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Executive Summary

This Basin Optimization Yield (BOY) Study has been prepared to determine the Basin Optimization Yield and
evaluate the need for Rampdown in the Las Posas Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) in conformance with the
Judgment adjudicating groundwater rights in the Basin. The initial scope of this BOY Study was reviewed by both
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) for the Basin. The December 2025
draft of the BOY Study was reviewed by, and recommendation reports submitted by, both the TAC and PAC. The BOY
Study was revised based on the TAC and PAC comments.

The Basin Optimization Yield was evaluated using numerical groundwater model simulations that incorporated
differing groundwater production rates and two projects selected in the Basin Optimization Plan (BOP) that provided
quantifiable groundwater benefits at a level of detail that could be included in the modeling. These projects are
BOP Project 2, Purchase of Imported Water from Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) for Basin
Replenishment, and BOP Project 5, Arroyo Simi-Las Posas Water Acquisition. The scenarios evaluated included a
Baseline Scenario, in which groundwater production equaled the initial Operating Yield of 40,000 Acre-Feet per
Year (AFY) set by the Judgment, a Projects Scenario with BOP Projects 2 and 5, and two Rampdown Scenarios.

Two numerical groundwater models were utilized for this BOY Study. The groundwater model developed by CMWD
was used for the East Las Posas Management Area (ELPMA), and the Coastal Plain Model developed and
maintained by United Water Conservation District (UWCD) was used for the West Las Posas Management Area
(WLPMA). The same versions of these two models were used for the First Periodic Evaluation of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP). All numerical models have uncertainty in their results, which is discussed in this report.
The distribution of groundwater production is an area of significant uncertainty, as there was only a single year of
water use reporting since Judgment implementation. The Judgment significantly changed the groundwater
allocations from those associated with historical pumping. Additionally, UWCD changed the boundary condition from
the model version used for the GSP to allow flow in the lower aquifers from the WLPMA to the ELPMA across the
Somis Fault Zone, which is inconsistent with hydrogeologic conditions.

Groundwater production in the Baseline Scenario at the initial Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY was determined to be
unsustainable because simulated future groundwater elevations at several Key Wells, or representative monitoring
points, fell below the minimum thresholds established in the GSP for the Basin. Groundwater elevations must be
maintained above the minimum thresholds by 2040 for the Basin to achieve mandated sustainable management
and prevent Undesirable Results, as defined in Water Code section 10721(x), referenced in the Judgment, and
specified in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan.

For the Projects Scenario, groundwater production was reduced at nine wells owned and operated by Zone Mutual
Water Company (MWC), Ventura County Waterworks District 1 (VCWWD-1), and Ventura County Waterworks
District 19 (VCWWD-19), and replaced with imported water deliveries consistent with BOP Project 2. BOP Project 5
assures continuation of current discharges to the Arroyo Simi-Las Posas in Simi Valley that flow into the Basin.
Based on the results of the Projects Scenario, the Basin Optimization Yield is estimated at 40,000 AFY inclusive of
the reductions at the in-lieu project wells of 3,140 AFY, and any additional yield for the remaining allocations of
36,860. Participation of VCWWD-1, VCWWD-19, and Zone MWC would be under the policy and terms to be
established by Watermaster and agreements with these purveyors.

Two Rampdown Scenarios were modeled to evaluate pumping reductions that would be needed if BOP Projects 2
and 5 are not implemented as scheduled. The results of the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario indicate that a 20%
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reduction in pumping from the initial Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY avoided Undesirable Results in all three
management areas of the Basin. This is a Basin-wide extraction rate of 32,000 AFY with a Rampdown Rate of
571 AFY for each of the 14 water years from fall 2026 through fall 2039. At TAC’s recommendation and request, a
Differential Rampdown Scenario was conducted to evaluate localized restrictions on extractions in the ELPMA
(including the Epworth Gravels Management Area) and the WLPMA, for informational purposes. Specific provisions
of the Judgment would need to be addressed prior to implementing localized restrictions on extractions. The
Differential Rampdown Scenario found that a reduction of 20% (3,683 AFY) in the WLPMA, and 11% in the ELPMA
(2,261 AFY) and the Epworth Gravels Management Area (113 AFY) would avoid Undesirable Results.

In conclusion, if the projects are fully implemented as scheduled, numerical modeling conducted for this BOY Study
forecasts that Rampdown is unnecessary to maintain a Basin Optimization Yield of 40,000 AFY, inclusive of the
pumping reduced through in-lieu deliveries of imported water. However, ongoing monitoring of the Key Wells will
confirm that measured groundwater elevations are consistent with forecasted groundwater elevations simulated
by the numerical models to provide assurance that Undesirable Results will not occur after 2040. Per the Judgment,
the Basin Optimization Yield must be re-evaluated in 2030 and 2035. The 2030 BOY Study must be completed by
February 1, 2030.

17755 i
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1 Introduction

This initial BOY Study is prepared in conformance with the Judgment adjudicating groundwater rights in the Basin
and in consultation with the TAC and PAC (Basin; Figure 1-1). TAC and PAC provided feedback and recommendations
on the initial scope of this Study and TAC provided feedback on initial model simulations. TAC feedback and
recommendations shaped the subsequent model simulations and discussion.

The purpose of this BOY Study is to determine the Basin Optimization Yield, which is defined in the Judgment as
“the estimated yield that is projected to be available to achieve Sustainable Groundwater Management by 2040”
(Judgment § 1.21). The BOY Study evaluates groundwater conditions under three potential future production
scenarios: (1) continued production at 40,000 acre-feet per year (AFY), the initial Operating Yield defined in the
Judgment, (2) implementation of two groundwater in-lieu projects evaluated in the Basin Optimization Plan (BOP),
and (3) a ramp-down scenario to determine the BOY in the event that the projects are not implemented. The
Rampdown calculated in this first BOY Study is the reduction of the initial Operating Yield necessary to “(i) achieve
Sustainable Groundwater Management and the reasonable and beneficial use of the Basin’s water resources and
(ii) avoid Undesirable Results” (Judgment § 1.88) in the event that projects are not implemented. The Rampdown
Rate is the annual amount of Rampdown of Operating Yield during each Water Year! necessary to achieve the Basin
Optimization Yield by 2040.

The BOY Study must be performed every 5 years, following Committee Consultation, to reassess the Basin
Optimization Yield (Judgment § 1.22). The next BOY Study must be completed, “on or before February 1, 2030, to
establish the Rampdown Rate for the period from Water Years 2030 through 2034” (Judgment § 4.10.2). The
2030 BOY Study will be prepared in conjunction with the second Periodic Evaluation of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan, which is due to the California Department of Water Resources no later than January 13, 2030.
Additionally, the Basin Optimization Plan can be amended or additional projects included if they meet the required
criteria, as determined in Watermaster’s discretion, subject to Committee Consultation (Judgment § 5.3.2.2).
Amendment or addition of projects to the Basin Optimization Plan may trigger an update of the BOY Study, which
can be updated “at Watermaster’s discretion in response to material changing or changed Basin conditions”
(Judgment § 1.22).

1.1 LPV Judgment

On July 10, 2023, the Santa Barbara Superior Court issued a statement of decision adopting a judgment in Las
Posas Valley Water Rights Coalition, et al., v. Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, Santa Barbara Sup.
Ct. Case No. VENC100509700 (Judgment), and the Judgment has since been affirmed on appeal. The Judgment
adjudicates all groundwater rights in the Las Posas Valley (LPV) Basin and requires the Basin to be managed
sustainably, consistent with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). The Judgment appoints Fox
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) as the Watermaster to implement and administer the
Judgment and also recognizes FCGMA’s authorities as the statutory groundwater management agency and
Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Basin.

1 Awater year begins October 1 and end September 30 to reflect the precipitation patterns in California. Under DWR's definition of
a water year, water year 2030 begins October 1, 2029, and ends September 30, 2030. Under the Judgment, water year 2030
begins on October 1, 2030, and ends on September 30, 2031. This document, because it is required under the Judgment, adopts
the Judgment naming convention for a water year.
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As outlined in the Judgment, Watermaster, following Committee Consultation, is responsible for determining the
Basin Optimization Yield of the Basin. The BOY Study is designed to evaluate future groundwater conditions,
including projects selected for the Basin Optimization Plan, to set the Basin Optimization Yield, Rampdown, and
Operating Yield, for the following water year and subsequent water years (Judgment § 2.22).

1.2 Summary of Basin Optimization Plan

Watermaster, in accordance with the Judgment and in consultation with the LPV Policy Advisory Committee (PAC)
and TAC, developed a Basin Optimization Plan (FCGMA 2025a) that identified, evaluated, and prioritized projects
that are “practical, reasonable, and cost-effective to implement prior to 2040 to maintain the Operating Yield at
40,000 AFY or as close thereto as achievable” (Judgment § 5.3.2.2). Potential projects for evaluation in the Basin
Optimization Plan were identified by FCGMA and stakeholders via the Judgment, the LPV Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP), and the First Periodic Evaluation of the LPV GSP (First Periodic Evaluation; Table 1-1).

Table 1-1. Summary of Projects Evaluated

Project Project Selected | Selected for
No. Project Title Rankmg for BOP BOY Modellng Source(s)

Arroyo-Simi Las Posas Judgment No. 1 (§ 5.4.1)
Arundo Removal GSP Project No. 2
GSP Evaluation Project No. 2
2 Purchase of Imported 1 Yes Yes Judgment Nos. 1&2 (§§ 5.4.2
Water from CMWD for & 5.4.9)
Basin Replenishmenta GSP Project No. 1
GSP Evaluation Project No. 1
3 Arroyo Las Posas Storm 8 Yes No Judgment No. 3 (§ 5.4.3)
Water Capture and GSP Evaluation Project No. 6
Recharge
4 Moorpark Desalter 9 Yes No Judgment No. 4 (§ 5.4.4)
GSP Evaluation Project No. 5
5 Arroyo Simi-Las Posas 2 Yes Yes Judgment No. 5 (§ 5.4.5)
Water Acquisition GSP Project No. 3
GSP Evaluation Project No. 3
6 Delivery of Recycled 6 No No Judgment No. 6 (§ 5.4.6)
Water to Las Posas
Valley Users via Pipeline
7 In Lieu Deliveries to 4 No No Judgment No. 7 (§ 5.4.7)
Northern East Las Posas GSP Evaluation Project No. 9
Management Area
Feasibility Study
8 Allocation Buyback and 3 No No Judgment No. 8 (§ 5.4.8)
Reduction Program
9 Regional Desalter 5 No NO GSP Evaluation Project No. 7
Feasibility Study

Notes: FCGMA = Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; VCWWD-1 = Ventura County Waterwork District No. 1; AFY = Acre-
Feet per Year; ET = evapotranspiration; SVWWQCP = Simi Valley Water Quality Control Plant.
a Projects identified in Judgment sections 5.4.2 and 5.4.9 were combined based on TAC recommendation (TAC, August 27, 2024).
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Watermaster developed evaluation criteria in four primary categories: (1) water supply, (2) timing and feasibility,
(3) cost and funding, and (4) additional project considerations, to conduct the initial assessment of the original nine
projects. After scoring, ranking, and prioritizing the potential projects, three projects and two feasibility studies were
determined to be practical, reasonable, and cost-effective to implement prior to 2040. Five-year implementation
schedules and costs for the selected projects and feasibility studies were developed in the Basin Optimization Plan.

Additionally, the Basin Optimization Plan evaluated which projects could be included in the numerical groundwater
modeling conducted for the BOY Study. Two projects provided quantifiable supplemental groundwater at a level of
detail that could be included in the model: Project 2, Purchase of Imported Water from CMWD for Basin
Replenishment, and Project 5, and Arroyo Simi-Las Posas Water Acquisition Project. These Basin Optimization
Projects are discussed further in Section 3.1.3.

1.3 Approach to Estimating the LPVB Basin Optimization
Yield, Rampdown, and Rampdown Rate

As defined in the Judgment, the Basin Optimization Yield is “the estimated yield that is projected to be available to
achieve Sustainable Groundwater Management by 2040” (Judgment § 1.21). Restated, the Basin Optimization
Yield is the estimated groundwater production rate that can be maintained without causing Undesirable Results if
the Basin Optimization Projects are implemented. Undesirable results were defined in the GSP for the three
management areas of the Basin: the East Las Posas Management Area (ELPMA), the Epworth Gravels Management
Area, and the West Las Posas Management Area (WLPMA; FCGMA 2019). Minimum threshold (MT) groundwater
elevations were selected at representative monitoring points, or Key Wells, in each management area. The MTs
represent the groundwater elevation below which Undesirable Results related to four sustainability indicators -
chronic declines in groundwater elevation, loss of groundwater in storage, degradation of groundwater quality, and
potential land subsidence related to groundwater production - may occur. Additionally, the MTs in the WLPMA were
selected in concert with the MTs for the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin, to ensure that they do not interfere with the
ability of the Oxnard Subbasin to meet its sustainability goal.

Because the MTs are the metric by which groundwater conditions in the Basin are determined to be sustainable,
the BOY Study compares simulated future groundwater elevations in the Basin to the MTs at the Key Wells in the
Basin. Future groundwater elevations were simulated using the two numerical groundwater models that cover the
three management areas of the Basin. Simulated production rates that result in long-term stability of the
groundwater elevations at levels above the MTs are considered sustainable. It is important to recognize, however,
that numerical models are better at predicting changes and trends in future groundwater elevations than they are
at predicting actual future groundwater elevations. The Basin Optimization Yield is the production rate, with
implementation of the Basin Optimization Projects, that can be reasonably implemented by 2040 and maintains
groundwater elevations above the MTs.

The need for a Rampdown was evaluated based on the difference between an Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY and
the Basin Optimization Yield. Based on TAC recommendation, Rampdown was additionally evaluated should the
Basin Optimization Projects not be implemented by 2040. This Rampdown evaluation was based on the difference
between the initial Operating Yield and the sustainable groundwater production rate that could be maintained if
projects are not implemented by 2040. The Rampdown Rate was calculated over a 14-year period (Judgment water
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year 2026 through water year 20382) assuming that, if Rampdown is warranted, the first pumping reductions would
be in place by the fall of 2026, and the Basin would reach the final sustainable production rate by the fall of 2039.

The following sections discuss the numerical groundwater models, future model scenarios, calculation of the Basin
Optimization Yield, and calculation of the Rampdown Rate in more detail.

2 See footnote 1.

17755 4
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2 Summary of Numerical Models

The eastern and western portions of the Basin are hydrogeologically distinct, separated by the Somis Fault.
Consequently, the Basin is covered by two distinct numerical groundwater models:

= East Las Posas (ELP) Model: a MODFLOW numerical model developed by CMWD, which covers the entirety
of the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area (CMWD 2018).

= Coastal Plain Model: a version of the Ventura Regional Groundwater Flow Model (VRGWFM) MODFLOW
numerical model developed and maintained by UWCD, which covers the entirety of the WLPMA, Oxnard
Subbasin, Pleasant Valley Basin (PVB), and Mound Subbasin (UWCD 2018).

Both models are basin-scale models that reasonably reproduce historical trends in groundwater elevations in
response to groundwater production, climate, recharge, and other basin management operations. As noted
previously, numerical models are better at predicting changes and trends in future groundwater elevations than
they are at predicting actual future groundwater levels. These models were used to assess potential future
groundwater levels in the GSP and the First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2019 and FCGMA 2024, respectively). As
part of the First Periodic Evaluation, both the Coastal Plain Model and ELP Model were updated to re-evaluate
projected future conditions. Additional information on the updates to the models is provided in Section 5.1 of the
First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2024). This BOY Study uses the same version of each model used for the First
Periodic Evaluation.

2.1 East Las Posas Model

The East Las Posas (ELP) Model, which covers the entirety of the ELPMA and portions of the FCGMA expansion area
to the north and east of the ELPMA, was used to conduct the numerical groundwater flow modeling for the ELPMA
and Epworth Gravels Management Areas. The Epworth Gravels Management Area is fully within the ELPMA and
consists exclusively of the Epworth Gravels aquifer - the underlying aquifers are part of the ELPMA. CMWD provided
the ELP model to FCGMA to support management of the Basin. This model was used by FCGMA to support
management of the LPVB under both the GSP and the First Periodic Evaluation. As part of the First Periodic
Evaluation, FCGMA reviewed data collected since the GSP was prepared and determined that revisions to the model
structure were not required (FCGMA 2024). Therefore, the only change FCGMA made to the model for the First
Periodic Evaluation was to extend the simulation period through the end of Judgment water year 2021 (i.e.,
September 30, 2022) (FCGMA 2024). The BOY Study uses the version of the ELP Model that was used in the First
Periodic Evaluation. The GSP established uncertainty bounds in the sustainable yield for the ELPMA (including the
Epworth Gravels Management Area) estimated using the ELP Model of £2,300 AFY (FCGMA 2019). This intrinsic
model uncertainty should be kept in mind when evaluating the results of scenario simulations conducted for this
BOY Study.

Consistent with the hydrogeologic conceptual model, the western boundary of the ELP Model in the Fox Canyon
aquifer and Grimes Canyon aquifer is a no-flow boundary. Therefore, the ELP Model does not simulate flow between
the ELPMA and the WLPMA.
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2.2 Coastal Plain Model

UWCD actively maintains the VRGWFM to support regional groundwater management decisions. This model was
first used to assess the sustainable yield for the WLPMA during development of the GSP for the Basin (FCGMA
2019). At the time the GSP was developed, the VRGWFM covered the entirety of the Oxnard and Mound Subbasins
and the majority of the WLPMA and PVB (UWCD 2018). Between 2018 and 2020, UWCD updated the VRGWFM to
cover the entirety of WLPMA and PVB and included the Santa Paula, Piru, and Fillmore Subbasins (UWCD 2021).
The updated model included an improved representation of local hydrogeologic conditions in the Santa Paula, Piru,
and Fillmore subbasins and, in the Oxnard Subbasin, a better representation of the influence of coastal groundwater
elevations on seawater intrusion. The GSP established uncertainty bounds in the sustainable yield for the WLPMA
using the GSP version of the VRGWFM of +1,200 AFY (FCGMA 2019). While the uncertainty of the updated Coastal
Plain Model used in the First Periodic Evaluation and this BOY Study has not been re-evaluated, the intrinsic model
uncertainty from the GSP version should be kept in mind when evaluating the results of scenario simulations
conducted for this BOY Study.

The updated VRGWFM simulated the effects of Santa Clara River flows on groundwater conditions in the Santa Paula,
Piru, and Fillmore subbasins, with a daily model timestep, which is necessary to capture the complexity of river flows,
but increases the computational requirements for each model run. Because of the computational requirements of the
larger VRGWFM, UWCD also maintains a localized version of the VRGWFM that excludes the upper Santa Clara River
subbasins (Santa Paula, Piru, and Fillmore) and uses a monthly timestep. This branch-off of the VRGWFM is informally
referred to as the Coastal Plain Model. The Coastal Plain Model, which is distinct from the VRGWFM, has a design and
structure that are consistent with the model used during development of the GSP, and is the model that was used for
the First Periodic Evaluation of the GSP. Therefore, the Coastal Plain Model was used to assess the influence of
groundwater pumping and projects on groundwater conditions in the WLPMA for this BOY Study.

Although the Coastal Plain Model included improved hydrogeologic conceptual model data in several groundwater
basins, the update also included a revision to the model boundary condition at the eastern edge of the WLPMA. In
previous versions of the model, the boundary between the ELPMA and WLPMA was represented using a no-flow
boundary condition, which is consistent with the observation that the Somis Fault acts as a barrier to groundwater
flow between the two management areas (FCGMA 2019). In contrast, the model boundary condition in the version
of the model used in the First Periodic Evaluation and in this BOY Study was updated by UWCD to a general head
boundary across approximately the southern third of the boundary with the Somis Fault. This change allows flow
into or out of the WLPMA depending on the simulated groundwater elevations in the eastern portion of the WLPMA.
As a result, the model predicts periods of flow from the WLPMA to the ELPMA, despite measured groundwater
elevations in the ELPMA being several hundred feet higher than those in the WLPMA. Because these flows are an
artifact of the updated model construction and are inconsistent with the hydrogeologic conceptual model, they were
not integrated into the modeling conducted for the ELPMA.

In addition to impacting the groundwater budget, the change in the model boundary condition with the ELPMA also
impacts simulated groundwater elevations in the eastern portion of the WLPMA. Because groundwater is allowed
to flow out of the WLPMA along this boundary, simulated groundwater elevations do not rise as rapidly in response
to reduced groundwater production as they would if the model boundary condition had not been changed from a
no-flow boundary to a general head boundary. The impact of this change on groundwater elevations was observed
in the difference between the simulated response to groundwater projects in the GSP and the First Periodic
Evaluation (Figure 2-1). In the GSP, simulated groundwater elevations at well 02N20WOGRO01 rose approximately
103 feet in response to implementation of an in-lieu groundwater delivery project. This rise is similar to that
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measured in the historical data between 1994 and 2006, when CMWD was delivering imported water in-lieu of
local groundwater pumping to WLPMA. In contrast, when the same project was modeled in the First Periodic
Evaluation with the general head boundary condition, the simulated groundwater elevation recovery was
approximately 46 feet.

The comparison of the observed historical change in groundwater elevation to the modeled change in groundwater
elevation indicates that UWCD’s change to the model boundary condition between WLPMA and ELPMA has
introduced additional uncertainty into the predictive capabilities of the model in this region. Future work should be
conducted to reduce this uncertainty by modifying and recalibrating the revised model using a no-flow boundary
condition to represent the hydrogeologic conceptual model of this area.

The changes to the UWCD model and their potential impact on simulated groundwater elevations were discussed
with the LPV TAC before the model was used for this BOY Study. Watermaster and TAC agreed that, while the change
in the model boundary condition is not consistent with the hydrogeologic conceptual model, groundwater
management decisions will be based on observed water levels, rather than model simulations. The UWCD model is
capable of simulating groundwater elevations in the eastern portion of the WLPMA that rise above the minimum
threshold prior to 2040 and remain above the minimum threshold from 2040 to 2070. Thus, the use of the UWCD
model files developed for the First Periodic Evaluation remains the best available option to evaluate the Basin
Optimization Yield and complete this first BOY study prior to the beginning of the 2026 water year (October 1, 2026
- September 30, 2027) (FCGMA 2025b).

3 BOY Scenario Modeling

3.1 BOY Scenario Assumptions

This section describes the common set of assumptions used to model groundwater conditions with both the Coastal
Plain Model and the ELP Model, as well as the common set of assumptions used to determine which model
scenarios are considered sustainable.

3.1.1 Simulation Time Period

The future scenarios developed for the BOY Study simulate groundwater conditions in the Basin over the 47-year
period from October 1, 2022, through September 30, 2069 (i.e., Judgment water years 2022 through 2068). This
is the same period simulated for the First Periodic Evaluation.

3.1.2 Hydrology

To simulate future groundwater conditions, the numerical models must incorporate assumptions about the
potential future hydrology of the Basin. Multiple methods can be used to generate the synthetic future hydrology.
During development of the GSP, the preferred method for generating the synthetic future hydrology was to extract
measured historical data from a representative period and adjust those data based on the future predicted climate.
The period from 1933 to 1979 was determined to be representative of overall historical conditions and included
periods of above average precipitation as well as periods of drought. To convert the historical record into a synthetic
future hydrology, the data were multiplied by DWR’s 2070 central tendency climate change factors, as described
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in the GSP and the First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2019 and FCGMA 2024). These adjusted data were then used
to represent the future hydrology in the model runs for this BOY Study. This is the same future hydrology that was
used in the First Periodic Evaluation.

Of course, the exact future hydrology is unknown. Therefore, the synthetic future hydrology is a source of uncertainty
in any future model simulations. Water years 2022 and 2023 (October 2022 through September 2024) were wet
years with wetter than average precipitation (FCGMA 2025c). This meant that the first two years of the simulations
(Judgment water years 2022 and 2023) differed from the measured groundwater elevations at the wells in the
Basin. Therefore, the simulated groundwater elevations were shifted to the most recent available groundwater
measurement (in Judgment water year 2023) on the simulated future groundwater elevation hydrographs.

3.1.3 Water Supply and Future Projects

Projected future water supplies from existing sources are identified in Table 3-1. These include imported water
delivered to purveyors in the Basin by CMWD; recycled water deliveries and discharges to percolation ponds in the
ELPMA by Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1 (VCWWD-1); and discharges to the Arroyo Simi-Las Posas from
dewatering wells in Simi Valley and the SVWQCP. Water supplies from existing sources remained constant in all of
the model scenarios.

It should be noted that CMWD maintains stored groundwater in the Basin for emergency purposes. CMWD stored
imported water as part of its historical in-lieu project in both the ELPMA and WLPMA and injects imported water at
its Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) project in the ELPMA. As of the end of Judgment water year 2021, CMWD
had approximately 28,168 AF stored in the ELPMA and 25,192 AF in the WLPMA (FCGMA 2024). Injection or
recovery of this water can affect groundwater elevations in the Basin. However, CMWD has represented that the
water it has stored in the Basin is principally for an emergency when it loses access to imported water from the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), which might occur during a State-wide emergency. It is
beyond the scope of this BOY Study to include planning for such State-wide emergencies. Additionally, CMWD has
represented that it would replenish stored water at the earliest opportunity when used for other purposes.
Therefore, the model scenarios assume that CMWD stored water will remain in storage. Significant pumping without
timely replenishment of this stored water may cause groundwater levels to be lower than simulated and impact
ability to maintain groundwater elevations above minimum thresholds to avoid Undesirable Results.
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Table 3-1. Projected Future Water Supplies from Existing Sources in the LPVB

Projected Future

Source of Future Water Supply
Water Supply Description (acre-feet)
Imported Water CMWD imported water deliveries to purveyors
Groundwater pumped from the ASRVB and used in the LPVB
Groundwater pumped from the PVB and used in the LPVB
Non-potable and CWD deliveries
Recycled Water VCWWD-1 discharges to percolation ponds in the ELPMA 360
VCWWD-1 deliveries to agricultural and M&l operators 2,0002
SVWQCP discharges to Arroyo Simi-Las Posas 8,040
Simi Valley dewatering well discharges to Arroyo Simi-Las Posas 1,318b
Total projected water supply from existing sources 20,988

Notes: ASRVB = Arroyo Santa Rosa Valley Basin; CMWD = Calleguas Municipal Water District; CWD = Camrosa Water District; PVB
= Pleasant Valley Basin; SVWQCP = Simi Valley Water Quality Control Plant; VCWWD-1 = Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1.
a Estimated based on VCWWD-1 projections in its 2020 UWMP and actual deliveries within the LPVB between October 2018 and
September 2019.

b October 2015 to September 2022 averages.

Two Basin Optimization Projects were incorporated into the future model scenarios based on the findings of the
Basin Optimization Plan (FCGMA 2025a). These projects are the Purchase of Imported Water from CMWD for Basin
Replenishment project, and the Arroyo Simi-Las Posas Water Acquisition project.

As discussed in the Basin Optimization Plan, the Purchase of Imported Water from CMWD for Basin
Replenishment project would supply imported water in lieu of groundwater extraction in areas of the WLPMA and
ELPMA exhibiting chronic groundwater level declines. Historical data suggest that rapid recoveries in groundwater
elevation can be achieved with in-lieu deliveries to the WLPMA (FCGMA 2019). In the ELPMA, historical groundwater
recoveries were not observed during implementation of the in-lieu program, but reduction in the rate of decline and
stabilization of water levels were observed.

The total estimated imported water assumed to be available for the project was based on the historical deliveries
of imported water under the previous in-lieu programs as well as estimates provided by CMWD, Zone Mutual Water
Company (MWC), and Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19 (VCWWD-19) during development of the Basin
Optimization Plan (FCGMA 2025a). In WLPMA, the in-lieu project would deliver 1,760 AFY of imported water to
offset pumping in wells operated by Zone MWC and VCWWD-19 (Table 3-2; Figure 3-1). In the ELPMA, the in-lieu
project would deliver 1,380 AFY of imported water to offset pumping in wells operated by VCWWD-1 (Figure 3-1).
This project relies on existing infrastructure. Therefore, it can be implemented after a program policy by the
Watermaster Board is developed, including determination of the pumping costs and amount of incentive, allocation
of funds, and incentivization agreements to purchase water from CMWD (FCGMA 2025a).
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Table 3-2. Projected Future Water Supplies from New Projects in the LPVB

Source of Projected Future
Future Water Supply from
Water New Projects Time Period for
Project Name | Description Supply (acre-feet) Implementation
Purchase of In lieu delivery of imported Imported 1,760 AFY - WLPMA | Water year 2026 - if
Imported Water | water to WLPMA and water 1,380 AFY - ELPMA | agencies choose to
from CMWD for | ELPMA to reduce 3,140 AFY - Total participate and the
Basin groundwater production in program policy is
Replenishment | key areas prone to declining finalized by the
groundwater levels and loss Watermaster Board?
of groundwater storage
Arroyo Simi- Purchase/lease of 4,200 SVWQCP 0 AFY increase Water year 2026 -
Las Posas AFY of upstream discharges | Discharges to | relative to current Following final
Water to Arroyo Simi-Las Posas to | Arroyo Simi- state. This project negotiations with the
Acquisition maintain future surface Las Posas maintains existing City of Simi Valley
water flows into ELPMA flows
Total projected additional water supplies from new projects 3,140

Note: Projects modeled from start of simulation time period of Judgment water year 2022.

The Arroyo Simi-Las Posas Water Acquisition project would involve the purchase or lease of recycled water
from the City of Simi Valley to continue discharging the water from its shallow dewatering wells and/or the Simi
Valley Water Quality Control Plant (SVWQCP) to the Arroyo Simi for downstream recharge to the Basin (FCGMA
2025a). Without the purchase or long-term lease, the City of Simi Valley could decide to use this water for use
within the Simi Valley Basin or elsewhere where it would not flow downstream to the LPVB. The City of Simi
Valley has indicated that 4,700 AFY of water would be available (FCGMA 2019). However, due to the riparian
use of the water along the Arroyo Simi-Las Posas and flow downstream to the PVB, these flows result in an
estimated 1,200 AFY of sustainable yield to the ELPMA (FCGMA 2021). As noted in the Basin Optimization
Plan, this project seeks to maintain existing water supplies in the Basin rather than provide new or additional
water supply. The project could be implemented immediately following final negotiations between FCGMA and
Simi Valley, however, the time required to develop this agreement is not well defined. Under the Basin Optimization
Plan, the time required to generate the final agreements was estimated to be approximately 18 months (FCMGA
2025).

Because neither project requires construction of additional infrastructure and the implementation timing for each
project primarily relies on the timing of coordination agreements, both projects were implemented at the start of
the model scenarios rather than assuming a delayed start date, consistent with the Basin Optimization Project
schedule in the Basin Optimization Plan (FCGMA 2025a). This approach is consistent with the current state of the
surface water flows in Arroyo Simi-Las Posas, which, to date, have continued to flow into the LPV Basin without a
formal agreement. However, the in-lieu project deliveries are not currently occurring. If implementation of the in-
lieu project is delayed for multiple years, the modeled impacts of the project on groundwater levels in this BOY
Study may overestimate the impact of this project. Thus, the simulated groundwater levels should be considered
an indicator of the long-term potential project impact, rather than the specific anticipated groundwater level for any
given year. The actual timing of the project start date is a source of uncertainty in the future model results.
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3.1.4 Sustainability Evaluation Metrics

This section provides a description of the criteria used to evaluate whether the simulated future groundwater
production rates in the model scenarios developed for this BOY Study are sustainable. Because of the unique
hydrogeologic characteristics of each management area, the criteria for evaluating sustainability are discussed, by
management area, in the subsections below.

ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area

In the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area, groundwater production rates were determined to be
sustainable if the simulated groundwater elevations at the Key Wells remained above the MTs established in the
GSP. These MTs were selected to protect against chronic declines in groundwater elevation in both the ELPMA and
Epworth Gravels Management Area. In the ELPMA, the MTs were also selected to prevent significant and
unreasonable loss of groundwater storage and conversion from confined to unconfined conditions in the Fox
Canyon aquifer. Note that the MT for the Epworth Gravels Management Area applies specifically to the Epworth
Gravels aquifer, not to the underlying aquifers (including Fox Canyon and Grimes Canyon aquifers), which are part
of the ELPMA.

WLPMA

In the WLPMA, groundwater production rates were considered to be sustainable if the simulated groundwater
elevations at the Key Wells remained above the MTs established in the GSP. These MTs were selected to protect
against chronic declines in groundwater elevation and loss of groundwater in storage (FCGMA 2019).

Additionally, in the WLPMA, the long-term groundwater production rate was determined to be potentially sustainable
for this BOY Study if groundwater elevations remained stable over the future model period, such that the ending
groundwater level was equal to or higher than the starting groundwater elevation. This definition was adopted for
this BOY Study because in the eastern portion of the WLPMA, groundwater elevations have declined significantly in
recent years, such that they are now below the MTs established in the GSP. Historically, in-lieu imported water
deliveries have resulted in groundwater elevation recoveries that exceeded 100 feet in this area of the WLPMA
(Section 2.2; Figure 2-1); thus, it is likely that groundwater elevations will respond similarly to implementation of a
similar in-lieu project in the future. However, the updated Coastal Plain Model did not reproduce the same
magnitude of groundwater elevation response as was observed historically (Figure 2-1). Therefore, project
implementation and adjustment of in-lieu delivery rates informed by groundwater elevation monitoring are expected
to bring groundwater elevations back above the MT. Once the groundwater elevations are higher than the MT, a
long-term production rate can be determined that results in stable groundwater elevations that remain above the
MT which is sufficient to avoid Undesirable Results.

Because the WLPMA is hydrogeologically connected to the adjacent Oxnard Subbasin, which is experiencing seawater
intrusion, the volume of groundwater that flows across the boundary between the Oxnard Subbasin and WLPMA can
impact the ability of the Oxnard Subbasin to prevent future seawater intrusion. The First Periodic Evaluation found
that the effects were more pronounced in the Lower Aquifer System (LAS) than in the shallower aquifers (Upper Aquifer
System [UAS] in the Oxnard Subbasin, shallow aquifer system in the WLPMA). Based on findings in the First Periodic
Evaluation that, under the pumping distribution in the No New Projects 3 or NNP3 scenario, up to 800 AFY of
groundwater can flow from the Oxnard Subbasin to the WLPMA in the LAS without causing undesirable effects in either
basin (See Table 5-2 in FCGMA 2024). For all other scenarios that avoided Undesirable Results, the flux across the
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WLPMA boundary with the Oxnard Subbasin in the LAS was less than 800 AFY or, in some cases, changed direction
with flow from WLPMA contributing to the Oxnard Subbasin. Based on these results, a simulated groundwater flux of
800 AFY or less across the boundary from the Oxnard Subbasin to the WLPMA in the LAS was considered sustainable
for the purposes of this BOY Study. It should be noted that the flux is much higher in the UAS from the Oxnard Subbasin
to the shallow aquifer system in the WLPMA.

3.1.5 Uncertainty

Numerical groundwater flow models are the best tools to evaluate future groundwater conditions, especially in
hydrogeologically complex groundwater basins such as the LPVB. The models have inherent quantifiable
uncertainty, as discussed in Section 2, and unquantified uncertainty associated with scenario assumptions, as
discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2. Following is a summary of the uncertainties associated with the modeling of
future groundwater conditions for this BOY Study. These uncertainties should be kept in mind when evaluating the
model simulation results.

=  ELP Model

o The GSP uncertainty bounds for sustainable yield estimated using the ELP Model of £2,300 AFY
covering the ELPMA and the Epworth Gravels Management Area (Section 2.1; FCGMA 2019).

o Distribution of pumping from the Epworth Gravels aquifer (Epworth Gravels Management Area) and
the underlying Fox Canyon and Grimes Canyon aquifers within the ELPMA (Section 3.2.2).

=  Coastal Plain Model

o The GSP uncertainty bounds for sustainable yield estimated using the GSP version of the VRGWFM
of +1,200 AFY (FCGMA 2019). While the uncertainty of the updated Coastal Plain Model used in
the First Periodic Evaluation and this BOY Study has not been re-evaluated, the intrinsic model
uncertainty from the GSP version should be kept in mind when evaluating the results of scenario
simulations conducted for this BOY Study (Section 2.2).

o The boundary condition adjacent to the Somis Fault in the change in boundary condition in the
updated Coastal Plain Model (Section 2.2).

= Both Models
Synthetic future hydrology (precipitation) through the simulation time period (Section 3.1.2).
Future water supply (Section 3.1.3).

Project start timing (for Projects Scenario; Section 3.1.3).

O O O O

Distribution of future groundwater pumping, including uncertainty in use of transfers and Carryover
(Section 3.2.2).

3.2 BOY Baseline Scenario

The baseline groundwater production scenario for the BOY Study assesses whether groundwater production can be
maintained sustainably at the initial Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY, based on the allocation assigned to each Water
Management Identification Number (WMID) in the Judgment, without implementing projects.
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3.2.1 Judgment Allocations to WMIDs

The Judgment grants four types of allocations - Agricultural, Commercial, Domestic, and Mutual Water Company
Allocations. Allocations were assigned to WMIDs for an individual Water Right Holder or a group of Water Right
Holders. All agricultural landowners that participated in the Judgment received a groundwater allocation, although
some of those allocations were less than 0.1 AFY. Additionally, some agricultural properties that historically reported
extractions did not receive an allocation.

The total allocation assigned in Exhibit C of the Judgment equaled 41,851.58 AFY. This total exceeded the initial
Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY and the Watermaster adjusted Annual Allocations to equal 40,000 AFY in accordance
with the Judgment (Judgment § 4.2). Because the 2025 BOY Study is intended to assess the ability of projects to
maintain the BOY at as close to 40,000 AFY as possible, and to evaluate the need for a Rampdown relative to the
initial Operating Yield, this BOY Study used the Water Year 2023 Annual Allocations published by the Watermaster
as the basis for extractions in the numerical groundwater models.

3.2.2 Baseline Scenario Extraction Rates

3.2.2.1 Baseline Pumping Distribution Methodology

While the Judgment assigns allocations based on WMIDs, groundwater production in the Basin occurs at individual
wells. Therefore, the allocation assigned to each WMID had to be distributed to the groundwater production well or
wells associated with that WMID. For the purpose of distributing the allocations assigned to each WMID, Water
Right Holders were divided into three general groups:

=  Water Right Holders who pump all their assigned groundwater allocation from wells associated with their
WMID and not by a MWC,

=  MWOC exclusive users - who receive their entire allocation from mutual water companies and do not pump
any groundwater from wells associated with their WMID,

=  MWC hybrid users - who receive some of their allocation from MWCs and pump the remaining allocation
from well(s) associated with their WMID.

For Water Right Holders who pump their groundwater allocation from a single well associated with their WMID, the
distribution is straightforward. All of the Annual Allocation for these Water Right Holders was assigned to the single
well associated with their WMID. For MWC exclusive users, all of their Annual Allocation was assumed to be pumped
by the MWC and delivered to the Water Right Holder. Therefore, these users did not have wells in the Basin
associated with their WMID. For all other Water Right Holders, those with multiple wells and those that receive some
portion of their allocation from a MWC, several methods for determining the volume of Annual Allocation that was
distributed to each well were considered.

Of the methods considered, the selected approach, with which the TAC concurred, was to distribute the Annual
Allocation based on the reported pumping and MWC deliveries for Judgment water year 20233, the first full water
year after the Judgment was adopted. Groundwater production patterns after the Judgment was adopted may better

3 Note - The distribution was based on reported pumping, documented in the Water Year 2024 annual report, which follows the DWR
Water Year naming convention and covers reported production from October 2023 through September 2024. Reported pumping
in this report only accounted for approximately 75% of the anticipated total pumping for the reporting period (FCGMA 2025c).
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represent future groundwater pumping under Exhibit C than the historical groundwater production distribution used
in the GSP and the First Periodic Evaluation. However, shifts in pumping distribution in the future are also likely, as
groundwater allocation trading occurs and Water Right Holders better understand how to manage their use under
the new allocation scheme. Further, the Judgment allows Water Right Holders to Carryover up to 150 percent of
their unused Allocation Basis. Carryover can be used or transferred within the next five water years. These potential
shifts in where groundwater is pumped create significant uncertainty in the modeled future groundwater conditions.
Therefore, while the pumping distribution in the BOY model scenarios represents the distribution based on the best
available data, these data will change in the future and should be updated for the next BOY Study.

The method for distributing pumping for each user type is presented in Figure 3-2. For Water Right Holders that
pump their allocation from multiple wells, the proportion of the allocation that was assigned to each well was based
on the proportion of the total reported pumping for water year 2023 that well represented. For example, if in water
year 2023, a Water Right Holder with two wells pumped 10% of their total water used from one well and 90% from
their second well, 10% of the Annual Allocation for that Water Right Holder, whether it was larger or smaller than
what was pumped in 2023, was distributed to the first well and 90% was distributed to the second well. Similarly,
for water users that received a portion of their allocation from an MWC, the proportion of the allocation received
equaled that reported as received in water year 2023. If a Water Right Holder received 50% of the water they used
in water year 2023 from an MWC and pumped 50% from a well or wells associated with their WMID, then 50% of
their Annual Allocation was assigned to the MWC and the remaining 50% was distributed to the well, or wells,
associated with the WMID based on the percentage pumped in water year 2023. The Baseline Scenario allocation
for each well is provided in Appendix A and shown in Figure 3-3.

3.2.2.2 Baseline Scenario Pumping Distribution by Management Area

After the allocations for each WMID were distributed to individual wells (Figure 3-3), the total groundwater
production was calculated for each management area (Table 3-3). The Baseline Scenario production exceeds the
First Periodic Evaluation estimates of sustainable yield by approximately 7,000 AFY in the WLPMA and by
approximately 2,700 AFY in the ELPMA (Table 3-3). Note that the groundwater production and estimated
sustainable yield for the Epworth Gravels Management Area applies specifically to pumping from the Epworth
Gravels aquifer. Production within the aerial limits of the Epworth Gravels Management Area from the deeper
aquifers is from the ELPMA.

Table 3-3. Comparison of Baseline Groundwater Production by Management Area

Groundwater Production Rate (AFY)

Management Area BOY Study Baseline Scenario Estimated Sustainable Yieldl

WLPMA 18,417 11,400 (x2,300)2
ELPMA 20,559 17,900 (x1,200)3
Epworth Gravels Aquifer / Mgt. Area 1,024 1,330 -
Total 40,000 30,630 (£3,500)

Note:

1 Values are from Tables 5-2 and 5-3 of the First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2024).

2 Estimated uncertainty was quantified for the WLPMA portion of the VRGWFM used for the GSP (FCGMA 2019). Uncertainty for the
updated model used for the First Periodic Evaluation and this BOY Study has not been re-evaluated.

3 Estimated uncertainty was quantified for the ELP Model used for the GSP (FCGMA 2019), the same model used for the First
Periodic Evaluation and this BOY Study. The Epworth Gravels Management Area uncertainty is included in the ELPMA uncertainty.
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It should be noted that not all operators who have historically pumped in the Basin received a Water Right Allocation.
Unauthorized extraction of groundwater by some, or all, of these operators continues, which is not included in the
Baseline Scenario groundwater production. In water year 2023, operators without an Allocation reported 259 AF of
production in the WLPMA, 1,288 AF in the ELPMA, and 63 AF in the Epworth Gravels Management Area. There may
be additional unauthorized pumping in the Basin by operators that did not receive an Allocation and have not
reported their pumping to the Watermaster.

The differences between the Baseline Scenario production rate and the average groundwater production from
October 2015 to September 2023 are shown in Figure 3-4. This figure shows increases or decreases in pumping
at each well, based on whether the allocated groundwater production for the baseline scenario was higher
(increase) or lower (decrease) than the historical average pumping between October 2015 and September 2023.
The wells with the largest increases in groundwater production under the Baseline Scenario are located in the
eastern WLPMA, and the northern ELPMA. These areas have been prone to declining groundwater elevations in the
past and, as a result, specific groundwater elevation thresholds were developed in the GSP to avoid Undesirable
Results from chronic declines in groundwater elevation (FCMGA 2019). Additional groundwater production from
these areas beyond the historical average groundwater production would be anticipated to exacerbate groundwater
declines, and likely cause groundwater elevations to fall below the minimum thresholds established in the GSP.

It should be noted, however, that the future pattern of groundwater production is unlikely to match the exact
distribution of groundwater production shown in Figure 3-3 for two primary reasons. First, the distribution is based
on a single year of reported groundwater production since the Judgment became effective. This approach was
adopted, with concurrence by TAC, because the groundwater allocation in the Judgment did not match the historical
pattern of groundwater production in the Basin (Figure 3-4). However, historically, the relative distribution of
groundwater use between wells has changed from year to year as Water Right Holders actively manage which wells
they use and how much they pump from those wells. Because the allocation is assigned to the Water Right Holders,
and not to the well, we anticipate that, with additional years of reported groundwater extractions under the
Judgment, the distribution of groundwater pumping calculated for this initial BOY Study is likely to change. Second,
allocation transfers are allowed under the Judgment. As Water Right Holders transfer allocation between WMIDs,
the distribution of groundwater production will also change. Consequently, while relying on the single year of
groundwater production under the Judgment is appropriate for this initial BOY Study, the distribution of groundwater
production may look quite different in five years. Thus, the physical distribution of groundwater production in the
Baseline Scenario represents a source of uncertainty in the future model results. This uncertainty should be
reduced for each successive BOY Study, as Basin operation conditions become established under the Judgment.

3.2.3 Baseline Scenario Model Results

3.2.3.1 Baseline Scenario Groundwater Elevations
Epworth Gravels

In the Epworth Gravels Management Area (Epworth Gravels aquifer), Baseline Scenario simulated groundwater
elevations rose throughout the 47-year model time period (Figure 3-5). The model results are consistent with the
finding in the GSP that the simulated groundwater elevations in the Epworth Gravels Management Area are
sensitive to small changes in the groundwater production rate. However, the modeled groundwater elevations are
not anticipated to reflect actual conditions in the Epworth Gravels Management Area over time for two primary
reasons. First, not all groundwater producers with wells in the Epworth Gravels Management Area received an
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allocation in the Judgment (Figure 3-4). Second, Water Right Holders within the Epworth Gravels Management Area
(Epworth Gravels aquifer) typically have multiple wells, some of which are screened in the underlying Fox Canyon
and/or Grimes Canyon aquifers. If, during Judgment water year 2023, these Water Right Holders pumped less than
average from the Epworth Gravels Management Area wells, the baseline pumping distribution in the BOY Study
Baseline Scenario would extrapolate this single year of reduced pumping over the entire 47-year model time period.
The result is continuously rising simulated groundwater elevations that do not reflect the historical production
patterns from the aquifer.

The baseline groundwater production rate in the Epworth Gravels Management Area for this BOY Study is
1,024 AFY, which is approximately 446 AFY lower than the average 2016 to 2022 baseline extractions modeled in
the First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2024). At the First Periodic Evaluation future baseline groundwater production
rate of 1,470 AFY, simulated groundwater elevations in the Epworth Gravels Management Area decline over the
entire model period (Figure 3-5). The sustainable groundwater production rate for the Epworth Gravels Management
Area is estimated to be approximately 1,320 AFY (FCGMA 2019, FCGMA 2024).

Historically, groundwater production in the Epworth Gravels Management Area has depleted groundwater in
storage, causing groundwater users to drill deeper wells that produce water from the underlying Fox Canyon aquifer
(FCGMA 2019). When wells were rested in the Epworth Gravels Management Area (from the Epworth Gravels
aquifer), the groundwater elevations recovered. Both the GSP and the First Periodic Evaluation anticipated that
adaptive management would occur, through pumping reductions in Epworth Gravels Management Area wells, as
necessary, to maintain groundwater elevations between the minimum threshold and measurable objective.

ELPMA

Groundwater production at the Baseline Scenario rates was determined not to be sustainable in the ELPMA
because simulated groundwater elevations at five Key Wells fell below the minimum threshold groundwater during
the 47-year model run (Figure 3-6). These wells, which are screened in the Fox Canyon aquifer, are located in the
northern ELPMA, where the influence of recharge from Arroyo Simi-Las Posas is less pronounced. Baseline Scenario
production rates in the northern ELPMA were, on average, higher than the 2016 to 2024 average production rates
(Figure 3-4). The simulated groundwater elevation declines in the northern ELPMA are consistent with previous
model scenarios evaluated in the GSP and the First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2019, FCGMA 2024).

WLPMA

Groundwater production at the Baseline Scenario rates was determined not to be sustainable in the WLPMA
because simulated groundwater elevations at three Key Wells were below the minimum thresholds during a portion
of, or the entirety of, the 47-year model time period (Figure 3-6). Two of the three wells, which are screened in the
Lower Aquifer System, are located in the eastern WLPMA, adjacent to the Somis Fault. Groundwater recharge in
this area of the WLPMA is limited. Baseline Scenario production rates in the WLPMA were, on average, higher than
the 2016 to 2024 average production rates, and these rates were determined not to be sustainable in the First
Periodic Evaluation of the GSP (Figure 3-4; FCGMA 2024). Therefore, the determination that the Baseline Scenario
production rates in this study are not sustainable is consistent with the findings of the GSP and the First Periodic
Evaluation (FCGMA 2019, FCGMA 2024).
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3.2.3.2 Baseline Scenario Water Budget

The two models covering the Basin were used to calculate the water budgets for the WLPMA, ELPMA, and Epworth
Gravels Management Area. Because the ELP Model includes both the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management
Area, a single water budget for both management areas is discussed below. The water budget for the WLPMA is
discussed separately.

ELPMA and Epworth Gravels

The primary inflows in the ELPMA are stream leakage, recharge from precipitation, M&l and agricultural return
flows, and mountain front recharge (Figure 3-7). The Epworth Gravels Management Area does not receive stream
leakage or mountain front recharge. Recharge to this aquifer is limited to precipitation and return flows. The primary
outflow in both the ELPMA and Epworth Gravel Management Area is groundwater production. In addition, in the
ELPMA, there is outflow from evapotranspiration along Arroyo Simi-Las Posas, underflows to the Pleasant Valley
Basin, and minor underflows to the WLPMA (Figure 3-7).

In the Baseline Scenario, groundwater outflows exceed groundwater inflows by approximately 1,500 AFY.
WLPMA

The WLPMA is divided vertically into a shallow aquifer system and the Lower Aquifer System (LAS). Approximately
90% of the total groundwater extraction from the WLPMA occurs in the LAS, while approximately 65% of the
recharge to the LAS comes from the shallow aquifer system. The primary inflows to the shallow aquifer system are
recharge from precipitation, M&Il and agricultural return flows, subsurface flows from the Oxnard Subbasin, and, to
a much smaller extent, subsurface inflow from the Pleasant Valley Basin (Figure 3-8). Vertical flows to the LAS and
groundwater pumping are the primary outflows in the shallow aquifer system (Figure 3-8).

The primary inflows to the Lower Aquifer System of the WLPMA are vertical flows from the shallow aquifer system,
recharge from precipitation, M&l and agricultural return flows, recharge from the outcrop area, and minor flows in
from the Pleasant Valley Basin and Oxnard Subbasin (Figure 3-9). Groundwater production is the primary outflow
from the LAS (Figure 3-9). Additionally, there is a component of the water budget that represents flows across the
model boundary between the WLPMA and ELPMA. In the Baseline Scenario, the model simulated approximately
500 AFY of inflow to the WLPMA across this boundary (Figure 3-9). This component of flow is shown in the water
budget for completeness but, as discussed in section 2.1, it is considered an artifact of the model construction and
not representative of physical hydrogeological conditions in the management area.

In the Baseline Scenario, groundwater outflows from the WLPMA exceeded groundwater inflows by approximately
400 AFY (Figures 3-8 and 3-9).

3.3 Projects Scenario

Because the Baseline Scenario is unsustainable, a Projects Scenario was developed to simulate the Purchase of
Imported Water from CMWD for Basin Replenishment project selected in the Basin Optimization Plan (FCGMA
2025a). This project consists of deliveries of CMWD imported water to VCWWD-1 in the northern ELPMA and
VCWWD-19 and Zone MWC in the eastern WLPMA in lieu of local groundwater pumping. These areas were targeted
because they were the areas in which Baseline Scenario groundwater elevations were below the minimum
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thresholds. Historical in-lieu imported-water delivery projects were successful in reversing, or slowing, groundwater
elevation declines in these areas (FCGMA 2019). Participation of VCWWD-1, VCWWD-2, and Zone MWC would be
under the policy and terms to be established by Watermaster and agreements with these purveyors.

3.3.1 Projects Scenario Extraction Rates

As discussed in Section 3.1.3, the Projects Scenario incorporated 1,760 AFY of surface water deliveries to offset
groundwater production from six wells in the eastern WLPMA, and 1,380 AFY of surface water deliveries to offset
production from three wells in the ELPMA. Project wells are shown on Figure 3-1. The resulting groundwater
production rates were 16,657 AFY in the WLPMA and 19,179 AFY in the ELPMA (Table 3-3). The groundwater
production rate in the Epworth Gravels Management Area remained the same as in the Baseline Scenario. The total
production in the Projects Scenario from all three management areas was 36,860 AFY (40,000 AFY less 3,240 AFY
in-lieu reduction), which represents an approximately 8% reduction in the groundwater production relative to the
Baseline Scenario.
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Table 3-4. BOY Future Groundwater Production Scenario Extraction Rates

Groundwater Production Rate (AFY)
Basin-wide Rampdown  Differential Rampdown

Scenario Scenario
20% Reduction 20% Reduction WLPMA/
Management Baseline  Projects WLPMA, ELPMA, and 11% Reduction ELPMA and
Area Scenario Scenario Epworth Gravels Epworth Gravels
WLPMA 18,417 16,657 14,734 14,734
ELPMA 20,559 19,179 16,447 18,298
Epworth Gravels 1,024 1,024 819 911
Total 40,000 36,860 32,000 33,943
3.3.2 Projects Scenario Results
3.3.2.1 Project Scenario Groundwater Elevations

Epworth Gravels

The simulated groundwater production rate in the Projects Scenario was the same as that simulated in the Baseline
Scenario because no pumpers within the Epworth Gravels Management Area (Epworth Gravels aquifer) received in-
lieu surface water deliveries as part of the projects in the Basin Optimization Plan and therefore in this BOY Study.
Therefore, the groundwater elevations simulated in the Epworth Gravels Management Area for the Projects Scenario
were the same as those discussed in Section 3.2.3.1 and shown in Figure 3-5.

ELPMA

The groundwater production rate in the Projects Scenario is likely to be sustainable in the ELPMA because simulated
groundwater elevations remained above the minimum threshold at all the Key Wells in the management area
(Appendix B). This includes the five Key Wells that had groundwater elevations fall below the minimum threshold in
the Baseline scenario (Figure 3-10). These wells are in the area of the ELPMA that was targeted by the in-lieu surface
water delivery program. Although the decline in simulated groundwater elevations in these wells did not fully
stabilize in this scenario, the results suggest that implementation of the project as envisioned in the Basin
Optimization Plan may be sufficient to avoid Undesirable Results in the ELPMA. Ongoing groundwater monitoring
will confirm whether future groundwater elevations stabilize above the minimum thresholds.

WLPMA

In the WLPMA, groundwater production at the Projects Scenario rates is likely to be sustainable because simulated
groundwater elevations remained above the minimum thresholds at two of three Key Wells in which groundwater
elevations were previously below the minimum threshold (Figure 3-10). Although the simulated groundwater
elevation at the third well, 02N20WO6R01, remained below the minimum threshold during the Projects Scenario,
the groundwater elevation at the end of the scenario was similar to the elevation at the start of the scenario.
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After reviewing the initial results of the Projects Scenario, TAC suggested that additional Projects Scenarios be
investigated for the WLPMA, to see if redistributing groundwater production among the project wells could help
raise the simulated groundwater elevations at well 02N20WO6RO01. The overall groundwater production rate in the
WLPMA remained the same in these redistributed Projects Scenarios, but the volume of groundwater produced
from well 02N20WO6R01 was reduced and assigned to the other project wells. The resulting groundwater
elevations at well 02N20WOGRO01 were not significantly affected by redistributing the project pumping to the other
project wells (Figure 3-11).

As discussed in Section 2.1, simulated groundwater elevations in well 02N20WOG6R01 are influenced by the change
in the model boundary condition that dampens the groundwater level response to projects relative to the observed
historical groundwater elevation response (Figure 2-1). For this reason, and because future simulated groundwater
elevations at this well are generally stable in the Projects Scenario, the Projects Scenario may be sufficient to avoid
Undesirable Results in the WLPMA. Ongoing groundwater monitoring will confirm whether future groundwater
elevations stabilize above the minimum thresholds.

Because the project was successfully implemented in the WLPMA in the past, implementation does not require
construction of new infrastructure, and the volume of in-lieu water can be actively managed based on measured
groundwater elevations, additional attempts to simulate redistributed groundwater production were not pursued.
Measured groundwater elevations will provide a better assessment of the effectiveness of the project, and in-lieu
imported water deliveries can be increased or decreased annually in order to ensure that sufficient deliveries are
provided to maintain groundwater elevations above the minimum thresholds.

3.3.2.2 Projects Scenario Water Budget

ELPMA and Epworth Gravels

The total inflow to the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Areas in the Projects Scenario was similar to that
in the Baseline Scenario (Figure 3-7). Groundwater production decreased in the Projects Scenario by 1,380 AFY,
which is the volume of delivered CMWD in-lieu water. In the Projects Scenario, groundwater outflows exceed
groundwater inflows by approximately 600 AFY.

WLPMA

The total inflow to, and outflow from, the shallow aquifer system of the WLPMA in the Projects Scenario was similar
to that in the Baseline Scenario (Figure 3-8). The primary change between the two scenarios was an approximately
700 AFY decrease in the flow leaving the shallow aquifer system and replenishing the LAS because lower
groundwater production in the LAS maintained higher groundwater elevations and induced less recharge from the
shallow aquifer system. Additionally, in the LAS groundwater production was reduced by 1,760 AFY to simulate
implementation of the in-lieu surface water delivery project to Zone MWC and VCWWD-19. As a result of higher
groundwater elevations in the eastern WLPMA during the Projects Scenario, the model simulated flow leaving the
model domain and flowing toward the ELPMA (Figure 3-9). This flow is an artifact of the model construction. In the
Projects Scenario, groundwater outflows equaled groundwater inflows in the WLPMA.

The water budgets for the Redistributed Projects 1 and 2 scenarios are also shown in Figures 3-8 and 3-9. These
water budgets are the same as the water budget for the Project Scenario, as the only change between the scenarios
was the distribution of groundwater pumping at the project wells. The total groundwater production and the
distribution of groundwater production at the non-project wells remained the same.
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3.4 Rampdown Scenarios

In order to provide both the Watermaster Board and Water Right Holders with an understanding of the reduction in
groundwater production that would be necessary to reach sustainable conditions if the projects are not
implemented, two Rampdown Scenarios were developed at the recommendation TAC. Consistent with the
Judgment, the first Rampdown Scenario applies a Basin-wide reduction factor to groundwater production in all three
management areas. This scenario is discussed in Section 3.4.1. The second Rampdown Scenario applies two
different reduction factors, one for the WLPMA and the other for the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management
Area. This Rampdown Scenario is called the Differential Rampdown Scenario and is discussed further in Section
3.4.2. The Judgment provides that localized restrictions on extractions could be implemented (Judgment § 4.10.3).
This process includes, but is not limited to, committee consultation and a list of specific findings relative to the
implementation of projects and the avoidance of Undesirable Results (Judgment § 4.10.3.1).

3.4.1 Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario

3.4.1.1 Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario Extraction Rates

The goal of the Basin-wide Rampdown scenario was to determine the groundwater production rate at which
Undesirable Results are avoided in all management areas if projects are not implemented. Previous model analyses
conducted for the First Periodic Evaluation were used to develop an initial estimate of the reduction factor, relative
to the initial Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY, that would maintain groundwater elevations above the minimum
threshold at all Key Wells in the Basin. The initial estimate was then tested using the Coastal Plain and ELP Models.
Simulated groundwater elevations from this initial estimate were used to refine the reduction rate and that rate
was tested using the two models. The results of this scenario, which are discussed below, indicated that a 20%
reduction to the Baseline Scenario extraction rates, or the Initial Operating Yield, avoided Undesirable Results in all
three management areas of the Basin. If the Watermaster Board determines that Rampdown is necessary, it will
be phased in with annual steps. Measured groundwater elevations at Key Wells should be evaluated on an ongoing
basis to confirm the projected simulated groundwater elevations and that Rampdown will result in groundwater
elevations above minimum thresholds by the end of Judgment water year 2038.

The total extraction rate for the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario was 32,000 AFY (Table 3-4). Of the total,
14,734 AFY of groundwater was pumped in the WLPMA, 16,447 AFY was pumped in the ELPMA, and 819 AFY was
pumped in the Epworth Gravels Management Area. The estimated sustainable yield of the WLPMA in the First
Periodic Evaluation was 11,400 AFY, approximately 3,300 AFY lower than the simulated groundwater production
in the Basin-wide Rampdown scenario. The simulated groundwater production in the Basin-wide Rampdown
scenario in the Epworth Gravels Management Area was approximately 500 AFY lower, and in the ELPMA
approximately 1,450 AFY lower than the estimated sustainable yields in the First Period Evaluation (Table 3-3 and
Table 3-4). Note that the Rampdown scenarios were modeled at the fully reduced pumping rate throughout the
simulations. For this reason, the simulated groundwater elevations in the Rampdown scenarios may be
overestimated.
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3.4.1.2 Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario Groundwater Elevations

Epworth Gravels

Simulated groundwater elevations in the Epworth Gravels Management Area (in the Epworth Gravels aquifer) rose
at a higher rate in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario than those in the Baseline Scenario (see 03N19W29F06S
in Appendix B). This is consistent with the additional 20% reduction in groundwater pumping simulated under this
Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario.

ELPMA

Simulated groundwater elevations remained above the minimum threshold at all Key Wells in the ELPMA and
remained above the measurable objective in several Key Wells in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario (Figure 3-12
and Appendix B). Simulated groundwater elevations were higher in the Basin-wide Rampdown scenario than in the
Baseline Scenario consistent with approximately 4,100 AFY lower groundwater ELPMA production than in the Basin-
wide Rampdown Scenario. The simulated groundwater elevations were consistent with groundwater production
rates that were lower than the estimated sustainable yield for the ELPMA.

WLPMA

In the WLPMA, simulated groundwater elevations remained above the minimum threshold groundwater elevation
at two of three Key Wells in which groundwater elevations were below the minimum threshold in the Baseline
Scenario (Figure 3-12). While the simulated groundwater elevation at well 02N20WOG6RO01 did not rise above the
minimum threshold during this scenario, the trend was relatively stable with an ending simulated groundwater
elevation higher than at the start of the simulation. This result is similar to the Projects Scenario simulation (Section
3.3.2.1).

As discussed in Sections 2.1 and 3.3.2.1, the simulated response to reduced groundwater production from this
well is dampened relative to historical observations due to the change in model boundary condition. Therefore, it is
likely that a 20% reduction in groundwater production relative to the Initial Operating Yield will be sufficient to allow
groundwater elevations at this well to recover and rise above the minimum threshold. For this reason, the 20%
reduction is considered sufficient for this initial BOY Study. Ongoing groundwater monitoring will confirm whether
future groundwater elevations stabilize above the minimum thresholds. If groundwater elevations do not rise above
the minimum thresholds in this area of the Basin in the future, subsequent BOY Studies will need to investigate
ways in which the groundwater elevations can be raised to avoid Undesirable Results.

3.4.1.3 Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario Water Budget

ELPMA and Epworth Gravels

The total inflow to the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Areas in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario was
approximately 1,900 AFY lower than the inflow in the Baseline Scenario (Figure 3-7). The reduction occurs because
there is less inflow to the ELPMA from stream leakage due to reduced pumping and higher groundwater elevations.
Consequently, groundwater inflows exceed groundwater outflows in this scenario by approximately 600 AFY. This
is the only scenario modeled for this study in which groundwater inflows exceed groundwater outflows in the ELPMA
and Epworth Gravels Management Area.
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WLPMA

The total inflow to and outflow from the shallow aquifer system of the WLPMA in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario
was reduced by approximately 900 AFY relative to the Baseline Scenario resulting in no net change in storage
between the two scenarios (Figure 3-8). The total inflow to the LAS was reduced by approximately 1,400 AFY relative
to the Baseline Scenario, and the groundwater production rate in the LAS was reduced by approximately 3,700 AFY
relative to the Baseline scenario (Figure 3-9). The reduced inflows to the WLPMA are the result of the decrease in
groundwater production, as higher groundwater elevations reduce the gradient between the shallow aquifer system
and the LAS. The reduction in groundwater pumping exceeded the reduction in inflows to the WLPMA. Consequently,
inflows exceeded outflows by approximately 500 AFY in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario.

3.4.2 Differential Rampdown Scenario

Both the water budget and the simulated groundwater levels in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario suggested that
a 20% reduction to the groundwater production was necessary to avoid Undesirable Results in the WLPMA, but that
a 20% reduction in the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area production rates would result in groundwater
production at rates that were lower than the estimated sustainable yield for these management areas. Therefore,
although not specified in the Judgment, this BOY Study considers a Differential Rampdown Scenario in which the
groundwater production rate is reduced by 20% relative to the Initial Operating Yield in the WLPMA but is reduced
by a lower percentage in the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area.

3.4.2.1 Differential Rampdown Scenario Extraction Rates

The extraction rate for the WLPMA in the Differential Rampdown Scenario is the same as the WLPMA extraction
rate in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario, as this reduction is needed to avoid Undesirable Results in the WLPMA
if projects are not implemented (Table 3-4).

In the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area, previous model analyses from the First Periodic Evaluation
were used to develop an initial estimate of a reduction factor, relative to the Baseline Scenario groundwater
production rate, that would maintain groundwater elevations above the minimum threshold water level. The initial
estimate was then tested using the ELP Model. Simulated groundwater elevations from this initial estimate were
used to refine the reduction rate and that rate was tested again using the ELP Model. The results of this scenario,
which are discussed below, indicated that an 11% reduction, relative to the Baseline Scenario extraction rates, or
the initial Operating Yield, resulted in groundwater levels that would avoid Undesirable Results in the ELPMA and
Epworth Gravels Management Area. Note that because Water Right Holders within the aerial extent of the Epworth
Gravels Management Area commonly also have wells screened in the underlying aquifers in the ELPMA from which
they may pump their allocation, the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area are simulated with a consistent
Rampdown.

The total Basin extraction rate for the final Differential Rampdown Scenario was 33,943 AFY (Table 3-4). This rate
is approximately equivalent to a 15% reduction of the initial Operating Yield for the Basin. Of the total, 14,734 AFY
of groundwater was pumped in the WLPMA, which is the same as the production rate in the Basin-wide Rampdown
Scenario. In the ELPMA, the groundwater production rate in the Differential Rampdown Scenario was 18,298 AFY,
which is approximately 400 AFY higher than the sustainable yield estimate in the First Periodic Evaluation. In the
Epworth Gravels Management Area, the groundwater production rate was 911 AFY, which is approximately 400 AFY
lower than the estimated sustainable yield in the First Periodic Evaluation. But, as noted above and in Section 3.2.2,
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Water Rights Holders within the areal extent of the Epworth Gravels Management Area typically also can extract
from the underlying aquifers of the ELPMA. Less Rampdown was required to achieve the sustainability goals with
the Differential Rampdown versus the Basin-wide Rampdown alternative.

As discussed in Section 2.1, the GSP established uncertainty bounds in the sustainable yield for the ELPMA
estimated using the ELP Model. While the ELPMA production rate under the Differential Rampdown scenario is
approximately 400 AFY higher than the estimated sustainable yield, it falls within the uncertainty bounds of the
potential range of sustainable yields identified in the GSP and First Periodic Evaluation (FCGMA 2019, FCGMA
2024).

3.4.2.2 Differential Rampdown Scenario Groundwater Elevations

Epworth Gravels

Simulated groundwater elevations in the Epworth Gravels Management Area (in the Epworth Gravels aquifer)
increased at a higher rate in the Differential Rampdown Scenario than those in the Baseline Scenario but did not
increase as rapidly as those in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario (Appendix B). This is consistent with the 11%
reduction in groundwater pumping simulated within the Epworth Gravels Management Area (Epworth Gravels
aquifer) under this scenario.

ELPMA

Simulated groundwater elevations remained above the minimum threshold at all Key Wells in the ELPMA and
were similar to the simulated groundwater elevations in the Projects Scenario (Appendix B; Figure 3-13). The
simulated groundwater elevations suggest that groundwater production at a rate of 18,300 AFY may be
sustainable for the ELPMA, however, it should be noted that simulated groundwater elevations exhibited a
declining trend over the 47-year modeled period (Figure 3-13).

WLPMA

The simulated future groundwater elevations in the WLPMA under the Differential Rampdown Scenario were the
same as the simulated future groundwater elevations under the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario because the
WLPMA groundwater extraction rates in these scenarios were the same (Figures 3-11 and 3-12).

3.4.2.3 Differential Rampdown Scenario Water Budget
ELPMA and Epworth Gravels

The total inflow to the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Areas in the Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario was
approximately 1,200 AFY lower than the inflow in the Baseline Scenario (Figure 3-7). The reduction occurs because
there is less inflow to the ELPMA from stream leakage. Groundwater elevations are higher in the Differential
Rampdown scenario than in the Baseline Scenario because groundwater production in the ELPMA is approximately
2,300 AFY lower in the Differential Rampdown Scenario. Groundwater outflows exceed groundwater inflows in this
scenario by approximately 400 AFY.

DUDEK 17755 24

MAY 2026



LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

WLPMA

The water budget for the Differential Rampdown Scenario is the same as the water budget for the Basin-wide
Rampdown Scenario in the WLPMA. The Basin-wide Rampdown Scenario water budget for the WLPMA is discussed
in Section 3.4.1.3.
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4 Estimate of Basin Optimization Yield

As defined in the Judgment and discussed in Section 1.3, the Basin Optimization Yield is the production rate, with
implementation of the Basin Optimization Projects, that can be reasonably implemented by 2040, that maintains
groundwater elevations above the MTs and the flux between the WLPMA and the Oxnard Subbasin, as discussed
in Section 3.1.4. Based on the model scenarios simulated for this BOY Study, the Basin Optimization Yield is
estimated at 40,000 AFY inclusive of the reductions by the in-lieu project wells of 3,140 AFY for a net yield for the
remaining pumpers of 36,860 AFY if the in-lieu surface water delivery projects are implemented as shown in Table
3-4 and described as Project 2 (Purchase of Imported Water from CMWD for Basin Replenishment). This pumping
maintains the Baseline Scenario production rates at all but six wells in the WLPMA and three wells in the ELPMA.
The wells in which groundwater production is reduced are owned and operated by VCWWD-1, VCWWD-19, and Zone
MWC.

The estimate of Basin Optimization Yield was derived through the use of numerical groundwater flow models, as
described in this BOY Study, and subject to the uncertainty inherent in the models described in Section 2 and the
scenario assumptions described in Section 3.1. Significant uncertainty also exists regarding how and where Water
Right Holders pump their allocations, as discussed in Section 3.2.1. In accordance with the Judgment, Basin
Optimization Yield must be re-evaluated at least every five years with the next BOY Study due in 2030.

The forecasted groundwater elevations simulated by the numerical modeling should be compared to measured
groundwater elevations at Key Wells on an ongoing basis to confirm the validity of the model projections and adjust
project operations, as necessary. Additionally, if Project 2 (Purchase of Imported Water from CMWD for Basin
Replenishment) is not fully implemented in a timely manner as modeled in the Projects Scenario, or if Project 5
(Arroyo Simi-Las Posas Water Acquisition) is not implemented and the City of Simi Valley reduces discharges to the
Arroyo Simi, then Rampdown may be necessary to achieve sustainable groundwater management by 2040.

17755 26
DUDEK MAY 2056



5 Rampdown Rate

Numerical groundwater flow modeling for this initial BOY Study found that if Project 2: Purchase of Imported Water
from CMWD for Basin Replenishment implemented as proposed, Rampdown may not be required. At the
recommendation of TAC, two Rampdown scenarios were modeled to provide both the Watermaster Board and
Water Right Holders with an understanding of the reduction in groundwater production necessary to reach
sustainable conditions if Projects 2 and 5 are not implemented (Section 3.4).

5.1 Basin-wide Rampdown Rate

This initial BOY Study calculates a Rampdown Rate for a Basin-wide reduction in groundwater pumping if the
projects are not implemented. The Rampdown Rate is the annual reduction in groundwater production necessary
to have the Operating Yield equal the Sustainable Yield by the fall of 2039 (Judgment §§ 1.89 and 4.10.1.4).

1. The Rampdown was determined by subtracting the overall production modeled in the Basin-wide
Rampdown Scenario (32,000 AFY) from the Initial Operating Yield (40,000 AFY).

2. The Rampdown (8,000 AFY) was divided by 14 water years to calculate the Rampdown Rate (assuming
that Rampdown would begin in the fall of 2026 and that the groundwater production rate would equal
32,000 AFY by the fall of 2039).

The resulting Rampdown Rate, or the annual reduction in groundwater production that would result in an overall
production rate of 32,000 AFY by the fall of 2039, is 571.4 AFY.

Future BOY Studies, which are to be prepared at least every five years, will each re-evaluate the Rampdown and
the Rampdown Rate. Therefore, while the Rampdown Rate was calculated to reduce the Operating Yield to the
Basin-wide Scenario groundwater production of 32,000 AFY (Section 3.4.1) by the fall of 2039, the resulting annual
Basin-wide groundwater production is provided through September of 2030 in this initial BOY Study (Table 5-1). It
should be noted again that the Rampdown calculations in this initial BOY Study, as shown in Table 5-1, are provided
for informational purposes for consideration by the Watermaster Board of Directors should the projects not be
implemented in a timely manner.

Table 5-1. Water Year 2026 through 2029 Rampdown Production

Groundwater Production Rate (AFY)

Differential Rampdown

Epworth
Gravels Differential
ater Yea Basin-wide Management Rampdown
Octobe eptembe Rampdown WLPMA  ELPMA Area TOTAL
Oct 2026 - Sept 2027 39,429 18,154 20,398 1,016 39,567
Oct 2027 - Sept 2028 38,857 17,891 20,236 1,008 39,135
Oct 2028 - Sept 2029 38,286 17,628 20,075 1,000 38,702
Oct 2029 - Sept 2030 37,714 17,365 19,913 992 38,269
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5.2 Differential Rampdown Rate

In addition to the Basin-wide Rampdown rate, this initial BOY Study also calculates a potential Differential
Rampdown rate based on the Differential Rampdown Scenario for informational purposes. In that scenario
groundwater production was reduced by 20% relative to the Baseline Scenario pumping in the WLPMA and by 11%
in the ELPMA and Epworth Gravels Management Area. The overall groundwater production from the Basin is higher
under this scenario than it is in the Basin-wide Rampdown (Table 3-4).

In order to calculate the annual Rampdown Rate for each management area under this scenario, the management
area specific groundwater production modeled in the Differential Rampdown Scenario was subtracted from the
Baseline Scenario groundwater production for each management area. The resulting Rampdown for the WLPMA is
3,683 AFY; the Rampdown for the ELPMA is 2,261 AFY; and the Rampdown for the Epworth Gravels Management
Area is 113 AFY. The Rampdown for each management area was then divided by 14 water years to calculate the
resulting management area specific Rampdown Rates that would result in an overall production rate of 33,943 AFY
by the fall of 2039. These rates are 236.1 AFY for the WLPMA, 161.5 AFY for the ELPMA, and 8.1 AFY for the
Epworth Gravels Management Area (Table 5-1).
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6 Conclusions

Based on the numerical model scenarios simulated for this initial BOY Study, with consideration of the inherent
limitations and uncertainties of the models (Section 3.1.5), if Basin Optimization Plan Project 2 (Purchase of
Imported Water from CMWD for Basin Replenishment) is implemented as scheduled, the Basin Optimization Yield
is estimated at 40,000 AFY inclusive of the reductions at the in-lieu project wells of 3,140 AFY resulting in net yield
for the remaining pumpers of 36,860 AFY. However, if Project 2 is not implemented as scheduled, then Rampdown
would be required so that the Operating Yield equals the sustainable yield by fall of 2039. Additionally, if Project 5
(Arroyo Simi-Las Posas Water Acquisition) is not implemented and the City of Simi Valley reduces discharges to the
Arroyo Simi, then Rampdown may also be required. The Judgment states that “following the first Basin Optimization
Yield Study, Rampdown of the Operating Yield will commence in annual steps, if necessary” (Judgment § 4.9.1.3).

If Projects 2 and 5 are not implemented as scheduled, this BOY Study outlines two potential no-project Rampdown
scenarios for the Watermaster to consider, consistent with the TAC recommendation. The first is a Basin-wide
Rampdown that found groundwater production of 20% in all management areas of the Basin, relative to the initial
Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY, may be required to avoid Undesirable Results by 2040 (Sections 3.4.1 and 5.1).

The second is a no-project Rampdown scenario that differentially reduces groundwater production in the
management areas relative to the initial Operating Yield of 40,000 AFY. Groundwater production in the ELPMA and
Epworth Gravels Management Area are reduced by 11%, relative to the Baseline Scenario production in these
management areas, and groundwater production in the WLPMA is reduced 20%, relative to the Baseline Scenario
production (Sections 3.4.2 and 5.2). Although the process to implement a Differential Rampdown is more complex
(Section 3.4), this BOY Study finds that the differential Rampdown approach avoids Undesirable Results while
preserving higher overall groundwater production rates in the Basin.

As discussed in Section 2.2, the Coastal Plain Model boundary condition at the eastern edge of the WLPMA,
adjacent to the Somis Fault, was updated by UWCD inconsistent with hydrogeologic conditions. This caused
additional uncertainty in the model simulations. Future work should be conducted to reduce this uncertainty by
modifying and recalibrating the revised model using a no-flow boundary condition to represent the hydrogeologic
conceptual model of this area.

In conclusion, if the projects are fully implemented as scheduled, numerical modeling conducted for this BOY Study
forecasts that Rampdown is unnecessary to maintain a Basin Optimization Yield of 40,000 AFY, inclusive of the
pumping reduced through in-lieu deliveries of imported water. However, ongoing monitoring of the Key Wells will
confirm that measured groundwater elevations are consistent with forecasted groundwater elevations simulated
by the numerical models to provide assurance that Undesirable Results will not occur after 2040. Per the Judgment,
the Basin Optimization Yield must be re-evaluated in 2030 and 2035, and could be re-evaluated earlier, if
necessary. The 2030 BOY Study must be completed by February 1, 2030.

17755 29
DUDEK MAY 2056



LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 30

MAY 2026



7 References

CMWD (Calleguas Municipal Water District). 2018. Groundwater Flow Model of the East and South Las Posas
Sub-basins - Preliminary Draft Report. Torrance, California: Intera Geoscience and Engineering Solutions.
January 2018.

FCGMA (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). 2019. Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the
Las Posas Valley Basin. Available online: https://fcgma.org/groundwater-sustainability-plans-gsps/.

FCGMA (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). 2021. Update on Revised Groundwater Modeling and
Updated Future Scenarios and Estimates of Sustainable Yield for the East Las Posas Management Area.
October 27, 2021, FCGMA Board meeting.

FCGMA (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). 2024. First Periodic Evaluation: Groundwater
Sustainability Plan for the Las Posas Valley Basin. Available online: https://fcgma.org/
groundwater-sustainability-plans-gsps/.

FCGMA (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). 2025a. Las Posas Valley Basin Optimization Plan.
Available online: https://fcgma.org/basin-optimization-plan/.

FCGMA (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). 2025b. Draft Las Posas Watermaster Response Report
(June 9). Response Report to TAC Consultation Recommendation Report, BOYS Preferred Modeling

Alternative and Impacts to Schedule. Available online: https://fcgma.org/recommendation-response-
reports/wy-2024 rec-resp-reports/ (June 25, 2025 Board Agenda Item 13 Materials).

FCGMA (Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency). 2025c. Las Posas Valley Groundwater Sustainability
Plan 2025 Annual Report: Covering Water Year 2024,

UWCD (United Water Conservation District) 2018. Ventura Regional Groundwater Flow Model and Updated
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model: Oxnard Plain, Oxnard Forebay, Pleasant Valley, West Las Posas, and
Mound Groundwater Basins. Open File Report 2018-02. July 2018.

UWCD (United Water Conservation District). 2021. Ventura Regional Groundwater Flow Model Expansion and
Updated Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model for the Piru, Fillmore, and Santa Paula Groundwater Basins.
June 2021. Available online: https://www.unitedwater.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/
UWCD_OFR_2021_01_Ventura_Regional_Groundwater_Flow_Model_Expansion.pdf

17755 31
DUDEK Y 2026



LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 32

MAY 2026



Sspnd

uiseg As|eA sesod se au} Joy Aphis pleIA uolieziwndo uiseg

uiseg A9||e/ sesod se ayy Joj dey ANuUdIp
-1 34NOI4

enuaj Jo AUnod A :30HN0S

(z0°'¥00-¥) pseuxo
(900-+) Aollen eses|d
(800-v) Asllen sesod se [

(200-v) Aellen esoy ejues okouy [
-1) epelay els|
(510-v) epeley euell (1) (e91L0z yMa)

(600-%) ASllBA WIS | uISBQQNS puE Suiseg J9)EMpunolD 81| ulsjing pPasiAsY

— e

SpueT [eiopad @ lEls |

esM pueueqin [

S[BUUBYD WEBLS/SIONY JOlRIN —

sealy Juswabeue\ sesod SeTIS9M pueises , _
ealy Juswabeuey s|aness yyomdg ﬂll.w

Arepunog
Aousby Juswabeuepy Jajempunols) uoAue) xo4 @

SLIYH seso sl

S

%ﬁgﬁg




9202 AVIN

e ssu J3ana

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



uiseq Asjje/ sesod Se 8y 1o} Apnig plaIA UoneziwndQ uiseg

LOY90MOZNZO lIBM Ul uosliedwon) asuodsey [aAsT Jejempunols) J3and

1-¢ 3¥N9I4
ploysatyl an3lqo 011eU32S s193[0.1d uonen|ea3 d1poLiad 014eud2S s12304d dSO S|aAa7 Ja1eM
wnwiuIn 3|qeJnsealn| 'S|9ADT J21B M pPalRINWIS 'S|9ADT J21B A\ PRIRINWIS |B21I03SIH paJnseain
aleq
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) N N N ) ) [ [ [ [ [ [
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o © o) o) o) w0 w0
J D D a1 a1 N N @ @ N ) = = o o ©O ©O 00 00 N N
o % o ;1 o ol o ;i o i o ] () vl o x o ;1 o ul o
0s¢-
00¢-
[9)
o
c
S
o
0sT- £
-+
o
=
m
)
<
I
(=4
00T- m
\ 4 \.l.)n
<
Jayinby uoAue) xo @
YiNdTT : VINGAWM ¥
o T e 0s-
o | [}
00 ©
®e /L0490
.\ = o\ o) T i’
AN ’I.. \ 2
[e)
0

STOY90MOCNCO IIPM




LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 36

MAY 2026



uiseg AslleA sesod se auj Joy Apnis pleiA uoneziundo uiseg
uiseg A9jjleA Sesod SeT au} Ul SQJINM UHM PajeIoosSYy S|I9A UOIONPOId 18)eMpunols) >dana

QWO ‘GOMN ‘GAMON YOO ¥MA 3OHNOS
1-¢ 3¥NOId

Eau

0l1Ieusog spafo1d ay} ul payIpoly sem Buidwing Yotym 104 s|ioAA s|Iop Buidwing .

(20°700-%) p1euxO
(900-%) AalleA Juesesid
(800-¥) Asllen sesod se [
(200-%) AelleA Bs0Y BlUES OkOuy [

(8102
uma) pue sujseg 811 uB3lIng pasiAdy
(s)134inbe umouyun ul pauaaIds S|IOAN n__”__u (6102 iUnog enusp) synes -— —
SV 24} ul sisyinbe sjdpinw uj pausaos siispy (9 Sealy UsLIBBRUBY SBSOd S8 — —m
Jajinbe uoAue) sawilg ay) ul pausdais sIigp -
Jajinbe uoAue) X04 auy Ul pausaos slisp () SRV IUBUSBRUEIN SI9r) hiond3 £, 5
"‘adMN pue ‘GMIND ‘YINDDH : ’ (1so-ises) abuey pue (ynos-yuoN) diysumor ()
Aq papinold sem sjjom [enpiaipul uoyeuniog oIpad ues Jaddn oy Ui pausans siigM A\ SjpuURYD Weang/SIany Jofepy
1o} uoijew.ojul uoneubisap Jajinby (| Jajinbe sjanels yomds o) Ul pauaaIos SlloM <> (9102 VINDDH)
‘S8JON uoneubisap Jopinby  Alepunog KouasBy Juswabeuey Jsjempunols) uokued xo4 D

puabar

Vet

suedioo




920C AVIN

e ssul J3ana

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



uiseq Asjje sesod se 8y Joj Apnig plaiA uoneziwndQ uiseg

Buiepoy Jo} buiduwind Jo uosnauisiq A3dnd
¢-€ 34n914
VCOCAM UTISM OMIN Yyaes
M U} ¥COZAM Ul ]]om ydes ui duidwind
0} UoI3ed0]|e 4O 12303 jo a3ejuadiad uo paseq ur3uidwind je303 jo a3ejuaduad
a8ejusnsad uSissy  S]19M 03 UOIIRDO||e 3INGLISI] U0 paseq paanqLisip
si duildwnd HMmIA
O "YTOTAM Ul
_ _ 19sn 1ey3 10} |]om yoea
_ _ ul Suidwnd je3joy jo 3
adejuadu ad uo paseq |I9M SJouls
padwnd a3dejusdiad ayy pue Pa1eI20SSe S| Q1AM dU} LOnE0l1e 5 1NGLSI] 0} UoI}Ed0]|e
JDMI Ag paJiaai|ap asn $Z0ZAM 1830} Yo1ym yym sjjam DM 9Y3 0} m:w_s w_“n_u_:_m_._.._ow J1e ugissy
9y} Jo a3ejuadiad ayy aulwiRla( uidwnd jje udissy ’ nem 3)3uis 104
. | | |
JMI Ag pue dINM 343 YIM pajeldosse sjjam "alnm 113yy
(S)1em 1e20] QINM Y309 1e20] woJj Suidwnd oN “DMI UJIM Pa3eID0SSEe (S)]]oM
Aq padwind uonedojy Aq padwind uonedojje aiiu3 wo.y uoipedo)je sdwng

19sM dAISNIX3T (DMI) 11°M 1e207 woJj sdund

13sn pLqAH Kuedwo) 193eM 1eNINN 3ey} J9p)OH Y31y J93em

3ddAL Y3ASN

A4V 000°0% :(AINM) @l 481sewsarep Ag uonedo))y auljaseq |e10]
uonynqguisig suidwing ol1euads auljasey



LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 40

MAY 2026



uiseq As||eA sesod se au) Joy Apnis plaiA uoleziundo uiseg

s

Buidwing uoieso||y oLIeusdS auljaseqg
€-¢ 3ANOI4

AMWO ‘GOMN ‘adMOA ‘YWD “HMA :308N0S

(s)Jayinbe umouyun ul pausalods S|Iop\A b

Sv1u) ul
siaynbe adnnw ui psusaids sjopy &

Jajinbe uoAuen
SOWILD) BY) Ul PaUSIDS S|[opy

Jajinbe
uoAuBD X04 8y} Ul pausalds sjgpy ©

uoljewlo oipad
ueg Jaddn ay) ui pausalos sjlopy A

Jajinbe sjpaeID
yuomd3 sy} ul pausalds s|lop <

uoneubisap Jajinby

(4v) Buidwingd auijaseg

salN
¥ 14 3 0

*AOMN PUB ‘AMIND ‘VIND D4 Ad papinoid sem sjjam [enpiAipul Joy uoljewioul uoljeubisap Jajinby :sjoN

oori< @
oovl-00zk @ (910z Aunog einuap) syneq ————
00zl -008 @ (20"900-+) PIELXO saLepunog VINd13 pue <§M2._>“ |.||;|
008 - 00¥ . (900-%) A3|leN Jueses|d Juswabeueyy sjonels yuomdy m.li,m
OMMN Mu MM " (800-1) AallE SESO S . -jse3) abuey pue (YinoS-ypoN) a_chw%w»
-0 (200-v) Aellen esoy eueg okouy | UL WeaNS/SIBNY Ol

(8102 ¥Ma@) uiseqqns pue suiseg
Jalempunols gLL unajjng pasinay Juswiabeueyy Jajempunols) uokue) xo4

(9102 VINDD4) Arepunog Aousby D
puaba

* Uiy sesoaisor

ediooyy




9202 AVIN

[44 SSLLL V—mnan

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



uiseg As|len sesod se ay} 1oy Apnis plaiA uoheziundo uiseg M
Buidwing abelany [eoLI0ISIH $202-910Z 2} 0} patedwo) Buidwing uoieoo|y oLeusds auljaseqg J3iana
y-€ 3¥NOI4 AMIND ‘GOMN ‘AdMON 'YWDO4 “¥MA :308N0S
sjoqwis uado Aq pajuasaidal (20°'v00-¥) pleuxQ saim £ i ) Q
aoMnN pue ale uoneoo|je Buidwnd auljaseq e INOYIM S|[OAA (900-t) AaleA JUESES|d
‘ ‘ Aq papinoid -
ol mgﬁw_ Nn_uxu_w%wn_w DLM _%m ( (s)Jeyinbe umouyun Ul pausalos S|IGA, &b 000L< . (800-v) Aellep sesod se1 [
W Jul UOKEDISSP JSIINDY ( S U Ul _ (£00-v) Aajle esoy ejues ohouy
¥Z0Z 0} 9107 WOy PSIBINJIED g5 1nbe gidyynw Ul pausaios sigpy, & g ooob-o00s ® (8L0Z ¥MQ) uiseqans pue
Buidwnd |esuojsiy abesany (g ) ’ ’ b < w 005-002 @ suiseg Jalempunois gL unsjing
Jajinbe uokue:
Buidwnd [eouossiy SWILID) BU} Ul PaUsaIos w__m>w, O 3 ooz-s¢ O (910z Alunog einusp) sineq -————
ay} uey} Jejealb si Buidwnd ’ ’ se-0 O P, ue o
uoljeoo||e oJeuads auljeseg jeu} Jajinbe O HEPUNO] VI T3 PUE VIN TV —_
S9]E2IpUI 80UBJBYIP SAIlISOd (2 UoAue) X04 S} Ul PAUSAIIS S|IOAA = 0-ge- O ealy Juswabeuely sjgaelo ypomds  {_ !
Buidwnd [eouoisiy uolewo oiped A w ge--00z- O (1sepn-ise) O
a3 uey; sse| s Buidwnd ueg Jaddn 8y} ul pauaaIos S|IopA m w0z> @ abuey pue (ynos-ypoN) diysumol
uoieoo|e oleusdS suljesed jeyy Jayinbe sjpnel - AdY sjpuuey) Wealg/sianry Jofepy
Sejeolpul 8ouIayIp SAREBeN (1 Lpomd3 8y} Ul peUSBIIS S|IBM ‘uononpoud |esuoisiy Bay pue Buidwng (9102 YINDD4) Aepunog Aousby
:SOI0N uoneubisap sajinby :o:Woo__< auljoseg udamlag adudaylg Juswsbeueyy Jejempunols) uokue) xo4 O
pusbIT]

<

Suedioo|

}
|
e

SO By SRS




920C AVIN

124 SSLLL V—mnan

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



uiseq Asjje/ sesod Se 8y 1o} Apnig plaIA UoneziwndQ uiseg

S9046ZM6LNE0 I8 udeiBoipAH (B A8y sfenels) yuomd

6-€ 34N9I4

J13dna

olJeuadS 193f0id AOg pue

0setT-uer

auljase 218NWIG v aAvalgQ a|gelnses oysaJyl wnwiul
SUI|P5eg AOg PRIE|NLUIS l|aseq 3d pare|nuwis paJnsea| [ealIolsIH 112390 319 N PIOYS2.Y L Wnwiui
— — — — — — — — — — — —
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
< 3 < < 3 < 3 < < < < 3
N N N N N N N N = = = =
o o o o o o o o © © © ©
~ (@) (ol N w N = o (o} (0] ~ (o))
o o o o o o o o o o o o
W,
'™ uld
o \
VINdT3 2 :
¢ %o __<o o °
o VI
(0]
7
- v
o Ve
"'
$90462 -~ ’

S9046¢CM6TNEO [[PM

uopens|e qumEUCSOLm paJinsesawl U229l 1SOW 9yl Se swes ayl sl uoneAns|a wam;UCJOLm pajepow |eniul ayl 1eyl OS paylys u=s( aAeY S|9A3I)| ‘_wum>>UC30‘_m peolenwis ayl 310N

00s

0¢s

ovs

099

089

009

0¢9

ov9

(ISIN-}) uolleAd|3 Ja3eMpPUNOID)

099

089

00L




LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 46

MAY 2026



uiseg AsjjeA sesod se au} Joy Apnis pleIA uolieziwndo uiseg

dey ydeiboipAH uoileAS|T J9}EMPUNO.IS) OLBUSDS
9-¢ 34N

auljeseqg

I US98 }SOW AU} SE SWES B} S| LOIJBASIS JajeMpunolB pajapow [eniul 3y} Jey os Payiys Usag aney S[aAs] Jajempunolb pajejnwis ayl 310N

MWD ‘GOMN unod einjusA A :3O¥N0S

T g

"S10TGLMZZNZO St (MZ2Y)

Mz abuey pue (NZ01) NZo diysumoy ui pajedo] 101Gk,
palage| [|om 8y} 1o} NMS aU) :ajdwex] ‘waisAg Aaning
pueT olgnd ay} ui abuey pue diysumo] uo paseq (NAS)
Joaquinp [I9AA 9)elS palelnaiqde Ue Jo JSISUod sjage] [[SA
:S9J0N

uoljeAs|3 Ja)eMpuNoIS) OLBUSDS dulldseq pajeinwis —
uoneAs|3 JojeMpunols) [eSUO)SIH painses|y —

uoneAs|3 JojeMpunols) pjoysaiyl wnwiuiy —

uoleAa|3 Jajempunols) aAds(qQ d|deinsesN —

E

(20 ¥00-¥) preuxQ
(900-¥) AslleA yueses|d
(800-1) Aeller sesod se |
(200-p) Aellen eSOy EjUES OAOLY |

(6L0Z ¥MQ) uiseqqns pue suiseg
Jaiempunous gL unsjing pasinay

(9102 Aunog einjuap) syneq -——

R

SO 58333 bbbbb
NORNNNNNNNE R R
383885885888 38¢8 SRR E8fR883rk9ga
o O O O O O O O O o o o o o
or
[}
08 ¢ 08
Wy, _ m. W,
1!./{’_ oet & a’./:f} ozt
T m
I oot 2 | 091
o
It s 00t
007 3
oﬁm ove
SZ0YSE SE0YUSE
BN . RS
S5 333853bbbbk LAV
N O B W NP O WO N O Uu
O O O 0O OO o O o o o o o
001
[n]
g
0T 3
H
5
ovT o
2
Omﬂm. 204910
S
N z d
=< 1Bd100|
08t 3 o] W 15,
SEONS8C
5SS S338 336 bbb SONSZ rogle £0M9Z.
N O B W N P O W o N o u
O O O O O O O © o © o o o
05
o 90467
001 8
/ 3
T~ o0sTE
&
- LOR6 L ‘ o
00z & 2 e
o a3 } 1%
E |
05t S ; _g e
z i T
oos€ ‘..n@ Ty i
10161 )

J9qWINN IS\ 91elS pajelnalqay  L0dsh T X / mo___zm T \
. | »
ealy Juswabeuely sjpAei9) yuomds | .‘" ) = ﬂ.. -
— I B ]
(9102 YINOD4) Aepunog >o=om<D . i S
swebeue|\ Jelempunols) uokued xo- - . ¢ U
5 g = N EE===
— 2 - N — b EEa—
aldnny Y sienei ypomdy <O MR RN NN NN 1.4} =Y
N @0 o B W N B O - -y - -
uokueg xo4 @ wniAny ‘ 3 3 8 8388 5 8 2 e N
<h il o =
sjuiod Bunonuopy annejuasaiday > | oom..m JM = =
pusbo §§/ S
- oma.m
s F g
T L m
= m - oot
- =3
S
9 - oS F
S 'y 3 ¥
S A L L 2
El = 2
H i -0 =
g X — - 10480
. ’ i \V f .uu. %
s L ..ﬂ.....\\.\,...ll NN NN NN R R
& o 3 o o o o o o o o o o
o o ~ [} w B w N = o O [}
\UI 5 o o o o o o o o o o
M sesoduseT] Sy o
2 ®
- - 08 3
2
5
80060 _ S0 g
r g
L0ro} 0011 { - op- w
10480 LOHZ Loz &
1090} 3
20a0}, -0 m
10490 2
4 =)
SEOITT
LOHE0 20450 -
N [ N N N N N [ = [ [
o o o o o o o o o [} o i
~ (o2} w1 B w N = o o 7 ~ x
o o o o o o o o o o o \- s
0se-
£045E /
¢ — o |/ &
L -9
1097€ 00z m \..
- osT-% A
NN NN NN NN R PR B RPR e w
O O O O O O O O L v v v -3
I 00 B RN P2 O VWX N0 H
O O O O O O O O o O o o o ]
0 z
H
o Z
0s ¢
g
L~
T 00T 2
m
é 0ST W
S
— 00z =
g
0sz =
€049

TR T2 B0 1IN BASGXN WNOHMND UOWE) 1038000 er




9¢0C AVIN

o ssul J3ana

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



useg Aa|len Sesod Se] au) Joj ApNS PiaIA Uoneziundo uiseg y3adnda
Baly JuswiaBeue|y sjeAeIe) yuomdg pue A3 aup Joj sjebpng Jejep) OLBUSOS [SPOJ

L-€ 3dN9Id SMmoj uinja pue abreyoal uoneydiosid yjog sepnjoul wig) abJeyosl 8y 310N
VINdTAM 0} Mojapun m gAd 01 Mojapun m  uonelidsuesodengm Buidwng  ableyoay juoi4 uiejunoly  abieyooy m abeyesa] weanSH
umopdwey |enualaylqg umopdwey apim-uiseq sjo9loid AOY auljaseg AO9
000°0¢-
|
| ‘
| 000 0¢-
|

000°0L-
0

- - - - 00001
00002
000°0€

1ebpng Jejep) sjeAelD yuomds pue NG TS




LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 50

MAY 2026



uiseg As|[e/ sesod se ey Jo} Apnig pleiA uoneziwndo uiseg

WalSAS Jayinbyy MOjleYS WA T 8Up Joj S1ebpng Jajep) OLeusoS [8pOjAl A3and
8-€ JdN9Id SMoj uinjal pue abreyoal uoneydionid yjog sepnjoul wis) abeyasl ay] 310N
pJeuxQ wou4 A9|eA juesea|d wol4 abieyoey @ HBuidwnd m Svy19yl oL
0lBUdDS Z S109loud | s109loid
umopdwey epim-uiseg panquisipay AO9 painquisipay AOd sysfoid AOd aulleseg A0d4 000°G1-
000°0L-
=
=
000G @
o
c
Qo
Q
ol
] 5
o3
o
o
>
@
=
S
000‘G c
3
@
>
.
000°0L
000Gl
Jobpng Jajep) WalsAg Jajinby mojleys WINdTM




LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 52

MAY 2026



uiseg As|[e/ sesod se ey Jo} Apnig pleiA uoneziwndo uiseg

WajsAS Japnby Jamo YN TM 84 Jo} SjeBpng Jajep) OLBUSOS [SPOj l3aand
6-€ 34NOI4 smoy wnjel pue abieyoas uopepdioaid Loq sapnjoul wisy abieyoal 8y 310N
VINd]3 Woid/Ool @ PJBUXO WOl Ao|le/ ueses|d woi sdoioin0 Sy @ obieyoey @ Buidwng @ SVYS 8y woud
0lBUdDS Z S109loud | s109loid
umopdwey spim-uiseg painquisipay AOd panqgusipay AOd syeloid AO9 auliesed AO4d
000°0z-
000°GL-
000°0L-
=
=)
@
00 &
o
Q
o
S
0 3
S
o)
=
o)
=
000‘G
5
c
3
)
000°01 /Ww
. . . . 000°G}
00002
196png Jojep) WoIsAS Jajinby JomoT :WINDTM




LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 54

MAY 2026



uiseg AsjjeA sesod se au} Joy Apnis pleIA uolieziwndo uiseg

dey ydeiboipAH uoileAS|] J2}eMPUNOIS) OLBUSDS
0L-€ 34NOI4

sjo9foud

"UOIEA3]a JBJeMPUNOIB painseal Jusdal JSOW U} Se SWEeS ay) S| UOEAS|a Ja)empunolf pajapoLu [erul 8y} Jey) 0s paylys Uaag aAey S|9Aa] Jajempunolb pajeinwis ayl ;310N

QMO :QOMN “Aunod eimuaA 2¥MA :30HN0S

T g

"S107TGLMZZNZ0 St (MZ2Y)
Mzz abuey pue (NZ01) Nz0 diysumol ut pajeso] 107Gk,

(20'¥00-¥) p1euxQ

J9qWINN [I9/\\ 9}e)S pajelnalqay Lodsk

ealy Juswabeuey sjeness) ypomdg 1)

WD

pajeqel [|om 8y} 10} NMS au3 :ajdwex3 ‘wajsAg Asnng (900-p) Aallen Jueses)d ot . Ll g
pueT ollgnd ay; ul sbuey pue diysumoy uo psseq (NMS) (9102 VINDD4) Atepunog Aousby D = : _»m
Jaquinp |9\ 91E}S pajelnaiqge Ue Jo ISISuod s[jage| [Iop (800-%) AslleA sesod seT . juswabeue Jajempunols) uokue) xo4 — - 4 -
's9)0 " = # - = ; B ——
ON - (100-+) Aollen eSOy BIUES Okouy [ adinn Y sieneis ypomds <@ Lo E oo ] =W
UoljeAs|3 Je}eMpuUnoIS) oLeUSDS Sspsloid palenuIg — S 8 85 3 38 8 38 b b b -
UONEASIT JOJEMPUNOIS) [EOLIOISIH PRINSEaN — (6102 ¥M@) uIseqqns pue wmnwwm uokueg xo4 @ wnianiy 33 % 888588 8 3 e B nl.-n o
UONBAS|T J8}eMpunoIs) ploysalyl Wnwiupy — 191eMpunoI9 gLL undjing pasinay S ) e =
UOIBAS|T JBIEMPUNOIS) BARDB[GQ BjqeInses|y — (910Z AUno9 BINJUBA) SYNEH ——— swu104 BuLioyuop saneussaidoy > | 00z-2 Vi -
! 110} ! 8 ] o
puaba zz%g%;i / w
- S - 0sT- 3
LT i
SO 58333 bbbbb k\.\h 3 g
P RV, B -~ v B~ =S e SR B BN v | S8 83838L0Lbbobb 7 s - 00T-§
o O 0O 0O O o o o o o o o o N Q0 B W NP2 O W N U i =3
o o - 0S5 =F
@ e i3 3 ¥
| 08 ¢ 0g 2 ) s 0 z
2 g f }
2 = . . -
5’ | oet w ’ i " 7 __M\. 7 .nou_wo,
i oo 2 oo § ~ \.5,_.\_?__! R EEE3EEE 66
2 g Rron. 2
) ES 8 3 - 33 35 588356588 83
> = < a‘,&
00¢ 7 ooe mu sesOoduseT Sinrp o>
ore W ove = ; |
SE0YSE M
STOYSE 80060 s{..s ._s;s I
BN . RS .
NN NNNNNDNERR B 2 P Yoro) <SOrLL { L
LN
3828388888388 10420 LoHzs I
00T 10901
[ 20a0} r
B 10490
0zt 3 L
H SEOITT
ort LOHEOD 20490
2 N [ N N N N N [ = [ [
5 20810 S 22 22322888 9 |
09T & © © © © © © o & © o o
=4 ose- [y
&+ 4
3 £0MGE TR
3 uedioo J
N osr 2 | | uedioony et — Coond m
109vE s l= N
SEONSZ %
- 0ST-8
NN N N NN NN R PR PR m
Sg828882888¢888 SIS Rt 2 SEEEEB88386560
e e e e e e e e e oo o9 3385885888388 2
0S F
0 3
o 90462 E
001 8 os 3
3 E
e 0sTS 2
g Lon6 ~ 1 oot &
00z 2 - s TE /25( ost £
5 i 2
g : _ il B2 g
oses L) S S 00z 5
3 e 4 0
@ 7 -, 3
= Lea ™ 2
00€ ’ n@ I i 0sz
Toret . €049¢C
I WL N ;) - 2 £

(1sw-y) uonens|3 Ja3empunoln

%

ATAEREN BASIDN TNICXAD CNED 103 SBoTaaT

TN £ S,




9¢0C AVIN

95 ssuul J3ana

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



uiseq Asjje/ sesod Se 8y 1o} Apnig plaIA UoneziwndQ uiseg

L0H90MOZNCZO IIBA Ul SUCHEAS|T JejEMPUNOIS) PajenwiS R3and

LL-€ 3dN9I4
"uoneAs|s Jajempunolb painsesaw Juadal }SOW 8} Se SWEeS 8y} S| UOIIBAS|S Jajempunolb pajapow [eliul 8y} Jey} 0S payiys usaq aAeY S[aAa] Jajempunolb pajeinwis syl ;310N
uonens|3 uoneas|d
uonea’s|3 uoneA’|3 uonead|3 J91EMpPUNOJD 131eMpunoJo
uoneAs|3 Jolempunolg Jalempunolg pajlenwis J21empunoJlg pale|nwis Jalempunodn palejnwis palenwis paieinwis
PIOYSa4y ] wnwiuln| umopdwey apim-uiseq T s¥3[04d painquisipay A0d T s13foud painquiisipay A09 s}9foud AOg—— dul|95eg AQg =——
Jlea)
N N N N N N N N
N N o o o o o o o o
% % [0 (W B N w w N N
3 N © S © IS © N © N
oce-
00¢-
o
o
c
=
o
£
=4
®
m
| 08T- 5
,,, A
)
.
o
AN AL =]
\ o ~+
<
[
=
09T-
ovT-
STOY490MOCNCO [[PM




LAS POSAS VALLEY BASIN / BASIN OPTIMIZATION YIELD STUDY

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

DUDEK 17755 58

MAY 2026



uiseg AsjjeA sesod se auy 1oy Apnis plelA uoieziwpdo uiseg W
dey ydeiboipAH uoijeAs|3 Jajempunols) oueuadS umopdwey apim-uiseq "UONEAS]9 Jo}eMPUNOID PaINSEaL JUSdaI JSOW U} SE SLES aU} S| UOIIRASJS Jajempunolb pajapow iUl aU} Jey) 0S PaYIUs Usad aAeY S[aAa] Jajempunolb pajeinuwis oyl ;310N A3aana £
Z21-€ 34N9I4 QAN ‘TOMN “Aunod einusA 2YiAd :304N0S

"S107TGLMZZNZ0 St (MZ2Y) (20500-b) prEUXQ J8qUWINN [I9M 8J.lS paleinaiqqy Lodsh
Mz abuey pue (NZ0L) NZ0 diysumol ut pajedol ,L0TG k. - o
ealy juswabeueyy sjonel omdg i~}
pojaqgE] |IoM BU} 105 NMS o) :ojdwexT “wejshg Aoaing (500-+) AollEA 1ESESId V3 W S[ereIg ypomag {5
pueT ollgnd ay; ul sbuey pue diysumoy uo psseq (NMS) (9102 VINDD4) Aiepunog Aouaby
Jaquinp |9\ 91E}S pajelnaiqge Ue Jo ISISuod s[jage| [Iop (800-%) AslleA sesod seT . juswabeue Jajempunols) uokue) xo4
:S8jON ~
UoneAs| JelempunolD (200-+) Aalle esoy eyues ofouy [ aidinn Y sjeneuo ypomds <&
Oueusds umopduley apim-uiseg pajenuls —— (6102 ¥MQ) wiseqans pue suised  uofueg xo4 @ wnianiy
UONBAS|T J2}eMpUNOIS) [EOLOISIH PaINSESN —— 191EMPUNOID gLL UNB|INg PasIndY
UONBAS|T JOJeMpuNnoIS) ploysalyl Wnwiuiy — ( A1UNoD BInUBA) SINE
uoleAs|3 Jayempunols) anioalqQ ajgeinsesjy — 9102 MUNOY BIMUSA) SHneq -—— sjulod Buionuopy annejuasaidey

mr
L

|
1

| g}/ -

(Isw-3) uonens|3 Ja3empunoln

3888333 bbb |
TN NN NN DNNNR R R R
383885883 :5888383858 SRR 28822g A
o O O O O O O o O o o o o o
o o
) g
3
_ omm. omm
y 2 g
L) ’ ozt & > ozt &
[ _._ o | g (SN
I | 09T 2 09T & S 9o
E 3 3 5 8
| I s E
& 00z 5 ooz 7
) ore £ SE0uSE o - o8-
ﬂ Sz0ysE My E
WSEY . : W

020t
090z |
050z
0v0z
0€02
020z
otoz
0002
066T
0861
0L6T
096T
056T

00T

— %}

SEOITT

(1sw-y) uonens|3 Ja3empunoin

ozt

ort

-

siedioon

(jsw-1) UoneAs|3 Jarempunol9

SEONST

010¢C
000¢
066T

0L07
0v0z
0g0z |
0207

R
0907 !
X

0S0¢

o
mn

1) UodeA3|3 Ja1eMpUNOID

(Isw

(Isw-}) uoyeas|3 Ja1eMpUNOID

o
o
—




920C AVIN

0 ssul J3ana

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



uiseg AsjjeA sesod se au} Joy Apnis pleIA uolieziwndo uiseg

dey ydeaboipAH uoneas|3 Jojempunols) OUBU3IS
€1-€ 3ANOI4

umopdwey |elualagiq

"UOIJEAS]S JOEMPUNOIB PaINSESW JUS931 JSOW B} SB SLIES SU} SI UOIBAS|S 13)eMpunolb pajapouw [eiul a4} Jey} 0 PaYIYs Usad aAeY S[eAs] Jajempunolb pajenuwis ayL 310N

QMO :QOMN “Aunod eimuaA 2¥MA :30HN0S

T g

"S107TGLMZZNZ0 St (MZ2Y)
Mzz abuey pue (NZ01) Nz0 diysumol ut pajeso] 107Gk,

(20'¥00-¥) p1euxQ

J9qWINN [I9/\\ 9}e)S pajelnalqay Lodsk

ealy Juswabeuey sjeness) ypomdg 1}

WD

pajagel [[9M 3y} 1oy NMS 8y} :a1dwex3] wajsAs Aonng (900-b) AalleA JuESED|d e i (- 1 =
pueT ollgnd ay; ul sbuey pue diysumoy uo psseq (NMS) (9102 VINDD4) Aiepunog Aouaby =% : _»m i
Jaquinp |9\ 91E}S pajelnaiqge Ue Jo ISISuod s[jage| [Iop (800-%) AslleA sesod seT . juswabeue Jajempunols) uokue) xo4 D — - 4
‘SSION -) As]leA esoy ejues okous ’ B2 = i S =
UONBAS(T JOIEMPUNOID (£00-¥) AoleA ESOY EBJUES v aidnny Y sienei ypomdg <O MR RN NN NN 1.4} = AN
oueus0S umopdwey [ejusiayid pajeinwis — (6102 ¥MQ) wiseqans pue suised  uofueg xo4 @ wnianiy 3 838 88838 5 8 ] © —
UONBAS|T J2}eMpUNOIS) [EOLOISIH PaINSESN —— 191EMPUNOID gLL UNB|INg PasIndY = __ s e
UONBAS|T JOJeMpuNnoIS) ploysalyl Wnwiuiy — ( fun nusA) syn o - —
uoleAs|3 Jayempunols) anioalqQ ajgeinsesjy — 9102 MUNOY BIMUSA) SHneq -—— sjuod Bunionuopy annejussaiday > - 00z-8 |2 g -
puaba %zgéz / g
= — - 0ST-2
2 g
WWWWWWWWHHHHH N NN NNNNNRRRER R B \.\.\h - m
3885888888388 SEaEEsc23388%°828 P SR il !
g , o5 3 !
08 g 08 2 ; e z
| ¢ H \ 10480 0
5’_ ot g ozt » s 7 Ve 5
Iy - 7 1L ‘ o o
1 oor £ oot £ L e SR REERERRE B G
E 3 33 35 588356588 83
t s 007 F we
00C 7 3 [ ses ser] sirH on
ove : ore = |
szousE SE0usE == e 7 I
- MR TR 4 A S Wy -
NN RN NNNDNNRNERE R B BB LN Toror SOnLL ‘{ { L
O O O O O O O o v v v vV v
3388855888388 1080 Lohich 3
00T 10901}
9 20a0}, r
ozt 3 10890 |
H SEOITT
ot N LOHED 20470
2 NONONON N ONONON B
3 20810 S22 R 8 8 & % L 1
=3
09T g © © © © © © o & © o o \. i
= 0se-
&+ y
N 08T 3 uedioop FgHse o )ik
E 20x5E - 00z ¢
109vE 5 =N
SEONSZ : e
i = - 0ST-&
5SS S338 336 bbb £ONSZ roare £0M9Z, NN NN NN NN R BB e e g
N O 0B W N P2 O W o N O’ O O O O O O O O L v v v a4
°eeeeeeee e e e 3385885888388 s
0S B
0 T
° 901462 Z
00T 8 os 3
5 2
o =1
2 a
e 0sTS 2
el Lon6 ~ oot &
ooe g 4 Ul ost &
& Tt ; gl B g
OmN\.U/ o ] F [} 5 .nlh " == 002 \W/
3 : A - | 5 W
oo~ [ 1 ‘..n@ y i 2
06T : I! 05z
&7 | s ” = s €0Y9¢

(1sw-y) uonens|3 Ja3empunoin

%

ATAEREN BASIDN TNICXAD CNED 103 SBoTaaT

TN £ S,




920C AVIN
® sl J3ana

MNVIE L1437 ATTYNOILNILNI

AdNLS d13IA NOLLVZINILAO NISVYE / NISYd AFTIVA SVSOd SV



Appendix A

BOY Baseline Allocation Groundwater Production Rates



APPENDIX A

BQOY Baseline Scenario

Average Historical

Management |Groundwater Pumping [Groundwater Pumping |Difference

State Well Number |Area (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)

02N19W07B02 ELPMA 300.8 196.9 103.9
[02N19W07K01 ELPMA 21.5 35.2 -13.7
[02N19wW08G01 ELPMA 61.3 35.2 26.2
l02N19W08H02 ELPMA 31.3 18.5 12.8
lo2N20w01A01 ELPMA 85.1 51.3 33.7
[02N20w01E03 ELPMA 43.8 58.5 -14.7
lo2N20w01J01 ELPMA 24.9 12.5 12.4
lo2n20wo1M01 ELPMA 216.1 113.4 102.7
llo2N20w01Q01 ELPMA 82.4 63.9 18.5
o2N20w01Q02 ELPMA 275.7 129.3 146.4
[02N20w02D02 ELPMA 0.0 30.6 -30.6
l02N20w021025  [ELPMA 76.3 36.9 39.4
[02N20wW02N03 ELPMA 383.6 192.1 191.5
llo2N20w03B01 ELPMA 1383.6 336.1 1047.4
[02N20w03H01 ELPMA 0.9 89.7 -88.7
l02N20w03)01 ELPMA 478.4 309.9 168.5
llo2N20w04B01 ELPMA 614.8 248.0 366.7
[02N20wo04F01 ELPMA 144.3 119.7 24.6
l[02N20w04R02 ELPMA 22.6 126.8 -104.2
l02N20w04R03 ELPMA 1248.1 649.2 598.9
02N20w05)01 ELPMA 326.4 268.3 58.1
lo2N20w08Q01 ELPMA 372.6 102.8 269.8
llo2N20w09B01 ELPMA 27.4 18.2 9.2
l[02n20w09Cc01 ELPMA 245.6 147.2 98.4
[02N20w09F01 ELPMA 504.9 179.4 325.5
02N20w09H01 ELPMA 28.4 17.2 11.2
ll02N20w09Q05 ELPMA 30.2 41.2 -11.1
[02N20w09Q07 ELPMA 747.0 436.5 310.6
llo2N20w09R01 ELPMA 24.4 34.1 9.7
02N20w10G01 ELPMA 47.5 87.3 -39.7
[02N20w10N01 ELPMA 248.3 158.8 89.5
02N20w11D01 ELPMA 0.0 81.7 -81.7
llo2n20w16B03 ELPMA 288.5 145.1 143.3
llo2n20w16B06 ELPMA 405.9 165.5 240.4
o3N19W17Q01 ELPMA 29.2 11.4 17.8
lo3N19W18Q01 ELPMA 172.3 2.2 170.1
[03N19W20G01 ELPMA 5.9 47.3 -41.3
[03N19W29F07 ELPMA 38.9 19.7 19.2
llo3N19wW29K04 ELPMA 378.3 176.2 202.1
lloaN19w29K07 ELPMA 428.9 287.8 141.1
l[0o3N19w29K08 ELPMA 695.4 391.5 303.9
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APPENDIX A

BOY Baseline Scenario |Average Historical
Management |Groundwater Pumping [Groundwater Pumping |Difference

State Well Number |Area (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)
03N19W30D02 ELPMA 171.8 166.6 5.1
l[03N19W30E0E ELPMA 273.5 268.5 5.1
[03N19W30F01 ELPMA 218.7 67.8 150.9
[03N19W30J01 ELPMA 448.0 200.7 247.3
[03N19W31B01 ELPMA 1959.9 446.1 1513.8
[03N19W31HO1 ELPMA 0.0 200.4 -200.4
lloan20w24P03 ELPMA 66.6 41.6 25.0
[03N20w25)04 ELPMA 0.0 31.2 -31.2
l[03N20w25R04 ELPMA 277.9 129.0 148.8
lo3N20w26C01 ELPMA 1.0 0.1 0.9
[03N20wW26C02 ELPMA 77.7 18.9 58.8
03N20w26D01 ELPMA 0.0 0.0 0.0
[03N20wW26H01 ELPMA 115.3 71.4 43.9
l03N20w26101 ELPMA 1.2 2.5 1.4
l[03N20w26R03 ELPMA 213.2 84.2 129.1
03N20wW27B03 ELPMA 38.0 35.6 2.4
l[03N20W27G05 ELPMA 0.0 0.0 0.0
l03N20wW27G06 ELPMA 30.7 15.4 15.4
l[03N20W27G07 ELPMA 20.4 5.6 14.8
l[03N20w27H01 ELPMA 316.0 86.4 229.6
[03N20W27H02 ELPMA 1.4 10.2 -8.8
l03N20W27H03 ELPMA 0.0 0.3 -0.3
l03N20W27H04 ELPMA 485.8 129.3 356.5
l03N20w27101 ELPMA 6.3 0.0 6.3
lloan20w27K02 ELPMA 1.0 0.4 0.6
03n20w27M01 ELPMA 0.0 0.4 -0.4
lo3n20w27M01 ELPMA 2.0 0.6 1.4
o3N20w27N01 ELPMA 0.0 5.6 -5.6
[03N20W27N05 ELPMA 1.0 0.5 0.5
[03N20w28)04 ELPMA 63.5 27.6 35.8
03n20w28Q02 ELPMA 29.9 19.1 10.9
ll0o3N20w33B01 ELPMA 59.7 58.7 0.9
[03N20wW33B03 ELPMA 61.8 24.4 37.4|
[03N20wW33F01 ELPMA 231.8 58.9 172.9||
[03N20W34G01 ELPMA 87.3 65.2 22.0|
[03N20wW34)02 ELPMA 101.4 42.3 59.1]
[03N20w34)03 ELPMA 65.0 7.2 57.8]
[03N20wW34)03 ELPMA 335.4 243.4 91.9)
l03N20wW34K01 ELPMA 165.0 212.7 -47.7||
[03N20wW34L01 ELPMA 402.8 154.1 248.7
[03n20w34L02 ELPMA 754.6 375.5 379.1
20f5 Basin Optimization Yield Study for the Las Posas Valley Basin



APPENDIX A

BOY Baseline Scenario |Average Historical
Management |Groundwater Pumping [Groundwater Pumping |Difference

State Well Number |Area (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)
03N20W35D01 ELPMA 129.0 80.8 48.2
[03N20wW35H03 ELPMA 1197.8 573.4 624.4
llo3N20w36A02 ELPMA 331.5 156.7 174.8
[03N20w36A03 ELPMA 71.4 31.2 40.1
llo3n20wW36A04 ELPMA 82.3 99.1 -16.8
l[03N20w36G01 ELPMA 257.1 175.4 81.7
[03N20W36G02 ELPMA 156.9 89.8 67.0
03N20w36L01 ELPMA 241.5 94.0 147.5
l03n20wW36P01 ELPMA 36.2 19.9 16.3
[03N19W29K06 Epworth Gravel 253.2 170.3 82.9
[03N19wW29L01 Epworth Gravel 204.9 83.6 121.3
[03N19W29M02 Epworth Gravel 239.1 21.6 217.6
l03N19W29M03 Epworth Gravel 119.7 162.2 -42.5
lo3N19W30Q01 Epworth Gravel 207.3 158.3 48.9
l02N20w06J01 WLPMA 75.6 120.7 -45.1
llo2N20wo6RO01 WLPMA 1258.7 725.6 533.1
l[02N20w06R03 WLPMA 1087.7 361.2 726.5
llo2n20wo7L01 WLPMA 95.6 251.9 -156.3
[02N20w07R03 WLPMA 508.4 335.8 172.6
llo2n20wo08BO1 WLPMA 647.1 518.1 128.9
lo2N20w08E01 WLPMA 410.8 386.5 24.3
[02N20wo8F01 WLPMA 1053.0 911.8 141.2
lo2n20wo08M01 WLPMA 1050.6 747.0 303.5
[o2N20w17L01 WLPMA 545.5 318.5 227.0
[02N21wo01L01 WLPMA 655.8 406.2 249.6
02N21w04J01 WLPMA 239.6 153.2 86.3
02N21w04Q02 WLPMA 172.9 152.1 20.8
l02N21W08G04 WLPMA 11.8 2.8 8.9
[02N21wW08H03 WLPMA 655.4 539.8 115.6
lo2N21wo8L01 WLPMA 0.0 97.6 -97.6
[02N21wo08L02 WLPMA 0.0 84.3 -84.3
[02N21wo8L03 WLPMA 347.1 326.4 20.6
[02N21w09D02 WLPMA 86.5 52.0 34.5
02N21wo9N01 WLPMA 1176.7 866.9 309.7
[02N21W10G03 WLPMA 84.3 62.3 22.0
[02N21w10Q03 WLPMA 0.0 7.4 -7.4
[02N21w10Q04 WLPMA 354.6 296.3 58.4
[02N21w11A02 WLPMA 609.5 445.7 163.8
lo2N21w11A03 WLPMA 178.4 296.2 -117.7
02N21W11H02 WLPMA 23.5 35.1 -11.6
[02N21w12G01 WLPMA 164.0 142.1 22.0

30f5 Basin Optimization Yield Study for the Las Posas Valley Basin



APPENDIX A

BOY Baseline Scenario |Average Historical
Management |Groundwater Pumping [Groundwater Pumping |Difference

State Well Number |Area (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)
02N21W12H01 WLPMA 0.0 86.8 -86.8
[02N21W12H02 WLPMA 211.1 195.0 16.1
02N21w13A01 WLPMA 332.4 234.9 97.5
[o2n21w1sM04  [wLPMA 479.4 420.3 59.2
l02N21w16A01 WLPMA 1.0 0.5 0.4
[02N21w16)03 WLPMA 344.0 280.0 64.0
[02N21W16N03 WLPMA 307.9 197.1 110.7
02N21w17A01 WLPMA 13.2 21.1 -8.0
[02N21w17D03 WLPMA 4.0 9.1 -5.2
[02N21w17F05 WLPMA 222.9 194.0 28.9
[o2n21w17M03  [wLPMA 285.2 218.1 67.1
l02N21W17N03 WLPMA 205.6 150.9 54.7
l02N21w17R02 WLPMA 1.7 23.8 -22.1
o2N21w18A01 WLPMA 184.7 149.1 35.6
[02N21w18HO1 WLPMA 175.0 74.9 100.0
[02N21W18H03 WLPMA 768.5 256.8 511.7
[02N21wW18H08 WLPMA 15.6 50.2 -34.6
02N21W18H10 WLPMA 17.2 7.6 9.6
[02N21w18H11 WLPMA 79.9 15.9 64.0
02N21W18H12 WLPMA 177.9 368.6 -190.7
02N21W18H14 WLPMA 47.2 398.7 -351.5
llo2N21w20A02 WLPMA 202.5 152.2 50.3
[02N21W21D04 WLPMA 16.6 102.4 -85.8
lo2N21w21E01 WLPMA 312.6 164.9 147.7
[02N21W22G01 WLPMA 193.8 218.9 -25.1
llo2N21w28A02 WLPMA 492.6 438.5 54.1
[02N21w28C01 WLPMA 192.7 192.0 0.7
[03N20w28J05 WLPMA 1.0 1.2 -0.2
l03n20w28P01 WLPMA 0.0 1.1 1.1
[03N20wW28P02 WLPMA 1.0 1.0 0.0
lloan20w28P03 WLPMA 26.2 5.5 20.6
03N20wW28P04 WLPMA 24.5 26.3 1.8
ll03n20w28Q01 WLPMA 10.6 17.0 -6.3
l03N20W32H03 WLPMA 201.3 98.3 103.0
lo3n20wW32K01 WLPMA 3.6 76.5 -72.9||
[03N20wW33B04 WLPMA 16.3 40.6 -24.3)
llo3N21w34R01 WLPMA 188.5 66.3 122.2]
[03N21wW35L03 WLPMA 109.5 56.6 52.9|
lo3N21w35P02 WLPMA 229.2 109.4 119.8]|
[03N21wW35R02 WLPMA 185.2 153.1 32.1]
[03N21w36Q01 WLPMA 239.2 148.6 90.6
40f5 Basin Optimization Yield Study for the Las Posas Valley Basin



APPENDIX A

BOY Baseline Scenario |Average Historical
Management |Groundwater Pumping [Groundwater Pumping |Difference

State Well Number |Area (AFY) (AFY) (AFY)
03N21W36Q02 WLPMA 0.2 27.0 -26.8
03N21W36R03 WLPMA 402.7 306.6 96.1

50f5 Basin Optimization Yield Study for the Las Posas Valley Basin



Appendix B
Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs
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