Chapter 1
Appendix 1-A

SVBGSA Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement



JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT
establishing the

SALINAS VALLEY BASIN GROUNDWATER
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
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THIS JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT (“Agreement’) establishing
the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“Agency™) is made and entered
into as of f&/22 / /¢ (“Effective Date™), by and among the public agencies listed on the
attached Exhibit “A” (collectively “Members” and individually “Member”) for the purpose of
forming a Groundwater Sustainable Agency (“GSA”) and achieving groundwater sustainability
in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin.

TAL

WHEREAS, 1n the tall of 2014 the California legislature adopted, and the Governor
signed into law, three bills (SB 1168, AB 1739, and SB 1319) collectively referred to as the
“Sustainable Groundwater Management Act” (“SGMA”), that initially became cffective on
January 1, 2015, and that has been amended from time-to-time thereafter; and

WHEREAS, the stated purpose of SGMA, as set forth in California Water Code section
10720.1, is to provide for the sustainable management of groundwater basins at a local level by
providing local groundwater agencies with the authority, and technical and financial assistance
necessary, to sustainably manage groundwater; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires the designation of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(“GSAs”) for the purpose of achieving groundwater sustainability through the adoption and
implementation of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (“GSPs™) or an alternative plan for all
medium and high priority basins as designated by the California Department of Water Resources;
and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires that the Basin have a designated GSA by no later than June
30,2017, and an adopted GSP by no later than January 31, 2020, if a high or medium priority
basin in critical overdraft, and no later than January 31, 2022, if a high or medium priority basin;
and

WHEREAS, SGMA authorizes a combination of local agencies to form a GSA by
entering into a joint powers agreement as authorized by the Joint Exercise of Powers Act
(Chapter 5 of Division 7 of Title 1 of the California Government Code) (“Act™); and

WHEREAS, each Member is a local agency, as defined by SGMA, within that portion of
the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (“Basin” and as more fully described below) within
Monterey County, which is designated basin number 3-004 in Department of Water Resources
Bulletin No. 118 (update 2016), and consisting of seven sub-basins plus that portion of the Paso
Robles sub-basin within Monterey County (but not including the adjudicated portion of the
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Seaside sub-basin), each of which is designated as either a high or medium priority basin, and
one of which (the 180/400 ft. aquifer) is designated in critical overdraft; and

WHEREAS, the Members are therefore authorized to create the Agency for the purpose
of jointly exercising those powers granted by the Act, SGMA, and any additional powers which

are common among them; and

WHEREAS, the Members, individually and collectively, have the goal of cost effective
sustainable groundwater management that considers the interests and concerns of all beneficial
uses and users of groundwater within and adjacent to the Basin; and

WHEREAS, the Members hereby enter into this Agreement to establish the Agency to
serve as a GSA for the Basin and undertake the management of groundwater resources pursuant
to SGMA; and

WHEREAS, the Members intend to cooperate with adjacent GSAs such as any GSA
formed over a portion of the Paso Robles sub-basin (3-04.06) within San Luis Obispo County,
and the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency; and

WHEREAS, the Members intend to study the potential tor state legislation to, among
other amendments, amend the WRA Act to modify the governance structure of the WRA in a
form similar to the governance of the Agency established herein and to establish that agency as
the statutorily designated GSA for the Basin, or establish a new entity to be so designated;

NOW THEREFORE,

In consideration of the matters recited and the mutual promises, covenants, and
conditions set forth in this Agreement, the Members hereby agree as follows:

inition
ction 1.1 —

As used in this Agreement, unless the context requires otherwise, the meaning of the
terms hereinafter set forth shall be as follows:

@ “Act” means the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 7
of Title 1 of the California Government Code, sections 6500, ef seq., as may be amended from
time-to-time.

® “Agreement” means this Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement establishing the
Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

© “Agency” means the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency,
which is a separate entity created by this Agreement pursuant to the provisions of the Act and
SGMA.



(d) “Agricultural Directors™ means the four Directors representing agricultural
interests, as more fully set forth in rows (f) — (i) of Exhibit B of this Agreement.

© “Agricultural Association” means the Salinas Basin Agricultural Water
Association.

@ “Alternate Director” means an Alternate Director appointed pursuant to Section
6.6 of this Agreement.

©@ "Appointing Authority” means the entity authorized to appoint Primary and
Alternate Directors pursuant to Sections 6.2, 6.3 and 6.6 of this Agreement and as identified in
Exhibit B to this Agreement.

G “Basin™ means that portion of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, newly
designated no. 3-004 in the Department of Water Resources’ Bulletin No. 118 (update 2016),
within the County of Monterey and that includes the following sub-basins: 1) 180/400 Foot
Aquifer (No. 3-004.01); 2) East Side Aquifer (3-004.02); 3) Forebay Aquifer (3-004.04); 4)
Upper Valley Aquifer (3-004.05); 5) Langley Area (3-004.09); 7) the newly designated
Monterey sub-basin (3-004.10); and, 8) the portion of the Paso Robles Area (3-004.06) in
Monterey County; but not including that portion of the Seaside Area that has been adjudicated,
all as their boundaries may be modified from time to time through the procedures described in
California Water Code section 10722.2 or by the Department of Water Resources under its
separate authority, and not including any other area for which a GSA has been established
pursuant to SGMA.

) “Board of Directors” or “Board” means the governing body of the Agency as
established by Section 6.1 of this Agreement.

) “Brown Act” means the California Open Meeting Law, Government Code section
54950 et seq.
(9] “Bylaws” means the bylaws adopted by the Board of Directors pursuant to

Section 6.8 of this Agreement to govern the day-to-day operations of the Agency.

O “Cause” means a conviction of a crime i) of moral turpitude, or ii) involving
frand, misrepresentation, or financial mismanagement, or iii) a finding by an administrative body
or agency, or a court of law, that the person has violated any conflict of interest provision of
federal, state or local law.

{m) “City Selection sub-Committee” means a subcommittee of the Monterey County
City Selection Committee, established by Government Code section 50270 et seq, and consisting
of the mayors of the following cities: Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, and King City.

i3] “County” means the County of Monterey.

©) “CPUC” means the California Public Utilitics Commission.



© “CPUC Regulated Water Company™ means an investor owned water company
-operating in the Basin that has been granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity by
the CPUC and is regulated by the CPUC.

@ “Determination Date” means the date on which the Agency votes to notify the
State of its intent to become a GSA as provided in Water Code sections 10723 (a) and (b).

® “Director” or “Directors” means Primary and Alternate Directors as set forth in
Section 6.6 of this Agreement.

© “Director Position(s)” means those eleven Board positions, singularly or plural,
established pursuant to Section 6.1 of this Agreement.

® “Disadvantaged Community” means a disadvantaged community or economically
distressed area as those terms are defined in Water Code section 79702 (as may be amended from
time-to-time} within the Basin.

)] “Effective Date” means the date by which two Members have executed this
Agreement which date shall be set forth in the introductory paragraph of this Agreement.

\)) “Fiscal Year” means that period of 12 months beginning July 1 and ending June
30 of each calendar year.

W) “Groundwater Sustainability Agency” or “GSA” has the meaning set forth in
California Water Code section 10721(3).

& “Groundwater Sustainability Plan” or “GSP” has the meaning set forth in
California Water Code section 10721(k).

® “GSA Eligible Entity or Entities” means those entities eligible to become 1 GSA
pursuant to SGMA.

@ “Initial Board” means the initial Board of Directors established pursuant to
Section 6.2, below.

(@  “Initial Contribution” means the required contribution of Members as set forth in
Section 10.4 of this Agreement.

()  “Local Agency” or “Local Agencies” has the meaning set forth in California
Water Code Section 10721(n).

() "Local small water system" means a system for the provision of piped water for
human consumption that serves at least two, but not more than four, service connections,
including any collection, treatment, storage, and distribution facilities under control of the
operator of such system which are used primarily in connection with such system, and any
collection or pretreatment storage facilities not under the control of the operator which are used
primarily in connection with such system; it does not include two or more service connections,
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which supply dwelling units occupied by members of the same family, on one parcel, all as set
forth in Monterey County Code section 15.04.020 (g).

@)  “Majority Vote” means the affirmative vote of six Directors then present and
voting at a meeting of the Board.

@  “Member” or “Members” means the GSA Eligible Entities listed in the attached
Exhibit “A” that have exccuted this Agreement, including any new Members that may
subsequently join this Agency with the authorization of the Board, pursuant to Section 5.2 of this
Apgreement.

() “Mutual Water Company™ has the meaning set forth in Corporations Code section
14300.

(®  “Permanent Board” means the permanent Board of Directors established pursuant
to Section 6.3 of this Agreement.

()  “Permanent Director” means a Director appointed to the Permanent Board.

(i) “Permanent Director Position” means a Director Position on the Permanent
Board.

@ “Primary Director” means a Primary Director appointed pursuant to Sections 6.4
of this Agreement.

(k)  “Public Water System” means a system for the provision of water for human
consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances that has 15 or more service
connections or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year. A
public water system includes the following: (1} Any collection, treatment, storage, and
distribution facilities under control of the operator of the system that are used primarily in
connection with the system, (2} Any collection or pretreatment storage facilities not under the
control of the operator that are used primarily in connection with the system, or (3} Any water
system that treats water on behalf of one or more public water systems for the purpose of
rendering it safe for human consumption, all as set forth in Health and Safety Code section

116275 (h).

)] “South County Cities” means the cities of Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield and
King City.

(mm) “State” means the State of California.

(m)  “State Small Water System” means a system for the provision of piped water to
the public for human consumption that serves at least five, but not more than 14, service
connections and does not regularly serve drinking water to more than an average of 25
individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year, as set forth in California Health and
Safety Code section 116275 (n).



(o)  “Super Majority Vote” means the affirmative vote of eight Directors then present
and voting at a meeting of the Board.

@)  “Super Majority Plus Vote™ means the affirmative vote of cight Directors then
present and voting at a meeting of the Board but including the affirmative vote of three of the
Agricultural Directors.

(@  “Sustainable Groundwater Management Act” or “SGMA” means the
comprehensive groundwater legislation collectively enacted and referred to as the “Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act” as codified in California Water Code Sections 10720 et seq. and
as may be amended from time-to-time.

@) “WRA” means the Water Resources Agency of the County of Monterey.
Unless otherwise indicated, all statutory references are to the statutory codes of the State.

icle II: n

There is hereby established a joint powers agency known as the Salinas Valley Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency. The Agency shall be, to the extent provided by law, a
public entity separate from the Members of this Agreement.

Section 2,2 — Purpose Of The Agency.

The purpose of Agency is to cooperatively carry out the requirements of SGMA
including, but not limited to, serving as the GSA for the Basin and developing, adopting and
implementing a GSP that achieves groundwater sustainability in the Basin, all through the
exercise of powers granted to a GSA by SGMA and those powers common to the members as
provided in the Act.

Article 1II: Term
ion 3.1 —

This Agreement shall become operative on the Effective Date. Subject to the terms of
Sections 11.6, 11.7 and 11.8, below, this Agreement shall remain in effect unless terminated
pursuant to Section 11.10, below.



Article IV: I's

ection 4.1 —

The Agency shall possess the ability to exercise those powers specifically granted by the
Act, SGMA, and the common powers of its Members related to the purposes of the Agency,
including, but not limited to, the following:

a To designate itself the GSA for the Basin pursuant to SGMA.

b} To adopt rules, regulations, policies, bylaws and procedures governing the
operation of the Agency and the adoption and implementation of the GSP.

Q) To develop, adopt and implement a GSP for the Basin pursuant to SGMA.

d) To retain or employ consultants, advisors, independent contractors, agents and
employees.
e To obtain legal, financial, accounting, technical, engineering, and other services

needed to carry out the purposes of this Agreement.

1) To conduct studies, collect and monitor all data related and beneficial to the
development, adoption and implementation of the GSP for the Basin.

g2 To perform periodic reviews of the GSP including submittal of annual reports.
h) To register and monitor wells.

1} To 1ssue revenue bonds or other appropriate public or private debt and incur
debts, liabilities or obligations.

D To levy taxes, assessments, charges and fees as provided in SGMA or as
otherwise provided by law.

k) To regulate and monitor groundwater extractions as permitted by SGMA,
provided that this provision does not extend to a Member’s operation of its system to distribute
water once extracted or otherwise obtained, unless and to the extent required by other laws now
in existence or as may otherwise be adopted.

D To establish and administer projects and programs for the benefit of the Basin.

my) To cooperate, act in conjunction, and contract with the United States, the State, or
any agency thereof, counties, municipalities, special districts, groundwater sustainability
agencies, public and private corporations of any kind (including without limitation, investor-
owned utilities), and individuals, or any of them, for any and all purposes necessary or
convenient for the full exercise of the powers of the Agency.



n) To accumulate operating and reserve funds and invest the same as allowed by law
for the purposes of the Agency.

0) To apply for and accept grants, contributions, donations and loans under any
federal, state or local programs for assistance in developing or implementing any of its projects
or programs in connection with any project untaken in the Agency’s name for the purposes of the
Agency.

o) To acquire by negotiation, lease, purchase, construct, hold, manage, maintain,
operate and dispose of any buildings, property, water rights, works or improvements within and
without the respective jurisdictional boundaries of the Members necessary to accomplish the
purposes describe herein.

qQ To sue or be sued in its own name.
y) To invest funds as allowed by law.

9) Any additional powers conferred under SGMA or the Act, or under applicable
law, insofar as such powers are needed to accomplish the purposes of SGMA, including all
powers granted to the Agency under Article 4 of the Act which are in addition to the common
powers of the Members, including the power to issue bonds or otherwise incur debts,
liabilities or obligations to the extent authorized by the Act or any other applicable provision of
law and to pledge any property or revenues of the rights thereto as security for such bonds and
other indebtedness.

0 Any power necessary or incidental to the foregoing powers in the manner and
according to the procedures provided for under the law applicable to the Members to this
Agreement and to perform all other acts necessary or proper to fully carry out the purposes of
this Agreement.

o2 = i ers.

In accordance with Section 6509 of the Act, the foregoing powers shall be subject to the
restrictions upon the manner of exercising such powers pertaining to the County.

As set forth in Water Code section 10723.2 the GSA shall consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the Basin, as well as those responsible for
implementing the GSP. Additionally, as set forth in Water Code section 10720.5(a) any GSP
adopted pursuant to this Agreement shall be consistent with Section 2 of Article X of the
California Constitution and nothing in this Agreement modifies the rights or priorities to use or
store groundwater consistent with Section 2 of Article X of the California Constitution, with the
exception that no extraction of groundwater between January 1, 2015 and the date the GSP is
adopted may be used as evidence of, or to establish or defend against, any claim of prescription.
Likewise, as set forth in Water Code section 10720.5(b) nothing in this Agreement or any GSP
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adopted pursuant to this Agreement determines or alters surface water rights or groundwater
rights under common law or any provision of law that determines or grants surface water rights.

4.4 — Pregervation i s,

Nothing set forth in this Agreement shall be deemed to modify or otherwise limit a
Member’s police powers in any way, or any authority to regulate groundwater under existing law
or any amendment thereto.

Article V: Membership
-M rs,

The Members of the Agency shall be the entities listed on the attached Exhibit A so long
as their membership has not been withdrawn or terminated pursuant to the provisions of Article
XI of this Agreement. GSA Eligible Entities shall have until the Determination Date to execute
this Agreement and pay their Initial Contribution, and become Members. Any GSA Eligible
Entity that has not executed this Agreement and paid their Initial Contribution by the
Determination Date shall be subject to the process described in Section 5.2, below, to become a
Member.

Section 5.2 — New Members,
New Members may be added to the Agency by the unanimous vote of all other Members
so long as: 1) the new Member is a GSA Eligible Entity; and, 2) the new Member agrees to or

has met any other conditions that the existing Members may establish from time-to-time.

Once an application is approved unanimously by the existing Members the attached
Exhibit A shall be amended to reflect the new Member.

Article VI: Directors And Officers
Section 6.1 — Board Of Directors,

The Agency shall be governed and administered by an eleven (11) member Board of
Directors which is hereby established. All voting power of the Agency shall reside in the Board.

Section 6.2 — Initial Board of Directors.

An Initial Board shall be composed of the Director Positions with the qualifications and
Appointing Authority as described in Exhibit B. The nominating groups identified in Section
6.5, below, may, but are not required to, provide nominations to the relevant Appointing
Authority for the Initial Board; however, any such nomination must be received by the respective
Appointing Authority no later than January 31, 2017. If such nominations are received no later
than the time specified the Appointing Authorities shall follow the respective procedures for
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appointment to the Permanent Board set forth in Section 6.5, below. If such nominations are not
received by the time specified, the Appointing Authority may make appointments to the Initial
Board as it determines in its sole discretion.

The Initial Board shall serve only until September 30, 2017, at which time a Permanent
Board shall be appointed as described below.

Section 6.3 — Permanent Board.

Subject to the Appointment and Nominating procedures set forth in Section 6.5, below,
beginning on October 1, 2017, a Permanent Board shall be established consisting of the Director
Positions with the qualifications and Appointing Authority as described in Exhibit B. With the
exception of the CPUC Regulated Water Company Director Position, each Permanent Director
Position shall have a term consisting of three (3) years and shall hold office until their successor
is appointed by their Appointing Authority and the Agency has been notified of the succession.
The terms of Permanent Director Positions shall be staggered, with Director Positions identified
in rows (a), (c), (1), (h) and (j} of exhibit C serving three (3) year terms from initial appointment,
and those identified in rows (b), (d), (g), (i), and (k) serving two (2) year terms from initial
appointment, and thereafter serving three (3) year terms. The CPUC Regulated Water Company
Director Position shall serve a term of two (2) years, and a Director shall hold office until their
successor is appointed and the Agency has been notified of the succession. Notwithstanding the
actual date of their initial appointment, for purposes of establishing the terms of Permanent
Directors such initial appointment shall be deemed to have commenced on the July 1 preceding
such initial appointment, and the terms of Directors shall thereafter commence on July 1 of the
respective appointing year. Each Director Position shall require an affirmative appointment by
the Appointing Authority for every term.,

Section 6.4 — General Qualifications.

a} Each Director, whether on the Initial Board or Permanent Board, must have the
following general qualifications:

i.  General education and/or knowledge, interest in and experience relating to
the control, storage, and beneficial use of groundwater.

ii.  General understanding and knowledge of the Basin and all its beneficial
users.

iii.  Working knowledge and understanding of how to develop strategic plans,
policies, programs, and financing/funding mechanisms.

iv.  Genuine commitment to collaboratively work together to (i) achieve
groundwater sustainability through the adoption and implementation of a
GSP for the Basin, and all its beneficial uses; and (ii) provide for the ongoing
sustainable management of the Basin.

v.  General knowledge and understanding of one or more of the different facets
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(administration, financial, legal, organizational, personnel, etc.) needed for a
successful and productive organization.

vi.  Ability to commit the time necessary, estimated at a minimum 15-20 hours
per month, to responsibly fulfill their commitment to the organization. This
includes, but is not limited to: (i) Board meetings, (i1} Board training, (iii)
analyzing financial statements and technical reports, (iv) reviewing Board
documents before Board meetings, (v) attending Board meetings, and (vi)
serving on committees to which they are assigned.

vii. A permanent resident within the Basin, or a representative of an agency with
jurisdiction, or a business or organization with a presence, within the Basin.

b) Nominating groups and Appointing Authorities, as described in Section 6.5,
should endeavor to avoid nominating or appointing a person to a Director Position that,
because of his or her employment or other financial interest, is likely to be disqualified from a
substantial number of decisions to be made by the Board on the basis of conflict-of-interest
requirements.

Section 6.5 — Appointments and Nominations for Director Positions on the Permanent
Board.

The appointment and nominating process for each Primary and Alternate Director
Positions on the Permanent Board shall be as follows:

a) City of Salinas Director Position.

The City of Salinas shall appoint the Director Position listed in Row (a) of Exhibit
B, the specific qualifications of such Director Position to be at the discretion of
the City of Salinas,

b) South County Cities Director Position.

The Director Position listed in Row (b) of Exhibit B shall be filled by a
representative from one of the four cities listed therein. The City Selection sub-
Committee shall determine which city shall be the Appointing Authority for each
term of the Director Position. The specific qualifications of such Director
Position shall be at the discretion of that city designated the Appointing Authority.
If the City Selection sub-Committee cannot reach agreement on a city to be the
Appointing Authority for this Director Position, the County Board of Supervisors
shall decide which city shall be the Appointing Authority.

c) Other GSA Eligible Entity Director Position.
1. Representative of the entities listed on Exhibit C shall be eligible to
participate in the nominating process for the Other GSA Eligible Entity
Director Position listed in Row (c) of Exhibit B.
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d)

ii.

1ii.

iv

vi.

Vii.

The representatives collectively by agreement among themselves shall
make nominations to the Appointing Authority for the persons to fill both
the Primary and Alternate Director Positions when the term of such
position are expiring or are vacant.

The representatives shall nominate one or more persons to fill both the
Primary and Alternate Director Positions. If more than one person is
nominated the representatives shall indicate the preferred nominee.

The Appointing Authority shall appoint the nominee (if only one) or
appoint from among the nominees; the Appointing Authority may reject a
nominee only for Cause. If the representatives cannot or do not forward
any nominations the Appointing Authority shall make the appointment
based upon its own determination.

The representatives may also advise the Appointing Authority regarding
the removal of their nominee from the Director Positions for Cause. If the
Appointing Authority determines that Cause exists such Director shall be
removed and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director. The representatives may also request that their
nominee in the Director Position be removed for any reason or no reason.
If such request is made the Appointing Authority shall remove the
Director and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director.

From time-to-time entities may ask to be removed from Exhibit C. If such
request is made the Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members
and the Board, and Exhibit C shall be modified accordingly.

From time-to-time other entities may request to be included on Exhibit C.
The then-existing representatives shall inform the Appointing Authority if
such requests are acceptable. If accepted by the representatives the
Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members and the Board, and
Exhibit C shall be modified accordingly.

Disadvantaged Community, or Public Water System Systems, including Mutual
Water Companies serving residential customers, Director Position.

L

1.

Representative of the entities listed on Exhibit D shall be eligible to
participate in the nominating process for the Disadvantaged Community,
or Public Water System Systems, including Mutual Water Companies
serving residential customers, Director Position listed in Row (d) of
Exhibit B.

The representatives by agreement among themselves shall collectively
make nominations to the Appointing Authority for the persons to fill both
the Primary and Alternate Director Positions when the term of such
positions are expiring or are vacant.

13



iii.

iv.

vi.

Vil.

The representatives shall nominate one or more persons to fill both the
Primary and Alternate Director Positions. If more than one person is
nominated the representatives shall indicate the preferred nominee.

‘The Appointing Authority shall appoint the nominee (if only one) or
appoint from among the nominees; the Appointing Authority may reject a
nominee only for Cause. If the representatives cannot or do not forward
any nominations the Appointing Authority shall make the appointment
based upon its own determination.

The representatives may also advise the Appointing Authority regarding
the removal of their nominee from the Director Positions for Cause. If the
Appointing Authority determines that Cause exists such Director shall be
removed and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director. The representatives may also request that their
nominee in the Director Position may be removed for any reason or no
reason. If such request is made the Appointing Authority shall remove the
Director and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director.

From time-to-time entities may ask to be removed from Exhibit D. If such
request is made the Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members
and the Board, and Exhibit D shall be modified accordingly.

From time-to-time other entities may request to be included on Exhibit D.
The then-existing representatives shall inform the Appointing Authority if
such requests are acceptable. If accepted by the representatives the
Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members and the Board, and
Exhibit D shall be modified accordingly.

CPUC Regulated Water Company Director Position.

i

if.

Jid,

Representative of the entities listed on Exhibit E must meet the
requirements of Section 1.1 (o) and shall be eligible to participate in the
nominating process for the CPUC Regulated Water Company Director
Position listed in Row (e) of Exhibit B.

The representatives by agreement among themselves shall collectively
make nominations to the Appointing Authority for the persons to fill both
the Primary and Alternate Director Positions when the term of such
position are expiring or are vacant.

The representatives shall nominate one or more persons to fill both the

Primary and Alternate Director Positions. If more than one person is
nominated the representatives shall indicate the preferred nominee.
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iv

vi.

vii.

The Appointing Authority shall appoint the nominee (if only one) or
appoint from among the nominees; the Appointing Authority may reject a
nominee only for Cause. If the representatives cannot or do not forward
any nominations the Appointing Authority shall make the appointment of
an employee or agent of a CPUC Regulated Water Company listed on
Exhibit E based upon its own determination.

The representatives may also advise the Appointing Authority regarding
the removal of their nominee from the Director Position for Cause,
although such authority to remove shall rest solely with the Appointing
Authority.

From time-to-time entities may ask to be removed from Exhibit E. If such
request is made the Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members
and the Board, and Exhibit E shall be modified accordingly.

From time-to-time other entities may request to be included on Exhibit E,
The then-existing representatives shall inform the Appointing Authority if
such requests are acceptable. If accepted by the representatives the
Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members and the Board, and
Exhibit E shall be modified accordingly.

Agriculture Director Positions.

i.

ii.

iii.

v

The Agricultural Association shall be eligible to participate in the
nominating process for the Agriculture Director Positions listed in Rows
(f) — (i) of Exhibit B. The Agricultural Association shall be solely
responsible for its membership.

The Agricultural Association shall make nominations to the Appointing
Authority for the persons to fill each Primary and Alternate Director
Position when the terms of such positions are expiring or are vacant.

The Agricultural Association shall nominate at least two persons to fill
each Director Position; the Agricultural Association shall indicate the
preferred nominee for each Director Position.

The Appointing Authority shall appoint from among the nominees for
each Director Position; the Appointing Authority may reject a nominee
only for Cause. Ifthe Agricultural Association cannot or does not
forward any nominations the Appointing Authority shall make the
appointment based upon its own determination.

The Agricultural Association may also advise the Appointing Authority
regarding the removal of a nominee from a Director Position for Cause. If
the Appointing Authority determines that Cause exists such Director shall
be removed and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of
the removed Director. The Agricultural Association may also request that
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g)

their nominee in a Director Position may be removed for any reason or no
reason. If such request is made the Appointing Authority shall remove the
Director and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director.

Environment Director Position.

ii.

1.

iv

vi.

Vii.

Representative of the entities listed on Exhibit F shall be eligible to
participate in the nominating process for the Environment Director
Position listed in Row (j) of Exhibit B.

The representatives by agreement among themselves shall collectively
make nominations to the Appointing Authority for the persons to fill both
the Primary and Alternate Director Positions when the term of such
positions are expiring or are vacant.

The representatives shall nominate at least two persons to fill both the
Primary and Alternate Director Positions and the representatives shall
indicate the preferred nominee.

The Appointing Authority shall appoint from among the nominees; the
Appointing Authority may reject a nominee only for Cause. If the
representatives cannot or do not forward any nominations the Board shali
solicit applications from interested persons. At an open public meeting,
the Board shall select qualified applicants whose names shall be forwarded
to the Appointing Authority. The Board may indicate a preferred
nominee. The Appointing Authority shall make the appointment from the
list of candidates in its sole discretion. If the Board cannot, or does not,
forward a list of candidates, the Appointing Authority shall make the
appointment based upon its own determination.

The representatives may also advise the Appointing Authority regarding
the removal of their nominee from the Director Position for Cause. If the
Appointing Authority determines that Cause exists such Director shall be
removed and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director. The representatives may also request that their
nominee in the Director Position may be removed for any reason or no
reason. If such request is made the Appointing Authority shall remove the
Director and a new Director appointed to fill out the remaining term of the
removed Director.

From time-to-time entities may ask to be removed from Exhibit F. If such
request is made the Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members
and the Board, and Exhibit F shall be modified accordingly.

From time-to-time other entities may request to be included on Exhibit F.
The then-existing representatives shall inform the Appointing Authority if
such requests are acceptable. If accepted by the representatives the
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Appointing Authority shall notify the other Members and the Board, and
Exhibit F shall be modified accordingly.

h) Public Member Director Position.

1. The Public Member Primary and Alternate Director Positions listed in
Row (k) of Exhibit B shall be filled by application to the Board when the
term of such position is expiring or is vacant.

1i. Board staff shall process the applications to an open and public meeting of
the Board.

iii. At the public hearing, the Board shall select the qualified applicants whose
names shall be forwarded to the Appointing Authority. The Board may
indicate a preferred nominee.

v The Appointing Authority shall appoint from among the nominees in its
sole discretion. If the Board cannot or does not forward any nominations
the Appointing Authority shall make the appointment based upon its own
determination,

V. The Board may also advise the Appointing Authority regarding the
removal of the Public Member Director for Cause, although such authority
to remove shall rest solely with the Appointing Authority.

Section 6.6 — Pri Di ool B

Subject to the Appointing and Nominating procedures set forth in Section 6.5, above,
each Appointing Authority shall appoint one Primary Director and one Alternate Director for
each Director Position. With the exception of the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson duties as
more fully described in Section 6.7, below, the Alternate Director shall serve and assume the
rights and duties of the Primary Director when the Primary Director is unable to attend or
participate in a Board meeting. Unless appearing as a substitute for a Primary Director, Alternate
Directors shall have no vote, and shall not participate in any discussions or deliberations of the
Board, but may appear at Board meetings as members of the public. The Primary and Alternate
Directors may be removed by their Appointing Authority only for Cause only upon the
recommendation of or consultation with the nominating body for that Director Position, or upon
the request of the nominating body for that Director Position. In the event that a Primary or
Alternate Director is removed from their position, that Director Position shall become vacant and
the Appointing Authority for that Director Position shall appoint a new Primary or Alternate
Director pursuant to the provisions of Section 6.5 who shall fill the remaining term of that
Director Position. In the event that a Director resigns from a Director Position, the Board shall
notify the nominating body for that Director Position and the Appointing Authority for that
Director Position shall appoint a new Primary or Alternate Director pursuant to the provisions of
Section 6.5 who shall fill the remaining term of that Director Position.
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ion — Officers Of The Board.

a)  Designation.

Officers of the Board shall consist of a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson who shall be
selected from the Primary Directors. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings of the Board.
Notwithstanding the appointment of an Alternate Director for the Chairperson, the Vice-
Chairperson shall perform the duties of the Chairperson in the absence or disability of the
Chairperson; however, the Alternate Director may otherwise attend and participate in the
meeting as a substitute for the absent Primary Director. The Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson
shall exercise and perform such other powers and duties as may be assigned by the Board. In the
absence of both the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson, and notwithstanding the appointment of
an Alternate Director for the Director Position serving as Vice-Chairperson, the Board shall elect
a Chairperson Pro-Tem from the Primary Directors to preside at a meeting; however, the
Alternate Director for the Vice-Chairperson may otherwise attend and participate in the meeting
as a substitute for the absent Primary Director.

b) Election.

The Board shall elect officers at the initial meeting of the Board, described in Section 7.1,
below. The Primary Director appointed by the City of Salinas shall be designated as the
Chairperson Pro Tem to convene and preside at the initial meeting of the Board, described in
Section 7.1, until a Chairperson is elected by the Board. The Chairperson so elected shall serve
in such capacity until June 30 of the succeeding calendar year. Thereafter, the Board shall
annually elect the officers of the Board from the Primary Directors. Officers of the Board shall
hold office for a term of one year commencing on July 1 of each calendar year and they may
serve for multiple consecutive terms. Officers of the Board may be removed and replaced at any
time, with or without cause, by a Majority Vote. In the event that an officer loses their position
as a Primary Director, that officer position shall become vacant and the Board shall elect a new
officer from existing Primary Directors to serve the remaining officer term.

Section 6.8 — Bylaws,

The Board shall adopt Bylaws governing the conduct of meetings and the day-to-day
operations of the Agency on or before the first anniversary of the Effective Date.

tion 6.9 — i And L
The Board may adopt, and/or amend, an official seal and letterhead for the Agency.

Directors shall be subject to the provisions of the California Political Reform Act,
California Government Code section 81000 et seq, and all other laws governing conflicts of
interests. Directors shall file the statements required by Government Code section 87200, et seq.
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VII: rd ings An jons
ect] 1 —Initj in

The initial meeting of the Board shall be held at either the County Board of Supervisors
chambers, located at 168 W. Alisal Street in Salinas, or at the Salinas City Council chambers,
located at 200 Lincoln Avenue in Salinas within thirty days (30) days of the Effective Date of
this Agreement. The date and time of the meeting shall be prominently publicized and noticed in
addition to any requirements of the Brown Act in an effort to maximize public participation.

cti - R i 1

At its initial meeting, and annually before July 1 of each calendar year thereafter, the
Board shall establish a schedule of regular meetings, including time and place, at a location
overlying the Basin. The Board may vote to change the regular meeting location, time and place,
and may call special or emergency meetings, provided that the new, special or emergency
meeting location remains at a place overlying the Basin, unless otherwise authorized by the
Brown Act.

Section 7.3 — Principal Offi
At its initial meeting the Board shall establish a principal office for the Agency, which
shall be located at a place overlying the Basin. The Board may change the principal office from

time to time as the Board sees fit so long as that principal office remains at a location overlying
the Basin.

ti =Con I
Meetings of the Board of Directors shall be noticed, held, and conducted in accordance

with the provisions of the Brown Act and such By-laws as the Board may adopt that are
consistent with the Brown Act.

Section 7.5 — Quorum,
A quorum of the Board shall consist of a majority of the Director Positions.
cti = Voti

Each Director Position shall have one vote. In all cases, when a quorum is present, a
Majority Vote shall be required to conduct business, unless a Super Majority Vote or a Super
Majority Plus Vote is required.

tion 7.7 — r Majori ote R i ent.

Items that require a Super Majority Vote include the following unless otherwise required
by law:
19



a) Approval of a GSP;

b) Amendment of budget and transfer of appropriations;

c) Withdrawal of Members pursuant to Section 11.6 (d); and,
d) Termination of Members pursuant to Section 11.7 (c).

Section 7.8 — Super Majority Plus Vote Requirement.

Items that require a Super Majority Plus Vote include the following unless otherwise
required by law:

a) Decisions to impose fees not requiring a vote of the electorate or property owners;
b) Proposals to submit to the electorate or property owners (as required by law)
decisions to impose fees or taxes; and
c) Limitations on well extractions (pumping limits).
ion 7.9 — Confli nter

At the initial meeting of Board, the Board shall begin the process for adoption and filing
of a Conflict of Interest Code pursuant to the provisions of the Political Reform Act of 1974
(Government Code section 81000 et seq.).

srticle VIIL: Board Comumi
Section 8.1 — Committees Of The Board.,

a) Board Committees.

The Board may from time-to-time establish one or more standing or ad hoc committees
consisting of Directors to assist in carrying out the purposes and objects of the Agency, including
but not limited to a Budget and Finance Commmittee, Planning Committee, and an Executive
Committee. The Board shall determine the purpose and need for such committees. Meetings of
standing committees shall be subject to the requirements of the Brown Act.

b) Advisory Committee.

The Board shall establish an advisory committee consisting of Directors and non-
Directors. The advisory committee shall be designed to ensure participation by and input to the
Board of those constituencies set forth in Water Code section 10723.2 whose interests are not
directly represented on the Board. The Board shall determine the number and qualifications of
committee members.
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rticle IX: Operations M eme
ectj — Initial Adminjstrati Le e

One or more of the Members shall provide initial administrative, legal and other support
services to the Agency at no charge until the appointment of the Permanent Board as provided in
Section 6.3, above. The Members shall collectively determine which of the Members shall
provide such services.

Section 9.2 — Contracting Administrative And Legal Services.

The Agency may engage one or more Members to provide administrative or legal
services following the conclusion of the initial administrative and legal services described in
Section 9.1 of this Agreement, on terms and conditions acceptable to the Board. Any Member so
engaged shall have such responsibilities as are set forth in the contract for such Member’s
services,

Section 93 - Executive Di

The Agency may appoint an Executive Director from time-to-time under terms and
conditions to be determined by the Board. The Executive Director shall report to and serve at the
pleasure of the Board. The Executive Director shall be responsible for the general administration
of the Agency, the preparation and implementation of a GSP, and such other duties as may be
determined by the Board. If the Board has contracted for administrative services as described in
Section 9.2, above, and appoints an Executive Director, the Executive Director shall be
responsible for the oversight and control of such contracted administrative services pursuant to
the policies and directives established by the Board.

Section 9.4 — I egal Counsel And Other Officers.

a) General Counsel

The Agency may appoint a General Counsel from time-to-time under terms and
conditions to be determined by the Board. The General Counsel shail report to and serve at the
pleasure of the Board. The General Counsel shall be responsible for the general oversight of the
Agency’s legal affairs, including litigation. The Board may contract with other counsel for
specialized legal services under the supervision of the General Counsel.

b) Treasurer and Auditor

The City of Salinas shall serve as the initial Treasurer and Auditor for the Agency upon
its formation, and shall discharge the duties set forth in Sections 6505 and 6505.5 of the Act.
Subsequent to formation of the Agency, the Board may appoint a separate Treasurer or separate
Auditor pursuant to Section 6505.6 of the Act, and those officers shall discharge the duties set
forth in Sections 6505 and 6505.5 of the Act, respectively. The Board may change such Auditor
or Treasurer from time-to-time provided such chance is consistent with the Act.
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c) Custodian of Property

The Public Works Director of the City of Salinas (“PW Director”) shall serve as the
initial Custodian of the Agency’s Property as set forth in Section 6505.1 of the Act upon the
Agency’s formation. The PW Director shall file an official bond as described in Government
Code section 1450 et seq. in the amount of $50,000, the premium of which shall be paid by the
Agency. Subsequent to the formation of the Agency, the Board may designate a different
Custodian provided such Custodian files an official bond in an amount required by the Board.

b) Other Officers

Subject to the limits of the Agency’s approved budget, the Board may establish other
officer positions and appoint and contract for the services of such other officers as it may deem
necessary or convenient for the business of the Agency, all of whom shall serve at the pleasure of
the Board. '

ecti S = 1

Subject to the limits of the Agency’s approved budget, the Agency may hire employees to
discharge the duties and responsibilities of the Agency, subject to the general oversight and
control of the Executive Director.

Section 9.6 — Independent Contractors.

Subject to the limits of the Agency’s approved budget, the Board may contract for the
services of such consultants, advisers and independent contractors as it may deem necessary or
convenient for the business of the Agency.

ile X: Financi i
i —Fi r
The Fiscal Year of the Agency shall be July 1 — June 30.
10,2 — i t
The Board shali establish and maintain such funds and accounts as may be required by
generally accepted government accounting practices. The Agency shall maintain strict
accountability of all funds and report all receipts and disbursements of the Agency on no less

than a quarterly basis.

Section 10.3 — Budgets.

a) Initial Budgets

The initial budget of the Agency for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2017, shall not
exceed $50,000. The budgets of the Agency for Fiscal Years 2017 — 2018 and 2018 — 2019 shall
not exceed $1,100,000 each unless otherwise agreed to by the unanimous vote of the Members as
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described in Section 10.4, below.
b) Regular Budgets

Beginning for Fiscal Year 2019 — 2020, no later than sixty (60) days prior to the end of
each Fiscal Year, the Board shall adopt a budget for the Agency for the ensuing Fiscal Year. The
Board may authorize mid-year budget adjustments, as needed by Super Majority Vote.

Section 10.4  Inifial Contributi

a) Fiscal Years 2017 — 2018 and 2018 - 2019

In order to provide the necessary capital to initially fund the Agency during Fiscal Year
2017 - 2018, the Members identified below shall each provide the listed Initial Contribution to
the Agency’s Treasurer/Auditor no later than July 7, 2017:

1) County: $670,000
2) WRA: $ 20,000
3) City of Salinas: $330,000

4) City of Gonzales: $ 20,000
5) City of Soledad: $ 35,000
6) City of Greenfield: $ 35,000
7) City of King: $ 30,000
8) Castroville CSD $ 20,000

In order to provide the necessary capital to fund the Agency during Fiscal Year 2018 —
2019, the Members identified below shall each provide the listed Initial Contribution to the
Agency’s Treasurer/Auditor no later than July 6, 2018:

1) County: $670,000
2) WRA: $ 20,000
3) City of Salinas: $330,000

4) City of Gonzales: $ 20,000
5) City of Soledad: $ 35,000
6) City of Greenfield: § 35,000
7) City of King: $ 30,000
8) Castroville CSD $ 20,000

b) Additional Initial Contributions

New Members not listed above executing this Agreement no later than the Determination
Date shall pay a minimum Initial Contribution of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) per year for
the two fiscal years. New Members not listed above executing this Agreement after the
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Determination Date shall pay a minimum Initial Contribution of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000)
per year for the two fiscal years.

Should the Board determine that additional funding for each of Fiscal Years 2017 — 2018
and 2018 — 2019 is necessary for Agency operations the Board shall adopt a resolution
requesting each of the Members to consider additional funding and demonstrating in detail 1) the
need for the funding, and 2) the purposes for which the additional funding will be utilized. Such
requested funding shall be in the same proportion as the Initial Contributions set forth in Section
10.4 (a) unless the Members unanimously agree otherwise.

Upon receipt of the resolution requesting additional funding representatives of the
Members may meet and confer regarding the request; however, each Member shall consider and
act upon the request no later than 30 (thirty) days following the adoption of the resolution by the
Board.

c) Reimbursement of Initial Contributions

To the extent the Agency is able to secure other funding sources, and to the extent
permitted by law, the Agency shall reimburse these Initial Contributions to the Members on a
proportionate basis in relation to their cumulative Initial Contributions to the Agency.

Section 10.5 — Payments To The Agency.

All costs and expenses of the Agency may be funded from: (i) voluntary contributions
from third parties; (ii) grants; (iii) contributions from Members from time to time to supplement
financing of the activities of the Agency; (iv) advances or loans from the Members or other
sources; (v) bond revenue; and, (vi) taxes, assessments, fees and/or charges levied by the Agency
under the provisions of SGMA or as otherwise authorized by law.

Section 10.6 — Directors’ Stipends and Expenses.

Directors shall be eligible to receive a stipend in the amount of $ 100 for each Board
meeting actually attended plus mileage to and from Board meetings. In addition, Directors shall
be reimbursed for the actual and necessary expenses incurred in the discharge of their duties
pursuant to an adopted Board policy. Directors are not required to accept the stipend or mileage,
or expenses, and may decline the same by written notice to the Board.

Arti : i 1 n d It
cti 1 — I ti

In accordance with Sections 6506 and 6507 of the Act, the Agency shall be a public
entity separate and apart from the Members.
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10 2 — Liabilities.

In accordance with Section 6507 of the Act, the debt, liabilities and obligations of the
Agency shall be the debts, liabilities and obligations of the Agency alone and not of its Members.
The Members do not intend hereby to be obligated either jointly or severally for the debts,
liabilities or obligations of the Agency, except as may be specifically provided for in California
Government Code Section 895.2 as amended or supplemented.

Section 11.3 — Insurance,

The Agency shall procure appropriate policies of insurance providing coverage to the
Agency and its Directors, officers and employees for general liability, errors and omissions,
property, workers compensation, and any other coverage the Board deems appropriate. Such
policies shall name the Members, their officers and employees as additional insureds.

—In

Funds of the Agency may be used to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the Agency,
each Member, each Director, and any officers, agents and employees of the Agency for their
actions taken within the course and scope of their duties while acting on behalf of the Agency.
To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Agency agrees to save, indemnify, defend and hold
harmless each Member from any liability, claims, suits, actions, arbitration proceedings,
administrative proceedings, regulatory proceedings, losses, expenses or costs of any kind,
whether actual, alleged or threatened, including attorney’s fees and costs, court costs, interest,
defense costs, and expert witness fees, where the same arise out of, or are attributable in
whole or in part, to negligent acts or omissions of the Agency or its employees, officers or
agents or the employees, officers or agents of any Member, while acting within the course and
scope of an Member relationship with the Agency. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the sole
negligence, gross negligence, or intentional acts of any Member is exempted from this Section
11.3 - Indemnity.

Section 11.5 — A With Me]

The Agency intends to carry out activities in furtherance of its purposes consistent with
the powers established by this Agreement and with the participation of all Members.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Board shall have the authority to approve any agreements
with one or more Members in order to further the purposes of the Agency, including, but not
limited to, the commencement of a condemnation action within the jurisdictional boundary of the
agreeing Member or Members.

ection 11.6 — Withdr: M
a) Any Member shall the have the ability to withdraw by providing ninety (90) days
written notice of its intention to withdraw. Said notice shall be given to the Board and to each of

the other Members. If such Member is an Appointing Authority, the Member’s withdrawal shall
not be effective unless and until the non-withdrawing Members agree to an amendment to this
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Agreement providing for the composition of and appointment to the Board.

b) A Member shall not be fiscally liable for any contribution to an adopted budget
provided that the Member provides written notice ninety (90) days prior to the adoption of the
budget of its intention to withdraw.

c) In the event of a withdrawal, this Agreement shall continue in full force and effect
among the remaining members as set forth in Section 11.8, below.

d) Notwithstanding the foregoing, Members shall not have the ability to withdraw if
there is outstanding bonded debt or other long term liability of the Agency unless and until it is
determined by the Board by Super Majority Vote that the withdrawal of the Member shall not
adversely affect the ability of the Agency to perform its financial obligations pursuant to the
bonded debt or other liability. The Board shall communicate its finding to the non-withdrawing
Members who may approve the withdrawal by unanimous vote.

a)  Asan alternative to pursuing litigation against a Member for failure to meet its
funding obligations set forth in this Agreement or as may be adopted by the Board from time to
time, the Board may vote to terminate such Member. The Board shall transmit its determination
to the Members who may approve the termination by unanimous vote of the Members not
proposed to be terminated. If such Member is an Appointing Authority, the Member’s
termination shall not be effective unless and until the non-terminated Members agree to an
amendment to this Agreement providing for the composition of and appointment to the Board.

b) In the event of a termination, this Agreement shall continue in full force and effect
among the remaining members as set forth in Section 11.8, below.

c) Notwithstanding the foregoing, Members may not be terminated if there is
outstanding bonded debt or other long term liability of the Agency unless and until it is
determined by the Board by Super Majority Vote that the termination of the Member shall not
adversely affect the ability of the Agency to perform its financial obligations pursuant to the
bonded debt or other liability. The Board shall communicate its finding to the Members who
may approve the termination by unanimous vote of the Members not proposed to be terminated.

a) Provided that at least two Members remain, the withdrawal or termination of one
or more Members shall not terminate this Agreement or result in the dissolution of the Agency;
this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect among the remaining Members; and the
Agency shall remain in operation.

b) Except as provided in Section 11.6 (b), any withdrawal or termination of a

Member shall not relieve the Member of its financial obligations under this Agreement in effect
prior to the effective date of the withdrawal or termination.
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Upon determination by the Board that any surplus money is on hand, such surplus money
shall be returned to the then existing Members in proportion to their cumulative contributions to
the Agency, or such surplus money may be deposited in a Board designated reserve account.
Upon determination by the Board that any surplus properties, works, rights and interests of the
Agency are on hand, the Board shall first offer any such surplus for sale to the Members and
such sale shall be based on highest bid received. If no such sale is consummated, the Board shall
offer the surplus properties, works, rights and interests of the Agency for sale in accordance with
applicable law to any governmental agency, private entity or persons for good and adequate
consideration.

Section 11.10 — Termination And Dissoluti

a) Mutual Consent
i) Except as otherwise provided in this Section 11.10 (a), this Agreement
may be terminated and the Agency dissolved at any time upon the unanimous approval of the
Members provided that provision has been made by the Members for the payment, refunding,
retirement, or other disposition of any bonded debt or other long term liability in the name of the
Agency.

ii) Upon Dissolution of the Agency, each then existing Member shall receive
a proportionate share, based upon the cumulative contributions of all then remaining Members,
of any remaining assets after all Agency liabilities and obligations have been paid in full. The
distribution of remaining assets may be made “in kind” or assets may be sold and the proceeds
thereof distributed to the Members. The Agency shall remain in existence for such time as is
required to determine such distribution, and the Board, or other person or entity appointed by the
Members, shall be responsible for its determination. Such distribution shall occur within a
reasonable time after a decision to terminate this Agreement and dissolve the Agency has been
approved by the Members. No former Member that previously withdrew or was terminated as of
the effective date of the decision to terminate this Agreement and dissolve the Agency shall be
entitled to a distribution upon dissolution.

b) Insufficient Members

Subject to the provisions of Sections 11.6 and 11.7, should Members either be
terminated or withdraw such that only one Member remains, this Agreement shall terminate and
the Agency dissolved. In such event the last remaining Member shall be entitled to all assets of
the Agency.

c) Failure to be Financially Sustainable
In the event that the Agency does not take the necessary actions to create a sustainable

revenue stream necessary to fully finance its operating budget by the end of Fiscal Year 2018 —
2019 this Agreement shall terminate and the Agency shall be dissolved, unless otherwise agreed
to by amendment to this Agreement approved unanimously by all then-existing Members. In
the event of such termination and dissolution, the process of dissolution shall begin on July 1,
2019, and proceed as set forth in Section 11.10 (a) (ii), above.
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d) Legislative Determination
Should the State adopt legislation specifying that the Basin should be managed by a

statutorily designated entity this Agreement shall terminate and the Agency shall be dissolved
upon such terms and conditions as the legislation may designate. Upon such dissolution, the
assets and liabilities of the Agency shall be disposed of in the manner specified by the
legislation. If the legislation does not so specify, the assets and liabilities of the Agency shall be
disposed of in the manner provided in Section 11.10 (a), above.

\rticle XII: Miscell Provisi
cti 1— t n

The foregoing constitutes the full and complete Agreement of the Members. This
Agreement supersedes all prior agreements and understandings, whether in writing or oral,
related to the subject matter of this Agreement that are not set forth in writing herein.

Section 12.2 - Amendment.

This Agreement may be amended from time-to-time by the unanimous consent of the
Members, acting through their governing bodies. Such amendments shall be in the form of a
writing signed by each Member.

Section 123 — § \nd Assi

The rights and duties of the Members may not be assigned or delegated without the
written consent of all other Members. Any attempt to assign or delegate such rights or duties in
contravention of this Agreement shall be null and void. Any assignment or delegation permitted
under the terms of this Agreement shall be consistent with the terms of any contracts, resolutions
or indentures of the Agency then in effect.

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the successors and
assigns of the Members hereto. This section does not prohibit a Member from entering into an
independent agreement with another person, entity, or agency regarding the financing of that
Member’s contributions to the Agency or the disposition of proceeds, which that Member
receives under this Agreement so long as such independent agreement does not affect, or purport
to affect, the rights and duties of the Agency or the Members under this Agreement.

ion 12.4 — Di 1

In the event there are disputes and/or controversies relating to the interpretation,
construction, performance, termination, breach of, or withdrawal from this Agreement, the
Members involved shall in good faith meet and confer within twenty-one (21) calendar days after
written notice has been sent to all the Members. In the event that the Members involved in the
dispute (“Disputing Members”) are not able to resolve the dispute through informal negotiation,
the Disputing Members agree to submit such dispute to formal mediation before litigation. If
Disputing Members cannot agree upon the identity of a mediator within ten (10) business days
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after a Disputing Member requests mediation, then the non-Disputing Members shall select a
mediator to mediate the dispute. The Disputing Members shall share equally in the cost of the
mediator who ultimately mediates the dispute, but neither of the Disputing Members shall be
entitled to collect or be reimbursed for other related costs, including but not limited to attorneys'
fees. If mediation proves unsuccessful and litigation of any dispute occurs, the prevailing
Member shall be entitled to reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses in addition to any
other relief to which the Member may be entitled. If a Disputing Members refuses to participate
in mediation prior to commencing litigation, that Member shall have waived its right to
attorneys’ fees and costs as the prevailing party.

i = i r
This Agreement may be executed in parts or counterparts, each part or counterpart being
an exact duplicate of all other parts or counterparts, and all parts or counterparts shall be

considered as constituting one complete original and may be attached together when executed by
the Members hereto. Facsimile or electronic signatures shall be binding.

Section 12.6 — Member Authorizati

The governing bodies of the Members have each authorized execution of this Agreement,
as evidenced by their respective signatures below.

Nothing herein shall constitute a determination by the Agency or any Members that any
action shall be undertaken or that any unconditional or irrevocable commitment of resources
shall be made, until such time as the required compliance with all local, state, or federal laws,
including without limitation the California Environmental Quality Act, National Environmental
Policy Act, or permit requirements, as applicable, have been completed.

Notices authorized or required to be given pursuant to this Agreement shall be in writing
and shall be deemed to have been given when mailed, postage prepaid, or delivered during
working hours to the addresses set forth for each of the Members hereto on Exhibit “A” of this
Agreement, or to such other changed addresses communicated to the Agency and the Members

in writing,
tion 12.9 — abili d idi f nt.

Should the participation of any Member, or any part, term or provision of this Agreement,
be decided by the courts or the legislature to be illegal, in excess of that Member’s authority, in
conflict with any law of the State, or otherwise rendered unenforceable or ineffectual, the
validity of the remaining portions, terms or provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected
thereby and each Member hereby agrees it would have entered into this Agreement upon the
same remaining terms as provided herein.
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Whenever used in this Agreement, the singular form of any term includes the plural form
and the plural form includes the singular form.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Members hereto, pursuant to resolutions duly and
regularly adopted by their respective governing boards, have caused their names to be affixed by
their proper and respective officers as of the day and year so indicated.

COUNTY QF MONTERE
By : W
Chair of the Board of Supervisors

Dated: / Z /ZZ‘/ / é

APPROVED AS TO FORM

CHARLES J. MCKEE, County

LA i;.... éi

[ w

WATER RESOURCES AGENCY.OF THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY

oEth ¢-Board ofs ts of the Water Resources Agency

Dated: /'— g {- 2};

APPROVED AS TO FORM

CITY OF SALINAS

By

Mayor

Dated:
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Whenever used in this Agreement, the singular form of any term includes the plural form
and the plural form includes the singular form.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Members hereto, pursuant to resolutions duly and
regularly adopted by their respective governing boards, have caused their names to be affixed by
their proper and respective officers as of the day and year so indicated.

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

By

Chair of the Board of Supervisors

Dated:

APPROVED AS TO FORM
CHARLES J. MCKEE, County Counsel

By

WATER RESOURCES AGENCY OF THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY

By

Chair of the Board of Supervisors of the Water Resources Agency

Dated;

APPROVED AS TO FORM
CHARLES J. MCKEE, County Counsel

By

CITY OF SALINAS
w )
T A

Dated: [ ’a‘ ‘a o A\
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APPROVED AS TO FORM

CHRISTOPHER CALLIHAN, City Attorney

BVMJWL‘/

CITY OF SOLEDAD
By
Mayor
Dated:
APPROVED AS TO FORM
, City Attorney
By
CITY OF GONZALES
By
Mayor
Dated:
APPROVED AS TO FORM
, City Attorney
By
CITY OF GREENFIELD
By
Mayor

Dated:
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APPROVED AS TO FORM

CHRISTOPHER CALLIHAN, City Attorney

By

CITY OF AD

By

ayor

Daed:  03/p3/17

APPROVED AS TO FORM
Michael Rodriquez , City Attorney
By ; : %
CITY OF GONZALES / /
By
Mayor
Dated: o
APPROVED AS TO FORM
, City Attorney
By
CITY OF GREENFIELD
By
Mayor

Dated:
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CITY OF GONZALES

By 7V Mo @m £2

Maria Orozco, Mayor

Dated: &/9 / // 7

APPROVED AS TO FORM

w P

Michael F. Rodriquez, ﬂg/ﬂn y

Dated: ]—j/‘jﬂ/7




APPROVED AS TO FORM

, City Attorney
By
CITY OF KING
gy Fo7 AT
Mayor

Dated: 3 'Z;‘Z-F/’"'"ZB "w_-l

CASTROVILLE COMMUNITY SERVICES

By

Chair of the Board of Directors
APPROVED AS TO FORM

, District Counsel

MONTEREY REGIONAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY

By

Chair of the Board of Directors

APPROVED AS TO FORM

, Agency Counsel
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APPROVED AS TO FORM

, City Attormey
By
CITY OF KING
By
Mayor
Dated:
APPROVED AS TO FORM
, City Attorney
By

CASTROVILLE COMMUNITY SERVICES

o S

Chair of the Board }‘f Directors

APPROVED AS TO FORM

4/7@46‘%4, District Counsel
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APPROVED AS TO FORM

, City Attorney
By
CITY OF KING
By
Mayor
Dated:
APPROVED AS TO FORM
, City Attorney
By.

CASTROVILLE COMMUNITY SERVICES

By

Chair of the Board of Directors

APPROVED AS TO FORM

, District Counsel

MONTEREY REGIONAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY

By .)Q«\M ELMM

" Chair of the Board of Directors

APPROVED AS TO FORM

\
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EXHIBIT A

MEMBERS

COUNTY OF MONTEREY
County Administrative Officer
168 W. Alisal St., Salinas, CA 93901

WATER RESOURCES AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY
General Manager

CITY OF SALINAS
City Manager

CITY OF SOLEDAD
City Manager

CITY OF GONZALES
City Manager

CITY OF GREENFIELD
City Manager

CITY OF KING (KING CITY)
City Manager

CASTROVILLE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
General Manager
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b)

d)

Director

City of Salinas.

South County Cities.

Other GSA Eligible Entity.

Disadvantaged Community,
or Public Water System,
including Mutual Water
Companies serving
residential customers.

CPUC Regulated Water
Company.

EXHIBIT B

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Representing

City of Salinas.

Cities of Gonzales, Soledad,
Greenfield, and King City.

GSA Eligible Entities but not
including the cities of Salinas,
Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield or
King City.

Unincorporated Disadvantaged
Communities, or Public Water
Systems, including Mutual Water
Companies serving residential
customers only.

CPUC Regulated Water
Companies in the Basin.

34

Specific Qualifications

To be determined by the
Appointing Authority.

To be determined by the
Appointing Authority.

Must be a representative of a
GSA Eligible Entity but not
including the cities of Salinas,
Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield or
King City.

Must be a resident of a
Disadvantaged Community in
the unincorporated area, or a
representative Public Water
System, including Mutual Water
Companies serving residential
customers only.

Must be a representative of a
CPUC Regulated Water

Appointing
Authority

Salinas City
Council.

Appropriate City
Council as
recommended by
the City Selection
sub-Committee,

Monterey County
Board of
Supervisors.

Castroville
Community
Services District.

Salinas City
Council.



f)

g)

h)

)

Agriculture.

Agriculture.

Agriculture.

Agriculture.

Environment.

Agricultural interests.

Agricultural interests.

Agricultural interests.

Agricultural interests.

Environmental users and interests.

35

Company.

Must be an individual that is: 1)
engaged in, and derives the
majority of his or her gross
income or revenue from,
commercial agricultural
production or operations; or 2)
designated by an entity this is
engaged in commercial
agricultural production or
operations, and the individual
derives the majority of his or her
gross income or revenue from
agricultural production or
operations, including as an
owner, lessor, lessee, manager,
officer, or substantial
shareholder of a corporate entity.

Same as (f).

Same as (f).

Same as (f).

Must be a representative of an

Monterey County
Board of
Supervisors.

Monterey County
Board of
Supervisors.

Monterey County
Board of

Supervisors.

Monterey County
Board of
Supervisors.

Monterey County



k)

Public Member.

Interests not otherwise
represented on the Board.

36

established environmental
organization that has a presence
or is otherwise active in the
Basin.

A rural residential well owner;
an industrial processor; a Local
Small or State Small Water
System; or other mutual water
company.

Board of
Supervisors.

Monterey County
Board of
Supervisors.



EXHIBIT C
QTIIER GSA ELIGIBLE ENTITY DIRECTOR POSITION NOMINATING GROUP
COUNTY OF MONTEREY
WATER RESOURCES AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY

MONTEREY REGIONAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY
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EXHIBIT D

DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY, OR PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM, INCLUDING
MUTUAL WATER COMPANIES SERVING RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS DIRECTOR
POSITION NOMINATING GROUP

CASTROVILLE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT (Group Contact)
Eric Tynan, General Manager

11499 Geil St.

Castroville, CA 95012

(831) 633-2560 phone

(831) 633-3102 fax

info(@castrovillecsd.org

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE COALITION FOR WATER
SAN JERARDO COOPERATIVE
SAN ARDO WATER DISTRICT

SAN VICENTE MUTUAL WATER COMPANY
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EXHIBITE

CPUC REGULATED WATER COMPANY DIRECTOR POSITION NOMINATING GROUP

ALISAL WATER CORPORATION DBA ALCO WATER SERVICE (Group Contact)
Thomas R. Adcock, President

249 Williams Road

Salinas, CA 93905

831-424-0441 phone

831-424-0611 fax

tom@alcowater.com

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
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EXHIBIT E

ENVIRONMENT DIRECTOR POSITION NOMINATING GROUP

SUSTAINABLE MONTEREY COUNTY

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MONTEREY COUNTY
LANDWATCH MONTEREY COUNTY

FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS OF ELKHORN SLOUGH
CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SQCIETY, MONTEREY CHAPTER
TROUT UNLIMITED

SURFRIDERS

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

CARMEL RIVER STEELHEAD ASSOCIATION
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Chapter 1
Appendix 1-B

ASGSA City Resolution



RESOLUTION #2019-17

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENFIELD
AUTHORIZING THE CITY TO (1) AMEND AND RESTATE THE MEMORANDUM
OF UNDERSTANDING WITH CLARK COLONY AND THE PETTTIONED
LANDOWNERS AND (2) FILE A REVISED NOTICE OF INTENT

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the Governor signed into law, three bills (SB 1168,
AB 1739, and SB 1319) collectively referred to as the “Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act” (“SGMA"), that initially became effective on January 1, 2015, and that has been amended
from time-to-tirne thereafter.

WHEREAS, the stated purpose of SGMA, as set forth in California Water Code section
10720.1, is to provide for sustainable management of groundwater basins at a local level by
providing local groundwater agencies with the authority, and technical and financial assistance
necessary, to sustainably manage groundwater.

WHEREAS, Califomia Water Code secttons 10723 and 10723.8 allow a local public
agency to decide to become a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“GSA”) to undertake
sustainable groundwater management,

WHEREAS, the City is a local agency qualified to become a GSA because the City
manages water, has a water supply, and has land use responsibilities over a certain portion of the
Forebay Subbasin [Subbasin Number 3-4.04, DWR Bulletin 118 (update 2016)] of the Salinas
Valley Groundwaier Basin. The Forebay Subbasin is a DWR-designated high priority basin,

WHEREAS, California Water Code section 10726.5 allows for GSAs t0 enter into written
agreements with private parties to assist in the funding of groundwater sustainability plans
(“GSPs"™), their development, facilitation and implementation. (Water Code §10726.5.)

WHEREAS, SGMA was amended through SB 13, which was signed into law on
September 3, 2015, to expressly allow mutual water companies to participate in a GSA through a
memorandum of agreement or other legal agreement. (Water Code §10723.6(b).)

WHEREAS, CCWC is a mutual water company qualified to participate in a GSA because
it is a mutual water company as defined in California Public Utilities Code section 2725. CCWC
is organized for the purposes of delivering irrigation water to its shareholders at cost and is not a
public utility. (Public Utilities Code §2705.)

WHEREAS, the City’s municipal well is located within the CCWC service area and
outside of the City’s sphere of influence.

WHEREAS, the City and CCWC service area overlie the Arroyo Seco Cone Basin, which
is located within the Forebay Subbasin. The Asroyo Seco Cone Basin was identified by the DWR
in Bulletin 52 to be hydrologically distinct from the other subbasins of the Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin because the principal source of groundwater replenishment in the Arroyo Seco



Cone Basin is percolation from the channels of the Arroyo Seco River and its tributary, Reliz
Creek.

WHEREAS, section 10723.8(a)(1) of SGMA allows a local agency which decides to
become or form a GSA to notify the DWR of “the boundaries of the basin or portion of the basin
the agency intends to manage.” (Water Code §10723.8(a)(1).)

WHEREAS, on April 5, 2017 and April 12, 2017, the City posted notices of its intent to
become a GSA over the Arroyo Seco Cone Basin (a portion of the Forebay Subbasin), comprising
the area located within the City limits and the CCWC service area,

WHEREAS, on April 18, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing and adopted
Resolution #2017-08, authorizing the City to become a GSA to manage the Arroyo Seco Cone
Basin (a portion of the Forebay Subbasin), comprising the area located within the City limits and
the CCWC service area; form the Amroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“ASGSA™);
and enter into 8 MOU with CCWC.

WHEREAS, the Notice of Intent to become the GSA was filed with the Department of
Water Resources (“DWR”), and the DWR subsequently accepted and posted the NOI on April 27,
2017.

WHEREAS, at a duly noticed public meeting on May 23, 2017, comments were made by
a member of the public who requested the ASGSA Board consider landowner petitions to add
lands overlying or benefiting from the Amoyo Seco Cone Basin (a portion of the Forebay
Subbasin) to the area managed by the ASGSA.

WHEREAS, section 10723.2 of the SGMA requires that a GSA consider the interest of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing GSPs.
(Water Code §10723.2)

WHEREAS, on May 30, 2017, the ASGSA held a special meeting to discuss the petitions.
At that meeting, the ASGSA Board considered becoming the GSA for those petitioned lands
overlying or benefiting from the Amroyo Seco Cone Basin (a portion of the Forebay Subbasin) and
contiguous 1o the area managed by the ASGSA to the north, east and west, with the southern
boundary of the area to end at the boundary of the Forecbay and Upper Valley subbasins.

WHEREAS, subsequent to the May 30, 2017 meeting, additional landowners submitted
petitions to the ASGSA to request that their lands, which overlie or benefit from the Amoyo Seco
Cone Basin, be added to the area managed by the ASGSA.

WHEREAS, the City-ASGSA published nofices in local newspapers on June 14% and 21",
2017, to notify the public of a public hearing on whether to become the GSA for these lands
petitioned by landowners for inclusion to the area of the Arroyo Seco Cone Basin (portion of the
Forebay Subbasin) managed by the ASGSA.

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2017, the ASGSA held a public hearing and decided to become
the GSA for the certain petitioned lands which overlie or benefit from the Arroyo Seco Cone and
located contiguous to the area managed by the ASGSA (“Petitioned Lands") by adopting
Resolution 2017-08. On the same day, the City Council held a public hearing and decided to



become the GSA for the Petitioned Lands by adopting Resolution #2017-51. The MOU between
the Parties was amended to reflect the same.

WHEREAS, the second Notice of Intent which included the petitioned landowners was
filed with the Department of Water Resources (“DWR”), and the DWR subsequently accepted and
posted the NOI on June 30, 2017.

WHEREAS, the City has been directed by the DWR to modify the City-filed notices of
intent despite the DWR having previously accepted the filings as stated above,

WHEREAS, the MOU between the City and CCWC has been amended and restated
accordingly.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that:

1. The Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding with Clark Colony Water
Company (Exhibit A) is approved and the City Manager is hereby directed to execute the
MOU;

2. The City hereby reinstates the Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency as formed
and in its current composition without any interruption to that agency’s process; and

3. The City will modify the City-filed NOIs as directed by the DWR. The NOlIs are to be
amended to include (a) the City; and (b) the management area comprising the CCWC
service area (inclusive of the City’s well) and the previously accepted petitioned
landowners as referenced above,

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of the Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency
at a regular meeting held on the 12th day of February 2019 by the following vote:

AYES, and all in favor, thereof, Councilmembers: Mayor Walker, Mayor Pro-tem
Martinez, Councilmembers Untalon, Tipton and White

NOES, Councilmembers: None

ABSENT, Councilmembers: None

ABSTAIN, Councilmembers: None

Lance Walker, Mayor

est: e

Liu T Fek L,

Ann F. Rathbur, Clerk




Amended and Restated

Memorandum of Understanding By and Between City of Greenfleld and Clark Colony Water
Company

RECITALS

A. On September 16, 2014, the Governor signed into law, three biils (SB 1168, AB 1739, and
SB 1319) collectively referred to as the “Sustainable Groundwater Management Act”
(“SGMA”), that initially became effective on January 1, 2015, and that has been amended
from time-to-time thereafter.

B. The stated purpose of SGMA, as set forth in California Water Code section 10720.1, Is to
provide for sustainable management of groundwater basins at a local level by providing
local groundwater agencies with the authority, and technical and financial assistance
necessary, to sustainably manage groundwater.

C. California Water Code sections 10723 and 10723.8 allow a local public agency to decide
to become a Groundwater Sustalnability Agency (“GSA”) to undertake sustainable
groundwater management.

D. The City of Greenfiald {“City”) is a local agency qualified to become a GSA because the
City manages water, has a water supply, and has land use responsibilities over a certain
portion of the Forebay Subbasin [Subbasin Number 3-4.04, DWR Builletin 118 (update
2016)] of the Salinas Valiey Groundwater Basin. The Forebay Subbasin is a DWR-
designated high priority basin.

E. California Water Code section 10726.5 allows for GSAs to enter into written agreements
with private parties to assist in the funding of groundwater sustainability plans {("GSPs”),
their development, facilitation and implementation. {Water Code §10726.5.)

F. SGMA was amended through SB 13, which was signed into law on September 3, 2015, to
expressly allow mutual water companies to participate in a GSA through a memorandum
of agreement or other legal agreement. (Water Code §10723.6(b). )

G. Clark Colony Water Company ("CCWC") is a mutual water company qualified to
participate in a GSA because it is a mutua! water company as defined in California Public
Utilities Code section 2725. CCWC is organized for the purposes of delivering irrigation
water to its shareholders at cost and is not a public utility. (Public Utilities Code §2705.)
CCWC's service area is also over a portion of the Forebay Subbasin of the Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin.
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H. The City’s municipal well is located within the CCWC service area and outside of the City’s
sphere of influence.

. On April 5, 2017 and April 12, 2017, the City posted notices of its intent to become a GSA
for the management area comprising the City and CCWC service area consistent with
California Water Code section 10723(b).

J. On April 18, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing and adopted Resolution #2017-
08, authorizing the City to become a GSA; form the Arrcyo Seco Groundwater
Sustainability Agency [“ASGSA”); and enter into a Memorandum of Understanding
{“MOU") with CCWC,

K. The Notice of Intent to become the GSA was filed with the Department of Water
Resources (“DWR"), and the DWR subsequently posted the NOI an Aprii 27, 2017.

L At a duly noticed public meeting on May 23, 2017, comments were made by a member
of the public who requested the ASGSA Board consider landowner petitions to add lands
to the management area of the ASGSA.

M. Section 10723.2 of the SGMA requires that a GSA consider the interest of all beneficial
uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing GSPs.
{(Water Code §10723.2.)

N. On May 30, 2017, the ASGSA held a special meeting to discuss the petitions. At that
meeting, the ASGSA Board considered becoming the GSA for those petitioned lands
contiguous to the ASGSA management area to the north, east and west, with the southern
boundary of the management area to be located at the boundary between the Forebay
and Upper Valley subbasins.

0. Subsequent to the May 30, 2017 meeting, additional landowner petitions were received.

P. The City-ASGSA published notices in local newspapers on June 14" and 21%, 2017, to notify
the public of a public hearing on whether to become the GSA for these lands petiticned
by landowners for inclusion in the ASGSA’s management area.

Q. On June 27, 2017, the ASGSA held a public hearing and decided to become the GSA for
the certain petitioned lands located contigucus to the ASGSA’s management area
("Petitioned Lands") by adopting Resolution 2017-08. On the same day, the City Council
held a public hearing and decided to become the GSA for the Petitioned Lands by adopting
Resolution #2017-51. The MOU between the parties was amended to reflect the same.
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" R. The parties wish to amend and restate the MOU to have the City reinstate the ASGSA and
ensure compliance with SGMA.

NOW THEREFORE, incorporating the above recitals herein, it is mutuatly understood and agreed
as follows:

1. Purpose. This MOU is entered into by and between the Parties to facilitate a cooperative
and ongoing working relationship that will alow compliance with SGMA and State iaw,
bath as amended from time to time

2. Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency. The City is the local agency with the

authority under SGMA to determine the management area it intends to manage. The City
established the ASGSA, which includes participation by the CCWC, to manage the portion
of the Forebay Subbasin that covers the City limits. The City also established the ASGSA
to manage the CCWC service area {in which the City’s municipal weil is situated) and
Petitioned Lands {coliectively, “Management Area”). The City shall consider and if
approved, adopt a resolution to {a) reinstate the ASGSA as originally formed, which
includes the CCWC as participants on the Board of ASGSA in its current composition and
without any disruption to the current ASGSA Board process and {b) amend the NOls
submitted to the DWR to further validate the City’s decision to be the GSA for the
sustainable management of groundwater for the City and the Management Area
cansistent with SGMA.

3. Funding of ASGSA. Consistent with Water Code section 10726.5, the CCWC is committed
to paying the City fifty percent (50%) of the costs incurred by the ASGSA for the
development, facilitation and implementation of the GSP. If an additional party elects to
participate in this MOU, they shall pay thelr fair share of prior and future expenses of the
ASGSA through an agreement with the ASGSA. Cost and expenses of ASGSA may also be
funded from: {i) voluntary contributions from third parties or {ii} pgrants; taxes,
assessments, fees andfor charges levied by the ASAGA under the provisions of SGMA or
as otherwise authorized by law. Sharing of resources, including staff, is allowed to meet
this obligation,

4. Ongoing Cooperation and Dispute Resolution. The Parties acknowledge activities under
this MOU will require the frequent interaction between them in order to pursue
opportunities and resolve issues that arise. The Parties agree that any dispute regarding
the enforcement or interpretation of any term, covenant or condition of this MOU shall
first, for a period of not less than thirty (30) days, be submitted to mediation before a
mutually acceptable mediator. If they are unable to resolve such matter{s) through
mediation, resolution shall be sought through binding arbitration before a third party
arbiter mutually agreed to by both Parties.
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5. Term. This MOU shall remain in effect unless terminated by the mutual consent of the
Parties and as allowed by State law provided that provision has been made by the Parties
for the payment, refunding, retirement, or other disposition of any bonded debt or other
long term liability in the name of the ASGSA.

6. Entire Agreement and Amendments. This MOU incorporates the entire and exclusive
agreement of the Parties with respect to the matters described herein and supersedes all
prior negotiations and agreements (written, oral, or otherwise) related thereto. This
MOU may be amended only in writing executed by the Parties.

7. Counterpart. This MOU may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which
shall be deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same
agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the Parties hereto, pursuant to resolutions duly adopted by their respective
boards, have caused their names to be affixed by their proper and respective officers as of the day
and year so indicated.

CITY OF GREEN

By
Mayor

Dated:_ D2 - 13-3014

APPROVED AS TO FORM

Mary Lerner, City Attorney

/?;7%24 ,:,ivﬂ APV

CLARK COLONY WATER COMPANY,

A California Corporation
By WA Q.vw—\

Michael Gri\.: fesident
“\
Dated: %20y 20, 2019
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Chapter 2
Appendix 2-A

Comments on the Draft GSP

1.  Comment Table
2.  Comment Letters
3. Comment Letters Responses



Number Chapter Table Page Figure Comment Type Date Commenter Comment Response Action
1 Meeting 7/1/2020 Steve Which workshop topic would explain the whole basin and subbasin and  |DW: Good suggestion, and may be a workshop to have earlier than later. [Meeting comment -
Mclntyre |reservoirs connectivity? Even though there is an ISP workshop later, Let's discuss later. noted.
there is an opportunity for an educational opportunity where everyone
can get on the same page about how the basin works. An overview of
whole basin, hydrology, how the watershed works, and how the dams
and existing projects are all tied together would be helpful.

2 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jason Smith [Maybe move Water Law workshop later Comment received. Meeting comment -

noted.

3 Meeting 7/1/2020 Nancy Gratitude for materials ahead of time. Stress importance of getting as Comment received. Meeting comment -

Isakson many people to workshops as possible; we're all responsible for spreading noted.
word to get diversity of people to workshops. Work with Ag groups and
Advisory Committee to get the word out.
4 Meeting 7/1/2020 Tom Virsik [It's a good direction. 1) Agree with Mr. Smith that water law can wait until|Comment received. Meeting comment -
there is an explanation of the structure of whole valley, of the projects noted.
that exist, and how they are interrelated. People need to understand
what is occuring in the valley before water law theory. Possibility to
include another topic for ASGSA, ES with management areas.
5 Meeting 7/1/2020 Curtis Need to talk about management areas. Concerned about process not Donna Meyers: We've been working through established coordination Meeting comment -
Weeks including coordination. A lot of coordination going on, we need subcommittee, has 2 members from each board. As we initiate Forebay |noted.
opportunity to share information. We'll need to modify our GSP. I'm Planning Committee, also working with coordination team. Working
asking planning committee to consider ASGSA as management area and  [towards MOU. Creating parallel process. Agree with Curtis, effort needs
activities. to track with our efforts also. We can figure out how to communicate and
bring in those discussions, and include ASGSA planning committee.
6 Meeting 7/1/2020 Norm Groot |l imagine there will be a lot of discussion on some topics planned for Comment received. Meeting comment -
2021. May need to call special meetings, encourage more flexibility. noted.
Suggest picking each date each month for workshops.
7 Meeting 7/1/2020 Curtis | appreciate the explanation and the process Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks noted.

8 Meeting 7/1/2020 Norm Groot|Does it make sense to be congruent with 180/400 subbasin on this? DW: Not required to have same approach as 180/400. However, the law |Meeting comment -
says, one subbasin may not prevent another subbasin from reaching noted.
sustainability. If one subbasin says 4inches subsidence/year and you say
Oinches/year, there will be issues of preventing reaching sustainability.

9 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jason Smith [Each surface water body can have its own designation? DW: Yes, you could say the Min Thresh for Salinas R. is to maintain Meeting comment -
current rate of depression, and could say increase depletion for Arroyo noted.

Seco
10 Meeting 7/1/2020 Steve When do we need to make a decision? DW: You need to come up with a quantitative description for each SMC. [Meeting comment -
Mcintyre This is an iterative process. noted.
11 Meeting 7/1/2020 Curtis Relative to interdependent GW issues, the riparian corridor has adapted, [DW: Curtis touched on this, when we set levels of what is significant and |Meeting comment -
Weeks see pic on left of slide. Note no cottonwoods. We noted flashiness of unreasonable, we are only talking about where GW and SW levels are noted.
water, sandiness of substrate. Water flows through. In other reaches, similar and connected. Not where GW is disconnected from SW. So think
cottonwoods have died. of those locations.
12 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jerry Lohr [Glad you acknowledge difference in Arroyo Seco Cone. | think the idea of |Comment received. Meeting comment -
not harming neighboring GSAs is good. Looking at whole area as well as noted.
ASGSA is appreciated.
13 Meeting 7/1/2020 Steve When we were working on 180/400, we were also working on ISP. Group |DW: I'm trying to allow for flexibility and have each committee come up |Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |came up with recommendations for whole basin. Are you going to share [with own ideas. | can share those recommendations as a starting point. |noted.
those? Or will this committee need to come up with new
recommendations.
14 Meeting 7/1/2020 Steve I think that's a great idea, and to emphasize this is an iterative process, DW: Yes, and while we've changed our whole process to be more Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |and those are just a starting point. inclusive, | don't want those ISP recommendations to be a hard pass. Will [noted.

send those recommendations within a few days.




15 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jason Smith [Important to emphasize the no-harm principle so we don't have to just go |DW: Good point, yes you have to set your own thresholds but not soina |[Meeting comment -
back to the drawing board. way that will be unreasonable to their neighbors. Some other basinsin  |noted.
Cali have submitted their GSPs, and are only *now* reaching out to their
neighbors. Don't know how DWR will handle this.
16 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jason Smith [So how will that work? DW: It goes both ways. The 180/400 may not prevent Forebay or Eastside |Meeting comment -
or Langley from reaching sustainability. noted.
17 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jason Smith |The 180/400 has already created their plan. | understand this will be Emily: M&A and the SVBGSA are involved in the creation of these plans  [Meeting comment -
adjusted. and if we see people talking about SMCs that won't line up, or negatively [noted.
impact, we're trying to get ahead of that.
18 Meeting 7/1/2020 Victoria Would like to remind everyone there is an online comment form. DW: we have released some of the chapters, 1-4, is background Meeting comment -
Hermosilla information. Comments about style, grammar, etc... please use SVBGSA  [noted.
website. There is button.
19 Meeting 7/1/2020 Curtis Getting in to aspects of coordination, we need to make sure we're Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks working together, pulling horse in same direction. Strategically, have to noted.
figure out how we're going to eliminate conflict and work together.
20 Meeting 7/1/2020 Tom Virsik |In agenda packet, some language about encouraging voluntary pumping [DW: Yes, this is an iterative change. We're going to take that language Meeting comment -
controls, sect. 3.8.5. | have no problem, but upper valley draft has water |out of the Upper Valley. Will say we're going to encourage voluntary noted.
charges framework at that section. So, there is a distinction now. Not pumping reductions.
sure if this is iterative phrasing, or on purpose. Didn't see water charges
framework in the Forebay.
21 Meeting 7/1/2020 Nancy Release public comments Emily: We are working with M&A to collect comments. We have not Meeting comment -
Isakson decided on the timing of releasing those comments back to the public. noted.
DW: We are going to submit the comments to the advisory committee,
and probably won't release comments to the public before then. Emily:
Categorizing comments in admin, opinion, strategic. Still working through
this.
22 Meeting 7/1/2020 Jerry Lohr [Want to know what kinds of things Derrik thinks would be most beneficial |[DW: The July 28 SMC workshop will explain more about what we covered |Meeting comment -
for us to participate in. here. It will not deal with data specific to this subbasin, but be more noted.
conceptual. The July 9 BOD meeting will cover a GDE/ISW discussion also.
If that's what you're interested in, there will be more technical
information.
23 Meeting 7/1/2020 Steve | think the GDEs will be a good workshop. Emily: We do have a followup item to send ISP recommendations out at |Meeting comment -
Mcintyre starting point. In addition, we will reach out with survey in August to noted.
make some decisions in September meeting.
24 Table 3-2 JotForm 7/16/2020 |Heather We request that this table include all Monterey County regulated drinking |Comment received. Table 3-2 was made
Lukacs water systems and clearly distinguish between type of drinking water using DWR's OSWCR
system. Local small water systems serve 2-4 connections, state small database, and it does not
water systems serve 5-14 connections, private domestic wells serve 1 provide information on
connection. In addition this table should list agricultural and industrial the amount of
users as separate well types. This distinction is made in Figure 3-6 but not agricultural and
in this Table. It is important to distinguish between well type here in order industrial wells so these
to set the stage for good water budget estimates, for the monitoring categories have to be
network, and throughout the plan. This data is all readily available to the combined into the
public and GSA. production category. The
parcel data used to make
Figure 3-6 came from
Monterey Country, not
from DWR so it is
unlikely that these two
data sources match up
exactly.
29 Meeting 9/2/2020 Curtis Not having any subsidence, you're still going to have land surface Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks changes. noted.




30 Meeting 9/2/2020 Subsidence SMC: Motion to accept Option 1: Any subsidence anywhere in |Motion was passed by Committee and will be incorporated into GSP. This will be incorporated
the Subbasin is significant and unreasonable using the metric of INSAR into GSP development
data (+/-) 0.1 ft. as a strategic comment.

See memo for further
discussion.

31 Meeting 9/2/2020 Norm Groot |At the risk of getting into a tug of war with other organizations, | suggest |Comment received. Meeting comment -
we maintain current water quality impacts. Choosing to improve may noted.
have policy conflicts. With so much we have to do to maintain the
groundwater, maintaining quality is probably the best way forward.

32 Meeting 9/2/2020 Curtis This is related to salt management. Salts are likely to increase over time. |Comment received. Meeting comment -

Weeks Maintaining the salt balance over time may be difficult to achieve. noted.
33 Meeting 9/2/2020 Heather We care a lot about water quality. We recognize what SGMA says, that Comment received. Meeting comment -
Lukacs you can't further degrade water quality. We support setting minimum noted.
thresholds and measurable objectives at specific wells. Ours is more of a
question around where the monitoring occurs around the basin and how
the baseline is developed. There's an opportunity for multi-benefit
projects that take into account water quality. We are really hopeful that
groundwater management can improve the water quality.

34 Meeting 9/2/2020 Water Quality SMC: Motion to accept Option 1: Degraded groundwater  |Motion was passed by Committee and will be incorporated into GSP. This will be incorporated
quality resulting from direct GSA actions is significant and unreasonable into GSP development
as measured by the number of supply wells. as a strategic comment.

See memo for further
discussion.

35 Meeting 9/2/2020 Nancy Are these flexible? We haven't done the water budget, so we don't know |Abby Ostovar: We won't write this section until we have the water Meeting comment -

Isakson what the sustainable yield is, so we don't know how feasible it is to pump |budget. This is to provide initial guidance. DW: Kind of by definition, we [noted.
within the sustainable yield. will already by pumping within sustainable yield. This sustainable yield is
what you can pump without having undesirable results. We will put a
number on it, but it's subject to revision as we get better information or
implement projects.
36 Meeting 9/2/2020 Steve | understand these are policies? DW: Yes, here we're asking for policy directions today, and we'll have Meeting comment -
Mclintyre better numbers later. noted.
37 Meeting 9/2/2020 Heather | agree with others that it's important to see sustainable yield numbers.  [Abby Ostovar: We plan on generating the sustainable yield when we get |Meeting comment -
Lukacs Other agencies start with that sustainable yield, how much can you pump |the model, which should be in a couple of weeks. This is really to get your [noted.
to maintain water levels and prevent undesirable results. Encourage initial reaction so we can start fleshing out the direction, and we will come
subbasin to to look at sustainable yield. It is what is truly sustainable, not |back with the numbers when we have them.
just what you can pump.
38 Meeting 9/2/2020 Allan I don't want us to be pumping to our minimum numbers or water levels. | |[DW: What we're going to be doing is, when we implement all of the Meeting comment -
Panziera want to understand that process a little better and how we come up with |projects that we have planned, how much pumping does that support and|noted.
that number. still meet our measurable objectives? And remember, this is in 20 years
from now. If we say, 15 years out, and we have implemented projects but
we see GW levels going down, we can change our sustainable yield based
on what we're seeing on the ground. It can be adjusted along the way.
39 Meeting 9/2/2020 Nancy | appreciate Derrik's comment. That's the important part, what if projects [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson are not implemented or voted on, you're looking at pumping reductions noted.
to meet that sustainable yield. This highlights the importance of being
able to identify the sustainable yield.
40 Meeting 9/2/2020 Steve Even if we don't implement any projects, we don't have to necessarily DW: Yes. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |reduce pumping depending on what is determined to be our sustainable noted.

yield. Is that correct, Derrik?




41 Meeting 9/2/2020 Groundwater Storage SMC: Motion to accept Option 1: Pumping in excess |Motion was passed by Committee and will be incorporated into GSP. This will be incorporated
of the sustainable yield leads to significant and unreasonable impacts. into GSP development
as a strategic comment.
See memo for further
discussion.
42 Meeting 9/2/2020 Steve Arroyo Seco GSP chose 2015, thinking along these same lines. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mclintyre noted.
43 Meeting 9/2/2020 Allan When the Arroyo Seco selected 2015, we saw different things. I'm not Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera sure about the Forebay. Certain things did not recover. | need more noted.
information to make that decision.
44 Meeting 9/2/2020 Jason Smith [We had some issues with how the dams were operating. I'm reluctant to |Comment received. Meeting comment -
use 2015 as that level because, | don't know how to address that. noted.
45 Meeting 9/2/2020 Steve We'll be discussing the numbers at a later time, like sustainable yield. We |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |don't have to decide which year today because we are focusing on policy. noted.
46 Meeting 9/2/2020 Heather | think | see the water levels discussion here is a little different. Do we Comment received. Meeting comment -
Lukacs have an understanding of the wells in the area, specifically domestic wells noted.
or small water systems? We would like to see groundwater levels that
protect drinking water users. We would like to see a drinking water
analysis like we saw in the 180/400 so all users can be engaged. How are
drinking water users considered in this recommendation?
47 Meeting 9/2/2020 Jerry Lohr (It seems like we're getting ahead of ourselves. | would like more data and |Abby Ostovar: Is there specific data you're looking for? DW: We're asking |Meeting comment -
information. for policy approaches now, so then we can come back with more data. noted.
48 Meeting 9/2/2020 Allan We are going to have a cross-section of all groundwater data types DW: Yes, for the data that we have. We don't have a lot of data on Meeting comment -
Panziera including domestic, correct? domestic wells. Abby Ostovar: We can develop groundwater elevaion noted.
contours, and show what it would look like in a couple different years.
49 Meeting 9/2/2020 Nancy I'm struggling with 2015, whatever year you choose, you don't want to Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson make it worse. Potentially, what is the lowest you can live with? Once you noted.
get the data, and you look at what happens, you can relook at these with
the data.
50 Meeting 9/2/2020 Heather It would be helpful to see the impacts on the domestic wells first. | know |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Lukacs some people have drilled deeper wells in this area mostly because of noted.
quality. It would be helpful to see that prior to making a decision.
51 Meeting 9/2/2020 Jerry Lohr [l agree with that. | would like to see more information and analysis before |Comment received. Meeting comment -
making a decision. | would like to know more about Option 1 and 4. noted.
Domestic wells will have difficulty getting data. So more data and
hydrographs for Option 1.
52 Meeting 9/2/2020 Groundwater Elevation SMC: Motion to accept option 1, but need to Motion was passed by Committee. This will be incorporated
review additional data. into GSP development
as a strategic comment.
See memo for further
discussion.
53 Meeting 9/2/2020 Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water SMC: Motion to accept Option [Motion was passed by Committee and will be incorporated into GSP. This will be incorporated

3: The current rate of surface water depletion is not unreasonable
(although it may be significant).

into GSP development
as a strategic comment.
See memo for further
discussion.




54

Meeting

9/2/2020

Steve
Mcintyre

| think the reservoir reoperation would be minimal from a financial
standpoint, and critical for the Forebay. Same with the invasive species
removal. Nobody wants to have pumping restrictions, but we may have to
in drought. I'm hopeful as a basin we can come up with financial
incentives, to incentivize farmers to use less water based on the ET rate,
compared to the amount of water they pump. Use satellite data and
decrease the delta between the two. Possibly convert to drip irrigation. |
think converting to drip irrigation would save us around 30,000 AFY

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

55

Meeting

9/2/2020

Jerry Lohr

| agree with Steve on these first two things. What's new to me is the
winter release idea. Winter release and recharge has good merit and are
good ideas.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

56

Meeting

9/2/2020

Jason Smith

Since we had a strategic BOD meeting with the MCWRA on Friday, and
the topic of working with this agency is a big priority. We are talking about
assets and projects run by MCWRA. | think we're moving the right
direction, working with the MCWRA. Obviously with the need for work in
the 180/400 with SWI, and we are relatively sustainable in the Forebay,
we need to continue to understand how that all works together with cost.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

57

Meeting

9/2/2020

Nancy
Isakson

How are these projects going to be working together? Some slides show a
Salinas Valley Program, and some are more specific to the 180/400,
others may be beneficial to the whole valley. How will that all be
implemented? When you talk about maximizing the SRDF, what does that
mean for the Salinas Valley Water Project which has been voted on and is
utilizing that water right? People have paid for that benefit for many
years. Winter releases, wasn't clear to me there would be additional
diversions, releases. If you inject it at the ASR wells, you would provide
that water for the irrigation season at the SRDF?

DW: The idea is the winter releases we inject in the ASR wells, we pump
that water instead of summer releases to the SRDF.

Meeting comment -
noted.

58

Meeting

9/2/2020

Nancy
Isakson

That would limit the releases and recharge from the reservoirs during the
irrigation season.

DW: There is a question around how late do we have releases, into July?
It's a trade-off. No summer releases? Winter releases and solving for
future droughts? Your feedback is important for us to know which trade-
off is better or not.

Meeting comment -
noted.

59

Meeting

9/2/2020

Nancy
Isakson

It's public knowledge that the SYWC entered into a settlement agreement
with the MCWRA. One thing we are looking at is implementation of a
winter release schedule and one concern is impacts to SRDF. Your
alternative is avoiding impacts at the SRDF.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

60

Meeting

9/2/2020

Heather
Lukacs

1) We really encourage the GSA to explore projects with multiple benefits,
especially with regard to GW quality remediation. Funding from the state,
SVBGSA wouldn't have to be the lead on it. 2) Design recharge projects
that would protect drinking water. | think this could be fundable from
many different sources. Exciting research from UC Davis/Santa Cruz.
Consider this with recharge projects. 3) Include a drinking water well
mitigation program. We work with people with wells in the area, and a
mitigation program could help them deepen their well or connect to a
nearby water system. We would like to see this included to achieve multi-
benefits and bring in more outside funding.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

61

Meeting

9/2/2020

Tom Virsik

The issue of the MCWRA interlake tunnel project is more than a slight
complication. This will have a large impact on the pocketbook of users.
Sooner or later, the SVBGSA will need to take a position on the tunnel
project. Could be more from the technical side, saying we understand the
tunnel project would "assist" or "hinder" projects one way or the other
and will have a fiscal impact. Even though it's not the GSA's project, |
think it is something that the GSA will need to deal with directly.

Abby Ostovar: We fully intend on working with MCWRA.

Meeting comment -
noted.




62 Meeting 9/2/2020 Curtis This committee is really charged with looking at the Forebay and some Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks projects aren't Forebay related. Thinking about the coordination with the noted.
MCWRA on the reservoir reoperation and HCP, | think the coordination is
a key element. | think it's going to take a different way of looking at GW.
In terms of reduction of pumping, in the last drought cycle, there were
some individuals that did have to reduce their pumping. The exception is
the CSIP area, which has different supplies and very deep wells, and they
used the same or more water during the drought. The area where we
have the largest problem, we didn't have a comensurate reduction in
pumping.
63 Meeting 9/2/2020 James The CSIP permit is over 20 years old. If expansion occurs, the new permit |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Bishop may not be the same as the old permit and there may be additional noted.
requirements. The title 22 report, issued by DDW, will also need to be
updated. We are supportive of the use of recycled water.
64 Meeting 9/2/2020 Curtis Chapter 5, | was concerned about the graphic depicting a predicted Deep |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks Aquifer in the Forebay. The Forebay is an unconsolidated mass of noted.
sediments. | was surprised on the predicted area without any data. We
shouldn't include those types of designations without proper
hydrogeologic characterization.
65 Meeting 9/2/2020 Steve | also had concerns about characterizing it as part of the deep aquifer Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |without a presentation of data and evidence based science. | think we noted.
should revisit it at our next meeting.
66 Meeting 9/2/2020 Curtis It wasn't clear to me if you were calling the area a deep aquifer within the [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks Forebay or if you were making the leap to connect it to the deep aquifer noted.
in the coastal areas. It's not clear what the recharge mechanism is for that
in the coastal area deep aquifers. To make that kind of leap gives me
pause and concern.
67 Meeting 9/2/2020 Steve | agree with that and | worry it's conjecture and we need some data. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mclintyre noted.
68 Meeting 9/2/2020 Nancy That addressed my question. | think it's premature without the data. | Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson reached out to our hydrologist and geologist and they were both noted.
surprised that the deep aquifer was included. If you don't have the data, it
needs to be removed. But if you believe it needs to be there, then the
committee and public need to know what it would take to develop the
data.
69 Meeting 9/2/2020 Motion: Bring back item of chapter 5 & 7 for discussion next time. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Specifically, in regard to the deep aquifer. noted.
70 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Jerry Lohr |Re: ASGSA-SVBGSA Coordination Update: | want to compliment the Comment received. Meeting comment -
energy going forward and the cooperation between Donna and Curtis. | noted.
hope to have this done by the end of the year. | commend you.
71 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Norm Groot|Wondering if determination is made, and an agreement is set on the Donna Meyer: We do intend to do outreach with property owners once |Meeting comment -
management area, does SGMA require the parcels to approve that? Or we have a boundary proposal. All the parcels will be within the one GSP  |noted.
can the GSAs approve it? (Forebay), but we will have those conversations with stakeholders and
property owners.
Curtis Weeks: We want to take this to the public once we have a
technically sound determination behind it.
Les: There is no SGMA requirement for a property owner vote on this, but
outreach and consensus is encouraged.
72 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Steve Re: Deep Aquifer: Is it not a separate aquifer because there aren't any DW: Not necessarily. We just don't have the data right now to say the Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |aquitards separating? deeper portions are separate from the shallower portions. We are waiting [noted.
for the Deep Aquifer Study.
73 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Allan You don't have conclusive evidence it's interconnected with the 180/400, |DW: yes, we're saying there is no conclusive evidence either way. Meeting comment -
Panziera either way? noted.
74 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Amy I'm with WRA, | want to let everyone know on November 16 WRA BOD Comment received. Meeting comment -
Woodrow [meeting, there will be a deep aquifer presentation. noted.
75 Meeting 11/4/2020 |[Tom Virsik [Ms. Woodrow said what | was going to say. Talk to the agency people, Comment received. Meeting comment -

they will be the authority.

noted.




76 Meeting 11/4/2020 |James Sang |You mentioned there were several wells in this area. At the time they DW: This information was from the well logs, and they were drilled at Meeting comment -
were dug, did they go down to 800 ft? Into the deep aquifer? least 800 ft deep. They don't say on the well log, "deep aquifer." noted.

77 Meeting 11/4/2020 |James Sang |I'm interested in recharging our aquifers so we can have a sustainable DW: In the Forebay, the single aquifer is largely recharged from Meeting comment -
aquifer, anywhere in the valley really. precipitation and river flows. The question remains about how long or noted.

how it gets to the deepest parts of the basin, changes as you go south or
north. This question will be answered by the Deep Aquifer Study.

78 Meeting 11/4/2020 |James Sang |Can | assume that if we were able to catch the precipitation in one year, [DW: If we could capture more precipitation, yes, we could, but it's very  |Meeting comment -
that we could get it to percolate into the groundwater and then into the |difficult to do. For the 180/400 subbasin, even if we could capture noted.
underground aquifers in the 180/400? precipitation, it would be hard to get into the 180/400 due to the

aquitards in the way. It's a different subbasin.
79 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Justine There is a summary of constituents of concern. What is the process for DW: We looked at publicly available data from Division of Drinking water |Meeting comment -
Massey identifying the constituents of concern. Were Chromium 6 and arsenic wells, since they are sampled for title 22 suite, including Chromium. Some |noted.
tested for? wells were from ILRP, so we could only assess what they analyze for,
which is a smaller set of constituents.
80 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Justine | would identify that as a point to improve data collection in the future. |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Massey It's important for this committee and the GSA to have all the information noted.
possible to manage the subbasin. Constituents of concern like that can
have negative effects. We recommend more mapping of those
constituents. | see mapping of Nitrate. Mapping for other constituents
would help prevent undesirable results. We encourage even more trends
and mapping with data from state small water systems, local water
systems, public systems, and private wells.
81 Meeting 11/4/2020 [Norm Groot|As you may know, I'm participating on the Deep Aquifer working group.  |Comment received. Meeting comment -
That groups has been discussing the study and the need to get it done. noted.
The problem is we have not identified a funding source. It will probably
take a year or more. The county is not willing to fund it, so it will require
grants or another funding source. There is a survey out which includes
how to fund the study. | urge you all to complete the survey Gary
Peterson created. We really need your input on this.
82 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Justine | want to reiterate what Community Water Center has said in the past. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Massey Monitoring networks must include shallow well monitoring to establish noted.
baseline conditions in quality and groundwater elevation that effects
domestic users. We find this to be critical, and encourage a robust shallow
well monitoring program. | would be happy to provide more information
how that connects to our DW well mitigation framework.
83 Meeting 11/4/2020 |James Sang |On the monitoring of the water level, how is it done and where is it done? [DW: There is a map in Chapter 7, it's done quite a few wells in the Meeting comment -
Forebay, which will be reported regularly. There is a map. Monitoring is  [noted.
conducted by MCWRA and private well owners. We receive the data and
report to DWR.

84 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Jerry Lohr |Re: Management are memo: | thought it was quite complete and the Comment received. Meeting comment -
process is working well. noted.

85 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Steve Re: SMC Presentation/Discussion/Groundwater Storage/MT and MO: | Comment received. Meeting comment -

Mcintyre  [think this approach is appropriate. noted.
and Jerry

Lohr




86 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Justine I want to follow up on the 21% of domestic wells potentially being Steve MciIntyre: We're going to get better data as we go along. | would Meeting comment -
Massey impacted. If the impact is in that range, is there a plan in the works about [expect the domestic wells to have been impacted by the 2015 drought noted.
how to mitigate those impacts? How does the committee respond if that [more than the ag wells, since they are so much shallower. | think there is
is the case? a way to monitor and find a standard that is more appropriate.
Abby Ostovar: We're going to talk about projects and management
actions a little later. | think the wells that went dry was very low,
suspiciously low, close to zero, which is why we expanded our analysis.
Steve Mcintyre: | would add from 2015, | don't know of any domestic
wells that went dry on our ranches or our neighboring ranches. 2015 was
an extreme situation for all of us.
87 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Gus Yates |l want to clarify about ASGSA consultant not liking this. By using pumping [Steve Mcintyre: That's a really good point. As a management action, if we |Meeting comment -
as a storage surrogate, it's assuming that storage decline is a result of reoperate the reservoirs, we could have prevented that. noted.
pumping. In this basin, the storage decline during the last drought wasa |DW: | want to disagree with Mr. Yates. | think that he overstates it to say
result of an interuption of surface flow and a decrease in recharge, not that the lowered water levels were from lack of streamflow. Lack of
from an increase in pumping. Both decreases in recharge and increases in |streamflow was important, but you could also have cut back on pumping
pumping both effect storage. to maintain storage. You need both recharge and to control our pumping.
In the thresholds we're writing, we agreed the storage threshold based on
GW levels is reasonable. We also said that we need to pump within our
sustainable yield. It's not one or the other, it's both. It's both recharge and
controlled pumping.
88 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Jerry Lohr ([It's important to point out the drought years as well as the operation of |Comment received. Meeting comment -
the reservoirs. noted.
89 Meeting 11/4/2020 (Justine Two reports came out, one from the Water Foundation that found similar |Steve Mclntyre: | really appreciate that. | appreciate the opportunity to  |Meeting comment -
Massey results that the GSP plans that came for 2020 will result in up to 12,000 [speak with you, and maybe a group of us can chat with you about these |noted.
wells going dry and thousands of CA residents losing access to their DW. | [studies and how they might relate to this subbasin.
would be happy to forward that information along. It is a very real
possibility that these SMC MT are being prepared in a way that will not
protect domestic users. | understand process-wise, you've separated
SMCs and projects. You don't want to set yourself up for a giant gap that
will cause drastic problems.
90 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Jerry Lohr |In ISW data gaps (7.6.2), it says the level of interconnection basin fill Comment received. Meeting comment -
aquifer and the Arroyo Seco aquifer is unclear. That is something we need noted.
to be cognizant of going forward.
91 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Jerry Lohr |Re: Subsidence SMC. | think it would be good to have 1ft cumulative. Comment received. Meeting comment -
noted.
92 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Allan I would agree to 1 ft cumulative. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera noted.
93 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Steve | would agree to that, too. DW: If you have a rate for one metric, you need to have a rate for the Meeting comment -
Mcintyre other, too. You can't have a rate for one metric and cumulative for the noted.
other. Trying to make it easy on us for DWR to approve our plan.
94 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Colby Based on what DW said, | would lean toward that recommendation, using |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Pereira a rate. noted.
95 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Steve Re: Water Quality: At the last coordinating committee meeting, we talked |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre |a lot about this topic. There are other efforts outside of SGMA looking at noted.

water quality, like the irrigated lands program. Our primary goal is to work
on salt water intrusion and the quantity of water to achieve sustainability.
| think we need to spend more time on water quality and be more
proactive. Farmers are concerned about salt build ups. City of Greenfield,
we might need to look at water softeners and maybe change them out so
we aren't adding to our salt load. | think we need to spend more time on
this.




96 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Justine At Community Water Center, we feel that it's important that the MT and |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Massey MO to be set at each well. If you just average across the subbasin, you can noted.
harm the users within the basin. If someone's well is no longer
functioning and they can't rely on it, it doesn't matter to them that on
average the subbasin is in compliance. It's detrimental to them. The
standards should say each well will be protected.
97 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Steve If we're going to have shallow wells for ISW, maybe we could use those  [Abby Ostovar: One question would be spatial representation. The shallow |Meeting comment -
Mclintyre shallow wells for water quality monitoring as well. wells for ISW will be concentrated along the river. noted.
DW: Water quality is based on supply wells. So we need to analyze what
supply wells we can use in our monitoring system, and the shallow ones
would be the domestic ones.
98 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Jerry Lohr |Re: Projects Discussion: Other projects: 11043, are we not including Abby Ostovar: Those are part of a valley-wide program. | tried to focus on |Meeting comment -
those? what would benefit this subbasin specifically. noted.
99 Meeting 11/4/2020 |John Re: winter releases, can SRDF operate in winter months? Abby Ostovar: Technically it can operate, we're working with WRA about [Meeting comment -
Bramers permitting. noted.
DW: During the 180/400 GSP discussions, our engineer asked MCWRA
about this. MCWRA said it could. Usually water levels are high enough to
raise the rubber dam. You could also operate the diversion without the
rubber dam. We went forward assuming we could operate it in the
winter.
100 Meeting 11/4/2020 |John We would have to expand the CSIP and do a lot of things to actually DW: Yes, it is part of a bigger project. Meeting comment -
Bramers capture the water and use it. Donna Meyer: One qualifier is that they have a flow prescription they noted.
have to operate to for winter flows for fish passage. There is a
prescription that is tied that physical possibility as well.
101 Meeting 11/4/2020 (James Sang |l don't like the idea of any kind of project that inhibits a grower. | look at |Steve Mclntyre: | would encourage you to submit your comments in Meeting comment -
this, in the long term, you have growth of ag product and growth of written form so we can include that later. noted.
population. Both mean you have to have increased water. If a grower
can't use his land, or you charge him for using the GW, | don't see this as a|Abby Ostovar: The swales are something that could fall under the ag
sustainable strategy for the long term. | think you need to rechage the BMPs. | was also building on a past presentation and a large part of the
wells themselves, and recharge the underground aquifers. | don't know if |reservoir reoperation is for recharge, which will get water into the
it's possible for each grower to develop ponds on his land, or what the ground. Recharge is a main focus of that project.
102 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Norm Groot|l just want to mention that we have conflicting objectives between Comment received. Meeting comment -
agencies controlling our GW at this point. The ILRP that is currently being noted.
proposed is going to discourage the percolation of irrigation water into
GW. If we design projects to enhance groundwater recharge, we need to
make sure we aren't getting crosswise of the ILRP program. As it stands
now, the regional water board does not want irrigation water below the
root zone and we should be aware of that as we move forward with
projects.
103 Meeting 11/4/2020 |Gus Yates |Does the inclusion of various mechanisms for reducing pumping mean we [Abby Ostovar: It's a back stop. We want to think about the approach if we|Meeting comment -
assume pumping needs to be reduced? Or is it a back stop? need it. noted.
104 Meeting 11/4/2020 |[Tom Virsik (I had comments on draft chapter 8. | assume it will be in a future meeting. |Emily Gardner: | would encourage you to submit comments. The draft Meeting comment -

Since there is so much red in it, I'm not sure if staff are ready to receive
comments. There are some issues with water rights, | can submit my
comments in writing. I'm not sure if staff are ready for substantive
comments.

chapter was included in the agenda packet, but it is a work in progress.
We want to get as much feedback as possible. We have not been issuing
multiple versions, but this is an exception for more feedback. Another
draft chapter 8 will be coming in January or February.

DW: If we have language concerns, especially with water rights. We want
those comments now.

noted.




105

Meeting

1/6/2021

James Sang

The November meeting, | don't understand the $35MIL for the Arundo
projects. | think that money could be better spent on recharge [projects]
in the subbasin. With Arundo, it seems like you're trying to save water in a
bathtub that has a drain because it directly goes to the ocean eventually. |
don't see the purpose. With $35MIL, you could put in infiltration basins,
everywhere, to fulfill recharge needs for this whole basin area. The kind of
recharge I'm thinking of is not just infiltration basins, but like swales or
trenches that are 2-3ft deep, which help prevent evaporation by the sun
and the wind. If there are any clay areas, it would be difficult. If we just
give it time, rainwater can be absorbed. This idea of fallowing, | don't like
the idea where we stop the use of any ag land use. The economics will
continuously, in a period of economic growth, these are products people
need. Other suggestions, bringing in water supply from the dams. Why do
all this work when you can get this water from precipitation?

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

106

Meeting

1/6/2021

Brad Rice

Re: Workshop: when you say approval for funding, what are you talking
about?

Emily Gardner: Funding mechanisms, we'll have a workshop on all various
types of funding mechanisms for projects: grant opportunities, fees for
pumping, 218 votes. It's going to be an informational workshop on how
we can fund projects in the future. How it looks at an individual subbasin
level will be different based on which projects move forward.

Meeting comment -
noted.

107

Meeting

1/6/2021

Allan
Panziera

The north boundary, B Line, when ASGSA was starting, and we were
petitioning folks to see if they wanted to join the ASGSA, from that line to
the north up to Foothill Road, they all expressed they wanted to be
included. | propose they should be included in the ASGSA.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

108

Meeting

1/6/2021

Ron
Panzeira

| agree. That [B] line should be extended up to Arroyo Seco Road,
continues up Paraiso Springs Road and that area. | think that's all heavily
influenced by the Arroyo Seco and not the Salinas.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

109

Meeting

1/6/2021

Jason Smith

What are the scientific and technical reasons why that [northern area]
wasn't included?

DW: When you look at all the data, you didn't see as strong of an
influence from the Arroyo Seco. | want to point out, this isn't Arroyo Seco
vs Salinas River. It is, is there an area that is more strongly influenced? |
think we had some earlier maps that went to the north, but the data get a
little less certain as you go further north. There wasn't anything that
specifically said you should NOT go further north.

Meeting comment -
noted.




110

Meeting

1/6/2021

Jason Smith

What's the difference of being in the management area versus not being
in the management area, for any landowner?

Donna Meyer: SGMA does allow us to create a management area within
the GSP, and can be based on a unique feature. It's not meant to divide
landowners. | think the committee has done a great job at looking at the
technical details. What the next step will be is within a management area,
you can work towards objectives and SMCs that are unique to that
feature, as long as they are not incongruent with the larger subbasin
goals. This area would be managed with the ASGSA, we would be able to
provide some funds that are collected by fees per parcel to the ASGSA for
management purposes. Any projects or work that was done beyond the
SMCs would have to be funded by the ASGSA. Management area
implementation agreement will be develop between the two areas that
will specify. The management area does not result in the SVBGSA giving
up its own powers or authority. It recognizes a partnership and a unique
feature within the subbasin. Without answering the boundary question
first, we can't move forward with other efforts.

DW: Other things we've worked on are agreeing to SMCs throughout the
entire basin. We've gone pretty far down that line. Several SMCs are going
to be the same in and out of the management area. There will be
differences when it comes to allocations. | don't see a need for pumping
controls in this basin. Should we come to that in the next 50yr, you have
to divide up the pie. There is an option to say one of the pies is within the
management area and another pie is outside of the management area.
Should that come to pass, that is probably the biggest effect of having a
management area.

Steve Mcintyre: The fees will be the same.

Meeting comment -
noted.

111

Meeting

1/6/2021

Gus Yates

| want to add about what happens at the boundary at line B. The water
quality effects of the Arroyo Seco continue to the north, but the
hydrograph signatures that are characteristic of the Arroyo Seco start
disappearing. It is a squishy dividing line.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

112

Meeting

1/6/2021

Colby
Pereira

It is important to look at this holistically, and not pit stakeholders against
eachother based on where a line might be drawn. | want to ask about
outreach. You pointed out this map doesn't have holes. Stakeholders
petitioned to be a part of this [Management Area] or not, can you update
how outreach is going?

Steve Mcintyre: Outreach really starts today. This was presented at the
ASGSA committee. Talking to various property owners who petitioned to
be in, or who said they didn't want to be in, especially where there were
holes or islands. We've gotten really good feedback. Now we have to seek
comments from a much larger group.

Meeting comment -
noted.

113

Meeting

1/6/2021

John
Bramers

There's a lot of data on here, but there seems like there is insufficient
data from the northeast, from Salinas River to Soledad. Don't you need
data there to fine-tune the map?

Steve Mcintyre: We hope to develop more data over time.

DW: Yes, there are places with missing data. The areas closer to the
headwaters are more influenced by the Arroyo Seco. That northern area
as you get close to the Salinas River, you get more influence from the
Salinas River. Right now we have the best estimate, and we need to move
forward. As we collect more data in the future, it may be something to
consider.

Donna Meyers: We had a similar conversation with the ASGSA this
morning. | reminded folks that SGMA is an adaptive management
approach. The planning work is that adaptive approach, and
understanding more about your basin, and refining your plan as you move
ahead.

Meeting comment -
noted.

114

Meeting

1/6/2021

John
Bramers

| guess as we get more data, would that area grow? What would it look
like? Seems like you're looking at hydrograph map as where to put that
line. You expanded the Clark Colony portion pretty far out, but the
hydrographs don't show that.

Steve Mcintyre: We wrestled with that.

Meeting comment -
noted.

115

Meeting

1/6/2021

Jason Smith

The yellow dots, they are on the border of either way, strongly Salinas or
strongly Arroyo Seco. That’s why | ask, what does this mean? At the same

time, we say this is a management area and it is relatively sustainable

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.




116 Meeting 1/6/2021 Jerry Lohr [It's a judgment call, a practical call. It's something where you put many DW: | think we're trying to get feedback to the ASGSA and SVBGSA can Meeting comment -
different things, many different graphs, especially in the north area where |come to a final agreement, or an agreement to move forward. If there are [noted.
this boundary could move. One that | thought was comfortable was data that would make a significant difference, that's great but there's also
where the bluff is to the south. There were some red wells at the base of |a timing issue.
the bluff, but on the bluff there are some yellow dots as well. Judgements
on the area are good. Through several months people have been looking |Donna Meyers: We have been working on this pretty much every month,
at it, we've gotten away from gaps. | think we're headed in the right going through the information, technical. And evaluating how the
direction. | think we're wanting to now go out and talk to people. Where [relationship will work in the GSP. We have been told by DWR that this will
are we with getting more data? need to get resolved fairly soon. When new maps are filed with the state,
which we want to do in Feb, there is a curing period. What we risk if it's
not resolved, that we will not be able to file this GSP and we will be out of
compliance with SGMA. Our intent is that we finish this analysis and work
through our boards and finalize the implementation agreement, and look
to late Feb to submit the map so the GSP can be submitted. Right now,
because of the overlap, neither GSA has the ability to submit.
117 Meeting 1/6/2021 Roger When you look at those 3 yellow dots, plus the blue one just above, the |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Moitoso majority of those land owners have asked to be in the ASGSA. Those 3 noted.
dots say it's pretty close, | would recommend you move the line. It's not a
big deal to pick them up. It's one GSP, one GSA that spreads the funds,
not a big difference.
118 Meeting 1/6/2021 Pamela Seems like hydrograph and water quality data, especially around the DW: You could use the cone, but it shows the historical maximum extent [Meeting comment -
Silkwood  |perimeters, is uncertain. But the geomorphic data is certain. The Arroyo  |of where the Arroyo Seco was. It doesn’t show where today it is noted.
Seco cone is established, which means there is influence from the Arroyo |hydrogeologically unique. There is a good argument to say the western
Seco river. Is there a reason why you wouldn't use the Arroyo Seco cone, |edge of the arroyo seco cone acts more like the rest of the basin. That
which then would capture NW area? doesn't mean you couldn't use the extent of the mapped cone. We're just
looking for best available data for the hydrologic influences.
119 Meeting 1/6/2021 Tom Virsik |It would be useful to have the current boundary map as GIS or a list of Comment received. Meeting comment -
APNs, so people can be very granular about their interests. The progress noted.
has been really good. What people have said, the difference between
being inside or outside may be less important than what it first appeared,
with the big caveat potentially being allocation issues which under SGMA
is not water rights. | don't see the boundary as binary as what it once
seemed to be. | don't see it making any substantive difference, in projects
that come down the road like reservoir reoperations or the tunnel. If you
happen to be 100% on arroyo seco water, or not, that matters. But if
you're on one side or the other doesn't matter as much.
120 Meeting 1/6/2021 Nancy Wanted to share recommendation from ASGSA Advisory Committee. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson Recommend to move forward and look at issues in the NW corner and the noted.
most SW corner, above the green bridge. Look at those issues and the
issues outlined today. Support the remaining boundaries as they have
been identified. Include all the way to the lower most southern purple
line. They also ask that it be brought back to their advisory board, and |
think that's the intent before going to board of directors.
121 Meeting 1/6/2021 Allan Re: Pumping allocations: I'm not sure how you set up the structure DW: Those are two different ways at looking at the allocation systems:  |Meeting comment -
Panziera without the science. One guy might be able to pump all he wants and not |controlling pumping and funding projects. We can give everybody an noted.
worry about the outliers. It might work for the 180/400, and the water allocation and there is also an option, legality still working through, if you
runs there longer now with CSIP, but hasn't seemed to stop the problem. [are pumping or groups of pumpers that are causing an undesirable
results, and it's clear, can the GSA say everybody's got an allocation but
you're causing an undesirable results. When you talk about pumping, we
think there's not exactly a 1:1 connection between this is your allocation
and this is your right to pump. This isn't a water right, it's simply an
allocation to get to sustainability.
122 Meeting 1/6/2021 Allan Are you going to charge somebody who doesn't have a problem orisn't  [DW: That's up to this group. We can find a different approach. Meeting comment -
Panziera causing a problem. | don't think that is fair. noted.




123 Meeting 1/6/2021 Steve Given the relative water wealth the Forebay has, if we need to allocate, it |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |ought to be during a drought. And maybe that allocation could be tied to noted.
a minimum threshold. If a group of wells fell below a threshold, then that
group might have to cut back 10%, until they got back above the
minimum threshold. My view is irrigated acres, and evaluating on a yearly
basis in case somebody wants to fallow or new users come in to the basin.
124 Meeting 1/6/2021 Jerry Lohr |There are sometimes permanent crops in the area, and their annual DW: | agree, and that's why I'm trying to keep this high level. We're trying [Meeting comment -
needs are based on rainfall. If we need about 20" of rainfall, but if we to avoid adjudications, which are essentially allocations but they're just  |noted.
have 5" of rain, we need 15" of pumping. The idea of water allocations is |water rights. We are looking for general concepts that we could agree on.
going to be a real Pandora's box. It will color people where they won't be |You're right, the details of this will take some time to work through, more
able to provide support for the salt water intrusion, or our well heights. | [time than we have to write this GSP.
think there's an easier answer. There's a question for population
expansion, where are we going to get water for that. Residential probably
uses less water per acre than irrigated land does. So if you buy and you
want to build, you can then have water used for irrigation for that. So you
don't have to go into an allocation process. This is a very complicated
process and | think we're just going to scare people.
125 Meeting 1/6/2021 Allan It states that you'll only be allocating native water. Where does the SVWP |DW: We are working with WRA to get their opinion on the legal status on [Meeting comment -
Panziera fall? their water. I'm not an attorney, so I'll try to be careful. In general, water |noted.
that has been diverted, that water belongs to the diverter. The fact that
WRA diverts it for the good of the people in the valley, complicates it. But
it is not part of the natural recharge.
126 Meeting 1/6/2021 Brad Rice |If the only thing we change is the date, 1956 instead of 2021, and we have [DW: | would like people on this committee to think, is there any place Meeting comment -
the same discussion, the allocation is of the natural sustainability pre- where we're going to need allocations for pumping or for financing. We’re |noted.
reservoir, pre CSIP. You come up with what that number is, and it's not looking for a fair way to split things up. What is fair? Net or irrigated
enough. So you build reservoir and you enhance. If they're not enough, acreage? We will send something out to get better feedback, maybe with
you come up with a project. And if that's not enough, then, we've already |examples. Or are some people saying they don't even want to see this in
done that. We've already created enhancement zones 2, 2A, 2C, 2B and  |the GSP?
you have Clark Colony on top of that, which spreads water and enhances
its own. If you talk allocations, you’ve got to talk about native, natural. Steve MciIntyre: We should table this until we have more time. | do need
to take it out to the public.
127 Meeting 1/6/2021 Nancy | want to add, you mentioned using allocations for funding. | think Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson historically it's been tried and doesn't really work. If you think that in 50 noted.
years you might need an allocation system, what about 30 years down the
road, we don't have that information. We don't have enough info today
to decide what will need to be developed in 30 years if we exceed our min
thresholds. We encourage you to consider that.
128 Meeting 1/6/2021 Tom Virsik [An observation, that when chapter 6, which is the water budget, is out Comment received. Meeting comment -
there, there will be numbers and numbers associated with irrigated noted.
acreage. By division, everyone will start with a default allocation, not
labelled as such, but where everyone will start. Keep that in mind, that
not putting numbers on what's happening may not be the best idea long-
term.
129 Meeting 1/6/2021 Justine For de minimis users, how are they defined? I've heard just one definition [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Massey which is using 2AFY or less. Is there a source for that distinction between noted.

domestic and other de minimis users? The importance of having
allocations for pumping, it's really one of the most critical tools for a GSA
to have to ensure you say within sustainability. A lot of hope hinges on
expectations for recharge water. Looking at this year, it's not something
we can count on. It's up to the GSA to make the hard calls as shortages
arise. Community Water Center finds this a really important point, there
should be some allowance and expectation of growth of urban users.
Population is expected to grow, but you can't fallow humans, so this is an
increase in basic needs use.




130 Email 1/28/2021 |James Sang |https://sivwater.org/delanos-big-dig/ Comment received. Noted.
131 Meeting 3/3/2021 John Were we going to do a template or 1-pager about what it would look like |Donna Meyers: We are still working through the documentation on the [Meeting comment -
Bramers in or out of the management area? management area. There was a database created, it's not fully updated. [noted.
Curtis and | will give an update and can answer your question then.
132 Meeting 3/3/2021 Gus Yates |I'm curious about the calculation of 267,000 AF. Was that calculated from |DW: | think the storativity value was applied to the difference between Meeting comment -
subtracting the differences between two contoured surfaces and applying |the MT and MO, | don't know the storativity value off hand. noted.
a constant storativity value? What was that value?
133 Meeting 3/3/2021 Justine Does this committee have any data on how many wells will be impacted [Abby Ostovar: The storage calculation is essentially the same as the water|Meeting comment -
Massey at that MT? levels, and how we do that calculation. That was presented in November, [noted.
and | sent it to Heather. The challenge with domestic wells, and the 150
DDW wells, many don't show accurate locations. We can really only use
those with accurate locations.
134 Meeting 3/3/2021 Justine There were only 8 wells with accurate location data, right? Is there a way |Abby Ostovar: Yes. No, way with existing data. Meeting comment -
Massey to track down more accurate information on those wells? noted.
135 Meeting 3/3/2021 John On the winter releases and ASR wells: Where will those go and what DW: The idea is that the winter release water goes to the 180/400. And  [Meeting comment -
Bramers aquifer will store that water? we store water in those aquifers in the winter. It has additional benefits |noted.
to the Upper Valley and Forebay subbasins. The idea of the project is to
store the water in the 180/400. And then there are supplementary
benefits that accrue to the Upper Valley and Forebay Subbasins.
136 Meeting 3/3/2021 John Is this a different project than pumping water from the Hwy 1? DW: This [Winter release ASR project] is trying to get more fresh water in [Meeting comment -
Bramers the ground, whereas the Hwy 1 project is trying to extract seawater from |noted.
the ground.
Abby Ostovar: That other project is not off the table, it just doesn't
primarily benefit the Forebay.
137 Meeting 3/3/2021 Allan What are the benefits to the Forebay? DW: This will take a reoperation of the reservoirs. | want to be clear, it Meeting comment -
Panziera isn't the GSA's purview, and will take a lot of coordination with MCWRA. [noted.
The idea is to store more water in the reservoirs in the summer, and then
release more water in the winter. This was the largest concern we heard
from Upper Valley and Forebay, about droughts where you don't get
regular releases to recharge the aquifer.
138 Meeting 3/3/2021 Gus Yates |Can someone explain the difference between the D-TAC and what Curtis Weeks: So the TAC is a group of technical folks and resource agency|Meeting comment -

MCWRA does all along which is wait until a drought comes along to
decide what to do?

folks put into place to establish release schedule for the coming year and
drought sequence. The principals are to guide a revised process for a
release schedule and prevent multiple years of no releases.

Steve Mclintyre: It's a multi-stakeholder group, but each group must
designate a qualified technical person to sit on the committee. It's a
broader view and advice on how to run the reservoirs during a drought.
Trying to be a little more proactive as we go.

Emily Gardner: The guiding principles of the D-TAC are in place. It's a
unique management action. Each year there is a drought, the D-TAC will
come up with a narrative about how operations could look into the fall.
That's where the management action happens because no one knows
how that will look due to the variability each year.

Jason Smith: A good example is that we would have implemented those
principles already if we hadn't gotten the rain we got. It has come out of
the lawsuit and this is part of the mitigation.

noted.




139 Meeting 3/3/2021 Nancy The Standards and Guidance Principles was adopted by the Board of Steve Mcintyre: The analysis Nancy is speaking of is actual modeling. The |Meeting comment -
Isakson Directors, this was a result of the litigation with SYWC and the MCWRA. | [WRA is doing modeling, and the SVWC is doing modeling, and we've spent|noted.
think this is really a good thing for everybody. NOAA, NMFS is a part of it. |a lot to get these models going. We're seeing the same kinds of benefits.
Also | want to mention, we've sent letters to this committee, one about  |Abby Ostovar: We did look into this. It isn't included here because the
the winter release schedule. Water released during winter would not only |details haven't been released yet. The language drafted for the GSP has
help recharge the aquifers, but also provide for additional fish passage. these 3 projects, as well as any other winter release projects will also be
We see it as win-win. It is simply a reoperation of the reservoirs without |considered.
the capital costs described here [with ASR]. We are moving forward with
the WRA on that. We should have the final tech memo this month. Our
prelim analysis shows that through this process, the average annual is
10,000 AFY available additiona water per year, with little to no impact on
SRDF, and benefits the entire Salinas Valley Basin. The SVWC thinks what
we are working on with WRA for the winter release program shows
almost as much potential as what this presentation shows, but without
the capital cost. It should be included as an alternative in the GSP.
140 Meeting 3/3/2021 Tom Virsik [On the river management program [Invasive Species Eradication], a cost |Abby Ostovar: Yes. These aren't finalized numbers and we are hoping to |Meeting comment -
of $160/AF. Is this for the 20,000 AF? update the project yield numbers. We anticipate that the project yield will [noted.
be less.
141 Meeting 3/3/2021 Tom Virsik [My understanding is that the interlake tunnel releases water April- Abby Ostovar: These aren't necessarily compatible projects. These are Meeting comment -
October, which is not winter. There are contrasting projects that are potential projects that deal with reservoir reoperations. What evaluations [noted.
winter releases. It sounds incompatible for them all to exist at once. It are needed to move forward. We are doing the winter release model
appears when this process goes further, there may have to be some runs. We thought it was better to acknowledge all of the potential
clarity from technical people and policy-making whether the interlake projects and then lay out the approach and a process through which they
tunnel is preferred. It seems like it would not work well to do both the will be evaluated.
interlake tunnel project and winter releases.
142 Meeting 3/3/2021 Tom Virsik [I'm suggesting that perhaps the next point to be explicit that there is a Comment received. Meeting comment -
project that goes in this direction, and these other projects go another noted.
and that they are not compatible. There needs to be a technical reality
before it goes to a policy decision.
143 Meeting 3/3/2021 Roger This is the same discussion we had in the Upper Valley, we have a GSA Steve MclIntyre: We are looking at these projects, keeping in mind that Meeting comment -
Moitoso looking for a job and we are crossing into jobs that aren't ours. This they don't belong to us, but if they are implemented then we would need |noted.
agency's attorney made the argument that the GSA is only to manage the |to have considered them.
native natural waters. Managing Arundo, and the river, okay, fine. But the
reservoirs, that is someone else's job and stakeholders already paying for
that. That would be like me calling Steve and telling him I'll manage his
vineyard. It's not my job.
144 Meeting 3/3/2021 Justine Just to clarify, how pumping in the Forebay is close to sustainable yield.  [Abby Ostovar: That is the topic of DW's presentation later. But we will Meeting comment -
Massey That's really encouraging. | want a better idea of what that means. Is that |address that today, after the next sections, Allocations and noted.
based on conditions this year? What is the baseline? Implementation.
145 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jerry Lohr [I've spoken to this before. We all realize some crops take more than Abby Ostovar: Dormant land that has previously never been irrigated now|Meeting comment -
others. We also have to consider annual crops, too. Wine grapes take 20- |coming in to be irrigated. noted.
24 inches of rain and irrigation water a year. We're all using our water as
efficiently as possible. So, if we have 5 inches of rainfall, we need 15
inches of irrigation water. If we have 15 inches of rainfall, we need 5
inches of irrigation water. That is a large variable. We have to take into
account the difference in needs between annual crops and perennial
crops. As for water for dormant land, are you talking about fallow land, or
land that hasn't been developed. There's a movement here to reduce
pumping to then bring new lands into production that has never been
irrigated before. Can you define what you mean by dormant land?
Fallowing is a good thing, but if we are bringing new lands in, that goes
against our water use.
146 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jerry Lohr  [Crops can change. Someone is putting in a lemon orchard. Someone could |Abby Ostovar: You can adjust the allocations as dormant land comes into |Meeting comment -

grow on hillsides, are we setting aside water for that future unknown
use?

use, or you could set a dormant set aside. The GSA does not have land use
authority. You could have distinct set of rules for non irrigated dormant
land.

noted.




147 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jerry Lohr [l came through here in Spring of 1959. There's a lot of land irrigated now |Abby Ostovar: We don't need to decide the details now. We can include |Meeting comment -
that wasn't irrigated then. And it's very productive. The reservoirs were  |things like the distinction between perennial and annual crops, as noted.
put in. How do we quantify? Will there be an additional 50,000 acres or  [important factor to this subbasin.
100,000 by 2040? Meanwhile we're all trying to conserve water.
148 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jason Smith [This gets into a lot of the conversation we had in the Upper Valley.1. We |Abby Ostovar: | would encourage you to think about the Forebay distinct |Meeting comment -
understand we're trying to create a plan to send to DWR, and what we're [than the Upper Valley. We're still trying to understand the numbers. We |noted.
going to send isn't the rules we have to abide by, but that this is our best |can have this as an alternative, as an "if needed". We're managing to
guess as to what we might be able to do. What we did in the Upper sustainability for the next 50 years. We can also have this triggered only
Valley, and it's similar to the Forebay, both being somewhat sustainable |during a drought. Even as a backstop, this will still take several years to
with water, is no one wants to pigeonhole themselves into anything. develop. Going into the GSP shows DWR we've thought about it.
We're trying to address a what-if. Creating a problem we don't have. For
us as a committee, we need to give you something. | don't think anyone is
going to be comfortable saying "option 2, we'll put some dormant set-
aside". We're not talking about a canal system where you can allocate
water evenly. This all gets into the water budget conversations. We're still
talking about it in the Upper Valley. It's really difficult to come up with
something that is committing to something we may never have to do.
Jerry brings up a good point about what land was before and what it
might be, permanent crops and dormant land. We have our baselines that
are in there. Once we get into one of those danger zones, then we're
already meeting as a committee and deciding how we want to handle
that. | also understand, we can't harm other basins. If we're in sustainable
yield, and we're deemed as we're not hurting anyone else...then...?
149 Meeting 3/3/2021 Brad Rice |Maybe what we ought to do what they're doing in the Upper Valley, and |Comment received. Meeting comment -
that is just monitor. noted.
150 Meeting 3/3/2021 Steve For drought conditions only seems to be a recurring theme in the Forebay |Abby Ostovar: We used the DWR boundary. We'd have to go through Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |and Upper Valley. When you were calculating the dormant land, did you [further analysis and refinement. There are questions that would need to |noted.
use Zone 2C as your outer boundary? If you take the water out of 2C, you |be addressed.
have to pay back taxes.
151 Meeting 3/3/2021 Brad Rice |I'm hearing allocations and allocations are not acceptable to us. Comment received. Meeting comment -
noted.
152 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jason Smith (I think what we are most concerned about with agreeing to things along |Abby Ostovar: Would you be more comfortable with this as an alternative|Meeting comment -
the way, even if they're just conceptual, there's not a lot of trust in the management action and the committee decided on a trigger? noted.
valley that once we put something on paper that it isn't something we'll
be held to. What you're saying is that we're just putting it in as a possible
option. We're reluctant to put anything down. How do we address this so
you can successfully submit a plan, and we won't feel like we won't have
our feet put to the fire for something we put in our plan.
153 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jason Smith |Yeah, this goes to monitoring. For example, we've had 3 years of no rain. |Abby Ostovar: That's helpful, drought is a big concern for this subbasin. |Meeting comment -
Now we get together as a committee once we reach those triggers and go [It's most important to have this during drought. There's going to need to |noted.
through X, Y, Z steps. We're like everybody else, we can't live without be a few years to develop a structure.
water. We just don't want to put it out there that we have an allocation
with a trigger. Perhaps something like what triggers the next talks would
help.
154 Meeting 3/3/2021 Jason Smith [Let's use the D-TAC as an example. If X happens, we're trying to prevent  |Emily Gardner: | just want to add, to clarify. Jason, you're talking about Meeting comment -
ourselves from getting into trouble. If we have 1 year of drought under the concept of triggers. If a trigger was hit, maybe people would want to |noted.
our belt, what is that trigger to address year 2, year 3. | think that would |have a conversation. But it would take years to develop that with enough
be better to address this, because it's staged. As we have droughts, there [stakeholder input. | just want to point out the time that it would take.
will be wells that run out of water.
155 Meeting 3/3/2021 Steve | would add, it's really going to come down to language to state, in a Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |drought condition, a committee will be convened and allocations will be noted.

considered based on the following triggers.




156 Meeting 3/3/2021 Allan It is going to be obvious. Some people already use more water than Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera others and there is water law that goes along with it. It needs to look like noted.
an adjudication because everyone isn't going to get equal amounts. If it
doesn't look like adjudication, then it will be open to litigation.
157 Meeting 3/3/2021 Brad Rice |Let's look back at history. In the last 60 years, we've only hit trigger points [Comment received. Meeting comment -
2 times. What are we trying to fix here? noted.
158 Meeting 3/3/2021 Nancy | appreciate the discussion. | want to make a distinction on restrictions Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson and allocations. SVWC survey responses say they do not support noted.
allocations. We wrote a letter and suggested pumping limitations as a tool
in your toolbox when you get to that point where you've exceeded your
MTs. You get together and say, what are you going to do? Reduce
5%/10%? How can you address the issue at hand? Seems simpler than
needing years to develop pumping allocations. Specific standards and
criteria should be developed similar to the D-TAC. Another tool in your
toolbox when you get to that point.
159 Meeting 3/3/2021 Tom Virsik |[In response to these discussions, it might be best not to use the word Comment received. Meeting comment -
"allocation" a lot, it rubs people the wrong way. | think of it like math. Call noted.
it what you want, but the calculation will be there about acres and water.
You're going to start with what looks like an allocation. | agree with Ms.
Isakson, that pumping limitations would be a useful tool. The GSP might
pigeonhole stakeholders. The land use authorities look at GSPs during
planning, and they'll look at your plan and permits to see a path forward.
Dormant land simply means lands not currently being irrigated, but they
overlie groundwater and have correlative rights to pump that water. If
another 100 acres comes into use, everybody's right gets reduced. The
default needs to be explicitly recognized in the GSP. It's less of an issue for
my clients in the Forebay. | would almost say "option 1" is almost the
default. You have water that is distributed, and with new land that comes
into production, the distribution is recalculated.
160 Meeting 3/3/2021 Curtis This is a challenging issue. | think Jason hit on some key points. I'll Abby Ostovar: The voluntary reduction in pumping, if not enough people |Meeting comment -
Weeks summarize this from the ASGSA. We need to have some controls when volunteer, what do you do then? noted.
we get into droughts. The Forebay is a unique subbasin because of the Curtis Weeks: We can create an allocation system after those voluntary
groundwater flow, recharged by two different river systems and is pretty |systems would occur.
161 Meeting 3/3/2021 Marieke Under the 3rd allocation approach, can you tell us the formula for that Abby Ostovar: Drought conditions are not at the top of DWR's concerns. |Meeting comment -
Desmond |and is it the same across the whole basin? And, what is the consequence |[That is more of a local concern for this subbasin. The state can step in if  |noted.
if DWR feels that each subbasin has not sufficiently planned for drought [they feel the plan is inadequate and doesn't provide enough options to
conditions? What are the next steps? reach sustainability. Every five years, we do an update, and every year we
have an annual report. To your point, this is an example, if you used less
historically, you would receive a smaller allocation. It is even across the
subbasin. We used a land use map. The crop multipliers were from
Monterey County. It's in the data packet.
162 Meeting 3/3/2021 Steve | have a question to pose to the committee. We need to give Abby and Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |Derrik some direction. I'm going to suggest, instead of calling it noted.
allocations, we call it pumping restrictions because it would be faster to
implement based on Emily's comments. Whether it is active or passive
restrictions, if we drop below the MT by 10% for two years, or 75% of the
wells, then we restrict our pumping by 10% or some percentage. And this
would give us time to develop allocations if it's a prolonged drought.
163 Meeting 3/3/2021 Brad Rice |I'm sitting on over 9,000 acres, and this whole allocation thing makes me |Comment received. Meeting comment -

nervous. | make a motion that we continue to monitor and give that
direction.

noted.




164 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |James Sang |If there are 15 inches of rain on 1 acre of land, that's 400,000 gallons of ~|Comment received. Meeting comment -
water. The advantage of trenches or swales is that the majority of water noted.
in them can be protected from evaporation. If we can calculate how many
swales or trenches would be needed to offset the water farmers are
using, then we can pass those savings onto farms so that they wouldn't
have to pay for the water they're using.
165 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Jerry Lohr |I'm very appreciative of how Abby worked with us. | think the huge issue |Steve Mcintyre: Thank you, Jerry. Other committee member thoughts?  [Meeting comment -
that we hopefully clarify here is de-linking fundraising. After Derrik's noted.
presentation today, we might want to revisit this because we didn't hear
the water budget last time. I'm willing to go forward now, but | would
prefer to wait.
166 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 [(John We didn't go too much into how monitoring and enforcing was goingto  [Steve Mclintyre: Yes, you raise a good point. Meeting comment -
Bramers go. We might want to get this TAC together sooner rather than later just noted.
to see how that's going to look so you can't enforce something. Emily Gardner: One of the first issues we hope the TAC can address is
looking at what data we can collect.
167 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Nancy Thank you for putting this together. The water resource agency has Steve Mcintyre: Thank you, Nancy. The nomenclature is important. We |Meeting comment -
Isakson adopted a drought TAC process. | know you're a part of that. Emily is a struggled with that ourselves. noted.
participant. Reservoir operations will be an important part of how these
triggers are met. You need to consider the reservoir operations.
Therefore, | think you need to have a linkage with what the water
resources agency is doing there. What they did with their TAC was to take
the politics out of it and base it on science and the facts. | recommend
something similar here. | noticed in the one-page handout there is still
mention of "control" pumping. This is kind of a red flag for some of us. |
think it would also be helpful if you had a monthly timeline. | would
concur it would be important to add what the TAC will be defining. Thank
you.
168 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 [Tom Virsik |It's unclear as presently phrased whether the TAC could create Abby Ostovar: It doesn't actually change anything. We'll mention it in the |Meeting comment -
management actions for all of the Forebay - and only all of Forebay - or  |annual report as a management action. noted.
for the Arroyo Seco Management, or for subareas within Forebay where
water levels may be dropping. The emphasis with TAC should be
technical, so the experts should be leading the committee more than the
stakeholders. If the TAC decided that pumping should be curtailed by X
percent in geographic area B, would that require an update to the GSP or
the annual updates or the 5-year updates? What would be the procedural
result of the TAC reaching a conclusion?
169 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Justine | really appreciate the adaptive management approach. | have a question [Steve Mcintyre: Those are details that we need to work out. We have Meeting comment -
Massey about the timing. When are the measurements taken? When does the some previous examples to guide us. We want to be careful not to act too |noted.
TAC meet? When is a decision reached? Water levels are seasonal. The quickly, because you're right, rainfall can change suddenly and
way the timing is currently set up, we might consistently have dry wells in Junpredictably. We don't want to rush into action because that would be
the summer, then the TAC would meet later, and any actions it takes disruptive, and it might be unnecessary if it happens to rain a lot the next
would be too far delayed. Could we include criteria based on the number |month.
of dry wells or partially dry wells in the area?
170 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Marieke What if we don't pass 218 and the dams don't get fixed? Will the GSP take |Steve Mclintyre: It's something all of us have thought about. This is a Meeting comment -
Desmond |that possibility into account? question for the broader board, something advisory committees should [noted.
be considering. It's too early to say without modeling, but good to think
about.
171 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |James Sang |What if you withhold pumping controls until you start projects that raise |Comment received. Meeting comment -
the groundwater levels? noted.
172 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Jason Smith |Re: Water budget: If we're using 20% more water than necessary then Steve Mcintyre: That's not an agenda item today, but | can say, with Meeting comment -

we're just bad farmers and PG&E is benefitting from our inefficiency.
We're all better when we're using more information. Are we agreed on
the Arroyo Seco Management Area?

Donna's approval, that we are close to an agreement and we expect to be
able to share good news soon.

noted.




173 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Jason Smith |Whether it's sustainable or not necessarily sustainable, it's not a Comment received. Meeting comment -
swimming pool. Not all is equal. | have land on the east side of Forebay. | noted.
know what happens along the river when there's a drought. Reducing
pumping far away in one corner of the subbasin doesn't necessarily help
the opposite corner of the subbasin. The TAC makes sense.
174 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Jerry Lohr |l think it would be simpler if we could work in concert with other DM: After working through SWIG membership, the committee is Meeting comment -
committees so that we can share data. Earlier, | had a draft of Chapter 9, |recommending that using a water market framework is best put aside. noted.
but | saw inconsistencies when | got the actual draft of the 180/400 Instead, we should focus on getting our GSPs finished. Subbasin plans are
Chapter 9. taking different tacks on how to reach sustainability criteria. We feel at
this point the water charges framework is good to think about for the
future, but not as important as finishing the GSPs.
175 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Jerry Lohr |It would be simpler to work in concert with the Water Resources Agency [Comment received. Meeting comment -
TAC. After hearing about the water budget and that we are mostly in noted.
balance except for drought, | think we should get the committees put
together sooner rather than later so we can get the data coming in.
176 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Jason Smith |Building on Jerry's TAC comments and what Steve was saying when he Steve Mcintyre: | think we'll want to consider how they'll use the dams Meeting comment -
said, "We'll meet in October..." and then we had rain and we didn't need |differently during a drought. Any Forebay TAC or smaller TAC will have to |noted.
to implement any restrictions. Rather than recreating the wheel, then be coordinated. Especially for Forebay, we need more than just technical
maybe we could use the Water Resource Agency framework/TAC because |expertise, because a drought could have a big impact on everyone.
it is really about how the dams are operated.
Emily Gardner: | just wanted to point out that the TAC we're talking about
for the Forebay Subbasin has a slightly broader scope than just
responding to droughts. In the future, hopefully this concept could help
us to monitor for land use, different crop types, and other factors that
could affect the amount of water in storage.
177 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Jerry Lohr |I'm glad the model accounts for climate change. I've noticed climate Comment received. Meeting comment -
change here in Paso Robles even more than in Salinas. When Derrik said noted.
climate is expected to be not just hotter, but also wetter, | was pleasantly
surprised. | think going back to row crops could be another issue.
178 Special Meeting (3/30/2021 |Nancy Starting with the TAC, while they are different, you might want to develop |DW: Yes, sorry for the wording change. Descriptive wording is the Meeting comment -
Isakson a process in the way the water resources agency did. First, identify the modeler's dilemma. noted.
standards and guiding principles. Then develop an action plan. Do this
sooner rather than later. Another question: on your Arroyo Seco slides,
historical water budget you have a net flow from/to Forebay at 1,600 AF
in the future it says net subsurface flow? Is that the same?
179 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Nancy Each subbasin must pump within their sustainable yield. When do they DW: The sustainability goal must be reached in 20 years. Pumping within |Meeting comment -
Isakson need to meet that? Today? Tomorrow? Next year? sustainable yield is a bit of a circular problem. Sustainable yield isn't just a |noted.
number. It's the undesirable results that matter.
180 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 [Justine | have questions about the climate change modeling. From what | DW: The climate model we selected is what DWR considered the most Meeting comment -
Massey understand, most climate change models are split. There isn't agreement |likely climate. There were three models and this is the one DWR thought |noted.
on whether it will be wetter or drier. How certain are these results? Also, |was most likely. If you're asking me if | have a lot of confidence in the
thank you for acknowledging that there could be trouble spots within an |climate change model, | do not. But the climate scientists say it is the
otherwise sustainable basin that could require more localized most likely.
management actions.
181 Special Meeting |3/30/2021 |Justine | wonder if maybe it would be useful for the committee members to see [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Massey what the other possibilities were modeled to see the range of noted.

possibilities. That way we could prepare for a worse scenario. Hope for
the best, prepare for the worst.




182 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Tom Virsik |One comment and one question. Comment: Underflow has a particular  |Steve Mclntyre: Is that something we could do? Meeting comment -
legal meaning. | know you're not using that word with the legal meaning, noted.
but some people might think that. We should add a footnote to clarify. Abby Ostovar: We are looking at that. It is a possibility. They probably
Question: Do you know if we'll see winter release model results in the won't be presented in parallel to the point you could make a decision
projects and management actions chapter? It might be useful to look at  [based on them, but we hope to provide some information and a process
modeling results and then the modeling and what will happen with the for how they will be compared in the future.
183 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |Curtis Thanks, everyone. Steve is right, we're very very close to having an Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks agreement with Arroyo Seco. | agree with how Mr. Williams looks at noted.
sustainable yield. One cautionary note: The period you chose includes a
change in reservoir management. Since 2011, reservoir management has
been different. Be careful. Make sure you have the right operational
model that is consistent with where we are headed as a Valley.
184 Special Meeting [3/30/2021 |[James Sang || think we shouldn't have something in place to address climate change  |Comment received. Meeting comment -
just for the sake of having something in place. noted.
185 Email 4/12/2021 [James Sang |l wanted to present some potential agenda items. Comment received. Point #1 was considered

1. Can rainfall harvesting through swales refill wells and increase
groundwater and water aquifers?

Reference a: You Tube video (Harvesting Water Naturally with Swales by
Urban Farmer Curtis Stone)

Reference b: You Tube video (Recharging A Well Part Il -John Kaisner The
Natural Farmer)

Reference c: You Tube video ( Swales on Contour can Drought -proof
Gardens, Farms and Pastures with Water Harvested Passively by Edible
Forest Gardens)

Reference d: You Tube Video (Deep Soil Ripping for Water Conservation
by Megan Clayton)

Reference e: "Deep Soil Ripping as an Effective and Affordable Water
Capture Tool written by Amanda C. Krause, Megan K. Clayton, ...et al"
Please google search article.

2. Can you make a presentation on what UC Santa Cruz is doing to
recharge their wells? This is what Robin Lee wanted.

Reference a. You Tube video (Enhancing Groundwater Recharge in the
Pajaro Valley by California Department of Food and Agriculture)

| believe that swales and subsoil plowing can recharge a farmers well,
groundwater and aquifers. This is a cheap and easy way to help every
farmer and landowner have a plentiful supply of water. This idea will
solve California's goals of recharging water aquifers and holding back salt
water intrusion into our coastal lands.

Can you show this to all interested parties?

throughout the Salinas
Valley and it is
incorporated in projects
for other Subbasins.

Point #2 has been
incorporated into the
overland flow MAR
project which was
modeled on the Pajaro
Valley project noted.




186 6 Email 4/23/2021 |MCWRA Operations of the San Antonio and Nacimiento Reservoirs applies to the |Comment received. The SVIHM uses
Salinas Valley Operational Model, unless the intent is to describe that historical hydrologic data
historical hydrologic data in the SVIHM would reflect MCWRA reservoir which reflects how
operations. MCWRA operated the

Reservoirs in the past.
Water Year 2016 was preceded by multiple dry or dry normal years. Has Noted. 2016 is preceded
the impact of that on the chosen “current WY” budget been explored? Or by multiple dry years,
should that at least be mentioned here for context? however, current water
budgets are merely
reported and are not
used for managing the
GSP.
Are conservation releases defined somewhere in the GSP? This is Noted. The MCWRA
terminology used by MCWRA for a categorization of releases that may not period is from April to
be widely understood, or could be left open for interpretation. If intended October, however, it
in the same manner as MCWRA uses it, the conservation release period is seems that flows in April
April through October. and May can be a
combination of natural
flows, conservation
releases, and other
releases such as for
steelhead. Teasing out
the different releases
and flows from model
results is very difficult, so
we are using a simplified
approach. The June to
September period is
assumed to be the
approximate period
when the majority of
flows are from
conservation releases.

187 7 Email 4/23/2021 |MCWRA Well owner information is typically redacted when sharing well data in Comment received. Comment was noted and
order to comply with information privacy concerns. Suggest removing it text was revised to
unless explicit consent has been obtained from the well owner. address it.

188 3 Email 4/23/2021 |MCWRA For Section 3.8.3 (Well Permitting), consider mentioning the 2020 POWER |[Comment received. Comment was noted and
v Stanislaus County case will also affect well permitting. text was revised to

189 9 JotForm 5/3/2021 Tom Virsik [The cost of the tunnel project seem inconsistent in Chapter 9: 118M v 173 |Comment received. The original number in
M and thus the basis of the $393 AF cost is not clear. Note that per the table only included
MCWRA in March 2021, the cost is projected at $180 M and the water the project developemnt
gained is 20K (but it may not all be apples to apples figures). Two MCWRA and capital cost but the
filings are attached that recite the cost and projected water gained: costs were revised to

also include operations
1. Monterey County Water Resources Agency Petition for Extension of and maintence. The
Time under Permit 21089 (Application 30532) number in the text now
2. Monterey County Water Resources Agency Petition for Change under matches what was in the
License 7543 (Application 16124) table.

190 10 JotForm 6/8/2021 Tom Virsik |A bullet point suggests evaluation of recharge benefit to the UPPER Comment received. Noted. Text for Forebay
VALLEY is required. The parallel section of the Upper Valley chapter also chapter has been fixed.
reflects the upper valley. Perhaps the Forebay was intended in this
Forebay specific chapter?

191 Meeting 5/5/2021 John Estimates on crop type valley-wide, just want to clarify. Growing lettuce in|DW: They will have different climates, but the same demand. In King City, [Meeting comment -

Bramers Salinas will have the same estimate as in King City? the climate may drive more irrigation. noted.




192 Meeting 5/5/2021 Kay Mercer |l wanted to follow up on John's question on estimating water use by crop. [DW: This model has not yet been publicly released. Once it is publicly Meeting comment -
So, in the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, once growers have to released, it is a model that can be updated regularly. There's always a noted.
submit an irrigation and nutrient plan summary report, they will estimate |question as to how often you update it and what the value those
total water applied by ranch, evapotranspiration, and water applied by updates have. This group would have to ask, is it worth our while to
crop. That will happen for the part of the Forebay and Upper Valley, the |update the model this year? Would it change our management
first report will be made in early 2024. | know you're doing the model decisions? We don't want to spend money if we don't have to.
now. As you get that type of information, will the model be updated with
new types of information?
193 Meeting 5/5/2021 Kay Mercer |The whole Valley will be reporting by 2028. For the first phase, not whole |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Forebay or Upper Valley will be reporting by 2024. Dates to keep in mind. noted.
Thank you.
194 Meeting 5/5/2021 Nancy Thank you for your presentation. It helps us understand how you develop |DW: | want to thank you and your colleagues for pointing out the Meeting comment -
Isakson your numbers, and how they can/cannot be reconciled with the annual  |differences in extraction data. We had to go back and ask a lot of noted.
extraction reports. You said the model doesn't exit. But it does, it's just questions. As far as the statement about the model existing, it does not
not publicly available right now. You're working with it. There seems to be [exist in a way where we can calibrate it or change the model. We only
a disconnect. You all are writing this plan, and we're relying on you for it. |have access to input/output files. It just does not exist in a way where
Because we thought you had access to it, but it seems the finger keeps we can change it. My language was a bit too flippant on that. We're
getting pointed to the USGS. When you say the SVIHM underestimates looking at the model underestimating pumping to a degree. We are not
the pumping, to what extent? What is the margin of error within the a part of the calibration process. We don't want to get ahead of
model? ourselves. How closely does it have to estimate the pumping? These are
all questions that are out there. | can't really address that until we get
there. We're bringing you up to speed on where we are, as of today. This|
is the part we're in the midst of.
195 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis | heard you acknowledge the boundary differences between the subareas.[DW: The subbasin boundaries are defined by DWR. The GSP has to be Meeting comment -
Weeks I'm curious as to why there hasn't been an acknowledgement or an effort |written for that boundary. There could be an effort to adjust the subbasin |noted.
to correct them. boundaries to match the subarea boundaries. We accepted the
boundaries when we started this.
196 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis If you look at basin boundaries provided by DWR, MCWRA has worked to |DW: We are going to say, the water budget that comes from the model. |Meeting comment -
Weeks refine the understanding of the basin through various hydrogeologic If the numbers are not that far off from the GEMS data, we would noted.
studies, and | believe it is more accurate. It's an artifact of how we probably say the amount of reported pumping in the subbasin is X. In
started, especially with respect to the Arroyo Seco area. It would help to |the Forebay, the Forebay has historically pumped within its sustainable
get a better handle on the hydrogeology. It's something for consideration. |yield, and the model says it has pumped this much on average. Then we
Second question, Derrik you said you wanted to use the best available will also say, this much pumping is reported through the GEMS program,
information. | don't know what that is. GEMS or model data? Which data [still within the sustainable yield. So the sustainable yield is at least
will we use to develop and finalize the GSPs? within the GEMS pumping.
197 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis When | look at the Arroyo Seco Cone, it just doesn't make sense. It's too  |DW: The amount of pumping in the Arroyo Seco Cone triggered us looking [Meeting comment -
Weeks low. | raise that issue to recognize that they Forebay as a whole is more closely at that. | appreciate your view that how we use this model [noted.
sustainable. The larger question is how is Agency is going to use this tool |should have buy in from stakeholders, that we're using it in a way that
going forward to evaluate different projects or programs that provides provides good direction.
reliable, calibrated information you can rely upon. For the Arroyo Seco
Management Area, we have concerns. | understand the process you're
undertaking, | ask you to consider this.
198 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis It's a tool like any other. We need to have confidence in it, we're not there|Donna Meyers: We are working at breakneck speed. We have received |Meeting comment -
Weeks yet. the model late, Derrik and his team have been working nonstop on it. noted.
We are working with a tool that we have received. | want to remind
everybody as we bring things out, this is why we have created these
committees. If something doesn't look right, you let us know. Derrik and
his team take that seriously and work on it. As far as the boundaries,
with the work ahead and meeting the State's timelines, revising the
boundaries was not something that could be done efficiently. We
moved forward with planning instead.
199 Meeting 5/5/2021 Jerry Lohr |Do you mind going back to the Winter Release with ASR? | realize it's Abby Ostovar: This reflects the ASR cost. The unit cost is not yet taking |Meeting comment -

premature to get into valley-wide costs. The $1,450 per acre-foot will
probably elicit some comments. It's probably premature to estimate the
costs.

into account any recharge, or frequency of recharge which would
benefit the Foreaby. We're trying to figure out what those figures are,
and how to relay what those benefits are. This is just the unit cost of the

ASR component of the project.

noted.




200 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis General manager Meyers, we talked about some of the projects and Donna Meyers: Yes, | believe today is a good time to have that Meeting comment -
Weeks implementation issues that are a part of the Arroyo Seco's previous GSP. [conversation. | believed we resolved the other three. noted.
I'm concerned about recognition of no dams on the Arroyo Seco. I'm
wondering if this is the proper place to bring this up.
201 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis You do have a management action that speaks to developing a drought  |Donna Meyers: How would we fit this in, Derrik, Abby? Meeting comment -
Weeks technical advisory committee. We wanted to develop a multi-agency noted.
group on reservoir reoperations, to prevent multi-year droughts with no
releases. As long as we're able to capture that in the D-TAC, I'm okay
there. The other management action, to prevent any dams from being
constructed on the Arroyo Seco, that's a key piece. It's consistent with our
need to allow flow to recharge into the ground, and the environmental
benefit. It's a matter of commitment on the part of our organizations. |
would like to see that added as a management action.
202 Meeting 5/5/2021 Kay Mercer |On the arundo removal, you say you're not going to estimate the benefit [Abby Ostovar: Arundo removal is component #2. There can be arundo  |Meeting comment -
of removing it? component #1, you won't quantify the benefit of the removal under the Stream Maintenance Program. It's the Stream noted.
recharge projects benefits? Are you saying that you haven't done it or you [Maintenance Program we don't have the benefits quantified. We have
don't plan to? qualititative benefits, but not the actual acre-feet per year, the benefits
aren't exactly saving water except the arundo part. We have to think
more about that. The two programs are complementary, and | need to
make sure we're not double counting.
203 Meeting 5/5/2021 Kay Mercer |l still think it's important, it's a very important project, The Stream Abby Ostovar: We do want to reflect all the benefits in a consistent way. |Meeting comment -
Maintenance Program. From the water quality perspective, what are the noted.
benefits? It would be great to understand the impacts of the Stream
Maintenance Program to groundwater supply, in the future if you could
do that. In terms of your cost, that might be a benefit, actual savings or
benefit rolled into the cost, to show a cost-benefit to the program. It
could be added tourism, fire control, there are a lot of different ways.
204 Meeting 5/5/2021 Kay Mercer |What you're going to do is balance out the costs eventually. You're going [Abby Ostovar: It came from looking at unit cost, if a basin is in overdraft, |Meeting comment -
to have positive financial benefits and those could offset the cost of the  |the amount of groundwater recharge there. noted.
program. It's Ecosystem services. I'm talking about costs now.
205 Meeting 5/5/2021 Kay Mercer |In terms of agricultural pumping. In the future | would expect to see Abby Ostovar: That's an excellent comment. There's no analysis required. |Meeting comment -
people dialing in their water use, based on the Irrigated Lands Regulatory [It doesn't mean that impacts like that shouldn't be taken into noted.
Program, that number may get adjusted downward. It might take 10 consideration.
years. Particularly for vegetables. You could qualify your number (3.3 AF)
with a footnote. In the ILRP, we criticized their CEQA analysis for fallowing
because they didn't consider particulates for air quality. Are you
considering other environmental impacts?
206 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis | wanted to circle back, | didn't get an answer to my question about Donna Meyers: That will be addressed in the next agenda item. Meeting comment -
Weeks projects and management actions. We have one issue in the Arroyo Seco noted.

Cone area, to prevent dams on the Arroyo Seco. How will that be
addressed?




207

Meeting

5/5/2021

Nancy
Isakson

| want to go back to valley-wide benefits, and your draft Chapter 9, says
"part of a larger set of projects and benéefits for the valley." There are
going to be differing benefits and not all projects are applicable to all
subbasins. As | read Chapter 9, | think that's lost. It appears the projects
are being developed in a way to be integrated in a valley-wide manner.
On the winter release program, it does say in your Chapter 9, "eliminating
most summer reservoir releases," further you say it will provide more
water to SRDF. Most of the water that's released benefits the entire basin
through recharge. Reading through your description, it does highlight that
there have been some things eliminated or not considered. The reservoirs
are managed in a way to provide the water envisioned for the Salinas
Valley Water Project. You're project says its going to eliminate most of the
releases during the summer. That could be an impact to growers in the
Forebay and Upper Valley. When you're evaluating the benefits, you have
to look at what you're taking away. It's going to be really important to
reach out to those Forebay and Upper Valley growers to see how they
feel about it. We have submitted an extensive letter, including comments
about the winter release program that we are currently discussing with
MCWRA. Our model with the United States Geological Survey is very close
to our model. We are looking at "real time" for this last year, pilot
program. How has it worked, what changes could be made? We will meet
in a couple of weeks. We will share with you because we think it is
important for all to be collaborating. Personally, | want to caution how
you word and present these things. Everybody is looking to you, and we
are looking to build confidence in what you're putting together.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

208

Meeting

5/5/2021

Gus Yates

The presentation documented the costs/benefits of fallowing reductions.
Given the historic sustainability of the Forebay, are they included only as
contingent in case things get worse? How can you describe the triggers
that would cause implementation?

Abby Ostovar: The next presentation will get into that a little, but this
describes the suite of projects and management actions. They don't all
have to be implemented. The next presentation talks about how to
prioritize.

Meeting comment -
noted.




209

Meeting

5/5/2021

Justine
Massey

Feedback on some of the projects and management actions. This is
accompanying some written comments we submitted on Chapter 9. We
are interested in the further development of the local GW elevation
trigger management action. We think it's appropriate for more real time
tracking. We support that project. We recommend it include monitoring
for water quality, not as a separate problem, but a problem that goes
hand in hand. For example, we know as water levels drop, nitrates often
increase because it cannot be diluted. Other constituents can leach as
well. As you develop this program, include this intrinsic component of
water quality that could have an impact on wells and beneficial users,
particularly drinking water users. We have recommendations for how to
model that, for example setting a trigger at 75% of the MCL. It's easy to
manage and monitor when you see those problems developing. The D-
TAC proposal, we see this as very problematic because it creates an extra
layer of delayed planning. Not including that initial planning in the GSP
itself seems contrary to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.
The point is to have a plan now. That's why the plan is made before the
undesirable results happen. We would like to see clear guidelines for
when pumping would need to be restricted if there was a drought. It
doesn’t seem that stakeholders can evaluate if it's an effective plan if
there is no plan to evaluate in the GSP, and similarly the Department of
Water Resources couldn't evaluate it. Final comment, the delayed
timeline that has been proposed for when the D-TAC would be put into
practice, assuming it could come up with a plan in a couple months is
troubling. That means waiting until wells have gone dry, or potentially
waiting to see wells going dry for multiple years before you show there's a
problem. People can't afford to lose their drinking water before actions
are done to protect it.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

Meeting

5/5/2021

Jerry Lohr

There's quite extensive work being done here in the Agency, | think it's
pretty well called out. | commend whoever wrote this draft. It seems
quite progressive compared to when it was first presented a couple of
months ago. | was quite pleased to see the progress here.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

211

Meeting

5/5/2021

Jason Smith

| respect Justine's opinion. The idea of putting together a technical
committee is to actually address things before they get somewhere.
Putting together plans for when the nuclear bomb goes off, we're all
sensitive to how we need to manage our water. Putting together a
committee of technical people, not stakeholders, we can proactively
address in real time, instead of submitting several what-ifs. | respect your
thoughts, but I've been really pleased, and dealing with this in a way that
is technical. The idea is to create a committee to address it and take it to
the actual stakeholders and make a plan. We can't not have water for
drinking or agriculture. | think it's been a good process with the input of
everybody.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

212

Meeting

5/5/2021

James Sang

Everybody seems to like the Salinas River project. I've been confused by
this project. The origin of this water starts in central California and goes to
the Monterey Bay. It's not a unit where the water is held in any one place.
We're losing 2,000 gallons per second. | don't understand winter or
summer releases, where this water will go out the other side. The point is
to try to refill the aquifers. Are there aquifers next to the river that aren't
filling? | read reports where the aquifers are going into the river. | like that
you presented the floodplains. | think that will be a very good source for
infiltrating basins. Thank you.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.




213 Meeting 5/5/2021 Nancy When is the deadline for submitting comments on these chapters? | want |Emily Gardner: Obviously there's a lot of opportunity to comments. For [Meeting comment -
Isakson to comment on the drought. | would ask Justine if she has looked at these chapters, mid-June is when we're requesting comments relative to|noted.
Appendix 10, that provides the details about the standards and principals |Version 2 of the GSPs.
that were developed from litigation from the Salinas Valley Water
Commission, and included several people here. It was strictly experts. Abby Ostovar: We want to get out Version 2 by early July. The sooner,
They put together these standards and principals, and looked at them. the better.
The Salinas Valley Water Commission has asked for the last 20 to 30 years
for a drought contingency plan, and we're pleased it is being included in  |Emily Gardner: We'll send a reminder out. We're trying to get these
the GSP. It's a good collaboration of stakeholders and experts. chapters out quickly.
214 Meeting 5/5/2021 Tom Virsik |[If someone if doing something useful, then we the GSP can take credit for |Comment received. Meeting comment -
it. The GSA doesn't necessarily have to run, manage, or create the project, noted.
it can be a part of the plan if it exists. My other comment | wrote simply
points out the Interlake project, MCWRA has filed some things with the
State Water Resources Control Board for how much could be saved. |
forwarded that material to whomever gets it so you can get whatever
information exists.
215 Meeting 5/5/2021 Justine I'm not saying that a lot of work hasn't gone into this plan as a whole, but [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Massey I'm saying specifically this Drought TAC is leaving some open holes. You noted.
are saying that people have the chance to look at plans, doing the plan
now means stakeholders are a part of what goes into the GSP. Leaving it
open and saying decisions will be made later leave holes in the process. |
think there should be a list of optional choices based on different
circumstances. Whether it's worth it to plan in the face of uncertainty,
that's this whole process. That the benefit of planning.
216 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis Projects and management actions, our overall approach to reservoir DW: Regarding the first one, we maybe haven't stated clearly enough, [Meeting comment -
Weeks reoperation project was a multi-agency project to eliminate multi-year no-|there are a series of projects and actions that are benefits of reservoir  |noted.
release scenarios. | think it's important to the Forebay since the Forebay [reoperations. The major benefit to the Forebay and Upper Valley is that
relies upon releases. We want to eliminate multi-year operations that reoperation should result in regular releases, shooting for every year.
don't provide releases. How do we integrate that? We want a recognition |We can highlight that a little more, that is one of our objectives. We had
that the Arroyo Seco not have any impediments, and that the GSAs a conversation with MCWRA's consultant this morning so we all
support that approach to continue to provide natural recharge. Those are |understand what the benefits of each of the projects are. There are
the two key things we want to see get integrated into the plan. benefits of SRDF diversions and benefits of dry year releases. We want
the modelers to understand the slew of benefits. We can state it more
clearly in the GSP. Regarding the Arroyo Seco, my advice is that the
series of projects and management actions are actions that we can take,
should the Forebay appear to be not meeting its sustainability goal.
They are proactive actions to meet the sustainability goal. All the
projects and management actions are not to prevent something. | don’t
see taking a stand against a reservoir on the Arroyo Seco as on the same
level as the projects and management actions. | don’t want to say the
GSA is in favor of a reservoir, we have never proposed it and it has never
come up. All of our actions are focused on something that benefits GW. |
am nervous to commit the GSAs to a position without understanding the
impacts to GW.
217 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis You've taken a narrow view of sustainability. Having a commitment to DW: | appreciate that. That's just my view of why | was hesitant to include [Meeting comment -
Weeks allow the Arroyo Seco River to flow unimpeded to support steelhead and |it. noted.
other riparian life, makes sense to support those groundwater dependent
ecosystems and surface water dependent ecosystems. Sustainability has a
broader context.
218 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis We have very active stakeholders, one in particular that represents Donna Meyers: I'm happy to talk more with you. Hearing Derrik's Meeting comment -
Weeks Trought Unlimited. This is one of his key elements. For folks looking for  |thought was helpful, let's get together and talk language to see what noted.

sustainability actions. A native run of a river that supports native
steelhead. This is something I'll have to take up with the General
Manager.

this would look like. | have implementation questions, | don't know how
we would do that. Let's work on the language.

Emily Gardner: | just want to suggest to get the subbasin committee
input, too. Maybe this is a good time to have a broader conversation.




219 Meeting 5/5/2021 Jerry Lohr [If you start seriously talking about damming the Arroyo Seco, as a serious |Donna Meyers: Our GSA is not proposing any kind of dam on the Arroyo |Meeting comment -
consideration, it is going to be a huge problem. Seco. We have never discussed this. | don't know where this has come noted.
from. Curtis, | want to make sure we understand your stance. Maybe
there is a misunderstanding.
220 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis Relative to the position an agency can take, it can be committed to Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks supporting/not supporting actions on the river. An affirmation of what noted.
you can support and what you could stand against.
221 Meeting 5/5/2021 Jason Smith [It's not that anyone is proposing a dam. It's a can of worms. For the Comment received. Meeting comment -
environmental piece, it is very helpful. It's advantageous for things we all noted.
need. You have put this together as protection for the Arroyo Seco, and
for the rest of the basin. This is where staff and the agency have an issue.
What can of worms does this open up for the rest of the basin, that they
would suggest that would never happen. Put something in that no one is
discussing. It was shot down 20 years ago.
222 Meeting 5/5/2021 Curtis This will be updated every five years. People's perspectives change. There |[Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks may be a future scenario where people propose it again. It helps inform noted.
and frame the issue in a way we think is positive.
223 Meeting 5/5/2021 Tom Virsik (I have no position on any dam on the Arroyo Seco. What Mr. Weeks said |Donna Meyers: | propose Mr. Weeks and | talk tomorrow or Friday and  |Meeting comment -
about everything being updated every five years, the metric is, what bring something back at the next meeting. noted.
would sustainability look like in 20 or 30 years, AND do we have to change
everything every five years? To have a project that says we don't need a
project seems odd, maybe we could have language somewhere else.
However it turns out, it would be unfortunate to have a list of projects
that we would never look at because somebody says so today.
224 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan What is the model using to come up with a number that is so far apart DW: The model estimates pumping based on crop type and climate. It is |[Meeting comment -
Panziera from the GEMS data? calibrated to some data the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) had. We noted.
alerted the USGS and the WRA that we think the data they are using is
underestimating the pumping. | don't know the background. It was
pointed out to us by groups such as this one, and that allowed us to go
back and ask what we put in the GSP to determine the storage and
sustainable yield. We aren't the ones to make changes to address why
the model is underestimating.
225 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan Are they using satellite imagery? DW: They are not using satellite imagery right now. They are estimating [Meeting comment -
Panziera pumping based on crop type and then comparing it. They might be noted.
missing things like frost control. They're currently looking into that.
226 Meeting 6/9/2021 Steve There could be other things like leaching requirements and winter Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mclntyre |irrigation during droughts. There are other things they might not consider. noted.
227 Meeting 6/9/2021 John How many different crop types are in the model, do we know that? Abby: | think it's in the 50s. There are two types per each crop. Meeting comment -
Bramers noted.
228 Meeting 6/9/2021 John How are acres counted in the model for each crop type? DW: They have estimates for which acres based on historical maps and |Meeting comment -
Bramers county reports. They stitched together a number of different data noted.
sources to determine the crop changes over time. The most recent might
be from 2014. | know the 2018 data are out now, but they have not
been stitched into the historical model.
229 Meeting 6/9/2021 Steve At other subbasin committee meetings you've reported on this DW: They are different enough that we want the factor to be subbasin Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |underestimate. Is the difference consistent? Could you apply the same specific. noted.
factor to all subbasins?
230 Meeting 6/9/2021 Steve Do you think, given the wide discrepancy between GEMS data and what |DW: The model works for certain things and you can use them for things |[Meeting comment -
Mclintyre the model is predicting for sustainable yield, that we have a viable model |you are confident in. Generally the model is balanced, is the basin in noted.

or should we go back and rework the model so the results are more
accurate?

overdraft or not? We don't want to stake our management on all the
model numbers now, or until it's updated. | think the model responds to
changes of inflows and outflows relatively accurately. If we're looking at
the impact of change or projects, | think it will a relatively accurate
change. We don't want to hang our hat on the pumping numbers we're
seeing right now.




231 Meeting 6/9/2021 John Are you advocating that the best way to look at extractions is metering? |DW: The best way to look at pumping is to measure it, any way you can. [Meeting comment -
Bramers Many people are trying to use satellite data and back out an estimate, but [noted.
a direct measurement is the best way way to go.
232 Meeting 6/9/2021 Nancy | thought the numbers in your initial presentation about the historical DW: The first number was *inclusive* and this will be how it's presented |[Meeting comment -
Isakson sustainable yield, | thought you said those were all the Forebay. Then you |in the GSP. We will report the whole subbasin, then the management noted.
broke it out and talked about the Arroyo Seco. Are the first numbers areas.
inclusive of the Arroyo Seco Management Area?
233 Meeting 6/9/2021 Nancy It looks like you're reporting a separate number for the Arroyo Seco DW: This goes to the requirements for reporting. You have to report the [Meeting comment -
Isakson management area. Wouldn't you want a number that reports for the rest [sustainable yield for the basin and then for the management area. If this |noted.
of the subbasin excluding the Arroyo Seco? |group wants more detail, we can include that.
234 Meeting 6/9/2021 Nancy My suggestion is we do the total, then a number for the Arroyo Seco and |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson for the rest of the subbasin so people can see how they fit together within noted.
the sustainable yield.
235 Meeting 6/9/2021 Amy | want to give a little more information on the land use questions. At the [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Woodrow |Board of Supervisors, the USGS included a bit of information on their land noted.
use approach in the model and those slides are available on the MCWRA
website.
236 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan There's a $16.5 million number on the stream channel improvement, and [Abby Ostovar: Part of the reason there's such a wide estimate of costs |Meeting comment -
Panziera when | look at the yield numbers, it's almost $800 per acre-foot. And | go |and benefits is that there is a really high range of ET estimates for the  [noted.
to the lower amount to 2,790, then it's like $6,000 per acre-foot. Arundo vegetation. When you look at that, according to the two
projected benefits, that's how you get the unit cost of $60 or $740 per
acre.
237 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan But if | divide the whole cost by that number, if the cost stays the same, |Abby Ostovar: We incorporate the costs over a 25-year lifespan and Meeting comment -
Panziera then that's like $5,900 per acre-foot. It almost looks cost prohibitive. incorporate interest rate and annualize it. We incorporate capital costs |noted.
and also consider retreatment costs which is operations and
maintenance. That is the total, or capital, cost for treating the arundo
once. | can double check that. It's not an average cost per acre-foot, not
an annual cost, but the total treatment cost. We will have the cost
spreadsheets as an appendix, and that's what these costs are based on.
238 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan So | see the need for having projects and something to turn in, but the Abby Ostovar: The HCP will affect groundwater management, but is not a |Meeting comment -
Panziera one thing that's missing is the HCP because that's going to drive a lot of  |straight groundwater management project. noted.
these other costs. It might eliminate projects until you see what you can
do.
239 Meeting 6/9/2021 Steve Depending on the outcome of the HCP, we may not be able to do some of [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre [these projects, or the cost could change. noted.
240 Meeting 6/9/2021 Donna The HCP will be a permit that allows you to do certain activities. What Abby Ostovar: All of the projects are based on current Meeting comment -
Meyers you'll do is you'll apply. It's effectively a take permit for a 30-year period. |conditions/current infrastructure, continuing to operate. If and when noted.
You have to calculate whether you'll lose habitat or make a species go there's an HCP, it will, and it could potentially affect which projects we
extinct. But it gives you a permit to operate. It's called a habitat can do, or what the benefits and costs will be. We'll adjust accordingly,
conservation plan, but it's basically a permit. With the multi-benefit but we didn't want to project what might occur in the future, so | hope
stream channel project, it's within the structure of protection of the we added that language in there efficiently in Chapter 9. If it's not in
highest quality habitat, with seasonal limitations. Based on my there, please feel free to highlight it because we do want to make sure
knowledge, | wouldn't see how that program would be negated at the that's clear.
end of an HCP process. We basically got what's called a consistency
determination from NMFS. | don't see this project (A1) having an issue.
241 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan | have a question on why the Interlake tunnel project is in there. If the Abby Ostovar: It is a project that could potentially affect groundwater. |Meeting comment -
Panziera MCWRA is already talking about going to a 218. It's not necessarily a GSA project, but it is a project that would affect noted.

groundwater conditions and our ability to meet the sustainable
management criteria, whether the GSA implement them, a partner
agency, or somebody else. These are all just potential projects and
management actions that could help reach and maintain sustainability.




242 Meeting 6/9/2021 Jerry Lohr  [On the various projects here, I'm very supportive of the arundo, but I'm  |Abby Ostovar: There is no seawater intrusion in the Forebay and it Meeting comment -
really surprised that we're talking about the project and not clearly doesn't look like it will get there. The way we scoped the project are the |noted.
pointing out which projects will lead to salt water intrusion mitigation. |  [projects that will directly affect the Forebay and help them reach
think | know which one it is. What is the project that is in here, and | think [sustainability goals. Maybe what we could do is we say "here are the
it should be explicit. benefits for the Forebay and here are the benefits to the other

subbasins." | believe winter ASR tries to differentiate. We can go
through and try to show where there may be benefits that might be
outside the Forebay, would that be helpful?
243 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan | have a comment on the technical advisory committee for pumping Steve Mcintyre: | think that was the intention of our technical advisory |Meeting comment -
Panziera restrictions. | think Upper Valley went a different way, | think they went to[committee. noted.
doing the analysis and identifying projects that might help. I think that Abby Ostovar: This technical advisory committee was focused on
would be better than going straight to pumping restrictions. demand management side. The Upper Valley took the approach to
include all the sustainable management criteria, which really isn't
seawater intrusion or subsidence, but more so groundwater levels,
storage and quality. There are a few other differences to note, it is
meant to be a more scientific technical advisory committee, so it is
meant to have a group of scientific experts who then provide advice to
the subbasin committee. The Upper Valley is a longer timespan, so they
wouldn't make decisions for this irrigation year. They have it set up to
look at the AR after April, and essentially wait a year. The Forebay
technical advisory committee is set up to look at Fall groundwater levels
in January and decide whether we need to adjust pumping in the coming
summer, but not enact them if they GW elevations rebound.

244 Meeting 6/9/2021 Jerry Lohr [When we set that up, | thought it was a good idea. But | would like to see |Comment received. Meeting comment -
if the Forebay can be more similar to the agency one and the Upper Valley noted.
one. It wouldn't be the same people, but the same professionals. Just
make it simpler. If some farm managers have properties in the Forebay
and Upper Valley, if they're similar in the data we received, and similar in
the concepts that we used. It might be easier to adopt them. That's my
hope.

245 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan That's what I'd like to see, too. Abby Ostovar: If that is the consensus of the group, maybe the small Meeting comment -

Panziera group that got together before should get back together to incorporate  |noted.
these changes.
Steve Mclintyre: Why don't we consider these changes and bring them
back to the committee.

246 Meeting 6/9/2021 Jason Smith [We tried to have the technical advisory committee be more scientificin  |Comment received. Meeting comment -
the Upper Valley. Let's get real data and they're going to bring noted.
recommendations to landowners and then discuss how we would address
that.

247 Meeting 6/9/2021 Allan It talks about the TAC considering the whole subbasin, including the Abby: We established it so that they would be a part of the decision Meeting comment -

Panziera management area. Does that mean that the AS Management Area doesn't|making process and part of the TAC. It will be based on what conditions |noted.
have regulatory power? are being seen.
Donna Meyers: Certainly the Arroyo Seco, the intent of the
implementation agreement is the focus on the management area. As
Abby mentioned, you'd be envisioned as a member of the technical
advisory committee. It envisions doing the work together. Curtis and |
are looking to finalize some things, we're not quite done with that work
yet. There is an understanding that the intention is co-management. All
committees moving forward will have a seat for ASGSA on them.
248 Meeting 6/9/2021 Steve There are ongoing conversations to come up with the language to satisfy |Donna Meyers: We'll get caught up to these chapters. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre |all the GSAs needs. noted.
249 Meeting 6/9/2021 Jerry Lohr |l hear you're making good progress, and we should acknowledge that. Emily Gardner: We will meet with that smaller group and come up with a [Meeting comment -

new version of the TAC concept in Version 2.

noted.




250

Meeting

6/9/2021

Nancy
Isakson

Looking at the costs table, you have a valley-wide cost and you say the
benefit to the subbasin will be determined later. You should just call it a
capital cost. | like what you've done with the technical advisory
committee, and looking at what the Upper Valley has done there. We
appreciate the work. | don't see a separation that all these projects will be
folded into the management area as well. It is distinct from the rest of the
subbasin, and our discussion highlights the need to have it separate.
Wouldn't you also want to separate out that all these projects and

Abby Ostovar: First, on your last point, this is a point we're taking with
all the 2022 GSPs, we're planning on doing a two-year update with the
180/400 GSP. There has been a strategic planning effort. There's a plan
to have an integrated planning committee and that's where these
conversations will be taking place.

Emily Gardner: Maybe we can figure out a different word to use instead
of "valley-wide".

Meeting comment -
noted.

251

Meeting

6/9/2021

Tom Virsik

First, | agree with Ms. Isakson and Emily, that "valley wide" term is a bit
fraught at this point. | am compiling a more detailed comment for Chapter
9 of the Upper Valley/Forebay GSPs. One, | do think there are more recent
numbers for the tunnel project, and | noted that in some emails from the
State Resource board. About the ASR and what the capital should reflect,
some of the more granular language in Chapter 9 is reasonably clear
about what the project is and the benefits are, but the table can be a bit
misleading. The word "maintain" or the word "attain" and the text hasn't
been consistent. For the Forebay, Arroyo Seco, and Upper Valley, my
hope is that the GSP will "maintain" sustainability. And projects say they
"must occur" to reach sustainability. This will be applicable to both the
Upper Valley and Forebay.

Abby Ostovar: Thank you for sending those previous numbers. | think
part of the discrepancy in the cost section, they break out various costs,
the table numbers may not properly summarize them. Just a note on
"maintain" vs "attain": the plan is meant to cover both where we might
fall out of sustainability, or may just need to maintain it.

Meeting comment -
noted.

252

Meeting

6/9/2021

James Sang

For the arundo, they use a kind of chemical that is poisonous for the
whole valley. The cost seems kind of high. Seems like if they just got an
excavator, they could dig it out by the roots. | don't see how this project
could cost $35 million. For the floodplain, | don't see how you can just
find the land that's just kind of permeable and the water will just kind of
go into the water aquifers. The Salinas River runs directly in the center of
the Forebay. If you could put floodplain in the areas where it shows that
the level of the water goes up and down the most, it could replenish the
aquifers. The floodplains are based on where it's most permeable, to get
past this obstacle, in order for the water to get into the ground, if we
could direct the Salinas River water to swales or subsoil areas, it would be
very helpful.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

253

Meeting

6/9/2021

Curtis
Weeks

| want to further some comments from GM Meyers, we are developing
language on how the AS managent area will be managed in the GSP. It will
address the comments raised today about maintaining sustainability. |
would ask the committee to hold on and continue the good work we're
doing for Version 2.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

254

Meeting

6/9/2021

Allan
Panziera

| think we should include the dam repairs in the projects. | think it affects
the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVYWP) and | think that is important.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.




255 Meeting 6/9/2021 Nancy | wanted to look at 10.1.4, identified data gaps. You talk about the deep  |[Donna Meyers: The water charges framework has not surfaced as a Meeting comment -
Isakson aquifers study, and how it's possible the deep aquifers might be in the priority. The 180/400 is a different plan. The plans that are adopted are [noted.
Forebay Subbasin. Seems like the study is going to go forward. If there is a |[the ones we'll implement.
connection, then what is the impact from the wells and pumping in the
Pressure to the Forebay? A lot of people in the Pressure area have said Abby Ostovar: DWR was just looking at the 180/400 plan, so they were
they think pumping in the Forebay is impacting the Pressure area. We reacting to what we had for that subbasin. We are looking at other
need to look at it both ways. Under projects and management actions, reviews that come out to understand what DWR views on other
you say the SVBGSA will begin these steps immediately following approaches. We lay out various funding mechanisms, but it's different
submittal of the GSP. Is that something the SVBGSA needs to undertake |for each project and to be decided in the implementation period [for
immediately before these projects are approved? As these projects are in [each subbasin].
the process of being approved, since you're not in charge or the lead
agency on these projects, | just wonder the staff time and cost, and to Donna Meyers: On the two-year update, we'd like to have all the plans
what extent you would need to take those steps "immediately following |on the same timeline. Each of the subbasin plans have taken their own
submittal of the GSP." | want to give you kudos on the approval of the shape, regardless of the 180/400. | would anticipate after we get
180/400 GSP, however it seems they relied heavily on the water charges |through these chapters, we're going to bring an integration presentation
framework. We have had discussions at the subbasin level that the water |to our board. We have to think about the partnership aspect, the
charges framework isn't the applicable approach. It's important that the |funding aspects and some of these projects are just not our projects.
fees moving forward are acknowledged that it's just for the Forebay or Some of that will be addressed in the Strategic Planning work. That Plan
the management area. will come to our board in July. Into September, you'll see how we get to
the bigger picture. We have a foot in each world, and we're trying to
forecast these regional and subbasin specific questions.
Gary Peterson: What DWR specifically says, we're not required to make
any updates. But they expect updates every five years or when
appropriate. The time for the revision to water markets, this is learning
as we go, and we will update when we make plan updates in two years
which is appropriate. They accepted it as is, knowing it will change. And
they will accept changes at the next update.
256 Meeting 6/9/2021 Tom Virsik [There is text "To evaluate the benefits to the Upper Valley" on page 10 Abby Ostovar: It should be Forebay Meeting comment -
(chapter 10). | wanted to flag that. noted.
257 Meeting 6/9/2021 Jerry Lohr |One of the most difficult things to get are best management practices Abby Ostovar: We left it vague in the GSP. We did call out the Meeting comment -
(BMPs). In Paso Robles it's entirely different. How do you see what you evapotranspiration work, and there probably needs to be more systemic|noted.
might be doing with best management practices? analysis than we've done regarding which ones are more useful, and
that will be a conversation with all of you. It would be helpful to bring in
experts from elsewhere.
258 Meeting 6/9/2021 Jerry Lohr [l think it's very important. We're trying to do it in the Paso Robles area. | |Abby Ostovar: One has come up that is not in there currently. It's looking |Meeting comment -
don't know if another agricultural economy is trying to do that. If we have |at the soil conservation program. Going forward, this is going to be an noted.
changes in climate or crop changes, best management practices adoption |evolving conversation and what would help all the growers in the region.
by growers, many in the Salinas Valley, that's an area that can make a lot
of change.
259 Meeting 6/9/2021 James Sang [When | look at the overall view of the projects, the ones that really bother|Comment received. Meeting comment -
me are the ones that limit pumping and fallow land. | don't understand noted.
where you get numbers to fallow land. Is the agency paying landowners a
certain amount? Anything that affects the economy in this area in that
way, | would not like that. | would like to focus on projects that really
recharge the water.
260 Meeting 7/7/2021 James Sang |l want to talk about an article | read, July 5, from Mercury News, about Comment received. Meeting comment -
drought. It talks about the wells in this area and how in Pajaro they are noted.
charging per acre-foot. They're metering, and because of this, they're
finding that they're reducing groundwater use by 8 percent. Some
farmers are upset, and they're refusing access to the land.
261 Meeting 7/7/2021 James Sang |l believe this is about the comments, my comments had missed some Comment received, and edits from James Sang are noted. Meeting comment -

items. In my comment, where you clean out the arundo. They didn't
mention the project used poison, RoundUp, which is cancer causing. | said
| wanted the water to go to swales or subsoil area [not dry land].

noted.




262 Meeting 7/7/2021 Nancy I'm concerned this committee has done a lot of work, and you're being Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson asked to make a lot of recommendations before it goes to the advisory noted.
committee. | think it's important for the committee to review and provide
recommendations before going forward. Just recognizing the importance
of the work, and this committee.
263 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve | would encourage my fellow committee members to look over this very [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |carefully so we don't have a conditional approval before it goes to the noted.
board. Make sure you make comments and ask all your questions.
264 Meeting 7/7/2021 Tom Virsik [Echoing what Chair Mcintyre said. I'm assuming that when the present Comment received. Meeting comment -
committee gets the materials for Chapter 9 and Chapter 10, that it will be noted.
available to members of the public as well.
265 Meeting 7/7/2021 Norm Groot |I'm going to echo what Chair MclIntyre said. I'm concerned we're going to |Comment received. Meeting comment -
the advisory committee next week. | think the timing here is really close, noted.
and | encourage the committee to look closely at those changes, and it's
really important to make their comments and recommendations before it
goes to the advisory committee.
266 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve I think your proposed changes make sense, and | don't have any Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |objection, or anything that might hinder my view. My personal view is you noted.
made a good choice.
267 Meeting 7/7/2021 Curtis A couple of considerations. First, the two river systems of concern in the |[Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks Forebay have vastly different responses to this last drought. If you look at noted.
the riparian corridors, the Salinas River had significant die-back because it
had adapted to releases supporting vegetation. Because the Arroyo Seco
River is adapted to droughts, there was less. You have to consider the
evapotranspiration and leakage. In the Arroyo Seco River, there is a huge
pocket of sand beneath the river. Having a hard number wrapped around
a groundwater elevation may not adequately address these issues. One of
our thoughts is to have more shallow groundwater wells to better inform
our decision-making processes. | wanted to share with the committee
these important considerations.
268 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve For us locals, I'm about a mile away from the Arroyo Seco sinkhole, there |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |are some pools and then it disappears as it is feeding the aquifer. | hope noted.
over time, our team will be able to develop a more unique monitoring
system for this unique hydrological feature.
269 Meeting 7/7/2021 Curtis Let's also recall from the last drought, there was water available for the |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks Salinas River that wasn't released. When we look at the GW elevations noted.
during drought, you have to take this into context. It's important to
recognize the conditions under which we are establishing these
parameters.
270 Meeting 7/7/2021 Norm Groot |l think it's important we have monitoring stations in both places Comment received. Meeting comment -
[confluence and upstream in the Arroyo Seco]. noted.
271 Meeting 7/7/2021 Nancy Just to follow up on that 75%. It would be helpful to understand that it's |Abby Ostovar: For groundwater elevations at each well, we set the Meeting comment -
Isakson 75% of "what" and if you're looking at an average, and what amount of minimum threshold and measurable objective from certain years. For the |noted.
time. It would be helpful to have a foundation/better understanding. minimum threshold, we set it at 2015, so we don't want to go below that.
For the measurable objective, it was set at 75% of the difference between
levels at 2015 and 1998.
272 Meeting 7/7/2021 Oscar I'm with the city of Soledad Utilities, and we have 3 wells just downstream |Abby Ostovar: | believe the reason we didn't use the Soledad wells is that |Meeting comment -
Antillon of the confluence. | wasn't sure if you use any of those. they were too deep and not close enough to any United States Geological |noted.
Survey gauges. We will take another look.
273 Meeting 7/7/2021 Curtis I'm pleased to see we have this captured, and we think it's an appropriate [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks action to take to protect the River. noted.
274 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve On the modeling of the ASR well, you're showing released during a Abby Ostovar: That's part of the design of the project. It basically uses Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |drought. It seems incongruent with reservoir operating rules. | think we  [aquifer storage and recovery. It puts water down in the winter and noted.

need to review that.

extracts it in the summer.




275 Meeting 7/7/2021 Jerry Lohr [To me, management actions come before projects. But somehow, we're |Comment received. Meeting comment -
getting projects ahead of management actions. From what was sent out noted.
here, there's a whole list of recharge projects and reservoir projects. |
have a concern that we're interchanging these and we're spending a
whole lot more time on projects instead of management actions and |
don't think that makes sense.
276 Meeting 7/7/2021 Allan I'm sort of the opinion that most of these projects are not for the Forebay |Abby Ostovar: All of the projects and management actions are the tools |Meeting comment -
Panziera but beyond the Forebay. The Forebay is mostly in balance, and we're in your toolkits. There is no prioritization of these projects. This is setting [noted.
spending millions and millions on these projects that are for elsewhere up for the next 50 years, what you have available. It's hard to put things
and | don't know that they belong in the GSP. down on paper; some people think if it's in the plan it will get done. But
this is just a list of options you have available down the road.
277 Meeting 7/7/2021 Jerry Lohr [But they're listed as A, B, C, and you get bogged down in the details. | Abby Ostovar: We can reorganize. Meeting comment -
want to come back to the Drought-Technical Advisory Committee, and | noted.
think we can do management actions with the Drought-Technical
Advisory Committee and this is a big point.
278 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve I think that makes a lot of sense. Would the committee support placing  |Comment received. Meeting comment and
Mcintyre  |management actions as priority? multiple stakeholder
agreement noted.
279 Meeting 7/7/2021 Donna | think it would be important to understand what priority means in that  |Abby Ostovar: | guess it's two different things: one is just reorganizing Meeting comment -
Meyers context of the plan. We will want to understand how the management what shows up in the chapter; the other is doing an exercise to prioritize |noted.
actions are prioritized to some extent. Management actions are assumed |them.
to be happening anyway, maybe not every year. We might want to look at
some language explaining that approach.
280 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve Management actions are what you would do first. | draw a parallel to Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |medicine. For an ankle problem, you do physical therapy before you do noted and text was
surgery. That's what we're saying. Management actions are cheaper and changed to have
more implementable. management actions
ahead of projects.
281 Meeting 7/7/2021 Jerry Lohr [Management actions can be instituted relatively quickly. You can get Comment received. Meeting comment -
agreement among professionals and stakeholders. Projects, they take noted.
longer because we have Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and 218
votes. | think we want to exhaust management actions before we get into
projects.
282 Meeting 7/7/2021 Steve We're trying to prioritize management actions over projects. We don't Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mclintyre have enough information to prioritize the management actions. noted.
283 Meeting 7/7/2021 Jerry Lohr [Management actions are ones we can do without construction. Those are |Comment received. Meeting comment -
the first things we should consider first. noted.
284 Meeting 7/7/2021 Nancy | want to go back to Winter Release with ASR. | think | hear Derrik say that [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson for this project, they move the complete operations of the Salinas Valley noted.

Water Project from summer to winter. That is a change of a project that
has been voted on and paid for by the land owners. I'm struggling here
why this would even be considered, unless you think there would be
significant savings or benefits to the Upper Valley and Forebay, which
don't even need it. To your point, Abby, | know you want to have all your
tools. But | want to say you don't need ALL the tools at ALL times in the
toolbox; it gets too heavy. And 50 years is a long time, you can add tools
and take them away. New things will come up over time and we can add
those later. For the Salinas Valley Water Coalition, we're concerned with
the way these projects are being presented and how it will affect the
farmers in the summer.




285 Meeting 7/7/2021 Justine | wanted to touch on the Sustainable Management Criteria Technical Donna Meyers: | know we've been thinking through how those kinds of |Meeting comment -
Massey Advisory Committee, which is being tasked with really important analysis. |activities are going to be managed. | assume with our Brown Act noted.
That all looks great. I'm concerned, | want more information about what |committees, we have a structure, one of our big tasks is to look at the
public participation looks like. The analysis and decisions under that mechanics of implementation. As far as the availability of meetings and
group, the public should be involved meaningfully. Is there more public comment, | imagine we'll have something similar to the Seawater
information about how often that group will have public meetings and Intrusion Working Group (SWIG).
how they can contribute to the process? | would encourage a public
workshop style forum. Emily Gardner: To answer the question specifically, we have not gotten
that far in our planning process yet. Implementation committees will be
public.
Steve: It's all new to us, but the intent is to be public.
286 Meeting 7/7/2021 Robin Lee |On those slides that showed the residential water and how you're going |Comment received. Meeting comment -
to address the water needs of residences. It seems kind of inadequate. noted.
Also, having the information on a website seems inadequate. | think you
need more outreach and public meetings. On ways to address water for
residential wells, there's no mention of cleaning up the contamination of
the aquifer. | did not see that addressed. And with the reoperation of the
reservoirs, there's not a lot of water in them anyway. It does make sense
to reoperate them in the winter because of increasing temperatures.
You'll get more evaporation. | think this will be a better way to manage it,
so you can get that water in the ground. I'm more for having more tools in
the toolbox. The climate is changing rapidly now and we need all the tools
available.
287 Meeting 7/7/2021 Norm Groot |Thanks, Steve, for the comment about Ag Order 4.0. That's the lead Comment received. Meeting comment -
agency that will be monitoring surface water and groundwater quality noted.
moving forward. I'm concerned we're getting so many committees and
I'm not sure how they're going to interrelate. How will implementation
work? How will it work forward through the committees? I'm concerned
about the structure of all these committees and how the information will
move forward. | will echo what Ms. Isakson said about the winter releases
earlier; | think it fundamentally changes the scope of that project. Before
we move forward, we need to understand if there is an advantageous
aspect to this kind of modeling before we get into controversy.
288 Meeting 7/7/2021 Jerry Lohr [l think the second or third to last slide, where we talk primarily about Comment received. Meeting comment -
projects, that's what getting a lot of us concerned. We're not talking noted.
about management actions, projects are first. I'd like to see us emphasize
management actions before we get into projects.
289 Meeting 7/7/2021 Allan We have to acknowledge that this model hasn't been vetted. Abby Ostovar: We note that in the chapter. In an ideal world, it would be |Meeting comment -
Panziera public. noted.
DW: We acknowledge in the GSP that this is a preliminary model and will
be changed in the future. We are very aware of that, we include the
GEMS data in the analysis. We are the most confident in that data,
compared to the model or the Durbin model. This is our attempt to not
only report what the model says, but what is really going on in the basin.
290 Meeting 7/7/2021 Norm Groot |Thanks, Abby, for the great overview of all those changes. I'm going to Abby Ostovar: Thank you, it's good to have that flagged. Meeting comment -

refer to your slide on groundwater quality, constituents increase or
decrease. One of the hot button issues in the Irrigated Lands Regulatory
Program (ILRP) and discussion with the regional board is the concept of
"pump and use" or "pump and irrigate" and whether that's been

DW: | will point out that in our GSP, increasing nitrates in an AG supply
well is not undesirable. It's only undesirable in wells used for drinking
water.

noted.




291 Meeting 7/7/2021 Robin Lee |l was wondering where in the plan climate change is best addressed? As | [Abby Ostovar: We thought it best in the Water Budgets chapter. But the |Meeting comment -

read through, it seems like things are aimed at keeping status quo. other view is with projects and management actions, looking at them with|noted.
climate change. | think we also talked about it, as tools in the toolkit, not
Instead of putting bits and pieces here and there, it should have its own |deciding which go forward. Climate change is a deciding factor in what
part. Not have it scattered all through the plan, so it's more cohesive. goes forward. | think there is a bit in Chapter 10, where we talk about
adaptive management.

292 Meeting 7/7/2021 Tom Virsik [One, there's a particular place where the GSP talks about future Comment received. Meeting comment -
overdraft, it may be awkward phrasing. I'll highlight that. There are noted and text about
multiple sections in Chapter 4, 5, and 10 that speak to some degree about Deep Aquifers was
the Deep Aquifers. When | compare to previous versions, there were standardized across
substantial changes with regard to the Deep Aquifers. Now they seem Chapter 4, 5, and 10.
inconsistent, or at least confusion. That's a topic that's not fatal, but just
awkward. Accuracy and consistency are important, and I'll get the
granular comments into the JotForm.

293 Meeting 7/7/2021 Justine | want to recognize there are some really important changes that have Abby Ostovar: Chapter 5 builds off existing studies of nitrate. Additional |Meeting comment -

Massey been made. Thanks for all the hard work there. | just want to ask about a [studies of what has already been done/studied would not necessarily add |noted.
response to one of our comments that the nitrate trend analysis would be [new information or be helpful for management decisions.
inappropriate, since it wouldn't affect management decisions. | want to
know more why you think it wouldn't affect management actions and
what evidence of increasing Nitrate levels would influence management
decsisions. What is the threshold?
294 Meeting 7/7/2021 Curtis | have two constructive criticism comments. | want to piggyback on Tom |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Weeks Virsik's comments about Chapter 5 and the Deep Aquifer. | think it would noted. Chapter 5 Deep
be better to remove the graphic and the paragraph. The Deep Aquifer Aquifer graphic and
Study will sort this out. Take it out, make it clearer. Similarly, in Chapter 6, pragraph were removed
| understand the desire to use the USGS model. You can make general in V3.
comments about the model and transition into the use of the GEMS data.
You could take it out and just provide a comment up front, then clean up
the document.
295 4,5,and 10 4-14; JotForm 7/7/2021 Tom Virsik [v2. The March 2021 FB Ch 5 reflected THREE principal aquifers, including |Comment received. Chapter 4, 5, and 10 text
5- the Deep. The present version reflets one, with the potential of the was changed to reflect a
7,8; Deep's presence. Ch 10 states "it is possible" that the Deep exists in the single principal aquifer--
10-5 Forebay and that future wells will confirm or rule it out, whereas Ch 4 the Basin Fill Aquifer--

seems to assume it exists and is hydraulically connected to the Fill Aquifer
and Ch 5 speaks in terms of a "prediction." | concus with Mr. Week's
suggestion to avoid the graphic at Figure 5-5 and references the upcoming
Deep Aquifer study.

and Deep Aquifers
references were changed
to read deeper portions
of the aquifer.
Furthermore, Chapter 4
was revised and now
states that deeper
sediments in the Forebay
Subbasin could be part
of the Basin Fill Aquifer
or the Deep Aquifers.
Chapter 4 also states
that the existence of the
Deep Aquifers in the
Forebay may be
addressed by MCWRA's
Deep Aquifers Study.




296 6-25; JotForm 7/7/2021 Tom Virsik [V2 Chapter 6 Section 6.4.1. The second bullet point speaks in terms of "an |Comment received. The assumptions listed in
underestimate of the Subbasin's future overdraft." The 2030/2070 Section 6.4.1 are related
projections reflect continued (increased?) sustainability. The phrasing to the general
may be in error or is at least confusing. assumptions used in the

SVOM for urban growth
in the Salinas Valley as a
whole, not just the
Forebay Subbasin which
is not in overdraft. The
phrase "an
underestimate of the
Subbasin's future
overdraft" could also be
thought of in terms of an
overestimate of the
Subbasin’s future
sustainable yield.

297 Special Meeting |8/10/2021 [(John Still sounds like some stuff is in the air with the plan. | just don't wantto  |Donna Meyers: We are continuing to work at that level [through the Meeting comment -

Bramers see it come down to the last minute and people just accept to get it in. coordination committee]. And the Forebay Subbasin Committee will be  |noted.
reconvened as needed.
Emily Gardner: The coordination committee will discuss areas where
there will need to be more alignment. It will come back to this [Forebay]
committee before there are any substantive changes.

298 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Steve Even after we submit [the GSP], we can make changes, right? Emily Gardner: Yes, however there's still a little bit of a gray area when it [Meeting comment -

Mcintyre comes to updating the document we submit to DWR. We asked DWR if  |noted.
we could submit the update earlier than the five-year time frame to help
coordination of all the subbasins. | don't think DWR wants people
submitting every year. When it comes to developing our implementation
strategies, it is a working document.
DW: You're right, DWR does not want to review any more than they have
to. They admit these will be documents that need to change. Certain
aspects require public input and we want to make sure we go through the
right steps. However, your list of projects and management actions, they
want to make that very easy to change. As Emily points out, it does
depend on what you want to change, but DWR knows these are living
documents.

299 Special Meeting |8/10/2021 |Jason Smith [l also don't want to get to the end, and have this big X and we can't Comment received. Meeting comment -
submit because there's something that the two [GSAs] can't agree on. I'm noted.
not too concerned about that, but as | listen to Curtis talk about
substantial things that you're working through, | don't want to be there to
be a last minute pull-out. In the history of our valley, that happens. So,
just keep on keeping on.

300 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |[James Sang |l notice that on the management action you basically have 3 items listed |Steve Mclntyre: We do have a Technical Advisory Committee that would [Meeting comment -

following Fallow Banking and Agriculture Retirement. The way | look at
this basin, there's nothing wrong with this. But if we have severe drought
for the next 4 to 5 years, there's nothing in there that helps the growers
plan with water, and nothing prioritizes, and a few of the pages in this
report, that you can incentivize growers to have recharge basins. That is
something | would like to see in these plans. | think the way to go is to try
to get more water in the ground.

convene when we have a long-term drought and they would provide
recommendations to this committee. Thank you for your comments.

noted.




301 Special Meeting |8/10/2021 |Jerry Lohr |We receive so many of these things late and | have the July 28, July 30, Emily Gardner: The multi-benefit stream channel project, which is run Meeting comment -
and didn't get the August 12 version until Sunday. And so, | don't know if |through the RCDMC and involves maintenance and removing arundo. It's [noted.
we've had a chance to review. These are some major changes. | commend |ongoing work that can be expanded The Habitat Conservation Plan is a
you for putting management actions in front of projects. It seems to me [separate line of work the MCWRA is working on with National Fisheries.
that the clearing the channel, for instance, is a Habitat Conservation Plan
project. | don't think we have much to do with that except to be
supportive. Is my understanding correct? Donna Meyers: The Habitat Conservation Plan is geared entirely towards
the reservoir operations piece. The Flood Maintenance Program, which
many members here asked us to put in the plan, is a separate part of the
Habitat Conservation Plan, and the arundo removal is not a part of the
Habitat Conservation Plan. We received a letter a while ago with 80
signatures, including some folks here, asked to put that into the GSPs.
That's why the arundo removal and maintenance is in there. That's not a
part of the Habitat Conservation Plan.
302 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Allen Can you move forward with that program without the Habitat Donna Meyers: They have already been working for the last 8 years Meeting comment -
Panziera Conservation Plan? without the Habitat Conservation Plan. noted.
303 Special Meeting |8/10/2021 |Jerry Lohr |I'm interested in understanding all the data we have. One of the things | [Emily Gardner: Really it's meant to be a feasibility study and involve Meeting comment -
think is important is the repairs of the dam, and reservoir reoperations.  [modeling, and explore all the legal implications. To do studies and noted.
The reoperations will require a fundraising to do that. I'm just picking that |analysis, it does cost money to do that. That's the general overview of the
up and reading this. Can somebody speak to that? cost. It's an estimate.
304 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Jerry Lohr |It seems to me that we ought to do whatever we can to get the repairs of |[Abby Ostovar: Not in this most recent version, except small edits. A Meeting comment -
the dams, and that will help us understand our options. The Groundwater |version a little while ago included changes from the ASGSA. noted.
Extraction Management System project, we will learn more. As we get
more of the models, as we all listened in on the presentation of the
models, and found that quite confusing, we'll have to lean on Derrik and
others so we lay people can understand, so we have in our Chapter 6, we
talk about the water balance. | haven't looked at Chapter 6. Has anybody
re-edited that?
305 Special Meeting (8/10/2021 |Allen One thing | see in Chapter 6 is references to the Salinas Valley Integrated |DW: You are correct on that, and the reason is when we develop a water [Meeting comment -
Panziera Hydrologic Model, but not the Arroyo Seco model. The Forebay Subbasin [budget we need to have "a" water budget and no water budget is exactly |noted.
Committee is making all the decisions for us. The coordination agreement [right. We are working with the one from the Salinas Valley Integrated
says we'll review, but the chapter does not reference the Arroyo Seco Hydrologic Model. We got feedback from Gus Yates with information
model. It mostly comes from the Salinas Valley side. from the Arroyo Seco model, and so we softened language, changed
language. We pointed out that the Arroyo Seco GSA model shows
something different. We acknowledge there are differences. We don't
want to say there are two competing water budgets. We want to say this
"is" the water budget.
306 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Steve It's important the document clearly states there are differences in the Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mclintyre models, and these will be resolved. noted.
307 Special Meeting |8/10/2021 |Allen It references us as partners, but it should say we're coordinating. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera noted. GSP language was
changed to refer to
SVBGSA and ASGSA as
"coordinating" as
opposed to "partners."
308 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Jerry Lohr |l think many of us are pleased with how the coordination has been Steve Mcintyre: You're completely correct. We called this meeting to Meeting comment -

working. | want to commend you on that. At the same time, we haven't
seen the text because it's going so rapidly. | think we ought to talk about,
are we prepared to go forward with this? | think the Arroyo Seco GSA, we
had a very productive, extensive meeting. | think we had 23 proposed
edits, and comparing these 3 dates, | don't know which ones we got in. |
want to review. | think we need to read those. | think the spirit of

cooperation is here.

keep the dialog going. | want to remind everyone that in the Upper Valley,
they decided it was good enough to submit. | don't want you to get hung
up. I'm hopeful we can have faith in this process, with how far we've
come, and move this forward and put our GSP into public comment. And
then resolve any issues that come from our board or the Arroyo Seco
Groundwater Sustainability Agency committee.

noted.




309 Special Meeting |8/10/2021 |Jason Smith |The Upper Valley gave staff what we wanted to see changed, and they did [Emily Gardner: | see the content in 3 different categories. One is the input|Meeting comment -
specifically what we asked for. | think as Steve said, when we came down |and edits we get from the Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability noted.
to it, yes, this is something that we’re good turning in, and that we'll come|Agency. Language from "partners" to "coordinating"”, sure we'll make
back to. It will never be perfect. For all of us not involved in the those edits. Other edits that we've incorporated, and don't change the
coordination agreement is, how far off are we? Are we talking about gist of what's going on. Second there are proposed edits about
major things? Or is it nitpicking smaller things? | just can't imagine the coordination [between the GSAs] and what's been outlined in the
hydrologists are that far off, that it would make that much of a difference. [implementation agreement. The real work in the agreement, and hashing
It's difficult for us on the committee to understand what's holding things [out how it's reflected in the GSP. Then the third category, the real meaty
up. I'm towards Steve's side, that hopefully we can move this forward, topics we bring back to the committee. We aren't bringing those to you
and we have 3 to 4 months for this to continue. | don't think we're going |today. They may come up in the next couple of months, but there aren't
to do anything that will blow this up. Can anyone give us light on the any that needed to be brought up today.
coordination and the issues that folks are talking about?

310 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Curtis We're working through the details and there are some that are sticking Donna Meyers: These are draft documents, and we do need to submit Meeting comment -

Weeks points. | think there's a lot of concern about the Salinas Valley Integrated [them to a public comment period. That's really driving our time right now. |noted.
Hydrologic Model and its ability to create data with confidence. | think It's hard for our consulting team to do these small comments as they
there's a lot of question in people's minds. That's something that we need |[come up. At some point, the GSPs are meant to be adaptive documents.
to work through. For the GSPs, that's one thing. But a model is also for We anticipate things like modeling and GEMs expansion, and launching
projects and actions. Everybody needs to have confidence in the model. | |into the management part. People are nervous about plans. But at the
think you have that letter from our last board meeting. We acknowledge |end of the day, what guides us are the projects and management actions
it's not where it needs to be. Derrik Williams and his team have said, it's [to manage our water. The state will be looking at that data. That's where
provisional. Before we can really use it, | don't know if we can really fix it [we want to spend our time and resources. They want to see management
in time. | think using Groundwater Extraction Monitoring System data to |of the aquifers occurring. We may not have all the data, we may debate
determine sustainable yield is fine. There are a set of issues around the models. But the plans are a guide, they are flexible. We're dependent
projects and management actions. | think we're close, and | think we can |[on MCWRA. The success we need to keep our eye on is the
get there. We have these offramps and the rest of the processes to get implementation piece. A coordinated approach is important. We have to
there. The model has been a difficult issue for all of us and we haven't put out a document that we have to put out to the public, to the users of
been able to completely resolve. | think what we have is workable and the [these aquifers. We do have the 90 day period, and then we'll come out
notion that it will be worked on and improved. The versions have been with the final document. We're looking at an early January date as an
rolling out fast and that's just recognition. We're rushing to get a option. We've built out a good timeline. We don’t want to fail in
comment period and | think we can work through them. submitting to the state.

311 Special Meeting [8/10/2021 |Jason Smith || want to thank Curtis. | don't think there is anyone in the whole valley Motion passes. Draft was submitted for
that isn't frustrated with models. For our group moving forward, | want to Board of Directors to
make a motion that we send in this draft that the caveat that we're review
having 3 more meetings to go through Chapters 9 and 10, and any other
red-line language. Turn this in for Thursday's meeting, with the caveat
that we'll address the issues that the coordination group is working on. So
everyone is comfortable. It's a draft. But staff needs direction.

312 Special Meeting (8/10/2021 [Nancy Not a comment on the motion. | appreciate all the comments. | think it's |Comment received. Meeting comment -

Isakson important that this committee have time to consider the comments or noted.
suggestions from the Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

You should have the chance to see those. | looked at the Board agenda.
There's approval of 45-day release, and the 90 days is to approve to GSPs.
Can you confirm or clarify that? That the public will only have 45 days to
comment.

313 Special Meeting [8/11/2021 |[Michael As a member of the coordination committee, | really appreciate some of [Comment received. Meeting comment -

Griva the things Jerry said in trying to get this information out to look it over. noted.

I'm glad several of you mentioned you would like a red line version, to
compare. It will be very helpful to us. Not only as a committee member,
but also as a member of the public. Anything we can do to continue to
have chances to talk about this and get it coordinated, and get these
behind us, | appreciate it.




314 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Tom Virsik [Re: Land Use Jurisdiction Coordination: It would be good for me to study |Les Girard: The GSA does not have land use authority so there won't be  [Meeting comment -
the language in more detail. There could be language that you have that is|opportunity for conflict between land uses. There could be a situation noted.
consistent or inconsistent with an existing SMGA statute. | think this where the GSA will need outside counsel but the GSA will not be able to
approach is necessary. Here's an uncomfortable reality: It is often that the |force local government entity to enforce or set land use decisions.
GSA and land use jurisdiction will come into conflict.
315 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Norm Groot |How will this play a role in changing land use? | agree with Mr. Virsik that [Comment received Meeting comment -
this opens up the court for many other questions. noted.
316 Special Meeting (9/1/2021 Jason Smith || would assume that this will be coming back for consideration with some [Emily Gardner: We are working on the redline version of the GSP, we are |Meeting comment -
of the other topics we are talking about. trying to make it as easy as possible for you to vet any new language so  |noted.
that it is incorporated to the next version.
317 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Jason Smith (I would throw it back to our county's counsel, how comfortable is he with |Les Girard: That is difficult to answer because we don't know what Meeting comment -
this language? What can of worms does this open? updates or changes cities and counties will make to their zoning and noted.
general plans. That is a hard thing to predict but we can anticipate hard
discussions. Ultimately the GSA will be able to control extraction for any
given land use, the GSA will have the authority to limit water use no
matter the land use.
318 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Jason Smith [Does this then help the GSA to be able to respond to changes in the Les Girard: | think the more you talk and the more you try to coordinate [Meeting comment -
future since we have added this language to our GSP? the better off you are. noted.
319 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Steve | think we should get this to the City of Salinas to see how they feel about [Gary Petersen: | think you'll find that all of the cities have concerns and  |Meeting comment -
Mcintyre |this. will want to understand the implications of this. noted.
320 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Steve So you're saying we should send this to all cities? Gary Petersen: Yes, | think this is something that all cities will be Meeting comment -
Mcintyre concerned with. noted.
321 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Steve So maybe that should be stated in this language. Emily Gardner: We can add that and send the language to the cities. The |[Meeting comment -
Mclintyre whole idea behind this concept is to have a venue to discuss some of the [noted.
worms in the can. We can make sure we are considering the legal
perspective of all the cities.
322 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Brad Rice |So if the cities come out with their plans to expand and they need more  [Les Girard: The GSA has the authority to limit groundwater extractions. |Meeting comment -
water, we have a say in whether they can get that water? The city might not be able to implement the desired land use if the GSA  |noted.
limits extractions for that given land use.
Emily Gardner: The implementation action doesn't change any of this, it
just adds a layer of coordination.
323 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Steve | think we should send this out to cities to get ahead of this. Comment received Meeting comment -
Mcintyre noted.
324 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Jason Smith (It seems like staff need to make sure we have the right language before |Comment received Meeting comment -
we make a motion. noted.
325 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Ron | think this should be reviewed by other people (cities) before we give our [Emily Gardner: The decision does not have to be made right now, you can |Meeting comment -
Panziera final review. just suggest that we keep exploring this. noted.
326 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Steve Good suggestion; you can keep exploring this. Comment received Meeting comment -
Mclintyre noted.
327 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Jerry Lohr [l think the second paragraph in Section 9.2.1 could be deleted since | Comment received Meeting comment -
didn't review the management actions and projects in the 180/400 Foot noted. Suggested GSP
Subbasin. And | agree with Jason that we should wait until tomorrow's changes were made
coordination meeting. Also, page 9-1 reappears after page 9-12. subsequent to Jerry
Lohr's comment letter
(9/20/2021).
328 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Steve Emily, I'm assuming that any new changes would be in red. Emily Gardner: Yes. Meeting comment -
Mclintyre noted.
329 Special Meeting |9/1/2021 Justine | wanted to be transparent that we still have suggestions on how to DW: This figure tells hydrogeologists if we have different water types. Meeting comment -
Massey improve the GSP. | have a new question about the water quality section in noted.
Chapter 4. | was wondering about Figure 4.18 and what the goal of this
diagram is? If the purpose is to track the contaminants in domestic wells
then | suggest it show maximum contaminant levels.
330 Special Meeting [9/1/2021 Justine I think it would be very useful to include County data in the GSP. Comment received Meeting comment -

Massey

noted.




331 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Colby | would like to find a way to continue these style meetings. Everyone has a|Comment received Meeting comment -
Pereira different comfort level. With in-person meetings, there are other rules noted.
like face coverings. | think that can deter participation. | would ask that
we continue this format.
332 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Steve | feel much the same way. It sure has gotten to be more efficient use of  |Les Girard: Sure, you could post the agenda on your truck for someone |Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |our time, not having to travel to meetings. | know we'll want to meetin  [to sit in the passenger seat. | want to emphasize, and this was just an noted.
person at some time. | couldn't hold a meeting in my truck? update, the ability to do these remote meetings as long as the
governor's statewide emergency proclamation is in effect. | anticipate
the proclamation will be in effect for some time, he's required to
terminate it at the earliest possible date.
333 Meeting 10/6/2021 (Steve The meeting on November 3 would just be to deal with AB361. Then we |Emily Gardner: If it's editorial, we just make those corrections. If it'sa  [Meeting comment -
Mclintyre would have our planning committee meeting to discuss comments or comment on a committee decision, we just say the committee has noted.
action items as they pertain to the DWR draft. Does that give us enough |decided. From our perspective, if you've made the decisions, then we
time to evaluate the comments that are being presented? I'm concerned |just move on ahead because we base the draft on the feedback we
about the process. As we receive comments, how is staff going to deal receive from the committee. We try to bring to you things like the water
with those comments? What is the criteria for a comment becoming an  |quality sustainable management criteria, which is not changing the
action item? sustainable management criteria, just broadening the scope. Some of
the comments are more board level, or touching outside the scope of
the GSA. So, that will be elevated to a board level discussion, or we base
it on content we received from the board.
334 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Steve So, prior to the November 3 meeting, are we asking the committee Comment received Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |members at some point to raise any comments, and perhaps they should noted.
do so ahead of time. I'm trying to condense this down to what we should
actually discuss.
335 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Steve If we could ask committee members to flag comments in the postings that{Comment received Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |they would like to discuss, so we can know how much time. noted.
336 Meeting 10/6/2021 (Jerry Lohr |l think if they could put the deadlines all on one page, it would be helpful. |Comment received Meeting comment -
noted.
337 Meeting 10/6/2021 |[Steve | agree, but | think it's critical to have constructive comments, to make the [Comment received Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |document better. Where we have time, | think we have a responsibility to noted.
incorporate those.
338 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Nancy I think the only thing I'd add, it will be important then for committee Comment received Meeting comment -
Isakson members to review that document. If there is a comment there that they noted.
missed, how you will address or already addressed.
339 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Curtis It would seem to me that the slide you showed with version 3 and version [Comment received Meeting comment -
Weeks 4, to help facilitate this process, to get a redline version to the committee noted.
members to compare this document. And what hasn't been incorporated.
| think a redline version to the committee will be very helpful.
340 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Tom Virsik (I don't know how that comment letter is influencing this meeting. When |Steve Mclntyre: That letter is just part and parcel of the comments and Meeting comment -
things come in at the last minute, what can you do? But it may influence |the need to be very disciplined and to not overload staff with changes, noted.
how this is proceeding. | haven't seen it. | do agree with enforcing but places to improve the document, given the strict deadlines we're
deadlines. under.
341 Meeting 10/6/2021 |(John Conditionally approved GSP, will there be an issue with approving it? | Curtis Weeks: The document is still being modified. It's not appropriate  |Meeting comment -
Bramers haven't seen the changes you've asked for. for me or anyone to approve it. There will be changes before the noted.
December timeframe. | don't anticipate that it won't be adopted. That
process and adoption is easier.
342 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Jerry Lohr (I want to thank Les for his comments as well. | would appreciate if we Abby Ostovar: Yes, we will certainly make this consistent. This language is [Meeting comment -
could get management actions ahead of projects. Projects take many sent to all the committees. We will change your GSP to have management |noted.
years, and management actions can work much more quickly. Could this |actions in front of projects.
be possible?
343 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Tom Virsik [This is a really good effort in a tricky situation. | think this is an excellent |Comment received Meeting comment -

approach, and detailed language to try to thread the needle when we
don't know what thread we're using.

noted.




344 Meeting 10/6/2021 |John When we use the words, "implementation of management actions..." are |Abby Ostovar: It would depend on the project, but my assumption is, it [Meeting comment -
Bramers the impacts we're looking at the impacts to other subbasins? Or just would be any of them. If a project is nowhere near the edge of the noted.
impacts to the Forebay? subbasin, it's unlikely, but we don't know until we get there. It will be a
case by case basis. Generally, anything we do with the model will be run
as the whole valley together.
345 Meeting 10/6/2021 |Tom Virsik |l am supportive of the language and changes. This is language that | Comment received Meeting comment -
intend to advocate be in the Upper Valley GSP because the reality will be noted.
there with the same river, same caveats.
346 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen | understand that these projects will have zones of benefits, and even Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera though the big board decides everything, | think it's important to get noted.
everything coordinated subbasin by subbasin. Otherwise we're looking at
legal issues.
347 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jason Smith || agree with what Allen has said and | think that's what we've been doing [Comment received. Meeting comment -
in all the subbasins. | think the revise should address that piece. Any way noted.
we look at this, we are a full groundwater basin, and that is a piece we
need to look at. Looking at comments from all sources, | think we do a
good job breaking out our subbasin specific pieces. Ultimately, it does
come to the board. | like the response that's here.
348 Meeting 11/3/2021 (John I think the response is good. It is one large basin with subbasins. We need |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Bramers to remind ourselves of that, or we'll get caught in a vacuum. I'm okay with noted.
the response and revision.
349 Meeting 11/3/2021 [Nancy | too appreciate the comments for discussion. | think the revision is Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson better, but in looking at it, it seems like yes, we want to be mindful of noted.
implementing this GSP in a manner that does not adversely impact our
neighboring subbasins. That's required. It's not clear to me that this does
that. The revision is the goal for all subbasins, but this GSP may be
implemented and the Forebay may be sustainable, and other subbasins
may not. | throw that out there, it's better, but | think it could be revised
further.
350 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr |l thought this was an improvement. We've seen it for 2 minutes now, and [Comment received. Meeting comment -
| agree with the others that this could use further clarification. If we agree noted.
on this now, we'll be stuck with this. Yes, it's better, but | don't think it's
one that doesn't need further improvement.
351 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen | think it needs to be refined more. Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera noted.
352 Meeting 11/3/2021 |(John | understand the comments we heard from the public. There are a lot of |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Bramers comment letters, and none of us asked for them to be looked at today. noted.
The comments haven't been posted. Are we setting precedent that
everyone gets to have their comment heard? Maybe it's off topic, but I'm
okay with the response.
353 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve | know staff has been struggling with which comments to bring forward [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |and discuss. We will have one more meeting. We have to remember this noted.
is a living document. There are improvements that can be made. |
encourage Emily and Abby to relook at this, but we don't have forever
until have to submit this plan.
354 Meeting 11/3/2021 [(Jason Smith |For clarification, | understand what the comment was. As | understand Les Girard: Let me answer part of that, Jason is exactly right. This is just [Meeting comment -

SGMA, and what we're trying to protect as a subbasin, it's something that
in our plan that "makes us liable to something." That doesn't supersede
water rights, 218 votes. We're almost asking this document to be a
"binding contract" when in reality, | guess from Abby or Emily, do you see
any ways to be more specific to be more in line with SGMA?

a plan. It does not supersede other legal requirements to implement
actions or projects such as propositions or water rights. The committee
need not be concerned that what is written in the plan overrides what is
in the state constitution or state law.

noted.




355 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen It infers that things may be different. It infers being part of a larger Emily Gardner: One, for context with where this sentence is, it's in the |Meeting comment -
Panziera program. | think it should be more that this is its own subbasin and it first chapter where we introduce who we are. It's not in projects. We noted.
coordinates with other subbasins. wanted to simply address that we are the GSA, and the Board, and they
are responsible for jurisdiction for 6 subbasins that need to achieve or
maintain sustainability. It's not meant to dive into the benefits of
projects. As Nancy pointed out, we are bound to comply with SGMA to
not prevent neighbors from reaching sustainability. We just want to
provide a statement that the SVBGSA is working on 6 GSPs in the Valley.
Adding that context in.
356 Meeting 11/3/2021 |(Colby I think this is a good revision. | would caution this group from getting into |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Pereira the minutiae of wordsmithing. We provided feedback, staff incorporated noted.
that feedback. Legal weighed in and we have protections in place. | think
we should move forward with the language provided here. | think that, in
the grand scheme of things, we could go down the wormhole of minor
wordsmithing. | think this change is fine from my perspective.
357 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve | share the concern that we're splitting hairs here. It's an improvement, [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre |it's not a step back, we should probably leave it as such and move on to noted.
the next comment. Then we can vote on approving these. If someone has
a better suggestion, we can look at it later. We don't want to get caught
up in the minutiae.
358 Meeting 11/3/2021 [Nancy From a public perspective, when you have something in the GSP, there is |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson the expectation that it will be implemented in the manner in which it's noted.
stated. With LandWatch and others calling out certain things that were
stated there that have not been implemented to date. Words seem like
small edits, but they make a big difference. We'll all be gone in the future,
and someone looking back will not understand. You want to make it clear
and implemented in the manner you want it to be.
359 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen [Re: Deep Aquifers] What is the DWR reference? Abby Ostovar: Bulletin 118, we have them cited in the chapters. Meeting comment -
Panziera noted.
Meeting comment -
noted.
DW: It is Bulletin 118. Meeting comment -
noted.
360 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr (This is still a problem. Why are we proposing a 2-year study on Comment received. Meeting comment -
determining how extensive the Deep Aquifer is? | think there is still a noted.
question on that. | think this is a problem.
361 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve There is a question and we can't conclusively say either way, right? Abby Ostovar: That's right, we're not making a conclusion. We're saying |Meeting comment -
Mclintyre "here's what other studies have said." noted.
362 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen | don't see where you separated that out. At one point you had a map Comment received. Meeting comment -
Panziera where you showed it. The inference here is that they're connected. What noted.
is connectivity? | think that's the point of the study. I'm not sure that
separates it out.
363 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve It seems to me that you can't say conclusively one way or the other, and [Abby Ostovar: It's something that can be included in the 5-year update. ||Meeting comment -
Mcintyre |we've got studies looking at it. Once we have more data, and we can want to point out there is scientific uncertainty, especially with noted.
come to conclusions, then we can state that. Is that a process we can groundwater. What we're trying to do is summarize the existing data
abide by? and studies done. We're not making a conclusion about the Deep
Aquifers presence. To say they're not here would be mischaracterizing
the state of knowledge.
364 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve Does it make sense to say we're not making a conclusion? Abby Ostovar: Sure. | think it's softer with how we've written it. Meeting comment -
Mclintyre noted.
365 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr |l appreciate the direction Steve seems to be going. It's not inaccurate or  [Emily Gardner: So the comment letter itself suggested to cross out all Meeting comment -

misleading. It seems like you've used 4 words, "not," "nor," and
"whatnot." | think a simpler statement would help the committee and the
public.

references to other studies. What we're saying is that we're not
concluding anything, we're just pointing to other research that has been
done.

noted.




366 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve | think it's important to not leave history out to the narrative. | think we  |[DW: | would feel comfortable saying that, it's factually correct. Other Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |should state that no conclusion has been reached. studies have stated the Deep Aquifer extends into the Forebay, others noted.
have not. | would be comfortable saying that.
367 Meeting 11/3/2021 |[Steve How does the committee feel about adding 'no conclusions have been Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |made'? noted.
368 Meeting 11/3/2021 (Steve One thing on reservoir operations, one reason from the comment, in the |Abby Ostovar: The historical water budget reports what occurred. We're [Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |previous drought had the reservoirs been operated, we would not have  |not trying to change operations, it's just what occurred in the past. noted.
exceeded our SMCs. The operations have an impact on SMCs. Given the
operations were changed in 2010.
369 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve What occurred in the past, the results were impacted by how the Abby Ostovar: | don't disagree with that. Every year is impacted by Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |reservoirs were operated. operations. It doesn't change the water budget results. noted.
370 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr [l don't understand enough about the water budget results. I'm inclined to |Comment received. Meeting comment -
agree with Steve's comments. It's still not clear to me. | don't fully noted.
understand it. The reservoir operations DO influence the water budgets.
371 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve | want to agree with Jerry. It's a lack of understanding. Maybe that can be [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Mcintyre |clarified. noted.
372 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen When we are talking about water budgets, are we looking in the past or  |Abby Ostovar: We have historical and future water budgets. Meeting comment -
Panziera looking forward? noted.
373 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen It definitely affects it then. Abby Ostovar: The commenter was referencing the historical water Meeting comment -
Panziera budget. In future water budgets, it has the reservoir operations rules IN  [noted.
the model. It's very different from the past, which is what occurred.
374 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve So if we change the operations rules, will that change the water budgets? |Abby Ostovar: Yes, but this agency is not responsible for the reservoirs. If [Meeting comment -
Mclintyre this model is used for reservoir reoperations in the future, part of thatis |noted.
adjusting the rules to see what the effect is.
375 Meeting 11/3/2021 (John So, we're talking water budgets and reservoir operations. You change Abby Ostovar: That potential management action is not in the water Meeting comment -
Bramers operations, it changes all subbasins. Then, that's not just a conversation |budget chapter. The water budget chapter is not looking at what we noted.
for this subbasin. ‘could' do to reach sustainability. The water budget chapter is looking at
where we've been, and what would our future look like based on where
we are today, with climate change.
376 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve So a "status quo" approach? Abby Ostovar: Yes. It's "here's the status quo" and we have projects & Meeting comment -
Mclintyre management actions to show how we can maintain or achieve noted.
sustainability.
377 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jason Smith |It seems like it wants to look at those drought years, but for your Comment received. Meeting comment -
purposes, the numbers are the numbers historically, and it's really an noted.
MCWRA issue. However, moving forward, whatever the current
operations is looking forward. For the past, this is not the place to
respond to how the dams are operated.
378 Meeting 11/3/2021 |(Allen Part of this comment is saying, we don't like the model. It was unclear Abby Ostovar: We have heard this from you and other folks. The USGS is |Meeting comment -
Panziera how they came up with input numbers. It's a black box for me. If you putting together a progress report that summarizes the model, methods,|noted.
don't use GEMS or whatever, or satellite imagery, | don't remember the |sources. We've been caught in this in-between spot because it is not
question. It was sort of an unknown number that went in. | don't know formally published. We're just trying to make sure it works.
how they come out with the number for lettuce or whatever it was.
379 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen We have an admission that there's something wrong with it, but it's the  |Abby Ostovar: It's not a perfect tool, we haven't seen anything better we [Meeting comment -

Panziera

best there is. It doesn't make sense.

can use.

noted.




380

Meeting

11/3/2021

Nancy
Isakson

In looking at this, maybe | have a misunderstanding. The GSP does discuss
that the historical budgets we're developed using the provisional SVIHM,
and the drought and reservoir operations were reduced below minimum
requirements. | don't want to relitigate that, we did. It's just a point that,
we believe the reservoir operations do affect the development of the
MTs. Did you just look at the future water budget? So that's one
clarification. Maybe we do need a better understanding of how the water
budgets relate to the reservoir operations. We're having the discussion
here, but it applies for everybody. It IS important to understand. The
Water Coalition has asked for the inputs for the USGS model. I'm
encourage they will prepare a memo. Our public records ask still stands.
The next comments all center around the reservoir operations. It seems
that what's missing is an understanding of the reservoir operations, it
needs at least a paragraph in the GSP.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

Meeting

11/3/2021

Tom Virsik

| think Ms. Isakson hit the nail on the head. It’s not a criticism. It's
important to understand how reservoir operations impact past, current,
and future water budgets.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

Meeting

11/3/2021

Steve
Mcintyre

Moving forward with the management action in the future, could change
how we operate the reservoirs. From an historical standpoint, we can't
change history. We can acknowledge that reservoir operations impact
water budgets.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

383

Meeting

11/3/2021

Colby
Pereira

Steve | agree with you. Nancy and Tom make great points. We place the
language elsewhere in the GSP to what authorities exist. But, maybe again
to reference and acknowledge here.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

384

Meeting

11/3/2021

Jerry Lohr

It helps, but we're not there yet.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

Meeting

11/3/2021

Jerry Lohr

These MTs being measured in December, if we had different releases or
rainfall, | think, | just didn't understand this at all. I'm not satisfied with
what I'm hearing.

Abby Ostovar: to revisit the conversations we've had over the last year.
When we started, we thought what local groundwater levels are
considered significant & unreasonable. So the years we selected, the
committee selected what we don't want to go below. Those are set in
specific wells for those years. So, it started with what do you all consider
significant & unreasonable. What you told us what put into the GSP.

Meeting comment -
noted.

386

Meeting

11/3/2021

Steve
Mcintyre

That's the worst case. One way to look at it is, reservoir operations can
have the same impact as rainfall, and rainfall is more variable in terms of
timing and amount. So, drawing MTs, it's a worst case. It doesn't really
matter what rainfall or reservoir operations happened historically, we just
don't want to go there again. We could take steps to not go there again.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

Meeting

11/3/2021

Nancy
Isakson

I'm not sure the Coalition letter was part of the packet. | want to read to
you what we're asking to be added to this section. Currently the GSP
states the 15% and undesirable result allows for 5 exceedances in 39
representative monitoring sites. We're asking a clarifying statement that
no MT is established at times it is determined the agency's operations
aren't consistent with the operational rules. That doesn't seem
unreasonable to me. If it's determined to be inconsistent with what you
are claiming, that you are including here as your standards of operation,
then it seems like that should be taken into consideration.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.

Meeting

11/3/2021

Steve
Mcintyre

I would like to just state that we can't control the reservoir operations.
We know we don't want to go to those MTs, but if we don't have control
over something, then those have impacts like lack of rainfall. But we could
still have a drought. We can say we want to avoid it, and we can take
action to avoid it by negotiating in terms of plenty and drought. | would
just add that comment.

Comment received.

Meeting comment -
noted.




389 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Tom Virsik |Ms. Isakson read the part | wanted to read. To add a comment, there are [Comment received. Meeting comment -
a lot of other entities that do not control the valves on the reservoirs but noted.
that the agency needs to respect. More specificity for the GSA on what it
is, and what it will do, and the criteria. The better it will be for the
agencies to work together down the road. | agree with Ms. Isakson, but
this notion that the agency can actually open and close valves which can
materially change how these metrics function, why not say that so when
that occurs, you know what can/cannot be done.
390 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Nancy I would like to thank you for making the changes in chapters 9 and 10. We [Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson think those are good changes. noted.
391 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jason Smith [As we look at the examples of the 180/400, we were also successful in Comment received. Meeting comment -
defending what was in there. They said they were going to do a 2-year noted.
study. They also knew they were careful with their words. Anyone can
pick it apart across the Valley. Secondly, we've had the County behind us,
and legal pushing back on those things in the document. | love what
we've gone through, staff has done an incredible job, adding in, and giving
us feedback on what they can and cannot do. | just appreciate the process
and all the comments. Even in the situation that was mentioned, we did a
good job. On top of all that, we set it up at the board level, and we have
some supermajorities.
392 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr |l also appreciate the work staff has done. At the same time, as much as |  [Emily Gardner: On the process and the drafts, our intention is to get this |Meeting comment -
appreciate the responses here, we went from a 75% to an 80%. | would right now so that the DWR draft for a final approval before it gets noted.
just beg that before the November 15th meeting, that we get your final  |submitted. We are bringing it to you for approval. We're trying to get any
text including the red lines ahead of time so we can have a chance to look |adjustments now.
at that, and better understand that before we have discussion. There are
several things in here that we're a little afraid to pass on with the
accepted changes, or the responses to the accepted changes, and will be
cast in concrete. | ask that we get the redlines out, else | would not be
able to vote for them.
393 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve Do we need to take a vote at this meeting? Or vote at the November 15th [Emily Gardner: If there are any outstanding issues, we need to know that |Meeting comment -
Mclintyre when we approve the whole, final document. now. noted.
394 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr |The best way to do that is to give us text. You've heard our concerns and [Abby Ostovar: Maybe | can propose something in between. We are Meeting comment -
comments. If you can get the text out to us, we can be prepared to under a time crunch, and this is that final set of issues, maybe on this set|noted.
approve it. I'm not prepared to approve the text today because it's not we can send around the language on these issues, and maybe chair, you
our final text. You're going to take our final comments and we need to be |could see if there's consensus?
comfortable with it. | can't make or vote for a motion to approve this at Meeting comment -
present. noted.
Les Girard: There's a Brown Act issue here. Staff can send revised Meeting comment -
language to committee members. You cannot reply all, but you can noted.
individually send responses to staff. Staff can come back at the next
meeting based on your individual comments. Whatever staff sends to
committee members can be posted on the website so the public can
comment, too.
395 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen The comments at that point will be added to the comment board at that |Les Girard: Yes, and staff can come back with revisions at that time. Meeting comment -
Panziera time? noted.
396 Meeting 11/3/2021 [Nancy I would like to thank you for making the changes in chapters 9 and 10. We |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson think those are good changes. noted.
397 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jason Smith |As we look at the examples of the 180/400, we were also successful in Comment received. Meeting comment -

defending what was in there. They said they were going to do a 2-year
study. They also knew they were careful with their words. Anyone can
pick it apart across the Valley. Secondly, we've had the County behind us,
and legal pushing back on those things in the document. | love what
we've gone through, staff has done an incredible job, adding in, and giving
us feedback on what they can and cannot do. | just appreciate the process
and all the comments. Even in the situation that was mentioned, we did a
good job. On top of all that, we set it up at the board level, and we have
some supermajorities.

noted.




398 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr |l also appreciate the work staff has done. At the same time, as much as| [Comment received. Meeting comment -
appreciate the responses here, we went from a 75% to an 80%. | would noted.
just beg that before the November 15th meeting, that we get your final
text including the red lines ahead of time so we can have a chance to look
at that, and better understand that before we have discussion. There are
several things in here that we're a little afraid to pass on with the
accepted changes, or the responses to the accepted changes, and will be
cast in concrete. | ask that we get the redlines out, else | would not be
able to vote for them.
399 Meeting 11/3/2021 |(Allen | agree with that totally. Emily Gardner: On the process and the drafts, our intention is to get this [Meeting comment -
Panziera right now so that the DWR draft for a final approval before it gets noted.
submitted. We are bringing it to you for approval. We're trying to get any
adjustments now.
400 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Steve Do we need to take a vote at this meeting? Or vote at the November 15th |Emily Gardner: If there are any outstanding issues, we need to know that |[Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |when we approve the whole, final document. now. noted.
401 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Jerry Lohr [The best way to do that is to give us text. You've heard our concerns and |Abby Ostovar: Maybe | can propose something in between. We are Meeting comment -
comments. If you can get the text out to us, we can be prepared to under a time crunch, and this is that final set of issues, maybe on this set|noted.
approve it. I'm not prepared to approve the text today because it's not we can send around the language on these issues, and maybe chair, you
our final text. You're going to take our final comments and we need to be |could see if there's consensus?
comfortable with it. | can't make or vote for a motion to approve this at Meeting comment -
present. noted.
Les Girard: There's a Brown Act issue here. Staff can send revised Meeting comment -
language to committee members. You cannot reply all, but you can noted.
individually send responses to staff. Staff can come back at the next
meeting based on your individual comments. Whatever staff sends to
committee members can be posted on the website so the public can
comment, too.
402 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Allen The comments at that point will be added to the comment board at that |Les Girard: Yes, and staff can come back with revisions at that time. Meeting comment -
Panziera time? noted.
403 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Tom Virsik |l think that's a good plan. That sounds like it could work. Comment received. Meeting comment -
noted.
404 Meeting 11/3/2021 |Nancy | agree that's a good process. | ask that when you post it on your website, |Comment received. Meeting comment -
Isakson that you send it in your email list to notify them that it has been posted. noted.
405 Email 11/8/2021 |Allan Hi Emily, I still have a problem with the SVIHM being the best tool. Itisa [Comment received. Thank you for your input.
Email Panziera tool that has not been thoroughly vetted. | have not heard the Currently, there is so
explanation why it was off 30%. To say that is the best tool is most likely better tool to estimate
an overstatement. It appears that using GEMS data and stream flow water budgets,
information has yielded more accurate results.So it may be the tool that especially, for the whole
has been chosen but it appears that there are other methods more Salinas Valley Basin. It is
accurate. Thank you. important to calculate
water budgets in a
holistic Basinwide
manner. The SVIHM does
that, thus, it is the best
tool for calculating water
budgets.
406 Meeting 11/15/2021 (Steve For the committee members not at the meeting last week, we're not the |Comment received Meeting comment -
Mcintyre  |[first agency to have problems with the USGS model. | think we all realize noted.
there's commitment here to use the best science and make modifications
as we go along. This is the last meeting before approval by Board of
Directors to keep the timeline for submittal. I'm hopeful the discussion
today will allow us to have the confidence to move forward to be on time.
407 Meeting 11/15/2021 |Allen We've called this the best available tool. | think it's the tool of choice, | Steve Mcintyre: | think the staff agrees, but we've discussed it already. By |Meeting comment -
Panziera don't see where it's the best available. | think there are better tools like  |improving the model and running things again, we can move forward with |noted.

GEMS.

more confidence.




408 Meeting 44515 Jason Smith [Agreed, the USGS is what we have. But the 'ground truthing' with actual |DW: That's correct. Meeting comment -
data is what you're doing. So that's great, and that's what we use with noted.
farming to see what's really going on. So then you use real GEMS data,
and the USGS is also adapting based on the information you're bringing
back to make it a better tool.
409 Meeting 11/15/2021 |Allen Well, it's not clear to me. If | have a screwdriver that is missing 30% of the |Comment received Meeting comment -
Panziera tip, every time | use it, it just buggers everything up. noted.
410 Meeting 11/15/2021 |[Jason Smith [But perhaps that's the point, the USGS is not the only tool we're using. Donna Meyers: Moving ahead, the things we evaluate use real data. As |Meeting comment -
The agency should continue to use the model, along with other tools, so |we approach the 5-year update, we think it's valuable to get the model to |noted.
we can keep adjusting it and improving it. | don't disagree with what a place of accuracy that it benefits us under SGMA. We are not walking
you're saying. Yeah, we have a USGS tool that's 3/4 of a screwdriver. | away from the model but we're also committed to working with USGS. In
don't think this will ever be where we want it. order to manage this and other subbasins, the model becomes more
accurate over time. What goes into the model is actual data for your
basin. We are not managing based on the model, we're managing to
actual data.
DW: We do get to a point where there are subtleties about "best" or not.
Moving towards implementation is the point.
411 Meeting 11/15/2021 |John | appreciate that we will continue to use real data, fill data gaps, and use [Comment received Meeting comment -
Bramers the model as it becomes more accurate. | like real data, and use the noted.
model, too.
412 Meeting 11/15/2021 |Amy | just want to tack onto the conversation about model refinement. As we |Comment received Meeting comment -
Woodrow |move forward with everyone as partners, we will work on model noted.
refinement, and that includes stakeholder input. We received a lot of
stakeholder input in the beginning. | encourage you to continue to
provide input as we go forward.
413 Meeting 11/15/2021 |James Sang |l understand that the determination of whether the basin is in overdraft |Abby Ostovar: The historical average is over many different years. The Meeting comment -
or not is not just one determination, or whether it has gone below a current is just 2016, which is just a snapshot. The previous years werea [noted.
minimum threshold. How many times does it have to go beyond a year drought. We note that just looking at one year is not representative of the
before some kind of action is taken? | have other issues, on the water basin. There a couple different numbers, remember the model brings
budgets chart, where you show it's a positive water budget, and it's due [together many different values. We did adjust the storage for the
to reductions of evaporation. It shows a net storage gain, and the main historical average, and we looked at groundwater levels over time, where
difference is groundwater evaporation. Did you show that from getting rid|we don't gain or lose much.
of the Arundo? How did you gain that?
414 Meeting 44515 Jerry Lohr [l read or scanned the entire number of pages, so | commend you. | was  |Abby Ostovar: Sure, | believe they were in the agenda packet. And they [Meeting comment -
not able to see Abby's slides because of connection issues. Can you share |were the same as the ones sent previously summarizing what we've noted.
those slides? already seen.
415 Meeting 11/15/2021 |Jason Smith || will move to approve the plan as presented today. Comment received GSP APPROVED

UNANIMOUSLY




Forebay Aquifer Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development Comment Letters Received
11.. Heather Lukacs, Community Water Center. 071020

22. Jerry Lohr. 101920

33.. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 110320

44.. Tom Virsik. 110420

55.. James Sang. 110820

66.. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 010521

77.. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 011221

88.. George Fontes, Salinas Basin Water Alliance. 031021

99.. Curtis Weeks, Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency. 032321

10.0 George Fontes, Salinas Basin Water Alliance. 042121

11.1 Gus Yates. 042221

12.1 Heather Lukacs, Community Water Center & Horacio Amezquita, San Jerardo Cooperative. 042321
13.. Community Water Center. 042821

14.1 Norm Groot, Salinas Basin Agricultural Water Association. 051221

15. Fred Nolan. 051321

16. Gus Yates. 053121

17. Tom Virsik. 061121

18. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 061621

19. Heather Lukacs, Community Water Center & Horacio Amezquita, San Jerardo Cooperative.061721
20. 125 letters received in support of comprehensive river maintenance

21. Steve Mcintyre. 071021

22. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 071421

23. James Sang. 072021

24. Curtis Weeks, Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency. 072721

25. Jason Smith. 073121

26. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 081221

27. Stephanie Hastings. Salinas Basin Water Alliance. 081221

28. Jerry Lohr. 092021

29. Nancy Isakson, Salinas Valley Water Coalition. 1005218.



30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Norm Groot, Monterey County Farm Bureau. 100821

John Farrow, LandWatch. 101421

Thomas Virsik. 101421

Audubon California, Clean Water Action, et al. 101421

Michael Griva, Franscioni & Griva Corp. 101521

Douglas Deitch, Monterey Bay Conservation. 101421

Stephanie Hastings, Salinas Basin Water Alliance. 101521

Heather Lukacs, Community Water Center & Horacio Amezquita, San Jerardo Cooperative, Inc. 101521

Tyler Sullivan, California Coastkeeper Alliance & Sean Bothwell, Monterey Waterkeeper. 101521

Elizabeth Krafft, Monterey County Water Resources Agency. 101521
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Emily Gardner <gardnere@svbgsa.org>

Recommendations for Langley and other subbasin GSPs related to drinking water

users
6 messages

Heather Lukacs Fri, Jul 10, 2020 at 2:06 PM
To: gardnere@svbgsa.org

Cc: Donna Meyers <meyersd@svbgsa.org>, Gary Petersen <peterseng@svbgsa.org>, Horacio Amezqutia

Thomas R Adcock Justine Massey

Hi Emily, Gary, and Donna,
| appreciate the process allowing for comment on the early drafts of the subbasin GSPs.

Tom, | have included you so that you can see Figure 3-5 that | referenced during my comments at today's meeting - in
order to help make sure Alco and Pajaro Sunny Mesa CSD boundaries are accurately represented (see attached), and
also because you indicated interest in helping support outreach to water systems.

We at CWC are happy to support in identifying, ground-truthing, and outreach to drinking water users in the Langley
Subbasin and other subbasins in the Salinas Valley.

The first step we recommend is to generate a list of the following to support outreach and also to include in Chapter 3 of
the draft subbasin GSPs:

- Public water systems - which serve over 15 connections
- State and local small water systems - which serve between 2-14 connections

We at CWC currently have lists for both types of systems from Monterey County Environmental Health (along with contact
information for each water system). This information was also used by the GSP consultants in the 180/400 GSP so they
should also have these lists with location and water quality information for all water systems in the subbasins.

Next, we recommend creating maps of the location, water quality, and other information of all drinking water supply wells -
which came up during today's meeting. For the 180/400 Foot Aquifer GSP, Figure 7-9 Public Water Supply Wells was
included together with Appendix 7E (see attached) which has water system names, well construction information,
coordinates, and monitoring data range. (see more on this below).

Lastly, these maps and lists can then be shared with local drinking water users who can provide feedback and help
groundtruth the information. This could be part of a drinking water workshop - is the information we have accurate? Given
this information, is the monitoring network accurate? Are drinking water users collecting other information that could be
added to this plan?

I look forward to discussing this and also more specific recommendations (see below) for Chapter 3 of the Subbasin
GSPs.

Thank-you,
Heather

Recommendations for Chapter 3 of Subbasin GSPs

* Revise the description of the plan area to include the type and location of all water systems
and private domestic wells that serve drinking water users, their current groundwater quality
conditions, and the number of people served. All public water system service areas and state and
local small service areas should be included in this chapter as well as a list of all these system
names, water system ID numbers, and number of service connections (or population served). Private
wells should also be identified as being groundwater-dependent drinking water supplies. All public
water systems and state/local small water systems are important to identify and include in this chapter
because all are reliant on groundwater, many are highly vulnerable to water level and water quality
changes, and all will be impacted by the way groundwater is managed in the basin. Adequately

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1?ik=a9554a3298&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A16718655428 1694 1865&simpl=msg-f%3A16718655428... 1/5


epadd
Highlight


9/18/2020

Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency Mail - Recommendations for Langley and other subbasin GSPs related to drinki...

characterizing the public water systems, state and local small water systems, and domestic wells in
the GSP is important to set the stage to: (1) better identify areas that are vulnerable to groundwater
level, groundwater quality, or seawater intrusion challenges, (2) quantify drinking water demand in the
subbasin for both the current and projected water budget, (3) provide a basis for the monitoring
network of drinking water supplies, and (4) ensure inclusive and representative engagement of
drinking water users in the planning process.

Revise Chapter 3 to include a map of the service areas of all of the state and local small water
systems in the 180/400 foot aquifer subbasin. The 180/400 Foot Aquifer GSP mentions 136 small
water systems in Chapter 7, page 7-20 of the 180/400-Foot Aquifer GSP (January 3, 2020) which
indicates that the consultants have this data. We recommend that this data for all Salinas Valley
subbasins be included in a map in Chapter 3 of each GSP, be clearly labelled, and have an
associated table with key information. The Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau (EHB)
maintains publically available data which includes shape files of state and local small water system
service areas (e.g. polygons of all parcels served by each state or local small water system) to water
system IDs. Lists of state and local small service areas and out-of-compliance water systems are
available online on their state and local small water system webpage. Monterey County EHB also
maintains individual files for each SSWS and LSWS in the County, which often contain well
completion reports for each system. All water quality data, location data, and well completion reports
are publically available upon request from the Monterey County EHB.

Update water system boundaries in Figure 3-5 (Langley, 6/28/2020 GSP) to reflect that Alco no
longer operates wells in this area, and update Pajaro Sunny Mesa CSD water system boundaries.

List domestic water use and/or rural residential water use under the Water Use Section (Section 3.2.2). This
section indicates that, “Domestic use outside of census-designated places is not considered urban use.” Even if
the Monterey County Water Resource Agency (MCWRA) does not report rural residential use, it is an important
beneficial use and should be listed as a “water use sector.” Water use estimates for state and local small water
systems could be based on the number of connections served by each water system (which Monterey County has
on file).

Revise Chapter 3 to include a specific discussion, supported by maps and charts, of the
spatial or temporal water quality trends for all constituents that have exceeded drinking water
standards and may affect drinking water beneficial users, as required under 23 CCR §
354.16(d). In the 180/400 Foot Aquifer GSP, Tables 8-6 through 8-9 for all public drinking water wells
(including those listed in Appendix 7E), state and local small water system wells, and private domestic
wells were included which indicate that the consultant has this data available. It is important to include
all water quality data (both in map and tabular form) for all constituents that will have minimum
thresholds later. Water quality is an important part of the basin setting. See map viewer from Greater
Monterey County RWMG of all available water quality data for state and local small water systems in
Monterey County: http://www.greatermontereyirwmp.org/documents/disadvantaged-community-plan-for-
drinking-water-and-wastewater/.

Heather Lukacs, PhD
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers
Director of Community Solutions
Community Water Center

A 95076

A 95814

All CWC staff are currently working remotely. Please reach all staff via email and cell phone.

2 attachments
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DATE: 10-19-2020
TO: Emily Gardner & FOREBAY Subdivision Committee
FROM: Jerry Lohr

RE: Request for comments from 10-16-2020 7:19 PM

Thank you for your request. | have been a landowner in the Greenfield area since 1971. We now use
Arroyo Seco water from the Clark Colony canal and reuse our treated water from our J. Lohr Winery on
Cypress Avenue for direct irrigation. | am also a member of the SVWC.

| am very supportive of the winter release program using the Salinas River as a conduit to the SRDF. |
suggest we get a realistic cost on the irrigation wells ASAP. We need to work closely with MCWRA.
From data | have seen, in most years that should be a very good program.

Eradication of the Arundo Donax is also a very good move. It should alleviate the potential drop in well
water heights along the Salinas River in summer. | have heard that the Arundo Donax could use as much
as 50,000 AFY in the Salinas Valley.

We at J. Lohr employ several water use optimizations currently in our vineyards. We use pressure bomb
data to suggest our next irrigation. We, thus, irrigate more in the spring and the fall and use longer
irrigations. | supported research by Dr. Andrew McElrone at UC Davis which lead to his student Tom
Shapland developing a process called surface renewal which is now known and available as Tule which
works well for larger, more uniform areas. | also co-support Karen Block of UC Davis to hold extension
meetings to demonstrate these and other new techniques to support efficient water use. It would be
great to reach a wider audience and share this type of research with other Monterey County growers. |
would support a virtual program sometime later this fall or early next year if the SVBGSA would get
behind and promote it. The presentation would probably need to be available at least two time to catch
more potential user during their slow period. This could demonstrate reduced pumping options. Forced
reduced pumping, as you indicated, is going to be unpopular. My suggestion would be to find some
technology suppliers and local users such as T&A, Taylor Farms or D’Arrigo to co-sponsor, so their
growers would be encouraged to attend.

The drought reserve idea is very good because a lot of grower energy has been focused on the dam
operation. The drought reserve is a good concept, and quite frankly what growers expect when a dam is
involved.



TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL

Salinas Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Atten: Ms. Emily Gardner, Deputy General Manager 3 November, 2020

Re: SVBGSA Forebay Subbasin GSP, Projects and Management Actions

Dear Ms. Gardner;

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed/discussed Projects and
Management Actions set forth in the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency’s
(“SVBGSA”) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“GSP”) for the Forebay (FB) Subbasin. We ask
that you share/distribute our comments to the FB Subbasin GSP Committee prior to its
scheduled committee meeting on November 41" so that the Committee is afforded an opportunity
to review and consider the comments ahead of the meeting.

We offer the following comments for your consideration:

1. Winter Reservoir Releases with ASR:

The Salinas Valley Water Coalition (SVWC) supports the consideration and pursuit
of a Winter Reservoir Release Project (Winter Release). We believe it can provide
significant and diverse benefits to the fishery and environmental resources as well as
aquifer recharge to benefit lands within the entire Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin.
The SVWC has advocated for a winter release project/program since 2014, albeit in a
slightly different manner than that presented by the SVBGSA. We believe the
development and consideration of a Winter Release Project/Program is a great
opportunity to maximize the benefits of existing approved projects by utilizing (or
enhancing) existing infrastructure.

We also believe that the Winter Release Project could be implemented prior to
completion and adoption of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), and that it can then be
enrolled in the HCP as an ‘existing project/program’ as the HCP is being developed.

In 2015, the SVWC challenged the Monterey County Water Resources Agency
(MCWRA) on its operations of the reservoirs during the most recent drought period. In
order to settle our differences, the SVWC and MCWRA executed a settlement agreement

Mission Statement: The water resources of the Salinas River Basin should be managed properly in a manner
that promotes fairness and equity to all landowners within the basin. The management of these resources
should have a scientific basis, comply with all laws and regulations, and promote the accountability of the
governing agencies.

1




on November 15, 2019. This is a public document and we have attached the sections
that are relevant to this discussion for your information.

We share this with you because one of the elements of the settlement agreement
is for the SVWC and MCWRA to work together to consider and discuss: “1) the overall
effects associated with implementation of the Winter Release Scenario; and 2) any
anticipated benefits to environmental resources including but not limited to benefits to
steelhead, of implementation of the Winter Release Scenario.”

In order to evaluate whether the Winter Release Scenario warrants further
consideration and implementation, the Settlement Agreement requires the MCWRA and
the SVWC to separately model the Winter Release Scenario (using two different models)
to jointly review the results of the separate modeling efforts in order to determine whether
to move toward a pathway for its implementation if the modeling results support the
perceived benefits.

The operation and implementation of the Winter Release Scenario detailed in the
Settlement Agreement is different from the Winter Reservoir Release Project presented
by the SVBGSA, in that we rely solely on existing infrastructure and projects; thereby
limiting the capital costs for construction. To the contrary, the Winter Reservoir Release
Project of the SVBGSA, requires substantial ‘new and additional’ infrastructure at
significant costs. That said, the Coalition is not dismissing the SVBGSA’s Winter
Reservoir Release Project outright and believes that this more costly project may be
warranted should further studies support its benefits.

The Coalition’s proposal for reoperation, which incorporates the Winter Release
Scenario, as set forth in the Settlement Agreement may occur immediately to provide

benefits to the entire Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin well ahead of the SVBGSA'’s
many procedural requirements prior implementing its project such as water rights permit
amendment, preparation of engineer’s report, vote under Proposition 218, preparation of
environment impact report, etc. That is, there is no need to wait for the HCP or for the
SVBGSA to satisfy its procedural requirements for the SVBGSA'’s project.to implement
the reoperation to incorporate the Winter Release Scenario in order to receive its
benefits.

Based on our model results, ‘the Coalition’s Winter Release Scenario provides for
greater reservoir releases during the winter months to provide additional recharge and
fishery migration opportunities, while continuing to operate the Salinas Valley Water
Project as approved, including continuing to, and possibly increasing, the amount of
water diverted at the Salinas River Diversion Facility (SRDF) during the irrigation season
to provide deliveries to the CSIP growers.

While we are continuing to work with the MCWRA to refine and finalize the
modeling, the Coalition’s initial model results show that a Winter Release Scenario could
be implemented in approximately 75%-85% of all years (and all year type), providing
significant benefits for additional fish passage days, additional environmental releases
and recharge to the aquifer during a period when riparian vegetation is dormant. It also
allows for storage and more efficient use of captured and stored water and releases
during the irrigation season for lands within the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin; while
respecting the water rights within the Basin.

It is important that we work together to manage our costs and resources and not
duplicate efforts on ‘similar’ projects/programs, Hence, we should work together to
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evaluate the results of a winter release project/program in order to develop
components/elements/alternatives that maximize benefits and minimize costs.

Recommendation: We request that the SVBGSA collaborate and work with the
MCWRA and SVWC in regard to the development of a Winter Reservoir Release
Project. We request that you direct your technical consultant and a staff member
to work with the MCWRA and SVWC on evaluating the modeling results and
developing the end project that would maximize benefits and minimize costs.

Invasive Species Eradication: The SVWC supports the pursuit of this project.
3. Conservation and Agricultural BMP’s:

The SVWC supports implementation of conservation and agricultural BMP’s. The
MCWRA adopted and implemented a strong conservation and agricultural BMP program
over 20 years ago and we believe the agricultural community has done, and continues to
do, an amazing job of implementing on-farm conservation measures.

Recommendation: The SVBGSA should collaborate and work with other agencies,
including the MCWRA, to support and improve the existing conservation and
agricultural BMP programs. The collaboration should also include working to
support and improve, as applicable, domestic water use conservation measures.

Pumping Limitations:

The SVWC conditionally supports having pumping limitations as a ‘tool’ in the
toolbox of ‘projects’ for the SVBGSA — however, this support is based on the following:

1. It should be recognized that the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin is not a ‘one
size fits all' basin and hence, any consideration of and need for pumping
limitations should be analyzed for each individual subbasin, or portions thereof,
to determine whether such a drastic measure is needed to achieve
sustainability for those particular areas. Because of the massive size our
subbasins, pumping limitations may only be required for certain limited areas of
a subbasin.

. Because we do not recommend a basin-wide pumping limitations, specific
criteria and standards must be developed to focus in on the specific areas of a
subbasin that would be subject to the pumping limitations. These specific
criteria and standards should clearly define the details of ‘when’ and ‘how’ any
pumping limitations are to be implemented (i.e., need to develop time, place
and manner of the pumping limitations).

Recommendation: The SVBGSA should include Pumping Limitations as a
potential project, but additional data and information must be developed first in order to
establish the applicable criteria and standards for triggering such a limitation for a
particular area of a subbasin.

Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments.

Sincerely,

ancy Weabeon
Nancy Igakson, President
Salinas Valley Water Coalition
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4 November 2020

To: SVBGSA Public Comments Form Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) Forebay Subbasin

Re: November 4, 2020 meeting - Agenda Item 4.f. — Draft Chapter 8

These comments and queries are directed to the version of Chapter 8 presented at the
4 November Forebay committee meeting. | understand the chapter will be revised and
these comments are directed only to certain content that appears unrelated to the "still
in progress" portions, generally flagged with red text.

Query: What/who is the "appropriation” listed on the first horizontal line of Table 8-87
My assumption is that it reflects a permit from the SWRCB, but that it seemingly was not
exercised in 2013 and forward is noteworthy and calls into question its identity. Pleas
provide more information, e.g., a permit number. Page 8-38.

Comment/query: The second horizontal line of Table 8-8 is a cumulative category of
water diversions that seemingly does NOT include appropriative water rights. "The one
appropriative water right holder in the Forebay Subbasin is shown in Table 8-8." Please
note that statements of water diversion can be based on appropriative rights that do not
statutorily require a permit or license, i.e., pre-1914 rights. The implication of the Table
description and the sentence below the Table suggest that the GSA has concluded that
the statements of water diversion do not include reports of water diverted pursuant to
appropriative (including pre-1914) rights. My clients in the Upper Valley and Forebay
claim the right to divert water based on, inter alia, rights that fall into the pre-1914
category and have reported their diversions to the SWRCB on that basis for decades
and report those extractions to the MCWRA pursuant to the local ordinance. The GSA
recognizes that dynamic. "Some of the diversions shown in Table 8-8 are also reported
to MCWRA as groundwater pumping." Page 8-38.

| suggest that the first line of Table 8-8 read (if accurate) as "Appropriation per Permit"
or similarly. The sentence following could be adjusted to say: "the one permitted
appropriative water right holder . . . ." By a more precise recitation, the GSA could avoid
the implication that it is taking a position on the water rights involved vis a vis permitted
appropriators (including the MCWRA), those diverting pursuant to pre-1914 rights, and
those diverting pursuant to other rights (e.g., riparian).

Very truly yours,
Thomas S. Virsik



11/10/2020 Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency Mail - Fw: 11/4/20 Forebay Subbasin Committee Meeting

Emily Gardner <gardnere@svbgsa.org>

Fw: 11/4/20 Forebay Subbasin Committee Meeting

3 messages

Yahoo Mail <sangjames@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2020 at 8:47 PM
Reply-To: Yahoo Mail <sangjjames@hotmail.com>

To: Donna Meyers <meyersd@svbgsa.org>, Emily Gardner <gardnere@svbgsa.org>

Cc: james sang <sangjames@yahoo.com>, Bruce Taylor <btaylor@taylorfarms.com>, Andrew Fisher <afisher@ucsc.edu>

Good Evening,

I, James Sang, attended the Forebay Subbasin meeting and | spoke about my idea about water
aquifer recharge and Mr. Mclintyre asked if | could send more details about my idea. The following
are my thoughts:

My idea is to build rainwater collection areas around the well heads. The collection areas can be
anywhere from 10,000 square feet area to a foot ball size area (57,000 sq ft) to even larger. In this
area will be 2 feet wide by 3 feet deep swales. On level ground they can be built anywhere close
to the well head. In a sloping area , the swales would be built across the slope of the ground. The
purpose of these swales are to collect the rainfall. The amount of water that can be collected is
tremendous. A football size collection area can collect over 500,000 gallons of water a year, based
on Salinas California rainfall of 15 inches per year. This should be able to help recharge our
dwindling water aquifers.

As an experiment we should start with a shallower well , maybe 100 or 200 feet deep. This would
have a better chance of working.

The swales should be designed in a certain way. They should be large enough to catch all the
rainwater and deep enough to protect it from the heat from the sun and the wind, which are the
major causes of evaporation.

| remember that one of the attendees said that if this was built on farm land, the County may not
approve of the project. | assume that the reason is because of the potential of soil nitrogen to go
into the water aquifer. There is a solution for this . At UC Santa Cruz, they have experimented with
using wood chips to eliminate this problem. They sprinkled wood chips at the bottom of their water
collection ponds. This was successful in reducing the nitrate!

Can you pass this email to Mr. McIntyre and anyone else who you think might be interested?

Thank you.

James Sang sangjames@yahoo.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1?ik=a9554a3298&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1682856737802882879&simpl=msg-f%3A16828567378... 1/6



TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL

Salinas Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Atten: Ms. Emily Gardner, Deputy General Manager 5 January, 2021

Re: SVBGSA and Forebay Subbasin Committee Pumping Allocation Discussion

Dear Ms. Gardner;

The Salinas Valley Water Coalition (SVWC) attended and participated in the Pumping
Allocation Workshop held by the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(SVBGSA) on November 18, 2020. In anticipation of future deliberations by the SVBGSA on
this matter, the SVWC conducted a survey of its members in an effort to gain a better
understanding of the membership’s opinions regarding a pumping allocation program for the
Salinas Valley Basin.

The following is a summary of the key findings from the survey based on survey
responses received from the SVWC members who own and/or operate lands located in majority
portions of the subbasins of the Salinas Valley Basin. It needs to be stated upfront that in
100% of the responses received, the SVWC members DO NOT support the
implementation of a pumping allocation program, either in their subbasin or within the
entire Salinas Valley Basin.

1. In 100% of the responses, the SVWC members believe implementing
a pumping allocation program is similar to a water right determination, and that if it
were to be implemented, it should be based on water rights.

In 80% of the responses, the SVWC members did NOT support the development
and implementation of a water market, while 20% said they would support such a
market, but only if a separate market is created for each subbasin.

. In 100% of the responses, the SVWC members recognize hydrological differences
between the subbasins, and all agreed that each subbasin should be treated
separately and distinctly.

. If a pumping allocation program were to be developed and implemented, 25% of
those who responded said the allocation should be divided by net acreage of the

Mission Statement: The water resources of the Salinas River Basin should be managed properly in a manner
that promotes fairness and equity to all landowners within the basin. The management of these resources
should have a scientific basis, comply with all laws and regulations, and promote the accountability of the
governing agencies.
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entire subbasin, and 75% said it should be divided by irrigated acreage of the entire
subbasin.

5. In 80% of the responses, the SVWC members said there should be
NO pumping allocation for non-irrigated parcels, and 20% said there should be.

Our survey revealed concerns our members continue to have, and that is that contrary
to has been stated by the SVBGSA — that is, the members believe the development and
implementation of a pumping allocation program will essentially be an adjudication of water
rights by policy implementation. This is NOT acceptable and will only serve to undermine
the good work of the SVBGSA to-date. The SVWC believes that the majority of
landowners/growers will not support a pumping allocation program and if one were to be
developed and implemented, it will most likely trigger a basin-wide water rights adjudication,
which will be very costly and lengthy for all.

Our members support the development of various programs and projects that will truly
work to assist in attaining sustainability of each of the subbasins, as outlined in our November
3, 2020 letter (attached). Our members will not support the development and implementation
of a pumping allocation program. We have previously stated we could conditionally support
the development and implementation of pumping limitations as a ‘tool’ in the tool box of the
GSA, but that these pumping limitations must be based on criteria to be developed by, and for,
each subbasin.

We appreciate this opportunity to share our members’ concerns and comments
regarding the pumping allocation program currently under consideration by the SVBGSA.
We ask that you share/distribute our comments to the Forebay Subbasin GSP Committee prior
to its scheduled committee meeting on January 6, 2021, so that the Committee is afforded an
opportunity to review and consider the comments herein prior to that meeting.

Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments.

Sincerely,

Salinas Valley Water Coalition Board
Keith Roberts, Chair
Roger Moitoso, Vice- Chair
Rodney Braga, Director
Lawrence Hinkle, Director
Bill Lipe, Director
David Gill, Director
Steve Mclntyre, Director
Brad Rice, Director
Jerry Rava, Director
Michael Griva, Past-Chair
Nancy Isakson, President

ancy Seabaon




TRANSMITTED VIA EMAIL
Salinas Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board of Directors 12 January, 2021

Re: Comprehensive River Maintenance
Dear Board of Directors;

It has been brought to our attention that there is great concern among landowners/growers
regarding the lack of a comprehensive river maintenance program/plan. The Salinas Valley Water
Coalition (SVWC) has supported, and continues to support Management Actions/Programs that could
provide for greater and more sustainable water resources -- a comprehensive river management program
could meet these goals.

A comprehensive river maintenance program for the entire length of the Salinas River that
includes removals of Arundo, sediment (including sandbars), and potentially problematic native species
should be part of the groundwater sustainability plans (“GSPs”) for all of the subbasins within the Salinas
Valley Basin. A piecemeal approach to river maintenance is ineffective and relatively costly for the
benefit received due to cumbersome permitting requirements and ever-increasing vegetation and
sedimentation loading in the river system.

Accordingly, we ask that your Board consider evaluating an integrated, comprehensive river
maintenance program in the Subbasins’ GSPs. We also ask that you work with other agencies currently
working on river maintenance, including the Resource Conservation District of Monterey County and the
Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Working together in a collaborative manner will serve to
avoid duplicating efforts and costs and will be a great benefit to all.

Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments.
Sincerely,
Salinas Valley Water Coalition Board
Keith Roberts, Chair
Roger Moitoso, Vice- Chair
Rodney Braga, Director
Lawrence Hinkle, Director
Bill Lipe, Director
David Gill, Director
Steve MclIntyre, Director
Brad Rice, Director
Jerry Rava, Director
Michael Griva, Past-Chair
Nancy Isakson, President

na,n,c/ﬁ, baataon

Mission Statement: The water resources of the Salinas River Basin should be managed properly in a manner
that promotes fairness and equity to all landowners within the basin. The management of these resources
should have a scientific basis, comply with all laws and regulations, and promote the accountability of the
governing agencies.

1




DocuSign Envelope ID: 42C214C8-DCA4-42AE-B8AC-A66AA10819D4

Board of Directors

George Fontes

David Bunn

Greg Scattini

Gary Tanimura

Tom Bengard

Salinas Basin Water Alliance

P.O. Box 247, Salinas, CA 93902

March 10, 2021

Chair Tom Adcock P.O. Box 1350
SVBGSA Advisory Committee Carmel Valley, CA 93924

Dear Chair Adcock and SVBGSA Board Members,

On behalf of our directors and members, we are writing to voice several
concerns about the GSA’s process for approving and promoting projects and
management actions for subbasins throughout the Salinas Valley.

First, we are concerned about the agency’s timelines for subbasin committees
to approve water allocation policies before disclosing or approving water
budgets. We are acutely aware that the agency’s mission is to ensure the
sustainability of groundwater throughout the valley. How can we accomplish
this if staff-recommended policies to committees are disconnected from the
actual amounts of water being used annually in each subbasin? We have seen
this order of operations in every one of the subbasin meetings so far and are
concerned it flies in the face of the agency’s extraordinary efforts to be
transparent and effective.

Secondly, we are concerned about how the agency is formulating water
budgets. We represent more than 37,000 acres owned and farmed
throughout the valley. From our experience, the data being used from 2013
and earlier is not accurate to water usage today, self-reporting data is not a
sufficient safeguard for sustainability, and thirdly, any valley-wide formula
based on crops is insufficient as temperatures, soil composition, and other
conditions vary. If we are to accurately measure and equitably discuss water
use throughout the Salinas Valley, we must draw on water metering data to
create water budgets.

We appreciate the opportunity to bring our valley-wide experience to the
table and look forward to working with all the subcommittees to find
sustainable solutions for everyone in the Salinas Valley.

Sincerely,
DocuSigned by:

Eéw Foudus

Geokgaskontes, President, Board of Directors
Salinas Basin Water Alliance



ARROYO SECO GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

599 Camino Real Greenfield CA 93927 | 831-647-5591

March 23, 2021

Board of Directors
Salinas Valley Basin GSA
1441 Schilling Place
Salinas CA, 93902

Subject: March SVBGSA Forebay Planning Committee Presentations and GSP Chapter
Dear Members of the Board,

We provide the following comments with the intent to improve the planning effort between both
organizations and acknowledge the SVBGSA efforts to conclude the negotiations of our Implementation
Agreement. We acknowledge our technical teams’ collaboration ahead of execution of the
Implementation Agreement and offer these comments with similar partnership intent between our
organizations.

March Forebay Planning Committee Comments

1. The ASGSA opposes the development of groundwater pumping allocations.
a. The development of pumping allocations for a groundwater basin that appears to be
sustainable will require a significant level of effort and may never be utilized.
b. The ASGSA Management Actions already contemplate voluntary pumping reductions
during droughts.
¢. The voluntary reductions could be expanded to include additional regulations with input
from a technical advisory group.
d. Five-year plans could reflect additional restrictive programs in lieu of allocations.
2. Several of the proposed projects are not applicable to the Forebay subbasin.
3. Winter Releases could be supported and benefit the Forebay, but as proposed the project has
not been developed to the level where the ASGSA can support.
4. The Interlake Tunnel Project was not supported, primarily due to the lack of adequate
documentation and unspecified benefits to the Forebay.
5. The ASGSA requests the SVBGSA include the ASMA Management Actions in the list of
Management Actions for the Forebay
6. The implementation of Agricultural BMPs were supported, provided the BMPs were further
developed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these documents and presentations. We are available for
additional discussion of these issues and others at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Curtis V. Weeks



General Manager
Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency



Salinas Basin
Water Alliance
Board of
Directors

George
Fontes

David Bunn
Greg Scattini

Gary
Tanimura

Tom Bengard

Salinas Basin Water Alliance

April 21, 2021
Dear Chair Adcock and Forebay Subbasin Committee Members,

As landowners, growers, and agricultural businesses throughout the Salinas Valley, we are
writing to support the Forebay Groundwater Sustainability Plan’s emphasis on closing water
data gaps to achieve true sustainability throughout the Salinas Valley.

The Forebay Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan states there is a data gap in
monitoring groundwater storage. In Section 7.3.2., the GSP acknowledges:

A potential data gap is the accuracy and reliability of reported groundwater pumping.
SVBGSA will work with MCWRA to evaluate methods currently in place to assure data
reliability. Based on the results of that evaluation, the protocols for monitoring may be
revised and a protocol for well meter calibration may be developed. In addition, crop
data and crop duty multipliers for estimating unreported pumping must be developed
in areas where agricultural groundwater pumping is not reported. These crop duty
multipliers will be used to estimate groundwater pumping, based on crop type and
acreage.

We are writing to encourage this data gap be closed before the GSP is submitted and the
agency consider a robust universal metering system, not mere water usage estimates, to do
so transparently and equitably.

Our alliance represents more than 41,000 acres throughout the Salinas Valley. All of our
producers carefully monitor and report their water usage. We understand that this reporting
is an essential aspect of groundwater storage monitoring and sustainability efforts. As we
confront the entire basin’s overdraft concerns, it seems reckless for the Forebay GSP to
proceed with water budgets and recommended projects (or no recommended projects) given
the lack of groundwater storage data.

Our alliance is dedicated to protecting groundwater supply for the long-term. That requires
honest and transparent data throughout the valley and closing this data gap is an important
step in that direction.

Sincerely,

George Fontes, President, Salinas Basin Water Alliance

Salinas Basin Water Alliance | P.O. Box 247 Salinas, CA 93902



April 22, 2021

MEMORANDUM

To: Curtis Weeks, Arroyo Seco Groundwater Sustainability Agency

From: Gus Yates, Senior Hydrologist

Re: Forebay Subbasin Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan: Comments on

Chapter 6, Water Budget

| have reviewed the draft Forebay Subbasin GSP Chapter 6 “Water Budgets” to check
the reasonableness of the water budget estimates. To the extent possible | also
compared the Arroyo Seco Cone Management Area (ASCMA) water budget with the
one | prepared last year for the Arroyo Seco draft GSP. An exact comparison was not
possible because of the slightly different boundaries used for the Arroyo Seco area,
different periods used for averaging, and different itemization of the inflows and
outflows. My comments here address large differences, especially ones that affect
the estimate of sustainable yield.

Water Budget Analysis Periods Were Poorly Chosen. The historical and current
periods used for analysis in Chapter 6 have drawbacks. The years selected to
represent the historical period were 1980-2016. While rainfall might have equaled
the long-term average during that period, the period ended with the three years
without reservoir releases. That means it ended with exceptionally low water levels,
which would result in a net storage decline over the analysis period. | reviewed
numerous historical hydrographs for wells in the Forebay Subbasin, and all of them
had lower water levels in 2018 than in 1980. At best, the net decrease in storage
associated with the decline in water levels would decrease the estimate of
sustainable yield calculated as the sum of pumping and storage change. At worst, it
could lead to an erroneous conclusion that the Forebay Subbasin or the ASCMA is
experiencing groundwater overdraft.

For the “current” water budget analysis period, a single year was used, which is
inherently not representative of an average. It is also unusual to have the historical
and current analysis periods overlap, as these do. 2016 represents dry conditions
with no reservoir releases. It may be useful for qualitative comparison with more
normal climatic and reservoir operating conditions, but it is not representative of
average current groundwater conditions.

2490 Mariner Square Loop, Suite 215 | Alameda, CA 94501 | 510 747 6920 | toddgroundwater.com



SVIHM Model Produced Incorrect Storage Changes. In spite of the aforementioned
net decline in water levels from 1980 to 2018, the SVIHM model calculated an
average annual increase in groundwater storage in the Forebay Subbasin of 1,800
AFY (GSP Table 6-10). This error was noticed by the GSP preparers, as indicated in
the Powerpoint slides they presented to the Forebay Subbasin Planning Committee
on March 30, 2021. That presentation tentatively attributed the storage increase to
very large (up to hundreds of feet) water level increases along the margins of the
basin in some locations, including in the ASCMA. | suspect the model had erroneous
initial heads in those areas. In any case, the error must be fixed before the water
budget calculations can be considered reliable.

By comparison, the FFM18 model used to develop the Arroyo Seco draft GSP water
budgets calculated an average annual change in ASCMA storage of -6,416 AFY for
1980-2015.

This error materially impacts the calculation of sustainable yield which equates yield
with the sum of pumping and change in storage. If the FFM18 estimate of storage
change is correct, then the calculated sustainable yield of the Forebay Subbasin
would be 8,216 AFY less than the 110,427 AFY listed in Table 6-12.

Estimated ASCMA Agricultural Pumping is too Low. The SVIHM model indicates
only 31,125 AFY of agricultural pumping in the ASCMA (Table 6-25). There are two
indications that this estimate is too low. First, it corresponds to only about 1.5 ft of
applied water on the roughly 21,300 acres of irrigated cropland (old footprint). That
might be reasonable for vineyards, but not truck crops, which are common in the
ASCMA. Second, deep percolation of rainfall and applied water is listed as 16,940
AFY (Table 6-23), which equals an unrealistic 54% of applied water. By comparison,
The Arroyo Seco GSP estimated 49,147 AFY of agricultural pumping (for the old
footprint). Deep percolation was 14,988 AFY (30 percent of applied water), which
can be accounted for assuming 20% irrigation deep percolation plus 2.8 in/yr of
rainfall recharge, which seems reasonable.

This error directly affects the estimate of sustainable yield in the ASCMA, by an
amount equal to the difference in pumping estimates (18,022 AFY). If the Arroyo
Seco GSP estimate of pumping is correct, then the estimated yield in Table 6-29
would be greater by that amount, or 51,600 AFY. This is a large difference.

As | understand it, SVIHM calculates applied irrigation water using the MODFLOW
farm package. There clearly is an error in the calibration of that package. Until that
can be fixed, the GSP should rely on other estimates of agricultural groundwater
use. One method would be to use the Groundwater Extraction Monitoring System

Comments on Draft Chapter 6
Forebay Subbasin GSP 2 TODD GROUNDWATER



(GEMS) data collected by Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Another would
be to use locally-vetted water duties by crop, multiplied by crop acres.

A Different Method Should be Used to Estimate Sustainable Yield. The method
used in draft Chapter 6 to estimate sustainable yield is a simple one that is being
used in numerous GSPs: sustainable yield equals the sum of pumping and storage
change over a selected period of years. This method is particularly problematic in
this case because the SVIHM appears to have grossly inaccurate estimates of both
pumping and storage change. There are additional limitations to this method
because sustainable yield reflects the entire water budget, not just pumping and
storage change. If the groundwater system has head-dependent boundaries—in this
case, net percolation along rivers and net flow across boundaries shared with
neighboring subbasins—then a change in pumping will affect those flows in addition
to affecting storage change. Assuming a well-calibrated model is available, a better
approach to estimating sustainable yield is to run a series of simulations with
incrementally larger amounts of pumping, and then determine the amount of
pumping at which long-term storage declines begin to occur.

Long-term storage trends are not the only factor to consider in determining
sustainability. In the case of the Forebay Subbasin, undesirable results occur when
there are more than two years in a row without large releases from Nacimiento and
San Antonio Reservoirs. Three consecutive years without releases (which occurred
during 2014-2016) cause water level declines that are temporary but large enough
to decrease well yields and reduce available irrigation supplies, with significant
economic impacts on local growers.

Arroyo Seco Percolation is too Small. Based on a comparison of daily measured
flows at the upper and lower Arroyo Seco gages along with estimated daily inflows
from Reliz Creek and diversions by Clark Colony Water Company during 1995-2018, |
calculated that percolation from Arroyo Seco along the inter-gage reach averaged
36,120 AFY. The SVIHM average for 1980-2016 was 18,444 AFY. Correcting this error
by increasing simulated Arroyo Seco percolation would most likely result in
increased subsurface outflow from ASCMA more than an increase in groundwater
storage. Thus, fixing this error would not necessarily lead to an increase in the
estimate of sustainable yield by the method of adding average annual pumping to
average annual storage change.

Riparian ET Appears to be too Large. SVIHM produced an average simulated
riparian ET flow of 32,061 AFY during 1980-2016 for the Forebay Subbasin (Table 6-
7). This seems too high. There are about 3,700 acres of NCCAG mapped riparian
vegetation along the Forebay reach of the Salinas River. Even if canopy density were
100% and the water table were continuously at the land surface, riparian ET at a rate

Comments on Draft Chapter 6
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of 5 ft/yr would amount to only 18,000 AFY. In reality, the vegetation canopy is
sparse in many areas, and the depth to water is commonly somewhere between the
land surface and the extinction depth. Together, these adjustments could easily
decrease riparian ET to less than one-half of the maximum estimate. For
comparison, the FFM18 estimate of riparian ET along the Forebay reach of the
Salinas River is 9,200 AFY.

This error does not necessarily affect the estimate of sustainable yield. If simulated
riparian ET were reduced, some other outflow would increase, such as groundwater
seepage into rivers or subsurface outflow to the Eastside and 180/400 Foot
Subbasins. Neither of those changes would affect the yield as calculated by the
current method.

Comments on Draft Chapter 6
Forebay Subbasin GSP 4 TODD GROUNDWATER



April 23, 2021

Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Submitted electronically to:
Emily Gardner, Deputy General Manager

Donna Meyers, General Manager

Subject Comments on the Draft Salinas Valley GSP Chapters 1-8 for the Langley, East Side, Forebay,
Upper Valley and Monterey Subbasins

Dear Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency:

The Community Water Center (CWC) and the San Jerardo Cooperative would like to offer comments and
recommendations in response to the draft Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) Chapter 1-8 for the
Langley, East Side, Forebay, and Upper Valley Subbasins as well as Chapters 1-5 and 7 for the Monterey
Subbasin that were released in 2020 and early 2021 by the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (SVB GSA). In addition, we offer preliminary comments on the draft Chapter 9
Implementation Actions that were shared with subbasin committees in April 2020. These comments are
intended to add to the public record and are submitted in addition to previous written and spoken
comments.

The challenges facing San Jerardo and similar communities throughout all the subbasins in the Salinas
Valley are the foundation of our comments in this letter. The San Jerardo Cooperative’s well is highly
vulnerable to changes in groundwater levels and groundwater quality. Over decades of living and
working at San Jerardo Cooperative, Horacio Amezquita has observed firsthand how the irrigation
practices on properties surrounding the cooperative impact the water quality in their current and former
wells. The San Jerardo Cooperative receives drinking water from a small public water system
(CA2701904) and is very concerned that pumping, irrigation practices, and groundwater management in
the East Side Subbasin will cause their drinking water well, which currently meets all drinking water
standards, to exceed the maximum contaminant levels for arsenic and/or nitrate. Unfortunately, data
from the State Water Board indicates increasing levels of nitrate and arsenic in their well with a high
arsenic level of 8 ppb on 8/22/2016 that also corresponds to a low groundwater elevation of -61.5 in
Station 15S04E15D02, the closest monitoring well to the San Jerardo Cooperative’s well (See CWC
Figures 1 and 2).* While there are too few monitoring data points to draw significant conclusions, CWC
Figure 1 does suggest that arsenic levels are higher when groundwater levels are lower. Scientifics
studies confirm that contaminants like arsenic, uranium, and chromium (including hexavalent chromium)

' CWC Figure 1 contains all available arsenic data from the State Water Board’s Drinking Water Watch online
database (https://sdwis.waterboards.ca.gov/PDWW/) which was collected in October 2010, 9/11/13, 8/22/16, and
9/23/19. We then added the monitoring data for Station 15504E15D02 for the dates most close to the arsenic
sampling dates (August 2010, August 2014, August 2016, and August 2019). CWC Figure 2 data was also
downloaded from the same online database.



are more likely to be released under certain geochemical conditions influenced by pumping rates,
geological materials, and water level fluctuations.?

CWC Figure 1: Arsenic in San Jerardo Well, Groundwater Elevation in Closest Monitoring Well
(Note: The groundwater elevation y-axis is reversed to illustrate that lower groundwater elevations are
associated with higher arsenic levels.)

CWC Figure 2: Nitrate in San Jerardo Well.

We provide more specific chapter-by-chapter comments in this comment letter. We recommend the GSP
should be revised throughout to acknowledge the science showing that groundwater pumping and
groundwater level changes can influence water quality.

We strongly recommend that the GSPs incorporate a more robust and representative monitoring
network and minimum thresholds to protect vulnerable communities like San Jerardo and those

2 Community Water Center and Stanford University, 2019. Factsheet “Groundwater Quality in the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): Scientific Factsheet on Arsenic, Uranium, and Chromium” for more
information.https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/original/156
0371896/CWC_FS_GrndwtrQual_06.03.19a.pdf?1560371896.



dependent on shallow domestic drinking water wells. This network should include state and local small
water systems.

We also firmly agree with the State Water Board’s December 8, 2020 comments to the Department of
Water Resources on the 180/400 Foot Aquifer GSP, have included them as a reference throughout this
comment letter, and recommend that the SVB GSA implement their recommendations in all the other
Subbasins GSPs currently in development.?

Thank you for reviewing this letter and for the consideration of our comments on the draft GSP chapters.
We look forward to working with the SVB GSA to ensure that the GSPs are protective of the drinking
water sources of vulnerable, and often underrepresented, groundwater stakeholders. Please do not
hesitate to contact us with any questions or concerns. We also look forward to meeting with you in the
future to further discuss issues raised in this and past comments.

Sincerely,
Heather Lukacs Horacio Amezquita
Community Water Center General Manager, San Jerardo Cooperative, Inc.

oo
Justine Massey Mayra Hernandez
Community Water Center Community Water Center

GSP Chapter 3: Description of Plan Area

The description of the plan area can be improved by clarifying the descriptions of the drinking water
users in the area. In order to develop a GSP that addresses the needs of all beneficial users, it is critical
that the location and groundwater needs of Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) and all drinking water
users including domestic well communities are explicitly addressed early on in the GSP. In addition to
comments previously submitted to the GSA on July 10, 2020, we recommend the following updates to
this chapter:

e Include a map of all disadvantaged communities (DACs) and their drinking water sources in the
subbasin including private wells as determined both by census data (block groups, census
designated places, and census tracts) and median household income surveys conducted in
accordance with state and federal agency guidelines. We appreciate that the SVB GSA added
“Appendix 11E Disadvantaged Communities” to the 180/400 foot aquifer GSP (Pages 928-941,
January 3, 2020) with important information about the location and drinking water challenges,
both water quality and seawater intrusion, facing DACs. This information is critical to inform the

3 DWR SGMA GSP Portal: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/comments/29.




rest of the GSP. We recommend that it be moved into Chapters 3 and 5 and augmented in the
ways described in this section.

o Correct small error in text in Section 3.2.1 Water Source Types that incorrectly states that
“small state water systems” are included in the Tracking California database. The Tracking
California database only includes public water systems serving 15 or more connections.

e Clarify the number and type of public water systems in the subbasins throughout the entire
plan. In each subbasin plan, there are discrepancies between types and numbers of public water
systems in different chapters. For example, the East Side GSP lists the following:

o Table 3-2 Well Count Summary shows “Public Supply= 24 wells”

o Table 5-3 GAMA Water Quality Summary shows "Number of Existing Wells in Monitoring
Network Sampled in Water Year 2019" to be 41 for 123-TCP, 46 for Nitrate, and 9 for
TDS.

o Section 7.5 "All the municipal supply wells in the Subbasin are part of the RMS network."
A total of 51 public supply wells were sampled in WY 2019.

o Table 8-4 Groundwater Quality Minimum Thresholds - No well count shown.

We recognize that different data sources have different limitations and recommend using the
best available data consistently throughout the plan.

e Add a table of all public water systems, their names, locations, number of connections, and
number of active wells in the text or in an appendix that is consistent with the numbers of wells
in Table 3-2, Table 5-3, Section 7.5, and other locations where mentioned in the GSPs.

e Add state and local small water systems to Figure 3-5. While these systems are currently not in
Figure 3-5, their services areas do appear on the SVB GSA GIS portal (svbgsa.maps.arcgis.com)
and are labeled as “Parcels served by small water systems (fewer than 15 connections).

e Consider using the same terminology as the Monterey County Department of Health for the
state and local small water systems serving 2-14 connections and not using “small public water
systems” in Section 3.4.4.2 and throughout the plan. Some definitions of small public water
systems include water systems serving up to 199 or even 3300 connections.*

® Revise Section 3.6.3 on the Agricultural Order to indicate that Agricultural Order 4.0 was
adopted in April 2021 and include monitoring requirements including on-farm domestic well
monitoring of nitrate and 123-trichloropropane, as well as irrigation well monitoring of nitrate.

GSP Chapter 4: Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

The hydrogeologic conceptual model is a key component of the basin setting. The basin setting
represents the baseline assumptions that the GSA relies on throughout the GSP when choosing
minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and undesirable results, as well as when planning projects
and management actions. We recommend that the GSA:

® Revise Section 4.6 on Water Quality to acknowledge that “natural groundwater quality in the
Subbasin” can be influenced by pumping and the way groundwater is managed.’ As indicated

* California Code, Health and Safety Code - HSC § 116275

> Community Water Center and Stanford University, 2019. Factsheet “Groundwater Quality in the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): Scientific Factsheet on Arsenic, Uranium, and Chromium” for more
information.https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/original/156
0371896/CWC_FS_GrndwtrQual_06.03.19a.pdf?1560371896.



in our cover letter, this is of particular importance for the San Jerardo Cooperative who has
experienced increases in nitrate and arsenic in their well.

GSP Chapter 5: Groundwater Conditions

In Chapter 5, we recommend that the GSA make the following changes to all subbasin GSPs ( East Side,
Langley, Monterey, Upper Valley, and Forebay). The goal is to clearly represent current and past water
quality conditions in the subbasin in order to inform the monitoring network sustainable management
criteria, planning, management actions, and projects.

Groundwater Quality Distribution and Trends

Clearly state in the introduction to Section 5.4 that the amount and location of pumping can
impact groundwater quality distribution and trends. We recommend including this language in
the letter submitted by the State Water Board to DWR regarding the 180/400 foot aquifer GSP
(Dec. 2020): “Not all water quality impacts to groundwater must be addressed in the GSP, but
significant and unreasonable water quality degradation due to groundwater conditions occurring
throughout the subbasin, and that were not present prior to January 1, 2015, must be addressed
in the GSP’s minimum thresholds.”® High rates of groundwater pumping can pull in contaminant
plumes towards drinking water wells, cause the release of arsenic from the strata in the ground,
and when shallow wells go dry or are too contaminated to use, new wells must be drilled into
deeper portions of the aquifer where they are more likely to encounter high arsenic levels.” As
previously mentioned, this is of direct concern to the San Jerardo Cooperative who has observed
increasing arsenic levels in their relatively new drinking water well, which was drilled to replace a
more shallow well contaminated with nitrate and 123-trichloropropane.

Include trend data for drinking water wells in the subbasins. In some places, nitrate and other
contaminants are increasing in drinking water wells. It is important to understand current
contamination values and also whether well water quality is improving, staying the same or
declining as well as the relationship of water quality to other sustainability indicators. As
indicated by the data provided in this section, Monterey County maintains an exceptional
dataset of water quality data for over 900 state and local small water systems serving 2-14
connections that should be utilized throughout the GSPs. Monterey County has sampled many
small water systems for decades. CWC Figures 3 and 4 show nitrate concentrations increasing
over time in two state small water systems in the East Side sub basin with high levels in one of
the systems (Middlefield Rd. Water System #4) in 2015. Figure 5 illustrates arsenic
concentrations in the Metz Road Water System #4 in the Forebay Subbasin. In some cases, data
shows fluctuations and peaks in concentrations during the 2015-2016 timeframe. This is similar
to the San Jerardo example shared previously. Further, the Central Coast Regional Water Board
has analyzed data from their Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program to show that many wells across
the region are showing increasing levels of nitrate concentrations.?

® DWR SGMA GSP Portal: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/comments/29
” Community Water Center and Stanford University, 2019. Factsheet “Groundwater Quality in the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): Scientific Factsheet on Arsenic, Uranium, and Chromium” for more

information. Available at: https://www.communitywatercenter.org/sgmaresources
® Draft Ag Order, Attachment A, 141-143,

https:
april

www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/ag _order4 renewal/2021

204 _att_a_clean.pdf.



CWC Figure 3: El Camino Real WS #34 - Nitrate as N, East Side Subbasin

CWC Figure 4: Middlefield Road WS #4 - Nitrate as N, East Side Subbasin

CWC Figure 5: Metz Road Water System #4, Arsenic, Forebay Subbasin




e Revise Section 5.4 to include a specific discussion, supported by maps and charts, of the spatial
or temporal water quality trends for all constituents that have been detected in the subbasin
and may affect drinking water beneficial users, as required under 23 CCR § 354.16(d). This
section should include water quality data (both in map and tabular form) for all constituents
(where available) with primary drinking water standards that have been detected in the subbasin
including, but not limited to, nitrate, 123-trichloropropane, hexavalent chromium,® arsenic,
uranium, and perchlorate for all public drinking water wells, state and local small water system
wells, and private domestic wells. It is especially important for all groundwater stakeholders to
be able to understand and visualize the location of contaminant hotspots throughout each
subbasin.

o Present maps and supporting data for all constituents of concern. The review of water
quality data in the groundwater conditions section of the draft Section 5.4 in the
subbasin GSPs is focused primarily on nitrate. The GSPs identify numerous constituents
that have been detected in groundwater above drinking water standards, but, with the
exception of nitrate, do not present this data spatially. Even though the subbasin GSPs
set water quality minimum thresholds for additional constituents (See Tables 8-4 and
8-5), the supporting data is not all presented, and no analyses of spatial or temporal
water quality trends are presented. This does not present a clear and transparent
assessment of current water quality conditions in the subbasin with respect to drinking
water beneficial use (23 CCR § 354.16(d)).

o Augment and clarify data presented in Table 5-3 GAMA Water Quality Data Summary
and Section 5.4.1 in the following ways:

m Add all state and local small water systems data. Table 5-3 should include all
state and local small water system data for nitrate, arsenic, hexavalent
chromium, and any other contaminants that Monterey County monitors in the
subbasin.

m Include additional contaminants that have been detected in the subbasin(s) to
be consistent with Tables 8-5 and 8-6. Our review of publicly available data on
drinking water wells of all types (private domestic wells, state/local small water
systems, and public water systems) indicate that there are additional
constituents of concern beyond those currently listed. We included CWC Figure
6 (page 9) to highlight the spatial distribution of arsenic in public water system
wells in the East Side, Langley and Monterey Subbasins, and CWC Figure 7
(page 10) to highlight the spatial distribution of hexavalent chromium in in
public water system wells in the Langley Subbasin. We recommend a more
comprehensive analysis of all other constituents in the subbasins, including, but
not limited to the following™:

® The maximum contaminant level for hexavalent chromium should be reinstated in 2021. Data is available from the
State Water Resources Control Board and Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau (public water system
data, state/local small water system data) as well as on GAMA from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s private well testing program.

10 All Monterey County data shared in this section was collected by the small water system program.
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/health/environmental-health/drinking-water-prote
ction/state-and-local

It was downloaded from the Greater Monterey County Community Water Tool on April 22, 2021:
http://www.greatermontereyirwmp.org/documents/disadvantaged-community-plan-for-drinking-water-and-waste
water/



e East Side Subbasin: Table 5-3 presents data on two primary
contaminants in drinking water: nitrate and 123-trichloropropane, but
arsenic is also of particular concern to San Jerardo Cooperative and
others in the subbasin. GAMA shows that four public water system wells
have exceedances of the arsenic MCL in the past three years (CWC
Figure 8), and state/local small water system out of compliance lists
from the Monterey County Health Department (2021) show that both
Old Stage Rd WS #6 and Old Stage Rd WS #7 are out of compliance for
arsenic and that at least five other state or local small water systems
have between 6-8 ppb of arsenic, which means they are similar to San
Jerardo Cooperative in terms of their vulnerability to water level
fluctuations or other changes.

e Forebay Subbasin: While arsenic is less common in the Forebay than in
the Langley, Monterey, and East Side Subbasins, our review of the
Monterey County Health Department data indicates that 17 state or
local smalls had arsenic at levels above 1 ppb in the 2015-2017 time
period, and at least two of these had levels above the MCL. See CWC
Figure 5 (page 8) which illustrates trends in one of the
out-of-compliance small water systems, Metz Road Water System #4. In
addition, three systems monitored by Monterey County as part of their
Local Primacy Program for public water systems serving 15-199
connections had hexavalent chromium detections of 2.8 ppb, 3.4 ppb,
and 2.1 ppb in the 2014-2017 timeframe.

e Upper Valley Subbasin: Although arsenic is not as common in the Upper
Valley as other subbasins, it has been detected in levels between 3.2 and
5 ppb in six small water systems monitored by Monterey County.

Clarify what is meant by “DDW wells” in Table 5-3. If these are “public supply
wells” in GAMA, please clearly state this.

Include the following in Table 5-3: (1) total number of wells of each type, (2)
the total number of wells sampled for each constituent, and (3) Of the total
number sampled, the number of systems that are out-of-compliance with
drinking water standards. Since public water systems and ILRP wells are
monitored on different schedules, there are significant data gaps and
inconsistencies when comparing one year to the next in the way that drinking
water contaminants are currently represented in GSPs Chapters 5, 7, and 8. For
example, we were surprised to see only 15 ILRP Domestic Wells included in Table
5-3 the East Side Subbasin GSP. GAMA shows that there were 139 ILRP wells in
the East Side Subbasin sampled for nitrate in the past 3 years, 331 sampled in
the last 10 years, and only 8 sampled in the last year. Moreover, CWC Figure 8
illustrates 43 Public Water System Wells in the East Side Subbasin with arsenic
data in the past 3 years. On CWC Figure 8, San Jerardo Cooperative’s well is
shown in orange to indicate that it is at-risk but has not yet exceeded the MCL.
However, only 18 Public Water System Wells have sampling data for arsenic from
the past year, and during this timeframe, San Jerardo Cooperative’s well is not
represented (See CWC Figure 9).

Use the compliance status or most recent sample result instead of using the
"Number of Wells Exceeding Regulatory Standard in Regulatory Year 2019"



This is especially important for Table 8-4 and Table 8-5 but also applies to Table
5-3. We recommend the following for different types of drinking water systems:

e For public water systems, we recommend using the State Water Board’s
determination regarding compliance status.

e For state and local small water systems, we recommend using the
Monterey County Health Department list of out-of-compliance systems,
which is published on their website and available by request on an
annual basis based on the most recent sample collected.'

e For ILRP wells, we recommend the GSA consider an approach similar to
Monterey County and show the most recent sample result for each
monitoring well (and not only those sampled in the past year).

CWC Figure 6: Arsenic Concentrations in Public Water System Wells, Monterey, Langley East Side
Subbasins (Red dots = >10 ppb Orange = 5-9.9 ppb, YeIIow 0.6-5.9 ppb, Green= non-detect)
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CWC Flgure 7: Hexavalent Chromium Concentrations in Public Water System Wells, Langley Subbasin
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CWC Figure 8: 43 Public Water System Wells have arsenic data in the past 3 years.
One well at San Jerardo Cooperative appears orange on this map.

CWC Figure 9: Only 18 Public Water Systems Wells have arsenic data in the past year.
San Jerardo Cooperative’s wells are not shown on this map.
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GSP Chapter 6: Water Budgets

SGMA requires a GSP to quantify the water budget in sufficient detail in order to build local
understanding of how historic changes have affected the six sustainability indicators in the basin.
Ultimately, this information is intended to be used to predict how these same variables may affect or
guide future management actions.”® GSAs must provide adequate water budget information to
demonstrate that the GSP adheres to all SGMA and GSP regulation requirements, that the GSA will be
able to achieve the sustainability goal within 20 years, and be able to maintain sustainability over the 50
year planning and implementation horizon.*

We are concerned that the calculations of sustainable yield and the water budget in this chapter may
overestimate the actual sustainable yield and water availability of the subbasins. We highlight points of
concern below and recommended changes.

6.4 Projected Water Budgets

The SVB GSA Subbasin GSPs explain that “[p]rojected water budgets are extracted from the SVOM, which
simulates future hydrologic conditions with assumed climate change. Two projected water budgets are
presented, one incorporating estimated 2030 climate change projections and one incorporating
estimated 2070 climate change projections. ... The climate change projections are based on data
provided by DWR (2018).”* Including climate change scenarios in water planning is an important step for
California’s increased resiliency, however, which scenarios to include is a critical question.

Climate change is changing when, where, and how the state receives precipitation.’® Impacts to water
supply, particularly drinking water supply, could be devastating if planning is inadequate or too
optimistic. GSAs must adequately incorporate climate change scenarios in water budgets. As such, the
DWR Climate Change Guidance'’ makes recommendations to GSAs for how to conduct their climate
change analysis while preparing water budgets. DWR also provides climate data for a 2030 Central
Tendency scenario and 2070 Central Tendency, 2070 Dry-Extreme Warming (DEW), and 2070
Wet-Moderate Warming (WMW) scenarios. While DWR’s Guidance should be improved with more
specific guidelines and requirements, the current Guidance specifically encourages GSAs to analyze the
more extreme DEW and WMW projections for 2070 to plan for likely events that may have costly
outcomes. Therefore, we recommend that the SVB GSA subbasin GSPs:

e Include water budget analyses based on DWR’s 2070 DEW and WMW scenarios in order to
analyze the full range of likely scenarios™ that the region faces.

1223 CCR § 354.18.

13 California Department of Water Resources (DWR), 2016. Best Management Practices for the Sustainable
Management of Groundwater, Modeling (BMP #5), December 2016.

1423 CCR § 354.24.

!5 california Department of Water Resources (DWR), 2018. Guidance for Climate Change Data Use During
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development.
https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/sgma-climate-change-resources/resource/f824eb68-1751-4f37-9a15-d9edbc854e
1f?inner_span=True.

18 Union of Concerned Scientists. Troubled Waters: Preparing for Climate Threats to California’s Water System,
2020. https://www.ucsusa.org/resources/troubled-waters#top.

7 See DWR (2018) reference above.

'8 Terminology used in the California Climate Change Assessment, 2019. (Table 3).
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-11/Statewide Reports-SUM-CCCA4-2018-013 Statewide Sum
mary_Report_ADA.pdf.
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o Currently, the SVB GSA’s exclusive use of the “central tendency” climate scenario
predicts an increase in surface water availability, as represented in the tables in Section
6.4.3 of the subbasin GSPs. The Projected Groundwater Budgets show increases in deep
percolation of stream flow, deep percolation of precipitation, and irrigation. The
subbasin GSPs are relying on this presumed increase for their water budgets. However,
the 2070 DEW scenario provided by DWR could likely result in a significant decrease in
precipitation and increase in evapotranspiration, which would have substantial effects
on the subbasin water budgets. By analyzing only the central tendency scenario and not
other likely scenarios such as the extremely dry and wet scenarios provided by DWR, the
SVB GSA is ignoring the specific 2070 DEW and WMW scenarios provided by DWR as
well as an increasing trend in drought frequency. In doing so, the GSP could be
overestimating groundwater recharge or underestimating water demands, inadequately
planning, and jeopardizing groundwater sustainability. This will waste precious time to
prepare and reduce the vulnerability of the basin’s agriculture and already vulnerable
communities.

o DWR’s guidance (2018) states that the central tendency scenarios might be considered
most likely future conditions -- that is not a clear endorsement of a higher statistical
probability. It appears that they are calling it the central tendency merely because it falls
in the middle of the other two projections, not because it's significantly more probable.

o DWR (2018) explicitly encourages GSAs to plan for more stressful future conditions:

m  "GSAs should understand the uncertainty involved in projecting future
conditions. The recommended 2030 and 2070 central tendency scenarios
describe what might be considered most likely future conditions; there is an
approximately equal likelihood that actual future conditions will be more
stressful or less stressful than those described by the recommended scenarios.
Therefore, GSAs are _encouraged to plan for future conditions that are more
stressful than those evaluated in the recommended scenarios by analyzing the
2070 DEW and 2070 WMW scenarios."*

o Including the DEW and WMW climate scenarios as part of the 2070 water budget
analysis is necessary to meet the statutory requirement to use the “best available
information and best available science.”?® Sustainable planning must include planning for
foreseeable negative and challenging scenarios. The extreme scenarios provided by DWR
are certainly foreseeable, as they have been modeled and made available to the GSA for
analysis.

o It is important for the SVB GSA to include the 2070 DEW and WMW scenarios, because
shallow drinking water wells in the area are particularly vulnerable to various extreme
conditions, especially drought.

19 california Department of Water Resources (DWR), 2018. Guidance for Climate Change Data Use During
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development. Section 4.7.1.
https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/sgma-climate-change-resources/resource/f824eb68-1751-4f37-9a15-d9edbc854¢e
1f?inner_span=True. (In red is a statement about the central tendency scenarios referenced in SVB GSA public
meetings and email communications by the GSA’s engineering consultant, and in blue is the important text
accompanying it, urging GSAs to analyze the more extreme scenarios. CWC staff cited this complete paragraph in
email communications with the consultant and GSA staff on April 8, 2021. CWC also raised this point at Forebay
and Upper Valley Subbasin Committee meetings in March and at the April SVB GSA Board Meeting.)

% See 23 CCR § 355.4(b)(1).
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Share water budget results based on the 2070 central tendency, DEW and WMW scenarios
that DWR has provided with the Subbasin committees, the Advisory Committee, and the GSA
board. This should be done at a minimum to see what the difference in outcomes could be, and
to provide a transparent process for selecting the preferred scenario. This analysis is particularly
important because of the drastic differences between the dry and wet scenarios for this region.
Drought and/or intensified rainfall (more water falling over a shorter period of time) would pose
severe challenges®! to the Subbasins’ plans for recharge, which is a critical component of their
plans to reach sustainability.

Plan for potential adverse climate conditions when determining Projects and Management
Actions. The results of limited-scope planning will be detrimental to beneficial users throughout
the SVB GSA. “If water planning continues to fail to account for the full range of likely climate
impacts, California risks wasted water investments, unmet sustainability goals, and increased
water supply shortfalls.”?* This is true not just generally across California, but also specifically on
the Central Coast. “Without effective adaptations, projected future extreme droughts will
challenge the management of the Central Coast region’s already stressed water supplies,
including existing local surface storage and groundwater recharge as well as imported surface
water supplies from the State Water Project which will become less reliable, and more
expensive.”?

GSP Chapter 7: Monitoring Network

Robust monitoring networks are critical to ensuring that the GSP is on track to meet sustainability goals.
GSAs undertaking recharge, significant changes in pumping volume or location, conjunctive management
or other forms of active management as part of GSP implementation must consider the interests of all
beneficial users, including domestic well owners and S/DACs. We have the following overarching

recommendations for this chapter and provide more details for sub-sections below:

Require well registration and metering for all wells in the Salinas Valley, and begin
implementation of a well registration and metering program in early 2022 with a dedicated
budget. We voice our strong support, with modifications indicated in our comments below, for
proposed “Implementation Action 12: Well Registration” in Section 9.1 of Chapter 9 released in
April 2021 and recommend that this action be updated and moved to Chapter 7. We agree with
the SVB GSA’s statement in Section 7.3.2 Groundwater Storage Monitoring Data Gaps that:
“Accurate assessment of the amount of pumping requires an accurate count of the number of
municipal, agricultural, and domestic wells in the GSP area. During implementation, the SVB GSA
will finalize a database of existing and active groundwater wells in the Eastside Aquifer
Subbasin." This is essential for the plan to achieve sustainability for all beneficial users and

influences many different chapters including:

2! Union of Concerned Scientists. Inter-model agreement on projected shifts in California hydroclimate
characteristics critical to water management. 2020, p. 13.
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s10584-020-02882-4.pdf.

22 see Union of Concerned Scientists. Troubled Waters (2020) cited above.

23 Regional Climate Change Assessment for the Central Coast, 2019. (Discussing drought pp. 21-23. Internal
citations omitted).

https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-11/Reg_Report-SUM-CCCA4-2018-006_CentralCoast_ ADA.pdf.
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o Monitoring networks: In order to develop a monitoring network that is representative, it
will be essential to understand the number, location, well construction, and type
(domestic, irrigation, other) of all wells located in the subbasins.

o  Water budget and minimum thresholds: Understanding the amount and location of
pumping of all water users will be essential for creating an accurate water budget and
minimum thresholds consistent with achieving sustainability.

o Projects and management actions: Section 9.2.1 Well Registration and Metering is a key
management action and component of the Water Charges Framework (in the 180/400
foot aquifer) and forthcoming subbasin GSPs. This will underpin the funding structure for
many future projects.

e Require flowmeter calibration to ensure consistent and fair monitoring among all agricultural
groundwater users (Section 7.3.1). Rather than “consider the value of developing protocols for
flowmeter calibration,” the GSPs should require flowmeter calibration. The water budget and
sustainable yield calculation depend on reliable and fair monitoring and reporting of pumping.

e Provide a plan and schedule for data gap resolution in forthcoming Chapter 10 of the subbasin
GSPs. In the 180/400 foot aquifer GSP, there was not a clear plan or schedule for the resolution
of data gaps in Chapter 7 even though it indicated that this would be included in Chapter 10.

e Revise GSP monitoring chapters such that monitoring networks for groundwater storage
(pumping), groundwater elevation, and groundwater quality adequately monitor how
groundwater management actions could impact vulnerable communities including those
reliant on domestic wells and shallow portions of the aquifers (see more detail below).

7.2 Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Network

e Include groundwater elevation monitoring sites in the network that are representative in
terms of the depth and geographic distribution of private domestic wells, and that takes into
account areas of high agricultural pumping and wells vulnerable to groundwater decline.

o The draft East Side Subbasin GSP Table 7-1 of “Eastside Aquifer Groundwater Elevation
Representative Monitoring Site Network” shows all irrigation and observation wells (and
no domestic wells) which range in depth from 299 to 1122 feet.** Yet, the DWR Well
Completion Report Map Application® shows that 1 mile by 1 mile square sections near
San Jerardo Cooperative include private domestic wells with the following minimum
depths: 110 ft, 210 ft, 172 ft, 208 ft, and 132 ft which are more shallow than all the wells
in the current monitoring network (See CWC Figure 10).

e Overlay the private well density map (Figure 3-7), the DWR Well Completion Report Map
Application (with minimum, average, and maximum depths), the water level monitoring
network (with well depths), and available pumping data to better illustrate if and how
representative the proposed groundwater elevation monitoring network is of private domestic
wells and which areas are vulnerable to water elevation changes. The GSPs state: "The BMP
notes that professional judgment should be used to design the monitoring network to account
for high-pumping areas, proposed projects, and other subbasin-specific factors. " This will also
help to better visualize where there are gaps in the monitoring network which the GSAs can
address.

24 One well shows "0" depth but that must be an error or missing value.
2 https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Wells/Well-Completion-Reports
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CWC Figure 10: Screenshot of DWR Well Completion Report Map application in the area near San
Jerardo Cooperative highlighting that several 1 mi. by 1 mi. square sections include private domestic
wells less than 250 feet deep.

7.5 Water Quality Monitoring Network

e Clarify the number of public water system wells that will be included in the water quality
monitoring network. We strongly support the GSPs inclusion stated in Section 7.5 that "All the
municipal supply wells in the Subasin are part of the RMS network." As indicated in Chapter 3
and Chapter 5 comments, the GSPs should also clearly identify the number of public supply wells
as well as the number of public supply wells that are out of compliance and at risk in each
subbasin. Section 7.5 currently states that “A total of 51 public supply wells were sampled in WY
2019” and indicates that all wells are listed in Appendix 7E (which is not publicly available at this
time). This section and appendix should be consistent with the total number of wells
represented in Table 8-4 which includes groundwater quality minimum thresholds.

e Representative Water Quality Monitoring Wells for the shallow aquifer should be established
in the GSPs based on all currently available data sources with direct agreements with
landowners or public entities established.

o Develop long-term access agreements for Representative Monitoring Wells (RMWs)
that use private wells. Collecting data from private wells is not a reliable approach due
to access challenges, lack of well construction information, and unreliable accounting of

16



pumping or non-pumping measurements. The GSPs should specifically identify the RMW
owners and operators, include signed long-term access agreements, and identify a plan
to obtain adequate monitoring data, if for any reason the well owners decide to not
grant access to the wells or provide associated data to the SVB GSA. In order to maintain
consistency for future sustainability analyses, the SVB GSA should also consider
conducting its own water quality analysis of wells where access agreements have
already been established to water quality RMWs.

Clarify that state and local small water systems will be added to the water quality
monitoring network and that well construction information is no longer needed in
order to fill this data gap. Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau permits and
monitors over 900 state and local small water systems in the County and have managed
the data collected for decades. This dataset has advantages over the ILRP domestic well
dataset in that it includes data on contaminants like arsenic and hexavalent chromium in
addition to nitrate. Local small water systems serve 2-4 households and are much more
similar to private domestic wells than public water systems in terms of depth, well
construction, age, size, and maintenance - thus this data would provide a broader
representation of shallow drinking water wells. State and local small water systems are
located in areas of irrigated agricultural lands as well as rural residential and other land
uses. This dataset should complement and not replace ILRP domestic well data.

m Clearly add state and local small water system data as a data gap in Section
7.5.2. In Section 7.5 Water Quality Monitoring Network, the draft GSPs state:
“These [state and local small] wells are not in the current monitoring system
because well location coordinates and construction information are currently
missing. SVB GSA will work with the County to fill this data gap. When location
and well construction data become available, these wells will be added to the
monitoring network and included in Appendix 7E and Figure 7-4." However
Section 7.5.2 Groundwater Quality Monitoring Data Gaps states: "There is
adequate spatial coverage to assess impacts to beneficial uses and users."

Do not rely solely on ILRP well data to represent private domestic wells (which are
often more shallow than public water system wells). Similar to CASGEM, the current
groundwater quality monitoring network includes monitoring points on private property
including ILRP domestic and irrigation wells, but it should not be restricted to ILRP sites
only. While on-farm domestic and irrigation wells monitored through the ILRP provide a
potentially useful, though limited, source of water quality information, additional
representative monitoring wells in the shallow aquifer are important to include for
several reasons: (1) The ILRP network only includes wells located on agricultural irrigated
lands, and not all ILRP properties include domestic wells. Agricultural land use is not the
primary land use in the Langley and Monterey Subbasins so this monitoring network
offers very limited coverage. While agricultural land use is the primary land use in the
East Side, Upper Valley, and Forebay Subbasins, there are private domestic wells in areas
with different primary land uses (e.g. rural), and SGMA requires that monitoring
networks are geographically representative. Monitoring network wells must also be
sufficiently representative to cover all uses and users in the basin, (2) There are other,
more robust networks established by USGS, GAMA, and Monterey County that could be
drawn on and included to make the groundwater quality monitoring network more
comprehensive and representative of conditions in the shallow aquifer, (3) Ag Order 4.0
was adopted on April 15, 2021, which means the first year of monitoring data will not be
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available until late 2022, (4) The GSA has no authority to determine the robustness or
enforcement of monitoring in the irrigated lands network, and (5) while Ag Order 4.0
proposes to require testing for 1,2,3-TCP as well as nitrate, the current ILRP domestic
well data only samples for nitrate, and neither Order tests for other contaminants found
in the region. In our experience, not all growers are consistent with their water quality
and other reporting, despite the regulatory requirements in place.

Update Domestic ILRP and Irrigation ILRP wells in a different color on Figure 7-5 Locations of
ILRP Wells Monitored under Ag Order 3.0. Since these wells are monitored for different
constituents and serve different beneficial users, it is important to illustrate them separately.

GSP Chapter 8: Sustainable Management Criteria

We have grouped our comments in this section into general recommendations related to all sustainable
management criteria (SMCs) followed by a section specific to the water quality SMCs. We recommend
that the Salinas Valley GSA implement the following recommendations in the subbasin GSPs:

Undertake a drinking water well impact analysis that adequately quantifies and captures well
impacts at the minimum thresholds, proposed undesirable results, and potential interim
conditions. Include this analysis during the annual reporting process. We disagree with the
assumption included in all draft GSPs that the exact location of wells needs to be known in order
to include them in a drinking water well impact analysis. In the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin
GSP, the SVB GSA included a domestic well impact analysis. Although the SVB GSA did not
describe the methods used in this analysis,” it is CWC’s understanding that the analysis was
based on Public Land Survey System (PLSS) section location data, demonstrating that such an
analysis is feasible. Similar analyses in the Water Foundation Whitepaper (June 2020)?” and in
the Kings River East GSP?® were completed using the same PLSS section location data for private
domestic wells that is available to the SVB GSA. The current analysis is incomplete as it includes
very few wells in all subbasins. The current analysis is also substantially inaccurate as it relies on
the “average computed depth of domestic wells in the Subbasin,” and groundwater elevations
vary significantly across the subbasin and also on an annual basis. For example, only 8 of the 154
domestic wells in the Forebay GSP with an average depth of 292.45 feet, and only 20 of 2016
domestic wells in the East Side GSP with an average depth of 365.5 feet were included. CWC
Figure 10 illustrates that the average computive depth is not representative of conditions in
shallow domestic wells. Therefore, we recommend revising Section 8.5.2.2 Minimum Threshold
Impact on Domestic wells following the process explained below:

o Include a map of potentially impacted wells so the public can better assess well
impacts specific to DACs, small water systems, or other beneficial users of water.

2 Community Water Center and San Jerardo Cooperative, Inc. Comments on the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. May 15, 2020.
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/gspdocument/download/4012

% The Water Foundation Whitepaper, April 2020: “Estimated Numbers of Californians Reliant on Domestic Wells
Impacted as a Result of the Sustainability Criteria Defined in Selected San Joaquin Valley Groundwater
Sustainability Plans and Associated Costs to Mitigate Those Impacts.” April 9, 2020.
http://waterfdn.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Domestic-Well-Impacts White-Paper 2020-04-09.pdf

8 Kings River East Groundwater Sustainability Agency. Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Adopted December 13,

2019.
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Quantify impacts for all drinking water wells in the subbasin for which approximate
location (PLSS section) and well depth are available. Similar analyses based on the PLSS
section location of private domestic wells have been completed by Water Foundation
(June 2020)* and in the Kings River East GSP*°.

Account for well screen and pump depth when available. When not available, well
screen and pump depth should be estimated conservatively to capture potential impacts
to well operability under water scarcity conditions.

Quantify impacts for potential unfavorable interim conditions, such as droughts and
short-term lowering of groundwater levels while implementation measures are put in
effect.

Quantify the elevation difference (in feet) between current groundwater levels and
well bottoms, screens, and pumps. If current groundwater levels are nearing well
bottoms, screens or pumps, that indicates that the wells are vulnerable to interim
lowering of groundwater levels.

Quantify the elevation difference (in feet) between the minimum threshold
groundwater levels and well bottoms, screens, and pumps. If the minimum threshold is
near the well bottom, screen or pump, that well will be impacted if groundwater levels
in the vicinity drop below the minimum threshold (even if minimum thresholds are met
at 90 percent of monitoring wells and an undesirable result has not technically
occurred).

Quantify the number of potentially impacted wells of each well type (irrigation,
domestic, state/local small water system, public water system) for water quality, water
levels, and sea water intrusion MTs.

Quantify the costs associated with impacted wells including desalinization/treatment,
lowering pumps, well replacement and increased pumping costs associated with the
increased lift at the projected water levels.

Groundwater Quality

We are pleased that the Salinas Valley Subbasin GSPs establish minimum thresholds based on maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for contaminants of concern for drinking water supply systems. There are
however other areas in regards to groundwater quality sustainable management criteria that are not
clear and could cause significant impacts to drinking water users if not adequately addressed. Therefore,
we recommend the following revisions:

Revise Section 8.3 General Process for Establishing Sustainable Management Criteria to
include a sensitivity analysis around "average hydrogeologic conditions" following our
recommendations outlined in Chapter 6.

Add state and local small water systems to the monitoring network with the same water
quality minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for reasons stated in Chapter 7
comments. A table for state and local small water system minimum thresholds was included in
the 180/400 foot aquifer GSP, but in the draft subbasin GSPs, there is no such table and Table 8-1
only mentions public supply and on-farm domestic wells.

% See previous reference.
30 See previous reference.
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e |f a contaminant was already above the MCL as of January 1, 2015, subbasin GSPs should set a
MT to prevent further degradation or aim to improve groundwater quality conditions where
possible. Increased contamination levels can require water systems to utilize more expensive
treatment methods and/or to purchase additional alternative supplies as blending may become
more difficult or impossible. Communities reliant on domestic wells who are aware of
contamination in their water and use point of use/point of entry (POU/POE) treatment systems
may no longer be able to use their devices if contaminate levels rise too high. Higher
contaminant levels can also result in higher costs of waste disposal from certain types of
treatment systems. Further, residents who rely upon domestic wells, state small water systems,
or local small water systems may not even know what contaminants are in their water and at
what levels. Users of these drinking water sources are not required to conduct testing, and many
times do not have the resources necessary to conduct regular testing. Rising contaminant levels
put these users and their health at serious risk. Increased contamination levels result in
unreasonable impacts to access to safe and affordable water and are, thus, inconsistent with
SGMA and the Human Right to Water. This recommendation is consistent with the State Water
Board’s recommendations regarding this topic in their letter to DWR regarding the 180/400 foot
aquifer GSP in which they state: “Increasing concentrations of nitrate, arsenic, and other
constituents at monitoring wells with existing exceedances may represent worsening of existing
conditions due to groundwater pumping. Staff recommend setting concentration threshold
levels for these wells in order to determine if impacts due to pumping are occurring.”!

o Develop management areas to protect areas where drinking water wells have water
quality that are vulnerable, including the San Jerardo area.

e For monitoring network wells with contamination less than 75% of the MCL for all
contaminants, the GSPs should set MOs at 75% of the MCLs. Subbasin GSPs should include MOs
as action triggers at 75% of MCL for each constituent of concern so that groundwater can be
managed in that area to prevent a minimum threshold exceedance at a representative
monitoring well. This buffer is particularly critical with contaminants like nitrate that can cause
acute health effects. If the GSA waits until the minimum threshold is exceeded, it may be too late
or difficult for actions to be effective. Actions to prevent minimum threshold exceedances should
also be clearly explained in this Chapter including a description of what action will be taken,
what type of evaluation will be used, under what time period action will take place, and how this
action will be funded. We also recommend that groundwater quality and trigger levels at 75%
are added to Section 9.1.3 Implementation Action 11: Local Groundwater Elevation Trigger (April
2021 draft) which currently only includes groundwater elevations.

e Clearly identify and describe past and present levels of contamination and salinity at each
representative monitoring well (RMW) and attribute specific numeric values for MTs/MOs at
each RMW for each contaminant of concern. Quantitative values need to be established for
MTs/MOs for each applicable sustainability indicator at each RMW as required by 23 CCR §
354.28 and 23 CCR § 354.30. The GSPs should include a map and tables that include each
individual RMW along with water quality data for each RMW (this data is currently summarized
in Table 8-4 and Table 8-5). This information should be presented clearly so that both the public
can determine how the proposed monitoring network and sustainable management criteria
(SMCs) relate to their own drinking water well or water supply system.

31 State Water Board comments to DWR on 180/400 Foot Aquifer GSP (Dec. 2020). Downloaded from SGMA GSP
Portal: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/comments/29
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e Include hexavalent chromium as a contaminant of concern and plan to add contaminants of
emerging concern to the monitoring network. While there is currently not a Maximum
Contaminant Level for hexavalent chromium, there is still a Public Health Goal and public health
threat posed by this contaminant in drinking water. The State is required to adopt an MCL for
chromium-6 again and is in the process of updating the MCL. In addition to including hexavalent
chromium, the GSPs must explain how the Plans will be updated to align groundwater
monitoring efforts and the sustainable management criteria with any contaminants of emerging
concern in the basin and any future new MClLs.

® Include an analysis of the relationship between changes in groundwater levels and
groundwater quality concentrations. Section 8.5.2.3 of the draft GSPs discusses the relationship
between individual minimum thresholds and other sustainability indicators, and states:
“Decreasing groundwater elevations can cause wells to draw poor-quality groundwater from
deeper zone. No additional poor groundwater quality issues were identified due to low
groundwater elevations when groundwater elevations were previously at minimum threshold
levels.” We ask that justification is provided to backup the second statement or that it is
removed until an analysis is conducted. It is our understanding that groundwater quality issues
did, in fact, worsen during low groundwater elevations years. Arsenic in the San Jerardo well was
at its highest during the lowest groundwater elevation measurement (See CWC Figure 1). The
text should acknowledge that groundwater pumping can not only cause the movement of
contaminant plumes, but can also cause the release of naturally occurring contaminants such as
arsenic and chromium. In order to clearly evaluate the relationship between changes in
groundwater levels and groundwater quality, SVB GSA should undertake an analysis of the
change in water quality constituent concentrations relative to change in water levels,*
particularly over drought periods, to evaluate the potential relationship between water quality
and groundwater management activities.*

e Add the total number of wells in each category that will be included in the water quality
monitoring network and have SMCs evaluated to Table 8-4. For each constituent of concern,
add the number of wells included in the chart and the number exceeding the MT/MO based
on the latest sample. This comment has the same goal as the comment we provided in Chapter
7. SMCs should be set at every public drinking water well and a representative network of
drinking water wells that rely on more shallow aquifers. It is essential to track the same wells
each year in the monitoring network. If a well is no longer active, it should be removed from the
network. In the current representation, it is not clear which wells are included in the monitoring

32 See P.A.M. Bachand et. al. Technical Report: Modeling Nitrate Leaching Risk from Specialty Crop Fields During On-Farm
Managed Floodwater Recharge in the Kings Groundwater Basin and the Potential for its Management
https://suscon.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Nitrate _Report FInal.pdf. See also, Groundwater Recharge Assessment Tool,
created by Sustainable Conservation to help groundwater managers make smart decisions in recharging overdrafted basins,
including modeling whether a particular recharge project would result in short or long term benefits or harms to water quality,
http://www.groundwaterrecharge.org/.

* More information about groundwater quality and the relationship between changes in groundwater levels can be found in the
following resources:

Stanford, 2019. A Guide to Water Quality Requirements Under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Community

Community Water Center and Stanford University, 2019. Factsheet “Groundwater Quality in the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA): Scientific Factsheet on Arsenic, Uranium, and Chromium” for more
information.h : n ro7Zvhmx.cloudfront.n mmunitywatercenter, 2 hmen riginal/1

WC_FS_GrndwtrQual_06.03.19a.pdf?1560371896.
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network, which wells have data for each constituent, and which wells are exceeding the
regulatory standard.

o Engage stakeholders and scientists in a transparent discussion regarding “the process the GSAs
would use to decide whether or not an exceedance of an MT for water quality degradation
was caused by GSP implementation.”** The State Water Board recommended that the 180/400
foot aquifer GSP outline this process “otherwise, it is difficult to judge how adequately the GSP
addresses undesirable results related to water quality degradation.” This relates to the
undesirable result for water quality which currently reads: "There shall be no additional
minimum threshold exceedances beyond existing groundwater quality conditions during any one
year as a direct result of projects or management actions taken as part of GSP implementation."

34 State Water Board comments to DWR on 180/400 Foot Aquifer GSP (Dec. 2020). Downloaded from SGMA GSP
Portal: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/comments/29
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April 28, 2021

Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Submitted electronically to:
Emily Gardner, Deputy General Manager

Donna Meyers, General Manager

Re: Comments on Draft Chapter 9 Project and Management Actions for the Langley, East Side, Forebay,
Upper Valley and Monterey Subbasins

Dear Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency:

The Community Water Center (CWC) offers the following comments and recommendations regarding key
components of the draft Chapter 9 Projects and Management Actions (Implementation Actions) that
were shared with SVB GSA subbasin committees in April 2020. These comments are intended to add to
the public record and are submitted in addition to previous written and spoken comments.

Chapter 9 Projects and Management Actions

During the April 7, 2021 East Side and Upper Valley subbasin committee meetings, feedback was
requested on a draft list of project and management actions. As outlined in the April 7 meeting
materials, “[p]rojects implement the GSP and enable the subbasin to reach sustainability by 2042, then
maintain sustainability for another 30 years.” Both groundwater levels and water quality degradation can
have adverse impacts on drinking water users and disadvantaged communities (DACs), who are
protected as beneficial users under SGMA®. Therefore, projects and management actions (also referred
to as implementation actions) should address sustainability issues facing drinking water and other
domestic water uses, in order to ensure their continued availability.

As this chapter is further revised for the East Side and Upper Valley subbasins and as potential projects
and management actions are considered for the Forebay, Langley, and Monterey, the GSPs should (1)
clearly identify potential impacts to water quality from all projects and management actions, (2)
include management actions that respond to immediate needs and (3) develop a more robust
implementation schedule and funding plan for projects and management actions. We acknowledge
that the implementation actions are currently in the beginning stages of design but encourage
incorporating these elements early on.

9.1.3 Implementation Action: Local Groundwater Elevation Trigger

The Local Groundwater Elevation Trigger is a significant start to tracking and addressing impacts to
domestic wells. We support the inclusion of a “notification system whereby well owners can notify the
GSA or relevant partner agency if their well goes dry.” Because SVB GSA defines its sustainability criteria
in a way that potentially allows for drinking water well impacts and because there is so much uncertainty
regarding potential domestic well impacts, we recommend that this implementation action be updated
to incorporate a Robust Drinking Water Well Mitigation Program. This program should include the Local
Groundwater Elevation Trigger as well as (1) a plan to prevent impacts to drinking water users from

' WAT § 10723.2.



dewatering, increases in contaminant levels and increases in salinity, and (2) a plan to mitigate the
drinking water impacts that occur even when precautions are taken.

CWC together with other organizations published a Framework for a Drinking Water Well Mitigation
Program (2020) that we recommend the SVB GSA uses as a guide when further developing this
implementation action. We are also interested in sharing more with staff and are willing to provide a
presentation to SVB GSA staff, board members, and/or the advisory committee on this Framework. The
framework describes the importance of adaptive management and affirms the intent of the draft Local
Groundwater Elevation Trigger management action and states, “Developing a protective warning
system... can alert groundwater managers when groundwater levels and groundwater quality are
dropping to a level that could potentially negatively affect drinking water users. These “triggers” are
essential for groundwater management and can be adjusted to fit the needs of different management
actions as well as the basin as a whole.”> We also support the provision in the draft “Local Groundwater
Elevation Trigger” Implementation Action that offers “referral to assistance with short-term supply
solutions, technical assistance to assess why it went dry, and/or long-term supply solutions.” This type of
adaptive management implementation action is crucial to ensuring that all beneficial users within the
basin are protected under the GSP. As we have highlighted in previous comments®:

A GSP that lacks a mitigation program to curtail the effects of projects and management
actions as to the safety, quality, affordability, or availability of domestic water, violates
both SGMA itself and the Human Right to Water (HR2W).* The California legislature has
recognized that water used for domestic purposes has priority over all other uses since
1913° in Water Code § 106, which declares it, “established policy of this State that the
use of water for domestic purposes is the highest use of water and that the next highest
use is for irrigation.”® The passage of the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund by
Governor Newsom indicates a clear State-level commitment to provide safe and
affordable drinking water to California’s most vulnerable residents.” To ensure
compliance with the Legislature’s long established position, the HR2W requires that
agencies, including the Department of Water Resources and the State Water Board,
must consider the effects on domestic water users when reviewing and approving GSPs.?
Therefore, GSPs that cause disparate impacts to domestic water use are in violation of
the HR2W, SGMA, and Water Code § 106.6.

In order to effectively protect drinking water users during GSP implementation, we recommend that the
GSA’s Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program Implementation Action, in line with and
expanding upon the currently proposed Local Groundwater Elevation Trigger, should include the
following components:

2 See Self-Help Enterprises, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Community Water Center (2020)
Framework for a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program.
https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/5e83¢c5f78f0db40cb837cfb5/t/5f3ca9389712b732279e5296/159781100812
9/Well_Mitigation_English.pdf.

3 Community Water Center and San Jerardo Cooperative, Inc. Comments on the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. May 15, 2020.
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/gspdocument/download/4012.

* WAT § 106.3 (a).

® Senate Floor Analysis, AB 685, 08/23/2012.

® This policy is also noted in the Legislative Counsel’s Digest for AB 685.

7'SB 200 (Monning, 2019).

8 WAT § 106.3 (b).



Include a vulnerability analysis of Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) and drinking water
supplies in order to protect drinking water for these vulnerable beneficial uses and users.
Although rural domestic and small water system demand does not contribute substantially to
the overdraft conditions, drinking water users could face significant impacts, particularly if the
region faces another drought. Without a clear commitment and timeline for actions regarding
establishing groundwater allocations or reductions in groundwater pumping, the SVB GSA may
create disparate impacts on already vulnerable communities. See comments submitted by CWC
and San Jerardo Cooperative on April 23, 2021 regarding Chapter 8 of SVB GSA Subbasin GSPs for
further recommendations for conducting well impact analyses.

Develop the trigger system in collaboration with stakeholders, in particular groups that are
more susceptible to groundwater elevation and quality changes, and then connect stakeholder
recommendations back to quantifiable measures such as the GSP measurable objectives,
MCLs, and numbers of partially or fully dry drinking water wells.’

Ensure that the monitoring network is representative of conditions in all aquifers in general,
including the shallow aquifer upon which domestic wells rely. This comment aligns with
comments submitted April 23, 2021 regarding Chapter 7 of the SVB GSA Subbasin GSPs, and is
particularly crucial as part of a “Trigger” Management Action (or Well Impact Mitigation
Program).

Routinely monitor for all contaminants that could impact public health (not only nitrate, but
also chromium-6, arsenic, 123-TCP, uranium, and DBCP) through the representative water
quality monitoring network. Contaminated drinking water can cause both acute and long-term
health impacts and can affect the long-term viability of impacted regions.'® Among other causes,
groundwater contamination can result through the use of man-made chemicals, fertilizers, or
naturally-occurring elements in soils and sediments.'* Routinely monitoring for contaminants will
allow the GSA to accurately monitor for impacts on the most vulnerable beneficial users, and
protect DACs’ and domestic well owners’ access to safe and affordable drinking water."

o For monitoring network wells with contamination less than 75% of the MCL for all
contaminants, the GSP should set MOs at 75% of the MCLs. The GSP should include
MOs as action triggers at 75% of MCL for each constituent of concern so that
groundwater can be managed in that area to prevent a minimum threshold exceedance
at a representative monitoring well.® This buffer is particularly critical with
contaminants like nitrate that can cause acute health effects. As discussed in previous

% See previous reference for Framework for a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program.

© Community Water Center. Guide to Protecting Drinking Water Quality Under the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act. (2019).
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/original/1559328858/Gu
ide_to_Protecting_Drinking_Water_Quality_Under_the_Sustainable_Groundwater_Management_Act.pdf?155932

8858.

1 See previous Community Water Center (2019) reference.

12 See previous reference for Framework for a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program.

'3 This recommendation was also made previously in a comment letter to SVB GSA from CWC and San Jerardo
Cooperative regarding Chapter 8 of the 180/400 ft Aquifer GSP on November 25, 2020, as well as in our comments
to the SVB GSA on April 23, 2021 regarding Chapter 8 of drafts for the SVB GSA Subbasin GSPs.



submitted comments, water quality impacts can intensify as water levels decrease.*® If
the GSA waits until the minimum threshold is exceeded, it may be too late or difficult for
actions to be effective. Actions to prevent minimum threshold exceedances should also
be clearly explained in this Chapter including a description of what action will be taken,
what type of evaluation will be used, under what time period action will take place, and
how this action will be funded.
e Include a combination of different strategies for mitigation including: replacing impacted wells
with new, deeper wells, connecting domestic well users to a nearby public water system, or
providing interim bottled water.

e Include an implementation timeframe, budget, and funding source.” As currently written, the
Local Groundwater Elevation Trigger suggests convening “a working group to assess the
groundwater situation if the number of wells that go dry in a specific area cross a specified
threshold.” We support emergency response if one or more wells are impacted, and also request
that this section be updated to include strategies to prevent impacts from occuring in the first
place. Additionally, plans to address and mitigate those impacts should be solidified beforehand
so resources can be mobilized in a timely manner. Drinking water users cannot afford to wait for
interim plans to be developed once their primary sources of water for drinking, cooking and
hygiene are compromised.

9.1.3 Implementation Action: Domestic Water Partnership

CWC would like to voice preliminary support for the Domestic Water Partnership Implementation Action,
as a step towards coordinating local and regional responses to water quality issues. However, we
reiterate that the GSA remains directly responsible for recognizing and resolving water quality
degradation that results from its policies and projects. We also would like to affirm our previous
comments encouraging the SVB GSA to include - without delay - Monterey County water quality data for
state and local small water systems. This data is readily available and would add significantly to the
proposed water quality monitoring network in draft subbasin Chapters 7. We do not want this potential
partnership implementation action to delay the incorporation of this important data source. This action
can and should, however, integrate this County data into current draft subbasin plans in order to identify
potentially vulnerable populations and create management actions to protect them. We will offer
further comments and recommendations on this subject as future drafts are released. To echo
recommendations made previously regarding Suggested Partnerships for Multi-Benefit Remediation
Projects:

e The GSA should work with local and regional water agencies or the county to implement
groundwater quality remediation projects that could improve both quality as well as levels
and to ensure groundwater management does not cause further degradation of groundwater

1 Community Water Center and Stanford University. Groundwater Quality in the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA): Scientific Factsheet on Arsenic, Uranium, and Chromium. (2019).
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/original/1560371896/C
WC_FS_GrndwtrQual_06.03.19a.pdf?1560371896.

13> See previous reference for Framework for a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program.



quality.'® The strategic governance structure of GSAs can uniquely leverage resources, provide
local empowerment, centralize information, and help define a regional approach to groundwater
guality management unlike any other regional organization. When implemented effectively, GSPs
have the potential to be instrumental in reducing levels of contaminants in their regions, thus
reducing the cost of providing safe drinking water to residents. GSAs are the regional agency that
can best comprehensively monitor and minimize negative impacts of declining groundwater
levels and degraded groundwater quality that would directly impact rural domestic well users
and S/DACs within their jurisdictions. When potential projects are proposed, SVB GSA should
consider how projects could potentially both positively and negatively impact groundwater
quality conditions and should take leadership in coordinating regional solutions.

8 Community Water Center and San Jerardo Cooperative, Inc. Comments on the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. May 15, 2020.
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/gspdocument/download/4012.
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May 12, 2021

Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Board of Directors

P.O. Box 1385

Carmel Valley, CA 93924

VIA: Email to SVBGSA General Manager

RE: Groundwater Sustainability Plans - Water Quality Objectives

Dear SVBGSA Chair Adcock and Directors:

Salinas Basin Agricultural Water Association is a coalition of agricultural
organizations tasked with overseeing the implementation of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and the development of the groundwater
sustainability plans for the Salians Valley groundwater aquifer. Our
organization has been integrally involved in groundwater management since this
passage of SGMA and the formation of t