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June 28, 2017

Marc Stilson, Regional Engineer
Southeastern Regional Office (PRICE)
319 North Carbonville Road

P.0O. Box 718

Price, Utah 84501

Dear Marg,

Please find herein the completed Proof of Beneficial and the Monitoring Plan Report.
We file these documents to complete the certification of the water@5-3656 A42139c a
Segregated portion 0fd5-906 a26150.

A portion of the original project was conditionally approved; we believe we have
completed the numbered 1 through number 4 conditions. We have pumped and used
816 acre feet which is 85% of the 965 acre feet approved.

Also, please find the completed Monitoring Plan Report. As the Monitoring data has not
indicated “any negative affects”, and the need for additional water for new area service
growth remains constant, we approach you to consider this request for an additional
allocation approval of the balance of a26150.

We believe the additional allocation is justified; we have used over 80% of the first
allocation, which fulfills approval condition number four. With respect, we ask for your
consideration and approval to further develop this municipal project.

Best R@gards

4
ana Van Hor

Agency Manager

RECEIVED
JUN 28 20p




SUN RISE 6875 South 900 East, Salt Lake City, Utah 84047

TEL 801.523.0100 | FAX 801.523.0990 | sunrise-eng.com

June 26, 2017

Mr. Marc Stilson, Regional Engineer
Utah Division of Water Rights

319 North Carbonville Road

P.O. Box 718

Price, Utah 84501

Subject: Groundwater Monitoring Report
Grand Water & Sewer Agency
Spanish Valley, Utah

Dear Mr. Stilson:

This letter presents a summary of the groundwater monitoring program implemented by the Grand Water &
Sewer Agency (GWSSA) in Spanish Valley, Utah as part of the supporting document for the approval to use
the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. GWSSA brought two monitoring wells on line for water level
monitoring purposes in January 2011. The monitoring wells include the Golf Course Well (MW-1) installed in
the Glen Canyon aquifer, and the White Horse Well (MW-2) installed in the Valley Fill aquifer. The well
locations are shown in the attached map (GWSSA Monitoring Well Plan Sites). Water level monitoring data
have been collected from the monitoring wells since January 2011. The water use data from the Chapman
and Spanish Valley Wells has also been collected. Monitoring data from other wells have also been collected.

BACKGROUND

After GWSSA installed the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells in 2003, a groundwater monitoring plan was
developed. In accordance with the plan, two monitoring wells would be installed as part of the monitoring
program. One well would monitor the Valley Fill aquifer, while the other would monitor the Glen Canyon
aquifer. Wells would be located to provide monitoring data that was applicable to as many of the protestants
of GWSSA’s Change of Applications for water rights for the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells as possible.
The total discharge from all combined source wells for the GWSSA drinking water system would not change
significantly in the first year following approval of the new applications. Therefore, the first year's monitoring
data would be used to establish baselines and trigger points for determination of impact on the groundwater
from the use of the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. The data from monitoring wells would be gathered
on at least a monthly basis and recorded by GWSSA. The following existing wells would also be monitored

through use of manual well probes on a monthly basis. )
RECEIVED
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e Kirk Defond Well (Defond Well)

® Corbin Well/Louis Callister Well*

® Helen Sue Whitney Well (Whitney Well)

e Andrea Well

* Costellanos House Well (Costellanos Well)

*Note: It appears that the Corbin Well and Louis Callister Well are the same well.

Additionally, the monitoring plan required that permanent water level probes be installed in George White
Well #4 (GW #4), George White Well #5 (GW #5), and the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. The probes
would provide “real time” data acquisition of static and pumping levels as well as a constant record of those
levels. GW #4 would provide “trigger points” for alerting water users. The normal operating range for GW #4
based on historic data is a static level between 70 and 75 feet below ground surface (bgs) and a pumping
level between 75 and 84 feet bgs. A decline in static water level in GW #4 to 90 feet bgs and/or bedrock
monitoring well data would be “trigger points”.

As a result, a bedrock monitoring well (MW-1) and a valley fill aquifer monitoring well (MW-2) were brought
on line in January 2011.

Water level monitoring data were collected from the above-mentioned wells and are presented in Appendix
A. The well locations are shown in the attached map (GWSSA Monitoring Well Plan Sites). Please note that
the water level presented in this report indicates the depth to the groundwater level in a monitoring or
production well.

DATA ANALYSIS
Baseline, Mean, Max and Min Static Water Levels, and 95% Confidence Limits of Mean

Based on monitoring data records for monitoring wells MW-1, MW-2 and other wells for a period of more
than 5 years (with the exception that the Defond Well was monitored for less than 3 years), the baseline
static water level for production wells, as well as mean, maximum and minimum static water levels at each
well were identified. Since the monitoring at the Defond Well didn’t reflect any changes, monitoring was
stopped by the well owner after nearly three years. Moreover, the 95% confidence limits of the mean static
water level were estimated under the assumption that the static water levels have a normal distribution. The
statistical data are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 indicates the average static water levels in the production wells are not much different from the
baseline static water levels. For the Defond Well and GW #5, the average static water levels were higher
than the baseline levels. However, the average static water levels in the other production wells are all

et
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slightly lower than the baseline static water levels, with a maximum difference of 4.44 feet at GW #4,
Overall, the difference is minimal.

Table 1 indicates that static water levels at each of the wells were generally stable during the monitoring
period. The static water level at GW #4 had never been greater than 60 feet bgs during the monitoring
period. Based on the collected data, the 95% confidence low limit of the mean water level in GW #4 is
estimated to be approximately 58 feet bgs. Based on the monitoring data provided in Appendix A and as
summarized in Table 1, groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells would have
minimal to no impact on static water levels in the monitoring or production wells.

Table 1. Statistical Analysis Summary

Statistical Parameter MW-1 MW-2 Defond Whitney Andrea Costellanos Corbin GW#4 GW #5
Monitoring Started Jan-11 lJan-11 May-05 May-05 May-05 Apr-05 Apr-05 Jan-06 Jan-07
Monitoring Ended Oct-16 Oct-16 Mar-08 Oct-16 Mar-11 Oct-16 Oct-16 Oct-16 Jun-16
Baseline Level* + + 710862 " 13666 "122.76 © 7692 "114.94 "47.30 51.84
Mean Water Level (FT) 73.49 121.66 108.29 138.87 123.18 80.09 117.26 51.74  47.60
High Water Level (FT) 67.80 126.13 106.48 122.65 119.80 67.53 110.60 42.28 39.20
Low Water Level (FT) 77.09 118.12 110.23 148.00 127.85 95.38 123.90 55.80 58.47
Standard Deviation (FT) 1.79 2.09 112 3.97 1.83 3.79 3.22 3.03 4.39

95% Confidence High (FT) 69.88 117.46 106.00 130.97 119.51 72.55 110.94 45.68 38.77
95% Confidence Low (FT) 77.09 125.85 110.57 146.76 126.85 87.62 123.58 57.81 56.43
Mean - Baseline (FT)** -0.33 2.21 0.42 3.17 2.33 4,44 -4.24
Note: *Baseline static water level was estimated from first 12-month monitoring data.

+No baseline water level was estimated since MW-1 and MW-2 were brought on line in January 2011.

**Negative values indicate that water level rose.

Correlation Analysis

Table 2 summarizes the correlation of the static water level versus the total monthly groundwater withdrawal
from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. Table 2 also assesses impact based on the correlation and the
difference between the baseline static water level and the average static water level during the monitoring
period. More detailed analysis for each well is presented following the summary table (Table 2).

The pumping level data recorded for GW #4, GW #5, Chapman Well, and Spanish Valley Well, as presented
in Appendix A, does not show any correlation between the wells.
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Table 2. Correlation Analysis Summary and Assessed Impact

Well Name Coefficient-of Mean - Baseline Assessed
Determination (FT) Impact
MW-1 0.064 Negligible
MW-2 0.072 Negligible
Defond 0.620 -0.33 No
Whitney 0.093 2.21 Minimal
Andrea 0.464 0.42 Negligible
Costellanos 0.049 3.17 Minimal
Corbin 0.004 2.33 No
GW #4 0.104 4.44 Minimal
GW #5 0.078 -4.24 No

MW:-1 (Golf Course Well)

Water level measurements began in January 2011 and ended in October 2016 at MW-1. Water levels in the
well were generally stable and ranged from 67.8 feet bgs to 77.09 feet bgs during the monitoring period. A
correlation analysis was performed on the water level data versus the total monthly groundwater withdrawal
from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 1.

MW-1 Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 1. Correlation between Water Level in MW-1 and Total Monthly Groundwater Withdrawal from
Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells
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Chart 1 indicates the water level at MW-1 has little direct (linear) correlation with the total groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 6.4% indicates that the water level at MW-
1is determined by other factors.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from MW-1, groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman
and Spanish Valley Wells has a negligible impact on the water level at MW-1.

MW-2 (White Horse Well)

Water level measurements began in January 2011 and ended in October 2016 at MW-2. Water levels in the
well were generally stable and ranged from 118.12 feet bgs to 126.13 feet bgs during the monitoring period.
A correlation analysis was performed on the water level data versus the total monthly groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 2.

MW-2 Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water Withdrawal
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Chart 2. Correlation between Water Level in MW-2 and Total Monthly Groundwater Withdrawal from
Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

Chart 2 indicates that the water level at MW-2 has little direct (linear) correlation with the total groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 7.2% indicates that the water level at MW-
2 is determined by other factors.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from MW-2, groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman
and Spanish Valley Wells has a negligible impact on the water level at MW-2.
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Kirk Defond Well (Defond Well)

Water level measurements began in May 2005 and ended in March 2008 at the Defond Well. The static water
levels in the well were generally stable and ranged from 106.48 to 110.23 feet bgs during the monitoring
period. The static water level appeared to be trending higher as monitoring progressed. A correlation analysis
was performed on the static water level data versus the total monthly groundwater withdrawal from the
Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 3.

Defond Well Static Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water
Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 3. Correlation between Static Water Level in Defond Well and Total Monthly Groundwater
Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

Chart 3 indicates that the static water level at the Defond Well has somewhat direct (linear) correlation (R? =
0.62 or 62%) with the total monthly groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells.
An R? of 62% indicates that groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has some
correlation with the water level at the Defond Well.

The statistical analysis as summarized in Table 1 indicates that the 95% confidence limits (high and low level)
of the average static water level in the Defond Well were estimated to be 106.01 and 110.57 feet bgs,
respectively. Therefore, we can state with 95% confidence that the static water level fluctuation in the
Defond Well would be 4.56 feet (106.01-110.57 feet bgs) as long as the total monthly groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells is within the recorded range of pumping data for the
wells. Moreover, the average static water level as shown in Table 1 was 0.33 feet higher than the baseline
static water level.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from the Defond Well and statistical analysis of the data,
groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has no adverse impacts on the static
water level at the Defond Well (does not cause the static water level to decline).
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Whitney/Ezpeleta Well (Whitney Well)

Water level measurements began in March 2005 and ended in October 2016 at the Whitney Well. The static
water levels in the well were generally stable and ranged from 122.65 feet bgs to 148.00 feet bgs during the
monitoring period. A correlation analysis was performed on the static water level data versus the total
monthly groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 4.

Whitney Static Well Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water
Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
120
&
125 o
E 130
g y=0.0336x + 137.15
3 0 @ 220,
% 135 ﬁ%;“g ® 040 o R?=0.0926
- I T &@, @ .. ® * e ? Ge
a 140 & o e f-........ $® P
A g, 14
= e o & ® & A
145 g ® & ® e
£ i @

150

Chart 4. Correlation between Static Water Level in Whitney Well and Total Monthly Groundwater
Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

Chart 4 indicates that the static water level at the Whitney Well has little direct (linear) correlation with the
total groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 9.3% indicates that the
water |level at the Whitney Well is determined by other factors. Also, Table 1 indicates that the average static
water level during the monitoring period was 2.21 feet lower than the baseline static water level.
Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from the Whitney Well, groundwater withdrawal from the
Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has minimal impacts on the static water level at the Whitney Well.

Andrea Well

Water level measurements began in March 2005 and ended in March 2011 at the Andrea Well. The static
water levels in the well were generally stable and ranged from 119.80 to 127.85 feet bgs during the
monitoring period. A correlation analysis was performed on the static water level data versus the total
monthly groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 5.
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Andrea Well Static Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water
Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 5. Correlation between Static Water Level in Andrea Well and Total Monthly Groundwater
Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

Chart 5 indicates that the static water level at the Andrea Well has somewhat direct (linear) correlation (R2 =
0.46 or 46%) with the total groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of
46% indicates that groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has some
correlation with the water level at the Andrea Well.

The statistical analysis as summarized in Table 1 indicates that the 95% confidence limits (high and low level)
of the average static water level in the Andrea Well were estimated to be 119.51 and 126.85 feet bgs,
respectively. Therefore, we can state with 95% confidence that the static water level fluctuation in the Andrea
Well would be 7.34 feet (119.51-126.85 feet bgs) as long as the total monthly groundwater withdrawal from
the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells is within the recorded range of pumping data for the wells. Moreover,
the average static water level as shown in Table 1 was only 0.42 feet lower than the baseline static water
level at the well.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from the Andrea Well and statistical analysis of the data,
groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has a negligible impact on the static

water level at the Andrea Well,

Costellanos Well

Water level measurements began in April 2005 and ended in October 2016 at the Costellanos Well. The static
water levels in the well were generally stable and ranged from 67.53 feet bgs to 95.38 feet bgs during the
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monitoring period. A correlation analysis was performed on the static water level data versus the total
monthly groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 6.

Costellanos Well Static Water Level vs. Total Monthly
Water Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 6. Correlation between Static Water Level in Costellanos Well and Total Monthly Groundwater
Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

Chart 6 indicates that the static water level at the Costellanos Well has little direct (linear) correlation with
the total groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 4.9% indicates that
the water level at the Costellanos Well is determined by other factors. As shown in Table 1, the average static
water level during the monitoring period was 3.17 feet lower than the baseline static water level in the well.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from the Costellanos Well, groundwater withdrawal from
the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has minimal impacts on the static water level at the Costellanos Well.

Corbin Well

Water level measurements began in April 2005 and ended in December 2016 at the Corbin Well. The static
water levels in the well were generally stable and ranged from 110.60 feet bgs to 123.90 feet bgs during the
monitoring period. A correlation analysis was performed on the static water level data versus the total

monthly groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 7.

Chart 7 indicates that the static water level at the Corbin Well has little direct (linear) correlation with the
total groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 0.4% indicates that the
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water level at the Corbin Well is determined by other factors. As shown in Table 1, the average static water
level during the monitoring period was 2.21 feet lower than the baseline static water level in the well.

Corbin Well Static Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water

Withdrawal
Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 7. Correlation between Static Water Level in Corbin Well and Total Monthly Groundwater
Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from the Corbin Well, groundwater withdrawal from the
Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has no impact on the static water level at the Corbin Well.

George White Well #4 (GW #4)

Water level measurements began in January 2006 and ended in October 2016 at GW #4. The static water
levels were generally stable and ranged from 42.28 feet bgs to 55.80 feet bgs during the monitoring period.
A correlation analysis was performed on the static water level data versus the total monthly groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 8.

Chart 8 indicates that the static water level at GW #4 has a low direct (linear) correlation with the total
groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 10% indicates that the water
level at GW#4 is determined by other factors. Table 1 indicates that the average static water level during the
monitoring period was 4.44 feet lower than the baseline static water level.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from GW #4, groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman
and Spanish Valley Wells has minimal impact on the static water level at GW #4.
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GW #4 Static Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water
Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 8. Correlation between Static Water Level in GW #4 and Total Monthly Groundwater Withdrawal
from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

George White Well #5 (GW #5)

Water level measurements began in January 2007 and ended in June 2016 at GW #5. The static water levels
in the well were general stable and ranged from 39.20 feet bgs to 58.47 feet bgs during the monitoring period.
A correlation analysis was performed on the static water level data versus the total monthly groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells, as shown in Chart 9.

Chart 9 indicates that the static water level at GW #5 has a low direct (linear) correlation with the total
groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells. An R? of 7.8% indicates that the water
level at GW#4 is determined by other factors. Table 1 indicates that the average static water level during the
monitoring period was 4.24 feet higher than the baseline static water level.

Therefore, based on the monitoring data collected from GW #5, groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman
and Spanish Valley Wells has no adverse impact on the static water level at GW #5.
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GW #5 Static Water Level vs. Total Monthly Water
Withdrawal

Total Monthly Water Withdrawal from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells (AC-FT)
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Chart 9. Correlation between Static Water Level in GW #5 and Total Monthly Groundwater Withdrawal
from Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GWSSA has implemented a groundwater monitoring plan since 2005 in an effort to observe any impacts of
groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells on static water levels in two monitoring
wells (MW-1 and MW-2) and other production wells (Defond, Whitney, Andrea, Costellanos, Corbin, GW #4
and GW #5). MW-1 and MW-2 were brought on line in January 2011 to monitor the groundwater level in the
Glen Canyon aquifer and the Valley Fill aquifer, respectively.

Based on the water level monitoring data from MW-1 and MW-2, groundwater withdrawal from the
Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has negligible impacts on the water level in MW-1 and MW-2,

The static water level monitoring data collected from other production wells indicates that groundwater
withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells have no adverse impacts or have negligible to
minimal impacts on static water levels in the production wells.

Moreover, the static water level at GW #4 Well was not lower than 52 feet bgs, and the 95% confidence low
limit was estimated to be 55.80 feet bgs based on the collected monitoring data.

The pumping level data recorded for GW #4 Well, GW #5 Well, Chapman Well, and Spanish Valley Well does
not show any correlation between the wells.

i
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Therefore, groundwater withdrawal from the Chapman and Spanish Valley Wells has minimal impacts on the
static water levels of the Glen Canyon aquifer and the Valley Fill aquifer. Therefore, further groundwater
monitoring does not appear to be warranted at this time and it is recommended that GWSSA’s water rights
change application be approved.

CLOSURE
Our conclusions and recommendations contained in this letter apply to the data collected by GWSSA and are
intended only for the purposes, locations, and time frames of this letter. Sunrise Engineering does not

warrant the accuracy of information supplied by others.

Should you have any questions about this letter, or if we may be of further service in any way, please contact
us at (801) 523-0100.

Sincerely,
SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.

Prepared by:

Dao Yang, P.E.
Project Manager/Hydrogeologist

Reviewed by:

A

Derek Anderson, P.E.
Environmental Division Manager

Enclosures: GWSSA Monitoring Well Plan Site Map
Appendix A — Monitoring Data




GWSSA Monitoring Well Plan Sites Map
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Groundwater Monitaring Data
From January 2005 to December 2016
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Static Level and Pumping Level Monitoring
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Static Level and Pumping Level Monitoring
Chapman Well
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MONITORING PLAN INFORMATION 2017 PROOF 05-475, 906, 3656, a26150

NOTES:

{All note comment calculations

are using numbers from January

or March) Static water level

elevated from 75.64 baseline in

2011 to 59.00 feet in 2016

[sato] 8850

NOTES:

Static water level elevated from

123.92 baseline in 2011 t035.87

feetin 2016

SUMMARY TABLES
MW-1 (Golf Course
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 7564 | 7690 | 7363 74.32 74.27 738
Feb 76.20 77.09 74.00 74.82 74.19
Mar 76.18 76.96 73.61 74.19 744 74
Apr 75.73 76.34 73.50 74 61 7378 73.8
May 75.23 75.15 72.95 73.63 7371 72.8
Jun 73.54 73.71 70.00 724 7238 72.26
Jul 73.66 71.93 70.65 72.9 72.08 72.57
Aug 73.01 70.76 70.30 72.39 71.78 67.8
|Sep 74.07 71.59 70.64 7186 72.5
Oct 75.38 72.19 71.30 72.9 712,62 738
Nov 75.78 72.59 72.24 73.38 73.56
Dec 76.63 72.92 74.29 743 7412
Notes: Added 14.8 (o all the static level from Jan 2014 to Octaber 2016. The jump in the stalic level data is likely due to adjustment in the equipment.
MW-2 (White Horse
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 | 2010 2011 2012 2013_| 2014 2015 2016
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 123.92 125.93 121.87 12215 121.70 124 17
Feb 124.46 126.13 122.20 122.45 122.04
Mar 124.04 125.51 122.10 122 45 121.75 122 .60
Apr 123.21 124.36 122.10 121.40 121.09 122 61
May 122.23 122.13 12044 121.14
Jun 121.11 119.35 122.10 119.66 120.49
Jul 121.31 118.12 123.80 118.80 119.45
Aug 120.85 11812 123 30 119.17 120.00
Sep 122.35 118.12 12369 119.10 118.63 121.00
Oct 123.42 118.12 123.08 119.80 119.85
Nov 124.38 11812 120.75
Dec 125.31 120.92 118.60 121.25

Notes: No change in static level from July 2012 to November 2012
Added 34.10 to all static level data from June 2013 to Decemeber 2013. The jump in the static level data is likely due to adjustment in the equipment.
Added 88.30 to all static level data from January 2014 to October 2016. The jump in the static level data is likely due to adjustment in the equipment.



NOTES:

Static water level elevated from
108.55 baseline in 2005
to106.57 feet in 2008

*Kirk Defond requested that his
well no longer be monitored.

NOTES:

2006|2007 2008|2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 2015 2016
Static | Stalic | Stalic | Stafic | Static | Static | Static | Stalic | Static Static Static | Static
Jan 107.25 | 107.1_| 10657
Feb 1073 | 1068 | 10648
Mar 10855 | 1073 | 106.95 | 106.54
Apr 109.1 108.84 107.5 N/AY
May 100.62 | 10895 | 10844 | NA®
Jun 109.7 | 109.65 | 109.1 N/AT
Jul 110.1 109.35 | NIA®
Aug 10957 | 10842 | 109.2 N/A*
Sep 109 109.2 | 11023 | NIA®
Oct 1083 | 1083 | 10827 | NiA®
Nov 1076 | 1075 | 107.68 | NiA®
Dec 107.3 107.24 N/A® “Kirk Defond requested that his well no longer be monitored.
2005 | 2006 | 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Static | Static | Static | Static | Static | Static | Static | Static | Static Static Static | Static
Jan 73557 | 13465 | 13462 | 13545 | 13870 | 1364 | 1349 T T T 142 65
Fab 1356 | 13446 | 13431 | 13418 | 137.18 | 136.33 | 134.99 nir nir 140.62 | 142.03
Mar 1365 | 135.43 | 13457 N/A_| 13384 | 13680 | 1366 N/R nir nir nir 139.22
Apr 13715 | 122.65 | 13556 | 13577 | 13637 | 137.81 | 138.11 | 136.96 nir nir 143.76 140
May 13828 | 137.93 | 1375 | 13845 | 137.20 n/a 140.31 | 139.85 nir nir 1444 | 14265
Jun 139.7 38.65 | 1383 | 137.85 | 137.90 | 140.02 | 140.9 | 140.9 nir nir 146.8 | 140.13
Jul 13951 139.35 | 141.16 | 1398 | 1409 148 142 .91 nir nir 14774 | 1462
Aug 139.45 | 13891 | 1394 | 14040 | 14185 | 14263 | 141.35 | 144.31 nit nir 1479 | 14442
Sep 138.03 | 139.63 | 137.79 | 14021 | 14200 | 14190 | 1403 N/IR nir i 146.33 145
Oct 1372 | 137.85 | 136.17 | 137.19 | 139.33 | 1397 | 1384 NIR nir nir 145 1445
Nov 1362 | 13565 | 136.08 | 136.65 a 1381 | 13639 | NR nir nir 1436
Dec 1258 135.08 | 134.70 | 13800 | 1369 | 135.71 N/R nr nir 140.1

Static water level elevated from
136.50 baseline in 2011 to
134.90 feet in 2012. The record
indicates a decline in water level
of 7.08 feet by 2016, which was
also recorded in 2010. These
numbers would indicate the
aquifer did rebound from the
142.63 in 2010 to 134.9in 2012




465
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 2015 2016__| NOTES:
Static | Static | Static | Slatic | Static | Static | Static | Static | Static Static Staic | Static

Jan 121.38 | 1212 | 12126 | 12084 n/a G “N/R nir Tt T ™a__|Static water level elevated from

Feb 120.8 1209 | 12052 | 1223 | 12263 N/R nir Tir nir n/a__|121.90 baseline in 2005 to 74.34

Mar 121.9 121 121.18 N/A 120.45 nia 1229 N/R nir nir nir n/a__|feetin 2008

Apr 122.5 122.65 121.94 NIA nia 123.87 n/r N/R n/r nir nir n/a

May 122.19 123.88 N/A N/A 1225 124.35 nir N/R n/r nir nir n/a

Jun 123.2 NR 1198 | 12471 | 1235 | 12635 it N/R Tr i nir n/a

Jul 125.25 126 12442 | 12528 i 1257 nir N/R nir nir nir n/a

[Aug 12515 | 124.83 | 1247 | 12476 | 127.85 n/a nir N/R nir it nr nla

Sep 124.25 | 124.76 | 12387 | 12443 i n/a it N/R nir nir nir n/a

Oct 123 123.25 N/A N/A 125556 | 1257 i N/R nir i Tr nfa

Nov 122 121.2 122 .29 122.95 124.36 nla nr N/R n/r n/r n'r

Dec 121.45 121.52 121.24 1231 125.34 nir N/R n/r n/r B85

Notes: Added 46.5' to the sta

tic level data from January 2007 to March 2011

Not using the reading from December 2015 because there is no other readings within 4.5 years from it; therefore, there is no evidence of it's accuracy

Static water level declined from

75.42 baseline in 2006 to 125.92

feet in 2016 (-50.5 feet). The

a possible error in

the data, a change in 44.6 feet
in 30 days (Dec. 2005 to Jan
20086, which is vertyaklky

impossible. Also supporting the

error posibility is that since Jan

2006 through Jan 2016 the

decline is only 5.72 feet.

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 NOTES:
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 75.42 756 75.8 754 79.03 7786 76.15 79.95 81.2 814 81.32
Feb 754 75.61 75.41 74 43 78.28 67.53 75.86 794 81.3 81.7 80.81
Mar N/R 75.5 75.74 N/A 74.4 78 787 737 79.2 81.13 824 78.81
Apr 77 76.43 76.7 76.96 76.6 78.16 82.93 77.75 80.3 8237 82.94 79.61 |data ir
May 77.85 77.51 782 78.07 77.8 78.09 79.95 80.66 82.09 83.3 93.8 81.4
Jun 77.65 N/R 794 78.38 78.7 80.75 81.7 82.1 841 847 858 85.8
Jul 78.95 N/R 80.27 808 nir 816 81.2 8343 855 85.8 95.38 8547
Aug 78.77 80.3 80 80.87 83.21 814 85.15 849 85.9 86.2 84.71
Sep 78 77.86 79.19 80.04 8277 827 80.9 83.56 83.9 85 86.4 83.8
Oct 76.6 78.75 781 7974 80.8 80.91 82.1 833 84.9 75.1 86.4
Nov 75.97 75.55 76.73 76.3 788 794 77.08 80.7 81.82 831 82.8
Dec 75.56 76.23 754 79 78 76.89 80.2 816 82.5 79.51
Notes:  Subtracted 44.6' from the static level data from January 2006 to October 2016. The jump in the static level data is likely due to adjustment in the equipment.




2005_| 2006 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2070 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 2014 2015 _|_2016_] NOTES:
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 113.53 | 113.15 | 113.10 | 11285 [ 115.90 115 1133 117.28 118.2 120.4 120.4 _|Static water level declined from
Feb 1136 113.1 112.85 112.62 5.60 114.94 113.05 117.02 118.9 119.8 119.8  1114.92 baseline in 2005 to 120.4
Mar 114.92 113.58 113.24 N/A 112.44 5.40 115 110.6 116.91 118.9 118.98 119.98 |feet in 2008.
Apr 115.42 114.44 113.85 113.97 113.20 5.83 115.6' 11424 117.3 119.78 120.55 120.55
May 115.97 1153 114.7 114.73 114.30 n/a 116.3 N/R 119.21 120.7 120.9 120.9
Jun 116 115.87 115.31 115.17 114.30 117.11 116.7 117.9 120.88 121.41 122 122
Jul 118.42 15.84 115.6 115.38 nir 1171 116.72 119.32 122 122.4 122.62 122.62
Aug 116 15.98 1156 11550 | 12162 | 123.36 116.9 1235 1219 122.28 122.7 1227
|Sep_ 115.32 15.59 115.45 115.34 119.47 118.90 118 123.9 1213 122.04 122.41 122.41
Oct 114.6 1146 114.66 114.38 117.66 176 115.22 118.36 120.8 121.8 121 121
Nov 113.87 | 11383 | 113.98 | 11348 n/a 16.3 11429 | 118.35 | 120.03 121.08 121 121
Dec 1138 113.40 11347 113.00 116.05 154 113.48 117.66 119.6 120.52 119 119
= e NN, .} — — 205
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012|2013 2014|2015 2016_| NOTES:
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 3872 | 4836 A 54,88 a nir NR_| 554 53.96 5377 530 __|Static water level declined from
Feb 48.34 44.76 N/A 55.2 n/a nir NR 55.8 54 61 53.73 5463 |48.72 baseline in 2006 to 74.40
Mar 42.28 54 76 54.99 n/a nir N/R 557 54.21 feet in 2016. The water use
Apr 51.6 51.62 54 2 n/a nir N/R 50.42 reported shows a 50% decrease
May 455 51.79 524 nla nir N/R 53.29 5186 52.14 in water use from the well 2014
Jun 43.75 NIA nia n/a nir N/R 50.98 to 2016, the water level varied
Jul 495 49.37 n/a n/a nir 5035 49.2 50.61 5145 |06 feet in the positive, indicaling
,M 47.24 50.83 nia n/a nir N/R 50.35 51.05 50.36 52 05 |a positive move in the water level
Sep N/A 51.95 nla n/a nir 521 52 66 __|in the aquifer. Very littie water
Oct 48 NIA 53.02 n/a n/a nir 52.3 51.45 5347 |use by the District of this well
Nov 51.66 N/A 54 28 n/a n/a nir 5428 5338 52 65 52 96 from 2007 to 2012 as the water
Dec 45.15 N/A 5471 nfa n/a nir 54.79 54.26 53.26 53.65 level declined from 48.36 to
Notes: Subtracted 44.6 from the static level data from March 2008 until May 2009. The jump In static level data is likely due to adjustment in the equipment.
Subtracted 20.5' from the static level data from July 2012 until May October 2016. The jump in static level data is likely due to adjustment in the equipment.
Water Use as reported for the Geo. White # 4 Well POD
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump
Jan 73.49 34.45
Feb 61.02 12.80
Mar 72.83 19.69 83.01 48.56
Apr 105.64 208.01 201.77 28478 | 249.02
May 206 69 119.42 224 41 296.26 26640 | 21326
Jun 22.97 213.25 124.02 78.08 221.46 409.45 23261 2559
Jul 296.59 274.93 160.76 75.79 23425 248.03 129.59
|Aug 245.08 208.01 150.59 32.81 187.34 152.23
Sep 99.48 40.42 117.78 79.72 268.04 56.76 318.57
Oct 61.09 86.94 0.00 52.48 227.36 229.99 251.31
Nov 03.02 13.78 0.00 79.07 121.06 129.27 117.78 55.12
Dec 94.49 20.67 104.00

Note: Original data was collected in meters. For comparison purposes, all values were converted to feet



2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 | 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 | NOTES:
Static | Static | Static | Static | Staic | Static | Static | Static | Static Static Static | Stalic
Tan 5847 5308 | na T NR T 36.03 4591 36.15 | Static water level elevated from
Feb 308 n/a r N/R it 4266 4566 | 46.49 |58.47 baseline in 2007 to 46.15
Mar 4964 | 54.37 | 5032 nla r N/R nir 4182 4621 46.1_|festin 2016.
Apr NIA 4982 | 5230 n/a nir N/R it 4752 4563 | 4565
May 58.41 n/a n/a nir N/R nir 44.7 45 454
Jun 50.77 n/a n/a n/r N/R 44.73 44.22 44.54
Jul 279.00 | 56.95 n/a n/a nr NIR 44.63 39.2
Aug 499 52.29 nfa n/a nir N/R 434
Sep 48.42 nfa nfa nir N/R 3501 2347 4261
Oct 4937 | 4886 n/a n/a [ NIR 447 40.08 4428
Nov 51.62 50.04 n/a n/a nir N/R 44.82
Dec 52.01 52.63 n/a n/a nir N/R 45.29 4567

Notes: Stalic level data collected for July 2007 was disregarded because it was significantly different then the rest of the dala collected and likely to be an error.

Water Use as reported for the Geo. White # 5 Well POD

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump
Jan 55.12 11549 | 12631 88.25 5.91 54.46 58.07 171.92 106.63 100.72 100.39
Feb 79.07 101.38 | 114.83 7.87 65.29 55.45 61.68 152.89 91.21 91.21 36.75
Mar 104.00 132.55 | 14862 | 10531 75.13 57.41 67.59 166.67 153.54 44.29 122.05
Apr 149.93 146.33 94.82 93.83 91.54 54.13 70.54 3445
May 224.08 134.51 138.12 15.75 113.52 51.51 73.16 13.78
Jun 188.65 203.41 216.54 128.61 123.03 108.60 55.12
Jul 23817 | 261.81 119.42 | 166.67 154.53 0.00
Aug 21129 | 185.04 106.96 | 143.70 | 43832 163.39 119.42
Sep 164.04 29.86 94.49 96.78 8168 111.88
Oct 88.58 70.21 66.93 86.94 32.15 159.12
Nov 112.53 36.09 73.16 46.26 56.76 39.70 85.63 8.86 23.62
Dec 11352 | 112.86 83.99 12.14 56.76 427 147.64 110.56 117.45 119.09

Note: Original data was collected in meters. For comparison purposes, all values were converted to feet.



0.00

NOTES:

Static water level declined from
122 .28 baseline in 2006 to
128.00 feet in 2015

Subtracted 78.6' the static level data collected betweenJanuary 2009 to December 2009. The jump in original static level data
was likely due to an adjustment in the equipment.

Water Use as reported for the Chapman Well POD

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 — 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 122.28 | 121.07 | 121.22 | 12122 n/a 13126 | NR 126|125 | 128
Feb 123.04 120.2 121.30 1211 n/a 130.19 NR 126 128 120
Mar 122.21 121.36 121.12 121.25 n/a N/R 126 128 129 131
Apr 124.16 123.19 121.1 n/a N/R 127 129 129 132
May 126.22 124.05 124.29 n/a n/a N/R nir 130 130
Jun 126.23 125.35 n/a n/a 136.1 N/R 130 130
Jul 127.22 12118 nia 134 138
Aug 126.34 n/a n/a n/r 131
Sep 124.1 1204 n/a n/r 130 131 137 135
Oct 124.16 124.00 nia n/a n/r 129 130 131 134
Nov 122.18 123.11 122.13 n/a n/a nir 128 129 132
Dec 121.15 122.12 n/a n/a nir 127 129 131
Notes:  January through March 2014 had two recorded values. The values selected where those that were most consistent with the rest of the data.

2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump
Jan 60.04 75.79 78.41 230 1.64
Feb 30.84 81.04 53.81
Mar 49.87 99.08 54.79 16.73 35.76 328 2.30 0.66
Apr 79.40 162.07 63.32 161.75 | 147.31 11844 | 15551 | 256.23 285 1.31 0.66
May 120.73 | 211.94 | 253.28 | 273.95 | 18799 | 16404 | 23852 | 351.71 154.86 591 2.30 89.57
Jun 157.15 | 274.61 | 25008 | 27428 | 20144 | 29429 | 27625 | 42651 | 27231 164 46.59 402.23
Jul 23622 | 23327 | 31955 | 32513 | 23130 | 329.07 | 221.78 | 43077 | 29068 235 56 258.53 | 362.20
Aug 181.43 | 241.80 | 30741 353.02 | 21949 | 269.03 | 351.05 | 390.08 | 197.51 21555 265.42 | 308.07
'Sep 15125 | 208.01 | 24245 | 40945 [ 16437 [ 25591 300.85 | 310.70 196.19 26148
Oct 93.83 119.09 | 18143 | 197.83 | 12992 | 168.31 28445 | 22867 262 169.95
Nov 44.29 138.78 80.71 64.63 79.07 149.93 187 78.41
Dec 55.12 10.83 62.66 72.51 9.84 136.81 4.27 0.66

Note: Original data was collected in meters. For comparison purposes, all values were converted to feet.




NOTES:

Static water level elevated from
252.48 baseline in 2005 to 45.98
feetin Nov. 2008. This would
indicated errors in the data. The
well is used sparingly at best.

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static Static
Jan 252.48 N/A n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir nir nir
Feb 25229 | 252.62 N/A n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir nir nir
Mar 252.15 252.82 N/A n/a n/a nir N/R n/r n/r nir nir
Apr 252.3 251.88 N/A n/a n/a nit N/R nir nir n/r n/r
May 252.19 25141 248.22 n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir n/r n/r
Jun 252.12 N/A 474.00 n/a n/a nir N/R nr n/r n'r nir
Jul 2524 252 474.00 n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir n'r n/r
Aug 252.52 247 235.94 n/a nla n/r N/R n/r nir nir nr
Sep 252.5 166.9 186.55 n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir nir nir
Oct 252.28 79.37 104.00 n/a n/a nr N/R nr n/r nr
Nov N/A 45.98 n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir n'r
Dec 252.30 N/A NIA n/a n/a nir N/R nir nir nir
Notes: Data recorded after August 2007 is inconsistant and is likely to contain errors; therefore, it will not be used.
Water Use as reported for the Spanish Valley Well POD
2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pum| Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump Pump
Jan 28.22 35.43 71.19 26.25 60.70 83.01
[Feb 34.45 35.76 64.96 18.04 55.45 74.80 4.92 71.85
Mar 56.10 47.57 94.82 18.37 61.35 90.55 57.41
Apr 58.40 21.00 27.89 29.20 48.88
May 62.66 5479
Jun 67.26
Jul 77.10
Aug 73.16
Sep 5479
Oct 43.31
Nov 45.93 21.65 14.76
Dec 31.82 30.84 14.76 24.28 71.85 15.75

Note: Original data was collected in me

ers. For comparison purposes, all values were converted to feet.
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