge Rates 

Increased the surcharge rate to $1,929 for 

extractions that exceed a pumper's 

allocation. 

Notes: OPV = Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin; AF = acre-feet; FCGMA = Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; 

GSP = Groundwater Sustainability Plan; M&I = Municipal and Industrial. 

8.1.1 Extraction Reporting 

FCGMA implemented several ordinances to improve extraction reporting. These include transition from FCGMA’s 

traditional calendar year reporting to reporting by water year; modified reporting requirements for mutual water 

companies, special districts, and municipalities for groundwater or in lieu deliveries for agricultural use outside of 

the Basin; exempting de minimis domestic pumpers from FCGMA’s advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) 

requirements; and requiring monthly extraction reporting by all pumpers required to equip wells with AMI. 

8.1.2 Extraction Allocations 

Regulating extraction allocations is the primary management action available to FCGMA for managing groundwater 

demand in the Basin. FCGMA’s previous allocation system needed to be replaced to sustainably manage the Basin 

and a new allocation system was developed over several years concurrent with development of the GSP. The new 

allocation ordinance was adopted in October 2019 and became effective on October 1, 2020. Since adoption of 
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the GSP, FCGMA has adopted ordinance amendments and resolutions to facilitate transition to the new ordinance, 

provide policies and procedures for seeking variances, and made modifications required under a court order 

addressing a challenge to the ordinance. Additionally, FCGMA adopted resolutions increasing tiered groundwater 

surcharge rates for extractions that exceed allocation. The surcharge provides an economic disincentive to extract 

groundwater exceeding allocation.  

8.1.3 Funding 

FCGMA adopted a “groundwater sustainability” regulatory fee on extractions to fund development of the GSP. 

Subsequent to adoption of the GSP, the fee was increased from $14 per acre-foot to $29 per acre-foot to fund the 

cost of FCGMA’s groundwater sustainability program. FCGMA also adopted a $20 per acre-foot “reserve fee” to 

fund the cost and expense of legal actions and proceedings brought against FCGMA related to implementation of 

FCGMA’s groundwater sustainability program. Surcharges collected for extractions exceeding allocation are 

accounted separate from the operating account and are to be used for acquisition of supplemental water or actions 

to increase the yield of the Basin. FCGMA has also been investigating establishment of a “groundwater 

replenishment” fee to fund groundwater supply and replenishment projects and programs. 

8.2 Enforcement and Legal Actions by the Agency  

FCGMA has a robust ordinance code and set of resolutions that establish programs for basin management and 

reporting. These include ordinances and resolutions adopted under both the authority of the FCGMA Act and SGMA. 

The FCGMA Board has adopted policies and procedures for ordinance code violations, including sending notices of 

violation and assessing civil penalties, for failure to: 

▪ Register an extraction facility. 

▪ Report a change in owner or operator of an extraction facility within 30 days. 

▪ Submit a semi-annual groundwater extraction statement. 

▪ Install and maintain advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) on an extraction facility, unless exempt. 

▪ Submit monthly reports of extractions from AMI, unless exempt. 

▪ Install a flowmeter prior to pumping groundwater from an extraction facility. 

▪ Report flowmeter failure and repair or replace the flowmeter within the required timeframe. 

▪ Test and calibrate a flowmeter at the required frequency. 

▪ Remit payment of groundwater extraction fees or civil penalties 

The FCGMA Board additionally established a tiered surcharge for extractions in excess of extraction allocation. 

8.3 Plan Amendments 

The work completed as part of this periodic GSP evaluation will be integrated into an amendment of the PVB GSP. 

This amendment will include updates to the:  

▪ List of projects and management actions that support GSP implementation. 

▪ Hydrogeologic conceptual model of the PVB.  
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▪ Future scenario modeling.  

▪ Estimates of the sustainable yield for the older alluvium and LAS. 

▪ Minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones. 

▪ Representative Monitoring Well (Key Well) Network. 

▪ General GSP monitoring network.  

FCGMA anticipates adopting the PVB GSP amendment and submitting to DWR in the first quarter of 2025. 
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9 Outreach, Engagement, 
and Coordination 

9.1 Outreach and Engagement 

A public outreach and engagement plan was developed for the PVB GSP (FCGMA 2019). The outreach and 

engagement plan:  

▪ Discusses FCGMA’s decision-making process and how public input and responses will be used.  

▪ Identifies opportunities for public engagement.  

▪ Describes how FCGMA encourages the active involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic 

elements of the population in the PVB; and  

▪ Describes the method FCGMA shall follow to inform the public about progress implementing the plan, 

including the status of projects and management actions. 

Since adopting the GSP for the PVB in 2019, the FCGMA Board of Directors has continued to prioritize outreach 

and engagement with interested parties and has followed the elements of the outreach and engagement plan 

developed for the GSP. Review of the outreach and engagement plan for this First Periodic Evaluation indicates 

that the methods described for outreach and engagement activities are relevant to GSP implementation and are 

being used to successfully support interested party involvement in the GSP implementation process.  

During the GSP development and adoption process, interested parties expressed an interest in developing 

additional projects to increase the sustainable yield of the PVB. FCGMA engaged with interested parties to solicit 

project descriptions, which were included in the 2022 GSP annual report (FCGMA 2022). In order to assist the 

FCGMA Board with evaluating the projects, FCGMA collaborated with interested parties to develop a project 

evaluation criteria checklist and held multiple operations committee meetings at which the project evaluation 

process was discussed, and project descriptions were refined. This process will allow FCGMA and project 

proponents to pursue project funding opportunities and has helped the implementation of project and 

management actions. 

FCGMA has provided updates on GSP implementation activities and public participation opportunities to interested 

parties through direct electronic communications and posts to the FCGMA website. Additional, updates and 

opportunities for public comment were provided at FCGMA Regular Board meetings, FCGMA Special Board 

meetings, and FCGMA Board committee meetings. Meeting agendas and minutes, as well as video recordings of all 

FCGMA Board meetings and workshops, were made available on the FCGMA website.  

The Draft Periodic Evaluation of the GSP, was made available for review on the GSP website for 45 days. FCGMA 

encouraged active participation from interested parties through public workshops (August 30, 2023; April 25, 2024; 

and September 9, 2024). Additionally, in response to requests from interested parties, the FCGMA Board held a 

technical workshop focused on baseline and future model scenarios for the Oxnard Subbasin and the PVB on 

May 30, 2024. This workshop provided interested parties with an opportunity to review the numerical model 

updates and future model scenarios during the development of this periodic evaluation. Comments made during 

the technical workshop were used to refine the model scenarios proposed and to develop an additional modeling 
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scenario to evaluate impacts of a geographic redistribution groundwater production on seawater intrusion in the 

Oxnard Subbasin. The results of the refined model scenarios are presented in Section 5 Updated 

Numerical Modeling.  

The Draft Periodic Evaluation of the GSP, was made available for review on the GSPFCGMA website for 45 days. 

FCGMA received eight comment letters on the Draft Periodic Evaluation. Comment themes focused on the 

hydrogeologic conceptual model, numerical modeling, projects and management actions, and the sustainable 

management criteria. The Draft Periodic Evaluation was revised in response to the comment letters, which are 

provided in Appendix A, along with the detailed responses to comments. Several of the comments made 

suggestions for additional work that needs to be done over the upcoming evaluation period. FCGMA has compiled 

the list of these suggestions and is working to develop a process to evaluate, prioritize, and accomplish the work 

that remains to be done to guide the PVB to sustainability by 2040. 

9.2 GSA Board 

The FCGMA Board of Directors holds monthly meetings during which the Board is apprised of ongoing projects and 

upcoming initiatives that impact groundwater conditions in the basins under its jurisdiction, including the LPVB. 

Interested parties are informed in advance of each Board meeting via email and the Board meeting schedule is 

posted on the FCGMA website. Technical updates, consideration of impacts to beneficial uses and users of 

groundwater, and feedback from interested parties serve as the underpinnings for policy decisions made by 

the Board.  

Since adopting the GSP in 2019, the Board has held 52 regular meetings and 25 special meetings. The topics 

discussed at these meetings included: 

▪ GSP Implementation 

▪ Grant Opportunities for Projects and Management Actions 

▪ GSP Annual Reports 

▪ GSP Periodic Updates 

▪ Groundwater Allocation Ordinances 

▪ Groundwater Adjudication Proceedings 

The Board is composed of members representing the County of Ventura, the United Water Conservation District, 

the seven small water districts within the FCGMA jurisdiction, the five incorporated cities within the FCGMA 

jurisdiction, and the farmers. Members of the current Board have served for multiple years and are fully informed 

of the requirements for sustainable management of the PVB under SGMA. 

9.3 Summary of Coordination Between Agencies 

FCGMA has a long-standing history of coordination with other agencies in the PVB, including the Camrosa Water 

District – Pleasant Valley GSA, the Pleasant Valley Outlying Areas GSA (County of Ventura), United Water 

Conservation District, and Pleasant Valley County Water District. There are no federally recognized tribal 

communities, federal lands, or state lands within the PVB. Coordination between relevant agencies in the PVB has 

continued throughout the implementation of the GSP, with FCGMA holding regular meetings with to coordinate on 

projects, grant funding opportunities, land use planning, well permitting, and water management strategies within 
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the PVB. Because of the history of coordination between agencies that began before SGMA was enacted, no new 

inter-agency agreements have been required to manage the PVB since the GSP was adopted. Similarly, no changes 

were made to the GSP in response to new local requirements by these agencies.  

The PVB shares a basin boundary with both the Oxnard Subbasin to the west, and the LPVB to the northeast. FCGMA 

is the primary GSA, along with Camrosa Water District and the County of Ventura, for these adjacent basins. The 

GSPs for the PVB, Oxnard Subbasin, and LPVB were all prepared by FCGMA using consistent data, methods, and 

tools, and the sustainable management criteria for each basin were developed with the consideration of impacts 

on the adjacent basins. The internal coordination that has been in place since the formation of the FCGMA in 1982 

has continued through the first 5 years of GSP implementation. The FCGMA Board considers the impacts of 

implementation activities and policy decisions on the interested parties in all of the basins within the 

FCGMA jurisdiction.   
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10 Other Information 

10.1 Consideration of Adjacent Basins 

The PVB is hydrogeologically connected with the Oxnard Subbasin and LPVB. FCGMA, as the lead GSA for the Oxnard 

Subbasin, PVB, and LPVB, used a regional approach to determine the combined sustainable yield of all three basins 

during development of the GSP. The individual sustainable yields and sustainable management criteria for each 

basin were then established to ensure that each basin is managed with mutually beneficial sustainability goals. 

DWR found that FCGMA’s approach demonstrated an adequate consideration of adjacent basins and subbasins 

(DWR 2021). FCGMA has not altered this approach as a result of the first periodic evaluation process because 

implementation of the GSP has not affected the ability of the Oxnard Subbasin or LPVB to achieve their respective 

sustainability goals. FCGMA will continue to manage the PVB with consideration of impacts to the adjacent basins 

and, as part of GSP implementation, will continue to evaluate the relationship between groundwater production in 

the PVB and groundwater conditions in adjacent basins. 

10.2 Challenges Not Previously Discussed 

The most significant challenge for successful implementation of the GSP is acquiring funding to fill data gaps, 

address DWR recommended corrective actions, and construct projects. FCGMA has investigated funding 

mechanisms to support these efforts and has implemented a reserve fee to respond to legal challenges. However, 

development and implementation of replenishment fees sufficient to fund full GSP implementation remains a 

challenge for the agency.  

10.3 Legal Challenges 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) did not take legal action or enforcement in the Pleasant 

Valley Basin or the Oxnard Subbasin (Basins) in furtherance of the Basins’ sustainability goal (23 C.C.R. § 356.4(h).) 

The following discussion describes the lawsuits pending against FCGMA and their effect on FCGMA’s 

implementation of the OPV GSPs and sustainable management of the Basins. 

City of Oxnard v. Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, Los Angeles Sup. Ct. Case 

No. 20STCP00929 

In December 2019, the City of Oxnard filed a petition for writ of mandate challenging FCGMA’s adoption of an 

ordinance intended to transition the Agency’s current groundwater management programs to sustainable 

groundwater management under SGMA. The ordinance establishes extraction allocations (limits) for all users in the 

Basins and recognizes the need to reduce allocations in the event the sustainable yield of the Basins is less than 

the total extraction allocations established under the ordinance. In August 2023, the Los Angeles Superior Court 

issued a writ of mandate requiring FCGMA to amend the ordinance; FCGMA amended the ordinance in March 2024; 

the City of Oxnard challenged FCGMA’s adoption of the amended ordinance in April 2024; and a hearing on 

FCGMA’s amended ordinance is scheduled for August 2024. If the amended ordinance is invalidated, FCGMA will 

be required to rescind or revise the ordinance including provisions governing extraction allocations. If required to 

further amend the ordinance, it is unclear at this time whether FCGMA will rescind or further amend the ordinance 

and what amendments will be adopted. Consequently, the legal effect of the City of Oxnard’s lawsuit on FCGMA’s 
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implementation of the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs and the sustainable management of the Basins is 

uncertain at this time.  

OPV Coalition, et al. v. Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, Santa Barbara Sup. 

Ct. Case No. VENCI00555357 

In June 2021, the OPV Coalition filed a lawsuit against FCGMA, challenging the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs, 

the ordinance that establishes extraction allocations (limits) for all users in the basins, and requesting an 

adjudication of all groundwater rights in the basins. In May 2024, the Court stayed the claims challenging the 

Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs and the ordinance establishing allocations in favor of the groundwater 

adjudication. In June 2024, the Court issued an order dividing the adjudication into three phases with Phase 1 

deciding the basins’ safe yield and total safe yield; Phase 2 adjudicating all groundwater rights; and Phase 3 

dedicated to deciding the challenges to the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs and the allocation ordinance, basin 

governance and management, and whether a physical solution is necessary. At this time, it is unclear what legal 

effect the lawsuit, in particular the adjudication action, will have on FCGMA’s continued ability to implement the 

Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs and sustainably manage the basins. If the Court had given priority to the writ 

claims challenging the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs and the allocation ordinance (rather than the adjudication), 

review of the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs (including their sustainable yield estimates) and the allocation 

ordinance would be limited to the administrative records and discovery on the GSPs and ordinance would likely be 

avoided. Because the Court decided to prioritize the adjudication, plaintiffs intend to take discovery on the Oxnard 

and Pleasant Valley GSPs and ordinance during the adjudication, which will necessarily divert FCGMA resources 

from implementation of the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley GSPs and sustainably managing the basins. 
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11 Summary of Proposed or Completed 
Revisions to Plan Elements 

This first Periodic Evaluation marks an important milestone in FCGMA’s continued progress toward meeting the 

sustainability goal of the PVB by 2040. The work completed as part of this periodic GSP evaluation has resulted in:  

▪ An expanded suite of projects considered as part of GSP implementation.  

▪ Improvements to the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the Subbasin based on newly available data.  

▪ ImprovementsRevisions to the estimate of the sustainable yield of Subbasin PVB that accounts for a range 

of projects and management actions implemented in the SubbasinPVB.  

▪ Revisions to the monitoring network, including the key well network, used to evaluate groundwater 

conditions and groundwater sustainability in the PVBSubbasin.  

None of the revisions and improvements made as a result of this Periodic Evaluation warrant amending the GSP 

for the PVB.  

The key take-away from this first Periodic Evaluation is the additional insight gained into potential pathways to 

sustainability in the PVB and adjacent Oxnard Subbasin. These insights were gained from the analysis of the 

numerical groundwater modeling that incorporated potential projects and management actions that were not 

contemplated in the GSP. The expanded suite of projects solicited by FCGMA and advanced by interested parties, 

have provided FCGMA and interested parties with the potential for expanded operational flexibility and new 

pathways to reach the sustainability goal of the PVB. FCGMA and interested parties also identified additional work 

to be done between 2025 and 2030 to further improve the understanding and management of the PVB before the 

second Periodic Evaluation. The suggestions provided by interested parties and technical experts will be 

incorporated into a document that can be used to guide funding decisions during FCGMA’s annual budget process. 

Through an integrated planning and budgeting process that facilitates GSP implementation, FCGMA will continue 

to advance sustainable management of the PVB over the upcoming years, in order to reach sustainable 

management by 2040. These revisions warrant an amendment to the GSP. A summary of planned revisions to the 

GSP elements are summarized in Table 11-1, Summary of Proposed Plan Element Revisions.  
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Table 11-1. Summary of Proposed Plan Element Revisions 

Section Proposed Change 

Reference to information in this report 

that warrants Plan Element Revisions 

Administrative Information  

There are no proposed changes to the Administrative Information presented in the GSP based on the information reviewed and evaluated as part of this 

periodic GSP evaluation. 

Basin Setting 

Hydrogeologic Conceptual 

Model 

Description of vertical gradients between the Older Alluvium and 

LAS in the NPVMA 

Section 4.1 

Description of data gaps and uncertainty in the hydrogeologic 

conceptual model 

Groundwater Conditions There are no proposed changes to the Groundwater Conditions presented in the GSP based on the information 

reviewed and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation. 

Water Budget Description of Projected Future Water Budget Section 5.2 

Description of Future Sustainable Yield Section 5.2.3 

Management Areas There are no proposed changes to the Management Areas presented in the GSP based on the information reviewed 

and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation. 

Sustainable Management Criteria 

Sustainability Goal There are no proposed changes to the Sustainability Goal presented in the GSP based on the information reviewed 

and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation. 

Undesirable Results There are no proposed changes to the definition of Undesirable Results presented in the GSP.  

Minimum Thresholds Update groundwater elevation minimum thresholds based on 

revised future scenarios 

Section 6.2 

Measurable Objectives Update groundwater elevation measurable objectives based on 

revised future scenarios 

Section 6.2 

Monitoring Network 

Monitoring Network Objectives There are no proposed changes to the monitoring network objectives presented in the GSP based on the information 

reviewed and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation. 

Description of Monitoring 

Network 

Incorporate updates to UWCD’s, VCWPD’s, and the City of 

Camarillo’s current monitoring program and include newly 

constructed monitoring wells into the key well network 

Sections 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 



GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILTY PLAN FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN / FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION 

 

 15285-11 129 
 AUGUST DECEMBER 2024  

Table 11-1. Summary of Proposed Plan Element Revisions 

Section Proposed Change 

Reference to information in this report 

that warrants Plan Element Revisions 

Monitoring Network 

Implementation  

There are no proposed changes to the monitoring network implementation presented in the GSP based on the 

information reviewed and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation 

Protocols for Data Collection 

and Monitoring 

There are no proposed changes to the protocols for data collection and monitoring presented in the GSP based on 

the information reviewed and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation 

Potential Monitoring Network 

Improvements 

Update the potential new well (PNW) locations based on revisions 

to the existing monitoring network 

Section 7.1 and 7.3 

Projects and Management Action 

Projects Provide updated descriptions of projects included in the GSP Section 3.1 

Include an expanded suite of projects based on information 

submitted to FCGMA by other agencies in the Subbasin.  

Section 3.2 

Management Actions There are no proposed changes to the management actions presented in the GSP based on the information reviewed 

and evaluated as part of this periodic GSP evaluation 
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15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Difference in Fall 2023 to Fall 2015 

Groundwater Elevations

) Wells screened in the Oxnard Aquifer

?

?

?

??

?

?

?

?

?

?

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN) and a groundwater elevation 

change since 2015 beneath it. SWNs are based 

on Township and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 
abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 

Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 
located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 

20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Gray SWN abbreviation with no water level

difference is missing groundwater elevations from
one or both years.

3) Negative (-) values indicate groundwater 

elevations have declined since 2015, Positive (+) 
values indicate groundwater elevations have 

increased since 2015. Contours are graduated in 

color from red (-100)  to blue (+100).

4) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 
was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 

Contour of equal groundwater elevation 

change (feet) since 2015. Dashed where
approximate; queried where inferred.

See Note 3.
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         Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley  Basin:  First  Periodic  Evaluation

      FIGURE 2-5
Oxnard Aquifer (Older Alluvium) - Groundwater Elevation Changes from Fall 2015 to 2023
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15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in groundwater elevation

(in Feet) from Fall 2023 to Fall 2015

W Wells screened in the Mugu Aquifer

Contour of equal groundwater elevation 

change (feet) since 2015. Dashed where 
approximate; queried where inferred.

See Note 3.

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN) and a groundwater elevation 

change since 2015 beneath it. SWNs are based 

on Township and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 
abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 

Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 
located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 

20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Gray SWN abbreviation with no water level

difference is missing groundwater elevations from
one or both years.

3) Negative (-) values indicate groundwater 

elevations have declined since 2015, Positive (+) 
values indicate groundwater elevations have 

increased since 2015. Contours are graduated in 

color from red (-100)  to blue (+100).

4) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 
was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 
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Subbasin (DWR 2018)
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         Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley  Basin:  First  Periodic  Evaluation

FIGURE 2-6
Mugu Aquifer (Older Alluvium) - Groundwater Elevation Changes from Fall 2015 to 2023
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15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Difference in Spring 2024 to Spring 2015 

Groundwater Elevations

) Wells screened in the Oxnard Aquifer

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

?

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN) and a groundwater elevation 

change since 2015 beneath it. SWNs are based 

on Township and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 
abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 

Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 
located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 

20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Gray SWN abbreviation with no water level

difference is missing groundwater elevations from
one or both years.

3) Negative (-) values indicate groundwater 

elevations have declined since 2015, Positive (+) 
values indicate groundwater elevations have 

increased since 2015. Contours are graduated in 

color from red (-100)  to blue (+100).

4) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 
was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 

Contour of equal groundwater elevation 

change (feet) since 2015. Dashed where
approximate; queried where inferred.

See Note 3.
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         Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic  Evaluation

      FIGURE 2-7
Oxnard Aquifer (Older Alluvium) - Groundwater Elevation Changes from Spring 2015 to 2024
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15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in groundwater elevation

(in Feet) from Spring 2024 to Spring 2015

W Wells screened in the Mugu Aquifer

Contour of equal groundwater elevation 

change (feet) since 2015. Dashed where 
approximate; queried where inferred.

See Note 3.

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN) and a groundwater elevation 

change since 2015 beneath it. SWNs are based 

on Township and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 
abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 

Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 
located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 

20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Gray SWN abbreviation with no water level

difference is missing groundwater elevations from
one or both years.

3) Negative (-) values indicate groundwater 

elevations have declined since 2015, Positive (+) 
values indicate groundwater elevations have 

increased since 2015. Contours are graduated in 

color from red (-100)  to blue (+100).

4) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 
was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 
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         Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic  Evaluation

      FIGURE 2-8
Mugu Aquifer (Older Alluvium) - Groundwater Elevation Changes from Spring 2015 to 2024
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Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs for Representative Monitoring Points in the Older Alluvium
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 2-11
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Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs for Representative Monitoring Points in the Fox Canyon Aquifer
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 2-12

Groundwater Elevation Measurable ObjectiveMinimum Threshold

Note: 2025 interim milestone groundwater elevation has not been established for 02N20W19M05S  because 
groundwater elevations are more than 100 feet higher than the established minimim threshold groundwater elevation.

*Please remember to update the document path.
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Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs for Representative Monitoring Points in Multiple Aquifers
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 2-13
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FIGURE 2-14

Older Alluvium - Most Recent TDS (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Legend

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

TDS concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
")  680 - 1000

")  >1000 - 1500

")  >1500 - 2500

")  >2500 - 49800

Aquifer Designation
)  Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W  Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J  Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

15P01  Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

10.5  Concentration (mg/L)

Notes:
1)  Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples 
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3)  SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4)  The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in 
which it is screened (see above).
5)  The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7)  Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

TDS change in concentration (mg/L)
") =< -4000

") -3999 - -500

") -499 - 0

") 1 - 500

") 501 - 4000

") >4000

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)

  FIGURE 2-15
Change  in  TDS  Concentration  (mg/L)  in  the  Older Alluvium,  Between  2011-2015  and  2019-2023



GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILTY PLAN FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN / FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION 

 

 15285-11 164 
 AUGUST DECEMBER 2024  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!.

!.

!.

!.

!.

!.
!.!.

!.

$+

#*

#*

#*

#*

Camarillo

Callegua s Creek

Arroyo Las Posas

Conejo Creek

Revolon Slough

ArroyoConejo

ÃÆ1

ÃÆ118

ÃÆ34

£¤101

Pleasant Valley Rd

5th St

Hueneme R
d

Central Ave

O
xnard B

lvd

L
e
w

is
 R

d

P
ri
c
e

R
d

B
ra

d
le

y
 R

d

A
g
g

e
n

R
d

BONEY M
OUNTAIN

 FAULT

S
Y

C
A

M
O

R
E

 C
A

N
Y

O
N

 F
A

U
LT

Simi-Santa Rosa FaultSpringville Fault E
xtension

Camarillo Fault

S
p

a
n
is

h
 H

ills
 F

a
u

lt

W
rig

h
t R

o
a
d
 F

a
u
lt

S
om

is
 F

au
lt

Springville Fault Z
one

B
a
ile

y 
F
a
u
lt

T02N

T01N

R21W R20W

01M02
930

03R01
1730

04K01
870

10G01
1510

15D02
1690

19F04
1410

19L05
1800

19M06
1500

29B02
800

33R02
700

34C01
820

34G01
1150

34G02
140034G03

1000

20D01
230020D02

1400

20D04
1400

30C03
1900

30C02
1400

30L02
1300

30L01
1100

26P05
970

26P04
990

01D08
1140

Las Posas Hill s
Camarillo Hil ls

Conejo
Mountain

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD

Da
te: 

8/8
/20

24 
 -  

Las
t sa

ved
 by

: sp
ime

nte
l  - 

 Pa
th:

 Z:
\Hy

dro
\Pr

oje
cts

\Fo
x_C

any
on_

GM
A\M

XD
\FI

NA
L_M

XD
\5Y

R_
Up

dat
e\P

V\F
igu

re2
-18

.PV
_T

DS
LA

S.m
xd

0 21 Milesn

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 2-16
Lower Aquifer System - Most Recent TDS (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Legend
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

TDS concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
410 - 500

>500 - 750

>750 - 1000

>1000 - 1500

>1500 - 2500

>2500

Aquifer Designation
*  Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

(  Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+  Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

  H  Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

15P01  Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

10.5  Concentration (mg/L)

Notes:
1)  Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples 
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3)  SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4)  The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in 
which it is screened (see above).
5)  The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7)  Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

TDS change in concentration (mg/L)
!( =< -4000

!( -3999 - -500

!( -499 - 0

!( 1 - 500

!( 501 - 4000

!( >4000

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)

Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 2-17
Change in TDS Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS, between the period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023
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FIGURE 2-18

Older Alluvium - Most Recent Chloride (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Legend
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Chloride concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
")  23 - 100

")  >100 - 150

")  >150 - 200

")  >200 - 500

")  >500 - 1000

")  >1000

Aquifer Designation
)  Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W  Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J  Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

15P01  Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

10.5  Concentration (mg/L)

Notes:
1)  Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples 
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3)  SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4)  The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in 
which it is screened (see above).
5)  The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7)  Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Chloride change in concentration (mg/L)
") =<  -100

") > -100 - -50

") > -50 - 0

") >0 - 50

") >50 - 500

") >500

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)

FIGURE 2-19
Change  in  Chloride Concentration  (mg/L)  in  the  Older Alluvium,  Between  2011-2015  and  2019-2023
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FIGURE 2-20

Lower Aquifer System - Most Recent Chloride (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Chloride concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
!( 23 - 100

!( 101 - 150

!( 151 - 200

!( 201 - 500

!( 501 - 1000

!( 1001 - 22500

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Notes: 
1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023. 
2) "ND" signifies non-detect. 
3) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4) The shape of each well symbol correspondsto the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).
5) The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Concentration (mg/L)
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Chloride change in concentration (mg/L)
!( =< -100

!( -99 - -50

!( -49 - 0

!( 1 - 50

!( 51 - 100

!( >100

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)

FIGURE 2-21
Change in Chloride Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS,  Between 2011-2015 and 2019-2023
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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FIGURE 2-22

Older Alluvium - Most Recent Nitrate (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Legend
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Nitrate concentration (mg/L as Nitrate),
2019-2023
")  0 - 10

")  >10 - 22.5

")  >20 - 45

")  >45 - 90

")  >90

Aquifer Designation
)  Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W  Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J  Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

15P01  Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

10.5  Concentration (mg/L)

Notes:
1)  Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples 
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3)  SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4)  The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in 
which it is screened (see above).
5)  The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7)  Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Nitrate change in concentration (mg/L)
") =< -100

") -99 - -50

") -49 - -15

") -14 - 0

") 1 - 15

") 16 - 50

") 51 - 100

") > 100

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)

FIGURE 2-23
Change  in  Nitrate  Concentration  (mg/L)  in  the  Older Alluvium,  Between  2011-2015  and  2019-2023
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)
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FIGURE 2-24
Lower Aquifer System - Most Recent Nitrate (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Nitrate concentration (mg/L as Nitrate),
2019-2023

0 - 10

>10 - 22.5

>22.5 - 45

>45 - 90

>90 - 528

Aquifer Designation
*  Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

(  Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+  Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

  H  Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

15P01  Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

10.5  Concentration (mg/L)

Notes:
1)  Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples 
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3)  SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4)  The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in 
which it is screened (see above).
5)  The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7)  Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation
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FIGURE 2-25

Change in Nitrate Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS, between the period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Nitrate change in concentration (mg/L)
!( =< -100

!( -99 - -50

!( -49 - -15

!( -14 - 0

!( 1 - 15

!( 16 - 50

!( 51 - 100

!( > 100

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in 

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015 
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015 

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in 
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)
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FIGURE 2-26

Older Alluvium - Most Recent Sulfate (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Sulfate concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
") 202 - 300

") >300 - 600

") >600 - 1000

") >1000

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 

most recent concentration measured in water quality samples

collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023. 

2) "ND" signifies non-detect. 
3) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 

on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 

Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

4) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in

which it is screened (see above).
5) The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 

concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.

6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Legend

10.5

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Concentration (mg/L)
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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FIGURE 2-27

Change in Sulfate Concentration (mg/L) in the UAS, between the period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Sulfate change in concentration (mg/L)
") =< -200

") -199 - 0

") 0 - 200

") > 200

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in 

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015 
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015 

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in 
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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FIGURE 2-28

Lower Aquifer System - Most Recent Sulfate (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Sulfate concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
!( 29 - 300

!( 301 - 600

!( 601 - 1000

!( 1001 - 5740

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the 

most recent concentration measured in water quality samples

collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023. 

2) "ND" signifies non-detect. 
3) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 

on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 

Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

4) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in

which it is screened (see above).
5) The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent 

concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.

6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Concentration (mg/L)
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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FIGURE 2-29

Change in Sulfate Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS, between the period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Sulfate change in concentration (mg/L)
!( -400 - -200

!( >-200 - 0

!( >0 - 200

!( >200

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in 

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015 
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015 

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in 
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Boron concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
") 0 - 0.2

") >0.2 - 0.5

") >0.5 - 1.0

") >1.0 - 2.0

") >2.0 - 6.0

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Notes: 
1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4) The shape of each well symbol correspondsto the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).
5) The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Concentration (mg/L)

FIGURE 2-30
Older Alluvium - Most Recent Boron (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023
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FIGURE 2-31

Change in Boron Concentration (mg/L) in the UAS, between the period from 2011-2015 and 2019-2023

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Aquifer Designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

Boron change in concentration (mg/L)
") <= -0.2

") > -0.2 - 0

") >0 - 0.2

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number 
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in 

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015 
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015 

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land 

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown 
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the 

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in 
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in 
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by 

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)
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Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
Boundary (FCGMA 2016)

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Oxnard Forebay

Boron concentration (mg/L), 2019-2023
!( 0 - 0.2

!( >0.2 - 0.5

!( >0.5 - 1.0

!( >1.0 - 2.0

!( >2.0

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Notes: 
1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a concentration value beneath it.The concentration is the
most recent concentration measured in water quality samples
collected at that well in the five years from 2019-2023.
2) "ND" signifies non-detect.
3) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land
Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the
letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.
4) The shape of each well symbol correspondsto the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).
5) The color of each well symbol corresponds to the most recent
concentration measured in a water quality sample from that well.
6) All concentrations are in mg/L.
7) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by
FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Concentration (mg/L)

FIGURE 2-32
Lower Aquifer System - Most Recent Boron (mg/L) Measured 2019-2023



GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILTY PLAN FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN / FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION 

 

 15285-11 198 
 AUGUST DECEMBER 2024  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H
!H

!H

!(

!(

!(!(

Camarillo

Callegua s Creek

Arroyo Las Posas

Conejo Creek

Revolon Slough

ArroyoConejo

ÃÆ1

ÃÆ118

ÃÆ34

£¤101

Pleasant Valley Rd

5th St

Hueneme R
d

Central Ave

O
xnard B

lvd

L
e
w

is
 R

d

P
ri
c
e

R
d

B
ra

d
le

y
 R

d

A
g
g

e
n

R
d

BONEY M
OUNTAIN

 FAULT

S
Y

C
A

M
O

R
E

 C
A

N
Y

O
N

 F
A

U
LT

Simi-Santa Rosa Fault
Springville Fault E

xtension

Camarillo Fault

S
p

a
n
is

h
 H

ills
 F

a
u

lt

W
rig

h
t R

o
a
d
 F

a
u
lt

S
om

is
 F

au
lt

Springville Fault Z
one

B
a
ile

y 
F
a
u
lt

T02N

T01N

R21W R20W

01M02
0

03R01
0

04K01
-0.2

10G01
-0.1

15D02
-0.1

19F04
0

19L05
0

33R02
-0.1

34C01
0

34G01
-0.1

34G02
-0.0134G03

-0.05

Las Posas Hill s
Camarillo Hil ls

Conejo
Mountain

Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD

Da
te: 

8/8
/20

24 
 -  

Las
t sa

ved
 by

: sp
ime

nte
l  - 

 Pa
th:

 Z:
\Hy

dro
\Pr

oje
cts

\Fo
x_C

any
on_

GM
A\M

XD
\FI

NA
L_M

XD
\5Y

R_
Up

dat
e\P

V\F
igu

re2
-35

.ch
Bo

ron
_LA

S.m
xd

0 21 Milesn

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults (Dashed Where Inferred)

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Aquifer Designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

Boron change in concentration (mg/L)
!( =< -0.60

!( -0.59- -0.20

!( -0.19 - 0.00

!( 0.01 - 0.20

!( 0.21 - 0.60

!( > 0.60

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an italicized abbreviated State Well Number
(SWN) and a change in concentration value beneath it.The change in

concentration represents the difference between the 2011-2015
and 2019-2023 most recent concentrations. Maps of the 2011-2015

most recent concentration are included in the GSP.
2) SWNs are based on Township and Range in the Public Land

Survey System. To construct a full SWN from the abbreviation shown
on the map,concatenate the Township, Range, abbreviation, and the

letter "S". Example: the SWN for the well labeled "15L01" located in
Township 02N (T02N) and Range 22W (R22W) is 02N22W15L01S.

3) The shape of each well symbol corresponds to the aquifer(s) in
which it is screened (see above).

4) The color of each well symbol represents the change in
groundwater quality measured since the 2011 to 2015 period.

5) All concentrations are in mg/L.
6) Aquifer designation information for individual wells was provided by

FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.
7) Negative (-) values represent a decrease in concentration.

Positive (+) values represent an increase in concentration.

Legend

10.5
15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Change in Concentration (mg/L)

FIGURE 2-33
  Change in Boron Concentration (mg/L) in the LAS,  Between  2011-2015 and 2019-2023
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FIGURE 2-34
Land Subsidence June 2015 to January 2024
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Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic Evaluation
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Seawater Flux in the UAS: Future Model Scenarios without UWCD’s EBB Project
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 5-2
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Seawater Flux in the LAS: Future Model Scenarios without UWCD’s EBB Project
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 5-3
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Future Baseline

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-4

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A!A

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, Future Baseline

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-5

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation

) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, Future Baseline

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-6

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A!A

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Upper Fox Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-7

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A!A

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-8

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A!A

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total
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                                   (2023-2039)                       (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Grimes Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management

Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-07)

Las Posas Valley (4-08)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds 
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above). 
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to 
the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

Legend 
UWCD Model Particle Tracks

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion
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Figure 5-9

Start      End         Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                  (2023-2039)                        (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, NNP3

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-10

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks

Start       End         Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                   (2023-2039)                       (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, NNP3

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-11

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation

) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, NNP3

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-12

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Upper Fox Canyon Aquifer, NNP3

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-13

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, NNP3

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-14

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Grimes Canyon Aquifer, NNP3

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management

Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-07)

Las Posas Valley (4-08)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds 
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above). 
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to 
the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Legend 

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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Figure 5-15
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SOURCE: DWR; Ventura County; UWCD; CMWD
1930-1979 Climate Period; 2070 Climate Change Factor
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Basin Optimization

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-16

UWCD Model Paricle Tracks 

!(!(

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

Start      End         Implementation Period           Sustaining Period
                                       (2023-2039)                     (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, Basin Optimization

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2015
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-17

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation

) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, Basin Optimization

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-18

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Upper Fox Canyon Aquifer, Basin Optimization

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-19

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, Basin Optimization

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-20

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Grimes Canyon Aquifer, Basin Optimization

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management

Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-07)

Las Posas Valley (4-08)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds 
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above). 
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to 
the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

Legend 

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Figure 5-21

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Future Baseline with EBB

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-22

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-23
UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, Future Baseline with EBB

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation

) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start    End  Implementation Period  Sustaining Period

 (2023-2039)  (2040-2069)
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, Future Baseline with EBB

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-24

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A Start       End         Implementation Period         Sustaining Period

                                   (2023-2039)                       (2040-2069)
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Figure 5-25 UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Upper Fox Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline with EBB  
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-26

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
!A!A

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total
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Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic Evaluation
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Figure 5-26 UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Basal Fox Canyon Aquifer, Future Baseline  
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Baseline with EBB Scenario, Grimes Canyon Aquifer

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management

Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-07)
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Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds 
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above). 
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to 
the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS

Legend 

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Figure 5-27

UWCD Model Particle Tracks
Start         End        Implementation Period         Sustaining Period
                                 (2023-2039)                         (2040-2069)
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Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic Evaluation
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Oxnard Aquifer, Projects with EBB

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-28
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2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation
) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

Start      End         Implementation Period           Sustaining Period
                                       (2023-2039)                     (2040-2069)

UWCD Model Particle Tracks

Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic Evaluation
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Mugu Aquifer, Projects with EBB

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-29
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2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 80 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 340 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 7,404 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 11,230 AF total

!( >1000; 6,139 AF total

Aquifer designation

) Well screened in the Oxnard aquifer

W Well screened in the Mugu aquifer

J Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the UAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the UAS

Start      End         Implementation Period           Sustaining Period
                                       (2023-2039)                     (2040-2069)

UWCD Model Particle Tracks

Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant Valley Basin:  First  Periodic Evaluation
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UWCD Model Particle Tracks, Hueneme Aquifer, Projects with EBB

Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion

Legend

Figure 5-30
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2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS
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Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency Jurisdiction (FCGMA 2016)

Pleasant Valley (4-06)

Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)

2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion
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Figure 5-31

!(!( Start      End         Implementation Period           Sustaining Period
                                       (2023-2039)                     (2040-2069)

UWCD Model Particle Tracks

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS
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1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above).
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to
to the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.  
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Oxnard Plain (4-04.02)
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Figure 5-32

!(!( Start      End         Implementation Period           Sustaining Period
                                       (2023-2039)                     (2040-2069)

UWCD Model Particle Tracks

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS
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Notes: 
1) The shape of each well symbol corresponds 
to the aquifer(s) in which it is screened (see above). 
2) The color of each well symbol corresponds to 
the pumping in the well for calendar year 2023.
3) Aquifer designation information for individual 
wells was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

2023 Extraction (acre-feet)
!( 0 - 2; 35 AF total

!( >2 - 10; 277 AF total

!( >10 - 100; 6,445 AF total

!( >100 - 1000; 17,284 AF total

!( >1000; 7,538 AF total

Aquifer designation
* Well screened in the Hueneme aquifer

( Well screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer

+ Well screened in the Grimes Canyon aquifer

H Wells screened in multiple aquifers in the LAS

< Wells screened in multiple or undetermined aquifer systems

F Well screened in undetermined aquifer(s) in the LAS
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2020 Extent of Seawater Intrusion
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Figure 5-33
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Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs for Representative Monitoring Points in Older Alluvium
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 6-1SOURCE: UWCD, VCWPD
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation

FIGURE 6-5
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FIGURE 7-1

Monitoring Network Wells Screened in the Oxnard Aquifer

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Oxnard Forebay

Pleasant Valley Basin Management Areas
East Pleasant Valley Management Area

North Pleasant Valley Management

Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management

Area

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN). SWNs are based on Township 

and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 

abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 
Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 

located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 
20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 

was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 

Legend

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Wells Screened in the Oxnard Aquifer
) Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD/Camarillo

") Not Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD

_̂ New Wells to Monitoring Network
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FIGURE 7-2

Monitoring Network Wells Screened in the Mugu Aquifer

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Oxnard Forebay

Pleasant Valley Basin Management Areas
East Pleasant Valley Management Area (EPVMA)

North Pleasant Valley Management Area

Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management

Area

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN). SWNs are based on Township 

and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 

abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 
Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 

located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 
20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 

was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 

Legend

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Wells Screened in the Mugu Aquifer
W Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD/Camarillo

XW Not Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD

_̂ New Wells to Monitoring Network
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FIGURE 7-3

Monitoring Network Wells Screened in the Hueneme Aquifer

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Oxnard Forebay

Pleasant Valley Basin Management
East Pleasant Valley Management Area

North Pleasant Valley Management

Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management

Area

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN). SWNs are based on Township 

and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 

abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 
Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 

located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 
20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 

was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 

Legend

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Wells Screened in the Hueneme Aquifer
* Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD/Camarillo

#* Not Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD

_̂ New Wells Added to the Monitoring Network



GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILTY PLAN FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN / FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION 

 

 15285-11 292 
 AUGUST DECEMBER 2024  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



!(

(

!(

!(

(

(

_̂̂_

_̂̂_

_̂

_̂̂_

Camarillo

Callegua s Creek

Arroyo Las Posas

Conejo Creek

Revolon Slough

ArroyoConejo

ÃÆ1

ÃÆ118

ÃÆ34

£¤101

W
rig

h
t R

o
a

d
 F

a
u

lt

B
ai

le
y 

Fau
lt

S
o

m
is

 F
a
u
lt
 Z

o
n
e

P
le

as
an

t V
al

le
y 

R
d

5th St

Hueneme R
d

Central Ave

O
xnard B

lvd

L
e
w

is R
d

P
ri

c
e

R
d

B
ra

d
le

y
 R

d

A
g

g
e
n

R
d

T02N

T01N

R21W R20W

29B02

03C01

19M05

33R02

34C01

34G02

34G03

20D01
20D02

30C03
30C02

30L02

26P05

26P04

Simi-Santa
Rosa Fault

Camarillo Fault

Bailey FaultSpringville
Fault Zone

Las Posas Hills
Camaril lo Hil ls

Conejo
Mountain

          

SOURCE: DWR, FCGMA, VCWPD, CMWD, UWCD

Da
te: 

8/7
/20

24 
 -  

Las
t sa

ved
 by

: nt
uck

er 
 -  

Pa
th: 

Z:\
Hy

dro
\Pr

oje
cts

\Fo
x_C

any
on_

GM
A\M

XD
\FIN

AL
_M

XD
\5Y

R_
Up

dat
e\P

V\F
igu

re7
-4_

Fo
xM

N.m
xd

0 21 Milesn
FIGURE 7-4

Monitoring Network Wells Screened in the Fox Canyon Aquifer

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults

Township (North-South) and Range (East-West)

Oxnard Forebay

Pleasant Valley Basin Management Areas
East Pleasant Valley Management Area

North Pleasant Valley Management

Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management

Area

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN). SWNs are based on Township 

and Range in the Public Land Survey 

System. To construct a full SWN from the 

abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the 
Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S". 

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02" 

located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range 
20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S. 

2) Aquifer designation information for individual wells 

was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD. 

Legend

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Wells Screened in the Fox Canyon Aquifer
( Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD/Camarillo

!( Not Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD

_̂ New Wells to Monitoring Network

Groundwater  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  Pleasant  Valley  Basin:  First  Periodic Evaluation
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FIGURE 7-5 

Monitoring Network Wells Screened in the Grimes Canyon Aquifer

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Boundary

Major Rivers/Stream Channels

Faults

Township (North-South) and Range (East-

Oxnard Forebay

Pleasant Valley Basin Management
East Pleasant Valley Management Area

North Pleasant Valley Management

Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression Management
Area

Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basins and
Subbasin (DWR 2018)

Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley (4-007)

Las Posas Valley (4-008)

Pleasant Valley (4-006)

Oxnard (4-004.02)

Notes: 

1) Well labels consist of an abbreviated State Well
Number (SWN). SWNs are based on Township

and Range in the Public Land Survey

System. To construct a full SWN from the

abbreviation shown on the map, concatenate the
Township, Range, abbreviation, and the letter "S".

Example: the SWN for the well labeled "29B02"

located in Township 02N (T02N) and Range
20W (R20W) is 02N20W29B02S.

2) Aquifer designation information for individual wells

was provided by FCGMA, CMWD and UWCD.

Legend

15P01 Abbreviated State Well Number (see notes)

Wells Screened in the Grimes Canyon Aquifer
+ Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD/Camarillo

$+ Not Monitored by UWCD/VCWPD

Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin: First Periodic Evaluation
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Appendix A 
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Basin 

Letter 

Number Commentor Comment Response 

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Although I won't be able to attend the workshops, I do wonder whether the planning includes or can 

include overall earthquake resilience of the water system by creating a set of operations or procedures to 

be implemented post-earthquake in the area, should it ever occur. 

The planning requested is beyond the scope of this document, which is limited to 

a review of the implementation of the groundwater sustainability plan. FCGMA, 

which is a groundwater management agency, does not have the independent 

authority to prepare this regional document addressing the resilience of the 

overall water system. However the comment is noted and FCGMA supports the 

regional collaboration that has occurred and continues to occur in order to 

improve water resiliency in response to natural disasters, including earthquakes. 

Calleguas Municipal Water District, United Water Conservation District, and 

others have prepared water resilience plans to address some of these concerns 

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Infrastructure Vulnerability, since Earthquakes can significantly impact water infrastructure, such as: 

Damage to wells, pipelines, and treatment facilities 

Disruption of power supply needed for pumping and treatment 

Potential contamination of groundwater sources due to damaged infrastructure 

Same as above. 

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Water Supply Resilience and how earthquake activity might affect: 

Groundwater availability and quality post-earthquake 

The ability to extract and distribute water in emergency situations 

Potential changes in aquifer properties or groundwater flow patterns 

This is a good question that is not currently addressed in the document, because 

it is beyond the scope of the document. The evaluation is focused on the progress 

made toward sustainable groundwater resource use over the last five years.  

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Subsidence and Liquefaction, looking at Earthquake-induced ground movements that can exacerbate 

issues related to: 

Land subsidence, which may already be a concern due to groundwater extraction 

Soil liquefaction, particularly in areas with high groundwater tables 

The GSP evaluation is focused on the relationship between groundwater 

extraction and land subsidence. The potential for subsidence or liquefaction as a 

result of an earthquake is beyond the scope of this document.  

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Interconnected Surface Water as seismic activity could potentially alter: 

The relationship between groundwater and surface water bodies 

Streamflow patterns and groundwater recharge rates 

In the event that an earthquake impacts the relationship between groundwater 

and surface water in the basins, future plan updates will have to incorporate 

those changes into an updated hydrogeological conceptual model. 

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Long-term Sustainability that incorporates earthquake considerations to ensure: 

The resilience of water supply systems in the face of natural disasters 

The ability to maintain sustainable groundwater management practices even after seismic events 

The planning requested is beyond the scope of this document, which is limited to 

a review of the implementation of the groundwater sustainability plan. FCGMA, 

which is a groundwater management agency, does not have the independent 

authority to prepare this regional document addressing the resilience of the 

overall water system. However the comment is noted and FCGMA supports the 

regional collaboration that has occurred and continues to occur in order to 

improve water resiliency in response to natural disasters, including earthquakes. 

Calleguas Municipal Water District, United Water Conservation District, and 

others have prepared water resilience plans to address some of these concerns 

Pleasant Valley 1 Christopher Anacker Monitoring and Data Collection that include provisions for:  

Monitoring wells and other data collection systems that can withstand seismic activity  

Rapid assessment of groundwater conditions following an earthquake 

Many of the monitoring wells have pressure transducers that record groundwater 

elevations regularly and will provide the most complete record of groundwater 

response to earthquakes.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB On behalf of the Farm Bureau of Ventura County, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on 

the 5-Year Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Evaluation Draft Documents for the Oxnard, Pleasant 

Valley, and Las Posas Valley subbasins. We commend the Agency's efforts to manage groundwater 

sustainably, and we would like to emphasize key areas of concern and offer suggestions to help support 

Ventura County’s agricultural community, which is the backbone of our local economy. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  
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Basin 

Letter 

Number Commentor Comment Response 

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 1. Long-Term Hydrologic Trends and Agricultural Resilience  

The evaluation notes that much of the implementation period was marked by below average rainfall, 

compounding issues like saltwater intrusion. While the wetter years of 2023 and 2024 brought temporary 

relief, we cannot rely on sporadic wet periods to offset prolonged droughts. Agriculture in Ventura County is 

especially vulnerable to groundwater shortages, as it relies heavily on stable water supplies to maintain 

productivity. We recommend that the Agency adopt a forward-thinking approach by investing in 

infrastructure that improves water storage and capture during wet years. For example, expanding recharge 

basins and stormwater capture systems would help retain water locally, benefiting both agriculture and 

the broader community during future dry cycles. 

Agreed. The agency has been collaborating with stakeholders and local agencies 

to develop additional projects to capture surface water when it's available and 

evaluate how to optimize the use of available water resources.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 2. Infrastructure Investment as a Collaborative Solution 

While we understand the Agency's focus on demand management, infrastructure projects such as water 

recycling, desalination, and expanded recharge facilities must be prioritized to ensure a sustainable water 

future. Delays in these projects put undue pressure on agricultural operations, which could face 

disproportionate impacts from reduced groundwater availability. Instead of focusing solely on restrictions, 

a balanced approach that encourages infrastructure investment will help maintain agricultural productivity 

while advancing groundwater sustainability goals. 

Collaboration between the Agency, local governments, and the agricultural community is crucial to move 

these projects forward. For example, streamlined permitting processes and the development of public-

private partnerships can accelerate the construction of water infrastructure, ensuring that vital projects 

are completed in a timely manner. This type of collaboration also helps avoid the need for more stringent 

groundwater extraction limits, which would have severe economic consequences for farmers. 

A discussion of demand management is a required component of the GSP 

evaluation and is one way, of many, to bring the basin into sustainability. 

However, the agency supports project development to limit the need for demand 

management. As noted above, the agency has been collaborating with 

stakeholders and local agencies to develop additional projects to capture surface 

water when it's available and evaluate how to optimize the use of available water 

resources.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 3. Avoiding Unintended Financial Burdens on Farmers 

As we look toward future management actions, it is essential to minimize the financial burden placed on 

farmers. Agriculture already operates on narrow margins, and the cost of implementing water conservation 

measures, purchasing water, or paying for infrastructure upgrades could be prohibitive for many growers. 

We strongly encourage the Agency to consider funding models that do not pass excessive costs onto 

farmers. Options such as state or federal grants, low-interest financing, and cost-sharing agreements 

should be explored to fund water infrastructure projects. This approach will help ensure that farmers are 

not forced to bear the full financial responsibility for groundwater sustainability, which could otherwise 

lead to reduced agricultural output, job losses, and pose nation-side food security risks. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 4. Addressing Saltwater Intrusion Proactively 

The issue of saltwater intrusion, particularly in the lower aquifers, is critical. We support the Agency’s long-

term projects, such as the Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment initiative. 

Noted. FCGMA supports project development to limit the need for demand 

management and agrees that UWCD's EBB project has the potential to create 

additional long-term water supplies within the basins.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 5. Economic Impact on Agriculture 

Groundwater management decisions must consider the broader economic impacts on agriculture, which is 

essential to nationwide food security. Farmers face increasing costs for logistics, labor, and inputs, and 

additional costs associated with groundwater management could push many operations into financial 

distress. We encourage the Agency to conduct a more detailed analysis of the economic implications of 

proposed projects and management actions. For instance, measures that raise water costs or limit water 

availability need to be carefully balanced to avoid unintended consequences such as decreased crop 

yields or the loss of farmland. 

Noted. As projects move forward, additional economic analysis of each project will 

need to be developed to provide stakeholders and the Board with the information 

required to make informed determinations on cost-effectiveness.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 6. Pilot Development of Thoughtful Demand Management for Farmers 

Over the next five years, it is critical to explore demand management options that allow farmers to stay in 

business while balancing water availability as a compliment to large scale infrastructure projects. 

Recognizing the long timelines and potential challenges of implementing large infrastructure projects, we 

encourage the Agency to consider temporary, flexible solutions to help farmers adapt to water variability. 

One such option is an incentive-based program for the temporary fallowing of land, where farmers can 

The GSP includes a project on temporary fallowing. Additional projects are listed 

in the periodic evaluation. As noted above, the agency has also been 

collaborating with stakeholders and local agencies to develop additional projects 

to capture surface water when it's available and evaluate how to optimize the use 

of available water resources.  
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voluntarily reduce water use during critical shortages and resume operations when water is more 

abundant. 

A program like this would allow farmers to hedge against the uncertainties of project implementation. If 

major projects face delays—whether due to permitting challenges, economic viability issues, or legal 

hurdles—farmers need alternatives to aggressive water-use restrictions. Financially incentivizing the 

temporary fallowing of land provides a safety net, allowing them to make strategic decisions about water 

usage without being forced to abandon farming altogether.  

Additionally, farmers could be encouraged to transition to less water-intensive crops during periods of 

drought. By providing financial support and technical assistance for these transitions, the Agency can help 

farmers mitigate the risks associated with water shortages while continuing to contribute to the region’s 

agricultural economy.  

This type of demand management moves away from a "zero-sum" approach that pits different water users 

against each other in a closed basin. Instead, it offers a flexible, win win solution that allows farmers to 

respond to changing conditions without jeopardizing their livelihoods. While implementation of these ideas 

is not feasible in the next five years, planning and development could be undertaken including grant-

funding cycles such at the Sustainable Agricultural Land Conservation program funded by Department of 

Conservation. Planning and stakeholder engagement would be essential to ensure that a wide variety of 

views and edge cases are explored for the purposes of developing a thoughtful and equitable system. 

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 7. The Need for Certainty and Predictability 

Given the complexities surrounding water management and the ongoing litigation, it is essential that 

farmers have a degree of certainty and predictability as they plan for their operations over the coming 

years. Pending litigation has the potential to drag on for years, and any resulting decisions could reshape 

the regulatory landscape multiple timesthroughout that period. This introduces considerable uncertainty 

for farmers, who rely on stable water availability to sustain their businesses.To manage this uncertainty, it 

is crucial that the Agency provides farmers with a framework for continuity in water management, 

regardless of the legal outcomes. Whether the basin continues to be governed by a Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan (GSP), whether proposed projects are completed on time, or whether the litigation 

results insignificant changes, there must be a clear, rational path forward to avoid destabilizing agriculture 

in the region.Moreover, this continuity is not just about the immediate future but about ensuring that 

farmers can continue planning long-term investments in their operations. Sudden, unpredictable changes 

could force them to make costly adjustments or even abandon farming altogether, which would have a 

lasting negative impact on the local economy and national food supply. Offering a more predictable 

environment will allow farmers to adapt in a way that maintains agricultural viability while addressing 

water management needs. 

Noted. The agency remains committed to providing a clear management 

framework, informed and shaped by stakeholders, to minimize uncertainty and 

instability.  

Pleasant Valley 2 VCFB 8. Agriculture's Voice 

As the various plans outline proposed projects and emphasize stakeholder inclusion in the prioritization 

process, it is crucial that the agricultural community plays an active, consistent role. Agriculture is a key 

stakeholder with distinct economic challenges and operational limitations that differ significantly from 

those of urban areas like cities and municipalities. Without consistent representation and input from 

farmers, there’s a risk that decisions may not fully reflect the needs and realities of the agricultural sector. 

Inclusion must be more than a procedural step; it should be a genuine partnership where growers' 

perspectives are fully considered and integrated into decision-making. Farmers operate on thin margins, 

and decisions about water allocation, infrastructure improvements, and project prioritization will directly 

impact their ability to continue farming. Solutions should not disproportionately burden agriculture but 

instead support their ability to produce food while contributing to sustainable water management. 

For instance, the agricultural sector's reliance on groundwater must be factored into discussions about 

addressing saline intrusion or allocating resources for improvements. Unlike urban areas, where 

Noted. The agency remains committed to involving all stakeholders in 

management decisions, and recognizes the importance of agricultural 

stakeholders in the basins. Agricultural stakeholders regularly participate in 

Board committee planning meetings and provide comments at Board meetings. 
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adjustments to water usage may be easier, farming operations are less flexible, making it essential that 

proposed projects accommodate these constraints. 

Pleasant Valley 3 UWCD United Water Conservation District (United) appreciates the opportunity to review the August 2024 drafts 

of Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency’s (FCGMA) First Periodic Evaluations of the Groundwater 

Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant Valley (PV) Basin, and Las Posas Valley 

(LPV) Basin (the 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft Documents), prepared by your consultant, Dudek, and 

released for public review and comment on September 6, 2024. United appreciated the opportunity to 

significantly contribute to development of these evaluations through the groundwater flow modeling we 

conducted for the FCGMA, and appreciated the helpful, cooperative engagement with your staff and Drs. 

Jones and Weinberger of Dudek during that effort. And finally we are impressed with the content and 

quality of the documents, as well as the presentations given by FCGMA and Dudek staff at the related 

workshops hosted by FCGMA. In the spirit of cooperation and collaboration, United staff respectfully 

submit the following comments and questions on the 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft Documents with the 

hope that the FCGMA and Dudek will find them helpful in producing the highest-quality final documents 

possible. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 3 UWCD Page ES-3, Table ES-2: Shouldn’t the “Current Average (2016-2022) subtotal for groundwater be 14,470 

AFY, rather than 15,000 AFY? 

Changed. 

Pleasant Valley 3 UWCD Page ES-4, third bullet under “Future Groundwater Conditions:” Suggest adding “in the PVB” following 

“delivery for use…” 

Added. 

Pleasant Valley 3 UWCD Page 39, first paragraph, suggest replacing “complimentary” with “complementary.” Replaced.  

Pleasant Valley 3 UWCD Page 73, second sentence of Section 5.1.3: Suggest modifying the text to the following to more accurately 

describe the model extension and recalibration: “This recalibration effort involved incremental 

adjustments to local hydraulic conductivity and general head boundary conditions (GHB), which resulted in 

better simulation of groundwater conditions along the coastline (details to be included in UWCD’s Coastal 

Plain Model update technical memorandum).” 

Revised.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation #1: Given that historical peer reviews conducted on the models were completed at the 

discretion of United and FCGMA, and that those reviews did not assess recent revisions to the models, I 

recommend, in the interest of transparency, quality assurance, and diversity of opinion that either an 

arms-length independent review strategy be implemented or, preferably, that FCGMA and United agree to 

disclose the model(s) for review by the basin’s stakeholders consistent with numerous previous requests. 

UWCD provided extensive model documentation for the version of the model used 

for the GSP. UWCD is currently working on the supplemental documentation to 

cover the changes made since the GSP. As of the time this comment response 

matrix was prepared, UWCD has not yet finalized this supplemental 

documentation.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition I offer below several additional specific comments and recommendations on the Evaluations that in my 

opinion are necessary to build trust in the Evaluations, the modeling that was relied upon in those 

evaluations, and the GSP process as a whole. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 2: The Evaluations should clearly distinguish observed data from model 

outputs.Explanation: It is important to distinguish measured data from model outputs: model outputs are 

not data. The Evaluations conflate interpretations based on monitoring data with outputs from 

groundwater models, as illustrated by these example statements from the Executive Summary of the 

Oxnard Evaluation: “While groundwater elevations are higher than they were in 2015, available 

groundwater quality and numerical modeling data indicate that the Subbasin experienced additional 

seawater intrusion over the evaluation period” and “As anticipated in the GSP, numerical modeling data 

suggests that since 2015, approximately 140,000 acre-feet of groundwater was added to the Subbasin, 

and 113,600 acre-feet of seawater has intruded into the Subbasin.” Absent substantial changes such as 

achieved through re-calibration, model outputs will continue to show outputs analogous to those obtained 

previously (e.g., during preparation of the GSP), and this does not verify previous modeling or provide 

greater confidence in any conclusions. For the Evaluations, it is more important to determine (a) what the 

mapped salinity data indicate, (b) how measured data compare with previous model outputs and 

projections, and (c) whether differences in this comparison are substantial enough to warrant model 

revisions including structural changes or re-calibration 

Agreed. The language in the executive summary has been revised.  
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Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 3: The Evaluations should state the reasons and technical bases for proposed revisions 

to Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds.  

Explanation: Changes are proposed to the Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds, but the 

reasons and technical basis are not given. For example from the Oxnard Evaluation Section 2.2.1.8: 

“Based on the updated simulations, revisions are recommended to 9 minimum threshold groundwater 

elevations established in the GSP (Table 2-2, Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater 

Elevations for the Oxnard Subbasin). Eight of the recommended revisions are for wells located within the 

Saline Intrusion and Oxnard Pumping Depression management areas” and “Future scenario modeling was 

updated as part of this Periodic GSP evaluation. Two simulations were identified that minimize seawater 

intrusion and maximize total groundwater production from the Subbasin, PVB, and West Las Posas 

Management Area (WLPMA)… The simulated groundwater elevations from the NNP 3 scenario were used 

to develop recommended revisions to SMCs for the Subbasin.” Current Measurable Objectives and 

Minimum Thresholds were based on groundwater modeling, and the proposed changes appear to be 

based on a newly modeled scenario. The groundwater model is clearly playing a central role for FCGMA in 

determining these criteria, but it is unclear how it is being used to develop qualitative and quantitative 

recommendations. Thus, much greater explanation is necessary so that proposed changes can be 

understood and evaluated 

Noted. The details of the approach are discussed in the GSP, which is referenced 

in the evaluation.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 4: Given the growing body of monitoring data, the Evaluations should provide updates 

on the relationship between water levels and SGMA sustainability indicators and explain whether and 

when FCGMA and Dudek anticipate using direct measurements of these indicatorsin place of water 

levels.Explanation: At the present time, FCGMA uses water levels as a surrogate for the SGMA 

sustainability indicators. However, the body of monitoring data is growing and is incorporating more direct 

measurements of sustainability criteria. For example, the Oxnard Evaluation presents data and 

information regarding changes in chloride concentrations pertaining to seawater intrusion, which is a 

sustainability indicator under SGMA. Withregard to subsidence, which is also a SGMA sustainability 

indicator, the Oxnard Evaluation also states that (Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP) 

“DWR InSAR data are now available to examine land subsidence in the Oxnard Subbasin.” The Pleasant 

Valley Evaluation states similarly (again, in Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP). The 

Evaluations should discuss what was learned over the monitoring period regarding the reliability of water 

levels as a surrogate for SGMA sustainability indicators, including whether correlations that were 

previously developed between changes in water levels and SGMA sustainability indicators have been 

validated or will be updated, and whether and when FCGMA anticipates ultimately replacing the water 

level surrogate with the direct measurements. 

While additional data have been gathered, the records are not yet long enough to 

establish the relationships described in the recommendation. SGMA allows for 

the use of groundwater elevations as proxies for all other sustainability indicators. 

FCGMA will continue to use groundwater elevations as a proxy for other 

sustainability indicators until a review of data collected by the monitoring network 

indicates that sufficient data are collected at the basin scale to use instead of 

groundwater elevation data.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 5: Monitoring data relied upon in the Evaluations should be made publicly available. 

Explanation: In the Evaluations, model outputs and monitoring data are used to interpret progress toward 

sustainable management and recommend changes to Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds. 

However, it is unclear what specific role monitoring data played in these decisions, since changes evident 

in some monitoring data – such as increases in chloride concentrations – are only available to 

stakeholders occasionally and in an incomplete fashion via reports and workshops. The Evaluations would 

facilitate better communication, understanding, and transparency by making monitoring data available in 

a format enabling stakeholders and the public to access, view, and interpret them. For example, the 

relationship between water levels and salinity (chloride) and the role of very wet or dry conditions on these 

relationships can be depicted and evaluated using mixed line-and-bar type charts. Such plots are 

available, for example, via the HiCharts charting library which enables sharing of data and plots over the 

web (www.highcharts.com). An example is provided below: the data in this example plot are unrelated to 

either the Oxnard Evaluation or the Pleasant Valley Evaluation, but similar plots could easily be made 

using the data that presumably supported both Evaluations. Once developed, updating of these plots with 

newly acquired data is a trivial task. 

The monitoring data are publicly available from FCGMA on request. 
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Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 6: The Evaluations should clarify the number of “key wells” and whether those are 

uniquely screened within individual aquifer units or span multiple aquifer units. Explanation: The Oxnard 

Evaluation provides contradictory statements regarding the number, and screened aquifer unit, of key 

wells. For example, its Executive Summary states “The GSP established minimum threshold and 

measurable objective groundwater elevations at 34 representative monitoring points, or “key wells” in the 

Subbasin.” Section 2.2.1.4 states (a) “In any single monitoring event, water levels in 6 of the 14 key wells 

are below their respective minimum threshold7” and refers to footer #7 which states “15 wells were 

referenced in the GSP. However, only 14 key wells are screened in the UAS.” and (b) “During the 

evaluation period, groundwater elevations occurred below the historical low groundwater elevations at 9 of 

the 15 key wells screened in the UAS and 11 of the 19 key wells screened in the LAS.” Section 2.2.1.4 

thus refers to 14 key wells in the UAS, with reference to footer 7, but later refers to 15 key wells; whereas 

the Executive Summary and other locations in the Oxnard Evaluation refer to 19 key wells in the LAS and 

34 key wells in total from which a count of 15 key wells is obtained for the UAS contradicting footer #7. 

Both the Oxnard Evaluation and the Pleasant Valley Evaluation should clarify the number of “key wells” 

and whether those are uniquely screened within individual aquifer units or span multiple aquifer units 

The text has been revised to reflect that there are 15 key wells in the UAS. The 

tables provide a list of the key wells and the aquifers in which they are screened. 

Additionally, Table 2-1 has been updated to include additional footnotes that 

specify the appropriate aquifer systems for wells screened in "multiple aquifers".  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 7: The Evaluations should clearly recognize apparent progress toward sustainable 

conditions achieved through pumping curtailment and other basin management actions and distinguish 

this clearly from apparent progress achieved through favorable changes in climatic conditions. 

Explanation: The Oxnard Evaluation contains positive statements regarding progress. For example, the 

Executive Summary states “Under average climate conditions, the interim milestones targeted 

groundwater elevation recoveries that averaged approximately 14 feet in the UAS and approximately 22 

feet in the LAS over the first five years of GSP implementation. The groundwater elevations measured in 

spring 2024 ranged from approximately 5 to 117 feet higher than those in spring 2015. Importantly, 

groundwater elevations in spring 2024 were higher than the minimum thresholds in 21 of the 27 key 

based upon the available data. FCGMA anticipates that the general trend of rising groundwater elevations 

will continue through 2040 with continued implementation of the GSP.” Likewise Section 2.2.1.5 states 

“The introduction of new recycled water supplies, reduction in groundwater pumping, and historically high 

recharge have reversed the downward trend in groundwater elevations in the Subbasin.” Similar 

statements are made in the Pleasant Valley Evaluation. Increased water levels and other indicators are 

indeed positive, however, the vast majority of this apparent progress likely results from very wet recent 

conditions, with the introduction of new recycled water supplies and reductions in groundwater pumping 

only minor contributors. An effort should be made to determine to what extent these projects contributed 

to the changed conditions versus the historically high recharge. 

Text has been revised to clarify the importance of the wet water years on 

groundwater elevation recoveries.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 8: The Evaluations should clarify and expand upon the proposed use of 

transducer/dataloggers.Explanation: As noted in the Oxnard Evaluation Section 2.2.1 “Water year 

groundwater elevations are characterized using seasonal low and seasonal high measurements. Seasonal 

low groundwater elevations are defined in the GSP as groundwater elevations measured between October 

2 and October 29 and seasonal high groundwater elevations are defined in the GSP as groundwater 

elevations measured between March 2 and March 29.” The Oxnard Evaluation proposes installation of 

transducer/dataloggers (Section 3.2.7 Project No. 12: Installation of Transducers in Groundwater 

Monitoring Wells). The Pleasant Valley Evaluation also proposes installation of transducer/dataloggers 

(Section 3.2.10 Project No. 11: Installation of Transducers in Groundwater Monitoring Wells). The 

installation of transducers/dataloggers is an important improvement to the monitoring program to mitigate 

data gaps. However, it is unclear whether the transducer/dataloggers will (a) be installed only for two 

weeks at each (spring/fall) event or will (b) remain in place for a much longer time and a two-week data 

window retrieved for this specific use. Installation of transducer/dataloggers for the March and October 

events would improve the comparability of data retrieved at individual synoptic events but offer limited 

additional value whereas leaving the instruments in-place for an extended time would enable the actual 

timing of seasonal low and high values each year to be determined (which are weather dependent and 

The intent of the transducer installations is to gather data year round, from which 

data can be retrieved periodically. The text has been revised to clarify the intent. 

Importantly, transducer data will help assure that measurements represent static 

groundwater levels and to collect measurements across the basin over a short 

period of time consistent with DWR guidance. 
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may not fall in these months) enabling comparability between synoptic events as well as within them, and 

improving understanding of the aquifer response to changes in recharge, pumping, and projects. 

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 9: The Evaluations should be consistent in their analysis and comparison of actual and 

potential projects and their value for water resources management. 

Explanation: Note c to Table ES-3 of the Oxnard Evaluation states that it “Excludes the 10,000 AFY of 

simulated brackish water extractions from the Subbasin via United Water Conservation District’s Extraction 

Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment project extraction wells.” Where is this extraction accounted for?  

Given that the extracted water is brackish, and likely to increase in salinity over time, there should be an 

accounting of this withdrawal possibly with a fresh-saline apportionment when weighing the relative value 

of this potential project to the sustainability of the basins’ water resources  

The estimated increase in the sustainable yield of the PVB that results from 

implementing the EBB project is the increased pumping that can occur in the PVB 

as a result of the brackish water extraction barrier pumping at the coast.  

EBB project water is separate from the sustainable yield of the Oxnard and 

Pleasant Valley Basins because: (1) this water requires treatment prior to serving 

- therefore if individuals pumped this much from the basin, undesirable results 

would occur and (2) 50% is used as a new water supply for the Oxnard Subbasin.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 10: The Evaluations should state whether cross-aquifer flows and migration of salts 

have been considered in the conceptual site model (CSM) and in groundwater modeling. 

Explanation: Section 3.2.5 of the Oxnard Evaluation (Project No. 10: Destruction of Abandoned Wells), 

states that abandoned and potentially cross-connecting wells will be properly destroyed. This is an 

important activity to reduce the potential for migration of poor-quality water between aquifers. Such cross-

connections can sometimes be a significant component of the water budget: the Evaluations should 

clearly state whether the locations and rates of historical cross-connection have been considered in the 

Basins’ CSM and whether the model simulations and water budgets considered these flows and the 

migration of salts. 

Presently, not enough is known about these wells to include cross connection 

rates in the water budgets and model simulations.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 11: The Evaluations should state whether additional modeling was performed following 

the May 30, 2024 Technical Discussion Workshops.Explanation: There are differences in the scenario 

results presented in the May workshops and those presented in the August Evaluations including for 

example the tabulated budgets for the NNP1,2,3 scenarios presented in the Oxnard Evaluation. Similar 

differences appear when comparing the workshop presentation materials with the August Pleasant Valley 

Evaluation as well. Please explain if additional modeling was conducted after the May workshop results 

were presented, or if there is another cause for these differences. 

The text states in section 9.1: "Comments made during the technical workshop 

were used to refine the model scenarios proposed and to develop an additional 

modeling scenario to evaluate impacts of a geographic redistribution groundwater 

production on seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin." A sentence was added 

to clarify that the results of the refined model scenarios are presented in the 

periodic evaluation. These refinements were made in June 2024. An issue with 

the representation of recycled water distribution in the PVB was identified in 

September 2024. A discussion of this issue was added to section 5.2, and the 

issue is currently being corrected.  

Pleasant Valley 4 OPV Coalition Recommendation 12: The Evaluations should state when model documentation will be made available. 

Explanation: Section 5.1.3 of the Oxnard Evaluation (Model Extension and Recalibration) states that “As 

part of this periodic evaluation, UWCD extended the Coastal Plain Model to simulate groundwater 

conditions in the Subbasin through the end of water year 2022 (i.e., September 30, 2022). During the 

model update and extension process, UWCD recalibrated the Coastal Plain Model. This recalibration effort 

involved incremental adjustments to local hydraulic conductivity, storativity, and boundary conductance 

values which resulted in better simulation of groundwater conditions along the coastline (details to be 

included in UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model update technical memorandum).” A similar statement is made in 

the Pleasant Valley Evaluation (again, in Section 5.1.3 Model Extension and Re-Calibration). When will the 

Coastal Plain Model Technical Memorandum (TM) be made available? To complete a thorough review of 

the conclusions and recommendations presented in the Evaluations, and to dispel any concerns regarding 

the reliability of the modeling, it is essential to have access to this TM detailing updates to the 

groundwater model(s) that underpinned these basins’ Evaluations. 

UWCD provided extensive model documentation for the version of the model used 

for the GSP. UWCD is currently working on the supplemental documentation to 

cover the changes made since the GSP. As of the time this comment response 

matrix was prepared, UWCD has not yet finalized this supplemental 

documentation.  

Pleasant Valley 5 Omar Gomez The first paragraph of the Executive Summary indicates that the GSP evaluation period is between water 

year 2020 and water year 2024. The next page or on page 11 of the report in section “Current 

Groundwater Conditions” indicates that the periodic evaluation period evaluates groundwater conditions 

from water 2015 to 2024. Please ensure that both of these sections list the same evaluation period or 

agree with another. 

Noted. The text has been revised to clarify the evaluation period is from water 

year 2020 through 2024.  

Pleasant Valley 5 Omar Gomez Table ES-2: It appears that current groundwater pumping is actually about 10 percent less than in 2015 or 

the historical average based on current total water supplies vs historical water supplies in table ES-2 

These numbers are correct and the text states "Total water supplies since 2015 

(2016-2022) were approximately 10% lower than the historical average." 
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(32260/35670 AFY = 90 percent and hence a 10 percent difference). This should be revised unless a 

different calculation was used. 

Pleasant Valley 5 Omar Gomez Page 14, Section on “Assessment of Progress Towards Sustainability”, First paragraph: How isthe GSP 

implementation on track to meet the sustainability goal if groundwater usage in thePV is over the 

sustainable yield estimate of 13,400 AFY? 

There are sufficient projects and management actions in place to allow for 

progress toward sustainability. Therefore, the basin is on track to get to 

sustainability by 2040.  

Pleasant Valley 5 Omar Gomez Table 2-3b: it should be made clear where 700 AF in storage decrease was calculated from January 2016 

to September 2022. 

This is the sum of the change in storage values reported in the last column of the 

table. The sum has been added to the table for clarity.  

Pleasant Valley 5 Omar Gomez In section “2.2.2.2.2 Lower Aquifer System”, please provide reference to data that indicates the Ventura 

Regional Groundwater Flow Model estimates that groundwater storage in the LAS increased by 4,500 AF 

The estimate of the change in groundwater in storage was calculated by the 

VRGWFM. There is no additional reference to add.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo In general, however, the City is concerned that the draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation does not adequately reflect 

the unique purpose of the City’s North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Desalter facility (Desalter). Consistent 

with Regional Board directives and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) Resolution No. 

2016-04, the Desalter is intended to improve water quality in the Pleasant Valley Basin by extracting, and 

treating for beneficial use, brackish groundwater in the northern Pleasant Valley Basin. The extraction and 

treatment of brackish water to groundwater levels prior to the brackish water entering the basin is 

consistent with FCGMA Resolution No. 2016-04, and is distinct from minimum thresholds used in the 

report to analyze pumping in Pleasant Valley Basin that causes seawater intrusion. The final 5-Year GSP 

Evaluation therefore should not treat the Desalter’s operations as being essentially equivalent to other 

types of groundwater pumping by, among other things, suggesting that the Desalter’s operations could 

cause undesirable results if project pumping exceeds minimum thresholds, as operation of the Desalter is 

governed by the Resolution to achieve basin water quality objectives (see draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation, 

page 39 of the PDF document.). 

FCGMA recognizes the important role of the City of Camarillo's North Pleasant 

Valley Groundwater Desalter facility in removing and treating brackish 

groundwater that historically entered the basin from the adjacent Las Posas 

Valley Basin. However, Resolution 2016-04 recognized the potential that 

pumping from Desalter extraction wells could reduce groundwater levels such 

that seawater intrusion in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin could be exacerbated, 

subsidence could be induced, or a significant and unreasonable loss of fresh 

groundwater in storage could occur. The Resolution included a Monitoring and 

Contingency Plan that included groundwater pumping reduction triggers based on 

measured static groundwater elevation in northern Pleasant Valley wells. The GSP 

evaluation is consistent with these findings. The GSP evaluation does not 

recommend changing the minimum threshold or measurable objective in the 

vicinity of the desalter facility.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 1. As noted in the Executive Summary, the purpose of Camarillo’s Desalter facility is to extract brackish 

groundwater from the Northern Pleasant Valley Basin (NPVMA) to address the water quality issues 

identified by the Regional Board and included in the Basin Management Plan adopted by the FCGMA. 

Additionally, the Camarillo Sanitary District (CSD) was issued a Time Schedule Order by the Regional Board 

requiring measures to achieve water quality objectives for salts which is being realized by Camarillo’s 

substantial capital investment in the successful construction and continued operation of the Desalter. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo The Desalter facility operates under a permit issued by the Division of Drinking Water but is also governed 

by the Mitigation and Contingency Plan (MCP) that was developed by the City of Camarillo as lead agency 

in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process for the Desalter project, in coordination with 

FCGMA. The MCP was adopted by the FCGMA as part of Resolution No. 2016-04 that includes technical 

parameters and reporting for the Desalter, and also reiterates the purpose of the project as: “the Desalter 

Project will have a 25-Year life expectancy, after which it is anticipated that groundwater levels in the 

Pleasant Valley groundwater basin will be at conditions prior to the brackish water entering the basin, and 

will be allowed to recover to sustainable conditions.” Conditions prior to brackish water entering the basin 

may be lower than Minimum Thresholds being considered by the 5-Year GSP Evaluation, and minimum 

groundwater levels or triggers in the MCP should be based on the stated project purpose in the Resolution. 

The minimum threshold in the GSP evaluation has not changed from the 

minimum threshold in the GSP.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo No changes to Minimum Thresholds should be presented in the 5-Year GSP Evaluation that would limit the 

purpose of the Desalter as noted in the Resolution, and text of the 5-Year GSP Evaluation should be 

updated to clarify this. Additionally, as noted in Section 2.2.1.4 of the 5-Year GSP Evaluation (page 28 of 

PDF document), “declines in groundwater elevation in the eastern part of the NPVMA are less likely to 

influence seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin”, so distinction needs to be taken when comparing 

Minimum Thresholds designed to mitigate against seawater intrusion to Desalter project operation. See 

attached requested changes to the 5-Year GSP Evaluation document related to this comment item. 

The minimum threshold in the GSP evaluation has not changed from the 

minimum threshold in the GSP. The method for selecting the minimum threshold 

in the northern part of the Pleasant Valley did not rely on seawater intrusion. It 

was based on the lowest simulated water level in all the future simulations (see 

Section 3.4 of the GSP).  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 2. Regarding well 19M05 mentioned in Section 6.2.3.1 Minimum Thresholds, on page 112 of the PDF 

document, notes that “Groundwater elevations at this well are strongly influenced by groundwater 

production from the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project.” This well location may also be influenced by 

The text has been revised to state "One of these wells, 02N20W19M05S, is 

screened within the LAS of the PVB. Groundwater elevation minimum thresholds 

at this well may be revised as the restrictions in the current MCP for the North 

Pleasant Valley Desalter Project are being re-evaluated." 
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other nearby wells. Please update the document to include technical information to justify the strong link 

suggested or insert language that further studies/evaluations are needed. 

FCGMA notes the need to investigate the potential influence of production from 

other wells in the area.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 3. During the 5-Year GSP Evaluation and presentation on September 10, 2024, it was noted that the 

quantity of recycled water produced by the Camarillo Sanitary District and provided to Camrosa Water 

District (Camrosa), ultimately Pleasant Valley County Water District (PVCWD), was double counted and the 

United Water Conservation District (UWCD) model would need to be re-run and the 5-Year GSP Evaluation 

be updated to reflect this. Please revise document to correct this. 

The text has been added to section 5.2 to discuss this issue. 

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 4. The Executive Summary and various other locations in the document should be updated to better 

describe how pumping in the Pleasant Valley Basin (PVB) causes seawater intrusion into the Oxnard 

Subbasin given there is a net flow of groundwater from the PVB into the Oxnard Subbasin, and pumping 

from the Oxnard Subbasin seems to contribute to a much larger impact to seawater intrusion than the 

PVB. More modeling analysis is needed to isolate the impact of inland pumping on seawater intrusion for 

technical evaluation and consideration to better understand how sustainable yield numbers are produced. 

This is discussed further in the GSP. The Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley 

Basin are hydrogeologically connected. SGMA regulations require the 

consideration of the impacts of groundwater production in one basin on the ability 

of an adjacent connected basin to meet its sustainability goal. 

FCGMA agrees that the evaluation does not provide specific isolated impacts of 

inland pumping on seawater intrusion. This can be investigated and incorporated 

in future GSP evaluations. 

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 5. In Section 3.2.5.2 - Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 6 (UWCD ExtractionBarrier and Brackish Water 

Treatment (EBB) Project) is described in a way thatappears to equally benefit the sustainable yield of the 

Oxnard Subbasin and PVBand it notes “project impacts are intended to increase sustainable yield for 

allusers”, but in the Executive Summary Table ES-3 it shows that there is no ormarginal proportional 

benefit to the PVB sustainable yield (Lower Aquifer Systemyield actually goes down) by the EBB project. 

Please update the document tomore clearly describe the benefits of EBB project on the PVB sustainable 

yield. 

Consideration of the impacts of the EBB project on the sustainable yield of the 

PVB is presented in section 5.2.3. 

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 6. Related to new projects listed in the 5-Year GSP Evaluation in Section 3.2 – Newly Identified Projects 

and Management Actions on page 53 of the PDF document, it would be helpful to note that some projects 

listed received the DWR GMA Grant administered by FCGMA and are moving forward while others are 

waiting for funding to move forward. Please note that the following projects for feasibility studies were 

submitted as part of Camarillo’s application the SGM Grant, and did not receive funding so are not 

scheduled to move forward at this time: 13, 14, 15, and 16. Project No. 12: Camarillo Stormwater 

Diversion to WRP Feasibility Study, received the SGM Grant for the feasibility study and is currently 

underway. Please update the 5-Year GSP Evaluation to reflect these comments. 

The text has been revised to include this information.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 7. Related to the newly identified Project No.14: Camarillo Desalter Expansion Feasibility Study noted in 

Section 3.2.13.1 on page 63 of the PDF document, notes that “The groundwater elevation data collected 

after the NPV Desalter began operations and the actual volume of potable water produced by the NPV 

Desalter will be used to help assess whether there is the potential for additional groundwater production 

in this area and treatment by the NPV Desalter.” Please amend this statement to reflect that the NPV 

Desalter could also be expanded by bringing in outside water sources by other agencies for treatment for 

the benefit of the region (Calleguas Municipal Water District is currently evaluating this), so assessment of 

expansion isn’t only dependent on groundwater conditions. 

The text has been revised.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 8. It is unclear whether Desalter pumping during the first half or so of the sustaining period is included in 

the sustainable yield. Any Desalter pumping occurring in the sustaining period should be backed out of the 

sustainable yield estimate because the Desalter pumping is supplied from a temporary surplus in the 

Basin. Please update the document to clarify this 

Desalter pumping in the first half of the sustainability period is included in the 

model. It has been removed from the calculation of the sustainable yield. 

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo 9. It is not clear whether the pumping reduction schedules for the three “No New Projects” scenarios were 

applied to the Desalter project pumping. The Desalter project has a separate and fixed groundwater 

allocation to address environmental groundwater quality issues in the basin as noted in FCGMA Resolution 

2016-04 and should not be reduced as part of the scenarios. Please update the document to clarify this. 

The pumping reduction schedules were not applied to the desalter pumping.  

Pleasant Valley 6 City of Camarillo The City is aware of the comments Camrosa has regarding the draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation. Given the 

importance of the 5-Year GSP Evaluation and the City and Camrosa’s concerns, the City is requesting that 

it be permitted, with Camrosa, to present its comments to the full Board at an upcoming meeting. 

FCGMA reached out to the City of Camarillo to discuss presenting their comments 

to the full FCMGA Board at the October 23 board meeting. The City noted at that it 

was not prepared to share its comments at that time. The City has an open 
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invitation to present its comments to the full FGCMA Board at future meetings as 

an when they are prepared to do so. FCGMA welcomes stakeholder feedback. 

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD Pleasant Valley County Water District (PVCWD) thanks you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 

above-reference documents (evaluation reports). The first periodic evaluations of the Groundwater 

Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin are important milestones 

on the path to sustainability for the Basin. We offer the following comments from the perspective of the 

agricultural water system that serves as the primary "hub" of agricultural water routing in both the Oxnard 

Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin and in the spirt of fostering increased coordination and collaboration 

to facilitate the planning necessary to achieving the goals of the Sustainable Groundwater Management 

Act (SGMA). 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD 1. Water Demand/Supply Assumptions: 

Table 1 summarizes PVCWD's understanding of the future baseline water supplies assumed for PVCWD 

that were used at the starting point for the modeling performed in support of the evaluation reports. As 

can be seen in Column No. 3, there is incomplete and conflicting information in the evaluation reports 

concerning the various water supplies that are assumed will be available to PVCWD under future baseline 

conditions. Also, the evaluation reports provide no information about the assumed year-to-year or month-

to-month timing of deliveries for review from an operational standpoint. For these reasons, PVCWD 

undertook a significant effort develop a better understanding of the future baseline water supply 

assumptions for PVCWD. This effort took several weeks and involved numerous model input data requests 

and questions to Dudek and UWCD. The results of this effort are presented in Column No. 4. Additionally 

Column No. 5 shows the difference between the baseline water supplies calculated from the model inputs 

and the actual current average supplies.  

Noted. The modeling is consistent with what was done for the GSP. This is a 

basin-scale model that reflects the trends in groundwater levels resulting from 

multiple stresses on the system. It does not exactly simulate the operations of 

each agency in the basin, but it has been found to be an appropriate tool for use 

in the GSP by multiple independent reviewers, and was used to produce water 

budgets and future scenarios that were included in the GSP, which was approved 

by DWR.  

FCGMA welcomes suggestions to improve the model representation of 

groundwater conditions in the PVB. Additional simulations to examine the impacts 

of different water supply assumptions should be evaluated and incorporated into 

future GSP periodic evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ UWCD PV Pipeline: The assumed average supply seems reasonable. The large difference with 2016-

2022 period is due to drought and operational issues. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ Camrosa Supplies: The assumed supplies are 1,700 acre-feet per year (AFY) higher than the 2016-

2022 average. This difference will increase to 2,100 in the final modeling and final evaluation report1. 

While it would be fantastic if the assumed water deliveries indeed happen during over GSP 

implementation and sustaining periods, there are numerous reasons why the deliveries could fall 

short of the assumptions, e.g., contractual considerations, economics, regulatory changes, operational 

constraints, water quality, etc. 

Noted. FCGMA welcomes suggestions to improve the model representation of 

groundwater conditions in the PVB. Additional simulations to examine the impacts 

of different water supply assumptions should be evaluated and incorporated into 

future GSP periodic evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ Oxnard AWPF: The assumed supply is 72 AFY higher than the 2016-2022 average. As with the 

Camrosa supplies, it would be fantastic if the long-term availability of AWPF water turns out to be 851 

AFY, but there are numerous reasons why it may not, e.g., contractual considerations, economics, 

competition with other potential uses, operational constraints, etc. 

Noted. FCGMA welcomes suggestions to improve the model representation of 

groundwater conditions in the PVB. Additional simulations to examine the impacts 

of different water supply assumptions should be evaluated and incorporated into 

future GSP periodic evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD PVCWD Wells: The assumed supply is 2,652, which is 5,231 AFY lower than the 2016-2022 average. This 

represents a significant reduction in assumed pumping. As discussed in Comment No. 2 later in this letter, 

the significantly lower assumed PVCWD groundwater pumping is driving the proposed the MT/MO changes 

for the pumping depression management areas as the assumed low pumping is a chief reason the model 

is predicting higher groundwater levels in the pumping depression management areas compared to the 

GSP modeling. 

Noted. The text has been revised to remove the recommendation to change the 

sustainable management criteria based on the updated model scenarios.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD PVCWD also evaluated the annual variability in the assumed future PVCWD baseline water supplies. Figure 

1 shows stacked bars showing the annual variability in the assumed baseline PCVWD water supplies by 

source and the total assumed PVCWD baseline water supply. The range of total assumed PVCWD baseline 

water supply seems reasonable when compared with the current average; however, it is noted that PVCWD 

has delivered significantly more water in the past, as shown in Figure 2. Additionally, supplies are larger in 

wet periods and vice versa, which is contrary to the historical pattern, as shown in Figure 2. 

Noted. Figure 2 demonstrates that PVCWD historical deliveries have a wider 

range, both higher and lower than the simulated future baseline deliveries. 

Although the r-squared value for the best fit lines shown on Figure 2 is not 

provided, it appears from the data that there is not a statistically significant trend 

in either the best fit line of the historical data or the future baseline data. 

Conclusions about the trends in the two datasets should be placed in the 

appropriate statistical context.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD The evaluation reports do not explain how PVCWD demands are estimated. However, it was inferred from 

conversations with Dudek that the UWCD Oxnard Plain Surface Water Distribution Model developed in 

The assumptions about PVCWD demands are based on the average demands 

from 2016 to 2022. This methodology was applied to all demands in the PVB. 
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2021 was used to estimate PVCWD demands. The Oxnard Plain Surface Water Distribution Model report 

(UWCD OFR 2021-03) states that PVCWD area demands assumed to be equal to 2015-2017 average 

pumping plus 1,300 AFY of Conejo Creek diversions. These assumptions are not consistent with actual 

water supplies (demand) during the 2015-2017 period. Table 2 below shows the assumed versus actual 

demands during the 2015-2017 period. As shown in Table 2, the assumed demands are approximately 

2,400 AFY lower than the actual demands, which is significant. 

Anticipated water supply estimates to PVCWD were provided by individual 

agencies for incorporation into the model scenarios. The approach to estimating 

demands was discussed at both board and stakeholder meetings prior to 

conducting the model simulations, and was discussed specifically at the technical 

workshop in May.  

As noted above, the VCRGFM is a basin-scale model that reflects the trends in 

groundwater levels resulting from multiple stresses on the system. It does not 

exactly simulate the operations of each agency in the basin, but it has been found 

to be an appropriate tool for use in the GSP by multiple independent reviewers, 

and was used to produce water budgets and future scenarios that were included 

in the GSP, which was approved by DWR.  

FCGMA welcomes suggestions to improve the model representation of 

groundwater conditions in the PVB. Additional simulations to examine the impacts 

of different water supply assumptions should be evaluated and incorporated into 

future GSP periodic evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD In summary, despite significant efforts by PVCWD to develop an understanding of water supply 

assumptions for the modeling and evaluation reports, many questions remain. Additionally, the numbers 

are still changing as modeling is ongoing during the comment period and the actual results that will be 

used in an updated version of the evaluation document are pending or are at least not publicly available 

as of the comment deadline. Based on what information we have been able to gather and analyze, we 

conclude that the assumptions for PVCWD demands and water supplies are questionable and need 

further explanation, evaluation, and discussion with PVCWD and others prior to finalizing the evaluation 

reports. Specific comments are as follow: 

See response above.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ Overall, the assumptions for PVCWD demands and water supplies are questionable and unverifiable 

and need further explanation and discussion with PVCWD and others prior to finalizing the evaluation 

reports.o The assumed PVCWD water demands are too low. Per the UWCD methodology the demands 

may be as much as approximately 2,400 AFY low (Table 2).o The variability of supplies/demands does 

not follow expected pattern of decreasing in wet year and increasing in dry years (Figure 2).o Camrosa 

and Oxnard AWPF supplies are approximately 2,200 AFY higher than the 2016-2022 average. While it 

would be fantastic if the assumed water deliveries indeed happen during over GSP implementation 

and sustaining periods, there are numerous reasons why the deliveries could fall short of the 

assumptions, e.g., contractual considerations, economics, regulatory changes, operational constraints, 

water quality, etc. Consideration should be given to including scenarios that assume lower supply 

volumes so that the resulting effect on seawater intrusion and MT/MOs can be understood. 

VCRGFM is a basin-scale model that reflects the trends in groundwater levels 

resulting from multiple stresses on the system. It does not exactly simulate the 

operations of each agency in the basin, but it has been found to be an 

appropriate tool for use in the GSP by multiple independent reviewers, and was 

used to produce water budgets and future scenarios that were included in the 

GSP, which was approved by DWR. FCGMA welcomes suggestions to improve the 

model representation of groundwater conditions in the PVB. Additional 

simulations to examine the impacts of different water supply assumptions should 

be evaluated and incorporated into future GSP periodic evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ The plan review/update process needs to include more focused outreach and collaboration when 

developing model scenario assumptions. As the primary "hub" of water routing to agricultural in both 

the Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin one would expect that PVCWD would have been 

consulted while the water demand/supply assumptions were developed for the evaluation reports, but 

there was no outreach to us at all to discuss whether the water supply assumptions for the scenarios 

are realistic, operationally feasible, and consistent with current understanding of contracts, etc. This is 

disappointing and inconsistent with the stakeholder outreach mandate in SGMA. The easy fix for this 

would be to start the process sooner and perform targeted outreach and collaboration to water 

systems in planning areas. In addition, future Dudek and UWCD contracts should include scope and 

budget for focused meetings with water system operators to review water demand/supply and 

operational assumptions. 

The assumptions about PVCWD demands are based on the average demands 

from 2016 to 2022. This methodology was applied to all demands in the PVB. 

Anticipated water supply estimates to PVCWD were provided by individual 

agencies for incorporation into the model scenarios. The approach to estimating 

demands was discussed at both board and stakeholder meetings prior to 

conducting the model simulations, and was discussed specifically at the technical 

workshop in May. 

FCGMA welcomes suggestions to improve the model representation of 

groundwater conditions in the PVB. Additional simulations to examine the impacts 

of different water supply assumptions should be evaluated and incorporated into 

future GSP periodic evaluations.  
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Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ Too much effort was required to develop an (incomplete) understanding of the water demand/supply 

assumptions for the PVWCD water system. More documentation and outreach are needed. More 

access to data and UWCD staff are needed to provide clarifications. The process to obtain data and 

clarifications was cumbersome and incomplete because Dudek did not have much of the data and 

knowledge about the assumptions and UWCD staff were reluctant to help because their contract with 

FCGMA does not include scope and budget for them to respond to data requests and questions. The 

easy fix is to include scope and budget in future Dudek and UWCD contracts that addresses data 

requests and clarifications. 

Noted. FCGMA will work with Dudek and UWCD to ensure that sufficient time is 

allotted to respond to stakeholder requests.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD ▪ As explained in the next comment, PCVWD is concerned because the questionable water supply 

assumptions are baked into the modeling that is being used to propose minimum threshold and 

measurable objective changes. The MTs and MOs should not be based the results of model scenarios 

that have unverifiable and questionable assumptions. Rather, consistent with our comments on the 

draft GSP, the MTs and MOs would ideally be on empirical data that demonstrate what conditions 

must be met to avoid undesirable results in the basins. At a minimum, more simulations should be 

performed so the impact of various water supply assumptions on seawater intrusion and MT/MOs can 

be understood. 

Noted. There are no empirical data available to indicate groundwater elevations 

at a basin-scale that will achieve the sustainability goals. That is why the model is 

used to estimate the basin conditions under which sustainability is achieved. 

However, in response to stakeholder feedback, the text has been revised to 

remove the recommendation to change the sustainable management criteria 

based on the updated model scenarios.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD 2. Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Changes:Consistent with PVCWD's comments on the 

draft GSP, we continue to assert that MT/MO should be based on empirical data where possible, not 

results from a very limited number of model scenarios. Using empirical data would ensure that the MT/MO 

reflect groundwater levels that are actually necessary to achieve the sustainability goal, as opposed to 

levels that come out of a singular model scenario supply assumptions. demonstrate whether the areas 

must be as high as example, consider a model would undoubtedly be model scenario would be meet the 

sustainability scenario that achieves the sustainability goal are the lowest levels 

Noted. There are no empirical data available to indicate groundwater elevations 

at a basin-scale that will achieve the sustainability goals. That is why the model is 

used to estimate the basin conditions under which sustainability is achieved.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD The proposed MT/MO changes for the pumping depression management areas are clearly driven by the 

PVCWD water demand and supply assumptions discussed at length in Comment No. 1. It appears the 

primary reason the model is predicting higher groundwater levels in the pumping depression management 

areas compared to the GSP modeling is because the model is being asked to simulate significantly less 

PVCWD pumping (because of the assumed increase in non-groundwater water supplies to PVCWD). It is 

unknown whether all the non groundwater supplies assumed will be available and deliverable to PVCWD in 

the quantities assumed. Another factor contributing to artificially high model groundwater levels is the fact 

that private wells is modeled using an average rate during dry periods. Certainly, private wells will pump 

more than the average rate during dry periods. In addition to these factors, the scenario used to prepare 

recommended MT/MO arbitrarily reduces the already low PCVWD pumping (and other pumping) by 

another 15% to 65%. All of these factors contribute to a very optimistic simulation of future groundwater 

levels in the pumping depression management areas upon which the proposed MT/MO changes are 

based. Consistent with our comments on the draft GSP, it has not been demonstrated whether the 

reductions to inland pumping (in this case 15 to 65%) are necessary to achieve the sustainability goal. 

FCGMA agrees that the higher groundwater levels are the result of reduced 

groundwater demands because surface water supplies will be higher. FCGMA met 

with the individual agencies to solicit their anticipated water supplies to be 

included in the model simulations. This included their anticipated supplies to 

PVCWD.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD The proposed MT/MO changes, especially in the pumping depression management areas, should be 

tabled pending vetting and further analysis the approach of using model results from a limited set of 

scenarios to set MT/MO, the future water demand/supply assumptions for the PVCWD system, and the 

assumption of average pumping rates for private wells. There is no compelling reason to modify the 

MT/MO at this time. It is not an absolute requirement under SGMA2. 

The text has been revised to remove the recommendation to change the 

sustainable management criteria based on the updated model scenarios.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD 3. Impacts of Inland Pumping on Seawater Intrusion Are Not Understood:The impact of inland pumping on 

seawater intrusion has not been quantified for technical evaluation and consideration in policy making. 

Rather, the modeling has included various combinations of pumping rates in different areas which does 

not allow for isolation of the effects of pumping form one area versus another. The GSP and evaluation 

reports simply assume that inland pumping has an impact on saline intrusion. In reality it is unclear rate of 

groundwater pumping in the inland areas that is necessary to address seawater intrusion. The resulting 

MT/MO and sustainable yield are flawed for these reasons. More modeling analysis is needed to isolate 

the impact of inland pumping on seawater intrusion for technical evaluation and consideration in policy 

FCGMA agrees that the evaluation does not provide specific isolated impacts of 

inland pumping on seawater intrusion. This can be incorporated in future GSP 

evaluations. 
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making. The proposed MT/MO changes should not be approved pending this analysis and the sustainable 

yield values presented in the evaluation reports should be caveated accordingly. 

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD Project Implementation: PVCWD applauds the efforts of the FCGMA Board, FCGMA staff, FCGMA 

Operations Committee, and stakeholders that has led to a significantly expanded suite of potential 

projects in the evaluation reports comparted to the GSP. We are particularly encouraged by the potential 

benefits of the Seawater Intrusion Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment Project (EBB) and 

progress made thus far on that project. 

It is noted that a significant portion of the 15 years remaining to meet the sustainability goal will pass 

before EBB has become fully operational and there is confirmation that the anticipated benefits are being 

realized over a range of pumping and climate conditions. For this reason, PVCWD believes that project 

planning should proceed on a parallel path with EBB implementation to provide a contingency plan should 

EBB not proceed to full scale for whatever reason or if EBB at full scale does not provide the full 

anticipated benefits. 

FCGMA agrees that project planning should occur in parallel to achieve the 

highest operational flexibility with the least demand reduction for the PVB. 

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD PVCWD proposes a Project Implementation Task Force to assist the FCGMA Board, staff, and Operations 

Committee with developing an Infrastructure Master Plan (IMP). The IMP would be a strategic document 

that provides a framework to guide the timing and coordinated implementation of projects. We see a need 

for the Project Implementation Task Force and IMP because time is short and there is a large amount of 

work and coordination needed to move projects from a list on paper to implementation in a coordinated 

manner. This is particularly true because project planning and implementation is currently decentralized 

amongst numerous project sponsors. We also believe the Project Implementation Task Force and IMP 

development process would help address the need for more outreach and engagement with water system 

operators such as PVCWD, as was discussed in Comment No. 1. 

FCGMA appreciates this suggestion and agrees that coordination of projects 

through a committee, task force, or some other structure to produce an 

infrastructure master plan is a good idea. FCGMA may explore the possibility of 

developing the structure and mandate of such a committee or task force with 

stakeholder entities contingent on FCGMA Board approval.  

Pleasant Valley 7 PVCWD The proposed Projects Implementation Task Force would be composed of representatives from entities 

that recharge, move, exchange, or store water in the basins and a FCGMA representative. The Projects 

Implementation Task Force would report to the FCGMA Operations Committee and would be tasked with:1) 

Facilitating coordinated planning of projects;2) Identifying project synergies;3) Identifying new project 

alternatives or concepts not previously considered;4) Identifying and developing solutions for any project 

conflicts;5) Identifying management actions to optimize project operations (forexample, a program for 

inter-service area transfers is needed within thePVCWD service area to optimize the use of non-

groundwater supplies);6) Validating water demand and supply assumptions for modeling and GSP periodic 

evaluations; and7) Addressing any other matters assigned by the FCGMA Operations Committee or FCGMA 

Board. 

FCGMA appreciates this suggestion and agrees that coordination of projects 

through a committee, task force, or some other structure to produce an 

infrastructure master plan is a good idea. FCGMA may explore the possibility of 

developing the structure and mandate of such a committee or task force with 

stakeholder entities contingent on FCGMA Board approval.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-2, Section “Current Groundwater Conditions.” The statement that “Groundwater production for 

agricultural, municipal and industrial use in the PVB, specifically near the boundary with the Oxnard 

Subbasin, has contributed to seawater intrusion in both the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA, 

2019)” has not been demonstrated. In fact, the UWCD calibrated model (covering 37.75 years) sed for the 

GSP and updated through September 2022 shows that an average of approximately 5,430 AFY of 

groundwater flow occurred from the PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin. This is about 22 percent of the total 

average annual recharge to the PVB over the calibration period. Following is a plot showing the flow from 

PVB to Oxnard Subbasin by aquifer over the 1985 to 2022 period. 

FCGMA disagrees. The hydrogeologic conceptual model, numerical groundwater 

model stakeholders, and DWR all recognize that these basins are interconnected. 

The pumping depression that exists across the boundary between the Pleasant 

Valley Basin and the Oxnard Subbasin, especially in the Fox Canyon aquifer, is an 

important factor in the Oxnard Subbasin's ability to meet sustainability goals and 

mitigate seawater intrusion. Pumping on either side of the basin boundary 

impacts the depressed groundwater levels in the pumping depression. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-2, Section “Relationship to the Sustainable Management Criteria.” The statement “Additionally, 

groundwater elevations below these SMCs have the potential to exacerbate seawater intrusion in the 

Oxnard Subbasin” has not been demonstrated as discussed in the previous comment 

See response above. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-3 – This table needs to be updated based on clarifications provided by Camrosa about its water 

supplies and their uses. 

The table has been reviewed. The sustainable yield did not change as a result of 

the updated water supply projections. However, the sustainable yield is lower 

than in the draft periodic evaluation because the desalter pumping was removed 

from the calculation of the sustainable yield, and an error in the averaging 

window was corrected.  
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Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-3, Section “State of Overdraft.” The statement “overdraft in the PVB has contributed to seawater 

intrusion and the migration of saline water in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin” is not supported as 

discussed in earlier comments above. 

FCGMA disagrees. The hydrogeologic conceptual model, numerical groundwater 

model stakeholders, and DWR all recognize that these basins are interconnected. 

The pumping depression that exists across the boundary between the Pleasant 

Valley Basin and the Oxnard Subbasin, especially in the Fox Canyon aquifer, is an 

important factor in the Oxnard Subbasin's ability to meet sustainability goals and 

mitigate seawater intrusion. Pumping on either side of the basin boundary 

impacts the depressed groundwater levels in the pumping depression. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-3, last para. The sustainable yield value of 13,400 AFY is not consistent with the value computed 

from UWCD’s groundwater model water budget tables. The value computed from UWCD’s water budget 

tables for Scenario NNP3 is 12,418 AFY, based on water years 2040 through 2069. However, we think 

this value is an underestimation of the Sustainable Yield and that the UWCD’s calibrated model and 

Future Baseline scenario pumping are more representative of the PVB sustainable yield. 

The water budget tables have been reviewed and updated where discrepancies 

were identified.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-4, second para. The first sentence of this paragraph states that under Future Baseline conditions, 

groundwater production is anticipated to exceed the Sustainable Yield by approximately 1,200 AFY. 

However, the cumulative storage of the PVB shows an overall increase in net storage over the water years 

2022 through 2069 simulative period as shown in the plot below. The average pumping over the 2022-

2069 period is 14,557 AFY. 

Based on this comment, we do not agree with the Sustainable Yield estimates in Table ES-3. 

Noted. FCGMA disagrees with the assertion that the future baseline pumping 

rates are sustainable.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-4, footnote “b” to Table ES-3. The estimation of pumping through time is somewhat complicated and 

not intuitively obvious. We spent much time trying to understand the estimation process used by UWCD 

staff to estimate the time-varying pumping rates for the Baseline scenario. We think it is critical that 

stakeholders understand and have the opportunity to comment on this estimation process. We discovered 

in our review that there was double counting of some water supplies and that the pumping estimates 

would need to be revised for each scenario. 

Noted. FCGMA appreciates the thorough review of the data and inputs. The 

modeling is being revised as a result of the miscommunication on the model 

inputs solicited from each agency.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff Also, it would be useful to provide maps of pumping distributions, spatially and vertically (i.e., by aquifer) 

so that we can compare how pumping is shifted among the scenarios. For example, maps showing the 

distribution of pumping by aquifer as shown in Figure 5-4, where the size and color of the symbol 

represents pumping volumes, would be helpful. Given pumping rates are reduced over time in some 

scenarios, it would be helpful to use these maps to show, 1) overall simulation period average annual 

extraction and, 2) average annual extraction rate for the period 2040 through 2069. These displays would 

be useful in understanding how pumping patterns affect groundwater flow conditions, including changes in 

interaquifer flows, groundwater discharge patterns, interbasin groundwater flows, and seawater intrusion. 

This is a good suggestion that can be incorporated in future evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. ES-5, Section “Assessment of Progress Towards Sustainability.” Based on our above comments, it 

appears that pumping simulated in UWCD’s calibrated model and the Future Baseline scenario largely 

meets the primary sustainability goal for the PVB.  

p. 6, third para., first sentence. See previous comment. 

Noted. Thank you for your comment.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff pgs. 9 & 10. It is important to note that groundwater pumping occurs in confined aquifers of the UAS and 

LAS near the boundary of the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin, e.g., Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression 

Management Area. The confined storage of these aquifers is very small, so much of the water supplied to 

these wells is from interaquifer flow (leakage from above) and movement from surrounding areas. 

Pumping in confined aquifers results in large drawdowns near the pumping wells to create hydraulic 

gradients towards the wells, i.e., flow from upgradient areas of the PVB and flow from upgradient areas of 

the Oxnard Subbasin. Once pumping is reduced substantially, groundwater levels immediately rebound 

significantly, in a relatively short period of time. So, it is not the case so much that recharge in the Oxnard 

Subbasin is recharging the PVB, it is more the case that groundwater flow from the PVB to the Oxnard 

Subbasin is reduced because of increasing groundwater levels in the Oxnard Subbasin, until storage 

builds further in the PVB and groundwater flow increases toward the Oxnard Subbasin. 

Noted. The pages referenced in this comment discuss observed water levels 

changes over the evaluation period and since 2015. They do not discuss the 

dynamics of the interbasin flows along the Oxnard / PV boundary. The text has 

not been changed in response to this comment.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 14, Section 2.2.1.8. We do not agree that NNP3 is representative of sustainable pumping in the PVB as 

discussed above in previous comments. This scenario should not be used to establish SMCs in the PVB. 

FCGMA disagrees and assert that NNP3 is representative of one sustainable 

pumping scenario for the PVB. However, we agree that recommending changes to 
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the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives based on this scenario is 

premature. The text has been revised to remove the recommendation to change 

the sustainable management criteria based on the updated model scenarios.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 17, Section 2.2.2.2. This section discusses storage changes in the PVB. Estimates of storage changes 

over the evaluation period rely on the updated UWCD calibrated model. There needs to be a discussion of 

the differences between the original UWCD groundwater calibrated model and the updated model and 

implications to simulated model results. For example, we compared the PVB cumulative storage changes 

between the two models and found that the updated calibrated model shows one-thirds less storage or 

around 20,000 AF less (in 2015) in the PVB compared to the original model. See plot below for the 

comparison. It appears that this reduction in storage is due to differences in ET and drain flows between 

the two models, with higher drain and ET discharge flows in the updated calibration. Given the significance 

of the differences in storage there needs to be an explanation of the validity of the changes 

UWCD provided extensive model documentation for the version of the model used 

for the GSP. UWCD is currently working on the supplemental documentation to 

cover the changes made since the GSP. As of the time this comment response 

matrix was prepared, UWCD has not yet finalized this supplemental 

documentation.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 17, Section 2.2.2.1. We cannot validate the storage change value of 11,300 AF, which is reported to 

represent the storage change between water years 1997 and 1999. We compute a storage change of 

14,695 AF for water years 1997 through 1999 inclusive (so, cumulative storage change for 1997, 1998 

and 1999). We compute a value of 12,771 AF for water years 1997 to 1999 (so cumulative storage 

change for water years 1997 and 1998). 

The storage change values have been updated using the simulated change in 

storage in the older alluvium from the Updated Coastal Plain model for the period 

from October 1, 1996 through September 30, 1999.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p.19, Section 2.2.2.2. We cannot validate the storage change value of 4,500 AF, which is reported to 

represent the storage change between water years 1994 through 1998. We get a storage change of 

7,792 AF for water years 1994 through 1998 inclusive (so, cumulative storage change for 1994, 

1995,1996, 1997, and 1998). We get a value of 4,037 AF for water years 1994 to 1998 (so cumulative 

storage change for water years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997). 

The storage change values have been updated using the simulated change in 

storage in the LAS from the Updated Coastal Plain model for the period from 

October 1, 1993 through September 30, 1998. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 21, Section 2.2.2.3. The conclusion that PVB storage decline resulted in an undesirable result is taken 

out of context. It is understood and expected that groundwater storage will fluctuate up and down 

response to wet and dry periods. As shown above, based on UWCD’s updated model, groundwater storage 

in PVB increased by about 90,000 AF between 1985 and 2005, then decreased to about 26,000 AF 

(compared to 1985) by the end of water year 2022. Since then, groundwater storage has recovered 

somewhat above this 26,000 AF low as a result of wet conditions over the last couple of years. 

The text has been revised to clarify that water levels are used as a proxy for loss 

of groundwater in storage. The water levels that remained below the minimum 

thresholds indicate that the PV basin experienced undesirable results related to 

reduced groundwater in storage.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 38, Section 3.2.1.2. It is not clear that the recycled water pipeline interconnection will reduce 

groundwater pumping. Couldn’t this recycled water be used to meet new demands? Unless there are 

restrictions that require offsetting of groundwater pumping by use of additional recycled water, then a 

reduction in groundwater pumping may not occur. 

The description of the project in the Evaluation is based on the description 

provided by UWCD.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 41, Section 3.2.4.2. The stated benefit of 6,000 AFY to OPV sustainable yield has not been 

demonstrated 

The estimated benefit is described in more detail in a UWCD technical 

memorandum. A reference has been added to the Periodic Evaluation.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 56, Section 4.1.1. Camrosa has installed a new multi-depth monitoring well in Heritage Park in the 

northeastern part of the PVB. In addition, Camrosa retained Intera Inc., to review UWCD’s model for the 

northeastern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin. Intera has made many recommendations for modifying 

and refining the UWCD groundwater flow model. We anticipate working with UWCD to address these 

recommendations to improve the model in this area of the PVB. We are happy to share Intera’s review and 

recommendations with the GMA. 

The text has been revised to add a reference to Camrosa's new well in Heritage 

Park.  

FCGMA looks forward to continuing to collaborate with Camrosa and UWCD to 

improve the understanding of the basin.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 63, last para. UWCD’s calibrated model update shows PVB average pumping for water years 2021 and 

2022 of 14,380 AFY, not 14,600 AFY. 

The value has been updated 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 65, Table 4-5. Camrosa provided comments on the values used in Table 4-5 on Sept 16, 2024, 

inresponse to a request from Trevor Jones of Dudek. 

A footnote has been added to Table 4-5 to note that recycled water currently 

provided by Camrosa to PVCWD and Camrosa customers may be used for other 

beneficial purposes in the future. No other comments on Table 4-5 were noted in 

the email dated 9/16. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 69, Table 4-8. Camrosa provided corrections to this table on Sept 16, 2024, and clarified that Camrosa 

provides CamSan water to PVCWD as opposed to direct deliveries of CamSan recycled water from the City 

of Camarillo. The text should also be corrected to reflect the correct values. 

Text and tables have been revised. 
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Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 72, Section 5.1, last sentence. It is important for stakeholders to obtain the referenced forthcoming 

Technical Memorandum from UWCD in order to understand the changes to the updated groundwater 

model and assess the implications of those changes to sustainability estimates based on this updated 

model. We have developed a preliminary comparison between the original model calibration and the 

updated model calibration for selected water budget components. This comparison is provided in 

Attachment A. We are particularly curious about why there is a change in ET in the PVB and a resulting 

decrease in cumulative storage over the simulation period. As stated above, we have retained Intera, Inc. 

to review the original calibrated model and based on this review have a number of recommendations for 

further modifications and refinements of the model. 

UWCD provided extensive model documentation for the version of the model used 

for the GSP. UWCD is currently working on the supplemental documentation to 

cover the changes made since the GSP. As of the time this comment response 

matrix was prepared, UWCD has not yet finalized this supplemental 

documentation.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 74, Section 5.2.1.2. As stated in comments relative to p. ES-4, footnote “b” to Table ES-3, the 

estimation of pumping through time is somewhat complicated and not intuitively obvious. We spent much 

time trying to understand the estimation process used by UWCD staff to estimate the time varying 

pumping rates for the Baseline scenario. We think it is critical that stakeholders understand and have the 

opportunity to comment on this estimation process for all scenarios. We discovered in our review that 

there was double counting of some water supplies and that the pumping estimates would need to be 

revised for each scenario.  

FCGMA appreciates the thorough review of the data and inputs. The modeling is 

being revised as a result of the miscommunication on the model inputs solicited 

from each agency.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff Also, it would be useful to provide maps of pumping distributions, spatially and vertically (i.e., by aquifer) 

so that we can compare how pumping is shifted among the scenarios. For example, maps showing the 

distribution of pumping by aquifer as shown in Figure 5-4, where the size and color of the symbol 

represents pumping volumes, would be helpful. Given pumping rates are reduced over time in some 

scenarios, it would be helpful to use these maps to show, 1) overall simulation period average annual 

extraction and, 2) average annual extraction rate for the period 2040 through 2069. These displays would 

be useful in understanding how pumping patterns affect groundwater flow conditions, including changes in 

interaquifer flows, groundwater discharge patterns, interbasin groundwater flows, and seawater intrusion. 

This is a good suggestion that can be incorporated in future evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 76, Table 5-1. The recycled values for CamSan and Camrosa need to be revised based on information 

provided to Trevor Jones on Sept 16, 2024. It is not clear if Camrosa’s University Well (supply to the Round 

Mountain Water Treatment Plant, RMWTP) pumping should be included in this table as pumping came 

online in 2015. Camrosa provided in March 2024 the future expected annual pumping rate for the 

University well, which is 1,131 AFY. We understand that this pumping is included in all the model scenario 

simulations. 

Table 5-1 does not include the University Well pumping because no future 

pumped groundwater from within the PVB is included in this table. The only 

groundwater pumping that is included in Table 5-1 is groundwater that is pumped 

from outside the PVB and imported into the PVB.  

The University Well pumping is included in the model scenario simulations.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 79, Section 5.2.2, first para. after the bullet list. We do not agree with the approach used in the GSP 

that uses water years 2023 through 2039 as the implementation period and water years 2040 through 

2069 as the sustaining period. We think that as a minimum, the entire 2023 through 2069 should be 

used to identify the sustainable yield, and ideally, the simulations should be extended to include current 

hydrologic conditions (so a projection of an additional 45 years, to 2113) to consider more recent 

hydrology and actual water management plans and operations. The long-term simulations would be 

performed using the best estimates of sustainable pumping to assess the success of selected pumping 

rates against the SMCs. Following is our rationale for using the whole 2023 through 2069 period to 

estimate sustainable yield. 

FCGMA disagrees with the suggested approach, which differs from the approach 

used in the GSP. The Periodic Evaluation continues to use the approach from the 

GSP, which was approved by DWR.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff 1. The TAG chose 1930 through 1979 as a 50-year period where the hydrology, specifically mean 

precipitation over this period was the same to very close to the long-term mean precipitation, and the 

period included a number of wet and dry periods. So, the whole period was (is) considered a 

representative period of long-term conditions, not a portion of it.  

FCGMA agrees that the TAG chose 1930 through 1979 as a 50-year period with a 

similar mean precipitation to the long-term mean. In general, a 30-year sample of 

the 50 year period is a representative sample, although we agree that the exact 

mean precipitation from the 30-year period is not the same as it is from the 50-

year period. The reason to chose the 30-year period as the sustaining period is 

that this represents the future period from 2040 to 2070, which is the time 

period by which the basin must be managed sustainably. The groundwater 

production before 2040 may exceed the sustainable yield while FCGMA and 

interested parties work together to reach sustainable management.Furthermore, 

we note that management of the basins will be based on the sustainable 

management criteria rather than the sustainable yield estimated by the numerical 
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model. As additional data are gathered, projects and management actions are 

implemented, and the actual future climate unfolds, the assumptions made 

about the representative hydrologic period in the GSP can be revisited.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff 2. UWCD staff has indicated that their preferred precipitation gauge for assessing long-term trends is the 

Santa Paula #245 station and they provided this data to us. UWCD staff, at the May 29, 2024, Technical 

Workshop, suggested that the period of water years 2040 through 2069 is representative of the long-term 

mean for this station. The plot below shows the cumulative departure from the mean precipitation for this 

station over the entire record of 1850 through 2023. As shown in this plot, the long-term mean 

precipitation from 1850 through 2023 is 16.81 inches. The mean precipitation over 1930 to 1979 is 17.2 

inches, which is higher than the long-term mean of 16.81. The period 1950 through 1979 precipitation 

mean is 16.8 which is equal to the long-term mean. The period 1950 through 1979 is used to project the 

hydrology for 2040 through 2069 in the groundwater model simulations (i.e., 90-year offset). However, 

data provided by UWCD staff show that prior to 1890, only annual values are provided and monthly values 

are provided for all years 1890 and onward. We plotted the 50-year moving annual average value of 

precipitation for this station as shown in the plot below. This analysis shows that mean precipitation has 

been trending upward by nearly 2.5 inches since 1900, indicating increasingly wetter hydrology, which is 

consistent with a slightly warming climate. Therefore, we suggest that using the full 1850 to 2023 average 

is not representative of the more recent average, and that the long-term average should be limited to 

1890 to 2023. The long-term mean precipitation for this period is 17.2 inches.  

FCGMA agrees that taking different slices of the 50-year period chosen to 

represent the long-term hydrologic conditions yields different average 

precipitation values. In general, a 30-year sample of the 50 year period is a 

representative sample, although we agree that the exact mean precipitation from 

the 30-year period is not the same as it is from the 50-year period.  

Furthermore, as noted above, management of the basins will be based on the 

sustainable management criteria rather than the sustainable yield estimated by 

the numerical model. As additional data are gathered, projects and management 

actions are implemented, and the actual future climate unfolds, the assumptions 

made about the representative hydrologic period in the GSP can be revisited.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff The plot below shows the cumulative departure from mean precipitation for the period 1890 through 

2023. As shown in this plot, the 1930 through 1979 mean precipitation is 17.2 inches, the same as the 

1890 through 2023 average. The first 20 years of this period is wetter than the last 30 years, 17.9 inches 

versus 16.8 inches. These differences may appear small, but they are significant, especially as runoff to 

streams is higher for higher precipitation events. For example, UWCD estimates recharge diverted to 

spreading basins in the Oxnard Forebay is greater than 2,200 AFY more for the period 2022 through 2039 

compared to the period 2040 through 2069.  

As noted above, management of the basins will be based on the sustainable 

management criteria rather than the sustainable yield estimated by the numerical 

model. If the basins experience a wetter than average period from 2024 through 

2040, this will help water levels reach the measurable objectives. If they do not, 

additional projects and management actions will need to be undertaken for water 

levels to reach the minimum thresholds. As additional data are gathered, projects 

and management actions are implemented, and the actual future climate 

unfolds, the assumptions made about the representative hydrologic period in the 

GSP can be revisited.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff So, use of the period 2040 through 2069 is not representative of the long-term hydrological conditions. FCGMA disagrees with this statement. The Periodic Evaluation follows the 

methodology established in the GSP, which was reviewed by the TAG and found to 

be representative. As noted above, as additional data are gathered, projects and 

management actions are implemented, and the actual future climate unfolds, the 

assumptions made about the representative hydrologic period in the GSP can be 

revisited.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff 3. Use of the period 2022 through 2039 for the “implementation period” to ramp down pumping is 

completely arbitrary. It is unknown as to what the actual hydrology is going to be in the future. It just so 

happens that 1933 through 1950 (projected to 2023 through 2040) is a wet period as described above. 

This wet period helps dampen the impacts of pumping on seawater intrusion during the ramp down of 

pumping. The significance of this wet period recharge is shown by plotting normalized values of recharge 

and pumping against sweater intrusion (SI, i.e., coastal inflow of groundwater) in the Oxnard Basin in 

Scenario NNP2 below. 

The separation of the 50-year evaluation period into an "implementation period" 

and a "sustaining period" is based on SGMA. The first 20 years of the simulation 

represent the time-period over which the FCGMA is implementing the GSP to 

reach sustainability. The last 30 year represent the period from 2040 to 2070 

when the basin must be managed sustainably.  

FCGMA agrees that the actual hydrology in the future is unknown. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff This plot shows a rapid decline in seawater intrusion in the UAS in response to the much higher-than 

average recharge in the implementation period. Average values of recharge are values that equal the 

average recharge over the full 47 years. A 5-year moving average recharge value is plotted to smooth the 

spikes in individual years. So, a value of normalized recharge equal to the average is 1, whereas values 

greater than 1 indicate higher than average recharge, and values lower than 1 indicate lower than average 

recharge. A plot of normalized pumping is also shown using the same process used to compute 

normalized recharge. It is clear from this plot, recharge is significantly above average in the 10 to 12 years 

of the implementation period, which results in a substantial decline in seawater intrusion rates in the 

Agree. The future is not known. The GSP and Periodic Evaluation make 

reasonable assumptions about future conditions that are re-evaluated at regular 

intervals. We do not assert that these assumptions represent exact future 

conditions or trends. 
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implementation period. However, as stated above, the future is unknown, so it is not knowable as to what 

the actual trend will be in the future. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff This last plot shows the importance of high recharge events on seawater intrusion, in terms ofdecreasing 

or even reversing seawater intrusion. The sustaining period does not account for a return of higher 

recharge rates, which occurs periodically, as shown by the period 1930 through 1950 and more recently 

during the 1990s and again over the last couple of years. It is for this reason we recommend simulating 

longer-term periods to assess sustainable pumping rates because in the short-term, seawater intrusion 

may occur during dry periods, but be completely reversed during wet periods, with the average seawater 

intrusion positions maintained at an acceptable equilibrium location. 

The 50-year simulation period is dictated by SGMA. The recommendation to 

investigate longer simulation periods is noted, and should be evaluated for 

potential incorporation into future periodic evaluations.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff We would estimate if that the average pumping over the entire 47-year simulation period was used, this 

would result in a similar position of the seawater intrusion front as estimated from the various simulations 

conducted for this study, with ramp down in the implementation period and reduced pumping over the 

sustaining period. Therefore, for those scenarios identified as creating sustainable conditions, the 

sustainable pumping rates are likely those rates closer to the average pumping over the entire simulation 

period as opposed to the average pumping over the last 30 years of the simulations. 

Noted. The basins will be managed based on observed groundwater conditions 

rather than pumping rates. However, additional refinement of the sustainable 

pumping rates can should continue to be investigated and will be incorporated in 

future periodic evaluations of the GSP.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 80, Section 5.2.2.2. The sustaining period pumping for the PVB is stated to be 13,900 AFY but Table 5- 

2 shows a value of 14,600 AFY. 

The value has been updated.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff As stated in comments relative to p. ES-4, footnote “b” to Table ES-3, the estimation of pumping through 

time is somewhat complicated and not intuitively obvious. We spent much time trying to understand the 

estimation process used by UWCD staff to estimate the time-varying pumping rates for the Baseline 

scenario. We think it is critical that stakeholders understand and have the opportunity to comment on this 

estimation of water supplies and their uses and actual pumping rates over time for all scenarios. 

Listing of the pumping rates over the sustaining period (2040-2069) is not particularly informative as to 

how the basins are actually operated. There are significant variations in pumping as a result of the 

conjunctive use operations of the PTP and PVP wellfields with Santa Clara River surface water deliveries. 

In addition, the Camarillo Desalter goes offline by 2048, which is during the sustaining period. 

The modeling was conducted at the basin-scale, in accordance with the SGMA 

regulations. Sustainable production rates are used as a guide for basin 

management, although the exact production rates and operations may differ at 

any given time from the sustainable rate. Consequently, basin management 

decisions will be based on measured groundwater conditions not groundwater 

production rates.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 81, last para. The statement that, “groundwater extractions near the boundary between the two basins 

contributed to the regional pumping depression that influences seawater intrusion and saline migration in 

the Oxnard Subbasin.” has not been substantiated. The large quantity of overdraft in the Oxnard Subbasin 

and the lack of groundwater level controls near the coast are the principal contributors to seawater 

intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin. See comment on page ES-2 

This is discussed further in the GSP. The Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley 

Basin are hydrogeologically connected. SGMA regulations require the 

consideration of the impacts of groundwater production in one basin on the ability 

of an adjacent connected basin to meet its sustainability goal.  

The pumping depression that exists across the boundary between the Pleasant 

Valley Basin and the Oxnard Subbasin, especially in the Fox Canyon aquifer, is an 

important factor in the Oxnard Subbasin's ability to meet sustainability goals and 

mitigate seawater intrusion. Pumping on either side of the basin boundary 

impacts the depressed groundwater levels in the pumping depression. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 82, Table 5-2. This table appears to have a number of errors as many of the pumping and seawater 

intrusion values are not consistent with the values computed from UWCD’s groundwater model water 

budget tables for each scenario simulation. The following table shows values that we compute from 

UWCD’s water budget tables. We have included values for the Oxnard Subbasin as well. Highlighted values 

indicate significant differences. The text will need to be revised to reflect these corrected values. Also, it is 

often not clear as to which period is being referenced when reporting values in the text; the 

implementation period, the sustaining period, or the whole simulation period.  

Table values have been checked and revised where appropriate 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff Also, when reporting percentages, it needs to be clear how the percentage is being calculated. For 

example, if Sustainable average pumping percentage values are being reported for a scenario compared 

to Future Baseline conditions, then it needs to be clear if that percentage average value is being 

compared over the sustainable period (30 years) for the Baseline scenario or if it is being compared to the 

whole simulation period (47 years). It would seem that using the Baseline scenario average pumping over 

the whole simulation period (47 years) would be an appropriate denominator for comparing reductions in 

pumping, even if you are only using the sustainable period average pumping as the numerator. 

The percent change discussion has been standardized in the text and tables to 

compare the simulated average annual fluxes over the period from 2040-2069. 
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Regardless, it needs to be clear as to how the reported values are computed. we think it is also important 

to note when the Camarillo Desalter is online and offline when reporting average values. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 83, Section 5.2.2.3.1, No New Projects 1. The values of pumping listed for Oxnard Subbasin and PVB do 

not appear to be consistent with UWCD water budget tables (see above table showing Table 5-2 

corrections). 

Text values have been checked and revised where appropriate 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 83, Section 5.2.2.3.1, No New Projects 2. The values of pumping listed for Oxnard Subbasin and PVB do 

not appear to be consistent with UWCD water budget tables (see above table showing Table 5-2 

corrections). 

Text values have been checked and revised where appropriate 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 83, Section 5.2.2.3.1, No New Projects 3. The values of pumping listed for Oxnard Subbasin and PVB do 

not appear to be consistent with UWCD water budget tables (see above table showing Table 5-2 

corrections).  

Text values have been checked and revised where appropriate 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff Also, the “revised estimate was developed using a multiparameter system of linear regressions developed 

using results from the Future Baseline NNP1, and NNP2 model runs.” should be documented and 

discussed further in the text or in an Appendix for stakeholders to review. 

The spreadsheet was provided to Camrosa for review. This was a simple 

calculation used to guide the selection of groundwater production rates. It does 

not warrant additional discussion or an appendix because the final selection of a 

sustainable production scenario was based on the model results, not the 

calculation used to guide suggested production rates for the model. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 84, Section 5.2.2.3.2, No New Projects Scenario Model Results. This section presents a very narrow 

review of the groundwater model simulation results, focusing solely on changes in seawater intrusion and 

interbasin flows. We think the authors reach unsupportable conclusions regarding sustainable yield and 

misidentifying key issues by ignoring many other changes. Changing areal and vertical pumping 

distributions and pumping rates create completely different groundwater flow regimes.  

FCGMA agrees that changing areal and vertical pumping distributions create 

different flow regimes, and found the model scenarios to be useful for better 

understanding the system. The conclusions about the sustainable yield are, 

however, not unsupportable, and key issues and changes were not ignored or 

misidentified. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff Groundwater flow from the Oxnard Forebay recharge basins will take the path of least resistance and in 

response to local hydraulic gradients instead of flowing the great distance required to supply the far 

reaches of the Oxnard Subbasin LAS. In order to maintain controls on groundwater gradients at the 

coastline, especially in the LAS, a hydraulic barrier will be required; an injection barrier, which is the 

conventional approach used in Southern California Coastal Basins, or an extraction barrier, which is a 

novel approach, as proposed by UWCD. 

FCGMA supports the evaluation of all potential efforts to eliminate seawater 

intrusion and limit any demand reductions through project development. 

Stakeholders, agencies, and interested parties are encouraged and invited to 

participate in the project development process. A seawater intrusion injection 

barrier project feasibility study is discussed in the Oxnard Periodic Evaluation.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff For example, there are changes in groundwater flow between aquifers, groundwater discharges to 

streams, groundwater discharges to drains, groundwater discharges to ET, etc. Following are just a few of 

the significant changes between the Future Baseline scenario and NNP2 scenario as an example of the 

significant changes in the groundwater flow regime as ascertained from the UWCD water budget tables 1. 

Groundwater flow between Layer 1 (L1) and the UAS in the Oxnard Subbasin is reversed as shown in the 

two plots below. In the Future Baseline scenario groundwater flow is predominantly from L1 to the UAS 

and averages about 3990 AFY. In the NNP2 scenario, groundwater flows predominantly from the UAS to 

L1, averaging about 5,620 AFY. This represents a 9,610 AFY reversal in flow between L1 and the UAS. 

Agreed. FCGMA also observed this change in flow direction in its evaluation of the 

model scenarios.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff 2. Interaquifer flow from the UAS to the LAS is substantially reduced in the Oxnard Subbasin as shown in 

the two plots below. In the Future Baseline scenario, an average of 20,960 AFY flows from the UAS to the 

LAS and in the NNP2 scenario, this average flow is reduced to 9,560 AFY, a reduction of about 11,400 

AFY. 

Agreed. FCGMA also observed this reduction in flow from the UAS to the LAS in its 

evaluation of the model scenarios.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff 3. The groundwater flow reversal from L1 to UAS and substantial reduction in flow from UAS to LAS does 

not go to offset coastal inflows as desired. Instead, groundwater flow takes the path of least resistance 

and in response to local hydraulic gradients, is redirected to discharge into the Santa Clara River and 

discharge to drains and surface ET as shown in the four plots below. Net stream percolation is reduced by 

an average of 5,600 AFY, which instead discharges down the Santa Clara River. As shown in the two plots 

above, groundwater flows to drains and ET increases by about 5,600 AFY. So, over 11,200 AFY goes to 

discharges to the Santa Clara River, drains and ET. This number dwarfs the 3,800 AFY of interbasin 

groundwater flows to the West Las Posas Basin and PVB. Similar analyses have been completed for the 

other scenarios, which can be provided upon request. These analyses show similar significant effects on 

the groundwater flow regime. 

FCGMA observed these changes in its evaluation of the model scenarios.  
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Number Commentor Comment Response 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff The substantial reductions in the Oxnard Subbasin UAS and LAS pumping do eliminate seawater intrusion 

in the UAS, but there is still over 250 AFY of intrusion in the saline intrusion management area over the 

sustaining period. It seems clear that the challenge to maintain a landward to seaward hydraulic gradient 

in the LAS is not going to be achieved by recharge in the Oxnard Forebay only.  

Agreed. 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 85, para. 2. This is the first time that the concept of particle tracks is introduced. There needs to be 

documentation of the assumptions used in this analysis, including the porosity values assumed, as the 

travel distance is directly related to the assumed porosity. There also needs to be a discussion about the 

relation between particle tracks and potential concentrations of constituents of interest. For example, 

under ideal conditions of one-dimensional flow, the endpoint of a particle track is theoretically at 50% of 

the initial concentration of the starting source concentration. The region around the endpoint will be a 

dispersed zone, where points upgradient of the endpoint will be between the initial starting point 

concentration and 50% of the initial concentration. Points downgradient of the endpoint will be between 

50% of the initial concentration and trend to zero or the background concentration. The actual distribution 

or concentration of the constituent of concern will depend on the dispersion values of theaquifer along the 

flow path (and any degradation or retardation effects). For example, using chloride levels as an example, 

increases in chloride levels will occur downgradient beyond the particle track pathline endpoint shown in 

the figures. 

A reference was added to the work done for the GSP in section 5.2.2.1.1, the first 

time particle tracking is discussed in the periodic evaluation. The particle tracking 

approach is documented in the GSP.  

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 91, Section 5.2.3. The values referenced in this section need to be corrected based on the comments 

provided above regarding Table 5-2. We think that the sustainable yield of the PVB is around the pumping 

average annual levels simulated in UWCD’s calibrated model and the Future Baseline scenario. This 

pumping rate is 14,600 to 15,400 AFY and any uncertainty should be applied using these values. This 

conclusion is based on the totality of our comments provided herein. 

The values have been checked and revised where appropriate 

Pleasant Valley 8 Norman Huff p. 92, Section “Additional Considerations.” It is clear that EBB will not address seawater intrusion in the 

Hueneme Aquifer near Port Hueneme. Is there any consideration to using water produced from the EBB 

project for injection in this area as opposed to piping EBB water to the Oxnard Forebay? 

This has not been considered, but could be investigated as part of future project 

solicitations. 
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Hello Christopher,
 
Thank you for submitting written comment regarding the 5-Year GSP Evaluation draft
documents. We have filed your response for review and consideration.
 
We’ll be sorry to miss you at the workshops, but we greatly appreciate your engagement via
email.
 
 
Regards,
 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
800 S. Victoria Ave. #1600
Ventura, CA 93009
(805) 654-2014 | fcgma@ventura.org
www.FCGMA.org
 
 
 
From: Christopher Anacker <christopher.anacker@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 8, 2024 1:58 PM
To: FCGMA <PWA.FCGMA@ventura.org>
Cc: christopher.anacker@gmail.com
Subject: 5-Year GSP Workshop -- input re: potential earthquake activity ...

 

WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to
report it or forward the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

 
Hello, 

Thanks for accepting my input. 

Although I won't be able to attend the workshops, I do wonder whether the
planning includes or can include overall earthquake resilience of the water system
by creating a set of operations or procedures to be implemented post-earthquake



in the area, should it ever occur. 

I guess the concerns can be categorized as: 

Infrastructure Vulnerability, since Earthquakes can significantly impact water
infrastructure, such as:

Damage to wells, pipelines, and treatment facilities
Disruption of power supply needed for pumping and treatment
Potential contamination of groundwater sources due to damaged
infrastructure

Water Supply Resilience and how earthquake activity might affect:

Groundwater availability and quality post-earthquake
The ability to extract and distribute water in emergency situations
Potential changes in aquifer properties or groundwater flow patterns

Subsidence and Liquefaction, looking at Earthquake-induced ground movements
that can exacerbate issues related to:

Land subsidence, which may already be a concern due to groundwater
extraction
Soil liquefaction, particularly in areas with high groundwater tables

Interconnected Surface Water as seismic activity could potentially alter:

The relationship between groundwater and surface water bodies
Streamflow patterns and groundwater recharge rates

Long-term Sustainability that incorporates earthquake considerations to ensure:

The resilience of water supply systems in the face of natural disasters
The ability to maintain sustainable groundwater management practices even
after seismic events

Monitoring and Data Collection that include provisions for:

Monitoring wells and other data collection systems that can withstand seismic
activity
Rapid assessment of groundwater conditions following an earthquake



Hope this input helps. 

Thanks for your efforts,
Chris

    

 
 

Virus-free.www.avast.com
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October 8th, 2024 
Electronically submitted to fcgma@ventura.org 
 
 
Subject: Comments on Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency’s 5-Year 
GSP Evaluation Draft Documents 
 
Dear Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, 
 
On behalf of the Farm Bureau of Ventura County, we appreciate the opportunity to 
provide comments on the 5-Year Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Evaluation 
Draft Documents for the Oxnard, Pleasant Valley, and Las Posas Valley subbasins. We 
commend the Agency's efforts to manage groundwater sustainably, and we would like to 
emphasize key areas of concern and offer suggestions to help support Ventura County’s 
agricultural community, which is the backbone of our local economy. 
 
1. Long-Term Hydrologic Trends and Agricultural Resilience 
The evaluation notes that much of the implementation period was marked by below-
average rainfall, compounding issues like saltwater intrusion. While the wetter years of 
2023 and 2024 brought temporary relief, we cannot rely on sporadic wet periods to offset 
prolonged droughts. Agriculture in Ventura County is especially vulnerable to 
groundwater shortages, as it relies heavily on stable water supplies to maintain 
productivity. We recommend that the Agency adopt a forward-thinking approach by 
investing in infrastructure that improves water storage and capture during wet years. For 
example, expanding recharge basins and stormwater capture systems would help retain 
water locally, benefiting both agriculture and the broader community during future dry 
cycles. 
 
2. Infrastructure Investment as a Collaborative Solution 
While we understand the Agency's focus on demand management, infrastructure projects 
such as water recycling, desalination, and expanded recharge facilities must be prioritized 
to ensure a sustainable water future. Delays in these projects put undue pressure on 
agricultural operations, which could face disproportionate impacts from reduced 
groundwater availability. Instead of focusing solely on restrictions, a balanced approach 
that encourages infrastructure investment will help maintain agricultural productivity 
while advancing groundwater sustainability goals. 
 
Collaboration between the Agency, local governments, and the agricultural community is 
crucial to move these projects forward. For example, streamlined permitting processes 
and the development of public-private partnerships can accelerate the construction of 
water infrastructure, ensuring that vital projects are completed in a timely manner. This 
type of collaboration also helps avoid the need for more stringent groundwater extraction 
limits, which would have severe economic consequences for farmers. 
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3. Avoiding Unintended Financial Burdens on Farmers 
As we look toward future management actions, it is essential to minimize the financial 
burden placed on farmers. Agriculture already operates on narrow margins, and the cost 
of implementing water conservation measures, purchasing water, or paying for 
infrastructure upgrades could be prohibitive for many growers. We strongly encourage 
the Agency to consider funding models that do not pass excessive costs onto farmers. 
Options such as state or federal grants, low-interest financing, and cost-sharing 
agreements should be explored to fund water infrastructure projects. This approach will 
help ensure that farmers are not forced to bear the full financial responsibility for 
groundwater sustainability, which could otherwise lead to reduced agricultural output, job 
losses, and pose nation-side food security risks.  
 
4. Addressing Saltwater Intrusion Proactively 
The issue of saltwater intrusion, particularly in the lower aquifers, is critical. We support 
the Agency’s long-term projects, such as the Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water 
Treatment initiative. 
 
5. Economic Impact on Agriculture 
Groundwater management decisions must consider the broader economic impacts on 
agriculture, which is essential to nationwide food security. Farmers face increasing costs 
for logistics, labor, and inputs, and additional costs associated with groundwater 
management could push many operations into financial distress. We encourage the 
Agency to conduct a more detailed analysis of the economic implications of proposed 
projects and management actions. For instance, measures that raise water costs or limit 
water availability need to be carefully balanced to avoid unintended consequences such 
as decreased crop yields or the loss of farmland. 
 
6. Pilot Development of Thoughtful Demand Management for Farmers 
Over the next five years, it is critical to explore demand management options that allow 
farmers to stay in business while balancing water availability as a compliment to large 
scale infrastructure projects. Recognizing the long timelines and potential challenges of 
implementing large infrastructure projects, we encourage the Agency to consider 
temporary, flexible solutions to help farmers adapt to water variability. One such option 
is an incentive-based program for the temporary fallowing of land, where farmers can 
voluntarily reduce water use during critical shortages and resume operations when water 
is more abundant. 
 
A program like this would allow farmers to hedge against the uncertainties of project 
implementation. If major projects face delays—whether due to permitting challenges, 
economic viability issues, or legal hurdles—farmers need alternatives to aggressive 
water-use restrictions. Financially incentivizing the temporary fallowing of land provides 
a safety net, allowing them to make strategic decisions about water usage without being 
forced to abandon farming altogether. 
 
Additionally, farmers could be encouraged to transition to less water-intensive crops 
during periods of drought. By providing financial support and technical assistance for 
these transitions, the Agency can help farmers mitigate the risks associated with water 
shortages while continuing to contribute to the region’s agricultural economy. 
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This type of demand management moves away from a "zero-sum" approach that pits 
different water users against each other in a closed basin. Instead, it offers a flexible, win-
win solution that allows farmers to respond to changing conditions without jeopardizing 
their livelihoods. While implementation of these ideas is not feasible in the next five-
years, planning and development could be undertaken including grant-funding cycles 
such at the Sustainable Agricultural Land Conservation program funded by Department 
of Conservation. Planning and stakeholder engagement would be essential to ensure that 
a wide variety of views and edge cases are explored for the purposes of developing a 
thoughtful and equitable system.  
 
7. The Need for Certainty and Predictability 
Given the complexities surrounding water management and the ongoing litigation, it is 
essential that farmers have a degree of certainty and predictability as they plan for their 
operations over the coming years. Pending litigation has the potential to drag on for 
years, and any resulting decisions could reshape the regulatory landscape multiple times 
throughout that period. This introduces considerable uncertainty for farmers, who rely on 
stable water availability to sustain their businesses. 
 
To manage this uncertainty, it is crucial that the Agency provides farmers with a 
framework for continuity in water management, regardless of the legal outcomes. 
Whether the basin continues to be governed by a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), 
whether proposed projects are completed on time, or whether the litigation results in 
significant changes, there must be a clear, rational path forward to avoid destabilizing 
agriculture in the region. 
 
Moreover, this continuity is not just about the immediate future but about ensuring that 
farmers can continue planning long-term investments in their operations. Sudden, 
unpredictable changes could force them to make costly adjustments or even abandon 
farming altogether, which would have a lasting negative impact on the local economy and 
national food supply. Offering a more predictable environment will allow farmers to 
adapt in a way that maintains agricultural viability while addressing water management 
needs. 
 
8. Agriculture's Voice  
As the various plans outline proposed projects and emphasize stakeholder inclusion in the 
prioritization process, it is crucial that the agricultural community plays an active, 
consistent role. Agriculture is a key stakeholder with distinct economic challenges and 
operational limitations that differ significantly from those of urban areas like cities and 
municipalities. Without consistent representation and input from farmers, there’s a risk 
that decisions may not fully reflect the needs and realities of the agricultural sector. 
 
Inclusion must be more than a procedural step; it should be a genuine partnership where 
growers' perspectives are fully considered and integrated into decision-making. Farmers 
operate on thin margins, and decisions about water allocation, infrastructure 
improvements, and project prioritization will directly impact their ability to continue 
farming. Solutions should not disproportionately burden agriculture but instead support 
their ability to produce food while contributing to sustainable water management. 
 
For instance, the agricultural sector's reliance on groundwater must be factored into 
discussions about addressing saline intrusion or allocating resources for improvements. 
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Unlike urban areas, where adjustments to water usage may be easier, farming operations 
are less flexible, making it essential that proposed projects accommodate these 
constraints. 
 
The Farm Bureau of Ventura County is committed to working with the Agency to find 
solutions that ensure both groundwater sustainability and agricultural viability. The path 
forward requires a balanced approach, with a strong emphasis on investment in 
infrastructure, collaboration with all stakeholders, and minimizing the financial burden on 
farmers. We believe that, with the right investments and cooperative efforts, we can 
secure a sustainable water future that supports agriculture and the entire community. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to continued collaboration 
and offer our assistance in developing solutions that protect both water resources and the 
agricultural industry that depends on them. 
 
Sincerely,   
 

 
Maureen McGuire 
Chief Executive Officer 
Farm Bureau of Ventura County 

FBVC Board of Directors 
Luis Calderon l Jason Cole l Matt Conroy l Ted Grether 

Scott Klittich. l Hank Laubacher Jr. l Helen McGrath l Melinda Beardsley Meyring 
Brian Naumann l Danny Pereira l Will Pidduck l Chris Sayer l Will Terry 

 



Board of Directors 
  Sheldon G. Berger, President 
  Lynn E. Maulhardt, Vice President 
  Catherine P. Keeling, Secretary/Treasurer 
  Keith Ford 
  Mohammed A. Hasan 
  Steve Huber 
  Gordon Kimball 
       
General Manager 
  Mauricio E. Guardado, Jr. 
 
Legal Counsel 
  David D. Boyer 
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October 7, 2024 
 
 
 
Dr. Farai Kaseke, Asst. Groundwater Manager 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 
L#1610, Ventura, CA  93009 
 
 
Subject: Comments on Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant Valley Basin, and Las Posas 

                                     Valley Basin 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft Documents dated August 2024 
 
Dear Dr. Kaseke: 
 
United Water Conservation District (United) appreciates the opportunity to review the August 
2024 drafts of Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency’s (FCGMA) First Periodic 
Evaluations of the Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant 
Valley (PV) Basin, and Las Posas Valley (LPV) Basin (the 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft 
Documents), prepared by your consultant, Dudek, and released for public review and comment 
on September 6, 2024.  United appreciated the opportunity to significantly contribute to 
development of these evaluations through the groundwater flow modeling we conducted for the 
FCGMA, and appreciated the helpful, cooperative engagement with your staff and Drs. Jones 
and Weinberger of Dudek during that effort.  And finally we are impressed with the content and 
quality of the documents, as well as the presentations given by FCGMA and Dudek staff at the 
related workshops hosted by FCGMA.  In the spirit of cooperation and collaboration, United staff 
respectfully submit the following comments and questions on the 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft 
Documents with the hope that the FCGMA and Dudek will find them helpful in producing the 
highest-quality final documents possible. 

 

General Comment for Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Basin Documents: 
1. Because of the efforts made by United, Pleasant Valley County Water District (PVCWD), 

Camrosa Water District, the Cities of Oxnard, Camarillo, and Ventura, and FCGMA to 
aggressively design and implement new water supply sources since release of the 
original GSPs in 2020, sustainable yields of the Oxnard and PV (OPV) basins have 
improved significantly, as noted in the 5-Year GSP Evaluations.  Additionally, the recent 
two years of high rainfall (wet years) certainly helped groundwater elevations move 
upward toward the measurable objectives (MOs) and minimum thresholds (MTs) 
established in the GSPs, as did reductions in pumping in the basins.   

Furthermore, the 5-Year GSP Evaluations showed that there is one (and only one) path 
forward—the “Future Baseline with EBB” scenario—that can achieve sustainability in the 
OPV basins, halt and reverse seawater intrusion in the southern Oxnard basin, while 
avoiding a rampdown of pumping that would likely cause significant harm to the people, 



 
 

 

businesses, and other stakeholders in Ventura County.  The projects included in this 
scenario also will bring improvements to the reliability (resilience) of local supplies, 
groundwater quality, and our ability to adapt to potential climate-change impacts in the 
coming years.  

We encourage the FCGMA to emphasize in its statements and documents that 
groundwater conditions in the OPV basins are improving substantially thanks to the efforts 
of several agencies, and to support the one future scenario—“Future Baseline with 
EBB”—that is demonstrated to achieve groundwater sustainability without requiring a 
harmful rampdown in groundwater supply. 

 

Specific Comments on 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft Document for Oxnard Subbasin: 
2. Page ES-2, second paragraph:  For clarity, we suggest adding “for United’s conjunctive 

use and groundwater recharge operations” at the end of the existing sentence that reads 
“The wetter than average 2023 and 2024 water years resulted in increased availability of 
Santa Clara River surface water diversions.” 

3. Page ES-2, third paragraph:  The last sentence of this paragraph includes the statement 
“As anticipated in the GSP, numerical modeling data suggests that since 2015, 
approximately 140,000 acre-feet of groundwater was added to the Subbasin...”  It would 
be helpful to include an ending year in the statement (e.g., “from 2015 through 2022” or 
whatever year is appropriate), because significantly more than 140,000 acre-feet of 
groundwater was recharged to the Oxnard subbasin since 2015 if the most recent two 
years (2023 and 2024) are included. 

4. Page ES-3, second paragraph:  The first sentence of this paragraph states “Since 
adoption of the GSP, agencies in the Subbasin, with support from FCGMA, have begun 
delivering recycled water for agricultural irrigation.”  United’s understanding is that 
recycled water has been delivered by Oxnard for agricultural irrigation since 2016, three 
years prior to the 2019 adoption of the GSP for Oxnard subbasin. 

5. Page ES-3, last paragraph:  This paragraph summarizes changes in sustainable yield 
and overdraft.  We suggest adding a sentence at the end of this paragraph along the lines 
of “This is an improvement from the state of overdraft as of 2020, due largely to…” and 
then explain why current estimates of overdraft are significantly smaller than estimated 
overdraft as of 2019. 

6. Table 1-1:  Under the “Future Projects” section of this table, “Purchase of Supplemental 
State Water Project (SWP) Water” is listed.  United has been purchasing supplemental 
SWP water since 2017; therefore, we recommend moving this project up to the “Projects 
that are currently being implemented” section of Table 1-1. 

7. Page 22, last paragraph:  To be more precise, we suggest changing the first sentence of 
this paragraph to “UWCD’s updated interpretation indicates that the saline water impact 
front migrated landward from 2015 to 2020.”  United’s interpretation did not include 
evaluation of migration of the seawater intrusion front after 2020. 

8. Page 25, last paragraph:  In the second sentence of this paragraph, it would be helpful to 
specify whether the listed nitrate concentrations are as nitrogen, or as nitrate.  Both 



 
 

 

reporting bases are commonly used in water quality analysis, but the significance of the 
results can be quite different depending on which reporting basis is used 

9. Page 38, first paragraph of Section 3.1.2.4.1:  We recommend adding “to be used in lieu 
of groundwater pumping” at the end of the first sentence, to inform the reader of the value 
of surface-water deliveries in improving groundwater conditions. 

10. Table 3-2:  For Project 7, the Laguna Road Recycled Water Pipeline Interconnection, 
United is now forecasting completion of Phase 1 in early 2025, rather than 2024.  This is 
new information from United, not a mistake in the document.   

11. Page 45:  In Section 3.2.2.2, under “Expected Benefits,” line 4, we recommend removing 
the word “additional.”  The PTP system has not previously received recycled water. 

12. Page 46, Section 3.2.3.1:  United has updated information regarding the EBB project, as 
follows.  United’s current description of EBB design and construction phasing includes 
the monitoring well construction as part of the design phase. Phase 1 is considered the 
construction of the initial extraction well field and discharge facilities. Approximately seven 
(7) wells will be constructed in the Phase 1 extraction well field. The field will be operated 
to produce and average of approximately 3,500 AFY in total. Design production from each 
individual well will be based on conditions observed during drilling.   The second phase 
of EBB consists of design and construction of the treatment plant, conveyance system to 
distribute treated water, a connection to the Calleagus Salinity Management Pipeline, and 
expansion of the extraction wellfield to accommodate approximately 10,000 AFY of 
extraction. Currently, United anticipates thirteen (13) additional wells will be required.  

13. Page 47, first paragraph of Section 3.2.4.2:  Consider modifying the second sentence of 
this paragraph to the following, which more accurately reflects United’s purchases of 
supplemental SWP water since 2019:  “Between 2019 and 2023, UWCD purchased an 
additional 29,329 AF of supplemental State Water (transfers, exchanges and Article 21 
water). This water was released from Lake Piru and Castaic Lake for recharge in the 
Santa Clara River Valley basins (Piru, Fillmore and Santa Paula) and for recharge and 
delivery in the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB.   

14. Pages 53 and 54:  Both “Project No. 16” and “Project No. 17” refer to formation of 
seawater intrusion barriers as a result of injection of recycled water along the coast.  
Please provide information regarding whether these projects are distinct from each other, 
and whether their impacts would be additive, complementary, or alternatives that would 
not operate simultaneously. 

15. Page 55:  Who would conduct the feasibility study envisioned in “Project No. 18?” When 
is it anticipated to be completed, and at what cost?  The discussion presented in the Draft 
Document states “If the project is found to be feasible and is constructed, it will increase 
sustainable yield in the Subbasin, and thus have a positive impact on beneficial uses and 
users. Project impacts are intended to increase sustainable yield for all users.”  It seems 
more consistent to consider both benefits and impacts of a paper study neutral. Actual 
pumping optimization may have benefits for the basin, e.g., increasing sustainable yield, 
but significant impact to stakeholders in areas of the basin where pumping would be 
curtailed. 

16. Page 70, second paragraph of the “Comparison to Historical Groundwater Supplies” 
section:  For context, it would be helpful to remind the reader that the 2016 through 2022 



 
 

 

period was dominated by drought, and very little surface water from the Santa Clara River 
was available for conjunctive-use deliveries to agriculture in the Oxnard subbasin.  This 
explains the increased groundwater extractions from the UAS relative to the 1985-2015 
average period. 

17. Page 77, second sentence of Section 5.1.3:  Suggest modifying the text to the following 
to more accurately describe the model extension and recalibration: “This recalibration 
effort involved incremental adjustments to local hydraulic conductivity and general head 
boundary conditions (GHB), which resulted in better simulation of groundwater conditions 
along the coastline (details to be included in UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model update 
technical memorandum).” 

18. Table 5-1:  We have a question and suggestions as follows:  

 The first line indicates 50,000 AFY of projected future water supply/in lieu delivery 
for managed aquifer recharge (MAR) by United.  However, the baseline 2070 
model output indicated 60,300 AFY of MAR.  Why does this 10,300 AFY difference 
exist? 

 It looks like notes “b” and “c” should become “d” and “e.” 

 Notes “b” and “c” need to be updated/included to properly note AWPF. Currently 
“b” and “c” refer to Camarillo Desalter.  

19. Page 95:  In Section 5.2.3, under “Sustainable Yield with UWCD’s EBB Water 
Treatment Project,” the following statement is made: “…the simulation with the highest 
overall production rate was used as the estimate of sustainable yield of the Subbasin if 
UWCD’s EBB Water Treatment project is successfully implemented as described in 
Section 5.2.2.6, Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment Scenario.”  It would 
be helpful to add a sentence clarifying that the sustainable yield of the basin under this 
scenario is likely higher than indicated, but was limited to the maximum assumed 
pumping rate. 

 

Specific Comments on 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft Document for Pleasant Valley Basin: 
20. Page ES-3, Table ES-2:  Shouldn’t the “Current Average (2016-2022) subtotal for 

groundwater be 14,470 AFY, rather than 15,000 AFY? 

21. Page ES-4, third bullet under “Future Groundwater Conditions:”  Suggest adding “in the 
PVB” following “delivery for use…” 



 
 

 

22. Page 39, first paragraph, suggest replacing “complimentary” with “complementary.”  

23. Page 73, second sentence of Section 5.1.3:  Suggest modifying the text to the following 
to more accurately describe the model extension and recalibration: “This recalibration 
effort involved incremental adjustments to local hydraulic conductivity and general head 
boundary conditions (GHB), which resulted in better simulation of groundwater conditions 
along the coastline (details to be included in UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model update 
technical memorandum).” 

 

Sincerely, 

 
John Lindquist 
Water Resources Supervisor 
 
 
cc:    Mauricio Guardado (United) 
 Dr. Maryam Bral (United) 
 Dr. Bram Sercu (United) 

Chris Coppinger (United) 
Dr. Zachary Hanson (United) 
Tracy Oehler (United) 
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To: FCGMA
Cc: Adam Phillips; Kline, Matt; Heather Welles; Kretz, Bobby; Sam Collie
Subject: OPV Coalition’s Comments on the Draft Oxnard 5-Year GSP Evaluation and the Draft Pleasant Valley 5-Year GSP

Evaluation
Date: Monday, October 7, 2024 4:48:03 PM
Attachments: 2024.10.07 Cover Letter to Tonkin GSP Evaluation Comment Letter.pdf

OPV Coalition Comments on Oxnard and PV 5-Year Evaluations.pdf

WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to
report it or forward the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

FCGMA:

 

Please see the attached correspondence and kindly acknowledge receipt by responsive

email.  Thank you.

 

O’Melveny
Russell M. McGlothlin
rmcglothlin@omm.com
O: +1-310-246-8463
M: +1-805-453-2955
O’Melveny & Myers LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars, 8th Floor
Los Angeles, CA  90067
Website | LinkedIn | Twitter
This message and any attached documents contain information from the law firm of O'Melveny & Myers LLP that may be
confidential and/or privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this information.
If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and then delete this
message.
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O’Melveny & Myers LLP 
1999 Avenue of the Stars 
8ᵗʰ Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-6035 

October 7, 2024 

VIA EMAIL 

 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency  
800 S Victoria Ave, Ventura, CA 93009 
FCGMA@ventura.org 
 
    

  
Dear FCGMA: 

Enclosed with this letter is a memorandum from the OPV Coalition’s consulting hydrogeologist, 
Matthew Tonkin,  PhD, the President of S.S. Papadopulos & Associates, Inc., providing 
technical comments on the Draft Oxnard 5-Year GSP Evaluation and the Draft Pleasant Valley 
5-Year GSP Evaluation.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and hope that 
the FCGMA will amend the evaluations to address our comments.   

As a broader matter, we respectfully urge the FCGMA to provide a written response to all 
substantive comments that it receives concerning the evaluations.  Various parties made 
extensive comments on the drafts of the original groundwater sustainability plans, but we are 
unaware of any amendments or responses that the FCGMA made in response to those comments.  
We hope that the FCGMA will be more responsive with respect to the comments that it receives 
on the 5-Year evaluations by identifying where amendments were made in response to the 
comments, or through a written explanation for why changes to the draft evaluations were not 
made in response to received comments. 

Please contact me if you would like us to further explain or elaborate on any of the comments 
made in the attached memorandum or to discuss the comment process generally. 

Sincerely, 

 
Russell McGlothlin 
 

 

 

Re: OPV Coalition’s Comments on the Draft Oxnard 5-Year GSP Evaluation and the 
Draft Pleasant Valley 5-Year GSP Evaluation  
 



 

 

S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
ENVIRONMENTAL & WATER-RESOURCE CONSULTANTS 

 

 

Monday, October 7, 2024 

Attention:       Russell McGlothlin, O’Melveny & Myers, LLP  

Subject: Technical Comments Concerning the Draft First Periodic Evaluation, 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Oxnard Subbasin and the Draft First 
Periodic Evaluation Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley 
Basin (August 2024) 

Pursuant to your request, I have reviewed the Draft First Periodic Evaluation, Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan for the Oxnard Subbasin (August 2024: referred to herein as the “Oxnard 

Evaluation”), and the Draft First Periodic Evaluation, Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the 

Pleasant Valley Basin (August 2024: referred to herein as the “Pleasant Valley Evaluation”). Both 

Evaluations were prepared for Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) by 

Dudek.  

Overall, the Evaluations provide well-organized overviews of planning, monitoring, management 

and analysis activities focused on the period 2020 and 2024, including how FCGMA responded to 

Corrective Actions recommended by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) on the Oxnard 

Subbasin’s and the Pleasant Valley Basin’s respective GSPs. The Evaluations also present several 

appropriate strategies for improving understanding of the basins, including installing new 

monitoring wells and using transducers/dataloggers in selected wells. I provide herein several 

comments and recommendations to be transmitted to the FCGMA which are intended to help 

clarify understanding regarding the basins’ hydrogeology, resources, and sustainability criteria.  

Both Evaluations rely heavily upon groundwater modeling for many analyses, including (1) 

estimating water budgets and groundwater storage changes; (2) estimating the extent of seawater 

intrusion; (3) simulating hypothetical management scenarios that contrast “baseline” conditions 

with alternative pumping scenarios and some with future projects; (4) proposing changes to 

Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds; and (5) evaluating and contrasting potential 

future management alternatives.  The reliability of these various model-driven analyses hinges on 

the accuracy and reliability of the groundwater model(s) used to conduct them.  

Although the FCGMA has provided workshops and limited text-based outputs from some model 

simulations, it has not made available the groundwater model input and output files necessary to 

independently evaluate the appropriateness, accuracy, and reliability of the modeling and the 

conclusions and recommendations that the FCGMA derives from modeling as presented in the 

Evaluations.  I understand this is because United Water Conservation District (United) controls 

the models used and has so far refused to share the groundwater model files with the Basin’s 

stakeholders—including the OPV Coalition—for quality assurance review.  In effect, United and 

the FCGMA are signaling to stakeholders to trust in the reliability of the modeling and related 

recommendations, while providing no opportunity for their constituents to conduct a thorough 

review.  This is inconsistent with the intent to foster public participation and engagement in the 
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GSP evaluation process, fostering instead distrust of the technical analyses underpinning 

significant water resource management decisions in the basins.   

Recommendation #1: Given that historical peer reviews conducted on the models were completed 

at the discretion of United and FCGMA, and that those reviews did not assess recent revisions to 

the models, I recommend, in the interest of transparency, quality assurance, and diversity of 

opinion that either an arms-length independent review strategy be implemented or, preferably, that 

FCGMA and United agree to disclose the model(s) for review by the basin’s stakeholders 

consistent with numerous previous requests. 

I offer below several additional specific comments and recommendations on the Evaluations that 

in my opinion are necessary to build trust in the Evaluations, the modeling that was relied upon in 

those evaluations, and the GSP process as a whole.  

Recommendation 2: The Evaluations should clearly distinguish observed data from model 

outputs. 

Explanation: It is important to distinguish measured data from model outputs: model 

outputs are not data. The Evaluations conflate interpretations based on monitoring data 

with outputs from groundwater models, as illustrated by these example statements from the 

Executive Summary of the Oxnard Evaluation: “While groundwater elevations are higher 

than they were in 2015, available groundwater quality and numerical modeling data 

indicate that the Subbasin experienced additional seawater intrusion over the evaluation 

period” and “As anticipated in the GSP, numerical modeling data suggests that since 2015, 

approximately 140,000 acre-feet of groundwater was added to the Subbasin, and 113,600 

acre-feet of seawater has intruded into the Subbasin.”  Absent substantial changes such as 

achieved through re-calibration, model outputs will continue to show outputs analogous to 

those obtained previously (e.g., during preparation of the GSP), and this does not verify 

previous modeling or provide greater confidence in any conclusions.  For the Evaluations, 

it is more important to determine (a) what the mapped salinity data indicate, (b) how 

measured data compare with previous model outputs and projections, and (c) whether 

differences in this comparison are substantial enough to warrant model revisions including 

structural changes or re-calibration. 

Recommendation 3:  The Evaluations should state the reasons and technical bases for proposed 

revisions to Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds.  

Explanation: Changes are proposed to the Measurable Objectives and Minimum 

Thresholds, but the reasons and technical basis are not given. For example from the Oxnard 

Evaluation Section 2.2.1.8: “Based on the updated simulations, revisions are recommended 

to 9 minimum threshold groundwater elevations established in the GSP (Table 2-2, 

Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Groundwater Elevations for the Oxnard 
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Subbasin). Eight of the recommended revisions are for wells located within the Saline 

Intrusion and Oxnard Pumping Depression management areas” and “Future scenario 

modeling was updated as part of this Periodic GSP evaluation. Two simulations were 

identified that minimize seawater intrusion and maximize total groundwater production 

from the Subbasin, PVB, and West Las Posas Management Area (WLPMA)… The 

simulated groundwater elevations from the NNP 3 scenario were used to develop 

recommended revisions to SMCs for the Subbasin.” Current Measurable Objectives and 

Minimum Thresholds were based on groundwater modeling, and the proposed changes 

appear to be based on a newly modeled scenario. The groundwater model is clearly playing 

a central role for FCGMA in determining these criteria, but it is unclear how it is being 

used to develop qualitative and quantitative recommendations. Thus, much greater 

explanation is necessary so that proposed changes can be understood and evaluated.   

Recommendation 4: Given the growing body of monitoring data, the Evaluations should provide 

updates on the relationship between water levels and SGMA sustainability indicators and explain 

whether and when FCGMA and Dudek anticipate using direct measurements of these indicators 

in place of water levels.  

Explanation: At the present time, FCGMA uses water levels as a surrogate for the SGMA 

sustainability indicators. However, the body of monitoring data is growing and is 

incorporating more direct measurements of sustainability criteria. For example, the Oxnard 

Evaluation presents data and information regarding changes in chloride concentrations 

pertaining to seawater intrusion, which is a sustainability indicator under SGMA. With 

regard to subsidence, which is also a SGMA sustainability indicator, the Oxnard Evaluation 

also states that (Table 1-1. Summary of New Information Since GSP) “DWR InSAR data 

are now available to examine land subsidence in the Oxnard Subbasin.” The Pleasant 

Valley Evaluation states similarly (again, in Table 1-1. Summary of New Information 

Since GSP).  The Evaluations should discuss what was learned over the monitoring period 

regarding the reliability of water levels as a surrogate for SGMA sustainability indicators, 

including whether correlations that were previously developed between changes in water 

levels and SGMA sustainability indicators have been validated or will be updated, and 

whether and when FCGMA anticipates ultimately replacing the water level surrogate with 

the direct measurements. 

Recommendation 5:  Monitoring data relied upon in the Evaluations should be made publicly 

available.  

Explanation: In the Evaluations, model outputs and monitoring data are used to interpret 

progress toward sustainable management and recommend changes to Measurable 

Objectives and Minimum Thresholds. However, it is unclear what specific role monitoring 

data played in these decisions, since changes evident in some monitoring data – such as 
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increases in chloride concentrations – are only available to stakeholders occasionally and 

in an incomplete fashion via reports and workshops.  The Evaluations would facilitate 

better communication, understanding, and transparency by making monitoring data 

available in a format enabling stakeholders and the public to access, view, and interpret 

them. For example, the relationship between water levels and salinity (chloride) and the 

role of very wet or dry conditions on these relationships can be depicted and evaluated 

using mixed line-and-bar type charts. Such plots are available, for example, via the 

HiCharts charting library which enables sharing of data and plots over the web 

(www.highcharts.com).  An example is provided below: the data in this example plot are 

unrelated to either the Oxnard Evaluation or the Pleasant Valley Evaluation, but similar 

plots could easily be made using the data that presumably supported both Evaluations. 

Once developed, updating of these plots with newly acquired data is a trivial task. 

 

 

Recommendation 6: The Evaluations should clarify the number of “key wells” and whether those 

are uniquely screened within individual aquifer units or span multiple aquifer units.   

Explanation: The Oxnard Evaluation provides contradictory statements regarding the 

number, and screened aquifer unit, of key wells. For example, its Executive Summary 

states “The GSP established minimum threshold and measurable objective groundwater 

elevations at 34 representative monitoring points, or “key wells” in the Subbasin.” Section 

2.2.1.4 states (a) “In any single monitoring event, water levels in 6 of the 14 key wells are 

below their respective minimum threshold7” and refers to footer #7 which states “15 wells 

were referenced in the GSP. However, only 14 key wells are screened in the UAS.” and (b) 

“During the evaluation period, groundwater elevations occurred below the historical low 
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groundwater elevations at 9 of the 15 key wells screened in the UAS and 11 of the 19 key 

wells screened in the LAS.” Section 2.2.1.4 thus refers to 14 key wells in the UAS, with 

reference to footer 7, but later refers to 15 key wells; whereas the Executive Summary and 

other locations in the Oxnard Evaluation refer to 19 key wells in the LAS and 34 key wells 

in total from which a count of 15 key wells is obtained for the UAS contradicting footer 

#7.  Both the Oxnard Evaluation and the Pleasant Valley Evaluation should clarify the 

number of “key wells” and whether those are uniquely screened within individual aquifer 

units or span multiple aquifer units.   

Recommendation 7: The Evaluations should clearly recognize apparent progress toward 

sustainable conditions achieved through pumping curtailment and other basin management actions 

and distinguish this clearly from apparent progress achieved through favorable changes in climatic 

conditions.  

Explanation: The Oxnard Evaluation contains positive statements regarding progress. For 

example, the Executive Summary states “Under average climate conditions, the interim 

milestones targeted groundwater elevation recoveries that averaged approximately 14 feet 

in the UAS and approximately 22 feet in the LAS over the first five years of GSP 

implementation. The groundwater elevations measured in spring 2024 ranged from 

approximately 5 to 117 feet higher than those in spring 2015. Importantly, groundwater 

elevations in spring 2024 were higher than the minimum thresholds in 21 of the 27 key 

based upon the available data. FCGMA anticipates that the general trend of rising 

groundwater elevations will continue through 2040 with continued implementation of the 

GSP.” Likewise Section 2.2.1.5 states “The introduction of new recycled water supplies, 

reduction in groundwater pumping, and historically high recharge have reversed the 

downward trend in groundwater elevations in the Subbasin.”  Similar statements are made 

in the Pleasant Valley Evaluation. Increased water levels and other indicators are indeed 

positive, however, the vast majority of this apparent progress likely results from very wet 

recent conditions, with the introduction of new recycled water supplies and reductions in 

groundwater pumping only minor contributors. An effort should be made to determine to 

what extent these projects contributed to the changed conditions versus the historically high 

recharge. 

Recommendation 8: The Evaluations should clarify and expand upon the proposed use of 

transducer/dataloggers. 

Explanation: As noted in the Oxnard Evaluation Section 2.2.1 “Water year groundwater 

elevations are characterized using seasonal low and seasonal high measurements. 

Seasonal low groundwater elevations are defined in the GSP as groundwater elevations 

measured between October 2 and October 29 and seasonal high groundwater elevations 

are defined in the GSP as groundwater elevations measured between March 2 and March 
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29.” The Oxnard Evaluation proposes installation of transducer/dataloggers (Section 3.2.7 

Project No. 12: Installation of Transducers in Groundwater Monitoring Wells). The 

Pleasant Valley Evaluation also proposes installation of transducer/dataloggers (Section 

3.2.10 Project No. 11: Installation of Transducers in Groundwater Monitoring Wells). The 

installation of transducers/dataloggers is an important improvement to the monitoring 

program to mitigate data gaps. However, it is unclear whether the transducer/dataloggers 

will (a) be installed only for two weeks at each (spring/fall) event or will (b) remain in 

place for a much longer time and a two-week data window retrieved for this specific use. 

Installation of transducer/dataloggers for the March and October events would improve the 

comparability of data retrieved at individual synoptic events but offer limited additional 

value whereas leaving the instruments in-place for an extended time would enable the 

actual timing of seasonal low and high values each year to be determined (which are 

weather dependent and may not fall in these months) enabling comparability between 

synoptic events as well as within them, and improving understanding of the aquifer 

response to changes in recharge, pumping, and projects.  

Recommendation 9: The Evaluations should be consistent in their analysis and comparison of 

actual and potential projects and their value for water resources management.  

Explanation: Note c to Table ES-3 of the Oxnard Evaluation states that it “Excludes the 

10,000 AFY of simulated brackish water extractions from the Subbasin via United Water 

Conservation District’s Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment project 

extraction wells.” Where is this extraction accounted for? Given that the extracted water is 

brackish, and likely to increase in salinity over time, there should be an accounting of this 

withdrawal possibly with a fresh-saline apportionment when weighing the relative value 

of this potential project to the sustainability of the basins’ water resources. 

Recommendation 10:  The Evaluations should state whether cross-aquifer flows and migration 

of salts have been considered in the conceptual site model (CSM) and in groundwater modeling. 

Explanation: Section 3.2.5 of the Oxnard Evaluation (Project No. 10: Destruction of 

Abandoned Wells), states that abandoned and potentially cross-connecting wells will be 

properly destroyed. This is an important activity to reduce the potential for migration of 

poor-quality water between aquifers. Such cross-connections can sometimes be a 

significant component of the water budget: the Evaluations should clearly state whether 

the locations and rates of historical cross-connection have been considered in the Basins’ 

CSM and whether the model simulations and water budgets considered these flows and the 

migration of salts.  

Recommendation 11:  The Evaluations should state whether additional modeling was performed 

following the May 30, 2024 Technical Discussion Workshops.  
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Explanation: There are differences in the scenario results presented in the May workshops 

and those presented in the August Evaluations including for example the tabulated budgets 

for the NNP1,2,3 scenarios presented in the Oxnard Evaluation. Similar differences appear 

when comparing the workshop presentation materials with the August Pleasant Valley 

Evaluation as well. Please explain if additional modeling was conducted after the May 

workshop results were presented, or if there is another cause for these differences.  

Recommendation 12:  The Evaluations should state when model documentation will be made 

available.  

Explanation: Section 5.1.3 of the Oxnard Evaluation (Model Extension and Recalibration) 

states that “As part of this periodic evaluation, UWCD extended the Coastal Plain Model 

to simulate groundwater conditions in the Subbasin through the end of water year 2022 

(i.e., September 30, 2022). During the model update and extension process, UWCD 

recalibrated the Coastal Plain Model. This recalibration effort involved incremental 

adjustments to local hydraulic conductivity, storativity, and boundary conductance values 

which resulted in better simulation of groundwater conditions along the coastline (details 

to be included in UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model update technical memorandum).” A 

similar statement is made in the Pleasant Valley Evaluation (again, in Section 5.1.3 Model 

Extension and Re-Calibration). When will the Coastal Plain Model Technical 

Memorandum (TM) be made available? To complete a thorough review of the conclusions 

and recommendations presented in the Evaluations, and to dispel any concerns regarding 

the reliability of the modeling, it is essential to have access to this TM detailing updates to 

the groundwater model(s) that underpinned these basins’ Evaluations.   

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Evaluations and provide you these comments for 

submittal to the FGCMA.  

With regards, 

S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC.  

 

Matthew Tonkin, PhD      

President, SSP&A      



From: Gomez, Omar A CIV USN NFEXWC PHE CA (USA)
To: FCGMA
Subject: Pleasant Valley GSP Evaluation Comments
Date: Friday, September 27, 2024 11:49:43 AM

Hello FCGMA,
 
Please see my comments below for potential revisions to the Draft Pleasant Valley GSP Evaluation
report. I have provide a reference to the part of the report for requested revisions. Please let me
know if it is not clear enough for what should be considered revised.
 

·       The first paragraph of the Executive Summary indicates that the GSP evaluation period is
between water year 2020 and water year 2024. The next page or on page 11 of the report in
section “Current Groundwater Conditions” indicates that the periodic evaluation period
evaluates groundwater conditions from water 2015 to 2024. Please ensure that both of
these sections list the same evaluation period or agree with another.

·       Table ES-2: It appears that current groundwater pumping is actually about 10 percent less than
in 2015 or the historical average based on current total water supplies vs historical water
supplies in table ES-2 (32260/35670 AFY = 90 percent and hence a 10 percent difference). This
should be revised unless a different calculation was used.

Page 14, Section on “Assessment of Progress Towards Sustainability”, First paragraph: How is
the GSP implementation on track to meet the sustainability goal if groundwater usage in the
PV is over the sustainable yield estimate of 13,400 AFY?
Table 2-3b: it should be made clear where 700 AF in storage decrease was calculated from
January 2016 to September 2022.
In section “2.2.2.2.2 Lower Aquifer System”, please provide reference to data that indicates
the Ventura Regional Groundwater Flow Model estimates that groundwater storage in the
LAS increased by 4,500 AF

 
Thank you,
Omar
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WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to
report it or forward the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

To: Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
 
The City of Camarillo appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation
and herewith submits the attached comments.
Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions or requests for additional information.
 
Sincerely,
 
Dave Klotzle, Director of Public Works
City of Camarillo | 601 Carmen Drive, Camarillo, CA 93010
(805) 383-5642 | dklotzle@cityofcamarillo.org
 

 
 
 
Please note email correspondence with the City of Camarillo (and attachments, if any) are
subject to the California Public Records Act which authorizes public disclosure (unless
otherwise exempted from disclosure under the Act). The information contained in this email is
intended only for the use of the named addressee(s). If you received this message in error,
please notify the sender of its receipt by calling (805) 388-5300, and subsequently delete
and/or destroy this document along with any attachments.



 

City of Camarillo 
  601 Carmen Drive • Camarillo, CA  93010 

           
 

Office of the City Manager 
        (805) 388-5307 

     FAX (805) 388-5318 
 

 
October 7, 2024 
 
Arne Anselm, Interim Executive Officer Submitted via email to:  
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency arne.anselm@ventura.org 
800 South Victoria Ave., No. 1600 FCGMA@ventura.org 
Ventura, CA  93009 
 
RE: Comments on Draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation Draft Documents    
 
Dear Mr. Anselm: 
 
Thank you for your efforts in producing the draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation documents and 
circulating them for review.  The City of Camarillo’s specific comments are below.  
  
In general, however, the City is concerned that the draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation does not 

adequately reflect the unique purpose of the City’s North Pleasant Valley Groundwater 

Desalter facility (Desalter). Consistent with Regional Board directives and Fox Canyon 

Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) Resolution No. 2016-04, the Desalter is 

intended to improve water quality in the Pleasant Valley Basin by extracting, and treating 

for beneficial use, brackish groundwater in the northern Pleasant Valley Basin. The 

extraction and treatment of brackish water to groundwater levels prior to the brackish 

water entering the basin is consistent with FCGMA Resolution No. 2016-04, and is distinct 

from minimum thresholds used in the report to analyze pumping in Pleasant Valley Basin 

that causes seawater intrusion. The final 5-Year GSP Evaluation therefore should not 

treat the Desalter’s operations as being essentially equivalent to other types of 

groundwater pumping by, among other things, suggesting that the Desalter’s operations 

could cause undesirable results if project pumping exceeds minimum thresholds, as 

operation of the Desalter is governed by the Resolution to achieve basin water quality 

objectives (see draft 5-Year GSP Evaluation, page 39 of the PDF document.). 
  

1. As noted in the Executive Summary, the purpose of Camarillo’s Desalter facility is 
to extract brackish groundwater from the Northern Pleasant Valley Basin (NPVMA) 
to address the water quality issues identified by the Regional Board and included 
in the Basin Management Plan adopted by the FCGMA.  Additionally, the Camarillo 
Sanitary District (CSD) was issued a Time Schedule Order by the Regional Board 



 
 

requiring measures to achieve water quality objectives for salts which is being 
realized by Camarillo’s substantial capital investment in the successful 
construction and continued operation of the Desalter. 
 
The Desalter facility operates under a permit issued by the Division of Drinking 
Water but is also governed by the Mitigation and Contingency Plan (MCP) that was 
developed by the City of Camarillo as lead agency in the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) process for the Desalter project, in coordination with FCGMA. 
The MCP was adopted by the FCGMA as part of Resolution No. 2016-04 that 
includes technical parameters and reporting for the Desalter, and also reiterates 
the purpose of the project as: “the Desalter Project will have a 25-Year life 
expectancy, after which it is anticipated that groundwater levels in the Pleasant 
Valley groundwater basin will be at conditions prior to the brackish water entering 
the basin, and will be allowed to recover to sustainable conditions.” Conditions 
prior to brackish water entering the basin may be lower than Minimum Thresholds 
being considered by the 5-Year GSP Evaluation, and minimum groundwater levels 
or triggers in the MCP should be based on the stated project purpose in the 
Resolution. 
 
No changes to Minimum Thresholds should be presented in the 5-Year GSP 
Evaluation that would limit the purpose of the Desalter as noted in the Resolution, 
and text of the 5-Year GSP Evaluation should be updated to clarify this. 
Additionally, as noted in Section 2.2.1.4 of the 5-Year GSP Evaluation (page 28 of 
PDF document), “declines in groundwater elevation in the eastern part of the 
NPVMA are less likely to influence seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin”, so 
distinction needs to be taken when comparing Minimum Thresholds designed to 
mitigate against seawater intrusion to Desalter project operation. See attached 
requested changes to the 5-Year GSP Evaluation document related to this 
comment item. 
  

2. Regarding well 19M05 mentioned in Section 6.2.3.1 Minimum Thresholds, on page 
112 of the PDF document, notes that “Groundwater elevations at this well are 
strongly influenced by groundwater production from the North Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Project.” This well location may also be influenced by other nearby wells.  
Please update the document to include technical information to justify the strong 
link suggested or insert language that further studies/evaluations are needed. 
  

3. During the 5-Year GSP Evaluation and presentation on September 10, 2024, it 
was noted that the quantity of recycled water produced by the Camarillo Sanitary 
District and provided to Camrosa Water District (Camrosa), ultimately Pleasant 
Valley County Water District (PVCWD), was double counted and the United Water 
Conservation District (UWCD) model would need to be re-run and the 5-Year GSP 
Evaluation be updated to reflect this.  Please revise document to correct this. 
 

4. The Executive Summary and various other locations in the document should be 
updated to better describe how pumping in the Pleasant Valley Basin (PVB) 
causes seawater intrusion into the Oxnard Subbasin given there is a net flow of 
groundwater from the PVB into the Oxnard Subbasin, and pumping from the 



 
 

Oxnard Subbasin seems to contribute to a much larger impact to seawater 
intrusion than the PVB.  More modeling analysis is needed to isolate the impact of 
inland pumping on seawater intrusion for technical evaluation and consideration to 
better understand how sustainable yield numbers are produced. 
 

5. In Section 3.2.5.2 - Benefits and Impacts of Project No. 6 (UWCD Extraction 
Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment (EBB) Project) is described in a way that 
appears to equally benefit the sustainable yield of the Oxnard Subbasin and PVB 
and it notes “project impacts are intended to increase sustainable yield for all 
users”, but in the Executive Summary Table ES-3 it shows that there is no or 
marginal proportional benefit to the PVB sustainable yield (Lower Aquifer System 
yield actually goes down) by the EBB project.  Please update the document to 
more clearly describe the benefits of EBB project on the PVB sustainable yield. 
 

6. Related to new projects listed in the 5-Year GSP Evaluation in Section 3.2 – Newly 
Identified Projects and Management Actions on page 53 of the PDF document, it 
would be helpful to note that some projects listed received the DWR GMA Grant 
administered by FCGMA and are moving forward while others are waiting for 
funding to move forward.  Please note that the following projects for feasibility 
studies were submitted as part of Camarillo’s application the SGM Grant, and did 
not receive funding so are not scheduled to move forward at this time: 13, 14, 15, 
and 16.  Project No. 12: Camarillo Stormwater Diversion to WRP Feasibility Study, 
received the SGM Grant for the feasibility study and is currently underway.  Please 
update the 5-Year GSP Evaluation to reflect these comments. 
 

7. Related to the newly identified Project No.14: Camarillo Desalter Expansion 
Feasibility Study noted in Section 3.2.13.1 on page 63 of the PDF document, notes 
that “The groundwater elevation data collected after the NPV Desalter began 
operations and the actual volume of potable water produced by the NPV Desalter 
will be used to help assess whether there is the potential for additional groundwater 
production in this area and treatment by the NPV Desalter.”  Please amend this 
statement to reflect that the NPV Desalter could also be expanded by bringing in 
outside water sources by other agencies for treatment for the benefit of the region 
(Calleguas Municipal Water District is currently evaluating this), so assessment of 
expansion isn’t only dependent on groundwater conditions. 
 

8. It is unclear whether Desalter pumping during the first half or so of the sustaining 
period is included in the sustainable yield.  Any Desalter pumping occurring in the 
sustaining period should be backed out of the sustainable yield estimate because 
the Desalter pumping is supplied from a temporary surplus in the Basin.  Please 
update the document to clarify this. 
 

9. It is not clear whether the pumping reduction schedules for the three “No New 
Projects” scenarios were applied to the Desalter project pumping. The Desalter 
project has a separate and fixed groundwater allocation to address environmental 
groundwater quality issues in the basin as noted in FCGMA Resolution 2016-04 
and should not be reduced as part of the scenarios. Please update the document 
to clarify this.  



The City is aware of the comments Camrosa has regarding the draft 5-Year GSP 
Evaluation. Given the importance of the 5-Year GSP Evaluation and the City and 
Camrosa’s concerns, the City is requesting that it be permitted, with Camrosa, to present 
its comments to the full Board at an upcoming meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Ramirez 
City Manager 

Enclosed: Requested Changes to Section 2.2.4.1 DWR Recommended Correction  
Actions 



City of Camarillo - Draft First Periodic Evaluation – Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant 
Valley Basin (5-Year GSP Evaluation) – August 2024 

Requested changes on PDF page 39, in Section 2.2.4.1 DWR Recommended Correction Actions, in 
subjection titled  Adequacy of Groundwater Level Thresholds as Proxies for Groundwater Quality – 
North Pleasant Valley Management Area: 

Please add text shown in red, and remove words with strike through from the text taken from 
the report as shown below:  

The primary mechanism in place to address degraded water quality in the NPVMA is the 
NPV Groundwater Desalter project. This project, which is led by the City of Camarillo, aims 
to pump brackish water from the PVB and serve the treated water in areas impacted by 
historical inflows of poor-quality water from the LPVB (City of Camarillo 2015). The NPV 
Groundwater Desalter project operates under a Monitoring and Contingency Plan (MCP) 
that was developed in coordination with FCGMA, and approved as part of FGMA Resolution 
No. 2016-04. The MCP defines groundwater elevation, quality, seawater intrusion, and land 
subsidence contingency thresholds that, in effect, ensure that the project operates as 
designed described in Resolution No. 2016-04: “The Desalter Project will have a 25-year life 
expectancy, after which it is anticipated that groundwater levels in the Pleasant Valley 
groundwater basin will be at conditions prior to the brackish water entering the basin, and 
will be allowed to recover to sustainable conditions.”   

The groundwater elevation contingency threshold established in the NPV Groundwater 
Desalter project MCP requires project-related pumping to reduce once the groundwater 
elevation at well 02N20W19M06S or 02N20W19E01S drops below -126 ft. msl. The GSP 
established the minimum threshold groundwater elevation at the one existing key well in the 
NPVMA, 02N20W19M05S, at -135 ft. msl. This key well is located near the groundwater 
elevation contingency wells established in the NPV Groundwater Desalter MCP.   Temporary 
exceedances of the 02N20W19M05S minimum threshold may occur while the MCP 
contingency measures are progressively implemented. 

The City of Camarillo, in coordination with FCGMA, is in the process of developing a revised 
MCP while ensuring it still meets the intent of the project as noted in the Resolution 2016-
04. The current minimum threshold groundwater elevation at well 02N20W19M05S does 
not interfere with operation of the NPV Groundwater Desalter Project, and serves as 
indicator of groundwater conditions in the NPVMA due to the Desalter Project along with 
wells 02N20W19M06S and 02N20W19E01S. and, therefore, is appropriate to assess 
undesirable results associated with degraded water quality in this part of the PVB. The 
appropriateness of this minimum threshold will be re-evaluated when the MCP revisions are 
complete. FCGMA, in coordination with the City of Camarillo, will continue to monitor 
groundwater level and quality conditions in the NPVMA through implementation of the NPV 
Groundwater Desalter project. As part of this, FCGMA will evaluate the appropriateness of 
each contingency threshold, their relation to the SMC established in the GSP, and 
undesirable results associated with degraded water quality in the PVB. 
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Re: Pleasant Valley County Water District Comments on Draft First Periodic 
Evaluations of the Groundwater Sustainability Plans for the Oxnard Subbasin and 
Pleasant Valley Basin, dated August 2024 

Dear Mr. Anselm, 

Pleasant Valley County Water District (PVCWD) thanks you for the opportunity to provide 
comments on the above-reference documents (evaluation reports). The first periodic 
evaluations of the Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the Oxnard Subbasin and 
Pleasant Valley Basin are important milestones on the path to sustainability for the Basin. 
We offer the following comments from the perspective of the agricultural water system 
that serves as the primary "hub" of agricultural water routing in both the Oxnard Subbasin 
and Pleasant Valley Basin and in the spirt of fostering increased coordination and 
collaboration to facilitate the planning necessary to achieving the goals of the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). 

Comments 

1. Water Demand/Supply Assumptions: 

Table 1 summarizes PVCWD's understanding of the future baseline water supplies 
assumed for PVCWD that were used at the starting point for the modeling performed 
in support of the evaluation reports. As can be seen in Column No. 3, there is 
incomplete and conflicting information in the evaluation reports concerning the various 
water supplies that are assumed will be available to PVCWD under future baseline 
conditions. Also, the evaluation reports provide no information about the assumed 
year-to-year or month-to-month timing of deliveries for review from an operational 
standpoint. For these reasons, PVCWD undertook a significant effort develop a better 
understanding of the future baseline water supply assumptions for PVCWD. This effort 
took several weeks and involved numerous model input data requests and questions 
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to Dudek and UWCD. The results of this effort are presented in Column No. 4. 
Additionally, Column No. 5 shows the difference between the baseline water supplies 
calculated from the model inputs (Column No, 4) and the actual current average 
supplies (Column No. 2). 

Table 1 
Summary of Historical and Assumed Future Baseline PVCWD Water Supplies 

1 2 

Current Average 

Water Supplies 

Source (2016-2022)1 

(AFY) 

UWCD PVP3 739 

Camrosa : 

CCD 3,721 

CWRF 419 

CAMSAN 1,029 

Subtotal Camrosa: 5,169 

AWPF 779 

PVCWDWells 7,883 

Total: 14,570 

Notes: 
AWPF = Advanced Water Purification Facility 
CAMSAN = Camarillo Sanitation District 
CCD = Conejo Creek Diversion 
CWRF = Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility 
PVP = Pleasant Valley Pipeline 

3 4 

Future Baseline Average Future Baseline Average 

Supplies per GSP Supplies per Model 

Evaluation Text Input Data2 

(AFY) (AFY) 

5,100 6,254 

4,000 (per Dudek, this will 

increased to 4,383 in final ? (breakout not provided) 
evaluation reports) 

"a portion" of 2,600 per PV 

GSP Eva I. and "a portion" of ? (breakout not provided) 

2,300 per Oxnard GSP Eva I. 

1,500 per PV GSP Eva I. and 
? (breakout not provided) 

1,400 per Oxnard GSP Eva I. 

See above 6,8644 

500 to PV Basin per PV GSP 

Eva I.; Oxnard GSP Eva I. does 851 

not say 

"Average annual extractions 

from the Subbasin equal to 

the 2016 to 2022 average, 2,652 

adjusted by surface and 

recycled water availability." 

? 16,622 

1) Evaluation reports use the 2016-2022 period to calculate the "current average." 
2) Double-count of CAMSAN is accounted for in numbers below. 
3) Includes Saticoy Wells & State Project Water 
4) Per Dudek, the modeling is being updated and this will be increased by 383 AFY. 
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Difference 

Model minus 2016-2022 

(Col. 4 minus Col. 2) 

(AFY) 

5,515 

? 

? 

? 

1,6964 

72 

(5,231) 

2,052 



• UWCD PV Pipeline: The assumed average supply seems reasonable. The 
large difference with 2016-2022 period is due to drought and operational 
issues. 

• Camrosa Supplies: The assumed supplies are 1,700 acre-feet per year (AFY) 
higher than the 2016-2022 average. This difference will increase to 2,100 in 
the final modeling and final evaluation report1. While it would be fantastic if 
the assumed water deliveries indeed happen during over GSP 
implementation and sustaining periods, there are numerous reasons why the 
deliveries could fall short of the assumptions, e.g., contractual considerations, 
economics, regulatory changes, operational constraints, water quality, etc. 

• Oxnard AWPF: The assumed supply is 72 AFY higher than the 2016-2022 
average. As with the Camrosa supplies, it would be fantastic if the long-term 
availability of AWPF water turns out to be 851 AFY, but there are numerous 
reasons why it may not, e.g., contractual considerations, economics, 
competition with other potential uses, operational constraints, etc. 

• PVCWD Wells: The assumed supply is 2,652 AFY, which is 5,231 AFY lower 
than the 2016-2022 average. This represents a significant reduction in 
assumed pumping. As discussed in Comment No. 2 later in this letter, the 
significantly lower assumed PVCWD groundwater pumping is driving the 
proposed the MT/MO changes for the pumping depression management 
areas as the assumed low pumping is a chief reason the model is predicting 
higher groundwater levels in the pumping depression management areas 
compared to the GSP modeling. 

PVCWD also evaluated the annual variability in the assumed future PVCWD baseline 
water supplies. Figure 1 shows stacked bars showing the annual variability in the 
assumed baseline PCVWD water supplies by source and the total assumed PVCWD 
baseline water supply. The range of total assumed PVCWD baseline water supply 
seems reasonable when compared with the current average; however, it is noted that 
PVCWD has delivered significantly more water in the past, as shown in Figure 2. 
Additionally, supplies are larger in wet periods and vice versa, which is contrary to the 
historical pattern, as shown in Figure 2. 

1 Per Dudek, updated modeling is being performed with increased Conejo Creek Diversion supplies assumed (4,383 AFY 
vs 4,000 AFY). 
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Figure 1 
PVCWD Future Baseline Water Supplies Used in Draft GSP Period Evaluation Reports 
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The evaluation reports do not explain how PVCWD demands are estimated. However, 
it was inferred from conversations with Dudek that the UWCD Oxnard Plain Surface 
Water Distribution Model developed in 2021 was used to estimate PVCWD demands. 
The Oxnard Plain Surface Water Distribution Model report (UWCD OFR 2021-03) 
states that PVCWD area demands assumed to be equal to 2015-2017 average 
pumping plus 1,300 AFY of Conejo Creek diversions. These assumptions are not 
consistent with actual water supplies (demand) during the 2015-2017 period. Table 2 
below shows the assumed versus actual demands during the 2015-2017 period. As 
shown in Table 2, the assumed demands are approximately 2,400 AFY lower than the 
actual demands, which is significant. 

Table 2 
Assumed Versus Actual 2015-2017 PVCWD Water Demand 

UWCD Surface Water 

Supply Source 
Distribution Model 

Assumptions 

{AFY) 

UWCD PVP1 -
CCD 1,300 
CWRF -
CamSan -
AWPF -
PVCWDWells 12,054 
Total 13,354 
Notes: 

AWPF = Advanced Water Purification Facility 

CAMSAN = Camarillo Sanitation District 

CCD = Conejo Creek Diversion 

CWRF = Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility 

PVP = Pleasant Valley Pipeline 

1) Includes Saticoy Wells & State Project Water 

Actual 

2015-2017 Difference 

Demands (AFY) 

{AFY) 

- -
2,503 1,203 

- -
- -

1,169 1,169 
12,054 -
15,726 2,372 

In summary, despite significant efforts by PVCWD to develop an understanding of 
water supply assumptions for the modeling and evaluation reports, many questions 
remain. Additionally, the numbers are still changing as modeling is ongoing during the 
comment period and the actual results that will be used in an updated version of the 
evaluation document are pending or are at least not publicly available as of the 
comment deadline. Based on what information we have been able to gather and 
analyze, we conclude that the assumptions for PVCWD demands and water supplies 
are questionable and need further explanation, evaluation, and discussion with 
PVCWD and others prior to finalizing the evaluation reports. Specific comments are 
as follow: 

• Overall, the assumptions for PVCWD demands and water supplies are 
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questionable and unverifiable and need further explanation and discussion 
with PVCWD and others prior to finalizing the evaluation reports. 

o The assumed PVCWD water demands are too low. Per the UWCD 
methodology the demands may be as much as approximately 2,400 
AFY low (Table 2). 

o The variability of supplies/demands does not follow expected pattern of 
decreasing in wet year and increasing in dry years (Figure 2). 

o Camrosa and Oxnard AWPF supplies are approximately 2,200 AFY 
higher than the 2016-2022 average. While it would be fantastic if the 
assumed water deliveries indeed happen during over GSP 
implementation and sustaining periods, there are numerous reasons 
why the deliveries could fall short of the assumptions, e.g., contractual 
considerations, economics, regulatory changes, operational 
constraints, water quality, etc. Consideration should be given to 
including scenarios that assume lower supply volumes so that the 
resulting effect on seawater intrusion and MT/MOs can be understood. 

• The plan review/update process needs to include more focused outreach and 
collaboration when developing model scenario assumptions. As the primary 
"hub" of water routing to agricultural in both the Oxnard Subbasin and 
Pleasant Valley Basin one would expect that PVCWD would have been 
consulted while the water demand/supply assumptions were developed for 
the evaluation reports, but there was no outreach to us at all to discuss 
whether the water supply assumptions for the scenarios are realistic, 
operationally feasible, and consistent with current understanding of contracts, 
etc. This is disappointing and inconsistent with the stakeholder outreach 
mandate in SGMA. The easy fix for this would be to start the process sooner 
and perform targeted outreach and collaboration to water systems in planning 
areas. In addition, future Dudek and UWCD contracts should include scope 
and budget for focused meetings with water system operators to review water 
demand/supply and operational assumptions. 

• Too much effort was required to develop an (incomplete) understanding of the 
water demand/supply assumptions for the PVWCD water system. More 
documentation and outreach are needed. More access to data and UWCD 
staff are needed to provide clarifications. The process to obtain data and 
clarifications was cumbersome and incomplete because Dudek did not have 
much of the data and knowledge about the assumptions and UWCD staff 
were reluctant to help because their contract with FCGMA does not include 
scope and budget for them to respond to data requests and questions. The 
easy fix is to include scope and budget in future Dudek and UWCD contracts 
that addresses data requests and clarifications. 

• As explained in the next comment, PCVWD is concerned because the 
questionable water supply assumptions are baked into the modeling that is 
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being used to propose minimum threshold and measurable objective 
changes. The MTs and MOs should not be based the results of model 
scenarios that have unverifiable and questionable assumptions. Rather, 
consistent with our comments on the draft GSP, the MTs and MOs would 
ideally be on empirical data that demonstrate what conditions must be met to 
avoid undesirable results in the basins. At a minimum, more simulations 
should be performed so the impact of various water supply assumptions on 
seawater intrusion and MT/MOs can be understood. 

2. Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective Changes: 

Consistent with PVCWD's comments on the draft GSP, we continue to assert that 
MT/MO should be based on empirical data where possible, not results from a very 
limited number of model scenarios. Using empirical data would ensure that the 
MT/MO reflect groundwater levels that are actually necessary to achieve the 
sustainability goal, as opposed to levels that come out of a singular model scenario 
that is based on questionable and unverifiable future water supply assumptions. 
Nothing in the model results definitively determine or demonstrate whether the 
simulated groundwater levels in the pumping depression areas must be as high as 
proposed to achieve the sustainability goal. For example, consider a model 
scenario with no pumping at all. While such a scenario would undoubtedly be 
sustainable, the groundwater levels produced by that model scenario would be 
higher than the actual groundwater levels necessary to meet the sustainability 
goal. The same concept applies to any other model scenario that achieves the 
sustainability goal -just because a model scenario achieves the sustainability goal 
does not necessarily mean the predicted groundwater levels are the lowest levels 
that must be avoided to achieve the sustainability goal. 

The proposed MT/MO changes for the pumping depression management areas 
are clearly driven by the PVCWD water demand and supply assumptions 
discussed at length in Comment No. 1. It appears the primary reason the model is 
predicting higher groundwater levels in the pumping depression management 
areas compared to the GSP modeling is because the model is being asked to 
simulate significantly less PVCWD pumping (because of the assumed increase in 
non-groundwater water supplies to PVCWD). It is unknown whether all the non
groundwater supplies assumed will be available and deliverable to PVCWD in the 
quantities assumed. Another factor contributing to artificially high model 
groundwater levels is the fact that private wells is modeled using an average rate 
during dry periods. Certainly, private wells will pump more than the average rate 
during dry periods. In addition to these factors, the scenario used to prepare 
recommended MT/MO arbitrarily reduces the already low PCVWD pumping (and 
other pumping) by another 15% to 65%. All of these factors contribute to a very 
optimistic simulation of future groundwater levels in the pumping depression 
management areas upon which the proposed MT/MO changes are based. 
Consistent with our comments on the draft GSP, it has not been demonstrated 
whether the reductions to inland pumping (in this case 15 to 65%) are necessary 
to achieve the sustainability goal. 
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The proposed MT/MO changes, especially in the pumping depression 
management areas, should be tabled pending vetting and further analysis the 
approach of using model results from a limited set of scenarios to set MT/MO, the 
future water demand/supply assumptions for the PVCWD system, and the 
assumption of average pumping rates for private wells. There is no compelling 
reason to modify the MT/MO at this time. It is not an absolute requirement under 
SGMA2. 

3. Impacts of Inland Pumping on Seawater Intrusion Are Not Understood: 

The impact of inland pumping on seawater intrusion has not been quantified for 
technical evaluation and consideration in policy making. Rather, the modeling has 
included various combinations of pumping rates in different areas which does not 
allow for isolation of the effects of pumping form one area versus another. The 
GSP and evaluation reports simply assume that inland pumping has an impact on 
saline intrusion. In reality, it is unclear rate of groundwater pumping in the inland 
areas that is necessary to address seawater intrusion. The resulting MT/MO and 
sustainable yield are flawed for these reasons. More modeling analysis is needed 
to isolate the impact of inland pumping on seawater intrusion for technical 
evaluation and consideration in policy making. The proposed MT/MO changes 
should not be approved pending this analysis and the sustainable yield values 
presented in the evaluation reports should be caveated accordingly. 

4. Project Implementation: 

PVCWD applauds the efforts of the FCGMA Board, FCGMA staff, FCGMA 
Operations Committee, and stakeholders that has led to a significantly expanded 
suite of potential projects in the evaluation reports com parted to the GSP. We are 
particularly encouraged by the potential benefits of the Seawater Intrusion 
Extraction Barrier and Brackish Water Treatment Project (EBB) and progress 
made thus far on that project. 

It is noted that a significant portion of the 15 years remammg to meet the 
sustainability goal will pass before EBB has become fully operational and there is 
confirmation that the anticipated benefits are being realized over a range of 
pumping and climate conditions. For this reason, PVCWD believes that project 
planning should proceed on a parallel path with EBB implementation to provide a 
contingency plan should EBB not proceed to full scale for whatever reason or if 
EBB at full scale does not provide the full anticipated benefits. 

2 GSP Emergency Regulations§ 356.4. (c): " ... the setting of minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, shall be 
reconsidered and revisions proposed, if necessary." (emphasis added). 
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PVCWD proposes a Project Implementation Task Force to assist the FCGMA 
Board, staff, and Operations Committee with developing an Infrastructure Master 
Plan (IMP). The IMP would be a strategic document that provides a framework to 
guide the timing and coordinated implementation of projects. We see a need for 
the Project Implementation Task Force and IMP because time is short and there 
is a large amount of work and coordination needed to move projects from a list on 
paper to implementation in a coordinated manner. This is particularly true because 
project planning and implementation is currently decentralized amongst numerous 
project sponsors. We also believe the Project Implementation Task Force and IMP 
development process would help address the need for more outreach and 
engagement with water system operators such as PVCWD, as was discussed in 
Comment No. 1. 

The proposed Projects Implementation Task Force would be composed of 
representatives from entities that recharge, move, exchange, or store water in the 
basins and a FCGMA representative. The Projects Implementation Task Force 
would report to the FCGMA Operations Committee and would be tasked with: 

Closing 

1) Facilitating coordinated planning of projects; 
2) Identifying project synergies; 
3) Identifying new project alternatives or concepts not previously considered; 
4) Identifying and developing solutions for any project conflicts; 
5) Identifying management actions to optimize project operations (for 

example, a program for inter-service area transfers is needed within the 
PVCWD service area to optimize the use of non-groundwater supplies); 

6) Validating water demand and supply assumptions for modeling and GSP 
periodic evaluations; and 

7) Addressing any other matters assigned by the FCGMA Operations 
Committee or FCGMA Board. 

Thank you for considering our comments. Please feel to contact me for further information 
or if you have questions about our comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ au , era Manager 
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Board of Directors 
Fox County Groundwater Management Agency 
800 South Victoria Avenue 
Ventura, CA 93009-1600 

Submitted via email to: FCGMA@ventura.org 

October 7, 2024 

Re: Comments on the “First Periodic Evaluation, Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the 
Pleasant Valley Basin” 

Board of Directors: 

Attached please find Camrosa Water District’s comments on the “First Periodic Evaluation, 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Pleasant Valley Basin” dated August 2024. 

Camrosa would like to commend the GMA Board, GMA Staff, UWCD Staff, and Dudek for all the 
effort that went into completing the Draft GSP Evaluation. We appreciate the outreach, 
communication, and collaboration that went into developing a better understanding of the 
basin and how recent climate events, projects, and management actions have impacted the 
health of the basin. It has been insightful to use the UWCD modeling efforts as a tool to look 
forward so that all basin stakeholders may begin to collaborate on the implementation of 
sustainability initiatives.   

In connection with our comments, we would also like to note some general issues related to 
the processes used to arrive at this stage in the development of the evaluation.  

1. Leadership and Coordination. It seems that the evaluation process could have been 
improved through clear, centralized leadership in guiding the data collection, 
coordinating stakeholder engagement, and developing a suite of scenarios with the goal 
of achieving sustainability. We believe that a more thorough understanding of the 
interconnected relationships between stakeholders and water resources within the 
basins could have enhanced the approach. We recognize that constraints around 
deadlines, workload, personnel continuity, limited scope, and budget limitations, may 
have impacted the ability of key personnel to engage more fully with stakeholders in 
this aspect of the process.  

2. Collaboration and Transparency. Some foundational inputs and assumptions used in 
developing the modeling, scenarios, and ultimate conclusions were not readily provided 
to stakeholders making it challenging to offer timely feedback or thoroughly assess 
evaluation conclusions. We sincerely appreciate the information that was provided to 
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assist us in the evaluation of the modeling work and conclusions presented in the draft, 
but on many occasions, we had to request the information as it was not readily 
available. Without these requests, we may not have been aware of important changes 
in model inputs, assumptions, and related iterations. We would recommend a 
commitment to increased transparency and availability of information and data, 
especially concerning the inputs and assumptions guiding the modeling. We understand 
that some of these explanations and documentation are forthcoming, but not in time to 
evaluate and include in this comment period. It would be beneficial for the GMA to 
ensure that stakeholders have ample opportunity to review and provide feedback on 
the final draft of the evaluation once this information is made available. 

Considering these points, we would respectfully suggest the following: 

1. Further stakeholder collaboration and analysis are needed to ensure that this 
evaluation provides a solid, science-based foundation for future policy decisions. While 
it is an important step forward, it would benefit from additional input and scrutiny to 
provide the soundest basis for decision-making. 

2. Adjustments to key thresholds and objectives should be approached cautiously. Any 
revisions to Minimum Thresholds, Measurable Objectives, Sustainable Yield, or 
potential pumping reductions should be based on thorough, physical data and analysis. 
Hypothetical models that rely on assumptions not yet fully documented or vetted 
should not be the sole basis for these critical policy decisions. 

In summary, we commend the GMA on its efforts thus far. The work done on the GSP 
Evaluation is a significant step towards further understanding of basin dynamics and achieving 
sustainability. The current evaluation offers valuable concepts and some potential projects and 
management actions, which, in our opinion, remain somewhat conceptual and need further 
development. We believe that the GMA could play an important leadership role in collaborating 
with stakeholders to develop a comprehensive Master Plan, with clear, vetted, science-driven 
objectives, actionable projects, and management actions centered around sound policy that 
will guide the path forward toward sustainability. We look forward to this collaborative effort 
with the GMA and other stakeholders. 

Please contact me by email or phone with any questions or concerns.  

Sincerely,  

 

 

Norman Huff 
General Manager 
Email: normanh@camrosa.com 
Phone: (805) 256-3318 
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COMMENTS ON “FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION, GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN  
FOR THE PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN” DATED August 2024 

By 
Camrosa Water District 

October 7, 2024 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS. 

1.  Camrosa does not agree with the statement that “Groundwater production for agricultural, 
municipal, and industrial use in the PVB, specifically near the boundary with the Oxnard Subbasin, 
has contributed to seawater intrusion in both the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA, 
2019).” We do not believe this statement is supported by the simulations conducted by UWCD using 
their Coastal Plain Model. We provide specific comments below in support of our viewpoint. 

2. We think that the pumping rate (15,400 AFY) used in the UWCD calibrated Coastal Plain Model and 
the Future Baseline scenario pumping (14,600 AFY) are reasonable approximations of long-term 
sustainable yield for the PVB and that any uncertainties should be applied to these pumping values. 

3. It is apparent from the various scenarios analyzed using UWCD’s Coastal Plain Model that pumping 
reductions alone are not a reasonable approach to achieving sustainability. It seems clear that the 
challenge to maintain a landward to seaward hydraulic gradient in the LAS is not going to be 
achieved by recharge in the Oxnard Forebay only. Groundwater flow from the Oxnard Forebay 
recharge basins will take the path of least resistance and in response to local hydraulic gradients to 
discharge in advance of flowing the great distance required to supply the far reaches of the Oxnard 
Subbasin LAS aquifer. In order to maintain controls on groundwater gradients at the coastline, 
especially in the LAS, a hydraulic barrier will be required; an injection barrier, which is the 
conventional approach used in Southern California Coastal Basins, or an extraction barrier, which is 
a novel approach, as proposed by UWCD. We encourage the GMA to explore these alternatives as 
part of the solution to reach sustainability in the Oxnard Subbasin.  

4. We do not agree with how sustainable yield pumping rates are determined through the application 
of an implementation period (first 17 years) and a sustaining period (last 30 years), where average 
pumping over the sustaining period is used to estimate sustainable pumping rates. As described 
below in our comments, the whole 47-year period is considered a representative period of long-
term hydrology for the region, not the last 30 years. We provided our objection to this approach in 
our comments on the original GSP and provide further comments below. 
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5. The GSP evaluation does not acknowledge Camrosa’s pumping credits accrued through Ordinance 
2014-01. Camrosa has accrued 31,078 AF of credits through December 2023. 

6. Camrosa retained Intera, Inc. to review UWCD’s original Ventura Regional Groundwater Flow Model 
(VRGWFM) and make recommendations to modify and refine the model for use in assessing 
Camrosa’s pumping in the northeastern PVB in order to demonstrate sustainability while pumping 
the credits accrued under Ordinance 2014-01. Intera has completed their review, including their 
recommendations for model improvements, which we are happy to share with the GMA. We think 
implementing these recommendations, along with additional data collection and analysis by 
Camrosa, will improve all stakeholders’ understanding of the sustainable yield of the PVB. 

7. There are references to a forthcoming document from UWCD that documents the Coastal Plain 
Model used for the GSP evaluation. Upon request, we were provided the water budget tables from 
UWCD's updated calibrated model. We compared selected water budget components between the 
two calibrations and there are significant differences that need explanation and review by 
stakeholders. We provide a slide deck herein showing our comparisons. (Attachment A)  

8. There is no documentation of future scenarios presented in the GSP. The sustainable yields of each 
basin cannot be reviewed critically because of the gaps in documentation. Groundwater model 
assumptions and inputs used for the simulation of future scenarios have not been documented. 
Documentation, similar to that prepared for groundwater models of historical conditions in the 
original GSP, is required for the following: boundary conditions, projected stream flows including 
stream leakage (e.g., Santa Clara River, Arroyo Las Posas, Conejo Creek, and Calleguas Creek), 
operations (including rules) of diversion of surface water for direct deliveries and managed 
recharge, location and timing of applied waters (e.g., imported water, surface water, recycled water, 
and groundwater), mountain front recharge, recharge from precipitation, groundwater flow 
between basins, location (including aquifer) and timing of groundwater pumping and location of 
discharge to streams, seawater (coastal groundwater) intrusion/outflow, conjunctive use 
operations, etc. All water budget components simulated in the models, including assumptions and 
methods used, need to be documented. Such documentation has not been presented for 
stakeholder review and understanding of the basis of the presented sustainable yields. 

9. The GSP Evaluation report presents a very narrow review of the groundwater model simulation 
results for each pumping scenario, focusing solely on changes in seawater intrusion and interbasin 
flows. We think the authors reach unsupportable conclusions regarding sustainable yield and miss 
identification of key issues by ignoring all other changes that occur from changing pumping. 
Changing areal and vertical pumping distributions and pumping rates create completely different 
groundwater flow regimes. For example, there are changes in groundwater flow between aquifers, 
groundwater discharges to streams, groundwater discharges to drains, groundwater discharges to 
ET, etc. as described below. Additionally, while the Basin Optimization scenario recognizes that 
shifting pumping locations in the Oxnard subbasin affects seawater intrusion and the sustainable 
yield, the GSP evaluation fails to apply this concept to conclusions presented for the PVB. One of the 
more significant beneficial purposes of Camrosa’s Conejo Creek Project (CCP) was that deliveries of 
that supplemental water would offset “Groundwater production for agricultural, municipal, and 
industrial use in the PVB, specifically near the boundary with the Oxnard Subbasin,… “ (FCGMA, 
2019) thereby shifting pumping away from the coast which helps to mitigate seawater intrusion. 
Where pumping occurs matters. With that said, there should be a more comprehensive discussion 
of each scenario, so that stakeholders can understand how groundwater flow is affected by changes 
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in pumping locations, patterns, and rates in both the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley subbasins, which 
could aid in identifying projects and management actions to achieve sustainability. 

10. There is not a specific plan to achieve sustainability. The GSP evaluation provides information 
regarding the potential to move toward sustainability by various changes in areal and vertical 
pumping distributions as well as reductions in pumping rates. However, there needs to be a specific 
plan to achieve sustainability as required by the groundwater sustainability regulations. We think 
that a master plan should be developed that provides a road map to achieve sustainability in the 
remaining time. There needs to be a process to identify the necessary physical facilities and 
management actions required to achieve sustainability that is acceptable to stakeholders. This 
process would include analysis of specific projects or collection of projects, including technical, 
economic, and environmental feasibility. Once specific projects and management actions are 
identified (selected), then an implementation plan can be developed that lays out the funding and 
institutional responsibilities, with specific milestones and timelines. UWCD is doing this work relative 
to the Extraction Barrier Brackish Water Treatment (EBB) project, so, should the GMA and 
stakeholders agree, this project could be a core part of the Master Plan, but the GMA needs to 
provide the overarching framework for a comprehensive Master Plan. 

11. Camrosa obtained water budget tables around the end of June 2024 from UWCD staff. These water 
budget tables are generated from simulation results of various pumping scenarios used in the GSP 
Evaluation. These water budget tables are used as the basis of our comments herein. We 
understand that additional groundwater model simulations may have been completed and 
therefore, the water budget tables we have reviewed may be outdated. We also understand that all 
the scenarios will be updated due to an error in double counting of recycled water supplies. 
Therefore, we reserve the right to update our comments based on these updated simulations and 
revisions to the GSP Evaluation report. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS. 

p. ES-2, Section “Current Groundwater Conditions.” The statement that “Groundwater production for 
agricultural, municipal and industrial use in the PVB, specifically near the boundary with the Oxnard 
Subbasin, has contributed to seawater intrusion in both the UAS and LAS of the Oxnard Subbasin 
(FCGMA, 2019)” has not been demonstrated. In fact, the UWCD calibrated model (covering 37.75 years) 
used for the GSP and updated through September 2022 shows that an average of approximately 5,430 
AFY of groundwater flow occurred from the PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin. This is about 22 percent of the 
total average annual recharge to the PVB over the calibration period. Following is a plot showing 
the flow from PVB to Oxnard Subbasin by aquifer over the 1985 to 2022 period. 

UWCD’s calibrated groundwater flow model also shows that, with minor exceptions from about 1996 to 
2001, there was a surplus of cumulative flows from the UAS+LAS aquifers in the PVB to Oxnard Subbasin 
such that the cumulative flow from PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin totals about 83,000 AF in those two 
aquifer systems. See plot below. 

 

Note: Negative values indicate flow from PVB to Oxnard Subbasin. 
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This section should acknowledge that, on average, the Oxnard Subbasin is in a state of critical overdraft, 
where sources of recharge are insufficient to support average annual groundwater discharges, including 
pumping, from the Subbasin, and that mostly, groundwater flow is from the PVB to the Oxnard 
Subbasin. During wet periods, pumping in the Oxnard Subbasin is reduced somewhat and the Subbasin’s 
groundwater is recharged, increasing groundwater levels, which results in reductions in groundwater 
flow from the PVB to the Oxnard Subbasin. There is no demonstration that groundwater pumping in the 
PVB contributed to seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin. In fact, the UWCD calibrated 
groundwater model results show that cumulative storage of the PVB is nearly always positive, especially 
in the UAS and LAS aquifers, as shown in the following plot. 

In contrast, cumulative storage in the Oxnard Subbasin is depleted over extended periods of time, even 
though seawater intrusion mitigates storage losses near the coast. 
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p. ES-2, Section “Relationship to the Sustainable Management Criteria.” The statement “Additionally, 
groundwater elevations below these SMCs have the potential to exacerbate seawater intrusion in the 
Oxnard Subbasin” has not been demonstrated as discussed in the previous comment. 

p. ES-3 – This table needs to be updated based on clarifications provided by Camrosa about its water 
supplies and their uses. 

p. ES-3, Section “State of Overdraft.” The statement “overdraft in the PVB has contributed to seawater 
intrusion and the migration of saline water in the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin” is not supported as 
discussed in earlier comments above. 

p. ES-3, last para. The sustainable yield value of 13,400 AFY is not consistent with the value computed 
from UWCD’s groundwater model water budget tables. The value computed from UWCD’s water budget 
tables for Scenario NNP3 is 12,418 AFY, based on water years 2040 through 2069. However, we think 
this value is an underestimation of the Sustainable Yield and that the UWCD’s calibrated model and 
Future Baseline scenario pumping are more representative of the PVB sustainable yield. 

p. ES-4, second para. The first sentence of this paragraph states that under Future Baseline conditions, 
groundwater production is anticipated to exceed the Sustainable Yield by approximately 1,200 AFY. 
However, the cumulative storage of the PVB shows an overall increase in net storage over the water 
years 2022 through 2069 simulative period as shown in the plot below. The average pumping over the 
2022-2069 period is 14,557 AFY. 

Based on this comment, we do not agree with the Sustainable Yield estimates in Table ES-3. 

p. ES-4, footnote “b” to Table ES-3. The estimation of pumping through time is somewhat complicated 
and not intuitively obvious. We spent much time trying to understand the estimation process used by 
UWCD staff to estimate the time-varying pumping rates for the Baseline scenario. We think it is critical 
that stakeholders understand and have the opportunity to comment on this estimation process. We 
discovered in our review that there was double counting of some water supplies and that the pumping 
estimates would need to be revised for each scenario.  

Also, it would be useful to provide maps of pumping distributions, spatially and vertically (i.e., by 
aquifer) so that we can compare how pumping is shifted among the scenarios. For example, maps 
showing the distribution of pumping by aquifer as shown in Figure 5-4, where the size and color of the 
symbol represents pumping volumes, would be helpful. Given pumping rates are reduced over time in 
some scenarios, it would be helpful to use these maps to show, 1) overall simulation period average 
annual extraction and, 2) average annual extraction rate for the period 2040 through 2069. These 
displays would be useful in understanding how pumping patterns affect groundwater flow conditions, 
including changes in interaquifer flows, groundwater discharge patterns, interbasin groundwater flows, 
and seawater intrusion. 

p. ES-5, Section “Assessment of Progress Towards Sustainability.” Based on our above comments, it 
appears that pumping simulated in UWCD’s calibrated model and the Future Baseline scenario largely 
meets the primary sustainability goal for the PVB. 

p. 6, third para., first sentence. See previous comment. 

pgs. 9 & 10. It is important to note that groundwater pumping occurs in confined aquifers of the UAS 
and LAS near the boundary of the PVB and Oxnard Subbasin, e.g., Pleasant Valley Pumping Depression 
Management Area. The confined storage of these aquifers is very small, so much of the water supplied 
to these wells is from interaquifer flow (leakage from above) and movement from surrounding areas. 
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Pumping in confined aquifers results in large drawdowns near the pumping wells to create hydraulic 
gradients towards the wells, i.e., flow from upgradient areas of the PVB and flow from upgradient areas 
of the Oxnard Subbasin. Once pumping is reduced substantially, groundwater levels immediately 
rebound significantly, in a relatively short period of time. So, it is not the case so much that recharge in 
the Oxnard Subbasin is recharging the PVB, it is more the case that groundwater flow from the PVB to 
the Oxnard Subbasin is reduced because of increasing groundwater levels in the Oxnard Subbasin, until 
storage builds further in the PVB and groundwater flow increases toward the Oxnard Subbasin. 

p. 14, Section 2.2.1.8. We do not agree that NNP3 is representative of sustainable pumping in the PVB as 
discussed above in previous comments. This scenario should not be used to establish SMCs in the PVB. 

p. 17, Section 2.2.2.2. This section discusses storage changes in the PVB. Estimates of storage changes 
over the evaluation period rely on the updated UWCD calibrated model. There needs to be a discussion 
of the differences between the original UWCD groundwater calibrated model and the updated model 
and implications to simulated model results. For example, we compared the PVB cumulative storage 
changes between the two models and found that the updated calibrated model shows one-thirds less 
storage or around 20,000 AF less (in 2015) in the PVB compared to the original model. See plot below 
for the comparison. 

It appears that this reduction in storage is due to differences in ET and drain flows between the two 
models, with higher drain and ET discharge flows in the updated calibration. Given the significance of 
the differences in storage there needs to be an explanation of the validity of the changes. 

p. 17, Section 2.2.2.1. We cannot validate the storage change value of 11,300 AF, which is reported to 
represent the storage change between water years 1997 and 1999. We compute a storage change of 
14,695 AF for water years 1997 through 1999 inclusive (so, cumulative storage change for 1997, 1998 
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and 1999). We compute a value of 12,771 AF for water years 1997 to 1999 (so cumulative storage 
change for water years 1997 and 1998). 

p.19, Section 2.2.2.2. We cannot validate the storage change value of 4,500 AF, which is reported to 
represent the storage change between water years 1994 through 1998. We get a storage change of 
7,792 AF for water years 1994 through 1998 inclusive (so, cumulative storage change for 1994, 
1995,1996, 1997, and 1998). We get a value of 4,037 AF for water years 1994 to 1998 (so cumulative 
storage change for water years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997). 

p. 21, Section 2.2.2.3. The conclusion that PVB storage decline resulted in an undesirable result is taken 
out of context. It is understood and expected that groundwater storage will fluctuate up and down in 
response to wet and dry periods. As shown above, based on UWCD’s updated model, groundwater 
storage in PVB increased by about 90,000 AF between 1985 and 2005, then decreased to about 26,000 
AF (compared to 1985) by the end of water year 2022. Since then, groundwater storage has recovered 
somewhat above this 26,000 AF low as a result of wet conditions over the last couple of years. 

p. 38, Section 3.2.1.2. It is not clear that the recycled water pipeline interconnection will reduce 
groundwater pumping. Couldn’t this recycled water be used to meet new demands? Unless there are 
restrictions that require offsetting of groundwater pumping by use of additional recycled water, then a 
reduction in groundwater pumping may not occur. 

p. 41, Section 3.2.4.2. The stated benefit of 6,000 AFY to OPV sustainable yield has not been 
demonstrated.  

p. 56, Section 4.1.1. Camrosa has installed a new multi-depth monitoring well in Heritage Park in the 
northeastern part of the PVB. In addition, Camrosa retained Intera Inc., to review UWCD’s model for the 
northeastern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin. Intera has made many recommendations for 
modifying and refining the UWCD groundwater flow model. We anticipate working with UWCD to 
address these recommendations to improve the model in this area of the PVB. We are happy to share 
Intera’s review and recommendations with the GMA. 

p. 63, last para. UWCD’s calibrated model update shows PVB average pumping for water years 2021 and 
2022 of 14,380 AFY, not 14,600 AFY. 

p. 65, Table 4-5. Camrosa provided comments on the values used in Table 4-5 on Sept 16, 2024, in 
response to a request from Trevor Jones of Dudek. 

p. 69, Table 4-8. Camrosa provided corrections to this table on Sept 16, 2024, and clarified that Camrosa 
provides CamSan water to PVCWD as opposed to direct deliveries of CamSan recycled water from the 
City of Camarillo. The text should also be corrected to reflect the correct values. 

p. 72, Section 5.1, last sentence. It is important for stakeholders to obtain the referenced forthcoming 
Technical Memorandum from UWCD in order to understand the changes to the updated groundwater 
model and assess the implications of those changes to sustainability estimates based on this updated 
model. We have developed a preliminary comparison between the original model calibration and the 
updated model calibration for selected water budget components. This comparison is provided in 
Attachment A. We are particularly curious about why there is a change in ET in the PVB and a resulting 
decrease in cumulative storage over the simulation period. As stated above, we have retained Intera, 
Inc. to review the original calibrated model and based on this review have a number of 
recommendations for further modifications and refinements of the model. 
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p. 74, Section 5.2.1.2. As stated in comments relative to p. ES-4, footnote “b” to Table ES-3, the 
estimation of pumping through time is somewhat complicated and not intuitively obvious. We spent 
much time trying to understand the estimation process used by UWCD staff to estimate the time-
varying pumping rates for the Baseline scenario. We think it is critical that stakeholders understand and 
have the opportunity to comment on this estimation process for all scenarios. We discovered in our 
review that there was double counting of some water supplies and that the pumping estimates would 
need to be revised for each scenario.  

Also, it would be useful to provide maps of pumping distributions, spatially and vertically (i.e., by 
aquifer) so that we can compare how pumping is shifted among the scenarios. For example, maps 
showing the distribution of pumping by aquifer as shown in Figure 5-4, where the size and color of the 
symbol represents pumping volumes, would be helpful. Given pumping rates are reduced over time in 
some scenarios, it would be helpful to use these maps to show, 1) overall simulation period average 
annual extraction and, 2) average annual extraction rate for the period 2040 through 2069. These 
displays would be useful in understanding how pumping patterns affect groundwater flow conditions, 
including changes in interaquifer flows, groundwater discharge patterns, interbasin groundwater flows, 
and seawater intrusion. 

p. 76, Table 5-1. The recycled values for CamSan and Camrosa need to be revised based on information 
provided to Trevor Jones on Sept 16, 2024. It is not clear if Camrosa’s University Well (supply to the 
Round Mountain Water Treatment Plant, RMWTP) pumping should be included in this table as pumping 
came online in 2015. Camrosa provided in March 2024 the future expected annual pumping rate for the 
University well, which is 1,131 AFY. We understand that this pumping is included in all the model 
scenario simulations. 

p. 79, Section 5.2.2, first para. after the bullet list. We do not agree with the approach used in the GSP 
that uses water years 2023 through 2039 as the implementation period and water years 2040 through 
2069 as the sustaining period. We think that as a minimum, the entire 2023 through 2069 should be 
used to identify the sustainable yield, and ideally, the simulations should be extended to include current 
hydrologic conditions (so a projection of an additional 45 years, to 2113) to consider more recent 
hydrology and actual water management plans and operations. The long-term simulations would be 
performed using the best estimates of sustainable pumping to assess the success of selected pumping 
rates against the SMCs. Following is our rationale for using the whole 2023 through 2069 period to 
estimate sustainable yield. 

1. The TAG chose 1930 through 1979 as a 50-year period where the hydrology, specifically mean 
precipitation over this period was the same to very close to the long-term mean precipitation, and the 
period included a number of wet and dry periods. So, the whole period was (is) considered a 
representative period of long-term conditions, not a portion of it.  
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2. UWCD staff has indicated that their preferred precipitation gauge for assessing long-term trends is 
the Santa Paula #245 station and they provided this data to us. UWCD staff, at the May 29, 2024, 
Technical Workshop, suggested that the period of water years 2040 through 2069 is representative of 
the long-term mean for this station. The plot below shows the cumulative departure from the mean 
precipitation for this station over the entire record of 1850 through 2023.  

As shown in this plot, the long-term mean precipitation from 1850 through 2023 is 16.81 inches. The 
mean precipitation over 1930 to 1979 is 17.2 inches, which is higher than the long-term mean of 16.81. 
The period 1950 through 1979 precipitation mean is 16.8 which is equal to the long-term mean. The 
period 1950 through 1979 is used to project the hydrology for 2040 through 2069 in the groundwater 
model simulations (i.e., 90-year offset). 

However, data provided by UWCD staff show that prior to 1890, only annual values are provided and 
monthly values are provided for all years 1890 and onward. We plotted the 50-year moving annual 
average value of precipitation for this station as shown in the plot below. This analysis shows that mean 
precipitation has been trending upward by nearly 2.5 inches since 1900, indicating increasingly wetter 
hydrology, which is consistent with a slightly warming climate. Therefore, we suggest that using the full 
1850 to 2023 average is not representative of the more recent average, and that the long-term average 
should be limited to 1890 to 2023. The long-term mean precipitation for this period is 17.2 inches. 
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The plot below shows the cumulative departure from mean precipitation for the period 1890 through 
2023. 

As shown in this plot, the 1930 through 1979 mean precipitation is 17.2 inches, the same as the 1890 
through 2023 average. The first 20 years of this period is wetter than the last 30 years, 17.9 inches 
versus 16.8 inches. These differences may appear small, but they are significant, especially as runoff to 
streams is higher for higher precipitation events. For example, UWCD estimates recharge diverted to 
spreading basins in the Oxnard Forebay is greater than 2,200 AFY more for the period 2022 through 
2039 compared to the period 2040 through 2069. 

So, use of the period 2040 through 2069 is not representative of the long-term hydrological conditions. 
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3. Use of the period 2022 through 2039 for the “implementation period” to ramp down pumping is 
completely arbitrary. It is unknown as to what the actual hydrology is going to be in the future. It just so 
happens that 1933 through 1950 (projected to 2023 through 2040) is a wet period as described above. 
This wet period helps dampen the impacts of pumping on seawater intrusion during the ramp down of 
pumping. The significance of this wet period recharge is shown by plotting normalized values of 
recharge and pumping against sweater intrusion (SI, i.e., coastal inflow of groundwater) in the Oxnard 
Basin in Scenario NNP2 below. 

This plot shows a rapid decline in seawater intrusion in the UAS in response to the much higher-than-
average recharge in the implementation period. Average values of recharge are values that equal the 
average recharge over the full 47 years. A 5-year moving average recharge value is plotted to smooth 
the spikes in individual years. So, a value of normalized recharge equal to the average is 1, whereas 
values greater than 1 indicate higher than average recharge, and values lower than 1 indicate lower than 
average recharge. A plot of normalized pumping is also shown using the same process used to compute 
normalized recharge. It is clear from this plot, recharge is significantly above average in the 10 to 12 
years of the implementation period, which results in a substantial decline in seawater intrusion rates in 
the implementation period. However, as stated above, the future is unknown, so it is not knowable as to 
what the actual trend will be in the future. 

This last plot shows the importance of high recharge events on seawater intrusion, in terms of 
decreasing or even reversing seawater intrusion. The sustaining period does not account for a return of 
higher recharge rates, which occurs periodically, as shown by the period 1930 through 1950 and more 
recently during the 1990s and again over the last couple of years. It is for this reason we recommend 
simulating longer-term periods to assess sustainable pumping rates because in the short-term, seawater 
intrusion may occur during dry periods, but be completely reversed during wet periods, with the 
average seawater intrusion positions maintained at an acceptable equilibrium location. 
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We would estimate if that the average pumping over the entire 47-year simulation period was used, this 
would result in a similar position of the seawater intrusion front as estimated from the various 
simulations conducted for this study, with ramp down in the implementation period and reduced 
pumping over the sustaining period. Therefore, for those scenarios identified as creating sustainable 
conditions, the sustainable pumping rates are likely those rates closer to the average pumping over the 
entire simulation period as opposed to the average pumping over the last 30 years of the simulations. 

p. 80, Section 5.2.2.2. The sustaining period pumping for the PVB is stated to be 13,900 AFY but Table 5-
2 shows a value of 14,600 AFY.  

As stated in comments relative to p. ES-4, footnote “b” to Table ES-3, the estimation of pumping 
through time is somewhat complicated and not intuitively obvious. We spent much time trying to 
understand the estimation process used by UWCD staff to estimate the time-varying pumping rates for 
the Baseline scenario. We think it is critical that stakeholders understand and have the opportunity to 
comment on this estimation of water supplies and their uses and actual pumping rates over time for all 
scenarios. 

Listing of the pumping rates over the sustaining period (2040-2069) is not particularly informative as to 
how the basins are actually operated. There are significant variations in pumping as a result of the 
conjunctive use operations of the PTP and PVP wellfields with Santa Clara River surface water deliveries. 
In addition, the Camarillo Desalter goes offline by 2048, which is during the sustaining period. 

p. 81, last para. The statement that, “groundwater extractions near the boundary between the two 
basins contributed to the regional pumping depression that influences seawater intrusion and saline 
migration in the Oxnard Subbasin.” has not been substantiated. The large quantity of overdraft in the 
Oxnard Subbasin and the lack of groundwater level controls near the coast are the principal contributors 
to seawater intrusion in the Oxnard Subbasin. See comment on page ES-2. 
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p. 82, Table 5-2. This table appears to have a number of errors as many of the pumping and seawater 
intrusion values are not consistent with the values computed from UWCD’s groundwater model water 
budget tables for each scenario simulation. The following table shows values that we compute from 
UWCD’s water budget tables. We have included values for the Oxnard Subbasin as well. Highlighted 
values indicate significant differences. The text will need to be revised to reflect these corrected values. 
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Also, it is often not clear as to which period is being referenced when reporting values in the text; the 
implementation period, the sustaining period, or the whole simulation period. Also, when reporting 
percentages, it needs to be clear how the percentage is being calculated. For example, if Sustainable 
average pumping percentage values are being reported for a scenario compared to Future Baseline 
conditions, then it needs to be clear if that percentage average value is being compared over the 
sustainable period (30 years) for the Baseline scenario or if it is being compared to the whole simulation 
period (47 years). It would seem that using the Baseline scenario average pumping over the whole 
simulation period (47 years) would be an appropriate denominator for comparing reductions in 
pumping, even if you are only using the sustainable period average pumping as the numerator. 
Regardless, it needs to be clear as to how the reported values are computed. we think it is also 
important to note when the Camarillo Desalter is online and offline when reporting average values. 

p. 83, Section 5.2.2.3.1, No New Projects 1. The values of pumping listed for Oxnard Subbasin and PVB 
do not appear to be consistent with UWCD water budget tables (see above table showing Table 5-2 
corrections). 

p. 83, Section 5.2.2.3.1, No New Projects 2. The values of pumping listed for Oxnard Subbasin and PVB 
do not appear to be consistent with UWCD water budget tables (see above table showing Table 5-2 
corrections). 

p. 83, Section 5.2.2.3.1, No New Projects 3. The values of pumping listed for Oxnard Subbasin and PVB 
do not appear to be consistent with UWCD water budget tables (see above table showing Table 5-2 
corrections). Also, the “revised estimate was developed using a multiparameter system of linear 
regressions developed using results from the Future Baseline NNP1, and NNP2 model runs.” should be 
documented and discussed further in the text or in an Appendix for stakeholders to review. 

p. 84, Section 5.2.2.3.2, No New Projects Scenario Model Results. This section presents a very narrow 
review of the groundwater model simulation results, focusing solely on changes in seawater intrusion 
and interbasin flows. We think the authors reach unsupportable conclusions regarding sustainable yield 
and misidentifying key issues by ignoring many other changes. Changing areal and vertical pumping 
distributions and pumping rates create completely different groundwater flow regimes. For example, 
there are changes in groundwater flow between aquifers, groundwater discharges to streams, 
groundwater discharges to drains, groundwater discharges to ET, etc. Following are just a few of the 
significant changes between the Future Baseline scenario and NNP2 scenario as an example of the 
significant changes in the groundwater flow regime as ascertained from the UWCD water budget tables. 
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1. Groundwater flow between Layer 1 (L1) and the UAS in the Oxnard Subbasin is reversed as shown in 
the two plots below. In the Future Baseline scenario groundwater flow is predominantly from L1 to the 
UAS and averages about 3990 AFY. In the NNP2 scenario, groundwater flows predominantly from the 
UAS to L1, averaging about 5,620 AFY. This represents a 9,610 AFY reversal in flow between L1 and the 
UAS. 
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2. Interaquifer flow from the UAS to the LAS is substantially reduced in the Oxnard Subbasin as shown in 
the two plots below. In the Future Baseline scenario, an average of 20,960 AFY flows from the UAS to 
the LAS and in the NNP2 scenario, this average flow is reduced to 9,560 AFY, a reduction of about 11,400 
AFY. 
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3. The groundwater flow reversal from L1 to UAS and substantial reduction in flow from UAS to LAS does 
not go to offset coastal inflows as desired. Instead, groundwater flow takes the path of least resistance 
and in response to local hydraulic gradients, is redirected to discharge into the Santa Clara River and 
discharge to drains and surface ET as shown in the four plots below. Net stream percolation is reduced 
by an average of 5,600 AFY, which instead discharges down the Santa Clara River. 
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As shown in the two plots above, groundwater flows to drains and ET increases by about 5,600 AFY. So, 
over 11,200 AFY goes to discharges to the Santa Clara River, drains and ET. This number dwarfs the 
3,800 AFY of interbasin groundwater flows to the West Las Posas Basin and PVB.  

Similar analyses have been completed for the other scenarios, which can be provided upon request. 
These analyses show similar significant effects on the groundwater flow regime. 
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The substantial reductions in the Oxnard Subbasin UAS and LAS pumping do eliminate seawater 
intrusion in the UAS, but there is still over 250 AFY of intrusion in the saline intrusion management area 
over the sustaining period. It seems clear that the challenge to maintain a landward to seaward 
hydraulic gradient in the LAS is not going to be achieved by recharge in the Oxnard Forebay only. 
Groundwater flow from the Oxnard Forebay recharge basins will take the path of least resistance and in 
response to local hydraulic gradients instead of flowing the great distance required to supply the far 
reaches of the Oxnard Subbasin LAS. In order to maintain controls on groundwater gradients at the 
coastline, especially in the LAS, a hydraulic barrier will be required; an injection barrier, which is the 
conventional approach used in Southern California Coastal Basins, or an extraction barrier, which is a 
novel approach, as proposed by UWCD.  

p. 85, para. 2. This is the first time that the concept of particle tracks is introduced. There needs to be 
documentation of the assumptions used in this analysis, including the porosity values assumed, as the 
travel distance is directly related to the assumed porosity. There also needs to be a discussion about the 
relation between particle tracks and potential concentrations of constituents of interest. For example, 
under ideal conditions of one-dimensional flow, the endpoint of a particle track is theoretically at 50% of 
the initial concentration of the starting source concentration. The region around the endpoint will be a 
dispersed zone, where points upgradient of the endpoint will be between the initial starting point 
concentration and 50% of the initial concentration. Points downgradient of the endpoint will be 
between 50% of the initial concentration and trend to zero or the background concentration. The actual 
distribution or concentration of the constituent of concern will depend on the dispersion values of the 
aquifer along the flow path (and any degradation or retardation effects). For example, using chloride 
levels as an example, increases in chloride levels will occur downgradient beyond the particle track 
pathline endpoint shown in the figures. 

p. 91, Section 5.2.3. The values referenced in this section need to be corrected based on the comments 
provided above regarding Table 5-2. We think that the sustainable yield of the PVB is around the 
pumping average annual levels simulated in UWCD’s calibrated model and the Future Baseline scenario. 
This pumping rate is 14,600 to 15,400 AFY and any uncertainty should be applied using these values. 
This conclusion is based on the totality of our comments provided herein. 

p. 92, Section “Additional Considerations.” It is clear that EBB will not address seawater intrusion in the 
Hueneme Aquifer near Port Hueneme. Is there any consideration to using water produced from the EBB 
project for injection in this area as opposed to piping EBB water to the Oxnard Forebay? 
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