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Figure 7b: Daily precipitation data used in the Napa County SWB model for WY 2014.
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Figure 8: Daily minimum and maximum temperature data used in the Sonoma County SWB model for WY 2010.
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Figure 9: Daily minimum and maximum temperature data used in the Sonoma County SWB model for WY 2010.
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Model Calibration

Available data are insufficient to calibrate the Water Year 2010 and 2014 SWB simulations;
however, the land cover and soil properties used in the model were obtained from a previously
prepared and calibrated SWB model of Sonoma County (OEl 2017). The Sonoma County model
was calibrated against total monthly runoff volumes derived using baseflow separation of
streamflow data for five watersheds within Sonoma County. Gages were selected because they
represented relatively small watersheds (1.2 — 14.3 mi?) without significant urbanization,
diversions, groundwater abstraction, reservoir impoundments, or large alluvial bodies where
significant exchanges between surface water and groundwater may be expected. These
attributes are desirable because the hydrographs can more readily be separated into surface
runoff and baseflow components and the surface runoff pattern is more directly comparable to
the SWB simulated surface runoff which does not account for water use, reservoir operations, or
surface water/groundwater exchange.

SWB utilizes a simplified routing scheme whereby surface runoff is routed to downslope cells or
out of the model domain on the same day in which it originates as rainfall, thus it is not capable
of accurately estimating streamflow over short time periods. The use of the total monthly surface
runoff volumes provided a means of calibrating the Sonoma County SWB model to measured
surface runoff data within the limitations of the model’s approach to simulating surface runoff.

The SWB model of Sonoma County reproduced seasonal variations in surface runoff in all five
calibration watersheds. Monthly Mean Errors (ME) ranged from -0.2 to 0.4 inches with a mean
value of 0.1 inches. Annual surface runoff totals ranged from an under-prediction of
approximately 10% at Franchini Creek to an over-prediction of approximately 19% at Buckeye
Creek, with a mean over-prediction of approximately 6% across the five watersheds. These
results indicate that the SWB model was able to reproduce monthly surface runoff volumes with
a reasonable degree of accuracy and that the model tends to over-predict surface runoff
somewhat, suggesting that the model may generate a low-range estimate of recharge.

Although the climate in Napa County is slightly drier than in Sonoma County, the vegetation, soils,
and geology are similar and parameters calibrated using data from Sonoma County should be
applicable to Napa County. Calibration of the Napa County SWB model was not performed due
to a lack of publicly-available contemporary discharge records in suitable watersheds.
Contemporary discharge records exist for USGS gaging stations located along the Napa River near
St. Helena and Napa, but the watersheds above these gages are large and contain significant
groundwater abstraction, reservoir impoundments, and alluvial bodies. USGS gages on smaller
watersheds in Napa County have been inactive since 1983 or earlier. Discharge records exist
through Napa One Rain for several streams gaged by the Napa County Resource Conservation
District (RCD) but the RCD has cautioned against use of these discharge records for calibration
purposes due to incomplete rating curve development.
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Estimates of groundwater recharge are also available from an earlier model prepared by Luhdorff
and Scalmanini Engineers and MBK Engineers (LSCE 2013). This report provided estimates of
average annual recharge as a percentage of average annual precipitation for nine watersheds in
Napa County. Averaged across the same nine watersheds, the SWB model predicts significantly
higher rates of recharge than the model prepared by LSCE, which predicts slightly lower AET but
significantly more runoff (Table 4). Differences in methodology between these two models
complicate direct comparisons. The LSCE model calculated infiltration into the soil as the
difference between monthly precipitation and discharge volumes within each watershed.
Discharge volumes were calculated from USGS stream gages and included both direct runoff and
baseflow from groundwater. Inclusion of baseflow with direct runoff in these calculations may
inappropriately reduce the estimated volume of water infiltrated into the soil and available for

recharge.

Table 4: Comparison of results from SWB model and Luhdorff and Scalmanini model.

. Mean AET, 2010 | Mean Runoff, | Mean Recharge,
Mean Precip,

USGS Gage HUC 2010 (in) (% Precip) 2010 (% Precip) | 2010 (% Precip)
SWB LSCE SWB LSCE SWB LSCE
Conn Ck nr Oakville 11456500 34.8 59% 53% 21% 25% 21% 21%
Dry Ck nr Napa 11457000 41.5 56% 50% 18% 43% 25% 6%
Milliken Ck nr Napa 11458100 32.3 52% 41% 20% 51% 28% 8%
Napa Ck at Napa 11458300 36.6 61% 43% 16% 46% 23% 11%
Napa R nr Napa 11458000 39.5 56% 48% 20% 35% 24% 17%
Napa R nr St Helena 11456000 47.9 46% 45% 23% 42% 30% 14%
Redwood Ck nr Napa 11458200 39.6 53% 49% 26% 40% 22% 10%
Tulucay Ck nr Napa 11458300 27.0 64% 49% 16% 47% 20% 5%

Model Results

The principal elements of the annual water budget simulated with the Napa County SWB model
for Water Years 2010 and 2014 are presented in map form in Figures 10 - 19 and in tabular form
for 27 major watershed areas in Napa County (Tables 5 - 8). The watersheds are based on USGS
HUC-12 watersheds and are named for the stream which comprises the largest proportion of the
area; in many cases the areas consist of multiple tributary streams (Figure 20).

In Water Year 2010 (representing “average” hydrologic conditions) precipitation varied from 21.8
inches in the Ledgewood Creek watershed to 53.3 inches in the Saint Helena Creek watershed
(Figure 10, Table 5). Actual evapotranspiration (AET) ranged from 13.4 inches in the Jackson
Creek watershed to 25.2 inches in the Saint Helena Creek watershed (Figure 11). Surface runoff
ranged from 3.4 inches in the Ledgewood Creek watershed to 13.5 inches in the Saint Helena
Creek watershed (Figure 12). Recharge ranged from 3.3 inches in the Ledgewood Creek
watershed to 14.4 inches in the Saint Helena watershed. (Figure 13). Small decreases in soil
moisture storage (up to 1.8 inches) occurred in most watersheds, with changes in most
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watersheds being less than an inch (Figure 14). Note that the San Pablo Bay estuaries have been
excluded from these comparisons.

Expressed as a percentage of the annual precipitation, AET ranged from 77% in the Ledgewood
Creek watershed to 45% in the Jackson Creek watershed (Table 6). Surface runoff ranged from
15% of precipitation in the Ledgewood Creek watershed to 42% in the Jackson Creek watershed.
Recharge ranged from 10% of the precipitation in the Jackson Creek watershed to 27% in the
Saint Helena watershed.

In Water Year 2014 (representing “dry” hydrologic conditions during the second year of an
extreme three-year drought) precipitation varied from 10.1 inches in the American Canyon Creek
watershed to 32.2 inches in the Saint Helena Creek watershed (Figure 15, Table 7). Actual
evapotranspiration (AET) ranged from 10.3 inches in the Jackson Creek watershed to 17.8 inches
in the Saint Helena Creek watershed (Figure 16). Surface runoff ranged from 0.7 inches in the
American Canyon Creek watershed to 13.2 inches in the Saint Helena Creek watershed
(Figure 17). Recharge ranged from 0.6 inches in the Wragg Canyon watershed to 4.1 inches in
the Saint Helena watershed. (Figure 18). Large decreases in soil moisture storage of between 2.3
and 4.3 inches were also simulated (Figure 19).

Expressed as a percentage of the annual precipitation, AET ranged from 55% in the Saint Helena
Creek watershed to 121% in the Jackson Creek watershed (Table 8). These very large AET rates
caused significant decreases in soil moisture. Decreases in soil moisture ranged from 9% of
precipitation in the Saint Helena watershed to 36% in the American Canyon Creek watershed.
Surface runoff ranged from 7% of precipitation in the American Canyon Creek watershed to 41%
in the Saint Helena Watershed. Recharge ranged from 18% in the Milliken Creek Watershed to
5% in the Jackson Creek and Wragg Canyon watersheds.
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Figure 10: Water Year 2010 precipitation simulated with the Napa County SWB model.
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Page 23 of 36



October 3, 2019

28 4 | 5, Y
ExcBlior Valley oy S 4 Q","“" © L e
m ‘?_g_
x * Z
= = o
Hobergs o - r( DUNNIGAN
Fing, =% -
ot Crave ” { HILLS
08 Motngan e in ‘,ﬂ‘“ CAPAY HLLS
~ Cobb
~. Coblf - N,
_ o A
< o it . 2 N
s vl St & z . DUNNIGAN HILLS A
b Vaiey L 5 - CAFAY AILLS
.\ 7 e
& . & -~ . . |
I PR A C W AgS {1 - z HUNGR&/:"
Long Vall E |
o U AT 4'i 1ot A Wty Brooks? HoiLLow J)
Jocini s 5 T |
e . I > - {
rwl [ = Capay \
Soirnin - = A1 i \
r \
>, yo o - |
d Lamb Vafiey Pt 8
|
> R -
2 >
oy
L
A, (
Ep
,v‘ o
S \
O\ - \
. ' i (2=l 11 OUNTAING |
banth_{(nsa ( 2 Gifiye 1) 2% j = ENGLISH |
g . < HIFLS &%)
‘] ! Cawndale 27 :ﬁ, N2 7
| i f pd
7 ) /
Taylor Moubtaif o / s
o s ;” /
v, {
'\ o Clen ('_‘v ,l, ;
; z Hlien 2
Rohnert 7 ! % Vadville E
Park i =
z Lpgooni 2
/ Vaiioy %
\ Y o ( E
18 . Penn grove
% s | o P
k = y
b 4 Trawis Alr
raining Ry g o i Force Base
[nter 3 ¥4 Fairfield
fluma .
< A 12 . ';- Suistin
» - City
3 W
Gmonov-ea'»yKL W II = Potrero Hills
i \ jsLANP
o % \ o\c.?— {
3
>
2
% '
& % \ ER1ZZL,
3 S, 5
s a wiougtali 4101 e E @'Q ‘\ \.P(
W f ] \ 7 & %o ./ “l‘ j.?
\ 2 4 29 = *
> \ ? { [ { %, °
Hovato A sk \ o
- i - 2o
] 4t 1100
Jowz -0 S}
Miles

Figure 14: Water Year 2010 change in soil moisture content simulated with the Napa County SWB model.
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Figure 15: Water Year 2014 precipitation simulated with the Napa County SWB model.

Page 25 of 36



October 3, 2019

(29)
Excalior Vailey

\\Dunnigan o

DUNNIGAN
HILLS

Fajrfleld

P

Potrero Hilis

NR /|
/ \sLA ¥
£ ]
/ 59 i
|
GRIZZL)
‘o ¢
< \
:
z
4 k=]
Movato 45”",;_

WY 2014 AET (inlyr)

B B
-6-10 -22—26
-10-14 -26-30 5

[Je-ve -2 0—:5—10Miles

Figure 16: Water Year 2014 AET simulated with the Napa County SWB model.

Page 26 of 36



October 3, 2019

(29) >3 \
% Excolsior Valley \"" malgen
i ~ v ¢
Hobergs 7 v (A z ’ DUNNIGAN
- P ; o 7 3 L HILLS
- S Mouiguia o CAPAYHILES
¢ ~ Cobb :
bl
Cote ™" Sl g . = DUNNIGANHILLS i
ni L J | Valiay ’ GAPAY HILLS
p A
! § — /
ol 3 4 e HUNGRY |
$0, U NTT .'ﬁ 1M 5 Long Valley Brooks?” HOLLOW /
Jountan - . e
e i i
= Capay
¢ 416 b
” - 1
,’;f' .,.» Lamh Valley e G
5
> %
z 2
%,
{ <&y
r
gl s
1 / A S
X \ 2 “ \
X < ¥
ok S \
\
X \
Sanhl{{nsa { ENGLISH
= . HIELS (58
{ g
| |
[| Teror pauian / s
\ = /
{ %
\ “
Tt i e Vadaville 'Li-,"i'.‘
Park - f):
- £
\ ;m,
\ Valley %
Yo X 5
Mg Pmngove £
\ 1 [
x / + —
= 7,
\ f / - Travis A
raining N b Y Force Base
ke o / Fairfield
Iy\nn 12 "&2 A - / =
.~ b 12 v Y Suisun =
s - City
G’ileﬂbv.dls}k-‘ Potrero Hiils
= ~= ND /
{ \sLA ’
o f
/ 3 d 5 |
{2 / |
., ; =i P \—% \ / GRIZZL,
[ - - ~ > / /
i f g o o TN g
# \ 5 ~ = |l %, o
Novato | Vi ack A ! wp“ﬂm
WY 2010 Runoff (in)
O
o
Cos  E-= -
I N \iles

Figure 17: Water Year 2014 recharge simulated with the Napa County SWB model.
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Table 5: Simulated precipitation and recharge values averaged across HUC-12 watersheds in Napa County for
Water Year 2010 expressed as depths. See Figure 20 for watershed locations.

Drainage Precipitation ) Surface ) Soil Moisture
Name i i AET (in) . Recharge (in) X
Area (mi®) (in) Runoff (in) Change (in)
American Canyon Creek 10.8 24.1 16.3 3.7 4.7 -0.6
Bucksnort Creek 1.9 47.9 24.5 12.1 11.1 0.1
Butts Creek-Putah Creek 49.9 33.0 17.4 9.7 6.2 -0.7
Capell Creek 43.0 31.1 19.1 7.4 5.0 -0.6
Carneros Creek 29.7 28.0 18.6 5.2 5.5 -0.6
Chiles Creek 32.0 34.6 21.1 7.1 6.8 -0.5
Dry Creek 28.8 37.0 22.2 7.2 8.4 -0.5
Hunting Creek 12.0 33.7 19.0 9.7 5.7 -0.8
Jackson Creek-Putah Creek 54.5 29.9 13.4 12.6 3.0 -0.5
Lake Curry-Suisun Creek 16.4 30.7 18.9 6.5 5.9 -0.6
Lake Hennessey-Conn Creek 20.0 35.1 19.6 8.5 7.3 -0.4
Ledgewood Creek 6.4 21.8 16.9 3.4 3.3 -1.8
Lower Eticuera Creek 44.0 30.0 17.7 8.1 4.7 -0.7
Lower Napa River 45.0 31.7 19.9 5.6 6.7 -0.6
Lower Pope Creek 31.8 33.9 18.0 9.7 6.5 -0.6
Maxwell Creek 35.1 34.7 19.6 8.7 6.9 -0.6
Middle Napa River 60.3 39.9 22.8 8.5 9.2 -0.5
Milliken Creek 29.7 30.9 16.9 6.6 7.9 -0.6
Rector Creek-Conn Creek 22.3 32.8 18.0 7.1 8.2 -0.7
Saint Helena Creek 7.7 53.3 25.2 13.5 14.4 0.1
San Pablo Bay Estuaries 19.5 23.9 8.1 13.8 2.3 -0.3
Tulucay Creek 34.2 26.1 16.7 4.6 5.4 -0.7
Upper Eticuera Creek 25.6 31.2 17.2 8.6 6.1 -0.8
Upper Napa River 44.6 44.7 23.6 10.6 10.8 -0.4
Upper Pope Creek 21.7 44.5 22.7 10.5 11.5 -0.3
Wooden Valley & Suisun Creeks 23.3 29.0 19.0 5.1 5.5 -0.6
Wragg Canyon-Putah Creek 34.2 28.3 16.3 8.6 3.3 -0.6
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Table 6: Simulated precipitation and recharge values averaged across HUC-12 watersheds in Napa County for
Water Year 2010 expressed as a percentage of precipitation. See Figure 20 for watershed locations.

Name Drainage Precipitation AET (%) Surface Recharge (%) Soil Moisture
Area (mi?) (in) Runoff (%) Change (%)
American Canyon Creek 10.8 24.1 67% 15% 19% -3%
Bucksnort Creek 1.9 47.9 51% 25% 23% 0%
Butts Creek-Putah Creek 49.9 33.0 53% 29% 19% -2%
Capell Creek 43.0 31.2 61% 24% 16% -2%
Carneros Creek 29.7 29.7 66% 19% 20% -2%
Chiles Creek 32.0 34.6 61% 21% 20% -1%
Dry Creek 28.8 37.8 60% 20% 23% -1%
Hunting Creek 12.0 33.7 56% 29% 17% -2%
Jackson Creek-Putah Creek 54.5 29.7 45% 42% 10% -2%
Lake Curry-Suisun Creek 16.4 30.7 61% 21% 19% -2%
Lake Hennessey-Conn Creek 20.0 36.0 56% 24% 21% -1%
Ledgewood Creek 6.4 21.8 77% 15% 15% -8%
Lower Eticuera Creek 44.0 30.0 59% 27% 16% -2%
Lower Napa River 45.0 31.7 63% 18% 21% -2%
Lower Pope Creek 31.8 33.9 53% 29% 19% -2%
Maxwell Creek 35.1 34.7 56% 25% 20% -2%
Middle Napa River 60.3 40.4 57% 21% 23% -1%
Milliken Creek 29.7 30.9 55% 21% 26% -2%
Rector Creek-Conn Creek 22.3 32.8 55% 22% 25% -2%
Saint Helena Creek 7.7 53.3 47% 25% 27% 0%
San Pablo Bay Estuaries 19.5 23.9 34% 58% 10% -1%
Tulucay Creek 34.2 26.1 64% 18% 21% -3%
Upper Eticuera Creek 25.6 31.2 55% 28% 19% -3%
Upper Napa River 44.6 44.7 53% 24% 24% -1%
Upper Pope Creek 21.7 44.5 51% 23% 26% -1%
Wooden Valley & Suisun Creeks 23.3 29.0 65% 18% 19% -2%
Wragg Canyon-Putah Creek 34.2 28.3 58% 31% 12% -2%
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Figure 20: Major watersheds areas used to summarize water budget information in Tables 5 - 8.
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Discussion and Conclusion

Numerous previous modeling studies have estimated water budget components in several larger
watershed areas in Sonoma and Napa Counties including the Santa Rosa Plain, the Green Valley
and Dutch Bill Creek watersheds, and the Sonoma Valley (Farrar et. al., 2006; Kobor and
O’Connor, 2016; Woolfenden and Hevesi, 2014). Comparisons to these water budgets are useful
for evaluating the SWB results, but one would not expect precise agreement owing to significant
variations in climate, land cover, soil types, underlying hydrogeologic conditions, and different
spatial scales of modeling studies. These regional analyses estimate that average annual
recharge varies from 7% to 19% of the annual precipitation. The equivalent county-wide value
from this study is slightly higher at 20%.

Water budgets for the Napa River and selected sub-basins were also estimated in a previous
study by Luhdorff and Scalmanini Engineers and MBK Engineers (LSCE 2013). The LSCE study
estimated that, as a percentage of annual precipitation, AET comprised slightly less, runoff
significantly more, and recharge substantially less of the typical annual water budget. LSCE
(2013) calculated infiltration of precipitation based on the difference between total monthly
streamflow at selected gaging stations and total monthly precipitation for the gages’ drainage
area. Streamflow volumes include both direct runoff (overland flow and interflow) and baseflow
from groundwater. Inclusion of baseflow with direct runoff in these calculations may
inappropriately reduce the estimated volume of water infiltrated into the soil and available for
recharge; the LSCE approach therefore tends to underestimate groundwater recharge.
Additionally, many of the gauging stations used for the analysis are located in reaches that may
be significantly influenced by upstream reservoir releases, surface water diversions, groundwater
abstraction, and/or surface water groundwater exchanges, further complicating the
interpretation of the LSCE (2013) runoff rates and the interrelated calculations of AET and
recharge rates. In contrast, the SWB model presented here is based on calibrated parameter
values developed for a similar model in Sonoma County which was calibrated to gauges
specifically selected to minimize the effects of reservoir releases, water use, or significant surface
water/groundwater interaction, and after separating and removing the baseflow component of
streamflow.

The recharge estimates presented here arguably represent the best available county-wide
estimates produced at a fine spatial resolution using a consistent and objective data-driven
approach. This analysis focused on two Water Years, 2010 and 2014, which represent average
and drought conditions respectively. Input parameters were determined based on literature
values and values calibrated through prior modeling experience in Sonoma County.
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