Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin Facilitated Process
Core Stakeholder Group Meeting 4

Agenda
Tuesday, Sept. 1, 2020, 9:00-12:00
Join Zoom Meeting Online + Video
https://cbuilding.zoom.us/j/91277646044
One tap mobile
+16699006833,,91277646044#

Dial directly (any number)
+1 669 900 6833 US
+1 346 248 7799 US
+1 301 715 8592 US
Meeting ID: 912 7764 6044
Find your local number:
https://cbuilding.zoom.us/u/ad9502wpAo

Meeting Goals
Deepen understanding of the model and discuss potential basin optimization modeling
scenarios
Pick up on issues from last meeting on the Legal Committee charge
Evaluate whether the Core Stakeholder Group wishes to keep working
Begin to prepare for sharing substantive content with GMA Board and other constituent
groups
Time permitting – Review back-up voting proposal for charter
Please review these materials
01 _ Topics Framing (v 2.4 8.27.20) – Basin Optimization
02 _ About the Model: Summary of Groundwater Flow Model Parameters (8.27.20)
03 _ Presentation on Optimization Concepts (8.27.20)
04 _ Matrix Potential Basin Optimization Scenarios (8.27.20)
05 _ Technical Memo on Optimization (7.08.20)
06 _ Legal Committee Charge v3 (8.27.20)
07 _ Core Group Meeting 4 Summary (8.18.20)
08 _ Core Group Meeting 3 Summary (8.8.20)

Time

Topic / Goal

Materials + Notes

9:00 Welcome and Introductions
Tech and Working Agreements

CBI would request all Core Group
members to log in online to see
shared screen and preferably be on
video.

9:05 Review Meeting Plan and Agenda
Organization Issues

01_Topics and Issues

Revised - Meeting 3 Summary (8.4.20)

9:15 Public Comment

08_Meeting 3 Summary (8.4.20)

– Visitors are asked to limit public comments to 3
minutes each
9:20 Understanding the Groundwater Model and
developing Basin Optimization Scenarios with John
Lindquist from United Water Conservation District
Goal: explore potential modeling scenarios that
would help inform basin optimization
Presentation on Groundwater Flow Model (15
min)
Questions / discussion
Presentation on optimization concepts (20 min)
Discuss matrix (04) of potential scenarios
Next steps: summarize group insights and
explore vetting these scenarios more broadly

01 _ Topics and Issues – Basin
Optimization
02 _ About the Model: Summary of
Groundwater Flow Model
Parameters (8.27.20)
03 _ Presentation on Optimization
Concepts (8.27.20)
04 _ Matrix Potential Basin
Optimization Scenarios (8.27.20)
05 _ Technical Memo on Optimization
(7.08.20)

10:30 Break
10:45 Legal Committee Charge
At its 8/4/20 meeting, the Core Group provided
feedback on draft charge, which the Core Group
Members of the Legal Committee incorporated.
Version 3 attempts to capture that feedback as well
as the thinking of the Legal Committee, the
mediation confidentiality agreement and GMA’s
involvement.
1) Finalize Charge (Concerns named in last meeting
= agreement to participate and Core
Stakeholder Group should drive questions)
2) Clarify that Core Stakeholder Group members
have met twice without attorneys and once with
attorneys
3) Mediation Confidentiality Agreement for
meetings moving forward.
4) Parties doing a cost share for CBI’s time to
support effort (scope available, for up to 6
meetings)
5) CBI can notify Core Stakeholder Group when
meetings are occurring, will need to agree to

06_Legal Committee Charge v3
08_Core Meeting 3 Summary (8.4.20)

confidentiality agreement to participate
11:15 Decide to Proceed
CBI promised stakeholders that after the first five
meetings, the group would discuss whether it wished
to proceed.
11:30 Prepare for Briefing GMA Board and Other
Constituent Organizations
Talking Points
Spokespeople
Organizations: FCGMA Board and who else?
Time Permitting—The group will explore this
proposal, time permitting. If not, then group will
defer until 9/15 meeting.
Charter: Discuss back-up voting
11:55 Wrap Up: Next Steps and Action Items
MEETING CALENDAR
Meetings will be Virtual; 9:00-12:00; Dates: 9/15; 9/29; 10/13; 10/27

Core Stakeholder Group Composition
Primary / Alternate

Alden Broome

Broome Ranches, Guadalasca Mutual Water Company, Director at Zone Mutual

Arne Anselm

FCGMA

Candace Meneghin

Friends of the Santa Clara River

Dan Detmer

United Water Conservation District

E.J. Remson

The Nature Conservancy

Greg Lewis

Duda Farm Fresh Foods / OPV Ag Growers Group

Ian Prichard

Camrosa Water District (Also a GSA)

James Dubois

Driscolls / OPV Ag Growers Group

Jared Bouchard
John Mathews
Jennfer Tribo

Pleasant Valley County Water District

John Krist

Farm Bureau of Ventura County

Jurgen Gramckow

Marathon Land & Southland Sod Farms

City of Ventura

Martin Gramckow
Lucie Munoz-McGovern

City of Camarillo

Rosemarie Gaglione

City of Oxnard

Terri L. Ferro

Seacoast Farms

Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin

Facilitated Process Discussion Framing
Developed and Maintained by the Consensus Building Institute (CBI)
Updated: 8.25.2020

This document will serve as tool to document the overarching “road map,” meeting plan, and topics under
consideration. CBI will track this document in consultation with the Core Stakeholder Group and technical staff.

Road Map
Summer
•Organize Charter,
Work Plan, Ad Hoc
Committees
•Envision Sucess
•Basin Optimization
•Ramp Down
•Allocation
•Initiate Legal
Committee
•Initiate Projects
Committee

Fall

Winter
•GSP
Implementation:
Basin Optimization
and Sustainable
Yield
•Keep Working:
Allocation + Ramp
Down
•Sept: Decide
Whether to
Proceed
•Present to GMA
Board
•Develop
Engagement Plan
•Public Forum +
Constituent
Briefings

Spring / Summer

•Keep Working:
Ramp Down /
Allocation
•Sustainable Yield
•Projects, Funding,
Fees
•Public Forum +
Constituent
Briefings
•Present to GMA
Board
•Incorporate
Feedback

•Keep Working
•Finalize
Recommendations
•Present
Recommendations
to GMA Board

Core Stakeholder Group Bodies of Work

GSP Implementation
Basin
Optimization

Refining
Sustainable Yield

Ramp Down
Allocation

Projects

Replenishment
Fees

Project
Governance /
Implementation

Meeting Plan
Core Stakeholder Group Meeting Framework

1
6.25.20

2

Framing Success in 2040
Charter and Meeting Plan
Prepare for Basin Optimization Work
Refine Charter, Discuss Group Composition
Basin Optimization

7.16.20

3
8.4.20

4
8.18.20
Aug 26

5
9.1.20

6
9.15.20
Sept 23

Charter Next Steps
Frame Issues on Ramp Down
Discuss Legal Ad Hoc Committee Purpose and Objectives
Managing Basins Collectively
Frame Issues on Allocation and Discuss Ramp Down Criteria and Options
Begin discussing Purpose and Objectives for Projects Ad Hoc Committee
FCGMA Board Briefing - Process Update
Basin Optimization Scenarios (Decision Criteria and Feedback on Proposed Scenarios)
Review Refinements on Legal Committee Charge, Purpose, and Objectives
Decide to proceed…
Discuss briefing talking points and spokespeople for GMA Board and other constituent
organizations
Time permitting: Charter Back-Up Voting
Ramp Down Criteria and Options
Finalize Project Committee Composition and Charge
Finalize Talking Points for GMA Board Meeting
FCGMA Board (deadline ~9.10.20)
Seek policy approval on Managing the Basins Together
Ramp Down Options
Managing Basins Collectively

7
9.29.20
Ramp Down Options
8
10.13.20 Develop plan to vet Ramp Down Options with public, constituents, Board, etc.
9
10.27.20
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Basin Optimization
Optimization

Projects

Implementation
& Costs

Problems to be How do we create the highest yield by shifting pumping physically around
Solved
the basins and between the upper and lower aquifer systems?
What scenarios do we want to consider or model to analyze the basin
yield?
Future Questions
What projects or infrastructure are necessary to optimize the basin?
What is feasibility of those projects? What are the costs? What are the
economics of the projects? What provides the best cost/benefit?
How do we pay for these projects?
Based on what we have learned on basin optimization scenario modeling,
what is the impact on sustainable yield?
Existing Policy None at this time
Resources See Optimization Technical Memo, United, John Lindquist [Add Link]
Redistribution of pumping between upper and lower aquifer systems
§ United’s Groundwater Planning document (GSP-Lite Open-File
Report and Addendum A) preceded GSP and modeled uniform cut
approach, yielded imbalance (surplus in upper and deficit in lower).
Frames the question do we need to balance between the upper and
lower.
Redistribution of water
§ United completed related analysis as part of ASSAP project design.
(Proposed pipeline to provide water to the southern parts of the
basin; on hold due to high costs.) Link to Report.
Seawater intrusion
§ Coastal brackish water treatment
§ Injection barrier (no source of water)
§ Creating cone of depression
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Optimization: creating highest yield by shifting pumping management,
volume, and location (geologic or geographic) to maximize yield
§ Reducing seawater intrusion
§ Increasing supply
§ Costs and how to pay for projects
§ Monitoring and data verification to validate model inputs
Decision Criteria § Reducing seawater intrusion
§ Increasing supply
§ Cost / benefit
§ Financial feasibility: funding, financing
Concept Proposals Core Stakeholder Group discussion held 7.16.20
How do we create the highest yield by shifting pumping physically around
the basins and between the upper and lower aquifer systems?
§ What is the maximum yield that we can achieve?
§ Redistributing pumping between the upper and lower aquifer systems
– United GSP “light” and GSP – looks at sustainable yield – we need to
do more work on this
§ Shifting supply by distributing water to vulnerable areas
§ Managing seawater intrusion
Key Term
Definitions
Stakeholder
Interests
+ Issues

What scenarios do we want to consider or model to analyze the basin
yield? (Note: Inputs = assumptions about supplies; Outputs =
impact on basin yield)
Shifts in Pumping: geographic or geologic
§ How will shifting pumping away from the coast affect us? (From
United Tech Memo)
§ Shifts to address seawater intrusion
§ Redistributing pumping between the upper and lower aquifer
systems. Potentially need to factor in differences in water quality
which differs between upper and lower basins.

Reducing Groundwater Pumping
§ Purchasing surface water (State Water Project or Article 21)
§ Increasing agricultural irrigation and industrial water use
efficiency
Changing Volume of Water
§ Options for wastewater reuse and stormwater capture; consider
emphasis on local solutions
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Consider impact of water savings due to Arundo and invasive
species removal
§ Trade-off between pumping / cost of wells, and other
infrastructure to transport
§ Climate scenarios
§ Timing – when do we realize benefit – does it help us achieve
sustainability?
Preliminary forthcoming
Recommendation
Agreements /
Recommendations
§

A Brief Primer on the Basics of Groundwater Flow Modeling as a Tool to Aid in Evaluation of Water‐
Supply Alternatives and their Effects on Sustainable Yield
prepared by United Water Conservation District (United), Water Resources Dept. staff, August 2020

Introduction
As requested by Gina Bartlett/CBI West, United’s Water Resources Department staff prepared this brief
primer on how models can be applied to evaluate water‐supply alternatives, with specific focus on
model input requirements and the information provided as output. But first, it’s important to clarify
which steps in the process of evaluating potential water‐supply alternatives actually consist of modeling:
1. Develop assumptions about future conditions: not modeling
2. Select criteria for evaluating water‐supply project success/failure: not modeling
3. Run model to forecast effects of pumping scenarios and projects: modeling
4. Compare forecasted effects to evaluation criteria, then rank projects based on effectiveness,
cost, and other factors: not modeling
5. Proceed to design and implementation: some modeling may be performed to refine design
Model Input
Information must be provided about the physical properties and stresses affecting groundwater flow,
and assumptions made about potential future conditions in order to run a model to forecast potential
effects of different future pumping scenarios, as follows:




Physical parameters: These mostly consist of the basic properties of aquifers (resulting from
geologic factors), such as depth, thickness, and hydraulic conductivity. These input parameters
are largely determined during model calibration, although they should be updated as new
information becomes available.
o

Generally, post‐calibration updates to physical parameters can be expected to have a
minor impact on overall water balance.

o

However, certain changes to physical parameters (e.g., adding or removing a fault) can
potentially change model‐forecasted groundwater levels or underflows in specific local
areas of interest, which in turn could have a positive or negative impact on achievement
of one or more sustainability criteria in that area.

Aquifer stresses (inflows and outflows): When modeling basins that are highly developed (in
terms of groundwater use), assumptions about future pumping and recharge rates typically
have a much larger influence on forecasted regional groundwater levels and flow directions than
do aquifer physical parameters. Note that some groundwater inflows and outflows are not
input to the model, but are instead calculated by the model (i.e., seawater flux, stream‐channel
recharge/discharge, and groundwater underflows between basins).
o

Inflows applied to model:


Artificial recharge by United is, by far, the largest single inflow component to
the principal aquifers of the Oxnard basin. Historical artificial recharge rates are
well documented. United has developed forecasts of future artificial recharge
volumes that are largely based on assumed future monthly rainfall amounts, but
are also partly based on other factors (e.g., groundwater conditions in upstream
basins, discharges from WWTPs, SWP availability, quantities delivered to PTP

and PVP for conjunctive use, and regulatory requirements for stream
diversions).

o



Direct infiltration/recharge of rainfall—provides inflow chiefly to the semi‐
perched aquifer. The primary variable for this inflow component is rainfall,
although local factors can have some influence on how much rainfall infiltrates
the soil and past the root zone of plants to become recharge.



Mountain‐front recharge along the periphery of the basins—this inflow is
directly proportional to rainfall.



Agricultural return flows—provides inflow mostly to the semi‐perched aquifer.
Inversely related to rainfall (less irrigation is assumed in rainy months). Relies
partly on groundwater, surface‐water, and recycled‐water deliveries from
multiple sources.



Municipal return flows—provides inflow mostly to the semi‐perched aquifer.
Consists of leakage from water‐supply pipelines and return flows from irrigation
of lawns/landscaping. Assumed to be a portion of total water used by
cities/communities (not directly dependent on rainfall). Relies largely on
groundwater and imported‐water deliveries for M&I use.



Percolation of treated wastewater at WWTPs without ocean outfalls—this
provides a small amount of recharge, mostly to the semi‐perched or shallow
aquifer systems.



Parameters that influence stream‐channel recharge—Although stream‐channel
recharge is calculated by the model (not a direct input parameter), it is
dependent on streamflow input to the model. Model‐input streamflow is based
partly on rainfall and partly on assumed future WWTP discharges, especially
those in Santa Clarita, Thousand Oaks, Simi Valley, and Moorpark.



Surface flows from upstream basins (outside of the model domain)—some
examples include flows in the Santa Clara River, Sespe Creek, and Calleguas
Creek as those streams enter the Piru, Fillmore, and Pleasant Valley basins,
respectively.



Hydraulic heads in adjacent basins (outside of the model domain) and hydraulic
conductance values across the model boundary—these input parameters are
used to simulate groundwater underflow into (or, occasionally, out of) the
active model domain from adjacent basins and from the Pacific Ocean.

Outflows applied to model:


Groundwater pumping from wells is, by far, the largest single outflow
component from the principal aquifers of the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins.
Historical pumping rates are well documented starting in 1985, although some
concerns have been raised regarding the potential for past under‐ or non‐
reported pumping. Pumping rates can be forecasted partly as a function of
annual rainfall (i.e., pumping is assumed to be greater during months with little
to no rainfall, and less during months with significant rainfall). Availability of
other sources (e.g., surface water, imported water, or recycled water) can also
affect annual pumping volumes at wells located on properties that have access
to these alternative sources of supply. Wells are typically located near the point
of use of groundwater (e.g., agricultural‐supply wells are generally located on or
adjacent to irrigated land). Screened depths of wells (which aquifers are
pumped) have historically been selected by drillers in the shallowest aquifer

system that provides groundwater of adequate quantity and quality for the
intended use or crop (e.g., Lower Aquifer System [LAS] in Pleasant Valley basin,
and the Upper Aquifer System [UAS] in western Oxnard Plain). However,
pumping was intentionally shifted from the UAS to the LAS in the pumping‐
trough area of the Oxnard Plain during the 1980s as an initial response by
United, FCGMA, and farmers to seawater intrusion in the UAS. Future shifts in
well locations and screened depths may help optimize sustainable yield of the
basin.


Hydraulic parameters for stream channels are input to the model—although
discharge of groundwater to streams is calculated by the model, it is influenced
by the hydraulic parameters input to the model for stream channels. In the
Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins, most discharge of groundwater to streams
occurs from the semi‐perched aquifer in the lower reaches of the Santa Clara
River.



Hydraulic parameters for evapotranspiration (ET) are also input to the model—
similar to groundwater discharge to streams, key parameters that influence ET
are input to the model (e.g., extinction depth and maximum ET rate). Actual ET
rates are calculated by the model, and vary as calculated hydraulic heads
change throughout the simulation period. In the model, ET removes a modest
quantity of groundwater mostly from the semi‐perched aquifer in coastal
wetland areas and along some streams.

Model Output
Each simulation (model run) produces output files that include numerical values representing
groundwater hydraulic pressure (“head”) and flow into or out of each of the six faces of every model
grid cell in each layer of the model. These numerical values can be processed to:


Produce contour maps and hydrographs of water‐table (or potentiometric‐surface) elevations,



Summarize flow directions and rates between adjacent groundwater basins or between
aquifers,



Estimate magnitude of groundwater/surface‐water interactions,



Estimate groundwater fluxes across a stretch of coastline where seawater intrusion is of
concern, and



Determine potential pathways that solutes in groundwater (e.g., chloride from seawater
intrusion, or nitrate in the Forebay) may follow in the future and their approximate rates of
migration.
o

Note that some of the processes that influence seawater intrusion and contaminant
transport (e.g., density‐driven flows or chemical dispersion/diffusion) are not currently
incorporated into United’s model. Addition of density‐driven flow and
dispersion/diffusion transport modeling is being considered by United—these processes
will require additional input parameters and assumptions, as well as significantly adding
to the time required to run each model scenario and interpret results.

By comparing the processed model output listed above with sustainability goals and criteria set by
stakeholders, the following can be determined:


The relative effectiveness of each action being considered to achieve the sustainability goals
(which action or scenario is “most likely to succeed”).



Locations where, or times when, achievement of sustainability goals will be most difficult or
uncertain, and further action or monitoring may be warranted.

Final Thoughts
A well‐calibrated model (like United’s regional groundwater flow model) can be used to forecast
groundwater elevations and flows at specific locations and times. However, great care must be taken by
those professionals and stakeholders responsible for providing the basic assumptions about future
aquifer stresses (e.g., pumping or recharge rates) that will subsequently be used to develop model input
files. Assumptions about future stresses are typically a greater source of uncertainty in model
predictions than are physical input parameters (e.g., hydraulic conductivity of aquifer materials).
During initial modeling of scenarios developed for comparing the relative effectiveness of different
optimization and water‐supply projects, much of the uncertainty about future conditions can be
eliminated as a variable if the model runs are conducted over a historic (1985‐2015) period. Use of a
historic period as the baseline for comparison would also have the advantages of: being conceptually
simpler in terms of developing climatic input data, eliminating potentially contentious debate about the
myriad factors affecting future water‐supply conditions, and requiring significantly shorter timeframes
for preparing and conducting each model simulation. After this initial modeling effort is complete and
favorable projects are identified, then a few selected project scenarios can be simulated over the 50‐
year future period considered in the GSPs. This goal of this follow‐up modeling effort would be to
forecast potential impacts of the most effective project alternatives on groundwater conditions,
specifically comparing them to sustainability goals for the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins.
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Reported Groundwater Withdrawals – 2015
(total in Oxnard and PV basins = ~98,000 AF)

Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.

Conceptual
effects of
pumping
from the
center of
the basin at
98,000
AF/yr
Radius of Influence
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Conceptual effects of pumping from
the center of basin at 98,000 AF/yr
Artificial
Recharge

Ocean

Coastline

Pumping =
98,000
AF/yr

Leaky
Confining
Layer

Seawater
Intrusion

Aquifer

Bedrock

Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.
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Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.
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Conceptual effects of pumping from
the center of basin at 51,000 AF/yr
Ocean

Pumping =
51,000
AF/yr

Coastline

Aquifer

Bedrock

Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.
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Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.
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Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.

Conceptual
effects of
pumping
far from
the coast at
51,000
60,000
AF/yr
Area of Brackish Water

Conceptual effects optimizing
pumping at 60,000 AF/yr
Pumping =
10,000
AF/yr

Pumping =
50,000
AF/yr

Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.
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Effects of Shifting the Proportion of
Pumping between the UAS vs. LAS

Upper Aquifer System

Lower Aquifer System
Bedrock

Pumping impacts depicted on this figure are conceptual only,
and do not reflect actual measurements or forecasts.
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What We Already Know About Potential Effects
of Optimizing Pumping Locations and Depths

Description
Truly Uniform Reductions:
(not optimized)
GSP Approach (some
shifting of pumping from
LAS to UAS)

Sust. Yield
<50,000(?) AF/yr
51,000 AF/yr

Optimize Pumping Locations >60,000(?) AF/yr
and Depths:

5

8/27/2020

Potential Optimization Scenario: Shift
Pumping Away from Coast, Out of LAS

Assumed Scenario Components:
1. ~100 wells south of CI Blvd/
Laguna Rd. in Oxnard basin
abandoned/destroyed.
2. ~30 replacement wells (most to
be screened in UAS) installed in
northern and western Oxnard
basin.
3. United to replace PTP LAS wells
with UAS wells.
4. Pipelines installed to deliver
water from new wells to farms
now without wells.
5. Cutback pumping to new (higher)
sustainable yield.

The potential changes in
pumping depicted on this
figure are conceptual only,
and do not represent an
actual proposal or plan by
any agency or other party.

Mgmt.
Areas in
the
GSPs
for
Oxnard
and PV
basins
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A “strawman” proposal to start discussion of potential inputs for model scenarios to explore the effects of optimization and projects:

Note: Deviations from Base Case shown in red font.

Elements to be
Adjusted

Pumping in
Seawater
Intrusion Mgmt.
Area
(SWIMA)

Pumping in
Oxnard
Pumping
Depression
Mgmt. Area
(OPDMA)

Pumping in
West Oxnard
Plain Mgmt.
Area
(WOPMA)

1|Page

Base Case:
(repeat 19852015)

Suggestions for Design of Scenario 1:
Maximum Optimization of Pumping
Locations & Depths

Outline for
Potential Future
Scenario 2:
Addition of
Recycled (and
Storm?) Water to
Optimized
Pumping Scenario

Outline for Potential
Future Scenario 3:
Brackish Water
Extraction without
Treatment (discharge to
ocean)

Outline for Potential
Future Scenario 4:
Brackish Water
Extraction with
Treatment (discharge
to farms and El Rio
recharge basins)

Historic rates

Large reduction in LAS and UAS
pumping.
Install new pipelines from other mgmt.
areas in Oxnard basin to partially replace
groundwater formerly pumped in SWIMA.

Similar to Scenario
1, but with some
replacement water
consisting of
recycled water,
remainder consisting
of groundwater from
other parts of
Oxnard basin.

Pumping of 10,000 AF/yr at
new brackish-water
extraction wells.
No ag pumping south of
brackish-water extraction
wells.
Install new wells and
pipelines from other mgmt.
areas in Oxnard basin to
provide replacement
groundwater (70 to 80% of
original volumes) to
properties where pumping
ceased.

Similar to Scenario 3,
but with much of the
replacement water
provided by treated
brackish water.

Historic rates

Large reductions in LAS and UAS
pumping in southern OPDMA.
Install new UAS wells (and pipelines) in
northern OPDMA to partially replace
groundwater formerly pumped in southern
OPDMA.
Uniform reduction (~35%) from historic
pumping rates at existing wells in
northern OPDMA.

Same as above.

Uniform reduction.

Uniform reduction.

Historic rates

Install new UAS wells (and pipelines) to
partially replace groundwater formerly
pumped in southern OPDMA and SWIMA.
Uniform reduction (~35%) from historic
pumping rates at existing wells.

Similar to Scenario
1.

Uniform reduction.

Uniform reduction.

A “strawman” proposal to start discussion of potential inputs for model scenarios to explore the effects of optimization and projects:

Note: Deviations from Base Case shown in red font.

Outline for
Potential Future
Scenario 2:
Addition of
Recycled (and
Storm?) Water to
Optimized
Pumping Scenario

Outline for Potential
Future Scenario 3:
Brackish Water
Extraction without
Treatment (discharge to
ocean)

Outline for Potential
Future Scenario 4:
Brackish Water
Extraction with
Treatment (discharge
to farms and El Rio
recharge basins)

Base Case:
(repeat 19852015)

Suggestions for Design of Scenario 1:
Maximum Optimization of Pumping
Locations & Depths

Historic rates

Install new UAS wells (and pipelines) to
partially replace groundwater formerly
pumped in southern OPDMA and SWIMA.
Uniform reduction (~35%) from historic
pumping rates at existing wells.

Similar to Scenario
1.

Uniform reduction.

Uniform reduction.

Historic rates

Uniform reduction of ~35% from historic
pumping rates.

Similar to Scenario
1.

Uniform reduction.

Uniform reduction.

Historic rates

Uniform reduction of ~35% from historic
pumping rates.

Similar to Scenario
1.

Uniform reduction.

Uniform reduction.

Delivery of
Recycled and
Storm Water to
Agricultural
Users

Historic rates

Historic rates

Increase by 3,000
AF/yr(?)

Historic rates

Historic rates

Recharge of
Recycled and
Storm Water

None

None

Increase by 2,000
AF/yr(?)

None

None

None

Assume 5,000 AF/yr to
farms in SWIM area
and/or NBVC, 2,000
AF/yr product
artificially recharged
(when ag demand is
low).

Elements to be
Adjusted
Pumping in
Forebay Mgmt.
Area
Pumping in
Pleasant Valley
Pumping
Trough Mgmt.
Area
(PVPTMA)
Pumping in
North Pleasant
Valley Mgmt.
Area
(NPVMA)

Application of
Treated Water
from Brackish
Water
Extraction
System
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None

None

None

Technical Memorandum
To: OPV Facilitated Process Core Stakeholder Group via Gina Bartlett, Consensus Building
Institute
From: John Lindquist
cc: Dan Detmer
Date: July 8, 2020
Subject: Optimization Concepts for Groundwater Pumping and Surface Water Diversions in
Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Basins to Increase Sustainable Yield

The purpose of this technical memorandum is to provide a brief introduction to concepts that
have been considered for optimizing pumping of groundwater and use of diverted Santa
Clara River surface water to increase the sustainable yield of the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley
basins (OPV basins). This memorandum focuses on optimization of existing sources of
groundwater and surface water. Other new sources of water to the region may also play an
important role, but are not the subject of this memorandum.
An important lesson learned by United Water Conservation District (United) during 90 years
of operating artificial recharge and related facilities is that sustainable yield of the OPV
basins is dependent not only on the quantity of water available for replenishment, but also on
where and how that water is applied. A water budget alone cannot indicate whether planned
groundwater withdrawals will be sustainable, avoiding “undesirable results” as defined by
California’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).
Seawater intrusion in the confined aquifers of the OPV basins has been recognized for
approximately 80 years, and is now the primary driver behind the groundwater sustainability
plans developed by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA ). From
the 1930s through the 1970s, saline intrusion under the Oxnard coastal plain was limited to
the aquifers of the upper aquifer system (UAS), from which most groundwater production
occurred. Over time, production increased from the aquifers of the lower aquifer system
(LAS) as drilling technology improved and groundwater users recognized the better water
quality in some of the deeper aquifers.
The management objective for seawater intrusion is, in summary, to prevent farther inland
(northward) migration of high-chloride, seawater-impacted groundwater in the UAS and
LAS. One approach widely used to achieve this objective is to induce a neutral to seaward
hydraulic gradient at the seawater-intrusion “fronts.” This is conceptually the simplest
approach, and has historically and recently been the focus of efforts to achieve
safe/sustainable yield in the OPV basins. This approach can be simplified to “Recharge

more, pump less—especially near the coast,” and it has been successful to some degree in
the past, especially following consecutive years of above-average rainfall. An alternative
approach to control seawater intrusion is to construct an extraction well field near the
coast that would both reverse the inland movement of seawater that has already intruded past
the coastline, while simultaneously providing hydraulic containment that can intercept
seawater as it intrudes from the ocean. While not commonly used as a seawater-intrusion
mitigation tool in coastal basins, this is a very common approach for controlling migration of
other contaminants in groundwater. This is the concept being considered by United in its
Brackish Water Extraction and Treatment Design planning effort, in cooperation with the
U.S. Navy.
Past Optimization Projects

“One of the most effective management strategies in reducing overdraft is to supply water
directly to overdrafted areas” (FCGMA’s 2007 Groundwater Management Plan Update).
By 1950, United recognized that artificial recharge at Saticoy, located 8 to 10 miles inland
from the coast, was—by itself—insufficient to prevent seawater intrusion from reaching
water-supply wells located much closer to the coast, especially those wells just inland from
the Hueneme and Mugu submarine canyons. In response, United diversified its operations in
the late 1950s to include direct delivery of diverted surface water via the Pleasant Valley
pipeline (PVP) to farms located in the central Oxnard coastal plain. The farms, in turn, used
this water in lieu of some of the groundwater pumped from wells in the area, reducing
extractions and reducing the rate of seawater intrusion to some degree. United also
constructed the O-H well field and pipeline, together with the El Rio recharge facility, to
deliver what was essentially surface water (following a brief existence as artificial recharge)
to municipal water purveyors and agricultural users in the Oxnard and Port Hueneme areas.
Again, delivery of water from the Forebay reduced demand for groundwater from wells
located near the coast and mitigated inland hydraulic gradients.
Both the O-H Pipeline and PVP projects succeeded in reducing groundwater extractions in
areas of the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins where declining groundwater levels were
accelerating seawater intrusion. However, by the 1970s it was recognized that a major
pumping depression or “trough” persisted in the Upper Aquifer System (UAS) in the
agricultural area immediately east of Oxnard. Concerns that seawater could advance as far
inland as the Oxnard Forebay prompted the State Water Resources Control Board in 1979 to
threaten adjudication of the basin unless local interests could make meaningful progress
towards mitigating the persistent overdraft and seawater intrusion problem. In response,
United partnered with Ventura County to design and construct the PTP project. The PTP
project was designed and constructed in the early 1980s to reduce groundwater pumping
from the UAS pumping trough area by delivering surface water directly to farmers in-lieu of
pumping groundwater, similar to the PVP project. During times when surface water supplies
are insufficient to meet demand, five Lower Aquifer System (LAS) wells (the PTP well field)
were constructed and are operated by United to supply groundwater for irrigation without
pumping from the Upper Aquifer System (UAS), which has been impacted more by seawater
intrusion. The surface water deliveries via the PTP and pumping from United’s PTP well
field have greatly reduced pumping from the Upper Aquifer System in this area, and slowed

the rate of seawater intrusion. Unfortunately, pumping from the Lower Aquifer System at
the PTP wells was only intended as an interim solution, but it has continued longer than
expected, exacerbating seawater intrusion in the Lower Aquifer System.
Although these deliveries of surface water to the PVP and PTP, as well as to the El Rio
spreading grounds (for pumping and delivery via the O-H pipeline), reduced the quantity of
water available for recharge at Saticoy, the benefit has been a significant reduction in
seawater intrusion. The overall water budget was unchanged, but changes to how and where
water was delivered and pumped has helped to mitigate the primary “undesirable result” (to
use SGMA language) that was driving groundwater sustainability concerns in the OPV
basins. Although these projects were labeled “conjunctive use” projects, in effect they were
optimizing delivery of surface water and pumping of groundwater in the OPV basins, thereby
increasing sustainable yield.
Optimization Concepts for the Future

In recent years, both United and the FCGMA have developed concepts for new optimization
projects that have the potential to increase sustainable yield of the OPV basins, relying
primarily on existing groundwater and surface-water (from the Santa Clara River) supplies.
In 2007, the FCGMA (in their groundwater management plan update) suggested pumping
more groundwater from the northwest Oxnard Plain, where groundwater elevations were
commonly above sea level, and delivering that water to the central and southern portions of
the OPV basins, where groundwater elevations were consistently below sea level and
seawater intrusion was a known problem, as a way to optimize groundwater resources. This
was considered a “15-year strategy” back in 2007. Although similar in concept to United’s
PTP and PVP conjunctive-use projects that rely on surface-water, this FCGMA proposal
recognized the potential benefit of shifting groundwater extractions away from impacted
areas and into unimpacted areas and aquifers of the OPV basins. In other words, pumping a
specified volume of groundwater in a location not prone to seawater intrusion would cause
less seawater intrusion than pumping that same volume of groundwater in the southern OPV
basins.
United expanded on this concept in its GSP-Lite Open-File Report (and Addendum A) of
2017, which included assumed pumping scenarios that restricted most pumping in the coastal
area of OPV basin while allowing historic average pumping rates to continue in the Forebay.
These scenarios also assumed that conveyance infrastructure (pipelines or canals) would be
built to supply water from the Forebay and western Oxnard Plain in lieu of pumping near the
coast. Effectively, they were shifting pumping away from the coastal areas, to unimpacted
areas inland from the coast.
When compared to a pumping scenario that assumed uniform reductions in pumping
throughout the OPV basins, the sustainable yields (estimated by modeling) under the “shift
pumping away from the coast” scenarios were approximately 10,000 acre-feet per year
(AF/yr) greater than the “uniform reduction” scenario.
Furthermore, in a scenario that involved increasing pumping from the Upper Aquifer
System by 50 percent compared to historic average pumping rates while reducing

pumping in the Lower Aquifer System, sustainable yield of the basins increased by another
10,000 AF/yr. It must be emphasized, however, that although no “new water projects” were
required to increase sustainable yield under these scenarios, shifting pumping away from the
coast would require development of new well fields and conveyance infrastructure that
would come with a significant price tag.
A relatively new project under evaluation by United is based on the old concept of delivering
more surface water to coastal areas of the OPV basins. Modeling of United’s “Alternative
Supply Assurance Pipeline Project” (ASAPP) concept indicated that a more direct
conveyance (via pipeline) of surface water stored in Lake Piru to the southern OPV basins
would improve opportunities for optimizing use of surface water and reducing groundwater
extractions in impacted areas. The model indicated that although ASAPP would provide a
significant benefit for optimizing existing water supplies, it’s greatest benefit would be to
allow more optimal use of additional imported water purchased from the State Water
Project. United’s 2019 open-file report on the ASAPP noted that “United’s regional
groundwater flow model predicts significant increases in groundwater elevations and
reductions in lateral seawater intrusion compared to baseline for all ASAPP scenarios.
ASAPP increases groundwater levels more significantly in the LAS, and especially near
Point Mugu and within the PTP service area.”
Conclusion

It was recognized 70 years ago that simply “getting more water in the ground” via artificial
recharge in the Forebay wouldn’t, by itself, stop seawater intrusion in the coastal areas of the
OPV basins. Since then, some of the most important water-supply projects in the region have
involved optimizing where (and from what depth) groundwater is pumped and surface water
is delivered, with the goal of getting the most use out of the existing, available volumes of
these limited resources, while mitigating seawater intrusion. Looking forward, even though
new sources of supply will likely be required to meet future needs, further optimization
efforts have the potential to fill a significant portion of the gap between supply and demand.

OXNARD SUBBASIN AND PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN FACILITATED PROCESS

Legal Ad Hoc Committee Charge
Version: v.3 (8/27/20) refined after 8/4/20 Core Stakeholder Group input (on 8/27, added in mediation privilege
and GMA as member)
Developed by Consensus Building Institute in consultation with the Core Stakeholder Group and Core Group
members of the Legal Ad Hoc Committee

PURPOSE + OBJECTIVES
The Core Stakeholder Group has formed a Legal Ad Hoc Committee to address water-rights and property-rights
issues related to allocation, ramp down, allocation reduction method, and other aspects of a potential “physical
solution” in the Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin as part of the facilitated process. The Legal Ad Hoc
Committee will operate under a mediation confidentiality agreement. Core Stakeholder Group members will need
to abide by the agreement to participate in meetings.
The purpose of the Legal Committee is to contemplate and answer Core Stakeholder Group questions and
proactively present legal considerations to inform Core Group policy recommendations and problem solving.
The Legal Committee will keep the Core Stakeholder Group and interest group caucuses abreast of its activities
and recommendations. The goal is to build widespread support and understanding for recommendations that
emerge from the Core Stakeholder Group building on the Legal Committee’s work.

TIMELINE + STEPS
Aug / Sept: Initial Meeting with Legal Committee and Attorneys: Ask the attorneys to develop an agreement
regarding application of the mediation privilege and how materials and information may be brought back to the
Core Stakeholder Group outside of the mediation privilege. Ask the attorneys to frame the key legal issues related
to the allocation, ramp down, and end point.
Sept / Oct: The Legal Committee will present the key legal considerations to the Core Stakeholder Group and
interest group caucuses to consider feedback and build support for the committee’s outputs.
The attorneys may meet (principals can opt to attend subject to the mediation privilege) to identify options for
the Core Stakeholder Group to consider as part of its deliberations.
The Core Stakeholder Group or Legal Committee can identify decision points or dilemmas that would benefit from
Legal Committee collective direction and input.

DELIVERABLES / PRODUCTS
The Legal Committee will share legal doctrines and corresponding legal questions / dilemmas with the Core
Stakeholder Group to inform the Group’s policy recommendations.
The Legal Committee will inform proposals that address ramp down, allocation, end point (minimum allocation),
and other aspects of a potential physical solution that is responsive to the interests of beneficial users of
groundwater.

LIST OF QUESTIONS
The following is a list of questions for Legal Committee and Attorneys consideration. The Core Stakeholder Group,
the Legal Committee, and the attorneys can identify other relevant questions to inform the process. The
numbering is for reference during discussion only.
1. The State Water Resources Control Board states that SGMA allows a Groundwater Sustainability Agency
to build a regulatory framework and allocation scheme without affecting water rights. What are the key
water rights considerations that should inform allocation and ramp down in the Oxnard and Pleasant
Valley Basins?
2. The Oxnard Subbasin and PV Basin have been heavily augmented (via United’s activities) and managed
(via the legislative formation of the FCGMA) for decades. How do these facts bear on the water rights /
allocation discussion? Does this place us into a category where specific case law is or isn’t really
applicable?
3. What facts support application of the doctrine of prescription in the OPV Basin and what facts do not?
4. Under an allocation plan that limits groundwater pumping, how does the availability of surface water
affect water rights for agriculture? For cities?
5. What are the options / implications of establishing a minimum allocation within water law? What
happens if one user group, agriculture, hits its minimum allocation, and a municipal pumper, like the City
of Oxnard, still needs water to meet its mandated requirements? How does groundwater law consider
this?
6. How do Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) requirements affect other water rights questions?
7. The base period has been a source of conflict for the Oxnard Pleasant Valley Basins, what base period(s)
might the legal committee recommend that would best serve all stakeholders given the need to develop
a ramp down to achieve sustainability? Note: the Core Stakeholder Group will discuss this prior to the
attorneys weighing in.
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8. Managing Basins Together: The GMA was formed to manage the Fox Canyon Aquifer that underlies
Oxnard, Pleasant Valley, and Los Posas Valley collectively? What are the legal implications of managing
collectively or independently given the founding legislation, SGMA, and Bulletin 118? if managing the
Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins together, what are the legal implications given interconnectivity of
West Las Posas?

PARTICIPANTS
Core Stakeholder Group members formed the Legal Committee. Legal Committee principals, who are members of
the Core Group, will meet with and without attorneys as they deem appropriate.
Legal Committee Member
City of Oxnard

Principal: Rosemarie Gaglione

City of Ventura

Principal: Jennifer Tribo

Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency
Guadalasca Mutual Water
Company / Broome Ranches
Oxnard Plains and Pleasant
Valley Basins Landowner
Coalition
Pleasant Valley County Water
District
Southland Sod

Attorney
Greg Newmark, Meyers Nave
Miles Hogan, Assistant City
Attorney
Alberto Boada, GMA Counsel

Principal: Alden Broome

Robert Saperstein, Brownstein,
Hyatt, Farber, Schreck

Principals: James DuBois and Greg
Lewis

Russ McGlothlin, O’Melveney

Principal: Jared Bouchard

Robert Saperstein, Brownstein,
Hyatt, Farber, Schreck
Eric Robinson, Kronick

Principals: Jurgen Gramckow and
Martin Gramckow
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Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin Facilitated Process

Notes: Core Stakeholder Group Meeting 4
Meeting Held: Aug 18, 2020
Notes prepared by: Consensus Building Institute

Meeting in Brief
Managing Basins Collectively
The Core Stakeholder Group discussed the pros and cons of managing the Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant
Valley Basin as one basin or separately and the inclusion of the West Las Posas Subbasin. The group did
not reach a conclusion. From a technical perspective, managing the basins collectively allows for
optimizing pumping, the combined sustainable yield, and projects and is consistent with goals for
applying a one water approach. From an equity (end-point), political feasibility, and financial
perspective, the basins and aquifer systems may need tailored approaches.
Allocation
Multiple group members suggest that the initial allocation, ramp down, and endpoint must be grappled
with together. The group seeks to further consider how the ramp down, conjunctive use, and imported
water intersect with the allocation plan. Some suggest that moving to a land- vs. wellhead-based system
could mitigate uncertainties among operators receiving delivered water. Another observes that the
current ordinance levels out variability in surface water availability over time. As a path forward, once
details are developed around ramp down, end point, and conjunctive use, the group may choose to
revisit the ordinance to consider whether the allocation approach is compatible with the proposed
policies. As part of these conversations, the group will also need to better understand the nature of
water-use data limitations.

Action Items
CBI

By 9/15

Dan /
United
Kim /
GMA

By 9/01
TBD

Project Committee: CBI will work with the members of the project
committee to frame its charge and work plan.
Optimization: Dan will summarize the results of United’s optimization
modeling efforts at the 9/1 Core Group meeting.
Land-based system: Kim was on vacation. When he returns, he can
update the group on the GMA’s timeline or plans for moving to a landbased system.
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Managing the Basins Collectively
The Core Stakeholder Group discussed whether the focus is on managing Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant
Valley Basin as one basin or separately and should the West Las Posas Subbasin be included. The group
did not reach a conclusion. From a technical perspective, managing the basins collectively can optimize
pumping and the combined sustainable yield. From an equity (end-point), political feasibility, and
financial perspective, the basins and aquifer systems may need tailored approaches. A tentative
management goal would be to minimize flux across the basins and coordinate basin activities so
conditions improve together.
Benefits / Rationale of Managing the Basins Together
Meeting participants offered various perspectives on the benefits of managing the basins collectively:
• SGMA makes clear that management of basins must be coordinated to ensure that actions in
one basin do not prevent another basin from achieving sustainability. Fees could vary across
basins within a joint management approach.
• Managing the basins together improves the potential to optimize pumping and collaboration on
projects and other regional initiatives.
• Aiming projects towards a combined sustainable yield could help maximize supply.
• Joint management of the basins is simpler from an administrative and technical perspective and
aligns with the one water approach
Challenges
Meeting participants also highlighted a number of challenges, complicating factors ,and constraints that
would need to be addressed if the basins are managed collectively:
• The basins are interconnected so the management approach needs to be coordinated to avoid
situations where one basin is pulling water out of a neighboring basin.
• Safe yield and sustainable yield calculations are different between the basins and upper and
lower aquifer systems; these differences would need to be managed. Recommendations would
need to reflect the different endpoints necessary to achieve sustainability. For example, the
upper and lower aquifer systems have different endpoints that affect pumping reductions
necessary to achieve sustainability and how requirements for the reduction are distributed
among pumpers.
• The management areas created by the GSPs have different constraints (seawater intrusion zone
and pumping trough). The variation in constraints make it harder to ensure water security and
equity across the region.
• Cities are focused on minimizing costs and providing for the needs of ratepayers (including many
disadvantaged community ratepayers) while also satisfying requirements under the law. A
successful joint-basin management approach would need to align with these.
• The GMA board would need to articulate its intention on managing the basins collectively and
the associated boundaries to provide pumpers confidence in and willingness to pay for projects.
Next Steps to Advance Conversation on Approach to Basin Management
Meeting participants offered suggestions for how the Core Group might advance the conversation
around managing the basins collectively:
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•

•
•

United will share optimization modeling results, including analysis of cross-basin impacts from
different management actions. Optimization entails figuring out how to operate the system
more effectively and smarter; understanding these dynamics will help the group think about
basin management strategically.
The Core Group needs to think creatively about how to distribute water across the system in a
way that aligns with sustainability goals and shares costs equitably.
The Core Group needs more information about endpoints for management areas if basins are
treated separately and if basins are managed collectively. This data could be used to consider an
appropriate distribution of costs.

Concept Proposals for Advancing Joint-Basin Management
• Manage basins collectively to optimize pumping between basins and the upper and
lower aquifer systems while considering sensitivities and impacts in GSP management
areas.
• Manage the basins collectively and certain aspects, like replenishment fees, uniquely.
• Start with a basin-wide management strategy, then take measures to mitigate the costs
to individuals who would face an additional burden under the management scenario.
• Treat all pumpers the same for next 10 years to create time for collecting data on
projects and planning for how to share the burden of cuts and fees.
• Develop an applied water average cost framework that equalizes the price of water
whether pumped or delivered.
Key Question(s) to be Answered
• How do we realize efficiency gains and other benefits of joint-basin management while
sharing costs equitably and rationally to get broad buy-in?

Allocation
The purpose of this session was to give Core Group members an opportunity to discuss elements of the
allocation plan that still needs to be developed or merit attention or refinement. The group also
considered key issues that it might need to tackle to implement the allocation ordinance, specifically, or
an allocation plan, more generally. Several group members suggest that the initial allocation, ramp
down, and endpoint are on a continuum and must be grappled with together. The group seeks to
further consider how the allocation intersects with conjunctive use, imported water, optimization
efforts, projects, and sustainability planning. As a path forward, once details are developed around ramp
down, end point, and conjunctive use, the group may choose to revisit the ordinance to consider
whether the allocation approach is compatible with the proposed policies.
Allocation Plan as part of Ramp Down
Discussion highlighted these links:
• Discussions around the ramp down cannot be isolated from allocation because of the impacts
that allocations have on pumpers. The group needs to define the process for getting to the end
point and that will need to map onto the allocation ordinance.
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•

The approach to minimum allocations needs to be defined because folks with a small allocation
may not have many options except for fallowing land if ramp down is too significant.

Conjunctive Use and Imported Water
The group was reminded to differentiate between conjunctive use (alternating use between
groundwater and local surface water when available) and use of imported water (e.g. purchasing water
from the State Water Project). Several meeting participants observe that the allocation ordinance’s
provisions on crediting and carry-over disincentivizes conjunctive use practices.
• Conjunctive use as a management option can benefit basin yield and contribute to long-term
goals. The Core Stakeholder Group will need to consider whether the allocation plan encourages
coordination on optimization, projects, and burden sharing.
• Rate payers end up paying for imported water so this should factor into the equation.
• Providing credit for historical conjunctive use is important. The ordinance discourages future
conjunctive use because of the way it handles credits.
• The 2020 Urban Water Management Plan requires cities to show that they have sufficient
supplies to last a 5-year drought. Cities rely on groundwater to serve as their reservoir to satisfy
these drought requirements. Recognizing that credits have been problematic in the past, being
able to pump groundwater during dry periods while maximizing the use of surface water when
available is key, but the carry-over provision effectively limits groundwater pumping in those dry
years.
• Some who participated in conjunctive use programs between 2005-2014 feel they now must
assume greater risk than folks who only pumped during that period. There is a sense that, had
the “one water” approach been fully endorsed, this inequity could have been avoided.
Assurances for Operators receiving Delivered Water
Another theme was that some operators perceive a vulnerability in the long term since their initial
allocation reflects their reliance on delivered water. Key points:
• Some in the agricultural community feel they have been penalized for moving to delivered
water. These users feel they have lost their allocation through this ordinance and the move to a
wellhead-based system.
• A large percentage of variance requests are stemming from operators who receive PTP water.
The key question for these operators is how they will get assurance to have an allocation should
they need it in the future. One suggestion could be for the GMA to facilitate discussions between
landowners and purveyors.
• The result is that some in the agricultural community may have low confidence in regional
efforts and may be hesitant to sign on to new initiatives.
• In the view of United, if an operator has used water from the pipeline, then United is holding
that allocation for the operator.
• Delivered water / pipeline systems are critical for basin optimization. If people shy away from
these systems, then the basins are going backwards.
• There is perception that consensus exists for moving to a land-based system. The group was not
clear on whether resources are available to move to the land-based system. Delays in rolling out
this system are due to a lack of detailed data on the parcels being irrigated and what crops are
grown. The group agreed to check in with the GMA Groundwater Manager Kim Loeb to assess
the status for moving to a land-based system.
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Benefits of the Current Ordinance
A meeting participant highlighted a benefit of the allocation ordinance as it stands, and a perspective on
why data gaps on pumping during the base period may not justify a change in the allocation approach:
• The current allocation ordinance serves the function of leveling out the variability in surface
water availability and pumping rates over time, as the base period used spans a full climactic
cycle of wet and dry years.
• A lack of data on pumping and water use during the base years in the current allocation
ordinance does not justify a change because GMA regulations required all pumpers to measure
and report the data in question during the base year period.
Next Steps
Seek information from the GMA about the work plan to migrate to a land-based system and the timeline
to get there.
Proposals for Managing Allocation-Related Challenges in Near-Term
•

The United PTP system and PV system could serve as mini-GMAs and directly provide
operators with the allocation assurances they seek until the GMA migrates to a landbased system.

Committees
Projects
The Core Group further refined the purpose and approach of its nascent projects committee. A meeting
participant affirmed that the committee should focus on projects that will yield benefits for the whole
basin and highlighted the need to gather information about existing project proposals. Another meeting
participant suggested that the committee should consider the potential regional impacts of projects and
explore opportunities for collaboration with other basins where appropriate, as there may be
opportunities for economies of scale.
Legal
The group did not have time to refine the legal committee’s charge. The facilitated requested that those
who had comments name those comments, which the Core Group will discuss at a subsequent meeting.
One participant stressed the importance that the group be open and accessible to all members of the
Core Group. Another participant highlighted the importance of ensuring mediation privilege and
confidentiality. And, lastly, another emphasized that the Core Group drive the key questions for the legal
committee’s deliberation. Group members are generally happy with the updates to the legal committee
charge and want to ensure that the committee’s work responds to the needs identified by the Core
Group and does not become a parallel process.
Core Stakeholder Group Members Present
Arne Anselm, Jared Bouchard, Alden Broome, Dan Detmer, James Dubois, Terri L. Ferro, Rosemarie
Gaglione, Jurgen Gramckow, Martin Gramckow, Greg Lewis, Candice Meneghin, Lucie MunozMcGovern, Ian Prichard, E.J. Remson, Jennifer Tribo
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Oxnard Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basin Facilitated Process

Notes: Core Stakeholder Group Meeting 3
Meeting Held: August 4, 2020
Notes prepared by: Consensus Building Institute
Meeting in Brief
The Core Stakeholder Group held its initial discussion on ramp down, which will define the
pathway to reduce pumping to the sustainable yield by 2040. The Core Stakeholder Group
discussed factoring projects into the ramp down; defining an end point; using the ramp down
to create urgency for collaboration on basin management; addressing equity via a minimum
threshold; and planning for climate change. The group identified preliminary ramp down
options: linear, a flatter slope at the beginning, a stepped approach, and adjusting over time
based on the results of studies. The Core Stakeholder Group will continue discussing ramp
down and identifying decision criteria and options at future meetings.
The Core Stakeholder Group continues to refine its charter. The Core Group is striving for
consensus and would present recommendations with a minority report. Back-up voting would
determine if enough agreement exists to take a recommendation to the Fox Canyon
Groundwater Management Agency Board. Options discussed for the approach to back-up
voting include a super majority (2/3) threshold and weighting votes by the percentage of
allocation. All interests would have a voice in back-up voting; however, the group needs more
time to think about how voting takes place to ensure support across interests.
The Legal Ad Hoc Committee is moving forward and will focus on working through water rights
and property rights issues and questions framed by the Core Group. The committee will brief
the Core Group on recommendations and the committee’s rationale. Mediation confidentiality
privilege is important for this committee’s success.

Action Items
Gina/ CBI

By
8/18

Rosemarie
and CBI
CBI

By 9/1
By
8/28

Legal Committee: CBI will continue to work with committee members
to refine the group’s charge based on the Core Group’s input and
explore options to provide mediation privilege.
Back-up Voting: CBI will work with Rosemarie to develop a back-up
voting proposal.
Project Committee: Develop proposal for group’s charge and approach
to work in consultation with project committee members.
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Key Components of Ramp Down
The ramp down will define the path to reduce pumping to achieve sustainability by 2040. Core
Group members discussed the need for clarity about the end point and how projects factor in,
as well as desired outcomes from the ramp down and different approaches to be considered.

Need Clarity about Endpoint & Projects
Multiple group members said that they need more clarity about the “end point” and want a
plan for factoring projects into the ramp down. One participant suggested that the first step is
to get more information about what can be gained through projects and optimization,
including timelines and budgets for the projects. Then the group needs to identify what
projects the community can commit to.
Another member offered that the group needs to build confidence in the data and models to
cultivate buy-in on projects.

Ramp Down should Bring People to the Table
Multiple group members suggested that the ramp down should apply enough pressure on
pumpers to encourage folks to work through the key issues related to projects and funding.
With the right information and right amount of pressure, pumpers could be inclined towards
creative problem solving, offered one participant. Another group member suggested that a
smart ramp down may not require 50 % reductions, but rather focused work to choose the
right optimization efforts and projects. The right approach to projects also makes court a less
attractive route, highlighted another participant.

Equity via a Minimum Threshold
A meeting participant suggested that the ramp down should aim to support equity across the
different types of water users and crops by including an appropriate minimum allocation
threshold. A minimum allocation protects investments in efficiency upgrades and supports
conservation.

Multiple Pathways
Some meeting participants suggested a linear ramp down. Others feel it makes sense to have a
flatter slope in the beginning or to have a stepped process to allow progress on project design,
feasibility studies, and implementation. One meeting participant called the group’s attention
to the option of having multiple pathways with beginning and end points, that adjusts as data
improves and projects come online. An audience member highlighted an example from
Borrego Springs Basin, where the ramp down slope is adjusted every five years based on the
results of studies and projects.
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Climate Change
A participant suggested that the ramp down also needs to take into account the effects of
climate change. The GSPs address climate change and researchers have forecast the impacts
of climate change in Ventura County, but the range of possible weather conditions is very
wide, and the forecasts require interpretation.
Next Steps on Ramp Down
Group members generally agreed that the next steps on defining the ramp down should be:
1) Gather more information about options, timelines, and costs for projects.
2) Build consensus on a set of optimization efforts and projects.
3) Plug the projects into the ramp down to get a sense of how the slope would change
when the projects come online.
4) Begin discussing decision criteria, think about options, and consult with the Legal
Committee for any guidance.

Charter Refinements and Back-up Voting
The Core Stakeholder Group continued to refine its charter, focusing on the parameters for
back-up voting. In cases where the Core Group does not arrive at consensus for a policy
proposal, back-up voting is a as the threshold for submitting a recommendation to the GSA.
Multiple group members suggested a super majority (2/3) vote as the threshold for submitting
a recommendation (reminder: this would be accompanied by a minority report that captures
the opinions of members who suggest a different proposal). One meeting participant
suggested that back-up voting on allocations issues be restricted to members with allocations
and that votes be weighted by percentage of allocation (noting that members without
allocation are not subject to regulation). This participant highlighted that city representatives
will be voting on behalf of many disadvantaged communities that are the most affected by
policies that would increase costs for rate payers. Core group members representing the
environment highlighted that the environment is a beneficial user of water under the law and
that they do have interests in the outcomes of water allocation policy.
The facilitator reminded the group that: 1) All interests on the Core Group need to buy in on
the group’s recommendations to establish durable policy and 2) Core Group members are
responsible for communicating with their constituents about policy proposals to deepen
understanding and build support.
For the next steps on back-up voting, Rosemarie and CBI will work together to develop a
proposal to present to the Core Group.
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Legal Committee
See appendix with comments on the draft charge shared at the meeting.
The Legal Committee is moving forward and will focus on working through water rights and
property rights issues and questions framed by the Core Group.
A member of the legal committee highlighted the importance of ensuring mediation privilege
to best position the committee for productive dialogue and problem solving. CBI is working on
this with other members of the Legal Committee.
One group member suggested that the Core Group would benefit from understanding the
legal committee’s process for arriving at their conclusions. Going forward, the legal committee
will brief the Core Group on recommendations and the dialogue that led to those
recommendations. Core Group members can also listen directly to the legal committee’s
deliberations (Core Group members would be asked to submit to mediation privilege if
listening in).
Group members framed up the following preliminary legal questions/ issues to be considered:
1) The implications of how the GSA categorizes the basins (together or separate).
2) How augmented yield factors into legal questions.

Next Steps on Advancing Projects
The facilitation team is working with the Core Stakeholder Group to develop the structure,
composition, and charge of a project committee. The following have volunteered to
participate in the Projects Ad Hoc Committee.
Projects Committee Participants
 Jared Bouchard (PVCWD)
 Alden Broome (Guadalasca Mutual)
 Dan Detmer & Maryan Brall (United)
 Jurgen & Martin Gramckow (Southland
Sod)
 Nathan Jacobsen (U.S. Navy)

 Kim Loeb (FCGMA)
 Lucie Munos-McGovern (City of
Camarillo)
 Thien Ng (City of Oxnard)
 Ian Prichard (Camrosa WD)

Core Stakeholder Group Members Present
Arne Anselm, Jared Bouchard, Alden Broome, Dan Detmer, James Dubois, Terri L. Ferro,
Rosemarie Gaglione, Jurgen Gramckow, John Krist, Martin Gramckow, Greg Lewis, Candice
Meneghin, Lucie Munoz-McGovern, Ian Prichard, E.J. Remson, Jennifer Tribo
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OXNARD SUBBASIN AND PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN FACILITATED PROCESS

DRAFT Legal Ad Hoc Committee Charge
Version: July 31, 2020 (v1.1) v1.2 with notes from 8/4/20 Core Stakeholder Group input
Developed by Consensus Building Institute in consultation with the Legal Ad Hoc Committee

PURPOSE + OBJECTIVES
Refine purpose to reflect the meeting summary – work on issues related to water and property rights. They
are reviewing the work of the Core Stakeholder Group.
The Core Stakeholder Group has recommended that a Legal Ad Hoc Committee form to grapple with
issues related to allocation, ramp down, and allocation reduction method in the Oxnard Subbasin and
Pleasant Valley Basin as part of the facilitated process.
The purpose of the Legal Committee is to identify solutions (problematic, avoid parallel process) related
to allocation, ramp down, and ending point, respective of water rights, in the Oxnard Subbasin and
Pleasant Valley Basin.
Move to deliverables: The Legal Committee will share legal doctrines and corresponding legal questions /
dilemmas with the Core Stakeholder Group to inform the Group’s policy recommendations.
The Legal Committee will keep the Core Stakeholder Group and interest group caucuses abreast of its
activities and proposals and integrate feedback to the extent possible. The goal is to build widespread
support and understanding for recommendations that emerge from the Legal Committee.

TIMELINE + STEPS
Improve this section to reflect that the Core Stakeholder Group is driving. Legal Committee may frame up
legal guidance prior to Core Stakeholder Group OR respond to Core Group questions framed for the legal
committee.
Initial Meeting with Attorneys: Ask the attorneys to frame the key legal issues related to the allocation,
ramp down, and end point.
Legal teams negotiate and meet (principals can opt to attend) to build solutions and options.
Legal teams or principals recommend meeting with the legal committee periodically. Legal teams identify
decision points or dilemmas that would benefit from legal committee collective direction and input.

The Legal Committee will vet proposals with the Core Stakeholder Group and interest group caucuses to
solicit and integrate feedback and build support for outcomes.

DELIVERABLES / PRODUCTS
A set of proposals that address ramp down, allocation, and end point (minimum allocation) that is
responsive to the interests of beneficial users of groundwater.
Question about this, should this be part of the Core….Seek GMA Board direction on whether the Oxnard
Subbasin and Pleasant Valley Basins are being managed together or separately and to assess whether
Western Last Posas Subbasin should be included.

PRELIMINARY LIST OF QUESTIONS
Allow attorneys to refine questions. And others.
The State Water Resources Control Board states that SGMA allows a Groundwater Sustainability Agency
to build a regulatory framework and allocation scheme without affecting water rights. What are the key
considerations or drivers between water rights, allocation, and ramp down in the Oxnard and Pleasant
Valley Basins?
What are the strengths and weaknesses of the legal approaches to these issues?
Conjunctive use: Under an allocation plan that limits groundwater pumping, how does the availability of
surface water affect water rights for agriculture? For cities?
What are the options / implications of establishing a minimum allocation within water law?
What happens if one user group, agriculture, hits its minimum allocation, and a municipal pumper, like
the City of Oxnard, still needs water to meet its mandated requirements? How does groundwater law
consider this?
How do Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) requirements affect other water rights questions?
Suggest adding: The Oxnard Subbasin and PV Basin have been heavily augmented (via United’s activities)
and managed (via the legislative formation of the FCGMA) for decades. How do these facts bear on the
water rights / allocation discussion? Does this place us into a category where specific case law is or isn’t
really applicable?
(Core Group needs to discuss this first, then have the legal committee / review.) The base period has been
a source of conflict for the Oxnard Pleasant Valley Basins, what base period(s) might the legal committee
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recommend that would best serve all stakeholders given the need to develop a ramp down to achieve
sustainability?
Are there unique issues to the OPV basins where case law isn’t really applicable?
Managing Basins Together: The GMA was formed to manage the Fox Canyon Aquifer that underlies
Oxnard, Pleasant Valley, and Los Posas Valley collectively? What are the legal implications of managing
collectively or independently given the founding legislation, SGMA, and Bulletin 118? if managing the
Oxnard and Pleasant Valley basins together, what are the legal implications given interconnectivity of
West Las Posas?

PARTICIPANTS
City of Oxnard
Attorney: Greg Newmark, Meyers Nave
Principals: Rosemarie Gaglione
City of Ventura
Attorney and Principal: Miles Hogan, Assistant City Attorney
Guadalasca Mutual Water Company / Broome Ranches
Attorney: Robert Saperstein, Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, Schreck
Principals: Alden Broome
Oxnard Plains and Pleasant Valley Basins Landowner Coalition
Attorney: Russ McGlothlin, O’Melveney
Principals: James DuBois and Greg Lewis
Pleasant Valley County Water District
Attorney: Robert Saperstein, Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, Schreck
Principals: Jared Bouchard
Southland Sod
Attorney: Eric Robinson, Kronick
Principals: Jurgen Gramckow and Martin Gramckow
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