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6/2/2026 Letter Tree People
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in one-on-one discussions with SCV Water and the 
project team. These conversations provided a meaningful forum to better understand the region’s 

water supply challenges, long-term reliability planning, and the role of the UWMP in guiding 
future decisions. We value the Agency’s commitment to planning for long-term water supply 

reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley, incorporating input into the development of the UWMP, and 
providing clear, transparent information about water resources, infrastructure, and future 

challenges such as drought and climate change throughout this process. From our perspective, the 
UWMP represents an important step in ensuring a reliable and sustainable water future for the 
communities SCV Water serves. We appreciate SCV Water’s collaborative approach throughout 

this process and support the adoption of the 2025 Urban Water Management Plan.

Support
SCV Water appreciates the comments and continued coordination and looks forward to continued collaboration 

with Tree People. 
No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 

in response to this comment.
None

6/8/2026 email
David 

Rodgers, 
SCOPE

June 9 Public 
Comment Period

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in one-on-one discussions with SCV Water and the 
project team. These conversations provided a meaningful forum to better understand the region’s 

water supply challenges, long-term reliability planning, and the role of the UWMP in guiding 
future decisions. 

Engagement

SCV Water appreciates the opportunity to engage with interested stakeholders through the one-on-one meeting 
process. These discussions provided valuable input regarding water supply reliability, conservation, climate change, 

groundwater management, and future planning considerations. Stakeholder feedback helped inform the 
development of the 2025 UWMP and improve transparency regarding the assumptions, analyses, and planning 

approaches incorporated into the Plan.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment.

None

6/8/2026 Letter
Citizen's 
Climate 
Lobby

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

First, we’d like to say the Urban Water Management Plan is a beautiful edifice that obviously took 
a tremendous amount of work and time to put together. 

Document
SCV Water appreciates the comment and the recognition of the significant effort involved in preparing the 2025 
Urban Water Management Plan. The Agency thanks all interested parties, partner agencies, and members of the 

public who contributed to the planning process.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment.

None

6/8/2026 Letter
Citizen's 
Climate 
Lobby

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

For example, the plan predicts a 1.5% increase in precipitation on page 6-11 and in the chart on p. 
29 of the Climate Change Appendix E, and a 1.9% increase in precipitation on page 23 of the same 

Appendix, up until 2050, based on a 50% LOC. Whichever is the correct figure, does it take into 
account precipitation coming more frequently in the form of atmospheric rivers resulting from 

climate change? Scientists at the Center for Western Weather and Water Extremes say such 
events are projected to become more frequent and intense as the climate warms. And these 

extreme precipitation events are expected to alternate with increasing drought.

After a few years of drought, the ground becomes dry and unable to easily absorb precipitation, so 
much of that water would not be absorbed in Santa Clarita, but would wash out to the ocean. Can 
we count that excess rain that comes in the form of atmospheric rivers as usable water when most 

of it washes out to the ocean? There’s no indication in the plan that this real world happening, 
projected to increase with warming, has been taken into consideration, though the possibility of 

more atmospheric rivers is mentioned.

Precipitation; Recharge

The projected 1.5% increase in precipitation referenced in the Urban Water Management Plan is based on the 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 2023 Delivery Capability Report (Table 7-1), which evaluates 

climate change impacts at a statewide scale. The 1.9% increase presented in Appendix E reflects a more localized 
analysis specific to the SCV Water service area. Because the studies evaluate different geographic scales, some 

variation in projected climate impacts is expected.

Appendix E, Table 2 will be revised to clarify that the 1.9% precipitation increase applies specifically to the SCV 
Water service area. Groundwater recharge assumptions used in the UWMP are consistent with the adopted 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), which assumes limited recharge benefits from increased precipitation due 
to the intensity and timing of storm events. Recharge assumptions will be further evaluated as part of the upcoming 

GSP update.

Update text to clarify 1.9%. Appendix E, Table 2

6/8/2026 Letter
Citizen's 
Climate 
Lobby

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

Another questionable assumption is basing the climate models on the 100-year hydrologic record 
from 1922 to 2021 for drought risk, or the years from 1925 to 2019 for groundwater analysis, or 

for the analysis of precipitation, the years from 1961 to 1990. Would it make sense to use a 
consistent baseline for modeling? And can planning based on very long-term averages prepare us 

for the extremes we’ve been told to expect? For the past 10-15 years, climate patterns have 
become unpredictable and unprecedented. The years 2015–25 have been the hottest on record, 

with last year (2025) being the third-warmest year since observations began, according to the 
World Meteorological Organization. With climate change/global warming, this steady increase in 
temperatures is expected to continue unabated. Therefore, this relatively recent data calls into 
serious question the use of very old data for modeling the future. It would perhaps have been 

more accurate to base future projections on the past 15 years.

Climate Change

SCV Water used DWR's data to conduct this analysis. Managing climate change and its impact of water supply is one 
of DWR’s core values. DWR’s climate change program implements climate mitigation and adaptation measures to 

ensure that Californians have an adequate water supply, reliable flood control, and healthy ecosystems, now and in 
the future. This data comes directly from the operator of the statewide system and is widely accepted for planning 
purposes. While other data sets do exist, SCV Water decided this was the most appropriate data for this purpose. 

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment.

None

6/8/2026 Letter
Citizen's 
Climate 
Lobby

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

What’s especially worrisome about this plan is that there’s nothing in it that would motivate the 
city to make and/or enforce policies that would reduce water use or capture more water when we 

do have precipitation. Most solutions require quite a bit of time to implement – for example, 
creating dryland bioswales, or increasing the amount of permeable hardscape, or requiring 

drought-tolerant landscaping in all new developments and highly incentivizing such landscaping on 
private property. The plan’s main message is that we have plenty of water up to 2050, so we really 

don’t need to address the possibility of water scarcity at all.

City Motivation

While this Plan is intended to be a resource for City's and other planning agencies, motivating cities to make/or 
enforce policies is not the role of the Plan. The Plan is a prescriptive, data-driven report that can be used by the 

community in decision making. Conservation efforts and groundwater/recharge issues are addressed in other plans. 
Regulatory requirements exist to address the need for policies and actions. We will continue to prioritize continued 

collaboration between SCV Water and the City  in all planning efforts and conservation programs. 

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment.

None

6/8/2026 Letter
Citizen's 
Climate 
Lobby

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

The plan admits that under severe drought conditions, passive conservation would not be enough 
to ensure water supplies (page 9-8), but the possibility of severe drought conditions (which we’re 

surely headed toward, if more recent data were used as a baseline for the models) is not discussed 
seriously. That is, what if we’re unexpectedly faced with some form of worst-case scenario: the 
models prove inaccurate for even near-future conditions, the SWP in a few years has little to no 

water to send to Southern California, groundwater is further contaminated – perhaps with 
leachate from the Chiquita Canyon landfill, and/or the demands of growth prove much larger than 
expected, to name only a few possibilities. In order to address any of these developments, the city 
would need enough time to implement large-scale solutions. We believe that planning based on 
very long-term averages rather than the more extreme possibilities that our current trajectory 

suggests will not serve us well, and that some attempt should be made to confront the limitations 
of the models in attempting to predict unprecedented real-world events and their resulting effects 

on our water supply.

Passive Conservation

On Page 9-8, the sentence states, "Without additional action, SCV Water projects an active conservation shortfall of 
approximately 13,000-acre feet per year (AFY) by 2040." The referenced shortfall pertains to compliance with the 
Urban Water Use Objective (UWUO) and is not a projected water supply shortage. The approximately 13,000 AFY 

represents the additional conservation savings needed beyond passive conservation to meet future state water use 
efficiency requirements. SCV Water will revise the language on Page 9-8 to clarify this distinction.

Adding clarifying statement on page 9-8. Page 9-8
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6/8/2026 Letter
Citizen's 
Climate 
Lobby

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

At a minimum, we suggest moving the following statements, with amplification, from page 6 of 
Appendix E (the Climate Change Impacts Technical Memo) to the Executive Summary, where they 

are more likely to be read and might actually influence policy:

“While closely aligned, the modeled trends may understate the true extent of warming in the 
region. …[T]here is a possibility that the models are somewhat conservative, that is, they may not 

fully capture the highest (max), lowest (min), or average temperature increases that have occurred 
or could occur. This conservative bias would mean that future projections, while robust, might 
slightly underestimate the actual warming trend, which is important to consider in planning for 

water demand, supply reliability, and ecosystem impacts.

“As a result, decision-makers should be aware that even the projected increases in temperature 
might represent a lower bound, and actual conditions could be warmer than what the models 

predict. This highlights the need for adaptive strategies that account for the potential of greater-
than-anticipated warming in the Santa Clarita Valley.”

Appendix We agree that the addition of this information (summarized) to the Executive Summary would be beneficial. 

The following language was added to the 
Executive Summary: Like all planning 

tools, the models used in this Plan have 
limitations and are based on the best 
available data at the time they were 
developed. While they reflect a wide 
range of potential future conditions, 

they cannot predict every possible event 
or outcome. In some cases, actual 

conditions, such as higher temperatures, 
more extreme weather, or changes in 

water supply, could be more severe than 
projected. For this reason, the results 

presented in the UWMP should be 
viewed as a planning baseline, not a 
fixed prediction. The Plan is updated 

every five years to incorporate new data 
and respond to changing conditions, and 

it is intended to support adaptive 
decision-making alongside other 

planning efforts that address specific 
risks and response strategies.

Executive Summary

6/8/2026 Letter via Email 
David 

Rodgers 
(SCOPE)

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

Thank you for posting recently the full Appendices for the 2025 Urban Water Management Plan 
Update ("the Update") drafted by Woodard Curran ("Consultants"). The Update is lengthy and 

detailed, and I recognize a substantial amount of research and analysis was involved in the 
preparation of same.

Appendix
SCV Water appreciates the comment and the recognition of the significant effort that went into preparing the 2025 

Urban Water Management Plan and supporting appendices.
No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 

in response to this comment.
None

6/8/2026 Letter via Email 
David 

Rodgers 
(SCOPE)

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

To begin, I believe the estimate of population growth of the SCV Service Area to 376,000 by 2050 
is too low. Considering 76 projects with 31,000 residential units are currently in the planning 

stages (pgs. 54-55 of the Update) and will almost certainly be completed and sold/rented prior to 
2050, and assuming an average occupancy of 3 persons per unit, we can expect the population of 
the service area to increase from approximately 292,000 (2025 census) to approximately 385,000 
sometime prior to 2050. The estimated population by 2050 does not take into account unknown 

future residential and commercial projects which will certainly be built and sold prior to 2050. 
Considering the current push by state and county government leaders, including those likely to be 
elected this November, to streamline the construction of new housing in L.A. County in an attempt 
to improve housing affordability, it is certain many more than 31,000 residential units will be built 
and sold/rented in the SCV Service Area by 2050. More commercial projects will be built as well. 

To be on the safe side, I believe water demand assumptions should be based on a 2% annual 
growth rate, at least, which would increase the total SCV Service Area population to approximately 

479,000 by 2050. 

Population

The population projections are based on historical growth trends, regional planning data, and local development 
assumptions. SCAG demographic data indicate that persons-per-household is projected to decline over time, which 

moderates future population growth estimates.

To evaluate uncertainty, SCV Water analyzed multiple growth scenarios, including slow-, mid-, and high-growth 
projections. As shown in Appendix D, Table 3, all three scenarios were evaluated as part of the demand forecasting 
process. Based on coordination with local city and county planning agencies during one-on-one meetings, as well as 
stakeholder input received during the UWMP workshops, the mid-growth scenario was determined to be the most 

representative planning assumption for the UWMP. 

UWMPs are updated every five years to incorporate the most current information available regarding population 
growth, development activity, water use trends, and water supply conditions. As part of the 2025 UWMP update, 

SCV Water reviewed updated demographic projections, planned development information, and growth scenarios to 
ensure the demand forecast reflects the best available data at the time of plan preparation. Future UWMP updates 

will continue to evaluate actual growth trends and revise projections as necessary to reflect changing conditions 
within the service area.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment.

None

6/8/2026 Letter via Email 
David 

Rodgers 
(SCOPE)

June 9, 2026 
Public Comment 

Period

Second, I believe the forecast of a 1.9% increase in annual precipitation as a result of climate 
change in future years is excessive, considering that the annual precipitation average during the 

2010-2025 period was 1.77 inches less than the annual average for the 1930-2025 period (see pg. 
40 of the Update). These figures show clearly that average annual precipitation has been declining 
in recent years as climate change worsens. The Update states, and I agree, that the average annual 

temperatures in the SCV Service Area have been increasing in recent years as a result of climate 
change, and will continue to do so. Thus evapotranspiration rates will continue to rise. With less 
precipitation and increasing evapotranspiration rates, we will no doubt see higher rates of water 
use by SCV Service Area residences and businesses. I thus believe the "Climate Change Impact on 
Demand" in the Update (see pg. 63) has been underestimated. Of course, less precipitation and 

increasing evapotranspiration rates will also reduce groundwater supplies in the SCV Service Area 
aquifers. For all of the above reasons, I believe water demand in the SCV Service Area has been 

underestimated and that water supply has been overestimated in the Update. Therefore, I 
respectfully request that you ask the Consultants to re-visit their water supply and demand 

forecasts set forth in the various Tables and Figures in their Update taking into consideration my 
comments above, and that they develop revised forecasts based on same. They may well find that 

total projected water supplies will be inadequate to meet total projected demand, especially 
during drought years. Not only would this situation create substantial hardship for residential and 
commercial water users, but riparian ecosystems reliant on both groundwater and surface water 

availability would be devastated

Precipitation; Demand

Multiple climate datasets and methodologies are available for evaluating future water demand. The UWMP utilizes 
the best available data at the time of plan preparation, including gridded climate data representative of the SCV 
Water service area. The demand analysis evaluated historical relationships between temperature, precipitation, 

and water use to better understand how changes in climate conditions may influence future demands. No changes 
to the UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment.

None
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6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Extension granted but public not notified of extended comment period. We appreciate the 
extension granted to submit comments by June 9th and the Agency’s recognition that all 

appendices were not available to the public, including several containing necessary 
documentation, until after the expiration of the previous comment period. However, we found it 

disingenuous to grant this extension but never post it on your website or make any other effort (to 
our knowledge) to inform the public that an extension had been granted

Extension
We agree that the website should have been updated and acknowledge that error. The correct dates were shared 

in newspaper announcements, newsletter/eblast, and in multiple public meetings and workshops. 
No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 

in response to this comment.
None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Failure to include the Hispanic/Spanish speaking, African American communities and other 
minority communities in your outreach and analysis. On page 2-10, the agency states “In 

accordance with CWC 10642 and applicable DWR guidance, SCV Water encouraged active 
involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within its service 

area prior to and during preparation of the 2025 UWMP.” Table 2-5 which lists contacted 
organizations, and appendix material, makes no mention of outreach to anyone in the SCV 

Hispanic or African American communities. These omissions occurred, even though according to 
the Census Data cited in the Plan document, the Hispanic community is the largest non-white 
ethnic group. Again, in table 3-2, the Hispanic community is not even listed even though the 

Census Data cites it as comprising 36% of our population in 2020. Further, to our knowledge, no 
effort was made to contact the Val Verde community, largely Hispanic, or Town Councils in rural 
areas or downstream cities that would be affected by over-pumping in the upper watershed. The 
active NAACP Chapter in the Santa Clarita Valley was also apparently not contacted. These groups 

are all generally concerned about water quality and the health of the River ecosystem.  
Additionally, we do not understand what the designation “Two” represents on Table 3-2 (pg.3-5), 
or why “Other” is listed twice. Such inaccurate representation of the service area demographics 
undermines the Agency claims that it has satisfied the outreach requirements of the UWMP law. 

Outreach

Significant efforts were made to include a representatives from throughout the community. All notices were posted 
in both English and Spanish. Nearly 100,000 emails were sent encouraging participation from throughout the 

community. A workshop was held in-person at Old Town Newhall Library which is a disadvantaged community. 
Demographic information included in the plan comes directly from the United States Census. Categories used in the 

Table 3-2 directly reflect Census data. SCV Water welcomes ideas or opportunities to increase participation for 
throughout the community and appreciates the ideas provided here. 

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Ground Water Availability is Overstated. We note that since Richard Slade produced his 
investigation of the Alluvial Aquifer1(report included by reference), that found perennial 

production to be 31,600 to 32,600 for two decades, every water report in the SCV used that figure. 
Then in 2009 a flow model was produced by GSI and Scalmaini, two consultants that had also done 

extensive work for Newhall Land and Farming, developer of the Newhall Ranch project. The 
Agency flow model claimed a much higher production of up to 40,000AF could be obtained. 

However, this much water has never been produced for Municipal uses from the Upper watershed 
as is documented in the posted water well production records. It was even further reduced during 

the 2013-16 drought, according to those records when several wells in the Canyon Country and 
upper tributary areas went dry. We urge you to include the actual data of well production from 
alluvial and Saugus wells rather than data from a model, as this is obviously a far more accurate 

representation of what is actually available. We ask that you change the projected alluvial supplies 
in all tables to reflect actual production.  Further, the Annual Water Report produced by the 

Agency and posted on the Agency’s website (included here by reference), indicates additional 
existing agricultural pumping of approximately 6000 AF, an amount large enough to way overdraw 

the SIGMA sustainable yield. However, this amount of pumping is treated as though it is non-
existent in all the UWMP tables. While this pumping may be reduced by development at some 

future date, the available municipal alluvial ground water production should be reduced to include 
it, until such time as the water is not being used for farming or other purposes 

Groundwater

The basin production capacity is stated in the plan and not production data because production data only 
represents historical usage and not potential available supply.  SCV Water  has a diverse portfolio of supply and 
utilizes those supplies as they are available and readily accessible. The UWMP is a long term supply reliability 

report. While we acknowledge that infrastructure investment and operational changes would be required to access 
all available supplies, those supplies do exist and are available to SCV Water with operational changes, therefore, it 

is appropriate to include them in the Plan.  

No changes None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Water Demand Chapter 4 The UWMP calculates water demand by starting with actual water 
usage, but excludes agricultural and other water uses as described above. It then increases the 
demand by population growth and adding in a reduction for passive conservation. While these 

methods are explained, they are not quantified. What is the demand reduction in AF per year that 
the Agency is claiming for passive conservation? Please quantify in a table. This is especially 

important as it will indicate to City and County planners the negative results of failing to enforce 
water conservation requirements.  The Plan states that passive conservation has been “front-

loaded” because most of this demand reduction will take place in the earlier decades as plumbing 
fixtures, etc. are changed out, but there are no actual numbers to determine whether or how 

much of this lowered demand was included in the calculated future estimates.  A small percentage 
of increase in demand (2.1%) is supposedly calculated in for increased temperature due to climate 
change. But again, it is not broken out in the demand tables and graphs, so it is impossible to see 
whether it is included in the higher demand figures for each 5-year increment or not.  Agricultural 
demand that would affect ground water sustainability is not included in any of the demand tables 

in this chapter. 

Passive Conservation

Quantified passive water savings projections are provided in Appendix C, Optional Submittal Table 4-4 Retail, which 
presents the estimated acre-foot reductions in demand over time. In the UWMP, Figure 4-3 provides a graphical 

representation of these passive conservation savings and their contribution to future demand projections. No 
changes to the UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Accessory2 Dwelling Unit (ADU) calculations 4.3.1.1 Accessory Dwelling Units were not previously 
prevalent in our valley but new laws allowing lot splits in single family neighborhoods will 

potentially substantially increase water demand. This is also true for density bonuses, especially 
near transit stations which will most likely increase housing over general plan zoning by thousands 
of units. Some demand calculation for these unit increases should be included in the UWM Plan. 

They were not included in the City General Plan or any 
previously approved UWMP because the legislation only recently went into effect. 

ADU

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are included in the demand projections through the residential growth 
assumptions developed as part of the 2025 Water Demand Analysis. SCV Water coordinated directly with the City 
of Santa Clarita and other local planning agencies to obtain information on approved and anticipated residential 
development, including ADUs. As a result, the projected demand associated with ADUs is incorporated into the 

residential demand forecast used in the UWMP. No changes to the UWMP are proposed in response to this 
comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None
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6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Nickel Water Section 6.1.2.3 mischaracterizes the availability of Nickel water and the agreement 
with Newhall Land, thus over-stating the availability of 4950AF of water (approximately enough 

for 10000 single family residences annually). According to the 2003 approval of the Newhall Ranch 
specific plan, 7032AF of agricultural water used by Newhall Land was to become available by 
retiring this farmland gradually for the first two phases of Newhall Ranch (Mission Village and 

Landmark Village which total approximately 6000 units). The Nickel Water, according to the 2012 
Eminent Domain Settlement Agreement to purchase Valencia Water Company would become 

available only after the last tract of Newhall Ranch was approved and all litigation was concluded. 
There is no agreement anywhere to provide any of the Nickel water for these first two tracts. 

Nickel Water
 The eminent domain settlement agreement between the Agency and NLF requires that NLF convey and assign all of its rights 

to the 1,607 AFY of Nickel Water to the Agency no later than 90 days after the final tract map for the Specific Plan is 
approved.  

No changes None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Drought Risk Assessment and Appendix G - Inaccurate Water supply data and Inclusion of Nickel 
Water - According to DWR Guidelines this assessment must include: (1) A description of the data, 
methodology, and basis for one or more supply shortage conditions that are necessary to conduct 

a drought risk assessment for a drought period that lasts five consecutive water years, starting 
from the year following when the assessment is conducted. (Emphasis added) First, the 

Assessment begins in 2026, when it cannot begin before 2027. It further inaccurately includes well 
production form the Saugus and Alluvial aquifers that cannot be achieved because wells are either 

closed due to contamination or not yet built as described elsewhere in the plan. These supplies 
must be decreased accordingly and accurately reported. It also inaccurately includes a reference 
to Newhall Land Nickel water which is not available (as per discussion above). Footnote F Existing 

NLF supply committed under approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Water is available from 2021 -
2034 to meet supply shortfalls if needed associated with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. 

Assumed to be transferred to SCV Water once Newhall Ranch development is completed around 
2035 to meet water demands associated with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. (Appendix G Table 

7, pg. 9). The drought risk assessment continually refers to “passive demand” without any 
quantification of what reduction from “actual demand” has been included in this figure. 

Nickel Water

The most recent DRA completed by SCV Water was in 2025, available (https://yourscvwater.com/uwmp#docaccess-
e501fe19f816b8c071c0b1fa03d2fa42.)  The 2026 DRA is not due until July 1, 2026, therefore the DRA in this UWMP 
is assumed to start in 2026. Appendix G, Table 5 and Table 7 do not assume use of Nickel Water supply in the DRA.  

The groundwater usage in Table 7 only assumes available well capacity is used.  The increase in production is 
reflective of wells returning to service with treatment according to the schedule in the UWMP Table 6-3 "GTIP Well 

Treatment Implementation Schedule". In addition, Saugus production increases during this DRA include new 
production capacity from Saugus wells 3 and 4, anticipated to come online in 2027 (Section 7.3.2.2, page 7-25). in 
response to Appendix G, Table 7, Footnote F comment, the eminent domain settlement agreement between the 

Agency and NLF requires that NLF convey and assign all of its rights to the 1,607 AFY of Nickel Water to the Agency 
no later than 90 days after the final tract map for the Specific Plan is approved.  Pursuant to the agreement 

between NLF and Nickel Family LLC for this annual supply, NLF may not assign the agreement and its rights to the 
1,607 AFY to any party other than the Agency. Passive demand is utilized throught this report and explained in 

greater detail in chapter 4 of the UWMP. 

Appendix G, Table 7, Footnote F review 
language and clarify if necessary 

Potential update to 
Appendix G, Table 7, 

Footnote F

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Saugus Formation Well Contamination and Well Production - Inaccurate representation in Water 
Supply Drought Scenario Tables and Appendix O  Ammonium Perchlorate and PFAS contamination -

The Water Quality section, located in Section 6.1.4.6, makes no mention of the number of non-
producing wells, the reduction or loss of ground water production due to contamination, or when 
those wells will be returned to service. As stated on the Agency’s website, on the PFAS fact sheet 
“Under the current response levels set in 2020, 28 of the 45 active agency wells were removed 

from service. This accounted for approximately 45% of the Agency’s groundwater supply and 31% 
of the total water used in our service area in 2022. Since 2020, four wells are back in service with 
treatment systems to remove PFAS. These wells restored approximately 11% of the supply and 

additional groundwater treatment facilities are scheduled to be back online at the rate of one per 
year for the next 5-7 years.”

Water Quality

The revised UWMP released on May 8, 2026 includes expanded discussion regarding groundwater supply reliability, 
the impacts of PFAS and VOC contamination on well availability, and the implementation schedule for groundwater 
treatment facilities. Sections 6.1.4.5 through 6.1.4.7 were updated to identify the number of active wells, projected 

treatment implementation schedules, anticipated well returns to service, and how these assumptions are 
incorporated into the groundwater supply reliability analysis. Table 6-3 and Appendix O further document the 
status of impacted wells and the schedule for treatment system implementation. No additional changes to the 

UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

DWR Urban Water Management Plan Guidelines require consistent representation of Units of 
Measure and understandable disclosure. - However, Appendix O not only confuses the public by 
inexplicably switching to gallons per minute, but also only displays well capacity instead of actual 
production capability. This makes a huge difference in supply availability. First, this is due to the 

fact that, simply, if the water isn’t there to be pumped, it doesn’t matter how large the pump 
capacity is, the production won’t be at capacity. This phenomenon can be viewed on the well 

production reports where several wells show no production or severely reduced production These 
well production reports are posted on the Agency website. We include by reference the latest 
monthly well report. Second, wellhead treatment facilities reduce the well production capacity 

due to the treatment process. Again, this phenomenon can be viewed in the well level reports, but 
is not reflected in the figures in Appendix O.

Groundwater

Appendix O was not developed specifically for the UWMP, but is an existing planning and implementation 
document that was incorporated by reference to provide additional information regarding groundwater treatment 
projects and well restoration activities. The use of gallons per minute (gpm) in Appendix O reflects the engineering 

and facility planning basis of that document, while the UWMP's Table 6-3 presents these groundwater supply 
assumptions in acre-feet per year (AFY) consistent with DWR reporting requirements.

The groundwater reliability analysis in the UWMP is not based solely on well pump capacities. Groundwater 
production assumptions are based on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), basin operating plans, current 

operating conditions, treatment implementation schedules, water quality constraints, and long-term groundwater 
management objectives. As discussed in Sections 6.1.4.5 through 6.1.4.7, the UWMP distinguishes between existing 

operational production, future treatment-restored production capacity, and long-term groundwater production 
assumptions used in the reliability analysis. The projected groundwater supplies are based on adopted planning 

documents, ongoing groundwater monitoring, and implementation schedules for treatment facilities. No changes 
to the UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

 The UWMP depends on the capability of Saugus aquifer production to get us through State Water 
drought cutbacks. However, there is no engineering study to show that this water will be available. 

According to table 6-2 Saugus pumping ranges between 7,500 and 15,000 AFY. Planned dry-year 
pumping from the Saugus Formation ranges between 15,000 and 25,000 AFY during a drought 

year and can increase to between 21,000 and 35,000AF. These amounts are entirely hypothetical. 
The agency is well aware that at the moment, several Saugus wells are closed due to ammonium 

perchlorate treatment and other wells have reduced production due to constraints of the well 
head treatment system. There is insufficient well capacity now (and will be for several years into 

the future) and no engineering study on aquifer pumping that indicates 35,000 AFY can be 
withdrawn from the Saugus aquifer in a drought or water emergency, nor are there wells drilled 
that can supply this amount of water, therefore 35,000 AF seems to be an amount pulled out of 

thin air. There is only modeling. Modeling has been wrong in the past. In this case, an error would 
affect the health and well-being of the entire community. 

DRAFT
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6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

SCOPE joined the Friends of the Santa Clara River (FSCR) in litigating the approval of the 2000 
CLWA UWMP over the failure to disclose the unavailability of this water. The published appellate 
court decision finding against the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), SCV Water Agency’s legacy 

agency, required that the Agency show a timeline of when the water would be available.7 We 
therefore ask that SCVWA abide by the outcome of that decision for this plan. All tables in this 

plan should show the reduction in available supplies due to closed wells and the timeline to get 
them back in production.  Appendix O gives no clear picture of the number of wells (both Saugus 

and Alluvial wells) which are currently not producing due to contamination or the reduction in 
water production. It merely provides a chart showing which wells have ammonium perchlorate or 
PFAS exceedances. There is also no chart showing time lines of when and how much production 
will be returned or when new added wells would reach the production capability of the reported 
drought production protection (35,000AF for the Saugus aquifer and 40,000AF from the alluvium) 

Groundwater

The revised UWMP released on May 8, 2026 includes substantial updates intended to address the availability and 
timing of groundwater supplies affected by water quality constraints. Sections 6.1.4.5 through 6.1.4.7, Figure 6-5, 

Table 6-3, and Appendix O now identify active groundwater production capacity, distinguish between currently 
available and future treated supplies, and provide implementation schedules for groundwater treatment projects 

and anticipated return-to-service dates for impacted wells.

The groundwater reliability projections included in the UWMP are based on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, 
the Groundwater Treatment Implementation Program, and associated capital improvement planning efforts. 

Groundwater supplies are incorporated into UWMP projections based on their current status, treatment 
implementation schedules, and anticipated operational availability. No additional changes to the UWMP are 

proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

Also, the alluvial and Saugus aquifers are interconnected as indicated by the Ground Water 
Sustainability Plan. Over pumping the Saugus aquifer to this extent would affect the alluvial 
aquifer and thus, negatively affect the water dependent eco-systems it contains, contrary to 

SIGMA law. There is no discussion of this limiting factor.  Droughts are the limiting factor to water 
supply. Capacity to weather a drought while still providing basic indoor needs to residents is 

imperative. This UWMP fails to provide accurate information about the capabilities of our local 
ground water to provide supply in a drought. That is a disservice to the public and our 

decisionmakers. The County and City Planning departments will not make good decisions about 
requiring water conservation conditions on future projects if they believe as this plan asserts, 

there is no problem with water supply, even in a drought. 

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Seismic Risk Assessment – Appendix I - The purpose of this risk assessment is to determine the 
ability of the agency to supply water in such an emergency event. However, this assessment 

evaluates the earthquake vulnerability of pipes, tanks, pumping stations and wells without making 
any calculations as to the impact on supply caused by the loss of this infrastructure. While it is 
helpful to understand what agency, structures are vulnerable and why, it does not provide the 
needed information on potential loss of water supply. The 1994 6.7 level earthquake destroyed 
several tanks in the Newhall and Valencia area, caused flooding and eliminated water service to 

many residents for an extended period of time. It would have been helpful to have some 
quantification of service loss in this assessment. Further, the assessment specifically excludes the 

two agency filtration plants and the Castaic Dam (page 1-1 of Appendix I) and does not even 
mention the long-predicted 8.0 earthquake along the San Andreas Fault that could impact the 

SWP’s ability to provide water to the Santa Clarita Valley through its west branch for an extended 
period of time. Major impacts to any of this infrastructure would eliminate the Agency’s ability to 
provide SWP water to the Santa Clarita Valley. This is probably a much greater impact than would 

be experienced by partial loss of ground water production, but it was not discussed.

Seismic Assessment

The Seismic Risk Assessment was prepared to meet the requirements of California Water Code Section 
10632(a)(4)(A), which states that an urban water supplier shall include “a seismic risk assessment and mitigation 

plan to assess the vulnerability of each of the various facilities of a water system and mitigate those vulnerabilities.” 
Consistent with this requirement, the assessment evaluates the seismic vulnerability of key water system 

infrastructure and identifies mitigation measures intended to improve system resiliency.

The purpose of the assessment is to identify vulnerabilities and mitigation opportunities, rather than quantify 
customer service interruptions, model operational water supply losses, or predict outage durations resulting from 

specific earthquake scenarios. No changes to the UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

Reduced Future Availability of Water Supply from Northern California and Climate Change; It is 
important that the UWMP accurately disclose state water supply reliability estimates and do a 

better job of explaining climate change impacts, since the SCV is so crucially dependent on it. The 
section included in the Plan itself is inadequate to educate the public on the full potential impact 

of future increases in temperature, which are instead estimated to be insignificant (a little over 2% 
increase in temperature per year). At least the Plan should use pictures similar to those above 
(publicly available from DWR) to indicate the potential severity of rising temperatures to our 
water supply in the body of the Plan. Without such information it is unlikely that our City and 
County will take actions to require and enforce low impact development the requires water 

conservation or preservation and enhancement of ground water recharge areas or other solutions 
that would help alleviate continued pressure on our water supply. 

State Water Project

SCV Water recognizes that climate change has the potential to significantly impact future water supply reliability, 
particularly imported supplies from the State Water Project. To further evaluate these risks, the revised UWMP 

includes new Appendix P, which evaluates State Water Project reliability under climate-adjusted scenarios, 
including a 95% Level of Concern analysis. This appendix was developed to provide additional transparency 

regarding potential future supply risks and the range of uncertainty associated with climate change.

The UWMP incorporates climate change considerations throughout the demand, supply, and reliability analyses 
and relies on the best available information from DWR, including the 2023 Delivery Capability Report. While future 

climate conditions remain uncertain, SCV Water's planning approach is intended to evaluate and prepare for a 
range of potential outcomes. No additional changes to the UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/9/2026 Letter SCOPE
June 9, 2026 

Public Comment 
Period

We Concur with Friends of the Santa Clara River that Chiquita Canyon Landfill Water Quality 
Pollution should be Described in the UWMP. A serious heating event is occurring in this landfill. 

The temperature rise is causing the production of a massive amount of leachate and possibly 
destabilizing the western slope of the landfill. Failure of this slope could release leachate into the 
Santa Clara River and affect water quality for the Newhall Ranch project. Yet there is no mention 

of this potential major water quality issue. How would such an event affect the SCV Agency’s 
water supply portfolio? This should have been discussed in the Plan. 

Chiquita Canyon Landfill 
Water

SCV Water is aware of the ongoing environmental and regulatory Concerns at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill and has 
incorporated this topic into its long-term planning efforts. The agency continues to closely monitor the situation 

and evaluate any potential impacts to local groundwater and drinking-water supplies.

To strengthen oversight and enhance early detection capabilities, SCV Water has formally requested the installation 
of additional monitoring wells to improve data collection and early detection capabilities in the area. The agency is 
also developing enhanced operational strategies for managing and mitigating any potential impacts to SCV Water 

production wells, ensuring continued protection of water quality for the Santa Clarita Valley.

Update language in UWMP Section 
6.1.4.6

Section 6.1.4.6

6/9/2026 Verbal
David 

Rogers
June 9, 2026 

Public Hearing

Demand is understated. Supply is overstated. Requests responses to comments prior to the June 
16, 2026 Board meeting, or push the plan adoption to a later date. It is important to provide 

realistic supply and demand information because state and local agencies use this information to 
make informed decisions for future development.  It is also important to maintain surface water 

flows in the Santa Clara river to protect ecosystems. 

Public Comments; Demand; 
Supply

The UWMP supply and demand assumptions are based on the best available information, adopted planning 
documents, and regulatory guidance available at the time of preparation. Responses to comments received during 

the first public review period were made available on June 10, 2026, and draft responses to comments received 
during the second public review period were made available on June 11, 2026, prior to Board consideration of the 

UWMP. No changes to the UWMP are proposed in response to this comment.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/9/2026 Verbal
Lynne 

Plambeck
June 9, 2026 

Public Hearing
Lynne verbally reiterated concerns listed in the letter submitted June 9, 2026 by Nathan Bousfield 

representing SCOPE.
Nickel Water See responses to letter submitted by Nathan Bousfield representing SCOPE on 6-9-26 No changes None
DRAFT
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6/9/2026 Verbal
Cher 

Gilmore
June 9, 2026 

Public Hearing
Cher verbally reiterated concerns listed in her comment letter submitted June 8, 2026 

representing the Citizens' Climate Lobby.
See responses to letter submitted by Cher Gilmore representing Citizens' Climate Lobby on 6-8-26 No changes None

6/9/2026 Verbal
Board of 
Director 

Comments

June 9, 2026 
Public Hearing

Director Marks: Add additional text to clarify municipal and agricultural use of the entire basin 
yield as a whole.

Groundwater
The GSP considers not only municipal groundwater use, but also monitors and accounts for basin agriculture use, 

private pumping including private domestic use. This UWMP only focuses on municipal water use. Add language to 
UWMP in section 6.1.4.3. 

Add language to UWMP in section 
6.1.4.3. 

UWMP 6.1.4.3

6/9/2026 Verbal
Board of 
Director 

Comments

June 9, 2026 
Public Hearing

Director Marks: ADU discussion redline updates were difficult to track.  Suggest updated language 
for additional clarification.

ADU

Will clarify language to say-  4.3.1.1 Assessor Dwelling Units
Existing accessory dwelling unit (ADU) water use is inherently reflected in the SCV Water demand forecast because 

the base year demand and unit water use factors are calibrated using observed historical water production and 
customer consumption data. As a result, water use from existing ADUs that are connected to the potable water 

system is already embedded in current single family residential demand patterns and is therefore included in the 
forecast. At this time, new ADU water use is addressed prospectively through jurisdictional housing and population 
growth projections, which inform future demand estimates and are adjusted over time by state mandated indoor 

and outdoor efficiency standards, rather than by applying explicit, standalone demand factors for ADUs. 

Update language in UWMP 4.3.1.1 UWMP 4.3.1.1

6/10/2026 Letter
Lynne 

Plambeck

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

First, my comments at the hearing sought to reference and re-iterate the comments made in our 
letter dated 4-5-26 regarding the Nickel water. As I said, there is no agreement for NLF to sell its 
water that is stored in their water storage facility in the Semitropic Water Storage Facility. The 

Agency stores water there too but NLF/Newhall Land has a separate facility and agreement from 
the Agency. Their water storage facility has a maximum storage of 45,522AF. It currently has 
54,000AF in it which is supposed to supply Phases 3 through 5 of the Newhall Ranch project. 

However, the Agency lists that 4950AF (rounded to 5,000AF) starting in year 35 through year 2050, 
but there is only 9-5000AF increments of that water, so the supply is over stated. It is also a supply 

they won’t receive as previously state, until the last tract map is approved and all litigation is 
decided.

Nickel Water

Both parties have coordinated and agree on the assumptions used in this plan regarding the 2035 completion date and the 
volumes assumed. The NLF Semitropic water banking agreement and the water stored pursuant to it is intended to be used 
for the Specific Plan.  The UWMP assumes that the water banking agreement will transfer to the Agency in 2035, and at that 
time the Agency will be able to use the withdrawal capacity in the agreement to withdraw 4,950 AFY of the Agency’s supply. 

The 1,607 AFY of Nickel Water that will transfer to the Agency no later 90 days after the final tract map for the Specific Plan is 
approved is a separate annual supply of water.  Once it is completed, the Agency will have the option of taking direct delivery, 
storing it in a water bank, or selling it. The tables assume the recovery capacity of 4,950 AF, from the NLF Semitropic bank, is 
available for use if dry years occur from now through 2050, shown in five year increments. They do not assume use annually. 
The Nickel water supply is also shown in the tables as available.  This is an annual surface water supply and is available each 

year through the planning period, assumed available for SCV Water starting in 2035. 

Clarify Nickel supply is a surface water 
supply available annually

section 6.3 page 6-37 Nickel 
bullet

6/10/2026 Letter
Lynne 

Plambeck

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

They Agency also lists 1607 AF of Nichols water to which they have no right
There is no agreement with the Agency to purchase or transfer to it an amount of 1607AF of 

Nickel water. The Agreement is between the Nickel Family and NLF (see agreement attached as 
Exhibit 1). NLF/Five point can sell it to any unnamed third party that they want to sell it to. But 

they have no  agreement to sell it to SCV Water Agency. Therefore, it does not belong in the 
supply tables.

NFL/Fivepoint  The eminent domain settlement agreement between the Agency and NLF requires that NLF convey and assign all of its rights 
to the 1,607 AFY of Nickel Water to the Agency no later than 90 days after the final tract map for the Specific Plan is 

approved.  Pursuant to the agreement between NLF and Nickel Family LLC for this annual supply, NLF may not assign the 
agreement and its rights to the 1,607 AFY to any party other than the Agency. 

No changes None

6/10/2026 Letter
Lynne 

Plambeck

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

Only 4950AF can be pumped out of the NLF/Semitropic Water Storage facility per year under the 
NLF agreement with Semitropic. The Agency is aware of this limitation since it is accurately 

described in its WSCP
NFL/Fivepoint 

 The Agency is aware of the terms of the water banking agreement between NLF and Semitropic and its assumptions and 
projections take that into account. Table 7-3 on page 7-10 shows NLF Semitropic Banking recovery of 4,950 AF. 

No changes None

6/10/2026 Letter
Lynne 

Plambeck

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

The Agency could purchase one amount or the other if NLF/FivePoint are willing sellers, but 
4950AF is the maximum that can be pumped from the storage facility, so indicating another 

1650AF in addition to the 4950 is overstating available supply. This inaccurate and uncontracted 
supply should be eliminated from the supply tables. The Agency also has its own contractual 
storage in the Semitropic Storage basin separate from the NLF/Fivepoint storage as indicated 

starting on page 6-13 of the UWMP: 

NFL/Fivepoint 

   As indicated above, the 1,607 AFY of Nickel Water is an annual supply that is separate from the NLF Semitropic storage 
agreement.  When the Nickel agreement for the annual supply of 1,607 AFY is conveyed to the Agency as described above, the 
Agency may use its discretion in how it uses the water.  Also as indicated above, when the NLF Semitropic storage agreement 

transfers to the Agency, the Agency will be able to use the withdrawal capacity in the agreement to withdraw 4,950 AFY of the 
Agency’s supply. 

No changes None

6/10/2026 email
Cher 

Gilmore

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

I'd like to correct what I think was a misunderstanding on the staff's part of the letter from 
Citizens' Climate Lobby regrading the Urban Water Management Plan. It was stated in the letter 
that "there's nothing in the plan to motivate the city to make and/or enforce policies that would 

reduce water use or capture more water when we do have precipitation." Obviously, the plan isn't 
for motivational purposes. However, assuming it will be used for planning purposes by the city, 

perhaps county and other entities, if it indicates that nothing needs to be done to ensure enough 
water through 2050 (a dubious conclusion for several reasons which have been presented by CCL 
and other community organizations), then planners would have no reason to suggest investing in 
infrastructure or policies to reduce water consumption or conserve precipitation that does come. 

The plan would be providing misleading (or at the very least unverifiable or questionable) 
information for planners to base decisions upon. And if the UWMP isn't designed to guide 

planners, then what would be its purpose?

Document Purpose

The Plan is intended to serve as a data-driven planning resource for the City and other agencies; however, it is not 
designed to motivate or prescribe policy decisions. Rather, it presents objective supply and demand projections 

based on established methodologies, which planners may use alongside other tools and policy frameworks. 
Conservation, groundwater management, and recharge strategies are addressed more directly through 

complementary efforts, including SCV Water’s recently adopted Water Use Efficiency Strategic Plan, 
implementation of AB 1572, and other regional policies and programs that actively drive conservation and 

sustainable water management. SCV Water will continue to collaborate closely with the City and regional partners 
to ensure alignment across planning efforts. At its core, the UWMP is a technical report intended to present data 

and outcomes, not to serve as a prescriptive or policy-setting document. The document is updated every five years 
to allow us to course correct and continue to provide the best data available. 

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

NoneDRAFT
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6/10/2026 email
Cher 

Gilmore

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

That is why CCL suggested adding commentary in the Executive Summary discussing the 
limitations of the models, and the kinds of events that could reasonably be expected to occur (and 

influence water supplies and/or usage) or could possibly occur in the time frame given. These 
include multiple atmospheric rivers that would reduce the amount of usable precipitation 
considerably, much higher temperatures than the plan indicates which would significantly 

increase water usage and desiccation of landscapes, more residential and/or business 
development than is predicted in the plan that would increase demand, severe reduction of SWP 

water due to virtually no snowpack for years (as was the case this past winter), lack of 
infrastructure to significantly increase recycling of water, additional pollution of wells or inability 
to bring all of the current polluted wells back into service, wildfires requiring excessive water, etc. 

An earthquake that might destroy some of the infrastructure delivering the SWP water to Santa 
Clarita is not outside the bounds of possibility. Responses to any and all of these possible events 
need to be considered and planned for, and without a plan outlining what could occur outside of 

the models, they would not be likely to be addressed.

Executive Summary We agree that the addition of this information (summarized) to the Executive Summary would be beneficial. 

The following language was added to the 
Executive Summary: Like all planning 

tools, the models used in this Plan have 
limitations and are based on the best 
available data at the time they were 
developed. While they reflect a wide 
range of potential future conditions, 

they cannot predict every possible event 
or outcome. In some cases, actual 

conditions, such as higher temperatures, 
more extreme weather, or changes in 

water supply, could be more severe than 
projected. For this reason, the results 

presented in the UWMP should be 
viewed as a planning baseline, not a 
fixed prediction. The Plan is updated 

every five years to incorporate new data 
and respond to changing conditions, and 

it is intended to support adaptive 
decision-making alongside other 

planning efforts that address specific 
risks and response strategies.

Executive Summary 

6/10/2026 email
Cher 

Gilmore

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

Models are not necessarily known for their accuracy. In fact, climate scientists have been saying 
for the past several years that changes in the climate, tipping points, glacier melt, etc., are 

happening much faster than their models had predicted. So, we appreciate your willingness to 
move some of the text discussed in Appendix E relative to the limitations of the models to the 

Executive Summary, and we hope that will be expanded upon with specific examples such as the 
above.

Climate Change; Modeling

The Plan relies on the best available data and modeling approaches, including DWR guidance and locally developed, 
service area-specific climate projections. As noted in Appendix E and the Executive Summary, these models 

incorporate uncertainty and are designed to evaluate a range of potential future conditions rather than predict 
exact outcomes. While we acknowledge that all modeling has inherent limitations, the UWMP does not include 

data indicating that conditions are changing at a rate beyond those already captured in the planning scenarios and 
sensitivity analyses.  Importantly, the UWMP is updated every five years, allowing SCV Water to incorporate new 

data, refine assumptions, and adjust projections as conditions evolve. This iterative process ensures the Plan 
continues to reflect the most current and reliable information available to support planning and decision-making.

No revisions to the UWMP are proposed 
in response to this comment. 

None

6/10/2026 email
Cher 

Gilmore

POST June 9, 
2026 Public 

Comment Period

And now to correct a misunderstanding on my part. When it's stated in the plan that the charts 
are based on a 100-year hydrology record up to 2021, it was not clear that only the hottest 5 years 

within those 100 years were selected to average for a baseline comparison, as Ms. Fleury 
explained to me after the hearing. Perhaps that was indicated in another section of the plan, but it 
would be helpful to clarify that fact throughout the document. Otherwise, the assumption is that 

the baseline for charts, etc. is an average of all 100 years.

Baseline; Water Supply

Language in section 7.2.1.1, page 7-5 currently states: Multiple Dry Year: The Multiple Dry Year condition is defined 
using the worst historic five-consecutive-year drought sequence in the 100-year hydrologic record, specifically 1929 

through 1933.  In addition Table 7-1 on page 7-6 also states the Multiple Dry Year hydrologic basis is "Worst five-
year sequence in 100-year record. The Evaluation and Adjustment of Historical Hydroclimate Data (California 

Department of Water Resources, 2023) report will include a detailed description of the processes used to develop 
the adjusted hydrologic conditions data set. 

Clarify that the historical 100-year 
hydrologic record was DWR adjusted 

historical hydroclimate data in section 
7.2.1.1

Section 7.2.1.1

DRAFT




