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SUBJECT: Proposed Water Supply and Infrastructure Projects Selection for Inclusion in 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Modeling Forecasting of Sustainable Yield -
(New Item) 

RECOMMENDATIONS: (1) Receive a presentation regarding the Operation Committee's process and 
proposed selection of water supply and infrastructure projects for inclusion in GSP groundwater model 
forecasting of sustainable yield for the Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant Valley Basin, and the Las Posas Valley 
Basin; (2) Provide direction regarding policy issues related to selection of proposed projects; and 
(3) Approve the Operation Committee's proposed selection of projects for inclusion in GSP groundwater 
modeling. 

BACKGROUND: 
The GSP Emergency Regulations require GSPs to include a description of the projects and management 
actions needed to meet the sustainability goal for the basin. For inclusion in a GSP, a project must address 
the checklist feasibility requirements in GSP Emergency Regulations Subarticle 5, which are summarized 
in the following list: 

• Implementation trigger (if applicable) 
• Description of public notice process 
• Summary of permitting and regulatory requirements 
• Status and implementation timetable 
• Expectation and evaluation of benefits 
• Explanation of how project will be accomplished (e.g., reliance on other jurisdictions) 
• Legal authority 
• Estimated cost and description of funding plan 
• Uncertainty assessment 

Estimates of sustainable yield for the Oxnard Subbasin, Pleasant Valley Basin, and the Las Posas Valley 
Basin GSPs will be based on numerical groundwater flow modeling of future groundwater conditions. Future 
scenario groundwater modeling needs to include water supply and infrastructure projects that improve basin 
sustainable yield and meet the requirements of the GSP Emergency Regulations. 
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Your Board tasked your Operations Committee with overseeing a process for identifying and selecting water 
supply and infrastructure projects to include in GSP groundwater modeling. 

DISCUSSION: 
The Operations Committee's process for selecting projects for inclusion in groundwater modeling of future 
sustainable yield estimates was conducted over a series of seven meetings from February through August 
2018. These meetings were well attended by stakeholders and the Committee actively engaged 
stakeholders in the process and discussions. The Committee clearly articulated that this process was only 
to select projects for GSP modeling, it was not a prioritization of projects based on merits or for potential 
future replenishment fee funding. 

The Operations Committee began the process in February 2018. The Committee worked with Agency staff 
and stakeholders to develop criteria for project evaluation and a checklist for project proponents to submit. 
The criteria for inclusion in modeling included: 

1. Sufficient project information is available for evaluation and modeling; 
2. Project increases sustainable yield, or reduces groundwater demand; 
3. Project implementation is planned within 20 years; 
4. Meets the GSP Emergency Regulations project criteria; 
5. There is an agency proponent for the project; and 
6. Funding for the project is identified. 

A solicitation for submission of projects was sent to stakeholders. The FCGMA received 19 project 
submittals in response to the solicitation (Item 4A). The Operations Committee conducted an initial review 
of the submitted projects at its June 4, 2018 meeting, at which it requested the Technical Advisory Group 
(TAG) perform a technical evaluation of each proposed project's net effect on the susta inable yield of the 
applicable basin . TAG formed an ad-hoc subcommittee to conduct the technical evaluation along with 
Agency staff. The full TAG reviewed the projects at its July 5, 2018 meeting. The Operations Committee 
conducted a full review of the submitted projects at its July 9, July 25, and August 6, 2018 meetings. 

Table 1 (Item 48) lists the projects selected for inclusion of GSP groundwater modeling and Table 2 
(Item 4C) those that did not meet the selection criteria. Columns with no shading display information 
provided by the proponent. In Table 1, columns shaded in blue provide TAG and Agency staff classifications 
of the projects with respect to policy issues. The columns shaded in yellow provide TAG and staff analysis 
regarding the net annual increase in sustainable yield and evaluation of impact on sustainability indicators 
along with clarifying notes. In Table 2, the orange shading indicates why the proposed project did not meet 
the selection criteria, which was generally insufficient information to meet the GSP Regulations and/or 
specific model input needs, or would not have an impact on basin sustainable yield. Many of these projects 
are still in initial feasibility study stage. 

The Operations Committee was clear that non-selection at this time was non-prejudicial and supported 
review of these projects for a future GSP update. Additionally, the Committee articulated that selection of a 
proposed project for the GSP groundwater modeling was not an assurance or expression of preference for 
potential future replenishment fee funding . Any potential replenishment fee established following GSP 
adoption would be on a separate track and have its own project-selection process. 

Several policy issues were identified during the project selection process. The Operations Committee 
considered these policy issues and provided guidance for your Board's consideration. 
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Replenishment Fee 

Should the GSPs include projects that rely on potential future replenishment fees? If so, how much 
replenishment fee funds should be budgeted per basin? 

• Many of the proposed projects rely upon a potential future FCGMA replenishment fee. 

• The GSP regulations require a "description of how the Agency plans to meet those costs" which 
would allow projection of a future replenishment fee. 

• Inclusion of the projects in the GSP would not be a commitment to fund those projects with a 
replenishment fee; the project mix can be updated in a GSP update once replenishment fees are. 
enacted. 

Operation Committee Guidance: Projects that rely on replenishment fees should be included if they meet 
all other requirements; however, these projects could be eliminated in the future if a replenishment fee is 
not enacted or the project is not selected for funding. The Committee engaged stakeholders in attendance 
in a discussion of reasonable assumptions of the amount of a future replenishment fee. A range of $100 to 
$200 per acre-foot (AF) was suggested for the Las Posas Valley Basin, and $200 to $400 for the Oxnard 
Subbasin and the Pleasant Valley Basin. 

Using reported extractions for Crop Year 2016/2017, Table 3 (Item 40) presents an estimate for the first 
five years after GSP adoption of annual funding that may be available for projects using the suggested 
assumptions. For the purpose of Board discussion, a draft project-funding plan is presented in Table 4, 
which provides rough estimates of annual water generated for first five years. Assumptions used to prepare 
Table 4 include: 

• Annual project spending shall not to exceed annual funds set aside for projects; 

• Funding of projects that provide long term solutions are higher priority than projects which provide 
short term solutions; and 

• Projects that focus on targeted areas to mitigate or address undesirable results have equal priority 
or higher priority than general basin recharge projects. 

Additionally, the amount of possible fees applied to a project took into account the maximum volume of 
water that would be generated by the project, and minimum annual volume of water that project needs to 
generate and revenue required to make the project viable. The Operations Committee cautioned that 
replenishment fee revenue would decrease as total extractions are reduced during ramp-down to basin 
sustainable yield. 

Allocation Purchases 

Should the GSPs include projects where the FCGMA makes short- and long-term purchases of pumping 
allocation? 

• Several projects propose short- and long-term purchases of pumping allocation. These include 
purchase of imported water for in-lieu deliveries to pumpers and temporary land fallowing. 

• Purchase of imported water would consist of purchasing imported water for agricultural and/or 
municipal-and-industrial operators with connections to receive imported water in exchange for 
reduction of pumping allocation to reduce groundwater pumping. 
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• Similarly, temporary land fallowing would consist of paying agricultural operators to fallow land to 
reduce groundwater pumping. 

Operations Committee Guidance: The Operations Committee recommended including pumping allocation 
purchase projects focused on strategic areas such as the seawater intrusion area to reduce demand/ 
increase basin sustainable yield . The Committee advised that purchase of imported water should cover the 
net cost less pumping costs and replenishment fees that otherwise would have been incurred. The 
Committee recognized that actual implementation of a temporary land fallowing program would require 
addressing many policy issues such as maintaining a low-water use cover crop for dust control and potential 
economic impacts, but that these do not need to be resolved at this time for the purpose of GSP groundwater 
modeling. 

Arroyo Las Posas Water Purchase 

Should the GSP include a project in which the FCGMA enters into a long-term agreement with the City of 
Simi Valley to assure continued discharge of wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) effluent into the Arroyo 
Simi / Arroyo Las Posas to recharge the East Las Posas Management Area (ELPMA) of the Las Posas 
Valley Basin? 

• WWTP effluent from Simi Valley is a significant source of recharge to the ELPMA; however, this 
effluent has water quality issues that have impacted the basin. 

• A project was proposed for the FCGMA to enter into an agreement with the City of Simi Valley to 
assure continued discharge of this water to the ELPMA. The project was proposed by a third party 
and there have been no discussions with the City regarding this possibility. 

Operations Committee Guidance: The Committee expressed concern regarding the water quality of the 
WWTP effluent, but also the recharge benefit. However, the Committee advised that the project should be 
included in GSP groundwater modeling, recognizing that the water quality issue would need to be addressed 
if the project was actually implemented. The Committee also recognized the challenge of estimating the 
costs for this project. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 
A process for soliciting and evaluating proposed projects for inclusion in the future modeling scenarios for 
estimating sustainable yield for each basin was developed and conducted by the Operations Committee. 
This process was not a selection of projects that might be funded by the Agency, nor a commitment to fund 
and implement projects. The projects were reviewed by the Operations Committee, TAG, Agency staff and 
stakeholders. The proposed projects were divided into two groups, those that met the criteria for inclusion 
in the GSP future model scenarios and those that did not meet the criteria at this time but could be 
reevaluated for inclusion in updates to the GSPs. 

Staff requests your Board's direction on the policy issues that were identified during the project selection 
process, and approval of the list of projects selected through the Operations Committee's process. 

This letter has been reviewed by Agency Counsel. If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 
650-4083. 
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Groundwater Manager 

Attachments: Item 4A - GSP Project Evaluation Checklists, and Descriptions 
Item 48 - Table 1- Proposed Projects Recommended for Inclusion in Future Model 

Scenarios 
Item 4C - Table 2- Proposed Projects Not Recommended for Inclusion in Future Model 

Scenarios At This Time 
Item 40 - Table 3- Estimate of Project Annual Funding Available for Projects during the 

First Five Years 
Item 4E - Table 4- Estimate of Project Annual Cost and Water Supply for First Five Years 
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