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B. Table 2-3 Projected Water Demands (Build-Out Only)
Table 2-3 restates the demand projections which appear in Table 2-1, summarizing those
demand factors in terms of acre-feet (AF) of water use per year. Table 2-3 contains important
assumptions about which land uses will receive potable water and which will receive recycled
water, which are based on the actual commitments made by the GRW project to date. If the
project does not provide recycled water to the noted uses, overdraft will be greater than these
calculations conclude.

The last line of Table 2-3 is the total consumptive water use according to each of the documents
cited and our own calculations. These total demands are carried to Section D. of the worksheet,
at the top of the second page.

C. Difference in Applied Water Demands (Build-Out Only)
This section of the worksheet provides subtotals of estimated water applied net of recharge, and
is not an “apples-to-apples” comparison because of differences in the methodologies used in
the three documents. The data presented in Sections D. and E. of the worksheet provide a
more complete comparison and should be carefully reviewed.

D. Divisions of Water Balance .

In this Section the differences between the approach and methodology used in each document
become apparent. In parts 1 and 2 of this table, the P&P 2014 and GR IMP columns are blank
in numerous rows which the GRW WSA uses to account for losses and “recharges” that P&P
does not consider valid and so did not include. These include the assumption that 25% to 30%
of all outdoor residential, parkway and landscape irrigation percolates and benefits the overall
water balance. The percentages shown in black on these rows are from the 2009 WSA, while
the percentages in red are from the revised 2012 WSA.

Part 3 of this Section calculates total inflow to the WWTP, less recycled water demand, less
evaporation from the Effluent Storage Ponds, to arrive at the estimated quantity of treated
effluent available to percolate to the groundwater. Note there is a full order of magnitude
difference between the evaporation losses shown in the two GRW WSAs versus the P&P 2014
evaporation value.

The P&P 2014 evaporation total is based upon the given WWTP effluent pond acreage and
standard evaporation values for the Madera area, assuming the pond is wet year-round, the
most generous assumptions we can justify. We have no explanation as to how the WSAs
arrived at values so much larger than these accepted standards.

Part 4 of this Table is the calculation of overall overdraft attributable to the project. The formula
used for this is total consumptive use, less effective recharge, less aquifer safe yield (or “natural
recharge.”)

Both WSAs assume 100 percent of all possible recharge actually takes place effectively. We
have been more conservative, given the complex geology underlying the project area and the
dearth of detail provided for the project’s proposed facilities. We have extensive borings in and
near the project area, carried out for Root Creek Water District, which show the presence of
intermittent clay lenses in the subsurface.

These lenses (or layers) of clay are irregularly interspersed throughout southeast Madera
County, found at various depths from approximately five feet below ground surface to hundreds
of feet deep, and varying in thickness from ten feet to nearly 100 feet depending upon the












