EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
GROUNDWATER BASIN AUTHORITY

1810 EAST HAZELTON AVENUE
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95205
(209) 468-3531
(209) 468-2999/FAX

Board of Directors Meeting
AGENDA
California Water Service Company, Conference Room
1602 East Lafayette Street, Stockton, California
Wednesday, August 12, 2015
9:30 a.m.

Pledge of Allegiance & Roll Call
Approval of Minutes for the Meeting of July 8, 2015
SCHEDULED ITEMS

A. Discussion Items

GBA MEMBERS

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY

CENTRAL SAN JOAQUIN
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

CITY OF LODI
CITY OF STOCKTON

NORTH SAN JOAQUIN
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

STOCKTON EAST WATER DISTRICT
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY

SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT
WOODBRIDGE IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SAN JOAQUIN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
ASSOCIATE MEMBER

1. Update on the Proposition 84 Integrated Regional Water Management Round 3 Implementation Grant

Application to the California Department of Water Resources — Brandon Nakagawa

B. Action Items:

1. Discussion and Possible Action to Convene the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Workgroup
for the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin (See Attached) — Brandon Nakagawa and Carolyn Lott

C. Communications/Articles/Announcements (See Attached):
1. July 82015 GBA Letter of Support for AB 647 (Eggman).
July 16, 2015 DWR Presentation to CSAC/RCRC SGMA Workgroup.

L

DWR SGMA Draft Basin Boundary Emergency Regulations - Factsheet

Public Comment (Non-Agenda)

Next Regular Meeting;: September 9, 2015, at 9:30 a.m.
California Water Service Company, Conference Room
1602 East Lafayette Street, Stockton, California
Adjournment

Action may be taken on any item

Agendas and Minutes may also be found at http://www.gbawater.org

July 21, 2015 DWR Water Available for Groundwater Replenishment [WC 10721(c)] - SGMA Discussion Paper.

Note: If you need disability-related modification or accommodation in order to participate in this meeting, please contact
San Joaquin County Public Works Water Resource Staff at (209) 468-3089 at least 48 hours prior to the start of the meeting.



Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin
Authority Board Meeting Summary
Wednesday, July 8, 2015

Follow-up Items:

e Staff to bring the Regional Flood Management Plan, when adopted, to the Board
for inclusion in the IRWMP

e Staff to agendize action to include the City of Stockton and Cal Water
conservation projects in the IRWMP

e Staff to provide example of successful Prop 84 application — see link:
DWR posts all applications on this site. Crosscheck with awards list:
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/archives p84.cfm Scroll down to Submitted
Applications. Specifically, the 2014 Drought Grant Solicitation applications can
be found here:
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/docs/Archives/Prop84/Submitted Applicatio
ns/P84 2014Drought/

Pledge: Director Holman, Jr. led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Roll Call:

The GBA Board Meeting was called to order at 9:32 a.m., on July 8, 2015, by
Chairperson Chuck Winn at California Water Service Company, Conference Room,
1602 East Lafayette Street, Stockton. Also in attendance were Directors Tom Flinn,
Elbert Holman, Jr., Dale Kuil, Alternate Director Greg Milleman, Directors Alan
Nakanishi, Dante Nomellini, Mel Panizza, and Secretary Mike Selling. Role was taken
and a quorum was present. .

Minutes:

Motion: A motion to approve the minutes for the meeting of June 10, 2015 was made
by Director Kuil and seconded by Director Holman, Jr. The motion passed
unanimously.

SCHEDULED ITEMS

A. Discussion Items:
1. Presentation on the Spring 2015 Groundwater Monitoring Report —
Gerardo Dominguez
Mr. Dominguez said that the Flood Control District and Groundwater Monitoring
Agency have been conducting monitoring since 1971. For Spring 2015, the
region is still about six inches below average for rainfall. A significant number of
wells have dropped during the monitoring period of Spring 2014 through Spring
2015. Overall the wells have dropped approximately 6.5 feet on average. There
was a little increase near Lodi near the Mokelumne River.

The groundwater contour map also shows the change in elevation of
groundwater. In the southern part of the county, the cross section graph shows



levels close to fall 1992 and it should be noted it was only spring when
measurements were taken this year.

Chair Winn asked if there is a way to evaluate what is left below the groundwater
level lines. Mr. Nakagawa said there are rigorous ways to measure the quantity
of water left and this could be considered as something to be undertaken during
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) discussions. He said what
the State is interested in is what is sustainable. Chair Winn added there is
discussion about additional storage, but the actual inventory is unknown.

Director Flinn asked about NSJWCD and Mr. Dominguez said the drop was only
1.85 feet as compared to the average of 6.5 feet across the region. The river is
dictating the recharge in adjacent areas. The more water that runs down the
river, the more seeps into the aquifer. Mr. Jeff Shields noted the more water that
runs down the river, the less is in reservoirs for reserve which can cause more

pumping.

2. Update on the Request for Qualifications for On-call Geotechnical
Services for Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Governance
Discussions — Mike Callahan

A draft of the Request for Qualifications (RFQ) was reviewed during last month’s
meeting. The revised RFQ was sent out on Monday. Some consultants have
already notified the County of their interest. The intent is to establish a list of
geotechnical consultants who can provide services, in a timely fashion, to answer
guestions during the SGMA process. If Board members are contacted by
consultants, it is requested that the consultants be referred to Mr. Callahan.
There is a committee that has been formed to review the RFQs. It is stated
explicitly in the RFQ that contacting GBA members to try to influence the process
is grounds for disqualification.

Action Items:

1. Discussion and Possible action to Support Assembly Bill 647 (Eggman)
Groundwater Recharge as a Beneficial Use (See Attached) — Brandon
Nakagawa

Chair Winn said he commends the efforts of the legislators. Mr. Nakagawa said
the Board did take action to support AB 647 when it was introduced in the
Assembly. Originally the Bill was very simple and stated that water put in the
ground through recharge is a beneficial use of water. There were a number of
changes requested by other interests and committees. But, to the credit of
Stockton East and San Joaquin County legal counsel, there has been negotiated
language that is acceptable, even though compromises have had to be made.
The Bill needs to either be supported by ACWA or ACWA needs to stay neutral.
There may be a push to turn it into a two-year bill. It is important the GBA show
solidarity which is why it is recommended that a letter of support be sent to the
Chair of the Senate Water Committee.



Director Nakanishi asked how the amendment (pre-1914 water right holders)
would have to be approved by the State. Mr. Nakagawa said it would be hard to
justify recharging pre-1914 water in a dry year. The interest of the region is to
recharge post-1914 water in a wet year.

Mr. Shields said SSJID would consider putting pre-1914 water into the ground.
Mr. Kurtis Keller said, according to the legislation, if there was groundwater
recharge under a pre-1914 water right and one wanted to leave it in the ground
for more than 5 years before it was put to beneficial use, approval of the State
Water Resources Board would be required. There is an accounting component.

Mr. Shields questioned what incentive SSJID has to conserve water if it going to
be taken by state water contractors. He said SSJID would like to do groundwater
recharge projects. But if it considered abandoned water after five years, the
district is not going to do recharge projects.

Mr. Keller said this is a valid criticism of the changes brought forward by
opponents of the legislation. Their concern is that entities will hoard water
through groundwater storage. The situation is junior water right holders looking
at senior right holders potentially hoarding water that otherwise would be
accessible.

Director Flinn asked if even though language of the current legislation is
somewhat flawed, is it still a step forward. Mr. Keller said “yes.”

Mr. Scot Moody added he has been pushing support of the legislation at the
legislative committee of ACWA. He said the only leverage the region has to get
any support from ACWA is that ACWA supported SGMA and this legislation is a
tool the region needs to work towards sustainability as reflected in SGMA.

Motion: Director Nakanishi moved and Director Flinn seconded a motion to
approve sending the letter of support for Assembly Bill 647 (Eggman). The
motion passed with Director Kuil opposed.

2. Discussion and Possible Action to Submit a Proposition 84 Integrated
Regional Water Management Round 3 Implementation Grant Application to
the California Department of Water Resources (See Attached) — Brandon
Nakagawa

Mr. Nakagawa said this is a difficult decision to make as it is an expensive
proposition to put together the application and in the past GBA applications have
not scored well plus there was the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation
Monitoring Program (CASGEM) compliance issue. He said there is only $6.6
million left in award dollars for the funding region. He noted there has been
considerable discussion offline about whether to submit an application and
discussion was also heard during the Coordinating Committee last month.
There was no consensus.



Mr. Nakagawa said the District is now officially designated as a CASGEM
monitoring agency and therefore compliant with requirements and there are two
SSJID projects that are nearly shovel-ready. He added the SSJID Board voted
to support including their projects in the application. SSJID is providing in-kind
services from Stantec. There has been interest from other entities to be included
such as the County with the Micke Grove Park project, but staff is recommending
it not be included as there is still engineering work and cost analysis that has to
be done. Stockton East was interested in a 33 acre recharge pond project. It
was submitted in Round One, but it did not score well as it was not clearly
enough defined. Much work has been done to provide additional information.
However, there is still work to be done on this project and there are only 21
working days before the application is due. Mr. Nakagawa said staff would
recommend adding it to the application with the condition that it be removed if
sufficient work cannot be completed in the 21 days.

Mr. Nakagawa concluded by saying putting an application together requires a lot
of money to be allocated from the GBA budget along with the in-kind resources.
He said it is with reluctance that staff makes the recommendation to move
forward.

Director Nakanishi said he understood staff’'s hesitancy, but noted the districts
with a strong desire to pursue the funding must also be willing to provide the
matching funds if they receive the grant.

Director Flinn asked if staff thought about the NSJWCD north pump station. Mr.
Nakagawa said there are plans and specs and eligibility issues and it may be
better suited for Prop 1. He added it would be prudent for the group to spend
time and money to get projects ready for Prop 1. Mr. Nakagawa said there is
$250,000 in the line item that is mainly earmarked to be used for SGMA work
and funding the Prop 84 application will take $40,000 out of that line item.

Mr. Shields asked if there was an audit of the awards given previously by
something like the Public Policy Institute. Mr. Nakagawa said the Department of
Water Resources (DWR) audits the process of implementation. Mr. Shields said
the work put into this application should be transferrable to Prop 1 if the
application is not funded in this final round / Prop 84-Round 3.

Alternate Director Milleman thought there was discussion about DWR focusing
on communities that are in need of water. If this is the focus, then perhaps there
is a reason to wait until Prop 1 funding becomes available. He said he would be
interested in visually seeing a successful grant application from the last round
and look at it as compared to the GBA. He requested staff bring information
back to the next meeting.



Mr. Jeff Shaw with Stantec noted that missing the cut-off for funding during the
last round by only one point offers an opportunity to tell a better story. He added
that funding projects that are “shovel-ready” should be a priority.

Director Flinn asked if these projects are getting a “leg-up” since it is unknown
whether the GBA will continue funding grant applications. He noted his concern
that while projects being put forward may be “shovel-ready” and good for the
community, he is not sure the projects are grant ready. Mr. Nakagawa shared
that the GBA may not be able to fund all the applications in the future.

Chair Winn said this is a large amount of money from the available funds. He
added that he is a firm believer that experience is a great teacher. It is always a
risk.

Mr. John Moynier from Stantec said his firm can work directly with GEI to bring
our abilities to the table to help with the application.

Motion: Director Nomellini offered, and Director Flinn seconded, a motion to
submit a Round 3 Prop 84 grant application to DWR. The motion passed with
Director Kuil abstaining.

3. Discussion and Possible Action to Enter into an Agreement with GEI
Consultants for the Preparation of the Round 3 Implementation Grant
Application (See Attached) — Brandon Nakagawa

Mr. Nakagawa said this proposed Agreement is the companion document which
serves to support the approved action to submit the grant proposal. There are
two SSJID projects and perhaps the Stockton East project dependent upon the
ability to provide sufficient information within the time constraints.

Motion: Director Nomellini moved, and Director Panizza seconded a motion to
enter into an agreement with GEI Consultants for preparation of the Round 3
implementation grant. The motion carried unanimously.

Communications/Articles/Announcements (See Attached):

1. June 10, 2015 Letter from the Department of Water Resources
Designating San Joaquin County as the CASGEM Monitoring Entity

Mr. Nakagawa referenced the letter from DWR stating the county is now
compliant with CASGEM.

2. June 19, 2015 Letter of Support for AB 647 (Eggman) Groundwater
Recharge as a Beneficial Use from the Board Supervisors to Senator Fran
Pavely, Chair of the Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee

3. June 19, 2015 GBA Application to DWR for Facilitation Services for
Governance Discussions for the Implementation of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act

Mr. Nakagawa said there should be a decision on the funding within the next few
weeks. Chair Winn introduced Ms. Lott who made a few comments about the



importance of the process moving forward in assuring local control and
transparency.

Public Comment Non-Agenda: The chair opened the public comment period. No
comments were heard.

Adjournment: The chair adjourned the meeting at 11:17 a.m.

Next Regular Meeting:  August 12, 2015, at 9:30 a.m.
California Water Service Company, Conference Room
1602 East Lafayette Street, Stockton, California

Submitted by:
Carolyn Lott, Senior Facilitator, Principal
Carlon Consulting
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Draft Fastern San Joaguin GBA SGMA Process Highlights

| Decision Points
GBA Authorizes SGMA
Workgroup

_ Developed

Workgoup qu:'_'u':;'

Initial Invitation List

Present plan to GBA

fdcntlfy potentldl intra-basin members, associate momber-; interested
parties, and inter-basin stakeholders : '

Invitations sent out

WG Meelings Begin

| responsibilities of G5As, overview of pracess and decision points)

WG Meeting - Hold organizationai meeting (Why-overview OFSGIVI/\ and

Distribute dralt WG charter and WG member 1D forms
WG Meeting - Develop charter to include decision- maklng process
submission of WG member ID forms, discussion “Whe's missing?”

Adopt Charter
Authorize Boundary

Submission of Revision
Request

Revision Application

WG Meeting — Discussion boundary/les revision request

WG Meetiﬁé GSA roles and responsibilities, GSA earlymi“rité‘rést survey o
(Who's considering being a GSAY)

GSA Early Interest
- Survey Results

WG Meeting — Analysis & discussion of sub-basin coverage based on GSA
early interest survey

WG Meeting — Readiness to self-identify GSAs, discussion of what's
needed to help with decision. Role of GSA sub-basin integrating body if
multiple GSAs

Idg‘ntification Set

Deadline for GSA Self-

WG Meeting — Provision of information needed to support GSA decisions \
WG Meeting — Readiness to self-identify GSAs, discuss deadline for self-
identification

Approval of GSA/s

WG Meeting - Revisit sub-basin coverage. Introduce GSA sub-basin
integration governance model
WG Meeting — Discuss how to complete sub-basin coverage (1f needed)

WG Meeting — Sample GSA resolution, by-laws, & other required
information for filing with state

_etc.)and inter-hasin stakeholders/G5As

Submission of GSA/s
mlnformation 1o State

WG MeeL:ng Discuss GSA sub-basin integration governance models (.IF'A
MOLU, etc.), policy board, advisory group, financing. Relationship and
coordination with existing policy boards (GBA, AWC, BOS, Water Districts,

WG Meeting — Continued discussion on integration governance, Eeg’al
review of draft document, discussions draft workplan and budget

WG Meeting — GSA coordination agreement requirements

Adoption of GSA
Integration
Documents

WG Meeting - Agreement on GSA integration governance & formation
documents

Note; This provides for thé'optiolri"gf multiple G5As and assumes boundary revision granted if sought.
Additional meetings may be required based on level of agreement. Target formation date is 12/2016
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County Advisory Group

Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only



Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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SGMA Definition

Groundwater Basin
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Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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Scoping

Notify OAL
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Sessions

Present and
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Draft
Emergency

Regulations

Required Public
Meetings

Present and
Receive Input from
Advisory Groups
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Adopt
Emergency
Regulations

CWC Approval

Noticing and
Submittal to OAL

Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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Scoping

Notify OAL

Collect Issues from
Stakeholders

Coordinate with
SWRCB & CWC

Draft
Framework

(Topic Based)

Public Listening
Sessions

Present and
Receive Input from
Advisory Groups
and Public

Draft

Emergency
Regulations

Required Public
Meetings

Present and
Receive Input from
Advisory Groups
and Public

Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only

Adopt
Emergency
Regulations

CWC Approval

Noticing and
Submittal to OAL




Mar-15  Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun-16
2015 2016 |
CwcC CwcC CWF
Periodic CWC Updates Dec. March AprlI‘
GSP/ALT GSP Draft .Draft Adopt Final
Topics Discussions Regulations Final GSP GSP
Regs Regulations

Input from SWRCB

Input From Advisory Groups

Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only



Components

GSP ‘

Draft presentation — for
discussion purposes only
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not be construed to be a final determination of rights
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Draft presentation — for discussion
purposes only
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Undesirable Result 7

GW Levels and
Storage

Seawater

Water Quality

Land Subsidence

Interconnected
Surface Water

Initial Questions

Defining Minimum Standards

— What Statewide
minimum standard should be considered, should

Defining Significant and Unreasonable — What

are the methods or approach GSAs can use to

define significant and unreasonable levels? it be qualitative or quantitative?

Secondary Considerations and Questions

* Existing , . L. * Risk assessment
* Howto Which existing : .
SWRCB . evaluation of e Standardized
aporoach water quality .
PP £ impacts? methods
) authority in management N .
operating e Mitigation defined by
L. cases of programs ,
limits? . measures industry
threats to & considered standards or
* Howto : complement .
: irreparable o where impacts DWR?
evaluate if o or conflict with :
., o injury to GSP? affect * How will
emptying i€ ' infrastructure or potential
. aquirer. Allow for . .
aquifer o - environment? environmental
e Should limited limited )
threatens - roundwater e Allow for impacts be
| additional : . limited identified and
supply quality ... e
L advancement : additional quantified?
reliability? be all ble? degradation? <ubsidence?
€ aflowable: Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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Basin Management Objectives
Monitoring of groundwater

Plan to involve other agencies
Documentation of public involvement

e Required, Recommended, and
Voluntary Components

Physical description of the basin (water
level, quality, etc.)

Measurable objectives and interim
milestones

Description of how these objectives
will be achieved

Monitoring and management
provisions

How the plan will affect other
county/city general plans

Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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Measurable Objective (i.e. for each undesirable result or other planning objectives)

Threshold

Groundwater
levels in
monitoring wells
at the coastline
must average at
least X feet
above sea level
to avoid sea
water intrusion.

Triggers
Initial Trigger — Might
correspond to the identified
threshold value. If so, this
trigger value might indicate that
the actual conditions are
consistent or paralleling
planned conditions. (Ex.
Groundwater levels fluctuate on
annual average at X feet above
sea level)
Mid-Level Trigger(s) — (Ex.
Groundwater levels fluctuate 10
feet below threshold value
resulting in inland advancement
of saline water)

Final Trigger — (Ex. Groundwater
levels fluctuate 30 feet below
threshold value resulting in
inland advancement of saline
water)

Actions
Actions at this trigger value may be used to further evaluate data if
uncertainty exists, or advance other planned activities to provide a
measure of safety to ensure continued success toward planned
conditions.

Action(s) at this trigger(s) may need to be designed to address
conditions that are possibly threatening the sustainability goal,
where actual conditions are deviating negatively from planned
conditions. Example actions could include increased monitoring,
importing water, conservation measures, mandatory demand
reduction measures, etc. The severity of the action(s) may depend
on the final trigger value.

Action(s) at this trigger might be designed to address conditions
where it’s clear based on the trigger value the sustainability goal is
being threatened (actual conditions are clearly deviating negatively
from planned conditions) and there is an immediate need to
address conditions to avoid significant and unreasonable
undesirable results. A “Contingency Plan” focused on demand
reduction activities to balance supply and demand may be

necessary. Draft presentation — for discussion purposes only
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Water Available for Groundwater Replenishment
(WC 10729 (c)) - SGMA Discussion Paper

Department of Water Resources - Sustainable Groundwater Management Program

July 21, 2015
1.0 Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to identify issues related to developing a report on water available for
groundwater replenishment required under WC 10729 (c). Relevant sections from the SGMA
legislation are provided, followed by a summary of recent outreach, potential options and questions
to consider.

2.0 Background

In 2014, new legislation passed that provides a statewide framework for sustainable groundwater
management in California (SB1168, AB1739, and AB1319). This legislation, referred to as the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (or SGMA), is consistent with California’s preferred
bottom-up approach by leaving groundwater management to the locals (through groundwater
sustainability agencies, or GSAs). As part of the SGMA legislation, WC 10729 (c) states: The
department shall prepare and publish a report by December 31, 2016, on its Internet Web site that
presents the department’s best estimate, based on available information, of water available for

replenishment of groundwater in the state.

The SGMA legislation does not provide additional details about the meaning and intent for this
report. There are many possible policy-dependent options to consider and several alternative
technical methods that could be applied to address this requirement. Policy considerations include
defining water available for replenishment based on existing water management infrastructure and
operations criteria, or based on potentially new future water management strategies including new
conjunctive management projects, new surface storage, increased water conservation, a Delta
WaterFix and EcoRestore, etc. Technically there are many options to consider ranging from a
water rights analysis of available surplus water under recent hydrological conditions to a
vulnerability assessment and tradeoff analysis of water available for groundwater recharge. Such
options could consider future population growth, land use changes and alternative climate
scenarios. These options must be weighed against the relative short time frame with which to
complete this requirement.

1|Page
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3.0 Initial Outreach and Discussion

DWR has begun outreach with several policy and technical experts to consider the various options
to address the requirement of WC 10729 (c), as well as the purposes and value of the report. Below
is a highlight of some of the advice provided.

e Address both opportunities for additional water supplies as well as obstacles
0 The obstacles should include those threats to the reliability of existing water
supplies including regulatory, climate change, legal issues
0 Opportunities include potential reoperation of the SWP and CVP, new conveyance,
new surface storage, conservation, stormwater capture at the local level, watershed
treatment, and recycled water. Opportunities could be identified both at the larger
water project level (e.g. State Water Project and Central Valley Project) as well as
the local watershed level (e.g. water resources planning efforts completed or
underway by local agencies)
e Include uncertainty in potential outcomes and provide range of estimates
e Recognize the value of surface storage
e Need something beyond a SWP/CVP delivery reliability report
e (Quantitative information in the report may be less valuable than gqualitative information
e Value in organizing the report by general groundwater areas in California that would
benefit from various water sources
e (Consider regional variation in capability to capture water for replenishment
e Develop economic/feasibility guidance
e Link to the full range of issues addressed in the Governor’s Water Action Plan

2|Page
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4.0 Options for Addressing WC 10729(c)

The figure summarizes alternative ways of estimating water available for replenishment. These
options are distinguished from each other by the geographic applicability from local agency to
statewide, consideration of hydrologic and other uncertainties, and the flexibility in considering
alternative water management strategies. There are a few technical options for performing the
required analysis, but each option has pros and cons described in the table.

3|Page
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Table - Pros and Cons of Technical Options

Option

Examples

Pros

Cons

Water rights
analysis using
recent hydrology

Watershed based
method for surplus
water analysis
(Water Board)

Applicable across any
watershed

Method is straightforward
where historical data exists

Generally limited to using
recent hydrology unless
detailed model exists
Limited ability to evaluate
new management strategies
or stressors like climate
change

System-wide
assessment using
long-term historical
hydrology or future
climate and existing
management

e CALSIM/C2VSIM
studies

e  SWP Delivery
Reliability
Report

Captures supply reliability for
SWP/CVP service areas
Additional modeling with
C2VSIM would allow
assessment of surface water -
groundwater interaction

Does not easily include local
water management options
Does not includes areas
outside SWP/CVP service
areas

System-wide
assessment using
long-term historical
hydrology or future
climate and
additional
management actions

e  Surface Storage
Investigations

Captures supply variability for
SWP/CVP service areas
Captures new statewide
storage options and Delta
Conveyance

Additional modeling with
C2VSIM would allow
assessment of surface water -
groundwater interaction

Does not easily include local
water management options
Does not includes areas
outside SWP/CVP service
areas

System-wide
assessment using
future climate and
growth scenarios

e BDCP EIR/EIS

Captures supply variability for
SWP/CVP service areas
Captures new statewide
storage options and Delta
Conveyance

Includes robust description of
future climate variability

Does not easily include local
water management options
Does not includes areas
outside SWP/CVP service
areas

e  Water Plan

More easily captures local

Does not includes areas

L. Update 2013 management options outside the Central Valley
and robust decision
making e USBR e Includes robust description of | e  Less detail for SWP/CVP
Sacramento San future climate variability and operations
Joaquin Basin future growth
Study e  Allows screening level surface
water - groundwater
interaction
Other Options IRWMP Inventory e  Allows narrative discussion of | e  Generally does not allow

management strategies

quantification of water
available for groundwater
replenishment
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5.0 Considerations

There are several issues to consider when determining the appropriate approach to estimate water
available for groundwater replenishment.

e Geographic scale: How localized does assessment of water available for groundwater
replenishment need to be (water district vs. sub basin)? Should the focus be on SGMA High
and Medium priority basins?

e Qutreach: Given the short lead time to complete this requirement there is limited ability to
interact with local water managers.

e No Single Approach: A hybrid of the approaches described in Section 4.0 will be needed to
estimate water available for groundwater replenishment for watersheds statewide.

e Management Strategies: How important is consideration of new/future water management
strategies in assessment of water available for groundwater replenishment (e.g.
WaterFix/EcoRestore, new statewide storage, local conservation, local recycling etc.)?

e (Capturing uncertainties: How important is consideration of future climate change,
population growth, and regulatory changes (high / medium / low)? What other important
uncertainties should be captured?

e Project operations: How important is quantification of SWP and CVP operations with
respect to water available for replenishment (high / medium / low)?

5|Page
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)
DRAFT BASIN BOUNDARY EMERGENCY REGULATIONS - Factsheet

California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
http://water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/basin _boundaries.cfm

DRAFT BASIN BOUNDARY EMERGENCY REGULATIONS

Itis the policy of the State that groundwater resources be managed sustainably for long-term reliability and
multiple economic, social, and environmental benefits for current and future beneficial uses. The Department of
Water Resources’ (DWR) Sustainable Groundwater Management Program will implement the new and expanded
responsibilities identified in the 2014 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Sustainable groundwater
management is best achieved locally through the development, implementation, and updating of plans and
programs based on the best available science (Water Code § 113). The SGMA established a process for local agencies
to request that DWR revise the boundaries of a groundwater basin or subbasin, including the establishment of
new subbasins. California’s groundwater basins and subbasins are defined in the DWR'’s Bulletin 118-Update
2003 - and described below:

- A groundwater basin is defined as a three-dimensional alluvial aquifer, or a stacked series of alluvial
aquifers, with reasonably well-defined boundaries in a lateral direction and a definable bottom.

- A groundwater subbasin is created by dividing a groundwater basin into smaller units using
geologic and hydrologic barriers, or institutional boundaries.

By January 1,2016, DWRis required to adopt emergency regulations that specify the information required to
comply with Water Code §10722.2, which outlines the process that local agencies shall follow when requesting
modifications to existing boundaries of groundwater basins and subbasins. The basin boundary regulations will
also identify the methodology and criteria that will be applied by DWR when evaluating modification requests.
In general, local agencies will be required to address all of the following:

-+ How to assess the likelihood that the proposed basin can be sustainably managed.
- How to assess whether the proposed basin would limit the sustainable management of adjacent basins.

- How to assess whether there is a history of sustainable management of groundwater levels in the
proposed basin.

Existing groundwater basin and subbasin boundaries have been defined and revised based the best available
information during each past update of Bulletin 118. The proposed draft emergency regulations create a process
that builds off this historical knowledge and provides a mechanism to modify basin and subbasin boundaries or
create new subbasins based on new scientific information and local groundwater management knowledge to
improve coordination and promote sustainable groundwater management statewide.

The draft emergency regulations have been organized in a manner to encompass the variety of modifications
that may be requested by local agencies. Each basin boundary modification includes requirements that vary
according to the type of modification requested. It is required that basin boundary modifications be coordinated
and consolidated and proposed by a single local agency, identified as the Requesting Agency. The Requesting
Agency will prepare the basin boundary modification request information in accordance with the requirements
for the type of modification requested.




SUMMARY OF REGULATION ARTICLES

The basin boundary modification regulations will be part of the California Code of Regulations Title 23 - Waters,
Division 2 - Department of Water Resources, Chapter 1.5 - Groundwater Management, Subchapter 1 — Ground-
water Basin Boundaries, and are arranged into seven articles. The following is a brief summary of each article:

1. Introductory Provisions: Provides the authority and intent of the subchapter.
2. Definitions: Provides definitions to key terms used in the regulations.

3. Boundary Modification Categories: Provides a description for characterizing the type of modification
being requested.

4. Procedures for Modification Request or Protest: Procedures for requesting basin boundary
modifications and protesting a modification request.

5. Supporting Information: Description of the required information to support the proposed basin
modification.

6. Methodology and Criteria: Description of the criteria by which information provided in article 5 will
be evaluated.

7. Adoption of Boundary Modification: Procedure for the adoption of boundary modifications by DWR.

MODIFICATION TYPES

There are two primary types of basin modifications, scientific and jurisdictional, each with specific requirements
to justify the modification request. The following is a description and graphical representation of the types of
basin or subbasin modifications:

Scientific Modifications: Scientific-based modifications are those that
Scientific Hydrogeologic are directly attributed to the hydrogeologic definition of the groundwater
basin. These modifications require geologic and/or hydrologic evidence
to support a boundary modification that will increase the likelihood of
Internal sustainable management of the groundwater basin.

Jurisdictional Modifications: Jurisdictional modifications are those
Jurisdictional Consolidation which increase the likelihood of sustainable groundwater management
by modification of basin boundaries to promote the implementation of
the SGMA without limiting the ability of the basins or affected basins to
Subdivision manage groundwater sustainably. Jurisdictional modifications have
three sub categories: internal, consolidation, and subdivision.

Examples of Modification Types

SCIENTIFIC
2\& Modified
é’é % Boundary
A scientific revision to a basin boundary % %
consists of the addition, deletion, or 9%

relocation of a boundary based on the

geologic or hydrologic conditions that .
define that basin. Sample Revision

Addition or modification
of boundary along barrier
to groundwater flow.




INTERNAL

(Jurisdictional)

Internal Boundary Revision refers to any
boundary modification that would adjust
the location of a boundary between
subbasins, within a basin, or the shared
boundary between adjacent basins.

Existing Subbasin A

Agency B
. e L

Sample Revision
Move boundary to align
with County line. Existing Subbasin B

COUNTY BASIN CONSOLIDATION

.4/—‘

\
e

inA

(Jurisdictional) P | Sample Revision
[ i ~. (Consolidation of all
o . .
County Basin Consolidation means the / 'S Contltg)zouls basins
consolidation of all contiguous basins or \ I\é or.su' asins
subbasins within a county into a single '- i'::EI W’th’”qcou”ty .
basin or subbasin whose boundaries do not / : into a single basin
extend beyond those of the county. \ | orsubbasin.
EI ____ —_—
BASIN CONSOLIDATION
(Jurisdictional)
Sample Revision
Basin Consolidation refers to any boundary Consolidate two or
modification that would reduce the number more adjacent basins
of subbasins within a basin, or merge two by elimination of
or more adjacent basins, but would change internal boundary.
only shared boundaries and would not
change the external boundary of any basin
or subbasin. Existing Subbasin B
BASIN SUBDIVISION A T
(Jurisdictional) o o .
Further divide existing subbasin
at request of local agencies. o
Basin Subdivision refers to any boundary Agency A Z
modification that would increase the number 2
of subbasins within a basin or subbasin. New Boundary og%
3
£

Agency B Agency C




REQUIRED COMPONENTS OF BOUNDARY MODIFICATION

The information submitted by a Requesting Agency to justify a basin boundary modification needs to align with
the criteria described in the SGMA (Water Code § 10722.2(c)(1)-(3)). The criteria are general, as described below,
but provide a context in which to present information to support the modification request.

1. How to assess the likelihood that the proposed basin can be sustainably managed.
2. How to assess whether the proposed basin would limit the sustainable management of adjacent basins.

3. How to assess whether there is a history of sustainable management of groundwater levels in the
proposed basin.

All of the following three components are required for basin boundary modifications relate to Water Code
§10722.2(a):

Component 1 - General Information

A Requesting Agency will be required to provide general information including: contact information; a narrative
description and justification for the proposed boundary modification. This information is important as it provides
the opportunity to explain what type of modification is being proposed and the rationale for why the modification
will result in sustainable groundwater management. It also provides for the evaluation of eligibility as a local
agency and provides contact information to assure that the modification request is coordinated properly. Al
Requesting Agencies must complete all of these requirements for all types of modification requests.

Component 2 - Notification, Consultation, and Local Support

A Requesting Agency will need to demonstrate the required notification, consultation, and broad local support
for each basin boundary modification request. The purpose of this component is to establish communication
among the multiple local agencies and public water systems potentially affected by the modification and clearly
demonstrate the intent and support at the local level. Broad local support demonstrates that the modification
will result in the likelihood of sustainable groundwater management of the proposed basin, as well as the
adjacent basins or subbasins. The notification, consultation, and broad local support are described below

related to the type of basin modification:

- All Requests — Require Notification and Consultation (Article 5). For all basin boundary modifications,
interested local agencies and public water systems must be consulted and a notice of the proposed
modification shall be made public. A summary of public meetings where the proposed modification
was discussed, including comments received, is required.

- Jurisdictional Requests - Local Support (Article 5).

o Internal Boundary — Must demonstrate that each affected local agency and affected public water
system support the modification request.

0 Basin Consolidation and County Basin Consolidation — Must demonstrate that a majority of affected
local agencies and affected public water systems support the modification request.

0 Basin Subdivision — Must demonstrate that each affected local agency and each affected public water
system support the modification request in the affected basin(s).

Component 3 - Technical Information

Technical information describing and supporting the three criteria identified in Water Code § 10722.2(c) is
required for basin boundary modification. Requesting Agencies are required to provide evidence to justify the
modification of a basin boundary and show compliance with the legislative intent of the SGMA. The technical
supporting information required for each modification type is illustrated in the draft basin boundary
modification process graphic below and described in detail in Article 5.
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STAKEHOLDER INPUT OPPORTUNITIES

Local agencies, as defined in the SGMA, are eligible to request basin boundary modifications. The draft emergency
regulations have been established to provide multiple opportunities for stakeholder input and notification of
basin modification requests. The initial opportunity is direct communication with the Requesting Agency or an
affected local agency through typical hearing processes at the local level. The notice, consultation, and local
support component requires public meetings to occur prior to all boundary modification requests.

The draft emergency regulations include a protest provision (Article 4), which defines a process for stakeholders
to protest a proposed modification, after a request is officially submitted to the DWR. A protest must rely on the
same type of scientific and technical information, and will be evaluated by the same criteria, as the particular
basin modification request to which it is addressed.

DWR will make the proposed recommendations for basin boundary modifications available on its website and
will hold a public meeting to present and discuss the proposed recommendations.

Another opportunity to provide input on proposed basin boundary modifications is when DWR presents the list
of proposed recommendations to the California Water Commission (CWC).

NEXT STEPS FOR ADOPTING REGULATIONS

The following is the anticipated schedule and next steps for adopting the emergency regulations:

July 15, 2015 - Informational update on basin boundary emergency regulations presented to
the CWC.

July 17, 2015 - Draft basin boundary emergency regulations available on website.

August 19, 2015 - Informational update on basin boundary emergency regulations presented to
the CWC.

August 31,2015 - Public meeting and webinar presenting the draft basin boundary emergency
regulations. Location: Byron Room, California EPA Building, Sacramento.

September 2, 2015 - Public meeting presenting the draft basin boundary emergency regulations.
Location: Bakersfield Community College, Bakersfield.

September 3, 2015 - Public meeting presenting the draft basin boundary emergency regulations.
Location: The Delhi Center, Santa Ana.

September 4, 2015 - Deadline for comment on draft emergency regulations.

September 16, 2015 - Informational update on basin boundary emergency regulations presented
to the CWC.

October — November, 2015 — Formal Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and supporting information.

October — November, 2015 — Presentation of proposed emergency regulations to CWC for
adoption.

October — November, 2015 — Submission of adopted emergency regulations to Office of
Administrative Law.

January 1, 2016 - Basin boundary modification requests accepted by DWR within 90 day period.

*All dates are subject to change




