AECOM
1360 E. Spruce Avenue
Fresno, CA 93720

tel 559.448.8222

December 3, 2018
Mr. Matthew Treber, Director
Madera County
Community & Economic Development Department
200 W 4th Street
Suite 3100
Madera, CA 93637
Re:

Response to Comments
Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Plan

Dear Mr. Treber:
We appreciate the opportunity to submit the following Responses to the written comments received
from members of the Technical Review Group to the Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Plan prepared
by our offices and dated February 2018.
Comment Letters were received from all Technical Review Group Members, including, Root Creek Water
District dated June 4, 2018, Chowchilla Water District dated June 19, 2018, a Joint Letter dated October
15, 2018, submitted on behalf of the Madera irrigation District, Gravelly Ford Water District and Madera
County Farm Bureau; and a further letter on behalf of the Madera County Farm Bureau (the “Comment
Letters”). Copies of all comment letters are included as Exhibit “A”.
As noted in the responses detailed below, a few corrections and clarifying items are to be added to the
Groundwater Ranch West Groundwater Plan based on the reviews and comments provided. A copy of
the Groundwater Ranch West Groundwater Plan, which includes these errata edits, is also enclosed. A
redlined copy of the Groundwater Plan, illustrating the edits from the prior submittal, is also provided.
The responses to the above described letters are detailed below.
A.
Comment Letter of Root Creek Water District dated June 4, 2018. The paragraph numbers
correspond to the paragraphs as numbered in the attached Root Creek Water District Comment Letter.
The italicized type details the relevant comment. The underlined language sets forth is our Response.
1. Comment. The Plan should include a map of the Project and document the acreages that are the
basis of the Plan rather than relying on maps and figures published in other documents.
Response. The “other documents” referenced above are the maps and figures included in the
Gunner Ranch West Specific Plan. It is that Specific Plan entitlement document that gave rise to
the adoption of the Enhanced Water Condition. It is therefore appropriate and helpful, for
consistency sake, to use and rely upon its acreages and diagrams in evaluating the water

balance impacts of its relevant development, as required by the Gunner Ranch West
Groundwater Plan.
2. Comment. The Plan suggests that the annual sustainable recharge is 1,085 af per year for the
property, based on 1.05 acre feet per acre per year, a number taken from the County’s Enhanced
Groundwater Condition report. As part of the SGMA process, the Madera Basin is currently under
evaluation by the consulting firms of David’s Engineering and Luhdorf & Scalmanini. A technical
workshop was held on May 24, 2018 during which overdraft numbers were presented to the
public. With this investigation underway, and the Sustainable Groundwater Management
activities currently ongoing we recommend that the numbers identified in the Plan be considered
provisional until they are compared with the calculations that are presently ongoing.
Response. The Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Plan (the “Goundwater Plan”) was prepared
to comply with the terms and requirements of the Enhanced Water Condition. The Enhanced
Water Condition provides, at Section 9, that “The current estimate of average sustainable
natural Recharge per acre in the Local Aquifer is 1.05 acre feet per acre per annum but that
amount shall be adjusted by the county Engineer, with input from the Technical Review Group,
as additional information becomes available through the county Groundwater Management
Plan and other studies available to the county”. At this stage, the consulting firms of David’s
Engineering and Luhdorf & Scalmanini have not published any updated numbers for the county
to evaluate as a basis to update the natural recharge for the relevant Local Aquifer. On that
basis, the Groundwater Plan, in the manner specified in the Enhanced Water condition, relies on
the 1.05 acre feet as the current estimate of average sustainable natural Recharge per acre in
the Local Aquifer. While not designating such figures as “provisional”, the Enhanced Water
Condition nevertheless provides arrangements for updates of those numbers as circumstances
and information warrant.
3. Comment. The Plan does not show any agricultural demand in its evaluation and notes on page
1 that “Agricultural operations on the Project lands will be phased out as development occurs so
that a positive groundwater balance will be maintained”. Farming smaller blocks of land could
be difficult and it is not clear as to how a positive groundwater balance will be maintained.
Response. The Enhanced Water Condition provides, at Section 5, that Gunner Ranch West
monitor the water wells existing on the Gunner Ranch West Project. Such monitoring has been
conducted and reported to the county since January 2015. The most recently available data is
through September 2018. The data obtained reflect that, over those past 45 months there has
been a total average extraction from irrigation wells on the site of 32.5 acre feet per month,
which yields an average annual agricultural related demand of 390 acre feet, in total. During the
relevant period, approximately 458 acres of Gunner Ranch West was being farmed. The crops
were tomatoes in 2015 and 2016, and wheat in 2017 and 2018. There is currently no active
cultivation of the Gunner Ranch properties.

2

The Groundwater Plan has been updated to add a new Section to describe the recent cropping
patterns. The well extraction data from January 2015 to September 2018 is included as an
additional Appendix to the Groundwater Plan, and attached hereto as Exhibit B. Gunner Ranch
is prepared to fallow land as needed to help maintain a positive groundwater balance.
4. Comment. Along the same lines, the intermediate (Year 5) scenario takes credit for all the
natural recharge that would accrue from the full 1,033‐acre project footprint, as though the
entire area had been fallowed and only partially developed. We understand the Plan to say that
agriculture will be maintained within the footprint until land is actually developed, and will be
taken progressively out of production. If that is the case, then the natural recharge available to
the Project’s water balance is only the amount attributable to the acreage being developed, not
the acreage remaining under cultivation.
Response. The goal and purpose of the Enhanced Groundwater Condition is to ensure that
Groundwater Balance is obtained, based on an evaluation of the Project Area in its entirety. The
Enhanced Groundwater Condition, at Section 1, specifically provides that the Groundwater Plan
may incorporate the natural on‐site recharge over the 1,033 acre feet Project site into the
Groundwater Balance. It does not require an apportionment of the allocable natural recharge
on an acre by acre, project by project, basis. As detailed above, the agricultural demands shall
be more explicitly detailed in the Groundwater Plan. Since such existing (and future) agricultural
demands are incorporated into the evaluation of the Water Balance (and subject to regular
monitoring), there is no need to make any artificial acre‐by acre apportionments as current
agricultural lands are dedicated to new development.
5. Comment. Table 1 and succeeding tables assert a credit of deep percolation from outdoor
irrigation and percolation from storm water basins. Precipitation that falls on the land currently
percolates into the ground and accrues to the groundwater. The sustainable natural recharge
includes this contribution. Developing a storm system and collecting runoff in a storm basin
would accomplish the same condition as is occurring naturally and should not accrue to
replenishment. The method identified seems to be double counting this supply.
Response. Deep percolation from outdoor irrigation is not due to precipitation, but from
irrigation water applied to landscape. This water would be included as “Infiltration of applied
water” on the Water Budget Schematic presented at the Madera Subbasin Technical Meeting on
May 24, 2018 (see attached Exhibit C). In the Groundwater Plan, deep percolation from
irrigation is calculated as the difference between applied water and evapotranspiration with an
additional 4% spray/wind loss.
Percolation from storm water basins has been included to account for storm water runoff that
currently falls on hardpan soils or soils with low infiltration rates where storm water does not
percolate into the subsurface. The design of storm water facilities to capture these flows and
promote groundwater recharge is included as a recommendation in both the Madera Regional
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Groundwater Plan and the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City of Madera. The
benefit of percolation from storm water basins is not included in the initial 5 year analysis in the
Groundwater Plan and evaporation losses in excess of 50% are included in the buildout analysis.
For further reference and clarification, the Water Budget BMP prepared by DWR in December
2016 provides a listing of items that should be included in an accounting of inflows to
groundwater systems. These are listed below along with a description of how these inflows are
included in the Groundwater Plan.






Subsurface groundwater inflows – included in basin natural recharge
Infiltration of precipitation – included in basin natural recharge
Infiltration of applied water – from deep percolation of irrigation
Infiltration from surface water systems – included in basin natural recharge
Infiltration or injection from managed recharge projects – from engineered storm
water and wastewater ponds

6. Comment. The demands attributed to the development should be identified and summarized so
that it is clear the overall demand is reflective of the development. Then, an accounting of how
the demand will be met (by using potable or recycled water) can then be made, resulting in a
required net production supply from the source.
Response. The Comment is focused on the fact that the Groundwater Plan does not include the
water demands to be supplied by recycled water in its statement of the Project’s potable water
supply demands. The purpose of the Groundwater Plan, as stated in the Enhanced
Groundwater condition, is to focus on the annual water extraction from the local aquifer for
uses within the Project Area. A water demand that is satisfied from sources other than a water
extraction is therefore not part of the calculation of the relevant water balance attainment. To
include such demand factors simply would create confusion in the reader. It would also require
greater adjustments as the waste water treatment returns and other calculations are
conducted. We believe the presentation of the calculations, by isolating the demands served by
recycled water, provides a clearer analysis and a better informational report. A water balance
flowchart has been prepared (see attached Exhibit D) and included as an additional Appendix to
the Groundwater Plan.
7. Comment. The most significant demand for the proposed development relates to the residential
land use. The Plan states an estimated demand associated with these uses of 943 acre feet on
665.3 acres, or 1.41 af/ac. The designation is dominated by 2,099 units of designated Low
Density, which ranges from 1 to 7 units per acre. Recent updates to the City of Clovis Water
Master Plan update indicate ranges for all residential properties from 2.2 af/ac to 3.3 af/ac. Root
Creek Water District records of water demands for similar‐density development are not
extensive, all are from brand new development designed to meet the same standards discussed
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in the Plan. District records on 5,000 sq. ft. lots (with their correspondingly‐small outdoor
irrigation areas) suggests an annual water demand of about 2.0 af/ac. This suggests that actual
water use in practice may not be fully conformant with the latest MWELO requirements, which
are very restrictive.
While regulations and estimates of demand continue to evolve, ultimate demands will be
determined in large part by the irrigation water applications within the development. Based on
our experience, we expect that they will be larger than suggested by the MWELO calculations
shown in the Plan. While the theoretical demands may be the correct place to start planning for
water balance, it is expected that the development may need to develop additional supplies to
offset the increased irrigation use as build‐out progresses.
Response. The residential acreage of 665.3 acres referenced in this comment is not correct.
Table 3‐1: Land Use Summary for the Gunner Ranch Specific Plan details 423.5 acres dedicated
solely for residential uses. In addition, while there are 282.5 acres allocable to Mixed Use, it is
estimated that only 54 acres of such acres will be dedicated to High Density Mixed Use. Any
greater allocation would result in development beyond the dwelling units permitted by the
Specific Plan.
Please see the table below for calculations using the current estimated buildout residential
acreage from which the estimated number of dwelling units in the Groundwater Plan was taken.
When these buildout acreages are used, the demand per acre of development is consistent with
the actual water usage values presented in the above comment. The table below shows that the
estimated water demand per acre for the low and medium density residential, using the
proposed lot acreages in the Groundwater Plan, is approximately 3 AF/Ac [Column titled
Demand AF/Ac (lot area)] and the overall water demand for all residential acreage is about 2
AF/Ac [Column titled Demand AF/Ac (total area)].

Land Use Category

Low Density Residential

Dwelling
Units

Annual
Demand
(AF/Dwelling
Unit/Year)

Lot
Area
(acres)

Demand
AF/Ac
(lot area)

Annual
Demand
(AF/Year)

Estimated
Buildout
Acreage

Demand
AF/Ac
(total area)

1,192

0.466

0.161

2.90

555

312

1.78

454

0.257

0.083

3.11

117

58

2.01

453

0.257

0.083

3.11

116

58

2.01

485

0.209

NA

NA

101

37

2.74

256

0.209

NA

NA

54

17

3.15

943

482

1.96

Medium Density
Residential (LDR Area)
Medium Density
Residential (HDR Area)
High Density Residential
- Mixed Use
High Density Residential
- Medical Campus
Totals
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8. Comment. Recent information, including draft groundwater budgets and data assembly,
generated through the Sustainable Groundwater Management Planning efforts should be
incorporated throughout the document.
Response. See Response to Comment 2.
9. Comment. Page 14, Section E. School demands are to be based on the average 15.2‐acre
campus. The paragraph states that buildings are assumed to be 60,172 SF (1.4 acres) while
landscaping is estimated to be 296,000 SF (6.8 acres), with 271,000 SF (6.2 acres) of that total
being grass. If these totals are correct, it seems there is still 7.0 acres (46 percent) of the site to
be accounted for. Does that acreage express any water use or irrigation demand?
Response. The water demands for schools were based on two ten‐acre sites, which is as
detailed in the Specific Plan. The school demands in the Groundwater Plan are revised based on
two 15.2 acre sites to provide a more conservative estimate of demands. Each school site is
assumed to contain 60,172 SF of buildings (1.4 acres), landscaping at 449,900 SF (10.3 acres) of
which 424,900 SF is turf, with the remaining 152,000 SF (3.5 acres) covered by parking lots,
walkways, and other hardscapes. These areas would not generate any water use or irrigation
demand.

10. Comment. Page 18, Section G. “Regional Parks and Recreation Center Demand. The water
demand for parks, street parkway landscaping and drainage basins are to be supplied from
recycled water, and those demands are therefore not part of the evaluation of water extraction
demands. However, two public facility features, namely the 20 acre Regional Park, and the
potential Recreation Centers that the Plan envisions, are likely to have features that require
potable water supplies of some complement. This analysis assumes 1 acre‐foot and 2 acre‐feet
per year, respectively, for the potable water demand for those amenities”. It is assumed that the
Sports Park listed in Table 23 is the 20‐acre regional park. Rather than discounting the turf
demand, we suggest adding it to the demand in Table 1 to properly account for the total
demand of the development. Then available recycled water can be added to available supply to
provide a clear and complete picture of the Plan.
Response. For reasons detailed in Response to Comment 6, the Groundwater Plan does not
treat water demand satisfied by Recycled Water as part of a Water Extraction. This is consistent
with the definitions of Groundwater Balance detailed in Section 1 of the Enhanced Groundwater
Condition.
11. Comment. Page 20, subheading A, paragraph 1. The Plan states that flows to the wastewater
plant are calculated as all pumped water not being used for irrigation. We suggest an allowance
be made for indoor water consumed in cooking and laundry which does not end up in the sewer.
This allowance is commonly 5 percent of indoor water.
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Response. We are not aware of any standard that prescribes a factor for the proposed indoor
water loss allowance. Wastewater flows are typically estimated as equivalent to indoor water
usage since indoor consumptive use is minimal. The EPA’s Guide for Estimating Infiltration and
Inflow1 provides the following recommendation regarding estimating base wastewater flow
using water meter data “the best time to estimate flow using this method would be when
outdoor water uses are low and wastewater from a residential area can be assumed to be the
same as billed water use.” The numbers presented in the Groundwater Plan are consistent with
our experience with other wastewater treatment facilities.
12. Comment. Page 20, subheading A, paragraph 3. “The resulting analysis is detailed on Table 27
below. The total wastewater flow discharging to percolation ponds in Table 27 is 58% of the
total extraction demand”.
Table 13 for Valley Children’s Hospital identifies a wastewater flow of approximately 30% of the
groundwater pumping. Root Creek Water District is experiencing similar ratios in the Riverstone
development. Valley Children’s Hospital has a significantly higher ratio of people to irrigation
acreage, and it would be expected that the larger development would not result in a higher
percentage of flow to the regional wastewater system. If this lower value is correct, less
wastewater flow would be generated and available to offset demands or recharge groundwater,
which will lead away from groundwater balance.
Response. The wastewater flow quantities are generated based on the water balance and are
calculated as the difference between the estimated indoor and outdoor potable water use. It
should be noted that recycled water demands are not included in the potable water demands,
which results in a higher percentage of groundwater pumping going to the wastewater
treatment plant. This is also noted in the Groundwater Plan. During our review, an error was
discovered in the referenced text from Page 20. The corrected text should read (emphasis
added for changes): “The resulting analysis is detailed on Table 27 below. The total wastewater
flow discharging to percolation ponds in Table 27 is 56% of the total extraction demand. If
recycled water demand is included as an additional irrigation demand, an estimated 44% of the
total water demand would discharge to the percolation ponds.” The Groundwater Plan includes
the methodology and assumptions used to calculate the estimated indoor versus outdoor water
demands for the overall project area. As regulations are enacted to reduce the amount of
outdoor irrigation, the percentage of overall water supplies that end up at the wastewater
treatment plant will correspondingly increase.
While wastewater generation occurs daily and is relatively constant, the use patterns to meet
irrigation are mainly in the summer months and thus it would be expected that less than half of
the wastewater generated would be available to meet irrigation demands. Evaporation and
1

https://www3.epa.gov/region1/sso/pdfs/Guide4EstimatingInfiltrationInflow.pdf
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losses in the pond system could be expected and should not accrue to replenishment to the
groundwater system.
Response. The estimated quantity of wastewater available for use as recycled water at buildout,
as shown on Table 27 in the Groundwater Plan, is 939 AF while the estimated recycled water
demand is 210 AF. This is only 22% of the total available recycled water. A discussion of
estimated monthly recycle water demands and uses has been added to the Groundwater Plan.
The monthly demand for recycled water (as estimated in Tables 24 and 25 of the Groundwater
Plan) for the peak demand month of July is approximately 40 AF. The total monthly wastewater
flow available for recycled water use is estimated to be about 78 AF in Section V.A. Evaporation
losses are included for the wastewater ponds at 95 AF/year based on the conservative
assumption that the ponds are full the entire year (see also responses to comments 13 and 16).
13. Comment. Page 21, Table 27. Footnote 1 states that pan evaporation will be 87 inches per year.
This is an extremely high number and appears in Table 28 as well. Please provide a reference or
correct.
Response. The source for the pan evaporation estimate is footnoted in the Groundwater Plan.
Other sources of pan evaporation data were found for Friant Government Camp at 79.95 inches2
and Madera, CA at 84.69 inches3. The value of 87 inches per year provides a more conservative
(higher) estimate of evaporation losses from the wastewater treatment and storm water ponds.
14. Comment. Pages 23 and 24, Section C. At the top of page 24, the Plan quotes Dr. Ken Schmidt’s
2012 works as saying (paraphrasing) that there are no laterally extensive clay lenses in the
project area, and that deep percolation within the Project area can readily occur. However, the
appendix to the Plan includes a number of driller’s reports from the original Schmidt report on
the Project in 2006. Virtually every one of these drillers’ reports shows multiple clay lenses from
near the ground surface to the groundwater surface with thicknesses ranging from just a few
feet to nearly 50 feet. Similar subsurface conditions were recorded in 2002 as part of the
hydrogeological work for the Riverstone development, leading to the conclusion that the area
was unsuitable for intentional recharge facilities. We would like to discuss what evidence there is
that leads to the conclusion that recharge within the Project area will fully benefit the aquifer
with no losses.
Response. Ken Schmidt’s analysis concludes that there are not “laterally extensive restricting
layers”, which does not indicate the absence of clay lenses. The Soil Agricultural Groundwater
Banking Index (SAGBI), a suitability index for groundwater recharge on agricultural lands
developed by the UC Davis California Soil Resource Laboratory4 indicates that the soils in the
2

https://semspub.epa.gov/work/01/554363.pdf
https://wrcc.dri.edu/Climate/comp_table_show.php?stype=pan_evap_avg
4
https://casoilresource.lawr.ucdavis.edu/sagbi/
3
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Groundwater Plan area are generally categorized as good or moderately good for on farm
recharge when assuming that “soils with restrictive layers have been modified by deep tillage.”
The storm water and wastewater ponds will be designed based on site specific testing and
analysis. Construction of the ponds will result in removal of the surface soils to a level below
what would be “modified by deep tillage”. The Groundwater Plan does not assume that there
are no losses. Conservative losses are included for pond evaporation and a 4% spray/wind loss is
included on irrigation (in addition to evapotranspiration).
15. Comment. Page 25, Table 30. Total water extraction summarized here does not match stated
total extraction in tables 39 and 40. Please explain or correct as appropriate.
Response. The difference is due to the stated 5% loss factor to accommodate an assumed
system loss due to pipe leakage and other system inefficiencies, which is detailed in Section III‐A
on page 4 of the Groundwater Plan. The wording from Page 4 has been added to the discussion
in Section VI‐A.
16. Comment. Page 28, Table 37. The line entitled “Less Total Irrigation Demand” is actually the
value for percolation from irrigation, or 25 percent of irrigation demand, and should be
corrected. Table 38 includes the correct value for the full development.
Response. This correction has been made.
17. Comment. Page 36, subheading 2, paragraph 4. The Plan states the infiltration rate of the
proposed wastewater percolation pond will be 0.5 feet per day. Is this a long‐term percolation
rate accounting for solids build‐up over time, or is this the result of a short‐term percolation test?
The latter will yield results which are one to two orders of magnitude greater than the former
and cannot be relied upon for project design.
Response. Page 36 of the Groundwater Plan includes a reference to the Appendix to the Report
of Waste Discharge where “it is estimated that infiltration rates of about 0.5 feet would be
obtained.” However, on page 20 of the Groundwater Plan it is stated “For the proposed 13 acres
of ponds, the resulting required infiltration rate would be less than 3 inches per day.”
Additionally, the infiltration rate in the Groundwater Plan is used as a basis for calculating the
overall project water budget and is not intended to be relied upon for project design.
Percolation testing will be done in advance of design and the wastewater ponds will be sized
based on appropriate percolation rates. As noted in the response to comment 12, evaporation
losses in the Groundwater Plan are estimated based on the conservative assumption that the
ponds are always full which makes this estimated evaporation loss independent of the assumed
infiltration rate.
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Other: Comment. In summary, the following table reflects estimates based upon recent Root Creek
Water District experience. While the District’s records are not binding on the Plan, they may be
instructive as to the real‐world results the Project can expect:

If this demand calculation were to be used in the Plan, approximately 681 af of wastewater
would be generated of which approximately 340 af could be used to satisfy half of the demands
of the Parks and portions of the demands of the irrigation demands of the school. However, to
fully utilize the recycled water supply to offset demands, the recycled water system would need
to extend to the commercial, medical campus and residential areas. If 95 af is assumed to be lost
to evaporation, and it is assumed that 10% of the amount percolated is lost in the vadose zone
under the ponds without reaching the aquifer, then the amount that would be available for
credit to replenishment would be 211 af (340 – 95 – 34 = 211 af).
The net water balance result under this scenario would be (2,270 – 340 – 211 – 1085 = 634) or a
deficit of 634 af annually. It would also be noted this would be at buildout. It is possible that
limiting agricultural production during construction phasing might result in a positive annual
groundwater balance during some of those years.
Response. As described in the responses above, the estimated water balance calculations
provided in the Groundwater Plan are based on available data and assumptions consistent with
surrounding developments. The net water balance shown in Table 1 of the Groundwater Plan is
presented graphically on the attached flowchart which has been added as an appendix to the
Groundwater Plan. The calculations presented in this comment do not accurately reflect the
water balance of the proposed development and include assumptions that have been made
without reference or other substantial evidence supporting the analysis.
B.
Comment Letter of Chowchilla Water District dated June 19, 2018. The italicized type details
the relevant comment. The underlined language sets forth is our Response.
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Comment. I have reviewed the Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Plan, February 2018 on behalf
of the Chowchilla Water District and find that the Project attains a water balance consistent with
the criteria of the Conditions of Approval 1‐7 and the Enhanced Groundwater Condition.
Response. We concur in the Comment and appreciate the participation of Chowchilla Water
District in the Technical Review Committee process.
C.
Joint Letter dated October 15, 2018, submitted on behalf of the Madera irrigation District,
Gravelly Ford Water District and Madera County Farm Bureau. The comments from the letter have
been inventoried and noted on the enclosed copy of the letter. The italicized type details each
numbered comment. The underlined language sets forth is our Response.
1. Comment. MID, GFWD, and MCFB have reviewed the comments provided by Root Creek Water
District (RCWD), dated June 4, 2018, and Chowchilla Water District (CWD), dated June 19, 2018,
the other two entities designated as part of the Peer Review Group. MID, GFWD, and MCFB, in
general, agree with the comments provided by RCWD and, conversely, do not agree with the
comment provided by CWD. It should be noted that CWD is not located within the Madera
Subbasin, as defined by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), and is, in fact,
located within an entirely different subbasin than all other Peer Review Group entities and the
GRW project itself. As such, MID, GFWD, and MCFB ask that Madera County weight the
comments received accordingly.
Response. Chowchilla Water District was designated as a member of the Technical Review
Committee based on requests made by RCWD and MCFB pursuant to negotiations conducted
with the County. We do not believe that the credibility of the comment is dependent on
whether Chowchilla Water District manages resources within the relevant Subbasin, just like we
do not assume that the members of the Technical Review Committee who manage resources
within the relevant Subbasin are clouding their judgments or comments based on their
competing interests in the relevant resources.
2. Comment. The "Enhanced Groundwater Condition" (Condition) predates the development of
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in the Madera Subbasin. For this reason the
Condition itself, and the way it was structured, is antiquated in nature. The Madera County GSA
will now be the agency responsible for requiring and enforcing groundwater balance for projects
within its jurisdiction. Furthermore, the Madera County GSA will be responsible for ensuring that
projects within its jurisdiction are compliant with the Madera Subbasin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP), which MID, GFWD, and RCWD are all participating in the development
of.
Response. Regardless of the timing of the adoption of the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act, the Enhanced Groundwater Condition has been adopted by the County, in
exercise of its police powers, in establishing a condition of approval of the Gunner Ranch West
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Specific Plan and related entitlements. There is presently no basis for the County to ignore or
otherwise fail to implement the standards set forth in the Enhanced Groundwater Condition.
Whatever regulations that are adopted by the Madera County GSA that apply to the use of
water for the Gunner Ranch West development shall be applied to such water usages by the
Madera County GSA. While members of the Technical Review Committee are also participating
in the development of Groundwater sustainability plans that will impact the Madera Subbasin, it
is also anticipated that all such plans shall be subject to further review and comment by the
public before such plans are adopted. The owners of Gunner Ranch West look forward to
participating in that public review and comment process. But, it is nevertheless a process
independent of the compliances with the Enhanced Groundwater Condition.
3. Comment. The Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Plan appears to use outdated, inaccurate
numbers in its calculations and not the current best available information (regardless of whether
or not those numbers have been formally adopted by the Madera County Board of Supervisors,
an action that does not make numbers more or less accurate). The GRW Groundwater Plan also
appears to use erroneous calculations related to inputs and extractions. Inputs must be distinct
numbers and cannot be double counted. On the other hand, all extractions must be accounted
for in the calculations.
Response. The Groundwater Plan was prepared to comply with the terms and requirements of
the Enhanced Water Condition. The Enhanced Water Condition provides, at Section 9, that “The
current estimate of average sustainable natural Recharge per acre in the Local Aquifer is 1.05
acre feet per acre per annum but that amount shall be adjusted by the county Engineer, with
input from the Technical Review Group, as additional information become available through the
county Groundwater Management Plan and other studies available to the county”. At this
stage, the consulting firms of David’s Engineering and Luhdorf & Scalmanini have not published
any updated numbers for the county to evaluate as a basis to update the natural recharge for
the relevant Local Aquifer. On that basis, the Groundwater Plan, in the manner specified in the
Enhanced Water condition, relies on the 1.05 acre feet as the current estimate of average
annual sustainable natural recharge per acre in the Local Aquifer.
There is no analysis or substantial evidence that supports the statement that the Groundwater
Plan uses erroneous calculations related to inputs and extractions, that inputs are double
counted, or that all extractions are not accounted for in the calculations. The estimated water
balance calculations provided in the Groundwater Plan are based on currently available data
and assumptions consistent with surrounding developments. The net water balance shown in
Table 1 of the Groundwater Plan is presented graphically on the attached flowchart which has
been added as an appendix to the Groundwater Plan.
4. Comment. MID, GFWD, and MCFB feel it is incumbent on the Madera County GSA, and Madera
County itself, to ensure that projects within its jurisdiction attain an actual, true groundwater
balance. Addressing these projects and balances when there is opportunity, which in the case of
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Gunner Ranch West is NOW, will only assist the Madera County GSA and all other agencies and
landowners in the Madera Subbasin in the future. MID, GFWD, and MCFB ask that Madera
County considers these concerns, and the impacts of its decisions, in relation to the future
success of the Madera Subbasin as a whole.
Response. The Enhanced Groundwater Condition was adopted by the County, in exercise of its
police powers, in establishing a condition of approval of the Gunner Ranch West Specific Plan
and related entitlements. This condition of approval was adopted to achieve a 1:1 Groundwater
Balance in accordance with prescribed methods that were developed, in part, through the active
comment and contributions of RCWB and MCFB. This regulatory impetus to the project
contributed to water balance was pursued even before adoption of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act. There is no basis for the implicit criticisms of these
arrangements and the County's efforts to assure compliances with them.
C.
Letter submitted on behalf of the Madera County Farm Bureau dated October 18, 2018. The
comments from the letter have been inventoried and noted on the enclosed copy of the letter. The
italicized type details each numbered comment. The underlined language sets forth is our Response.
1. The Plan does not disclose or incorporate the 2,000 AFA groundwater extraction cap that applies
to the Gunner Ranch West project (the "Project"), pursuant to terms of settlement between the
Farm Bureau and the Project proponents. This Groundwater Extraction Cap should be
incorporated into the Plan, as should the penalties for exceeding this cap.
The Groundwater Extraction Cap was negotiated and established pursuant to the terms of a
Settlement Agreement with MCFB. Its provisions are not a part of the Enhanced Groundwater
Condition. It would therefore not be appropriate to incorporate its provisions into the
Groundwater Plan that is developed in compliance with the Enhanced Groundwater Condition.
2. Because the natural recharge rate for the Project area and surrounding region is being re‐
evaluated as part of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act ("SGMA"), the estimated
1.05 AFA natural recharge rate relied upon in the Plan should be considered provisional. If the
SGMA evaluation results in a different natural recharge rate estimate, that more recent estimate
should be used for the Plan.
Response. See Response to Comment 2 from the Root Creek Water District dated June 4, 2018.
3. The Plan's estimate for intermediate (5 year) groundwater demand, as reported in Table 2A,
does not account for groundwater demand from existing and continuing agricultural operations
within the Project area. Because agricultural operations will continue within the Project area,
and will only be phased out as development proceeds, the groundwater demand from
agriculture should be considered in the groundwater balance calculations until those operations
are completely phased out. The water meters that are currently supposed to be in place pursuant
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to Enhanced Groundwater Condition No. 3 can provide real world data to support calculations
for the ongoing groundwater demands of agriculture.
Response: See Response to Comment 3 from the Root Creek Water District dated June 4, 2018.
4. The plan appears to double count aquifer recharge associated with storm water drainage and
natural recharge in the Project area. Hard impermeable surfaces within the Project area will
divert rainwater into storm drains that would otherwise percolate into the ground. Thus, storm
water recharge is part of the already accounted for natural recharge.
Response: See Response to Comment 5 from the Root Creek Water District dated June 4, 2018.
5. Groundwater demand associated with outdoor irrigation for low density residential areas
appears to be underestimated. RCWD has reported that low density residential irrigation
demand is approximately 2.0 AFA (not 1.41 AFA, as assumed in the Plan). Due to this
discrepancy, irrigation demand estimates for all land use categories should be reevaluated.
Response: See Response to Comment 7 from the Root Creek Water District dated June 4, 2018.
6. The Plan's assumptions concerning the potential for clay layers to interfere with deep percolation
are contradicted by drillers' reports and other evidence. Because multiple clay layers are present
beneath the Project site, the Plan likely overstates the amount of groundwater recharge to the
aquifer. The Plan should be revised based on actual hydrogeological conditions at the Project
site.
Response: See Response to Comment 14 from the Root Creek Water District dated June 4,
2018.
7. MCFB strongly urges the County of Madera to address these concerns prior to the approval of
the Plan. The impacts of the County's decision will significantly impact the County's potential for
success under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.
Response: See Response to Comment 4 from the Joint Letter dated October 15, 2018,
submitted on behalf of the Madera irrigation District, Gravelly Ford Water District and Madera
County Farm Bureau.
Enclosures:
Exhibits A ‐ Comment Letters
Exhibit B ‐ Agricultural Well Extraction Data From January 2015 To September 2018
Exhibit C ‐ Madera Subbasin Technical Meeting on May 24, 2018
Exhibit D ‐ Water Balance Flowchart
Redlined copy of Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Balance Plan
Clean Edited Gunner Ranch West Groundwater Balance Plan
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Exhibit A
Comment Letters
Index
1.

Root Creek Water District dated June 4, 2018

2.

Chowchilla Water District dated June 19, 2018

3.
Joint Letter dated October 15, 2018, submitted on behalf of the Madera irrigation
District, Gravelly Ford Water District and Madera County Farm Bureau
4.

Madera County Farm Bureau letter dated October 18, 2018.

Exhibit B
Agricultural Well Extraction Data from January 2015 to September 2018

Exhibit C
Madera Subbasin Technical Meeting on May 24, 2018

Exhibit D
Water Balance Flowchart

Gunner Ranch West
Water Balance Flowchart ‐ Buildout Scenario
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