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JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT

ESTABLISHING THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into and effective this 8th day of February, 2017
(“Effective Date”), pursuant to the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Cal. Government Code
§§ 6500 ef seq. (“JPA Act”) by and among the entities that are signatories to this Agreement.

RECITALS

A. On August 29, 2014, the California Legislature passed comprehensive
groundwater legislation contained in SB 1168, SB 1319 and AB 1739. Collectively, those bills,
as subsequently amended, enacted the “Sustainable Groundwater Management Act”. Governor
Brown signed the legislation on September 16, 2014 and it became effective on January 1, 2015.

B. Each of the Members overlie the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin, California Department of Water Resources Basin No. 5-22.01 as its
boundaries may be modified from time to time in accordance with Cal. Water Code Section
10722.2.

8 Each of the Members is either (i) a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“GSA”)
duly established in accordance with SGMA, or (ii) a “local agency” as defined in Water Code
Section 10721(n) that intends to become a GSA established on or before June 30, 2017.

D. The Members desire, through this Agreement, to form a public entity to be known
as the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (“Authority”) for the purpose of
coordinating the various GSAs’ management of the Basin, in accordance with SGMA. The
boundaries of the Authority are depicted on the map attached hereto as Exhibit A.

E. The mission of the Authority is to provide a dynamic, cost-effective, flexible and
collegial organization to insure initial and ongoing SGMA compliance within the Basin.

F. The Members agree that the Authority itself is not initially intended to be a GSA
but the Members may elect GSA status for the Authority in their discretion at a future time as
further provided herein.

THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, covenants and conditions
herein set forth, the Members agree as follows:

ARTICLE 1: DEFINITIONS

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

a. “Agreement” shall mean this Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement
Establishing the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority.
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b. “Authority” shall mean the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
formed by this Agreement.

c. “Basin” shall mean the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin, California Department of Water Resources Basin No. 5-22.01 as its
boundaries may be modified from time to time in accordance with Cal. Water Code Section
10722.2. ‘

d. “Board of Directors” or “Beard” shall mean the governing body formed
fo implement this Agreement as established herein.

e. “Coordination Agreement” shall mean a legal agreement adopted
between two or more GSAs that provides the basis for intra-basin coordination of the GSPs of
multiple GSAs within a basin pursuant to SGMA.

f. “Dedicated Revenue Stream” shall mean a revenue stream dedicated to
Authority activities that has been adopted by a Member or Members in the form of an assessment
or charge in accordance with applicable law.

g. “DWR?” shall mean the California Department of Water Resources.
h. “Effective Date” shall be as set forth in the Preamble.
i “Groundwater Sustainability Agency” or “GSA” shall mean an agency

enabled by SGMA to regulate a portion of the Subbasin cooperatively with all other Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies in the Basin, in compliance with the terms and provisions of SGMA,

] “Groundwater Sustainability Plan” or “GSP” shall have the definition
set forth in SGMA.,

k. “GSA Boundary” shall mean those lands located within the Members’
boundaries.

L “JPA Act” shall mean the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Cal. Government

Code §§ 6500 et seq.

m. “Management Area” shall mean the area within the boundaries of a
Member or group of Members to be managed by that Member or group of Members under any
(GSP adopted by the Authority.

n. “Member” shall mean any of the signatories to this Agreement and
“Members” shall mean all of the signatories to this Agreement. Each of the Members shall be
either (i) a GSA established on or before the Effective Date in accordance with SGMA, or (i) a
“local agency” as defined in Water Code Section 10721(n) that intends to become a GSA
established on or before June 30, 2017,
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0. “Other Basin Agencies” shall mean all other governmental agencies
whose jurisdictions include the land overlying the Basin or whose jurisdictions include some
governmental authority over the Basin who are not Members.

p. “SGMA?” shall mean the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of
2014 and all regulations adopted under the legislation (SB 1168, SB 1319 and AB 1739) that
collectively comprise the Act, as that legislation and those regulations may be amended from
time to time.

ARTICLE 2: KEY PRINCIPLES

2.1 The Members intend to work together in mutual cooperation to develop a GSP in
compliance with SGMA, for the sustainable management of groundwater for that portion of the
Basin underlying the Members of the Authority.

22 The Members intend to mutually cooperate to the extent possible to jointly
implement the GSP within the Basin.

23 To the extent the Members are not successful at jointly implementing the GSP
within the Basin, or to the extent that any Member wishes to implement the GSP within its
boundaries, the Authority intends to allow any individual Member to implement the GSP within
its boundaries, and to work together with all Members to coordinate such implementation in
accordance with the requirements of SGMA.

2.4 The Members intend that the Authority will represent the Members in discussions
with Other Basin Agencies, and shall enter into Coordination Agreements with those that form
GSAs as required by SGMA to achieve an integrated, comprehensive Basin-wide GSP that
satisfies SGMA as to sustainable groundwater management for the entire Basin.

2.5 Each Member will retain the right to determine, in its sole discretion, whether to (i)
become a GSA, or (ii) join in a GSA that is a Member of the Authority. However, if a Member
fails to take action, on or before June 30, 2017, to (i) become a GSA, or (ii) join in a GSA that is
a Member of the Authority, that Member shall be terminated from participation in the Authority
and this Agreement in accordance with Article 6.3.

2.6  The Members expressly intend that the Authority will not have the authority to limit
or interfere with the respective Member’s rights and authorities over their own internal matters,
including, but not limited to, a Member’s legal rights to surface water supplies and assets,
groundwater supplies and assets, facilities, operations, water management and water supply
matters. The Members make no commitments by entering into this Agreement to share or
otherwise contribute their water supply assets as part of the development or implementation of a
GSP.

27 Nothing in this Agreement is intended to modify or limit Members’ police powers,
land use authorities, or any other authority.

2.8 The Members further intend through this Agreement to cooperate to obtain
consulting, administrative and management services needed to efficiently develop a GSP, to

3
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conduct outreach to Other Basin Agencies and private parties, and to identify mechanisms for the
management and funding commitments reasonably anticipated to be necessary for the purposes of
this Agreement.

2.9  The Members acknowledge and agree that SGMA is new and complex legislation,
with implementing regulations continuing to be developed by DWR. While this Agreement reflects
the Members’ initial approach to SGMA compliance, a great deal of data needed for
implementation is unknown, necessary models are still in development, the Members may have
changes in political boundaries or gain experience in the application of SGMA or discover other
considerations that may affect the decision of a Member on how to best comply with SGMA within
its own and its Management Area boundaries. DWR has acknowledged the need for entities to
change their decisions about participating in or becoming a GSA, and it is the intent of the
Members to support flexibility in admitting additional Members, accommodating voluntary
withdrawals, coordinating with other multi-agency or individual GSAs, changing the form of their
organizational documents, for example, or creating an independent agency through a Joint Powers
Agreement, and making other types of adjustments required by the Members to achieve efficient
compliance with SGMA, consistent with the schedule and requirements of SGMA for coordination
throughout the Basin and the provisions of this Agreement.

2,10 Each Member acknowledges that SGMA requires that multiple GSAs within a
Bulletin 118 groundwater basin designated as high- or medium-priority must coordinate, and are
required to use the same data and consistent methodologies for certain required technical
assumptions when developing a GSP, and that the entire subbasin must be managed under one or
more GSPs or an alternative in lieu of a GSP for the basin to be deemed in compliance with SGMA.

ARTICLE 3: FORMATION, PURPOSE AND POWERS
3.1 Recitals: The foregoing recitals are incorporated by reference.

32 Certification. Each Member certifies and declares that it is a public agency (as
defined in Government Code Section 6500 et seq.) that is authorized to be a party to a joint exercise
of powers agreement and to contract with each other for the joint exercise of any common power
under Article I, Chapter 5, Division 7, Title I of the Government Code, commencing with Section
6500.

33  Formation of Authority. Pursuant to the JPA Act, the Members hereby form and
establish a public entity to be known as the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority which
will function in accordance with this Agreement. The Authority will be a public entity separate
from the Members to this Agreement. The Authority shall comply with all provisions of the JPA
Act and shall be responsible for administration of this Agreement.

3.4  Purpose of the Authority. The purposes of this Authority are to:

a. provide for coordination among the Members to develop and implement
a GSP and/or facilitate a coordination agreement, to the extent necessary;

b. provide for the joint exercise of powers common to each of the Members
and powers granted pursuant to SGMA (subject to the restrictions contained in this Agreement);
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c. cooperatively carry out the purposes of SGMA;

d. develop, adopt and implement a legally sufficient GSP covering those
portions of the Basin that are within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Members, subject to the
limitations set forth in this Agreement; and

e. satisfy the requirements of SGMA for coordination among GSAs.

3.5 Powers of the Authority. To the extent authorized by the Members through the
Board of Directors, and subject to the limitations set forth in this Agreement and the limitations of
all applicable laws, the Authority shall have and may exercise any and all powers commonly held
by the Members in pursuit of the Authority’s purpose, as described in Article 3.4 of this
Agreement, including but not limited to the power:

a. To coordinate the implementation of SGMA among the Members in
accordance with this Agreement;

b. -+ To coordinate the exercise of common powers of its Members including,
without limitation, powers conferred to the Members by SGMA;

C. To adopt rules, regulations, policies, bylaws and procedures related to the
coordination of the Members for purposes of implementation of SGMA;

d. To perform all acts necessary or proper to carry out fully the purposes of
this Agreement; and to exercise all other powers necessary and incidental to the implementation
of the powers set forth herein; and

e. To borrow funds so long as a Dedicated Revenue Stream is committed by
one or mote Members for repayment.

3.6 Powers Reserved to Members. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this
Agreement, the Authority shall not undertake any activities within the geographic or service area
boundaries of any of its Members pursuant to the GSP developed or adopted hereunder (including,
without limitation, the restriction or regulation of groundwater extractions), unless the Member
has formally and expressly consented and agreed in writing to the activity proposed pursuant to a
special project agreement between the Member and the Authority in accordance with Article 7 of
this Agreement. Without limiting the generality of the previous sentence, each of the Members
(or groups of Members) will have the sole and absolute right, in its or their sole discretion, to:

a. Become a GSA individually or collectively within the Member’s
boundaries or the Management Area managed in whole or in part by such Member;

b. Approve any portion, section or chapter of the GSP adopted by the
Authority as applicable within the Member’s boundaries or the Management Area managed in
whole or in part by such Member or GSA of which it is a part;

c. At each individual Member’s election, acting through GSAs established
by Members, implement SGMA and the GSP adopted by the Authority within the Member’s
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boundaries or the Management Area managed in whole or in part by such Member; provided
that any Member may elect, in its sole discretion, to authorize the Authority to implement SGMA
and the GSP or to implement any discrete element or elements of SGMA or the GSP within the
Member’s boundaries. In the event that a Member elects to authorize the Authority to implement
SGMA and the GSP or to implement any discrete element or elements of SGMA or the GSP
within the Member’s boundaries, such Member and the Authority shall enter into a special
project agreement in accordance with Article 7 of this Agreement; and

d. Exercise the powers, without limitation, conferred to a GSA by SGMA.

3.7  Term. This Agreement shall be effective as of the Effective Date and shall remain
in effect until terminated in accordance with Article 6.5 of this Agreement.

3.8 Boundaries of the Authority. The geographic boundaries of the Authority and
that portion of the Basin that will be managed by the Authority pursuant to SGMA are depicted in
EXHIBIT A.

3.9  Role of Member Agencies. Each Member agrees to undertake such additional
proceedings or actions as may be necessary in order to carry out the terms and intent of this
Agreement. The support of each Member is required for the success of the Authority. This support
will involve the following types of actions:

a. The Members will provide support to the Board of Directors and any third
party facilitating the development of the GSP by making available staff time, information and
facilities within available resources.

b. Policy support shall be provided by the Members to either approve, or
respond quickly to, any recommendations made as to funding shares, operational decisions, fare
structures, and other policy areas,

c. Each Member shall contribute its share of capital and operational fund
allocations, as established by the Board of Directors in the annual budget, as approved by the
Board of Directors.

d. Contributions of public funds and of personnel, services, equipment or
property may be made to the Authority by any Member for any of the purposes of this Agreement
provided that no repayment will be made for such contributions.

3.10  Other Officers and Employees. The Members do not anticipate that the Authority
will have any employees. However, the Authority may do the following:

a. Provide that any employee of a Member, with the express approval of that
Member, may be an ex officio employee of the Authority, and shall perform, unless otherwise
provided by the Board, the same various duties for the Authority as for his or her other employer
in order to carry out this Agreement.
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b. The Board shall have the power to employ competent registered civil
engineers and other consultants to investigate and to carefully devise a plan or plans to carry out
and fulfill the objects and purposes of SGMA, and complete a GSP.

ARTICLE 4: GOYERNANCE

4.1  Board of Directors. The business of the Authority will be conducted by a Board
of Directors that is hereby established and that shall be initially composed of one primary
representative appointed by each Member; provided, however, that in the event multiple entities
establish a single GSA pursuant to a separate agreement, the GSA so established will thereafter
have one representative on the Board of Directors and the vote of the GSA will be exercised in
accordance with the separate agreement. Without amending this Agreement, the composition of
the Board of Directors shall be altered from time to time to reflect the withdrawal of any Member,
the admission of a Member or the establishment of a GSA comprised of multiple Members.
Members of the Board of Directors are not required to be members of the governing board of the
appointing Member; however, it is the strong preference of the Members that members of the
Board of Directors be members of the governing board of the appointing Member. Each Member
may designate one alternate to serve in the absence of that Member’s primary representative on
the Board of Directors. Such alternate need not be a member of the governing board of the
Member. All primary members of the Board of Directors and all alternates shall file a Statement
of Economic Interests (FPPC Form 700). Each Member shall notify the Authority in writing of its
designated primary and alternate representatives on the Board of Directors.

42  Term of Directors. Each member of the Authority Board of Directors will serve
until replaced by the appointing Member.

43  Officers. The Board of Directors shall elect a chairperson and a vice chairperson.
The chairperson and vice-chairperson shall be directors of the Board. The chairperson shall preside
at all meetings of the Board and the vice-chairperson shall act as the chairperson in the absence of
the chairperson elected by the Board. The San Joaquin County Public Works Director or designee
shall be the secretary and shall prepare and maintain minutes of all meetings of the Board of
Directors. The Treasurer of the County of San Joaquin shall have the duties and obligations of
Treasurer of the Authority as set forth in Government Code Sections 6505, 6505.1 and 6505.5.

4.4  Powers and Limitations. All the powers and authority of the Authority shall be
exercised by the Board, subject, however, to the rights reserved by the Members as set forth in this
Agreement.

4.5  Quorum. A majority of the members of the Board of Directors will constitute a
quorum.

4.6  Voting. Except as to actions identified in Article 4.7, the Board of Directors will
conduct all business by majority vote. Each member of the Board of Directors will have one (1)
vote. Prior to voting, the Members shall endeavor in good faith to reach consensus on the matters
to be determined such that any subsequent vote shall be to confirm the consensus of the Members.
If any Member strongly objects to a consensus-based decision prior fo a vote being cast, the
Members shall work in good faith to reasonably resolve such strong objection, and, if the same is
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not resolved collaboratively, then the matter will proceed to a vote for final resolution under this
Section 4.6 or Section 4.7, below, as applicable.

4.7 Supermajority Vote Requirement for Certain Actions. The following actions
will require a two-thirds {2/3) vote by the directors present:

a. Approval or modification or amendment of the Authority’s annual budget;

b. Decisions related to the levying of taxes, assessments or property-related
fees and charges;

c. Decisions related to the expenditure of funds by the Authority beyond
expenditures approved in the Authority’s annual budget;

d. Adoption of rules, regulations, policies, bylaws and procedures related to
the function of the Authority;

e. Decisions related to the establishment of the Members® percentage
obligations for payment of the Authority’s operating and administrative costs as provided in
Article 5.1;

f. Approval of any contracts over $250,000 or contracts for terms that
exceed two (2) years;

g. Setting the amounts of any contributions or fees to be paid to the Authority
by any Member;

h. Decisions regarding the acquisition by any means and the holding, use,

sale, letting and disposal of real and personal property of every kind, including lands, water
rights, structures, buildings, rights-of-way, easements, and privileges, and the construction,
maintenance, alteration and operation of any and all works or improvements, within or outside
the Authority, necessary or proper to carry out any of the purposes of the Authority;

i Decisions related to the limitation or curtailment of groundwater
pumping; and

i Approval of a GSP.

4.8  Meetings. The Board shall provide for regular and special meetings in accordance
with Chapter 9, Division 2, Title 5 of Government Code of the State of California (the “Ralph M.
Brown Act” commencing at Section 54950), and any subsequent amendments of those provisions.

4.9  By-Laws. The Board may adopt by-laws to supplement this Agreement. In the
event of conflict between this Agreement and the by-laws, the provisions of this Agreement shall
govern.

4.10  Administrator. The Members hereby designate the County of San Joaquin to serve
as administrator and secretary of, and keeper of records for, the Authority.
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4.11 Advisory Committees. The Board of Directors may establish one or more
advisory committees, technical committees or other committees for any purpose, including but not
limited to the GSP purposes in Water Code Section 10727.8.

ARTICLE 5: FINANCIAL PROVISIONS

5.1 Contributions and Expenses: Members shall share in the general operating and
administrative costs of operating the Authority in accordance with percentages determined by the
Authority Board of Directors. Each Member will be assessed no more frequently than quarterly,
beginning on July 1 of each year. Members shall pay assessments within ninety (90) days of
recelving assessment notice from the secretary of the Authority. Each Member will be solely
responsible for raising funds for payment of the Member’s share of operating and administrative
costs. The obligation of each Member to make payments under the terms and provision of this
Agreement is an individual and several obligation and not a joint obligation with those of the other
Members. Each Member shall be individually responsible for its own covenants, obligations, and
liabilities under this Agreement. No Member shall be under the control of or shall be deemed to
control any other Member. No Member shall be precluded from independently pursuing any of the
activities contemplated in this Agreement. No Member shall be the agent or have the right or power
to bind any other Member without such Member’s express written consent, except as expressly
provided in this Agreement. Contributions of grant funding, state, federal, or county funding may
be provided as funding or a portion of funding on behalf of Members.

5.2 Initial Contributions. Upon execution of this Agreement, each of the Members
shall contribute Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000.00) to the Authority for initial administrative costs.
Such funds may be used in the discretion of the Authority Board of Directors to fund the activities
of the Authority including, without limitation, engineering services. The Authority shall provide
to the Members quarterly reports detailing how the Initial Contributions are spent.

5.3  Liability of Board and Officers. The funds of the Authority may be used to
defend, indemnify and hold harmless the Authority, any Director, officer, employee, or agent for
actions taken within the scope of the authority of the Authority. Nothing herein shall limit the right
of the Authority to purchase insurance including but not limited to directors and officers liability
insurance.

54  Repayment of Funds. No refund or repayment of the initial commitment of funds
specified in Article 5.2 will be made to a Member ceasing to be a Member of this Agreement
whether pursuant to removal by the Board of Directors or pursuant to a voluntary withdrawal. The
refund or repayment of any other contribution shall be made in accordance with the terms and
conditions upon which the contribution was made, the terms and conditions of this Agreement or
other agreement of the Authority and withdrawing Member.

5.5  Budget. The Authority’s fiscal year shall run from July 1 through June 30. Each
fiscal year, the Board shall adopt a budget for the Authority for the ensuing fiscal year, Within
ninety (90) days of the Effective Date of this Agreement, the Board shall adopt a budget.
Thereafter, a budget shall be adopted no later than June 30 of the preceding fiscal year. The budget
shall be adopted in accordance with Section 4.7 of this Agreement.
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5.6  Alternate Funding Sources. The Board may obtain State of California or federal
grants but shall not create indebtedness without securing a Dedicated Revenue Stream.

5.7  Depositary. The Treasurer of the County of San Joaqguin shall (i) be the depositary
of the Authority, (i) have custody of all funds of the Authority, and (iii) have the duties and
obligations of the Treasurer as set forth in Government Code Sections 65035, 6505.1 and 6505.5.
All funds of the Authority shall be held in separate accounts in the name of the Authority and shall
not be commingled with funds of any Member or any other person or entity.,

5.8  Accounting. Full books and accounts shall be maintained for the Authority in
accordance with practices established by, or consistent with, those utilized by the Controller of the
State of California for like public entities. The books and records of the Authority shall be open to
inspection by the Members at all reasonable times, and by bondholders and lenders as and to the
extent provided by resolution or indenture.

5.9  Awuditor. The Auditor of the County of San Joaquin shall have the duties and
obligations as Auditor of the Authority as set forth in Government Code Sections 6505 and 6505.5.
The Auditor shall ensure strict accountability of all receipts and disbursements of the Authority
and shall make arrangements with a qualified firm to perform an annual audit of the accounts and
records of the Authority. Copies of such annual audit reports shall be filed with the State Controller
and each Member within six months of the end of the fiscal year under examination.

5.10  Expenditures. All expenditures within the designations and limitations of the
applicable approved budget shall be made upon the approval of any officer so authorized by the
Authority Board of Directors. The Treasurer shall draw checks or warrants or make payments by
other means for claims or disbursements not within an applicable budget only upon the approval
and written order of the Board. The Board shall requisition the payment of funds only upon
approval of claims or disbursements and requisition for payment in accordance with policies and
procedures adopted by the Board.

5.11 Initial Staffing Contributions. The Authority initially intends to contribute to the
goals and objectives identified in this Agreement by utilizing the staff of Members at the Members’
own cost to pursue those operations, investigations and programs. It is intended that no
indebtedness be created unless funding is secured by a Dedicated Revenue Stream.

ARTICLE 6: CHANGES TO MEMBERSHIP, WITHDRAWAL AND TERMINATION

6.1 Changes to Membership. The Authority Board of Directors will have the
authority to (1) approve the addition of new members to the Authority, and (2) remove a Member
involuntarily, in accordance with this Article. In the event of the approval of new Members or the
involuntary removal of an existing Member, the Members (and any new Members) shall execute
an addendum or amendment to this Agreement describing all changes in Members. In the event of
the involuntary removal of a Member the removed Member shall remain fully responsible for its
proportionate share of all liabilities incurred by the Authority prior to the effective date of the
removal.
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6.2  Noncompliance. In the event any Member (1) fails to comply with the terms of
this Agreement, or (2) undertakes actions that conflict with or undermine the functioning of the
Authority or the preparation or implementation of the GSP, such Member shall be subject to the
provisions for involuntary removal of a Member set forth in of Section 6.3 of this Agreement.
Such actions of a Member shall be as determined by the Board of Directors and may include, for
example, failure to pay its agreed upon contributions when due; refusal to participate in GSA
activities or to provide required monitoring of sustainability indicators; refusal to enforce controls
as required by the GSP; refusal to implement any necessary actions as outlined by the approved
GSP minimum thresholds that are likely to lead to “undesirable results” under SGMA.

6.3  Involuntary Termination. The Members acknowledge that SGMA requires that
multiple GSAs within Bulletin 118 groundwater basins designated as high- or medium-priority
must coordinate, and are required to use the same data and consistent methodologies for certain
required technical assumptions when developing a GSP, and that the entire Basin must be
managed under one or more GSPs or an alternative in lieu of a GSP for the Basin to be deemed in
compliance with SGMA. As a result, upon the determination by the Board of Directors that the
actions of a Member (1) fail to comply with the terms of this Agreement, or (2) conflict with or
undermine the functioning of the Authority or the preparation and implementation of the
requirements of the GSP, the Board of Directors may terminate that Member’s membership in this
Auwthority, provided that prior to any vote to remove a Member involuntarily, all of the Members
shall meet and confer regarding all matters related to the proposed removal. The Board of Directors
shall terminate the membership in the Authority of any Member that fails, on or before June 30,
2017, to (i) elect to become a GSA duly established in accordance with SGMA, or (ii) participate,
through a joint exercise of powers agreement or other legal agreement, in a GSA duly established
in accordance with SGMA.

6.4  Withdrawal of Members. A Member may, in its sole discretion, unilaterally
withdraw from the Authority, effective upon ninety (90) days’ prior written notice to the Authority,
provided that (a) the withdrawing Member will remain responsible for its proportionate share of
any obligation or lability duly incurred by the Authority, in accordance with Axticle 5.1. A
withdrawing Member will not be responsible for any obligation or liability that the Member has
voted against at a Board meeting, providing that such Member shall give notice of its withdrawal
from the Authority as soon after voting against the proposal as is practicable. Without limiting the
generality of the previous sentence, in the event that the Authority levies or adopts any tax,
assessment or property-related fee or charge (collectively “Authority Charge”) the Authority
Charge will not be effective within the jurisdictional boundaries of a Member that votes against
the Authority Charge and withdraws in accordance with this Article 6.4. In the event the
withdrawing Member has any rights in any property or has incurred obligations to the Authority,
the Member may not sell, lease or transfer such rights or be relieved of its obligations, except in
accordance with a written agreement executed by it and the Authority. The Authority may not sell,
lease, transfer or use any rights of a Member who has withdrawn without first obtaining the written
consent of the withdrawing Member. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, if a
Member fails to take action, on or before June 30, 2017, to (i) elect to become a GSA, or (i) join
in a GSA that is a member of the Authority, that Member shall withdraw from the Authority and
this Agreement in accordance with this Article 6.4.
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6.5  Termination. This Agreement and the Authority may be terminated by a majority
vote of the Members. However, in the event of termination each of the Members will remain
responsible for its proportionate share of any obligation or liability duly incurred by the Authority,
in accordance with Article 5.1. Nothing in this Agreement will prevent the Members from
withdrawing as provided in this Agreement, or from entering into other joint exercise of power
agreements,

6.6  Disposition of Property Upon Termination. Upon termination of this
Agreement, the assets of the Authority shall be transferred to the Authority’s successor, provided
that a public entity will succeed the Authority, or in the event that there is no successor public
entity, to the Members in proportion to the contributions made by each Member. If the successor
public entity will not assume all of the Authority’s assets, the Board shall distribute the Authority’s
assets between the successor entity and the Members in proportion to the any obligation required
by Articles 5.1 or 5.6.

6.7  Rights of Member to Become GSA in Event of Withdrawal or Termination.
Upon withdrawal or involuntary termination of a Member, or termination of this Agreement
pursuant to Article 6.5, whether occurring before or after June 30, 2017, the withdrawing or
terminated Member will retain all rights and powers to become or otherwise participate in a GSA
for the lands within its boundaries. In such event the Authority and its remaining Members (1)
shall not object to or interfere with the lands in the withdrawing or terminated Member’s
boundaries being in a GSA, as designated by the withdrawing or terminated Member or otherwise,
(i1) shall facilitate such transition to the extent reasonably necessary, and (iii) shall withdraw from
managing that portion of the Basin within the boundaries of the withdrawing or terminating
Menber and so notify the California Department of Water Resources.

6.8  Use of Data. Upon withdrawal, any Member shall be entitled to use any data or
other information developed by the Authority during its time as a Member. Further, should a
Member withdraw from the Authority after completion of the GSP, it shall be entitled to utilize
the GSP for future implementation of SGMA within its boundaries.

ARTICLE 7: SPECIAL PROJECTS

7.1 Fewer than all of the Members may enter into a special project agreement to achieve
any of the purposes or activities authorized by this Agreement, and to share in the expenses and
costs of such special project, for example, to share in funding infrastructure improvements within
the boundaries of only those Members and their Management Areas. Special project agreements
must be in writing and documentation must be provided to each of the Members to this Agreement.

7.2  Members that enter into special project agreements agree that any special project
expenses incurred for each such special project are the costs of the special project participants,
respectively, and not of any other Members to this Agreement not participating in the special
project, and the special project expenses shall be paid by the parties to the respective special project
agreements.

7.3 Members participating in special project agreements, if conducted by the Authority,
shall hold each of the other parties to this Agreement who are not parties to the special project
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agreement free and harmless from and indemnify each of them against any and all costs, losses,
damages, claims and liabilities arising from the special project agreement. The indemnification
obligation of Members participating in special project agreements shall be the same as specified
in Article 8.1 for Members in general, except that they shall be limited to liabilities incurred for
the special project.

ARTICLE 8: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

8.1 Indemnification. The Authority shall hold harmless, defend and indemmify the
Members, and their agents, officers and employees from and against any liability, claims, actions,
costs, damages or losses of any kind, including death or injury to any person and/or damage to
property arising out of the activities of the Authority, or its agents, officers and employees under this
Agreement. These indemmification obligations shall continue beyond the Term of this Agreement as
to any acts or omissions occurring before or under this Agreement or any extension of this

Agreement.

8.2  Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time by a unanimous
vote of the Members.

8.3  Binding on Successors. Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, the rights
and duties of the Members may not be assigned or delegated without a unanimous vote by the
Members. Any approved assignment or delegation shall be consistent with the terms of any
contracts, resolutions, indemnities and other obligations of the Authority then in effect. This
Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, the successors and assigns of the
Members hereto.

84  Notice. Any notice or instrument required to be given or delivered under this
Agreement may be made by: (a) depositing the same in any United States Post Office, postage
prepaid, and shall be deemed to have been received at the expiration of 72 hours after its deposit
in the United States Post Office; (b) transmission by facsimile copy to the addressee; (c¢)
transmission by electronic mail; or {(d) personal delivery. On the sighature page of this Agreement,
each party shall provide contact information for the purpose of notification.

8.5  Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed by the Members in separate
counterparts, each of which when so executed and delivered shall be an original. All such
counterparts shall together constitute but one and the same instrument.

8.6 Choice of Law. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of
California.

8.7  Severability. If one or more clauses, sentences, paragraphs or provisions of this
Agreement is held to be unlawful, invalid or unenforceable, it is hereby agreed by the Members
that the remainder of the Agreement shall not be affected thereby. Such clauses, sentences,
paragraphs or provisions shall be deemed reformed so as to be lawful, valid and enforced to the

maximum extent possible.
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8.8  Headings. The paragraph headings used in this Agreement are intended for
convenience only and shall not be used in interpreting this Agreement or in determining any of the
rights or obligations of the Members to this Agreement.

8.9  Construction and Interpretation. This Agreement has been arrived at through
negotiation and each Member has had a full and fair opportunity to revise the terms of this
Agreement. As a result, the normal rule of construction that any ambiguities are to be resolved
against the drafting Member shall not apply in the construction or interpretation of this Agreement.

8.10 Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement among the
Members and supersedes all prior agreements and understandings, written or oral. This Agreement
may only be amended by written instrument executed by all Members.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused Agreement to be executed on
the day and year set opposite the name of the parties:

Oy

MIMI DUZENSKI CHARLES WINN, Chair
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Board of Supervisors
of the County of San Joaquin, of the County of San Joaquin,

State of California State of California

AWRENCE P. MEYERS
Deputy County Counsel
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ATTEST:

CLERK

Final February 8, 2017

SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY

e H7

Jobh Herrick, March 1, 2017

John Herrick, Counsel & Manager
Printed Name and Title

4255 Pacific Avenue Suite 2
Stockton, CA 95207
Address

jherrlaw(@aol.com
E-Mail

Phone: (209) 956-0150

Fax: (209) 956-0154
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ATTEST:

T

CMoctton G Widew Dighet-

AGENCY LEGAL NAME .

ZKAMM W?/7 /7

CLERK =

Final February 8, 2017

By: Signature Date

T himgy MOLurk

Printed Name

Fradent

Title

R0.Box #:5/5F

Address

Stakton /CA) Fs215

City/State/Zip

Smobd y@rewd-net

Email v

(204) 948 0y23

Fa
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Joseph Saggé;n

Lockeford Community Services District
AGENCY LEGAL NAME

Lhisy eaples’ 3 oHae 2602

CLERK

Final February 8, 2017

By: Signatufe Date

Gary Gordon
Printed Name

Lockeford CSD Board President
Title

17725 Tully Road
Address

Lockeford CA 95237
City/State/Zip

lcsd@softcom. net
Email

n/a
Fax
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— eswed
! /%g AGENCY LEGAL N
, = m/m/ 3917
CLERK By Signature Date

C rmvf ﬂoh 05 ur/

Printed Name

ﬁ"?m Pp_f

Title
1S St Joaguiv §). ¥30(
Address
S’,U"H\:i} C—-A QsLon
City/State/Zip
Email
208 - 44-1653
Fax
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ATTEST:

CLERK

Final February 8, 2017

OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT

AGENCY LEGAL NAME
/l 3 /lalr2
By: Signature— /" Date

Steve Knell, P.E.
Printed Name

General Manager
Title

1205 East F Street
Address

Oakdale, CA 95361
City/State/Zip

srknell@oakdaleirrigation.com
Email

(209) 847-3468
Fax
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ATTEST: CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY
CL Dante John Nomellini By: Signatu Y Date
Manager
George Biagi Jr.
Printed Name
President
Title

P.0.Box 1461
Address

Stockton, CA95201
City/State/Zip

ngmplcs@pacbell.net
Email

209- 465-3956

Fax
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ATTEST:

Sttt pac—

CLERK Tereﬁé/ﬁargas

Final February 8, 2017

City of Lathrop
AGENCY LEGAL NAME

3l 7
Date

Stephen J. Salvatore

Printed Name

City Manager
Title

390 Towne Centre Drive
Address

Lathrop, CA 95330
City/State/Zip

ssalvatore@ci.lathrop.ca.us

Email

(209)941-7248

Fax
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ATTEST:

CLERK

LoD BRIDGEE IRRICATIOA) D/STRICT égﬁ

AGENCY LEGAL NAME
Ll Pt > #-13-2007
By: Signature Date

Spirs ﬂ/‘//?/!- 7Y e e

Printed Name

SRR ACER
Title

SB7S e N Lmoer QA{W:—'AJ‘E A,

Address

Locongrider , CA. P s X
City/State/Zip ¥

socel rr e a fr >
Email i

(2:9) 425~ 346%
Fax
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ATTEST: Calaveras County Water District
AGENCY LEGAL NAME
e gl e A/// f—— 4/18/17

CLERK /%(é nature Date

Jeff Davidson
Printed Name

Board President

Title

PO Box 846

Address

San Andreas, CA 95249

City/State/Zip

administration@ccwd.org

Email

(209)754-1069

Fax
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ATTEST: CITY OF LODI, a municipal corporation
Qs e YN Teanawabs AT hPs
@NIFER E\) FERRAIOLO By: ST SCHWABAUER Date
ity Clerk City Manager
APPROVED AS TO FORM: P.O. Box 3006

Lodi, California 95241
A— 5 sschwabauer@lodi.gov
A Ty Fax: (209) 333-6807
\_JANICED. MAGDICH
City Attorney {-..L\L/

\
%,

-~

'
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ATTEST: LINDEN COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

et oty

CLIFFORD POWELL, President
Board of Directors, Linden County Water District

( District Secretary

ﬁﬂ”fl( 2V z,c-.,.‘(r

Date

Linden County Water District
18243 Highway 26

P.O. Box 595

Linden, California 95236
rmblrmn(@aol.com

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

MIA S. BROWN
District Legal Counsel
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TTE$T:

D/

Noythsan *wa/ L W
AGENCY LEGALNAME  (ouf(ilacdidn

A D d Dstwet

CLERK/S¢ ¢ 1W yﬂ

. Signature Date

]6 ¢ Valende
Printed Name
p: CSideint

Title

Address

City/State/Zip

Email

Fax
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ATTEST: CH_L‘ OF HMRC&-
AGENCY’ LEGAL NAME
oA Ty L Mo Mttt
CLERK By: ?ﬁgnanue : Date

Steohen 'F bﬂerv’\

Printed Name

Mavor™
APPROVED AS TO FORM Title N
Byw WO\ W. Center S, st B
/f/}mh] Address !

City Attorney

Mankeo , CA 95227

City/State/Zip
o Couneslclenc.8. ¢t mankeca. ca. us

Email

209- 913- 84960

Fax
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ATTEST:

CLERK

South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

< Signature Date

Robert A. Holmes
President

Title

11011 E. Highway 120
Manteca CA 95336

rholmes@ssjid.com

Email
209-249-4652

Fax
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CITY OF STOCKTON

AGEN CW
¢ 1o/ L./.A’ -
By: Signature Date
Kur T 1210
Printed Name

Kurt 0. Wilson

Title City Manager

425 N. El1 Dorado
Address

Stockton, CA 95204
City/State/Zip

Email

209-937-7149

Fax
APP| AS TO FORM AND CO!
By
Ci% Amg/ey‘
15 -15
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BYLAWS
OF
EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

ARTICLE |
NAME

This joint powers agency shall be known as the EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN
GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY (*Authority”) and shall exercise its powers within the
geographical area of the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin as set forth in the joint powers agreement
entered into by Calaveras County Water District on behalf of all the members of the Eastside San
Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Central Delta Water Agency, Central San Joaquin
Water Conservation District, City of Lathrop, City of Lodi, City of Manteca, City of Stockton,
Linden County Water District, Lockeford Community Services District, North San Joaquin
Water Conservation District, Oakdale Irrigation District, San Joaquin County, South Delta Water
Agency, South San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Stockton East Water District,
and Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA (“Member” or collectively “Members”) establishing
Authority.

ARTICLE Il
PURPOSE

The purposes of Authority as set forth in the joint powers agreement are for the following
reasons:

A Provide for coordination among the Members to develop and implement a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and/or facilitate a coordination agreement, to the extent
necessary;

B. Provide for the joint exercise of powers common to each of the Members and
powers granted to members by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) (subject
to the restrictions contained in the joint powers agreement);

C. Cooperatively carry out the purposes of SGMA,
D. Develop, adopt and implement a legally sufficient GSP covering those portions of
the Basin that are within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Members, subject to the limitations

set forth in the joint powers agreement; and

E. Satisfy the requirements of SGMA for coordination among Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSAS).

F. Allocation of Resources. The Members share common mission and issues, and at
the same time, have different needs and priorities and are affected in different ways by these
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issues. The resources of Authority should be allocated in a manner so that the needs of any
portion of the area within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Authority are not ignored,
recognizing, however, that resources are limited and that not all needs can be met, nor all
portions of the area assisted equally at any one time.

ARTICLE I
MEMBERSHIP

Section 1. Board. Authority shall be governed by a Board of Directors, herein referred
to as the “Authority Board” or “Board”, which shall be comprised of:

A. One (1) member appointed from each of the Members. Members of the Board
of Directors are not required to be members of the governing board of the appointing Member;
however, it is the strong preference that members of the Board of Directors be members of the
governing board of the appointing party.

B. In the event Members establish a separate or additional GSA pursuant to a
separate agreement with any Member or other entity, the GSA so established will thereafter have
one representative on the Board of Directors and the vote of the GSA member will be exercised
in accordance with the separate agreement (e.g., Memorandum of Agreement).

Section 2. Appointment. Members shall be appointed by the governing body of each
Member, or in the event any Member establishes a single GSA with another Member or other
entity, pursuant to the separate agreement, and shall serve at the pleasure of their appointing
body or bodies or until their respective successors are appointed. If a Member of the Board of
Directors is a member of the governing body of the appointing member, termination of that
member’s mayor, councilperson, supervisor, director or trustee status shall constitute automatic
termination of that person's membership on the Authority Board. The appointing body of a
Member may appoint a new member or alternate immediately upon any vacancy in the Member's
representation.

Section 3. Alternates. The governing body of each Member, or in the event any Member
establishes a single GSA with another Member or other entity, pursuant to the separate
agreement, shall appoint an alternate member to the Authority Board. The alternate need not be
a member of the governing board of the appointing member. During the absence of a regular
member from any meeting of the Authority Board, the alternate shall be entitled to participate in
all respects as a regular member of the Authority Board.

ARTICLE IV
OFFICERS

Section 1. Elected Officers.

The elected officers shall be chosen by the Board from the members of the Board and
shall consist of a Chair and a Vice-Chair.
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Section 2. Terms of Elected Officers.

Elected officers of the Board shall be elected by the Board at the June meeting and shall
serve for a two (2) year term, said term to commence upon election.

Section 3. Duties of Elected Officers.

A. Chair.

1. The Chair shall preside at all meetings of the Board and such other
meetings approved by the Board.

2. The Chair shall serve as official spokesperson for the Board.
3. The Chair shall appoint such committees and other working groups as
prescribed by the Board.

4. The Chair shall designate Directors or others to represent the Board at
various meetings, hearings, and conferences.

5. The Chair shall perform such other duties as necessary to carry out the
work of the Board.

6. The Chair shall perform such duties as prescribed by law.
B. Vice-Chair.

1. The Vice-Chair shall serve in the absence of the Chair.
C. Absences.

1. In the absence of both the Chair and Vice-Chair, a majority of the Board
shall select a Director to serve as Chair Pro Tem.

ARTICLE V
MEETINGS

Section 1. Regular and Special Meetings.

A. The Authority Board shall hold a regular meeting on the second Wednesday
of each month, at 9:30 a.m., or at a time, specified by the Authority Board. The Authority’s
Board may designate the location of such regular meetings in a duly adopted Resolution of the
Authority Board. Such regular meetings shall be for considering reports of the affairs of
Authority and for transacting such other business as may be properly brought before the meeting.
Any regular meeting may be rescheduled on an individual basis as to date, time and place, by
motion of the Authority Board or at the direction of the Authority Secretary, in the event of a
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conflict with holidays, Directors’ schedules, or similar matters, or, in the event of a lack of a
quorum, as specified below.

B. Special meetings may be called in accordance with the California Ralph M.
Brown Act. Special meetings may be called by the Chair, or by any nine Directors.

C. All meetings shall be conducted in accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act.

Section 2. Closed Sessions.

A. All information presented in closed session shall be confidential.

B. Under Government Code section 54956.96, Authority adopts a joint powers
agency limited disclosure policy as follows:

1. All information received by the legislative body of the local agency
member in a closed session related to the information presented to Authority in closed session
shall be confidential. However, a member of the legislative body of a member local agency may
disclose information obtained in a closed session that has direct financial or liability implications
for that local agency to the following individuals:

(). Legal counsel of that member local agency for purposes of
obtaining advice on whether the matter has directed financial or liability implications for that
member local agency.

(b). Other members of the legislative body of the local agency
present in a closed session of that member local agency.

2. Any designated alternate member of the legislative body of the
Authority who is also a member of the legislative body of a local agency member and who is
attending a properly noticed meeting of the joint powers agency in lieu of a local agency
member’s regularly appointed member may attend closed sessions of Authority.

Section 3. Quorum.

A. A quorum for conducting all matters of business shall be a majority of the
Members.

Section 4. Voting.

A. Voting shall only be conducted at properly noticed meeting where a quorum
has been established and members are physically present, except as provided in Government
Code section 54953 for teleconferencing.

B. Voting shall be by voice, show of hands, or roll call vote. Any Director may
request a roll call vote.
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C. Inall cases, a vote to “abstain” shall be counted as an “aye” vote unless there
is a majority vote to defeat the motion and then the vote to abstain shall be counted as a “no”
vote.

D. Supermajority Vote Requirement for Certain Actions. The following actions
will require two-thirds (2/3) vote by the directors present:

1. Approval or modification or amendment of the Authority’s annual
budget;

2. Decision related to the levying of taxes, assessments or property-
related fees and charges;

3. Decisions related to the expenditure of funds by the Authority beyond
expenditures approved in the Authority’s annual budget;

4. Adoption of rules, regulations, policies, bylaws and procedures related
to the function of the Authority;

5. Decisions related to the establishment of the Members’ percentage
obligations for payment of the Authority’s operating and administrative costs as provided in
Article 5.1 of the joint powers agreement;

6. Approval of any contracts over $250,000 or contracts for terms that
exceed two (2) years;

7. Setting the amounts of any contributions or fees to be paid to the
Authority by any Member;

8. Decisions regarding the acquisition by any means and the holding, use,
sale, letting and disposal of real and personal property of every kind, including lands, water
rights, structures, buildings, rights-of-way, easements, and privileges, and the construction,
maintenance, alteration and operation of any and all works or improvements, within or outside
the Authority, necessary or proper to carry out any of the purposes of the Authority;

9. Decisions related to the limitation or curtailment of groundwater
pumping; and

10. Approval of a GSP.

Section 5. Notice of Reqular and Special Meetings.

A. Notices of regular meetings shall be sent in writing to each Director at the
Director’s address at least seventy-two (72) hours prior to such meetings. Directors may choose
to receive notices of regular meetings electronically and such electronic notices shall also be sent
at least seventy-two (72) hours prior to such meetings. Such notices shall specify the place, the
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day, and the hour of the meeting and accompanying the notice shall be a copy of the agenda for
that meeting.

B. In the case of special meetings, the written or electronic notice shall specify
the specific nature of the business to be transacted.

Section 6. Lack of Quorum.

A. If less than a quorum of the Directors are present at any properly called
regular, adjourned regular, special, or adjourned special meeting, the member(s) who are present
may adjourn the meeting to a time and place specified in the order of adjournment. A copy of
the order or notice of adjournment shall be conspicuously posted on or near the door of the place
where the meeting was to have been held within 24 hours after adjournment.

B. If all the members are absent from any regular or adjourned regular meeting,
the Administrator of the Authority may so adjourn the meeting and post the order or notice of
adjournment as provided, and additionally shall cause a written notice of the adjournment to be
given in the same manner as for a notice of a special meeting.

C. If the notice or order of adjournment fails to state the hour at which the
adjourned meeting is to be held, it shall be held at the hour specified for the regular meeting of
Authority.

Section 7. Agenda.
Any Director or the Administrator may cause an item to be placed on the agenda.
Section 8. Adjournment.

Except as provided in Section 6 above, a meeting may be adjourned by the presiding
officer’s own action; however, any Director may object to such adjournment by the presiding
officer and then a motion and action is required in order to adjourn the meeting in accordance
with Rosenberg’s Rules of Order.

Section 9. Decorum.

All Directors, and staff, shall conduct themselves in accordance with Rosenberg’s Rules
of Order and in a civil and polite manner toward other board members, employees, and the
public. Using derogatory names, interrupting the speaker having the floor, or being disorderly or
disruptive, are prohibited actions. If any meeting is willfully interrupted by any individual so as
to render the orderly conduct of that meeting infeasible, that individual may be removed from the
meeting. If any group or groups of persons willfully interrupts a meeting so as to render the
orderly conduct of that meeting infeasible, the presiding officer, or a majority of the Board, may
clear the meeting room in accordance with Government Code section 54957.9.
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ARTICLE VI
COMMITTEES

Section 1. Advisory Committee.

A. The Board may establish an Advisory Committee which contains no more
than 8 representatives from the Board of the Authority.

B. The members of the Advisory Committee shall elect one (1) of their members
to serve as Chairperson.

C. A majority of the Advisory Committee members attending a meeting of the
Committee, given notice in writing not less than 72 hours in advance, shall constitute a quorum
for discussion and action delegated to the Committee.

D. The Advisory Committee shall conduct the preliminary review of all Federal
and State mandates. In conducting such reviews, the Advisory Committee will draw upon the
expertise and assistance of any persons, committees, groups, or agencies it deems appropriate.

E. The Advisory Committee shall ensure maximum inter-agency coordination
and consistence with adopted comprehensive plans.

F. The Advisory Committee shall carry out any duties as assigned by the
Authority Board.

Section 2. Other Committees.

The Authority Board may appoint other committees as necessary. The Chair may appoint
ad hoc committees.

ARTICLE VII
REFERRALS

The San Joaquin County may accept by letter or resolution referrals for study and report
from any duly constituted advisory or legislative body or their representatives. Reports will be
made and returned to the referring body within a reasonable time.

ARTICLE VIII
PARLIAMENTARY AUTHORITY

Rosenberg’s Rules of Order, current edition or such other authority as may be
subsequently adopted by resolution of the Board is to apply to all questions of procedure and
parliamentary law not specified in these Bylaws or otherwise by law.
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ARTICLE IX
MISCELLANEOUS

In the case of any inconsistency between the provision of these Bylaws and the Joint
Powers Agreement creating the Authority, the provisions of the Joint Powers Agreement shall
govern and control. Any capitalized term used in these Bylaws and not defined herein shall have
the same meaning as used in the Joint Powers Agreement.

ARTICLE X
AMENDMENTS

The Bylaws may be repealed or amended, or new Bylaws may be proposed, by the
affirmative vote of two-thirds of the Board of Directors present on a resolution presented at any
regular meeting of the Board, provided notice of such proposal shall have been electronically
mailed to each Director at least five (5) calendar days prior to the meeting at which the matter is
to be acted upon.
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Central Delta Water Agency - The Central Delta Water Agency (CDWA) was formed by act of the California
Legislature (Stats.1973, c. 1133). Among the general purposes is to assure the lands within the agency a
dependable supply of water of suitable quality sufficient to meet present and future needs. A portion of the area
within the Central Delta Water Agency overlies the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, Eastern San Joaquin
Subbasin DWR Basin No. 5-22.01. Although the CDWA area is primarily served with surface water there are a small
number of wells serving mostly domestic use. The CDWA has elected to become a GSA for such area within the
Subbasin excepting those portions overlapping the Woodbridge Irrigation District, the Stockton East Water District,
the City of Stockton and those San Joaquin County areas intermixed within the City of Stockton. For this GSA area,
CDWA has the additional powers and authorities provided in Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California
Water Code.

Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District — Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District is a
California Water Conservation District formed under Division 21 of the California Water Code with all power and
authority set forth therein. CSJWCD has elected to become a GSA as to all the area within its boundary and has all
power and authority provided in Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code.

City of Lodi — The City of Lodi (Lodi) is a California municipal corporation and a local agency as that term is defined
by SGMA. As a local agency, Lodi elected to become a GSA for that portion of the Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Subbasin which overlies the area bounded by the Lodi City limits. Notice of Lodi's GSA election was
timely filed with DWR as required by SGMA. As a GSA, Lodi has the additional powers and authorities set forth in
Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code.

City of Manteca - The City of Manteca is an urban water supplier as defined in California Water Code Section
10617. The City of Manteca elected to become a GSA within city limits. As a GSA, the City of Manteca has additional
powers and authorities provided in the California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.74, Chapter 5.

City of Stockton - The City of Stockton (City) is a municipal corporation organized under a Charter pursuant to
Government Code section 34101. The City has the power to make and enforce all ordinances and regulations in
respect to municipal affairs within its jurisdictional area, subject only to the restrictions of and limitations provided in
its Charter, the Constitution of the State of California and of the United States.

The City is a local agency as defined by SGMA. The City has water rights, supply, management and land use
responsibilities within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin (designated as basin number 5-22.01 in the California
Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 basin system) under Water Code section 10721(n). The City’s
jurisdiction overlies a portion of the Basin that has been designated as a high-priority basin, subject to critical
conditions of overdraft which must be managed by a GSP pursuant to Water Code section 10720.7(a)(1) and all
other applicable laws.

In addition, Water Code section 10723.6 authorizes a combination of local agencies to form a GSA. The City of
Stockton acknowledged its intent to become a GSA and participate in the formation of the Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Authority (Resolution No. 2015-12-08-1602); approved by the City Council on December 8, 2015.

Eastside GSA - The Eastside San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency is a multi-agency GSA and includes
the County of Calaveras, the County of Stanislaus, Calaveras County Water District, and Rock Creek Water District
and was formed by Memorandum of Understanding pursuant to Water Code section 10723.6(a). Separate from the
powers conferred to each member agency by their respective enabling acts, the Eastside San Joaquin GSA has the
additional powers and authorities provided to GSAs as specified in Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water
Code.



Linden County Water District — Linden County Water District (LCWD) is a County Water District established
pursuant to and conferred with all powers provided by Division 12 of the California Water Code. LCWD is defined as
a local agency within the meaning of the Groundwater Sustainability Management Act, and pursuant to same, has
elected to become a GSA for its jurisdictional area.

Lockeford Community Services District — Lockeford Community Services District is a California community
services district with all powers and authorities conferred by Government Code sections 61000 to 61250, including
the power to supply water for beneficial uses. Lockeford has elected to become a GSA for its service area, and within
that area, Lockeford has the additional powers and authorities provided in the California Water Code sections 10725
to 10726.9.

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District — North San Joaquin Water Conservation District is a California
Water Conservation District with all powers and authorities conferred through Division 21 of the California Water
Code. NSJWCD has elected to become a GSA as to the majority of its jurisdictional area (excluding the portions in
the City of Lodi and Lockeford Community Services District). For this GSA area, NSJWCD has the additional powers
and authorities provided in Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code.

San Joaquin County #1 and #2 — The County of San Joaquin (County) is a local public agency as defined under
SGMA (Water Code section 10720 et seq.) and is authorized to serve as a GSA and implement the provisions of
SGMA. The County elected to become a GSA for those portions within the Eastern San Joaquin and Tracy Subbasin
as defined in DWR Bulletin 118 unrepresented by another GSA, and also including the Lincoln Village and Colonial
Heights unincorporated islands within the Stockton Metropolitan Area, and the unincorporated portion of the
California Water Service Company service area. The County, in addition to the powers and authorities granted
pursuant to SGMA, has all of the powers and authorities granted pursuant to Government Code sections 23000-
33205, particularly sections 25690-25699 as it pertains to a water system for inhabitants of the County. As it pertains
to the County GSA's participation in the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority, a joint powers authority created
pursuant to Government Code section 6500 et seq., the County is authorized to participate in accordance with the
terms of the aforementioned statute.

Oakdale Irrigation District — Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) is an Irrigation District formed pursuant to the
provisions of Division 11 of the California Water Code. OID has elected to become a GSA for that portion of its
jurisdictional area lying north of the Stanislaus River. For this GSA area, OID has the additional powers and
authorities provided in Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code.

Stockton East Water District — Stockton East Water District (SEWD) is a California Water Conservation District
formed by special act of the California legislature, holding the powers set forth in that special act as well as all
consistent powers and authorities conferred through Division 21 of the California Water Code. SEWD elected to
become a GSA as to the majority of its jurisdictional area (excluding the portions in the City of Stockton service area
and Linden County Water District). For its GSA area, SEWD has the additional powers and authorities provided in
Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code.

South Delta Water Agency — South Delta Water Agency is a political division of the State of California created by
the California Legislature under the South Delta Water Agency Act, chapter 1089 of the statutes of 1973 (Water
Code, Appendix, 116-1.1 et.seq.). The South Delta Water Agency has elected to become a GSA as to those areas
within its boundaries on the east side of the San Joaquin River (not otherwise in any other GSA). The South Delta
Water Agency has the additional powers and authorities provided in Chapter 5 of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the
California Water Code.

South San Joaquin GSA - The South San Joaquin GSA (SSJ GSA) is a multi-agency GSA comprised of the cities
of Escalon and Ripon and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District. The cities of Escalon and Ripon are incorporated



cities operating independent municipal drinking water systems primarily served by municipal wells. SSJID is an
irrigation district serving irrigation water to approximately 57,000 acres and treated drinking water to the cities of
Manteca, Lathrop and Tracy. All three SSJ GSA entities are local public agencies and therefore eligible to
independently become GSAs. The three entities have signed a Memorandum of Agreement to establish the multi-
agency SSJ GSA. The entities comprising the SSJ GSA are in the process of converting to a Joint Exercise of
Powers Agency pursuant to Chapter 5 commencing with Section 6500 of Division 7 of Title 1 of the California
Government Code.

Woodbridge Irrigation District — Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID) is an Irrigation District formed pursuant to the
provisions of Division 11 of the California Water Code. WID has elected to become a GSA for that portion of its
jurisdictional area lying south of South Kile Road, west of City of Lodi, and not including the San Joaquin County
areas not part of WID. For this GSA area, WID has the additional powers and authorities provided in Chapter 5 of
Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code.
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RESOLUTIONNO. 2017 -3

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CENTRAL DELTA
WATER AGENCY ELECTING TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT
WITHIN THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY SUB-BASIN

WHEREAS, the California Legislature and Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bills
1168 and 1319 and Assembly Bill 1739, known collectively as the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA); and

WHEREAS, the Legislature adopted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014,
that went into effect on January 1, 2015, which authorizes local agencies to manage groundwater
in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, the SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins, as
designated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118, to be
managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA); and

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin (Basin) has been
designated by DWR as a high priority Basin; and

WHEREAS, the SGMA authorizes any local agency, or combination of local agencies overlying
the Basin, to elect to become a GSA; and :

WHEREAS, where more than one local agency overlies a groundwater basin, the SGMA calls
on local agencies to cooperate to manage the Basin in a sustainable manner; and

WHEREAS, the Central Delta Water Agency (Agency) is a local agency as defined under the
SGMA and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.2 of the SGMA requires that a GSA consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP); and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local agency electing to be a GSA,
notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable groundwater management
within the Basin, and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Agency to work cooperatively with other water agencies, the
Stockton East Water District, the cities of Lodi and Stockton, the Woodbridge Irrigation District,
the California Water Service and the County of San Joaquin, as may be appropriate, to manage
the Basin in a sustainable fashion; and

Exhibit "B"



WHEREAS, the Agency has provided informal notice of its interest in serving as the GSA for
its boundaries by means of communications with neighboring water agencies, cities and the
County of San Joaquin; and

WHEREAS, the District provided public notice, pursuant to Government Code section 6066, of
its intention to hold a hearing concerning its establishment of a GSA; and

WHEREAS, the Agency held a public hearing on February 14, 2017, to consider whether it
should become the GSA for the portion of the Basin underlying a portion of its boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Agency wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted by the
SGMA.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Central Delta
Water Agency elects that the Central Delta Water Agency become a GSA for the portion of the
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin shown on Exhibit “A™; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the boundaries of the GSA for which the Central Delta
Water Agency intends to manage is for that area within the Agency’s current boundaries as
indicated in the map that is attached as Exhibit “A”; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Agency staff are hereby directed to provide notice of this
election to the DWR in the manner required by law, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Agency staff are hereby directed to coordinate with
neighboring GSAs that may be established in order to begin the process of developing a GSP for
the Basin, as indicated by the SGMA.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Central Delta Water Agency at a
regular meeting on February 14, 2017, by the following vote of the members thereof:

Ayes: George Biagi, Jr. and Rudy Mussi
Noes: None

Absent: Eddie Zuckerman

Abstain: None

-
-

George Biagiﬂ]r., Presidefit, @/dara of Directors

Attest:

Manager and Co-Counsel
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RESOLUTION OF THE
CENTRAL SAN JOAQUIN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
ELECTING TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT FOR
THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER BASIN
RESOLUTION 17-1

WHEREAS, the California Legislature and Governor Jerry Brown signed into
law Senate Bills 1168 and 1319 and Assembly Bill 1739, known collectively as the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): and

WHEREAS, the SGMA went into effect on January 1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the SGMA requires all high- and medium-priority groundwater
basins. as designated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin
118, to be managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) or multiple GSAs;
and,

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sub-basin has been
designated by DWR as a high-priority basin and in critical groundwater overdraft: and,

WHEREAS, the SGMA authorizes a local public agency overlying a
groundwater sub-basin to elect to become a GSA; and,

WHEREAS, the Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District (District) is a
local public agency as defined under the SGMA and overlies a portion of the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Sub-basin and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA: and.

WHEREAS, Section 10723.2 of the SGMA requires that a GSA consider the
interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for
implementing groundwater sustainability plans; and,

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local public agency
electing to be a GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake
sustainable groundwater management within a sub-basin; and,

WHEREAS, the District is committed to sustainable management of its
groundwater resources: and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 6066, notices of a public
hearing regarding whether to adopt a Resolution to elect to become a GSA were

published on January 10, 2017 and January 17, 2017 in The Record; and,



WHEREAS, the District held a public hearing on January 26, 2017. after

publication of notice pursuant to Government Code section 6066 to consider adoption of

this Resolution; and,

WHEREAS, the District wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA
granted by the SGMA;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that:

L

This Board of Directors of Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District
hereby elects to become a GSA for those portions of San Joaquin County
within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sub-basin as defined in DWR
Bulletin 118, a copy of a map of the proposed management area is attached
hereto as Exhibit A: and,

The boundaries of the GSA for which Central San Joaquin Water
Conservation District intends to manage shall be its service area and the area
within its sphere of influence which lie within the Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Sub-basin; and,

The Board of Directors of Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District
authorizes the Secretary of the District or his designee to, within 30 days from
the date of this Resolution, provide notification of this election to the DWR,
including a copy of this Resolution and additional information required by
Water Code Section 10723.8, in the manner required by law: and,

The Board of Directors of Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District
supports resolving boundary overlaps among electing GSAs and also supports
exploring the establishment of a coordination agreement to organize electing
GSAsSs:; and,

The Board of Directors of Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District
directs staff to enter into discussions with agencies electing to be GSAs to
resolve boundary overlaps and to develop a coordination agreement that
recognizes the authority of electing GSAs to implement and enforce a GSP

within their respective boundaries.

]



PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of the Central San Joaquin Water

Conservation District on the 26", of January, 2017.

\L/j{aﬁ / k./A&Wf["}ZSA/
GRANT THOMPSON, President of Board
Of Directors, Central San Joaquin Water

Conservation District

[ certify that this is a true copy of Resolution 17-1, as passed by the Board of
Directors of the Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District at the regularly
scheduled in Collegeville, California, on January 26™, 2017

Dated:  January 26, 2017 | . / 7
7 3/ 4l /1fa X
Wed [V /1
REID W. ROBERTS. Secretary,
Central San Joaquin Water Conservation
District




Exhibit C

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL DECLARING
THE FORMATION OF A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY WITHIN LODI CITY LIMITS

e T T Tt
- T 1t e e e e e e e e e D e e

WHEREAS, the California legislature has adopted, and the Governor has signed into
law, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (“SGMA”), which authorizes local
agencies to manage groundwater in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent is to provide for sustainable management of
groundwater basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum
standards for sustainable groundwater management, and to provide local groundwater agencies
with the authority and technical and financial assistance necessary to sustainably manage
groundwater; and

WHEREAS, in order to exercise the authority granted in SGMA, a local agency or
combination of local agencies must elect to become a Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(“GSA"); and

WHEREAS, the City of Lodi (the "City”) is a local agency, as SGMA defines that term,
and

WHEREAS, the City is committed to sustainable management of its groundwater
resources, as shown by, among other actions, its conservation efforts and substantial
community investment in conjunctive use infrastructure to establish groundwater sustainability;
and =

WHEREAS, the City overlies the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin (designated
basin number 5-22.01) in the California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) groundwater
basin system; and

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin has been designated by DWR
as a high-priority basin in critical overdraft; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires that a GSA be established for all basins designated by the
Department of Water Resources by June 30, 2017; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the City to work cooperatively with other local GSAs, as
may be appropriate, to sustainably manage a portion(s) of the Eastemn San Joaquin
Groundwater Basin that fall outside the City's jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.2 of SGMA requires that a GSA consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing
groundwater sustainability plans; and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local public agency electing to
be a GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable groundwater
management within the agency’s jurisdictional boundary; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code 6066, notice of a public hearing on the City's
election to become a GSA for the Basin (“Notice”) has been published in the Lodi News Sentinel
as provided by law; and



WHEREAS, a courtesy copy of the Notice was mailed to the Eastern San Joaquin
County Groundwater Basin Authority members; and

WHEREAS, on January 6, 2016, the City held a public hearing to consider adoption of
this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the City wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted by
SGMA and to begin the process of cooperatively preparing a groundwater sustainability plan
(“Sustainability Plan") with other GSAs as appropriate; and

WHEREAS, adoption of this Resolution does not constitute a “project” under California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5), including organization and

administrative

activities of government, because there would be no direct or indirect physical

change in the environment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Lodi City Council as follows:

1.

The City of Lodi hereby elects to become a GSA for that portion of the Eastern
San Joaquin Groundwater Basin which underlies the area bound by the Lodi City
limits as shown in Exhibit A; and

The Lodi City Council authorizes the City Manager (or his designee) to, within 30
days of the date of this Resolution, provide notice of the City's election to be the
GSA for the Basin (“Notice of GSA Election”) to the California Department of
Water Resources in the manner required by law; and

Such notification shall include the boundaries of the areas the City intends to
manage, which shall include the lands within the Lodi City limits as shown in
Exhibit A, a copy of this Resolution, a list of interested parties developed
pursuant to Section 10723.2 of SGMA, and an explanation of how their interests
will be considered in the development and operation of the GSA and the
development and implementation of the GSAs groundwater sustainability plan;
and

4. The City Council hereby directs staff to begin discussions with all interested

stakeholders and beneficial users within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin, resolve GSA boundary overlaps, and initiate the process of developing a
coordinated Groundwater Sustainability Plan in accordance with SGMA.

Dated: January 6, 2016

| hereby certify that Resolution No. 2016-03 was passed and adopted by the City
Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held January 6, 2016, by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

COUNCIL MEMBERS - Johnson, Kuehne, Mounce, Nakanishi, and
Mayor Chandler

COUNCIL MEMBERS — None

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS - None
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS - None

-

IM\“\ Yoo b
NIFER M) FERRAIOLO
ity Clerk

2016-03



City of Manteca
GSA Formation Notification
Exhibit C - Resolution Electing to Become GSA

RESOLUTION R2016-236

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MANTECA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DECIDING TO FORM A
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

WHEREAS, the California legislature has adopted, and the Governor has sngned into law, the
Sustalnable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (“SGMA”), which authorlzes local agencies
to. manage groundwater in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent is to provide for sustainable management of 'groUndwater'
basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum standards for
sustainable groundwater management; and

WHEREAS, in order to exercise the authority granted in SGMA, a local agency or combmatlon.
of local agencies must elect to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA); and

| WHEREAS, the City of Manteca (the City) is a local agency, as SGMA defines thét term; and.

- WHEREAS, the City is committed to sustainable management of its groundwater resources, as
shown by, among other actions, its conservation efforts and substantial community investment
in conjunctive use infrastructure to establish groundwater sustainability; and _

- WHEREAS, the City overlies the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin (designated basm number 5- |
22.01) |n the California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) groundwater basin system and

WHEREAS the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasm has been designated by DWR asa hlgh priority
basin in critical overdratft; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the City to work cooperatively with other local GSAs, as may be
appropriate, to sustainably manage a portion(s) of the Eastern San Joaqum Subbasm that fall
. outside the City’s jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.2 of SGMA requires that a GSA consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as, those responsible for implementing
groundwater sustainability plans and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local publlc agency electing to be a
GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable groundwater

_ management within the agency’s jurisdictional boundary; and

- WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code 6068, notice of a public hearing on the City’s
election to form a GSA for the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin has been published as required

by law; and

WHEREAS, on December 6, 2016, the City held a public heanng to consider adoption of this
Resolutlon and

WHEREAS the City wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted by SGMA
and to begin the process of cooperatively preparmg a groundwater sustamabmty plan (GSP)
with other GSAs as appropriate,

R2016-236 Page 10f2




NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Manteca, as follows:

1.

4.

The City Council hereby finds that the facts set forth in the recitals to this
Resolution are true and correct, and establish the factual basis for the City
Council's adoption of this Resolution.

The City Council comes to a final decision to regulate groundwater within City
Limits by forming a Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

Provides the Public Works Engineering Department authorization, within 30 days
of adopting this Resolution, to inform the Department of Water Resources of the
City’s decision to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency and take all of the
necessary steps to comply with the SGMA and the Depariment of Water
Resources requirements.

This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the
City of Manteca at a public meeting of said Clty Council held on the sixth day of December

2016, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

R2016-236

Moorhead, Morowit, Silverman, Singh, DeBrum
None
None

None

MAYOR: j/ . 2 /7?(:««'__)

STEPHEN F. DEBRUM
Mayor

ATTEST: }WM(A’@&

LISA BLACKMON
City Clerk

Page 2 of 2



Resolution No. 201 5-1 2-08-1 602
STOCKTON CITY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE INTENT OF CITY OF STOCKTON IN
COMBINATION WITH CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY TO BECOME A
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT FOR THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN
COUNTY GROUNDWATER BASIN AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO
SUBMIT NOTICE OF THE INTENT TO THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER
RESOURCES

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA) was signed
into law by Governor Jerry Brown on September 16, 2014; and

The City of Stockton (City) is a local agency, as defined under SGMA, and is
authorized to serve as a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA); and

Where more than one local agency overlies a groundwater basin, SGMA calls
on local agencies to cooperate to manage the groundwater basin in a sustainable
manner for the common good; and

The City overlies a basin, the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-Basin (designated
basin number 5-22.01 in the California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118
basin system) (Basin); and

SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins to be
managed by a GSA and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

designated the Basin as “high priority”, therefore requiring a Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP); and

Water Code section 10723.6 authorizes a combination of local agencies to
form a GSA including a water corporation regulated by the Public Utilities Commission
(PUC); and

California Water Service Company (Cal Water) is regulated by the PUC and
has a general delegation of authority authorizing officers of the corporation to enter
into agreements; and

The City intends to become and participate in the future formation of a GSA in
combination with Cal Water for management of the Basin within the boundaries defined
as the Urban Service Area until further action redefines those boundaries; and

The City in combination with Cal Water intends to work cooperatively with other



water agencies and the County of San Joaquin (County), as may be appropriate, to
manage the Basin in a sustainable fashion and to also explore the possibility of forming
a GSA agreement; and

No other GSA is currently operating within the Basin; and

On October 22, 2015, DWR posted a Notice of Intent to Become a GSA for
Stockton East Water District (Notice) and if no other Notice is filed by another agency
within 90 days, Stockton East Water District will be presumed to be the exclusive GSA
within the Basin; and

Pursuant to Government Code section 6066, notice of a public hearing on the
City's intent to become a groundwater sustainability agency for the Basin in
combination with Cal Water has been published in the Stockton Record Newspaper as
provided by law; and

Courtesy copies of the Notice were mailed to the San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors, Cal Water, and Stockton East Water District; and

On this day, the Stockton City Council held a public hearing to consider the
decision and intention of the City in combination with Cal Water to become a GSA for
management of the Basin; and

It would be in the best interest of the City in combination with Cal Water, to
become a GSA for the Basin, and to begin the process of preparing a groundwater
sustainability plan in corroboration with other agencies; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF STOCKTON,
AS FOLLOWS:

1 The City Council hereby approves the decision and intent of the City in
combination with Cal Water to become and form a GSA and participate in the future
management of the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Sub-Basin.

2. The City Council hereby authorizes within 30 days of the date of this
Resolution, the City Manager or his designee to provide notice of the intention, a copy
of this Resolution, a map showing the Basin within the Urban Service Area, and a list
of beneficial users and users of groundwater, including those responsible for
implementing a GSP to DWR in the manner required by SGMA.

3. The Director of Municipal Utilities (Director) is authorized to begin
discussions with other local agencies to develop groundwater sustainability plans for
the Basin and to ensure that all beneficial users and users of groundwater are included
and considered.

4, The Director is also hereby authorized to develop a plan with other
groundwater sustainability agencies in which the City might join in coordination with



other local agencies as contemplated by SGMA.

5. The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to execute all
required notices or agreements, and to submit such documents as may be required to
provide for the sustainable management of the Basin.

6. The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to take whatever

actions are necessary and appropriate to carry out the purpose and intent of this
Resolution.

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED December 8, 2015

SEWNAY

ANTHONY SILVA, M
of the City of Stockton

ATTEST:

BONNIE PAIGE, City Q16 S 3
of the City of Stockton @;@/



RESOLUTION NO. 2016 - 63

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE CALAVERAS COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

DECLARING INTENTION TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bills
1168 and 1319 and Assembly Bill 1739, known collectively as the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA); and

WHEREAS, SGMA went into effect on January 1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins, as
designated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118, to be
managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) or group of GSAs; and

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin (Basin) has been
designated by DWR as a high priority basin; and

WHEREAS, SGMA authorizes specific local agencies overlying the Basin to elect to
become a GSA within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, the Calaveras County Water District (District) is a local agency as defined
under SGMA that overlies the Basin and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA within
the Basin; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723.2 requires that a GSA consider the interests of
all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for
implementing groundwater sustainability plans; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723.8 requires that a local agency electing to be a
GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable
groundwater management within a basin; and

WHEREAS, the District held a public hearing on December 14, 2016 after publication of
notice pursuant to Water Code section 10723 and Government Code section 6066 to
consider the adoption of this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the District wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted
by SGMA.

12



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the District hereby elects to become a
GSA for those portions of the Basin lying within the District’s boundaries.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District intends to form a multi-agency GSA by
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to be called the “Eastside San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency” with other local agencies that overlie the Basin.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District and other signatories to the MOU will
develop an outreach program to include all stakeholders to ensure that all beneficial
uses and users of groundwater are considered.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District authorizes the General Manager to enter
into a Memorandum of Understanding for formation of the “Eastside San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency”, and to submit to the DWR on behalf of the District
and signatories to the MOU a notice of intent to undertake sustainable groundwater
management in accordance with the SGMA (Part 2.74 of the Water Code).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that such notification shall include the boundaries of the
Basin that the District and Parties to the MOU intend to manage, which shall include the
lands within the District boundaries, a copy of this resolution, a list of interested parties
developed pursuant to Section 10723.2 of the SGMA, and an explanation of how their
interests will be considered in the development and operation of the GSA and the
development and implementation of the GSA’s groundwater sustainability plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14th day of December, 2016 by the following vote:
AYES: Directors Mills, Ratterman, Undrhill, Strange and Davidson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: None

CALAVERAS COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

,// \
=sident
/%%é{g of Directors

ATTEST:

om0 oo
Mona Walker
Clerk to the Board
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THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA -

Date: February 14, 2017
On motion of Supervisor Withrow Seconded by Supervisor Monteith
and approved by the following vote,
Ayes: Supervisors: Olsen, Withrow, Monteith, DeMartini and Chairman Chiesa
Noes: Supervisors: None
Excused or Absent: Supervisors:  None
Abstaining: Supervisor: None

tem# _9:10.a.m.

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:

APPROVAL OF A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FORMING THE EASTSIDE SAN
JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FOR THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN
GROUNDWATER SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bills 1168 and
1319 and Assembly Bill 1739, known collectively as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of
2014 (SGMA); and

WHEREAS, SGMA went into effect on January 1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins, as designated by the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118, to be managed by a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA) or group of GSAs; and

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin (Basin) has been designated by DWR
as a high priority basin; and

WHEREAS, SGMA authorizes specific local agencies overlying the Basin to elect to become a GSA
within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, Stanislaus County (County) is a local public agency as defined under SGMA that overlies
the Basin and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723.2 requires that a GSA consider the interests of all beneficial
uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater
sustainability plans; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723.8 requires that a local agency electing to be a GSA to notify
the DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable groundwater management within a
basin; and
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WHEREAS, on this day, the Board of Supervisors of Stanislaus County (“Board of Supervisors”)
held a public hearing, after publication of notice pursuant to Water Code Section 10723 and
Government Code section 6066 to consider whether it should enter into the Memorandum of
Understanding Forming the Eastside San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“GSA
MOU") to form the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater subbasin; and

WHEREAS, the County wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted by
SGMA.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the County hereby elects to become a GSA for
those portions of the Basin lying within the County's jurisdictional boundaries.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County intends to form a multi-agency GSA by
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to be called the “Eastside San Joaquin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency” with other local agencies that that overlie the Basin.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County and other signatories to the MOU will develop an
outreach program to include all stakeholders to ensure that all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater are considered.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County authorizes the Board Chairman to enter into a
Memorandum of Understanding for formation of the “Eastside San Joaquin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency”, and to submit to the DWR on behalf of the County District and Other
Parties to the MOU a Notice of Intent to undertake sustainable groundwater management in
accordance with the SGMA (Part 2.74 of the Water Code).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that such notification shall include the boundaries of the Basin that
the County and Other Parties to the MOU intend to manage, which shall include the lands within
the County boundaries, a copy of this resolution, a list of interested parties developed pursuant to
Section 10723.2 of the SGMA, and an explanation of how their interests will be considered in the
development and operation of the GSA and the development and implementation of a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the basin.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Is a full,
true and correct copy of the Original entered
in the Minutes of the Board of Supervisors.
ELIZABETH A. KING
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Stanislaus, State of California

By
ATTEST: ELIZABETH A. KING, Clerk

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors,
State of California

g File No. GSA-2-1
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THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE ROCK CREEK WATER DISTRICT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Date: April 6, 2017
On motion of Director  Orvis Seconded by Director Slicton
Ayes: Orvis, Slicton, McCurly, Orlando, and Harper
Noes: None
THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:

APPROVAL OF A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FORMING THE EASTSIDE SAN JOAQUIN
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FOR THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bills 1168 and 1319
and Assembly Bill 1739, known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA); and

WHEREAS, SGMA went into effect on January 1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins, as designated by the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118, to be managed by a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA) or group GSAs; and

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin (Basin) has been designated by DWR as a
high priority basin; and

WHEREAS, SGMA authorizes specific local agencies overlying the Basin to elect to become a GSA within
the basin; and

WHEREAS, Rock Creek Water District (District) is a local agency as defined under SGMA that overlies the
Basin and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723.2 requires that a GSA consider the interests of all beneficial uses
and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater sustainability
plans; and

WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723.8 requires that a local agency electing to be a GSA to notify the

DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable groundwater management within a basin;
and

WHEREAS, on this day, the Board of Directors of Rock Creek Water District held a public hearing, after
publication of notice pursuant to Water Code Section 10723 and Government Code section 6066 to
consider whether it should enter into the Memorandum of Understanding Forming the Eastside San




Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“GSA MOU”) to form the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
subbasin; and

WHEREAS, Rock Creek Water District wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted by
SGMA.

NOW,THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Rock Creek Water District herby elects to become a GSA for
those portions of the Basin lying within the Districts jurisdictional boundaries.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District intends to form a multi-agency GSA by Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) to be called the “ Eastside San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agnecy” with
the other local agencies that overlie the Basin.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District and other signatories to the MOU will develop an outreach
program to include all stakeholders to ensure that all beneficial uses and users of the groundwater are
considered.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District authorizes the Board President to enter into a Memorandum
of Understanding for formation of the “Eastside San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency”, and to
submit to the DWR on behalf of the District and Other Parties to the MOU a Notice of Intent to

undertake sustainable groundwater management in accordance with the SGMA (Part 2.74 of the Water
Code).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that such notification shall include the boundaries of the Basin that the
District and Other Parties to the MOU intend to manage, which shall include the lands within the District
boundaries, a copy of this resolution, a list of interested parties developed pursuant to Section 10723.2
of the SGMA, and an explanation of how their interests will be considered in the development and

operation of the GSA and the development and implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for
the basin.




RESOLUTION 16-01

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE LINDEN COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
ELECTING TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT

WHEREAS, the California Legislature enacted the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (Water Code §§10720-10236.6) (“SGMA™), which became effective January
1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires all high and medium-priority groundwater basins, including
the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin, to be managed by one or more
groundwater sustainability agencies (“GSAs”); and

WHEREAS, the Linden County Water District (“LCWD”) overlies a portion of the
Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin; and

WHEREAS, LCWD furnishes water to members of the public within the area of Linden,
pursuant to its powers under the County Water District Law (Water Code §§ 30000-33901); and

WHEREAS, LCWD is a focal agency, as defined under SGMA, and is therefore eligible
to serve as a groundwater sustainability agency (“GSA”) under SGMA; and

WHEREAS, serving as the GSA will allow LCWD to participate in the preparation and
implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“GSP”) within LCWD’s jurisdictional
boundaries; and

WHEREAS, LCWD posted notice of the requisite public hearing in the Stockton Record
on July 28 and August 4, 2016, in conformance with the requirements of Water Code section
10723(b); and

WHEREAS, on August 11, 2016, LCWD held a public hearing and elected to become a
GSA for the portion of the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin that lies within
LCWD’s jurisdictional boundaries:

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Linden
County Water District as follows:

1. The Board of Directors finds that it is in the best interests of LCWD to become a GSA
for that portion of the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin that lies within the
LCWD’s jurisdictional boundaries; and

2. The Board of Directors authorizes the Board President, the Board Secretary, and
L.CWD’s Engineer and Legal Counsel to perform all acts necessary and proper for carrying out
the intent of this Resolution, to the extent that any such acts are not required to be undertaken by




the Board of Directors, including the preparation and submittal of the Notice of Intention to
Form a GSA and all supplementary materials to the California Department of Water Resources.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Linden County Water District at
a regular meeting thereof held on the 11" day of August, 2016 by the following vote:

AYES: Powell, Brennan, Fonzi, Matthews, Fletcher
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

By: /",&/://fé&' IOW

(f'l’iffo{ﬂlfPowell, Board President

ATTEST:




RESOLUTION NO. 15-02

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
" OF THE LOCKEFORD COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
ELECTING TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT

WHEREAS, the Legislature enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(Water Code §§ 10720-10236.6 (“SGMA”)) in 2014 and SGMA took effect on January 1, 2015;

WHEREAS, retaining local jurisdiction over water management and land use is essential
to sustainably manage groundwater as a critical resource, and to the vitality of the Lockeford
community; and '

WHEREAS, Lockeford Community Services District (“District”) is authorized under the
Community Services District Law (Government Code section 61000 et seq.) to, among other
things, supply water for beneficial uses;

WHEREAS, the District overlies portions of the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin of the San
" Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin (designated as basin number 5-22.01 by the California
Department of Water Resources) (“Subbasin”); '

WHEREAS, the District is eligible to be a groundwater sustainability agency under
SGMA becatise it supplies water to the public within the Subbasin (Water Code Sections 10721,
subdivision (m), and 10723, subdivision (a)); '

WHEREAS, groundwater planning for the Subbasin has been'initiated-by the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act Work Group (“SGMA Work Group”) for the Eastern San
- Joaquin County Groundwater Basin Authority,

WHEREAS, on October 22, 2015, Stockton East Water District elected to be the
groundwater sustainability agency for portions of the Subbasin within that agency’s boundaries,
but that agency’s boundaries do not overlap with those of the District;

WHEREAS, similar to Stockton East Water District, the District- can advance
groundwater management within its boundaries and cooperation with other agencies in the
Subbasin by designating itself as a groundwater sustainability agency and coordinating with the -
- SGMA Work Group; '

WHEREAS, the District will ensure that diverse water interests are represented in its
decision-making processes and development of groundwater management policies; -

WHEREAS, the District intends to continue its coordination, ‘cooperation and outreach
efforts to ensure that various, stakeholder interests are taken into account in its management of
the portion of the Subbasin that the District overlies; :

-1-
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_ WHEREAS, the District has published the notice and conducted the public héaring
required by Water Code section 10723, -

NOW,V THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the District as
- follows:

1. Pursuant to SGMA, the District elects to be the groundwater sustainability agency
for the portions of the Subbasin that the District overlies as shown on Exhibit A attached hereto
“and incorporated herein by reference. ‘ -

_ 2. The General Manager or his designee is directed to, within 30 days of the date of

~ this Resolution, provide notification of this election to the Department of Water Resources,
including a copy of this Resolution and additional information required by Water Code section
10723.8, in the manner required by law. ' :

3. The District shall establish and maintain a list of persons interested in receiving

notices regarding the preparation of any groundwater sustainability plan, meeting

~announcements and availability of draft groundwater sustainability plans, maps, and other

relevant documents pursuant to Water Code section 10723.4. Any person may request, in
writing, to be placed on this list of interested persons. '

4. The District shall operate as a groundwater sustainability agency under the
District’s existing rules and be governed by the District’s Board of Directors. The Board of
Directors of the District reserves the right to consider and adopt operating bylaws, ordinances,
and resolutions to facilitate its operation as a groundwater sustainability agency.

) - PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Lockeford Community
Services District on the 10™ day of December, 2015, by the following vote: ‘

AYES: True, Granlees, Rowe, Stetson, Gordon
NOES: | | |
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

' ﬁégk Tyie, Board President

Joe Salzﬁén7>5ecretary to the Board of Directors

2-
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NORTH SAN JOAQUIN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
RESOLUTION NO. 2016 - 1
ELECTION TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
WHEREAS, the Legislature adopted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) in 2014 to, among other things, provide for the sustainable management of groundwater

basins.

WHEREAS, SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins, including
the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin and the Cosumnes Subbasin, to be

managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA).

WHEREAS, North San Joaquin Water Conservation District (NSJWCD or District) is a
local agency, as defined under SGMA, and is authorized to serve as a GSA for the Eastern San

Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin and the Cosumnes Subbasin.

WHEREAS, NSIWCD’s serving as the GSA for the area within its boundaries will allow
the District to participate in the preparation and implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability

Plan (GSP) that covers the District’s territory.

WHEREAS, the District posted notice of public hearing in the Lodi News-Sentinel on

January 6 and 13, 2016 relating to the District’s intent to become a GSA.

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2016, NSJWCD held a public hearing and elected to become
a GSA for those portions of the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin and the

Cosumnes Subbasin that lie within the District’s boundaries.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of North San

Joaquin Water Conservation District as follows:

L The Board of Directors finds that it is in the best interests of NSJTWCD to become
a GSA for those portions of the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin and the
Cosumnes Subbasin that lie within the District’s boundaries.

2. The Board of Directors authorizes the Board President to do and cause to be done
any and all acts necessary or convenient to carry out the purpose and intent of this resolution to

the extent that any such acts do not need to be taken by the Board of Directors, including



providing to the California Department of Water Resources notice of the intention to form a
GSA, a copy of this resolution, and a map showing the District and the area it intends to manage
under SGMA.

Moved by Director Flinn, seconded by Director Scanlon, that the foregoing resolution be
adopted.

Upon roll call the following vote was had:

Ayes: 5 Directors

Noes: 0 Directors

Absent: 0 Directors

Abstain: 0 Director

The President declared the resolution adopted.

[, David Simpson, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the NORTH SAN JOAQUIN
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, do hereby CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true
and correct copy of a resolution duly adopted at an adjourned regular meeting of gaid Board of
Directors held the 25th day of January 2016.




OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT
RESOLUTION NO. 2017-33

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING
THE FORMATION OF A GROUNDWATER
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FOR THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUB-BASIN

WHEREAS, the California Legislature has adopted, and the Governor has signed into law, the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 ("SGMA"), which authorizes local agencies to
manage groundwater in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent of SGMA is to provide for sustainable management of groundwater
basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum standards for
sustainable groundwater management, and to provide local groundwater agencies with the authority
and the technical and financial assistance necessary to sustainably manage groundwater; and
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WHEREAS, SGMA requires that a GSA be formed for all basins designated by the Department of
Water Resources as a high-priority basin, such as the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-basin (designated
basin number 5-22.01 in the California Department of Water Resources' CASGEM groundwater basin
system) (“Basin”), by June 30, 2017; and

WHEREAS, SGMA permits a local agency to form a groundwater sustainability agency (“GSA"); and
WHEREAS, the Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) is a local agency, as SGMA defines that term; and

WHEREAS, OID exercises jurisdiction upon lands overlying the Basin and is committed to the
sustainable management of the Basin’s groundwater resources; and

WHEREAS, OID has determined that the sustainable management of the Basin pursuant to SGMA
may best be achieved through the formation of a GSA; and

WHEREAS, notice of a hearing on the OID’s decision to form a GSA for its service area within the
Basin (“Notice”) was published in compliance with Government Code section 6066; and

WHEREAS, on February 21, 2017, OID held a public hearing to consider whether it should form the
OID Eastern San Joaquin Sub-basin GSA for the Basin; and

WHEREAS, it would be in the best interests of OID to form the GSA for its service area within the
Basin, and to coordinate with other GSAs within the Basin to begin the process of preparing a
groundwater sustainability plan (“Sustainability Plan”); and

WHEREAS, adoption of this resolution does not constitute a “project” under California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5), including organization and administrative activities of
government, because there would be no direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Oakdale Irrigation District
as follows:
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1. OID hereby elects to form a GSA and manage groundwater for its service area within
the Basin, as refiected in Exhibit “A.”

2. Within thirty (30) days of the date of this resolution, the OID Board directs the General
Manager to provide notice to California Department of Water Resources that OID
intends to form the GSA in the manner required by law.

3. This resolution shall take effect imnmediately upon passage and adoption.

Upon Motion of Director Santos, seconded by Director Osmundson, and duly submitted to the Board
for its Consideration, the above-titled Resolution was adopted this 21 day of February, 2017.

OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT

=79
‘/f//( > | HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a

Sﬁe Webb, President true and correct copy of the original on file
Board of Directors with the Oakdale Irrigation District.
OAKDALE IRRIGATION D|STRICT
P\ e Sy 1t/
N
Steve Knell, P.E. Steve Knell, P.E.
General Manager/Secretary General Manager/Secretary




BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION
R-15-185
RESOLUTION ELECTING TO ESTABLISH THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN
AS A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FOR THOSE PORTIONS OF

THE COSUMNES, EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN AND TRACY SUB-BASINS WITHIN
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

WHEREAS, the California Legislature and Governor Jerry Brown signed into law
____ Senate-Bills-1168 and-1319-and Assembly-Bill-1739, known-collectively as the

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA); and,
WHEREAS, the SGMA went into effect on January 1, 2015; and,

WHEREAS, the SGMA requires all high- and medium-priority groundwater
basins, as designated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
Bulletin 118, to be managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) or multiple
GSAs; and,

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sub-basin has been
designated by DWR as a high-priority basin and in critical groundwater overdraft; and,

WHEREAS, the Cosumnes and Tracy Sub-basins have been designated by
DWR as medium-priority basins; and,

WHEREAS, the SGMA authorizes a local public agency overlying groundwater
sub-basin to elect to become a GSA, and, ‘

WHEREAS, the County of San Joaquin (County) is a local public agency as
defined under the SGMA and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA; and,

WHEREAS, Section 10723.2 of the SGMA requires that a GSA consider the
interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible
for implementing groundwater sustainability plans; and,

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local public agency
electing to be a GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake
sustainable groundwater management within a sub-basin; and,

WHEREAS, the County is committed to sustainable management of its
groundwater resources; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 6066, notices of a public
hearing regarding whether to adopt a Resolution to elect to become a GSA were
published on November 27, 2015 and December 4, 2015 in the Manteca Bulletin, Lodi




News Sentinel, Tracy Press, and on November 27, 2015 and December 8, 2015 in The
Record; and,

WHEREAS, the County held a public hearing on December 15, 2015, after
publication of notice pursuant to Government Code section 6066 to consider adoption of
this Resolution; and,

WHEREAS, the County wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA
granted by the SGMA,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Board of Supervisors of
San Joaquin County hereby elects to become a GSA for those portions of San Joaquin
County within the Cosumnes, Eastern San Joaquin, and Tracy Sub-basin as defined in
DWR Bulletin 118, a copy of a map of the proposed management area is attached
hereto as Exhibit A; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the_San_Joaquin County Board.of Supervisors

authorizes the Director of Public Works or his designee to, within 30 days from the date
of this Resolution, provide notification of this election to the DWR, including a copy of
this Resolution and additional information required by Water Code Section 10723.8, in
the manner required by law; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that such notification shall include the boundaries
of the areas that the County intends to manage, which shall include the lands within the
County boundaries, a copy of this Resolution, a list of interested parties developed
pursuant to Section 10723.2 of the SGMA, and an explanation of how their interests will
be considered in the development and operation of the GSA and the development and
implementation of the GSA's groundwater sustainability plan; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the San Jdaquin County Board of Supervisors
supports resolving boundary overlaps among electing GSAs and also supports
exploring the establishment of a coordination agreement to organize electing GSAs;

and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors
directs staff to enter into discussions with agencies electing to be GSAs to resolve
boundary overlaps and to develop a coordination agreement that recognizes the
authority of electing GSAs to implement and enforce a GSP within their respective

boundaries.




PASSED AND ADOPTED 12/15/2015 , by the following vote of the
Board of Supervisors, to wit:

AYES: Winn, Elliott, Villapudua, Miller
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

ATTEST:

MIMI DUZENSKI
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
~ Of the County of San Joaquin,

~of Supervisors

State of California State of California

WR-15K047-ME4




RESOLUTION NO. 1599

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SOUTH DELTA WATER
AGENCY ELECTING TO BECOME A GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY UNDER THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT
WITHIN THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY SUB-BASIN

WHEREAS, the California Legislature and Governor Jerry Brown signed into law Senate Bills
1168 and 1319 and Assembly Bill 1739, known collectively as the Sustainable Groundwater

Management Act (SGMA); and

WHEREAS, the Legislature adopted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014,
that went into effect on January 1, 2015, which authorizes local agencies to manage groundwater
in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, the SGMA requires all high and medium priority groundwater basins, as
designated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118, to be
managed by a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA); and

WHEREAS, the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Subbasin (Basin) has been
designated by DWR as a high priority Basin; and

WHEREAS, the SGMA authorizes any local agency, or combination of local agencies overlying
the Basin, to elect to become a GSA; and _

WHEREAS, where more than one local agency overlies a groundwater basin, the SGMA calls
on local agencies to cooperate to manage the Basin in a sustainable manner; and

WHEREAS, the South Delta Water Agency (Agency) is a local agency as defined under the
SGMA and is therefore eligible to serve as a GSA within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.2 of the SGMA requires that a GSA consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP); and

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local agency electing to be a GSA,
notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake sustainable groundwater management

within the Basin, and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Agency to work cooperatively with the Stockton East Water
District, the cities of Lodi and Stockton, the Woodbridge Irrigation District, the California Water
Service, the County of San Joaquin, and other involved water agencies or interests as may be
appropriate, to manage the Basin in a sustainable fashion; and



WHEREAS, the Agency has provided informal notice of its interest in serving as the GSA for
its boundaries by means of communications with neighboring water agencies, cities and the

County of San Joaquin; and

WHEREAS, the District provided public notice, pursuant to Government Code section 6066, of
its intention to hold a hearing concerning its establishment of a GSA; and

WHEREAS, the Agency held a public hearing on March 1, 2017, to consider whether it should
become the GSA for the portion of the Basin underlying a portion of its boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Agency wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA granted by the
SGMA.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the South Delta
Water Agency elects that the South Delta Water Agency become a GSA for the portion of the
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin shown on Exhibit “A”; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the boundaries of the GSA for which the South Delta
Water Agency intends to manage is for that area within the Agency’s current boundaries as
indicated in the map that is attached as Exhibit “A”; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Agency staff are hereby directed to provide notice of this
election to the DWR in the manner required by law, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Agency staff are hereby directed to coordinate with
neighboring GSAs that may be established in order to begin the process of developing a GSP for
the Basin, as indicated by the SGMA.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Delta Water Agency at a
regular meeting on March 1, 2017, by the following vote of the members thereof:

Ayes: Jerry Robinson, Nat Bacchetti, Mary Hildebrand, Jack Alvarez
Noes: None

Absent: Robert Ferguson

Abstain: None

errw(‘)binson, President, Board of Directors

Attest:

el

John Herrick, Esq.
Manager and Co-Counsel




MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN
IRRIGATION DISTRICT, THE CITY OF RIPON AND THE CITY OF ESCALON TO
FORM THE SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

This Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) dated (enter date) is entered info between the
South San Joaquin [rrigation District (“SSJID”), the City of Ripon and the City of Escalon,
collectively referred to as the “Parties.” The Parties are located in the Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Subbasin as defined by the Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 (*Bulletin
118”) and are subject to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act as defined below.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014 Governor Jerry Brown signed into law the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (Senate Bills 1168 and 1319 and Assembly Bill
1739) codified in Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the California Water Code, commencing with section
10720 (*“the Act™); and

WHEREAS, the Act went into effect on January 1, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent of the Act is to provide sustainable management of
groundwater basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum
standards for sustainable groundwater management, and to provide local groundwater agencies
with the authority and the technical and financial assistance necessary to sustainably manage
groundwater; and

WHEREAS, the Parties overlie the southern portion of the Eastern San Joaquin
groundwater subbasin (DWR Bulletin 118 No. 5-22.01) (*Basin”), a Bulletin 118 designated
high priority basin that is in critical overdraft; and '

WHEREAS, the Act requires that basins designated as high priority be managed by one
or more Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (“GSA”) and that GSAs develop and implement
one or more Groundwater Sustainability Plans (“GSP”) for such basins; and

WHEREAS, the Act provides that any local agency or combination of agencies
overlying a groundwater basin may decide to become or to form a GSA ; and

WHEREAS, the Act defines a local agency as a local public agency that has water
supply, water management, or land use responsibilities within a groundwater basin and each of

the Parties is a local agency as defined by the Act; and

WHEREAS, the Act provides that a combination of local agencies may form a GSA
through a joint powers agreement, a memorandum of agreement or other legal agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Parties share the goal of achieving cost-effective sustainable
groundwater management in the Basin that meets the requirements of the Act, as it may be
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amended in the future, including considering the interests of all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater in the Basin; and

WHEREAS, the Parties intend by this MOA to set forth the framework and agreement
under which the Parties will work together to elect to become the South San Joaquin GSA
(SSIGSA), in order to collectively develop a GSP for the Managed Area as defined below,
whether that is a separate GSP, a regional GSP or a Basin-wide GSP and manage the
groundwater in the Managed Area in accordance with the GSP, and to work cooperatively with
other GSAs in the Basin as necessary to do so, and

WHEREAS, the Parties intend to negotiate and enter into coordination agreements as
required by the Act.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually understood and agreed as follows:

SECTION 1: PURPOSE

The Parties hereby establish the South San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
to manage the portion of the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin within the Parties’ collective
jurisdictions. The purpose of this MOA is to establish a framework to govern the actions of the
SSJIGSA. These actions include the development and implementation of a GSP for the Managed
Area. The Parties intend to collaborate with other local agencies in the potential development of
a Basin-wide GSP that is consistent with the goals, interests, authorities and responsibilities of
the Parties. The Parties also have discretion under this MOA to form a separate GSP for the
Managed Area and to work collaboratively with other GSAs within the Basin to enter into
Coordination Agreements as required by the Act. In addition, in the future, the Parties may
decide to form a new entity in order to serve as the GSA under a Joint Powers Agreement.

In developing, adopting and implementing a GSP for the Managed Area, or in any
coordination with other GSAs and other interests in developing and implementing a Basin-wide
GSP that is consistent with the Parties’ goals and objectives for the Managed Area, it is each
Party’s intent, goal and objective to maintain complete control and autonomy over the surface
water supplies, water facilities, water operations, groundwater supplies and assets to which each
Party and each Party’s constituents are legally entitled. Nothing in this MOA requires any
contribution or commitment by a Party to share or otherwise contribute that Party’s Water Assets
as part of the development or implementation of a GSP without that Party’s written consent.

SECTION 2: DEFINITIONS

The following terms, whether used in the singular or plural, and when used with initial
capitalization, shall have the meanings specified herein,

2.1 Act: Refers to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act as defined in the
Recitals, including any amendments to the Act.
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2.2  Governing Body: Means the legislative body, i.e. governing board, of each Party
to this MOA.

2.3 Governing Board: Refers to the SSIGSA Board created and described in Section
3.1 of this MOA.

2.4  Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA): Is defined in the Recitals and
refers to a groundwater sustainability agency as defined in the Act.

2.5 Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP): Is defined in the Recitals, and refers to
a groundwater plan as defined in the Act, including the groundwater management plan to be
developed by the Parties to this MOA pursuant to the Act.

2.6 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA): Refers to this Memorandum of
Agreement,

2.7  GSA Staff: Refers to any Party’s staff, including contracted consultants tasked
with carrying out the technical work necessary to implement the Act’s provisions.

2.8 Basin: Is defined in the Recitals and refers to the Eastern San Joaquin
groundwater subbasin.

2.9  Managed Area: Is defined as the area reflected in the Map attached as Exhibit A
and incorporated herein.

2.10  Party: Refers to each agency that is a signatory to this MOA.

2.11. Water Assets: Refers to all surface water supplies, water facilities, water
operations, groundwater supplies, and any other water-related assets to which each Party and
each Party’s constituents are legally entitled.

2.12. Board Member: Refers to a member of the Governing Board, as defined in
Section 2.3.

2.13. GSP_ Regulations: Refers to the Emergency Regulations for Groundwater
Sustainability Plans and Alternatives that were adopted by the California Water Commission on
May 18, 2016 (Cal. Code Regs., Title 23, Division 2, Chapter 1.5, Subchapter 2. Groundwater
Sustainability Plans).

SECTION 3: GOVERNANCE

3.1 Governing Board. The GSA shall be governed by a {ive member Governing
Board. Three Board Members will be representatives of SSJID, one Board Member shall be a
representative of the City of Ripon, and one Board Member shall be a representative of the City
of Escalon. Fach Board Member must be appointed by the Governing Body of the Party being
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represented. The Members may, but are not required to be, elected members of the Governing
Bodies of the Parties. Each Board Member shall certify to the Secretary in writing that he or she
has been appointed to be a Board Member by the appointing Party. The Governing Body of each
Party shall appoint one Alternate Board Member per Governing Board seat. Alternate Board
Members have no vote at Governing Board meetings if the Board Member is present. If the
Board Member is not present, the Alternate Board Member shall be entitled to participate in all
respects as a regular Board Member. Agency meetings shall comply with the Ralph M. Brown
Act required for meetings of the Governing Board.

3.2  Removal of Board Members. Board Members and Alternate Board Members
shall serve at the pleasure of their appointing Party’s Governing Body and may be removed or
replaced at any time. Upon removal of a Board Member, the Alternate Board Member shall serve
as a Board Member until a new Board Member is appointed by the Party’s Governing Body.
Parties must submit any changes in Board Member or Alternate Board Member appointments to
the Secretary in writing and signed by the Member.

33 Quorum, Attendance of four Board Members, with at least one Member
representing each Party, shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. In the absence
of a quorum, any meeting of the Governing Board may be adjourned from time to time by a
majority present, but no other business may be transacted.

3.4  Approval. Action of the Governing Board shall require the affirmative vote of a
majority of Board Members voting, except for approvals of the annual budget and cost sharing
agreement in Section 4, and any amendments to them, and the addition of additional parties to
this MOU in accordance with Section 8.3, which must be approved unanimously by all Board
Members. Affirmative action by the Governing Board is binding on each Party.

3.5 Officers. The Governing Board shall select a Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary, and
any other officers as determined necessary by the Governing Board. The Secretary of the Board
is not required to be a member of the Governing Board, but instead, can be a member of the staff
of one of the Parties.

3.5.1. The Chair shall preside at all Governing Board Meetings.

3.5.2. The Vice Chair shall act in place of the Chair at meetings should the Chair
be absent.

3.5.3. The Secretary shall prepare agendas for meetings in accordance with the
Brown Act, keep minutes of all meetings of the Governing Board and shall, as soon as
possible after each meeting, forward a copy of the minutes to each Board Member and
Alternate Member of the Governing Board. The Secretary shall provide the agendas to
each Party for posting in accordance with the Brown Act.

3.5.4. All Officers shall be chosen at the first Governing Board meeting and serve
a term of two (2) years. An Officer may serve for muitiple consecutive terms. Any Officer may
resign at any time upon written notice to the Governing Board.
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SECTION 4: FUNDING

Each Party’s participation in this MOA is at that Party’s sole cost and expense. The
Parties shall mutually develop an annual budget and cost sharing agreement for the work to be
undertaken by this MOA. Both the budget and cost sharing agreement shall be approved by the
Governing Board by unanimous vote, pursuant to Section 3.4 of this Agreement, before any
financial expenditures or financial obligations or liabilities may be incurred by the GSA.
Expenditures, as well as any income received by the GSA, must be included within the annual
budget.

SECTION 5: TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

5.1 Responsibilities of the Technical Committee.

5.1.1 The Governing Board shall establish a Technical Committee made up of
GSA Staff. At least one staff member from each Party may serve on the Technical Committee.
The Technical Committee shall develop a process to direct and coordinate GSA activities,
including the development, planning, financing, environmental review, permitting,
implementation, and long-term monitoring of the GSP for the Managed Area, and/or for the
portion of a GSP developed and implemented Basin-wide that is applicable to the Managed
Area. The Technical Committee may delegate tasks and responsibilities to GSA Staff. The
Technical Committee shall keep the Governing Board apprised of its activities, and may from
time to time be asked by the Governing Board to attend Governing Board meetings for the
purpose of answering questions and providing information. In addition to being responsible for
development and implementation of the GSP or portion of a Basin-wide GSP for the Managed
Area, the Technical Committee shall have responsibility for the following:

5.1.1.1 Develop and implement a stakeholder participation plan, pursuant
to the requirements of the Act and the GSP Regulations, that involves the
public and area stakeholders in developing and implementing the GSP.

5.1.1.2 Schedule meetings of the Governing Board through the Secretary
as necessary to coordinate development and implementation of the GSP.
Attendance at these meetings may be augmented to include staff or
consultants of all Parties to ensure that the appropriate expertise is
available,

5.1.1.3 Coordinate with other entities within the Basin regarding GSP
formation as required by the Act and the GSP Regulations. GSA Staff
shall work cooperatively with the Parties to develop agreement on specific
positions before communicating the GSA’s positions on specific issues
with other entities within the Basin, whenever feasible. GSA Staff shall
only take positions on issues which may affect the other Parties to this
MOA after majority approval of the MOA Parties and ratification by the
Governing Board.
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5.1.1.4 Establish financial management and review functions, and report
regularly to the Governing Board. The purpose of this reporting is to assist
the Parties in monitoring and managing invoicing, payments, cash flow,
and other financial matters.

SECTION 6: GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

6.1 It is the intent of the Parties to develop a GSP that meets the requirements
of the Act and the GSP Regulations and can be successfully implemented to achieve
groundwater sustainability in the Basin. Notwithstanding the foregoing, and to the maximum
extent permitted by law, each Party agrees to implement the GSP in its own service area or cause
the implementation of the GSP in its own service area through written agreement, delegation or
other means. Further, the Parties shall endeavor to develop a GSP that shall not prohibit or
impose conditions upon the drilling or construction of any new groundwater well or operation of
the water system within the sphere of influence of any Party. Nothing in this MOA or a future
GSP shall be interpreted as superseding the land use authority, police power, or any other
authorities of a Party.

6.2  The Parties understand that each of the Parties’ respective Governing
Bodies will be required to adopt the GSP.

6.3  Each Party to this MOA shall be individually responsible to implement
measures to comply with the GSP as necessary in each Party’s service area.

SECTION 7: COMMUNICATION

7.1  Interagency Communication: To provide for consistent and effective
communication between Parties, each Party agrees to designate one staff representative as ifs
central point of contact on matters relating to this MOA. Additional representatives may be
appointed to serve as points of contact on specific actions or issues.

7.2  Providing Proper Notice: All notices, statements, or payments related to
implementing the objectives of this MOA shall be deemed to have been duly given if given in
writing and either delivered personally or mailed by first-class, registered, or certified mail as
follows to the following individuals or their successors:

South San Joaquin Irrigation District
Peter Rietkerk, General Manager
11011 E. Highway 120

Manteca, California 95366

City of Ripon

Kevin Werner, City Administrator
259 North Wilma Avenue

Ripon, CA 95366
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City of Escalon

Tammy Alcantor, City Manager
2060 McHenry Avenue
Escalon, CA 95320

SECTION 8: TERMINATION, WITHDRAWAL AND NEW PARTIES

8.1  Terminating the Agreement. This MOA may be terminated upon
unanimous written consent of all the Parties.

8.2  Withdrawal A Party may unilaterally withdraw from this MOA without
causing or requiring termination of the MOA, effective upon thirty (30) days written notice to the
remaining Parties’ designated addresses as listed in “Providing Proper Notice” section above, A
Party that has withdrawn from this MOA shall remain obligated to pay its share of expenses and
obligations as outlined in the budget and cost share agreement incurred or accrued up to the date
the Party provided notice of withdrawal. A Party withdrawing from this MOA shall expressly
retain the right and responsibility to serve as the GSA for the groundwater basin underlying its
boundary or join with other GSA entities in the basin to comply with the groundwater
management activities required under the Act.

8.3  New Parties. Additional agencies may join this Agreement and become a
Party to the Agreement provided that the prospective new Party, (a) is eligible to join a
groundwater sustainability agency as provided by the Act, (b) negotiates necessary changes to
the structure of the Governing Board with all other Parties, (c) pays all previously incurred costs
that the Governing Board determines to have benefited the new Party, (d) agrees in writing to the
terms and conditions of this Agreement and () is approved by the Parties.

SECTION 9: AMENDMENT; INSURANCE AND INDEMNIFICATION

9.1 Amendment. This MOA may be amended only by a subsequent writing,
approved and signed by all Parties. Approval from a Party is valid only after that Party’s
Governing Body approves the amendment at a public meeting. GSA Staff, and individual
Governing Board members do not have the authority, express or implied, to amend, modify,
waive or in any way alter this MOA of the terms and conditions hereof.

9.2  Indemnification. No Party, nor any officer or employee of a Party, shall
be responsible for any damage or liability occutring by reason of anything done or omitted to be
done by another Party under or in connection with this MOA. The Parties further agree, pursuant
to California Government Code section 895.4, that each Party shall fully indemnify and hold
harmless the other Parties and their respective agents, officers, employees and contractors from
and against all claims, damages, losses, judgments, liabilities, expenses, and other costs,
including litigation costs and attorney fees, arising out of, resulting from, or in connection with
any work delegated to or action taken or omitted to be taken by the indemnifying Party under
this MOA. Each Party shall additionally include within any third party contract entered into in
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furtherance of this MOA, provisions requiring the contractor, consultant or vendor to indemnify,
defend and hold harmless the other Parties to the same extent as the contracting Party is
indemnified.

9.3  Insurance. FEach Party shall include within any third party contract
entered into in furtherance of this MOA, provisions requiring the contractor, consultant or
vendor to provide insurance coverage to the other Parties equivalent to the coverage provided to
the contracting Party. Without limiting the foregoing and to extent the following policies are
required by the contract, the non-contracting Parties shall: (1) be named as additional insured and
provided coverage on a primary and non-contributory basis on the contractor, consultant or
vendor’s policies of commercial general liability and business automobile liability insurance and
(2) be included in any waiver of subrogation endorsements issued on the commercial general
liability, business automobile liability and workers’ compensation/employer’s liability policies.

SECTION 10: MISCELLANEOUS

10.1 Execution in Counterparts. The Parties intend {o execute this MOA in
counterparts. It is the intent of the Parties to hold one (1) counterpart with single original
signatures to evidence the MOA and to thereafter forward (# of Parties to MOA) other original
counterparts on a rotating basis for all signatures. Thereafter, each Party shall be delivered an
originally executed counterpart with all Party signatures.

10.2 Term of MOA. This MOA shall become operative upon its execution by
each of the named Parties. The term of this MOA is indefinite and will cease existence only upon
termination by the Parties pursuant to Section 8 of this MOA.

10.3  Choice of Law. This MOA is made in the State of California, under the
Constitution and laws of such State and is to be so construed.

10.4  Severability. If any provision of this MOA is determined to be invalid or
unenforceable, the remaining provisions will remain in force and unaffected to the fullest extent
permitted by law and regulation,

10,5 _Entire Agreement. This MOA constitutes the sole, entire, integrated and
exclusive agreement between the Parties regarding the contents herein. Any other contracts,
agreements, terms, understandings, promises or representations not expressly set forth or
referenced in this writing are null and void and of nor force and effect.

10.6 Construction and Interpretation. The Parties agree and acknowledge
that this MOA has been developed through negotiation, and that each party has had a full and fair
opportunity to revise the terms of this MOA. Consequently, the normal rule of construction that
any ambiguities are to be resolved against the drafting party shall not apply in construing or
interpreting this MOA,
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the dates set
forth below.

Dated: ~3!/ Q,B/A‘LO 17

Dated:

Dated:

2/1?’,-}

4-S-177

SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT

By:

- o
Peter M. Rietkerk, General R?]anager

CITY OF RIPON

" "“w(/\
By:

Kevin Werner, City Administrator

CITY OF ESCALON

Byw@M%OM

Tammy Atdantor, City Manager
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SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION DISTRICT
RESOLUTION NO. 17-06-W

RESOLUTION ELECTING FORMATION OF THE SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

WHEREAS, the California Legislature has adopted, and the Governor has signed
into law, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 ("SGMA"), which
requires the sustainable management of groundwater; and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent is to provide for sustainable management of
groundwater basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum
standards for sustainable groundwater management; and

WHEREAS, in order to exercise the authority granted in SGMA, a local agency
or combination of local agencies may elect to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(GSA); and

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District is a local agency, as
SGMA defines that term; and.

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District is committed to sustainable
management of its groundwater resources; and

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District overlies a portion of the
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin (designated basin number 522.01) in the California
Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) groundwater basin system, which has been
designated by DWR as a high-priority basin in critical overdraft; and

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District elected to become a GSA
on October 15, 2015 and previously filed an election with DWR on or about November
12, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District has begun to work
cooperatively with other local agencies that also plan to manage groundwater in
compliance with SGMA, including the City of Ripon (Ripon) and the City of Escalon
(Escalon); and

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, along with its regional
partners Ripon and Escalon, intend to work collaboratively to manage their respective
service areas under the South San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(SSIGSA); and




WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local public agency
electing to be a GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake
sustainable groundwater management within the agency’s jurisdictional boundary; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code 6066, notice of a public hearing on
the South San Joaquin Irrigation District election to participate in the SSJIGSA has been
published as required by law; and

WHEREAS, on March 21, 2017, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District held a
public hearing to consider adoption of this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District wishes to exercise the
powers and authorities of a GSA granted by SGMA and to begin the process of
cooperatively preparing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) with other GSAs as
appropriate.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The South San Joaquin Irrigation District hereby finds that the facts set
forth in the recitals to this Resolution are true and correct, and establish
the factual basis for the South San Joaquin Irrigation District adoption of
this Resolution.

2. The South San Joaquin Irrigation District authorizes the General Manager
to withdraw the previous election to facilitate its participation in the
SSIGSA.

3. The South San Joaquin Irrigation District hereby elects to participate as a

member in the SSIGSA to manage groundwater within the boundaries of
the South San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency, including the
South San Joaquin Irrigation District boundary.

4, The Board authorizes the General Manager or his designee within 30 days
of adopting this Resolution, to inform the Department of Water Resources
of the South San Joaquin Irrigation District’s decision to participate in the
SSJGSA and take such other and further steps as necessary to comply with
the SGMA and the Department of Water Resources requirements.

5. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.



PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the Board of Directors of the South
San Joaquin Irrigation District on March 21, 2017, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: HOLBROOK HOLMES KAMPER KUIL ROOS
NOES: NONE
ABSTAIN: NONE
ABSENT: NONE
ATTEST:

S 170 re e

Peter M. Rietkerk, Secretary
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RESOLUTION NO. 09-17

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ESCALON
ELECTING FORMATION OF A JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCY PURSUANT TO THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER
MANAGEMENT ACT

WHEREAS, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014, California Water
Code section 10720 et. seq., went into effect on January 1, 2015, and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent of the Act is to provide for the sustainable management
of groundwater basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum
standards for sustainable groundwater management, and to manage groundwater basins through
the actions of local governmental agencies to the greatest extent feasible while minimizing state
intervention; and

WHEREAS, the Act requires that California groundwater basins and subbasins designated
by the California Department of Water Resources as high priority or medium priority be managed
by one or more Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) and that such management be
accomplished pursuant to one or more approved Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the
basin; and

WHEREAS, California Water Code Section 10721(j) defines a GSA as one or more local
agencies that implement the provisions of the Act; and

WHEREAS, any local public agency that has water supply, water management or land use
responsibilities within a groundwater basin may decide to become a GSA over that basin
(California Water Code Sections 10721 and 10723); and

WHEREAS, SGMA provides that a combination of local agencies may form a GSA by a
joint powers agreement, a memorandum of agreement, or other legal agreement (Water Code
Section 10723.6); and

WHEREAS, the City of Escalon overlies a portion of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater
Basin, Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin (defined in the Department of Water
Resources’ Bulletin 118 as Basin No. 5-22.01), which has been designated by the State of
California as a high priority basin that is in a condition of critical overdraft; and

WHEREAS, the City of Escalon is the local agency with exclusive public drinking water
supply, water quality and water production responsibilities within and for the City of Escalon; and

WHEREAS, the current exclusive source of the City of Escalon’s water supply is
groundwater from the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin; and

WHEREAS, it is beneficial to the health, safety and water supply reliability of the City of
Escalon to retain local jurisdiction and control over groundwater resources within the City Limits
of Escalon; and
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WHEREAS, the City of Escalon previously filed notice with California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) to become a GSA on February 9, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the City has been working cooperatively with other local agencies that also
plan to manage groundwater in compliance with SGMA, including the South San Joaquin
Irrigation District (SSJID) and the City of Ripon (Ripon); and

WHEREAS, the City, along with its regional partners SSJID and Ripon intend to jointly
form the South San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SSJGSA) through a
Memorandum of Agreement to work collaboratively to manage groundwater resources within their
respective service areas and to comply with SGMA; and

WHEREAS, prior to adopting a resolution of intent to establish the City of Escalon as a
member of the SSIGSA, Water Code Section 10723 requires the City to hold a public hearing,
after publication of notice pursuant to California Government Code Section 6066, on whether to
become a GSA; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 6066, notices of a public hearing on
whether or not to adopt a resolution to establish the SSJGSA through a Memorandum of
Agreement were published on March 15, 2017 and March 22, 2017; and

WHEREAS, adoption of this Resolution does not constitute a project under the California
Environmental Quality Act because it does not result in any direct or indirect physical change in
the environment;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Escalon
does hereby:

1. Elect to participate as a member of the SSIGSA to manage groundwater within the boundaries
of the SSIGSA, which includes the portion of the Eastern San Joagquin Groundwater Subbasin
underlying the jurisdictions of the City of Escalon, Ripon and SSJID; and

2. Authorize the City Manager or her designee to withdraw the previous GSA election notice to
DWR to facilitate the City of Escalon’s participation in the SSIGSA;

3. Authorize the City Manager to execute the “Memorandum of Agreement Between South San

Joaquin Irrigation District, the City of Ripon and the City of Escalon to Form the South San
Joaguin Groundwater Sustainability Agenecy”; and ,

4.  Authorize the City Manager or her designee to coordinate with the other members of the
SSIGSA to provide a copy of this resolution, a Notice of Intent, and all other necessary
documentation to DWR within 30 days and to otherwise comply with the requirements of Water
Code Section 10723.8; and

4. Authorize the City Manager or her designee to coordinate with the other members of the
SSJGSA to maintain a list of interested parties regarding the newly formed SSIGSA pursuant to
Water Code Section 10723.4.




Resolution 09-17
Page 3 of 3

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 3rd day of April 2017, by the following vote:
AYES: Councilmembers Swift, Fox, Alves, Murken, Mayor Laugero
NOES: None :

ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

JEFF LKUGERO, W

ATTEST:

(R

ADRT CRIM, Deputy City Clerk




RESOLUTION NO. 17-18

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RIPON ELECTING
FORMATION OF GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

WHEREAS, the California Legislature has adopted, and the Governor has signed
into law, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 ("SGMA"), which
requires the sustainable management of groundwater; and

WHEREAS, the legislative intent is to provide for sustainable management of
groundwater basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum
standards for sustainable groundwater management; and

WHEREAS, in order to exercise the authority granted in SGMA, a local agency
or combination of local agencies may elect to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency

(GSA); and

WHEREAS, the City of Ripon (the City) is a local agency, as SGMA defines that
term; and.

WHEREAS, the City is committed to sustainable management of its groundwater
resources; and

WHEREAS, the City overlies a portion of the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin
(designated basin number 522.01) in the California Department of Water Resources’
(DWR) groundwater basin system, which has been designated by DWR as a high-priority
basin in critical overdraft; and

WHEREAS, the City has begun to work cooperatively with other local agencies
that also plan to manage groundwater in compliance with SGMA, including the South
San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) and the City of Escalon (Escalon);

WHEREAS, the City, along with its regional partners SSJID and Escalon, intend
to work collaboratively to manage their respective service areas under the South San
Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SSIGSA);

WHEREAS, Section 10723.8 of the SGMA requires that a local public agency
electing to be a GSA to notify the DWR of its election and intention to undertake
sustainable groundwater management within the agency’s jurisdictional boundary; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code 6066, notice of a public hearing on
the City’s election to participate in the SSJGSA has been published as required by law;

and



WHEREAS, on March 14, 2017, the City held a public hearing to consider
adoption of this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the City wishes to exercise the powers and authorities of a GSA
granted by SGMA and to begin the process of cooperatively preparing a Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) with other GSAs as appropriate.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Ripon does hereby resolve

as follows:

4.

The City Council hereby finds that the facts set forth in the recitals to this
Resolution are true and correct, and establish the factual basis for the City
Council’s adoption of this Resolution.

The City Council hereby elects to participate as a member in the SSIGSA
to manage groundwater within the boundaries of the SSIGSA, including
the Ripon City Limits.

The City Council authorizes the Engineering Department within 30 days
of adopting this Resolution, to inform the Department of Water Resources
of the City’s decision to participate in the SSJGSA and take such other
and further steps as necessary to comply with the SGMA and the
Department of Water Resources requirements.

This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Ripon this 14th day of March, 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Zuber, Restuccia, de Graaf, Parks, Uecker
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAINING: None
The City of Ripon
A Municipal Corporation
By: / i i /0 ’ M
DEAN UECKER, Mayor
ATTEST:

e .

LISA ROOS, City Clerk
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Article 5. Plan Contents for Eastern San Joaquin Basin GSP Document References
Page Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table
Numbers Notes
Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
of Plan
§ 354. Introduction to Plan Contents
This Article describes the required contents of Plans submitted to the Department for evaluation,
including administrative information, a description of the basin setting, sustainable management
criteria, description of the monitoring network, and projects and management actions.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
SubArticle 1. Administrative Information
§354.2. Introduction to Administrative Information
This Subarticle describes information in the Plan relating to administrative and other
general information about the Agency that has adopted the Plan and the area covered by
the Plan.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.4. General Information
Each Plan shall include the following general information:
. . . . . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(a) An execut.lve. summary written in plalh.langgage that.prowdes an overview of the Plan the Revised GSP, updated June 2022, This field
and description of groundwater conditions in the basin. ES-1:ES. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2,ES-3:ES-8 [ES-1:ES-12 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A list of references and technical studies relied upon by the Agency in developing the o _
. . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(b) Plan. Each Agency sha‘II pr(?wde to the Department electronic copies of reports and other the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
documents and materials cited as references that are not generally available to the . .
) was updated again to reflect changes made in the
public. 8-1:8-9 8.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10733.2 and 10733.4, Water Code.
§ 354.6. Agency Information
When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include a copy of
the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(a) The name and mailing address of the Agency. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-2 1.1.3 1-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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of Plan
The organization and management structure of the Agency, identifying persons with This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(b) ) . . ’ the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
management authority for implementation of the Plan. 1.1.3:1.1.4. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-2:1-6 3 1-2:1-3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The name and contact information, including the phone number, mailing address and This flel,d was updated to reflect change§ mgde n
(c) ) ) the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
electronic mail address, of the plan manager. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-2 1.1.3 1-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The legal authority of the Agency, with specific reference to citations setting forth the This f'el_d was updated to reflect changes made in
(d) duties, powers, and responsibilities of the Agency, demonstrating that the Agency has the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. Pages __
! " i ! 1.1.4.4, reference Appendix 1-B. This field was updated
the legal authority to implement the Plan. 1-10, X-X:X-|Appendix 1- again to reflect changes made in the 2024 GSP
X B Amendment, updated November 2024.
(e) An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how the I:;S;:/li:(ljaz}:lf,djszgtzodrf:LeeC;(c)rz‘;iﬁ?iz ?::Iz‘le "
Agency plans to meet those costs. 1-10, 7-6:7- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
8 1.145,7.2 7-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.8, 10727.2, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.8. Description of Plan Area
Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered, including the
following information:
(a) One or more maps of the basin that depict the following, as applicable:
The entire Eastern San Joaquin GSP consists of
GSAs that are exclusive GSAs.
(1) This field was updated to reflect changes made in
The area covered by the Plan, delineating areas managed by the Agency as an exclusive Agency the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
and any areas for which the Agency is not an exclusive Agency, and the name and location of any was updated again to reflect changes made in the
adjacent basins. 1-10:1-11 |1.2.1 1-3:1-5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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There are no adjudicated areas within the Eastern
San Joaquin GSP nor was an alternative plan
prepared.
(2) Adjudicated areas, other Agencies within the basin, and areas covered by an Alternative.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-11 1.21.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Jurisdictional boundaries of federal or state land (including the identity of the agency This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) with jurisdiction over that land), tribal land, cities, counties, agencies with water the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
management responsibilities, and areas covered by relevant general plans. 1-6:1-7, 1- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-11:1-23 |1.2.1.1 11 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Existing land use designations and the identification of water use sector and water source This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(4) the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
type. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-11:1-23 [1.2.1.1 1-9:1-10 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The density of wells per square mile, by dasymetric or similar mapping techniques,
showing the general distribution of agricultural, industrial, and domestic water supply This fie'fj was updated to reflect changes made in
(5) wells in the basin, including de minimis extractors, and the location and extent of 1.2.1.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. Pages
. e . 1-21:1-23, |1.3.1, references Appendix 1-E. This field was updated
communities dependent upon groundwater, utilizing data provided by the Department, ) ] }
e . . . . . 1-44:1-45,X{Appendix 1- again to reflect changes made in the 2024 GSP
as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information. KX £ 1-12:1-14 Amendment, updated November 2024.
A written description of the Plan area, including a summary of the jurisdictional areas and This flel,d was updated to reflect change§ mgde n
(b) ) the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
other features depicted on the map. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-11:1-23 |1.2.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Identification of existing water resource monitoring and management programs, and
description of any such programs the Agency plans to incorporate in its monitoring This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(c) network or in development of its Plan. The Agency may coordinate with existing water the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
resource monitoring and management programs to incorporate and adopt that program was updated again to reflect changes made in the
as part of the Plan. 1-23:1-25 [1.2.2 1-15:1-16 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A description of how existing water resource monitoring or management programs may This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(d) limit operational flexibility in the basin, and how the Plan has been developed to adapt to the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
those limits. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-23:1-35 |1.2.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(e) A description of conjunctive use programs in the basin. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-34:1-35 [1.2.2.9 1-16 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(f A plain language description of the land use elements or topic categories of applicable
general plans that includes the following:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(1) A summary of general plans and other land use plans governing the basin. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-35:1-38 |1.2.3.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A general description of how implementation of existing land use plans may change o )
. . - . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
water demands within the basin or affect the ability of the Agency to achieve sustainable ) L
(2) dwat ¢ the planni dimol tation hori 4 how th the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
groundwater managemen oyer € planning and implementation horizon, and how the 1.2.3.1:1.2. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
Plan addresses those potential effects 1-35:1-38 3.3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024
— . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
A general description of how implementation of the Plan may affect the water suppl
(3) ; i ; P | t land P | the olanni ;/ | tation h p.p ¥ the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
assumptions of relevant land use plans over the planning and implementation horizon. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-37:1-38 |1.2.3.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A summary of the process for permitting new or replacement wells in the basin, including This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(4) adopted standards in local well ordinances, zoning codes, and policies contained in the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
adopted land use plans. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-38:1-42 [1.2.3.4 1-1:1-3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
To the extent known, the Agency may include information regarding the implementation This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(5) of land use plans outside the basin that could affect the ability of the Agency to achieve the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
sustainable groundwater management. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-38 1.2.3.3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
- - . . . This field dated to reflect ch dei
A description of any of the additional Plan elements included in Water Code Section '° |e. Was Hpaated to refiec ¢ angef, m,a ein
(g) 107274 that the A det ) to b ot the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
) at the Agency determines to be appropriate. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-42:1-44 |1.2.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10720.3, 10727.2, 10727.4, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.10. Notice and Communication
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Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification and
communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the
following:
A description of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, including the o )
. . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of groundwater in the ) o
(a) . . . . ) the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
basin, the types of parties representing those interests, and the nature of consultation . .
i i was updated again to reflect changes made in the
with those parties. 1-44:1-57 ]1.3.1:1.3.5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(b) A list of public meetings at which the Plan was discussed or considered by the Agency. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-45:1-46 [1.3.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Appendix 1-I provides public comments received
on the Public Draft GSP; Appendix 1-J summarizes
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
responses.
(©) Comments regarding the Plan received by the Agency and a summary of any responses
¢ by the Agency. This field was updated to reflect changes made in
1.3.4.2.4:1. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
3.4.2.6, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-51:1-57,X{Appendix 1- 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
X:X-X,X-X:X-|l, Appendix Pages  reference Appendix 1-l, and pages
X 1-J reference Appendix 1-J.
(d) A communication section of the Plan that includes the following:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) An explanation of the Agency’s decision-making process. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-46 1.3.3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
e .. . . . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
Identification of opportunities for public engagement and a discussion of how public
(2) i out and PP b q P gag P the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
INpUt and response Will be used. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-46:1-57 |1.3.4 1-4:1-5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
N . . . This field dated to reflect ch dei
A description of how the Agency encourages the active involvement of diverse social, '° |e. Was Hpaated to refiec ¢ angef, m,a ein
(3) . . L . the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
cultural, and economic elements of the population within the basin. . .
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-46:1-57 |1.34 1-4:1-5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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The method the Agency shall follow to inform the public about progress implementing This ﬂel,d was updated to reflect change? mgde n
@ the Plan, including the status of projects and actions the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
! ) 1-51:1-57, |1.3.4.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-54 6.2.7 1-5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.8, 10728.4, and 10733.2, Water Code
SubArticle 2. Basin Setting
§ 354.12. Introduction to Basin Setting
This Subarticle describes the information about the physical setting and characteristics of
the basin and current conditions of the basin that shall be part of each Plan, including the
identification of data gaps and levels of uncertainty, which comprise the basin setting
that serves as the basis for defining and assessing reasonable sustainable management
criteria and projects and management actions. Information provided pursuant to this
Subarticle shall be prepared by or under the direction of a professional geologist or
professional engineer.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.14. Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model
Each Plan shall include a descriptive hydrogeologic conceptual model of the basin based This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(a) on technical studies and qualified maps that characterizes the physical components and the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
interaction of the surface water and groundwater systems in the basin. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-10:2-80 (2.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(b) The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that
includes the following:
(1) The regio.nal geologic and structural settin.g of th‘e basin including the immediate I::;Si:jaé:;dj;zg;odrfJLeeczgza;gTE?S:ae?de n
surrounding area, as necessary for geologic consistency. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-18:2-20 |2.1.2:2.1.3 (2-6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2) Lateral basin boundaries, including major geologic features that significantly affect tT:;S;:/li:;aé::djszgtlodrf:Leecgggzﬁiiisn;ijde n
groundwater flow. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-20:2-58 (2.1.4:2.1.8 |2-7:2-29 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) The definable bottom of the basin. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-58 2.1.8.2 2-20 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(4) Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(A) [Formation names, if defined. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-40:2-42 (2.1.5.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Physical properties of aquifers and aquitards, including the vertical and lateral extent, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(B) [hydraulic conductivity, and storativity, which may be based on existing technical studies the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
or other best available information. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-58:2-78 [2.1.9 2-30:2-41 |2-3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Structural properties of the basin that restrict groundwater flow within the principal This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(C) [aquifers, including information regarding stratigraphic changes, truncation of units, or the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
other features. 2-35:2-45, (2.1.5:2.1.6, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-58:2-78 (2.1.9 2-19 2-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
. . . . . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
General water quality of the principal aquifers, which may be based on information
(D) derived f q. i yt hni pl ¢ Z g lat y the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
erived from existing technical studies or regulatory programs. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-69:2-78 12.1.9.2.3 2-34:2-41 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Identification of the primary use or uses of each aquifer, such as domestic, irrigation, or This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(E) icinal wat pI ¥ 9 ’ /11118 ’ the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
municipal water supply. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-58:2-78 (2.1.9 2:30:2-31 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(5) Identification of data gaps and uncertainty within the hydrogeologic conceptual model the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-79:2-80 [2.1.10 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be represented graphically by at least two This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(c) scaled cross-sections that display the information required by this section and are the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
sufficient to depict major stratigraphic and structural features in the basin. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-46:2-57 (2.1.7 2-21:2-29 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that
depict the following:
(1) Topographic information derived from the U.S. Geological Survey or another reliable tT:;S;:/li:;aé::djszgtzodrf::‘e:;gzzﬁiiisn;jde n
source. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-20 21.4.1 2-7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2) Surfi.cial geology deri.ved from a qualified map including the locations of cross-sections I::;::i:fé;:dj;zg;odrfj:‘eec;gza;g;?s:}ae?de n
required by this Section. 2-18, 2-21, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-35:2-42 (2.1.5 2-25,2-13 (2-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
3) Soil .charaFteristics as described .by the app.ropriate Natural Resources Conservation tT:;S;:/li:;aé::djszgtzodrf::‘e:;ggzﬁiﬁszz(ﬁd& n
Service soil survey or other applicable studies. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-26:2-29 (2.1.4.3 2-10:2-12 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Delineation of existing recharge areas that substantially contribute to the replenishment This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(4) of the basin, potential recharge areas, and discharge areas, including significant active the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
springs, seeps, and wetlands within or adjacent to the basin. 2-30:2-35, [2.1.4.5, 2-13:2-14, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
1-34 1.2.2.9 1-16 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(5) Surface water bodies that are significant to the management of the basin. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-20:2-25 (2.1.4.2 2-8:2-9 2-1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(6) The source and point of delivery for imported water supplies. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2-30 2.1.4.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.16. Groundwater Conditions

Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater conditions in
the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best
available information that includes the following:

(a)

Groundwater elevation data demonstrating flow directions, lateral and vertical gradients,
and regional pumping patterns, including:
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Groundwater elevation contour maps depicting the groundwater table or potentiometric This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) surface associated with the current seasonal high and seasonal low for each principal 2-80:2-98, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
aquifer within the basin. 2-134:2- 2-45:2-46, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
137 2.2.1,2.3.1 [2-84:2-86 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2) Hydrogr.aphs d.epicting Iong-ter.m groundwater elevations, historical highs and lows, and 2.83.2.84, 221 I::;::i:fé::djgzgt?drﬂeec;gza;g;?s:}ae?de n
hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers. 2-91:2-98 |Appendix 3-(2-42:2-43, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
I 2-48:2-63 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A graph depicting estimates of the change in groundwater in storage, based on data, o )
demonstrating the annual and cumulative change in the volume of groundwater in This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(b) ) o ) ) 2-99:2-100, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
storage between seasonal high groundwater conditions, including the annual 9-139:2- 2-64:2-65,2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
groundwater use and water year type. 140 2.2.2,2.3.2 |89 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024
Seawater intrusion is not considered an
applicable sustainability indicator for the Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin as the Subbasin is not in a
coastal area and seawater intrusion is not
Seawater intrusion conditions in the basin, including maps and cross-sections of the currently present and is not reasonably expected
(©) seawater intrusion front for each principal aquifer. to occur due to the active management of the
‘X2’ salinity barrier by the State.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
2-101,2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
140:2-144 [2.2.3,2.3.3 |2-91 2-12 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Groundwater quality issues that may affect the supply and beneficial uses of This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(d) groundwater, including a description and map of the location of known groundwater 2-101:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
contamination sites and plumes. 122,2- 2-66:2-76, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
144:2-147 [2.2.4,2.3.4 (2-92:2-94 |2-5:2-11 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The extent, cumulative total, and annual rate of land subsidence, including maps This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(e) depicting total subsidence, utilizing data available from the Department, as specified in  |2-122:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
Section 353.2, or the best available information. 123,2- 2-78, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
147:2-155 |2.2.5,2.3.5 (2:95:2-101 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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Identification of interconnected surface water systems within the basin and an estimate This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(f) of the quantity and timing of depletions of those systems, utilizing data available from 2-123:2- 2-79:2-80, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information. 126,2- 2-102:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
155:2-161 |2.2.6,2.3.6 (105 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Identification of groundwater dependent ecosystems within the basin, utilizing data This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(8) available from the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
information. 2-126:2- 2-81:2-83, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
133, 2-163 |2.2.7,2.3.7 |2-106 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.18. Water Budget
Each Plan shall include a water budget for the basin that provides an accounting and
assessment of the total annual volume of groundwater and surface water entering and This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(a) leaving the basin, including historical, current and projected water budget conditions, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
and the change in the volume of water stored. Water budget information shall be 2-163:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
reported in tabular and graphical form. 217 2.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(b) The water budget shall quantify the following, either through direct measurements or
estimates based on data:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) Total surface water entering and leaving a basin by water source type. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
2-173:2- 2-109:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
195 245 120 2-14:2-19 ]2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Inflow to the groundwater system by water source type, including subsurface This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) groundwater inflow and infiltration of precipitation, applied water, and surface water the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
systems, such as lakes, streams, rivers, canals, springs and conveyance systems. 2-173:2- 2-109:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
195 2.4.5 120 2-14:2-19 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Outflows from the groundwater system by water use sector, including This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) evapotranspiration, groundwater extraction, groundwater discharge to surface water the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
sources, and subsurface groundwater outflow. 2-173:2- 2-109:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
195 245 120 2-14:2-19 ]2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2-64:2-65,
(@) The c.h.ange in the annual volume of groundwater in storage between seasonal high 522922100' ilgl?’zz I::;::i:fé::djgzgt?drﬂeec;gza;g;?s:}ae?de "
conditions. 140, 2- 2.2.2,2.3.2,1114,2-117, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
173:2-195 |2.4.5 2-120 2-16:2-19 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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2-181:2-
If overdraft conditions occur, as defined in Bulletin 118, the water budget shall include a 184, 2- This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(5) guantification of overdraft over a period of years during which water year and water 188:2-191, (2.4.5.1, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
supply conditions approximate average conditions. 2-191:2- 2.4.5.3, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
195 2454 2-17:2-19 ]2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(6) The water year type associated with the annual supply, demand, and change in 21812-  |245.1 I::;::i:fé;:djgzgt?drﬂeec;gza;g;?s:}ae?de n
groundwater stored. 184, 2- 2.4.5.3, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
188:2-195 |2.4.5.4 2-17:2-19 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(7) An estimate of sustainable yield for the basin. 2-195:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
201, 2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
201:2-205 (2.4.6,2.4.7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(©) Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin
as follows:
Current water budget information shall quantify current inflows and outflows for the This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(1) basin using the most recent hydrology, water supply, water demand, and land use the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
information. 2-170,2- (2.4.4.2, 2-112:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
185:2-187 |2.4.5.2 114 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of
2) past surface water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand
trends relative to water year type. The historical water budget shall include the
following:
A quantitative evaluation of the availability or reliability of historical surface water supply o )
deliveries as a function of the historical planned versus actual annual surface water This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(A) L 2-168:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
deliveries, by surface water sourc§ and wa’_cer year type, and based on the most recent 170, 2- 2441 9.109:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
ten years of surface water supply information. 181:2-184 2451  |111 2-17 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A quantitative assessment of the historical water budget, starting with the most recently
available information and extending back a minimum of 10 years, or as is sufficient to
(8) caIiI_orate and reduce the unc.ertainty 9f the tools and me.thods used to estimate and This field was updated to reflect changes made in
project future water budget information and future aquifer response to proposed 2-168:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
sustainable groundwater management practices over the planning and implementation 170, 2- 24.4.1, 2-109:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
horizon. 181:2-184 [2.4.5.1 111 2-17 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A description of how historical conditions concerning hydrology, water demand, and o )
A N . - This field was updated to reflect changes made in
©) surface water su.pply./ a\./a|lab|I|'Fy or relliablllty ha?ve impacted the ability of the.Agency to the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
operate the I?asm within sustainable yield. Basin hydrology may be characterized and 5-165:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
evaluated using water year type. 166 2.4.2 2-108 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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Projected water budgets shall be used to estimate future baseline conditions of supply,
demand, and aquifer response to Plan implementation, and to identify the uncertainties
3) of these projected water budget components. The projected water budget shall utilize
the following methodologies and assumptions to estimate future baseline conditions
concerning hydrology, water demand and surface water supply availability or reliability
over the planning and implementation horizon:
2-165:2-
166, 2-
170:2-172,
Projected hydrology shall utilize 50 years of historical precipitation, evapotranspiration, 2-188:2-
. . . . . . 191, 2-
and streamflow information as the baseline condition for estimating future hydrology. _
(A) |The projected hydrology information shall also be applied as the baseline condition used ;2?;
to evaluate future scenarios of hydrologic uncertainty associated with projections of 201':2_ 242,
climate change and sea level rise. 205,2- 2.4.4.3, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
205:2- 2.45.3, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
212,2- 2.4.6,2.4.7,[2-108, 2- |2-13, 2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
212:2-217 (2.4.8,2.4.9 |115:2-132 |20:2-28 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2-170:2-
172, 2-
Projected water demand shall utilize the most recent land use, evapotranspiration, and 188:2-131,
. . . . . . . 2-195:2-
crop coefficient information as the baseline condition for estimating future water
. . . . . 201,2-
(B) |demand. The projected water demand information shall also be applied as the baseline 201:2-
condition used to evaluate future scenarios of water demand uncertainty associated with 205, 2- 2443, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
projected changes in local land use planning, population growth, and climate. 205:2- 2453, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
212,2- 2.4.6,2.4.7,|12-115:2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
212:2-217 (2.4.8,2.4.9 {132 2-20:2-28 ]2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2-165:2-
166, 2-
170:2-172,
Projected surface water supply shall utilize the most recent water supply information as |>-188:2-
the baseline condition for estimating future surface water supply. The projected surface |191, 2-
©) water supply shall also be applied as the baseline condition used to evaluate future 195:2-
scenarios of surface water supply availability and reliability as a function of the historical |201,2-
surface water supply identified in Section 354.18(c)(2)(A), and the projected changes in  |201:2- 242,
local land use planning, population growth, and climate. 205,2- 2.4.4.3, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
205:2- 2.45.3, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
212,2- 2.4.6,2.4.7,{2-115:2- 2-13, 2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
212:2-217 (2.4.8,2.4.9 {132 20:2-28 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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The Agency shall utilize the following information provided, as available, by the
(d) Department pursuant to Section 353.2, or other data of comparable quality, to develop
the water budget:
(1) Histc?ri.cal water budget information for mean annual temperature, mean annual 51652 I::F::/li:jaé::djgzgt?drfjlneeCtzgza;gTE?szae?de n
precipitation, water year type, and land use. 166,2- 2.4.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
168:2-170 |2.4.4.1 2-108 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Current water budget information for temperature, water year type, evapotranspiration This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) ’ ’ " 12-165:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
and land use. 166,2- 2.4.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
168:2-170 [(2.4.4.2 2-108 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2-170:2-
172, 2-
188:2-191,
2-195:2-
Projected water budget information for population, population growth, climate change, |201,2-
3 and sea level rise. 201:2-
205,2- 2.4.4.3, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
205:2- 2.4.5.3, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
212,2- 2.4.6,2.4.7, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
212:2-217 (2.4.8,2.4.9 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each Plan shall rely on the best available information and best available science to
quantify the water budget for the basin in order to provide an understanding of historical
and projected hydrology, water demand, water supply, land use, population, climate This field was updated to reflect changes made in
change, sea level rise, groundwater and surface water interaction, and subsurface the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
(e) groundwater flow. If a numerical groundwater and surface water model is not used to was updated again to reflect changes made in the
guantify and evaluate the projected water budget conditions and the potential impacts |2-163:2- 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November
to beneficial uses and users of groundwater, the Plan shall identify and describe an 165, 2- 241,243, 2024.Pages ____ reference Appendix 2-A:2-C:
equally effective method, tool, or analytical model to evaluate projected water budget 166:2-167, |Appendix 2- Eastern San Joaquin Water Resources Model
conditions. X-X:X-X A:2-C reports.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
The Department shall provide the California Central Valley Groundwater-Surface Water the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
; Simulation Model (C2VSIM) and the Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM) for use by was updated again to reflect changes made in the
(f) Agencies in developing the water budget. Each Agency may choose to use a different 2-163:2- 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November
groundwater and surface water model, pursuant to Section 352.4. 165, 2- 241,243, 2024.Pages ____reference Appendix 2-A:2-C:
166:2-167, |Appendix 2- Eastern San Joaquin Water Resources Model
X-X:X-X A:2-C reports.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
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Reference: Sections 10721, 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.6, 10729, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.20. Management Areas
Each Agency may define one or more management areas within a basin if the Agency has
determined that creation of management areas will facilitate implementation of the
(a) Plan. Management areas may define different minimum thresholds and be operated to
different measurable objectives than the basin at large, provided that undesirable results ] n
. . ] No management areas have been identified for
are defined consistently throughout the basin. N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin,
(b) A basin that includes one or more management areas shall describe the following in the
Plan:
(2) The reason for the creation of each management area. No management areas have been identified for
N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.
The minimum thresholds and measurable objectives established for each management
(2) area, and an explanation of the rationale for selecting those values, if different from the No management areas have been identified for
basin at large. N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.
(3) The level of monitoring and analysis appropriate for each management area. No management areas have been identified for
N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.
An explanation of how the management area can operate under different minimum
(4) thresholds and measurable objectives without causing undesirable results outside the No management areas have been identified for
management area, if applicable. N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.
If a Plan includes one or more management areas, the Plan shall include descriptions,
(c) maps, and other information required by this Subarticle sufficient to describe conditions No management areas have been identified for
in those areas. N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10733.2 and 10733.4, Water Code.
SubArticle 3. Sustainable Management Criteria
§ 354.22. Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria
This Subarticle describes criteria by which an Agency defines conditions in its Plan that
constitute sustainable groundwater management for the basin, including the process by
which the Agency shall characterize undesirable results, and establish minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for each applicable sustainability indicator.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.24. Sustainability Goal

Page 14 of 30




Article 5.

Plan Contents for Eastern San Joaquin Basin

GSP Document References

Page
Numbers
of Plan

Or Table
Numbers

Or Section
Numbers

Or Figure
Numbers

Notes

Each Agency shall establish in its Plan a sustainability goal for the basin that culminates in
the absence of undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline.
The Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including information from
the basin setting used to establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures
that will be implemented to ensure that the basin will be operated within its sustainable
yield, and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved within 20
years of Plan implementation and is likely to be maintained through the planning and
implementation horizon.

1-2,3-1:3-2 (1.1.2,3.1

This field was updated to reflect changes made in
the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field

was updated again to reflect changes made in the
2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10721, 10727, 10727.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.

§ 354.26.

Undesirable Results

(a)

Each Agency shall describe in its Plan the processes and criteria relied upon to define
undesirable results applicable to the basin. Undesirable results occur when significant
and unreasonable effects for any of the sustainability indicators are caused by
groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin.

3.3.1.1.1,
3.3.1.1.2,
3.3.2.1.1,
3.3.2.1.2,
3.3.3.1.1,
3.3.3.1.2,
3-3:3-5,3- [3.3.4,

13:3-14, 3- |3.3.5.1.1,
15:3-16, 3- |3.3.5.1.2,
23,3-23:3- [3.3.6.1.1,

This field was updated to reflect changes made in
the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the

25,3-28 3.3.6.1.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(b) The description of undesirable results shall include the following:
3.3.1.1.3,
3.3.2.1.3, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
The cause of groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin that would lead to 3.3.3.13, the Revised GSP,'updated June 2022. This fléld
) ) . . ] . . 3-5,3-13:3- (3.3.4, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
(2) or has led to undesirable results .based on information described in the basin setting, and 143-15:3- |3.35.13, 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024,
other data or models as appropriate. 16,3-23,3- |3.3.6.1.3, Pages  reference to Appendix 3-E Technical
25:3-26,3- |Appendix 3- Memorandum No. 4 - Water Budgets and
28, X-X:X-X |E Groundwater Storage.
3.3.1.1.2,
The criteria used to define when and where the effects of the groundwater conditions 3.3.2.1.2,
cause undesirable results for each applicable sustainability indicator. The criteria shall be |3-4:3-5, 3- [3.3.3.1.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in

(2)

based on a quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold
exceedances that cause significant and unreasonable effects in the basin.

13:3-14, 3- (3.3.4,
16, 3-23, 3- (3.3.5.1.2,

25, 3-28 3.3.6.1.2

the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the

2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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3.3.1.1.4,
. . 3.3.2.1.4,
Potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of groundwater, on land uses and Lo .
(3) property interests, and other potential effects that may occur or are occurring from 3-5,3-14,313.3.3.14, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
) ! 16, 3-23, 3-13.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
undesirable results. 26, 3-28:3- |3.3.5.1.4, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
29 336.14 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
3-5:3-10, 3-|3.3.1.2,
The Agency may need to evaluate multiple minimum thresholds to determine whether  |14:3-15, 3- (3.3.2.2,
an undesirable result is occurring in the basin. The determination that undesirable 17:3-20, 3- (3.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(©) results are occurring may depend upon measurements from multiple monitoring sites, |23, 3-26:3- |3.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
rather than a single monitoring site. 27,3-29:3- |3.3.5.2, 3-2, 3-3, 3- |3-1, 3-4, 3- Jwas updated again to reflect changes made in the
31 3.3.6.2 5, 3-6 7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
An Agency that is able to demonstrate that undesirable results related to one or more
(d) sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin shall not be The Eastern San Joaquin GSP establishes
required to establish criteria for undesirable results related to those sustainability minimum thresholds for each of the six
indicators. N/A sustainability indicators.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10721, 10723.2, 10727.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
§ 354.28. Minimum Thresholds
Each Agency in its Plan shall establish minimum thresholds that quantify groundwater 3-5:3-10, 3-13.3.1.2,
conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator at each monitoring site or 14:3-15,3- |3.3.2.2, o .
(a) representative monitoring site established pursuant to Section 354.36. The numeric 17:3-20,3- 13.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
. . . . . 23, 3-26:3- (3.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
value used to define minimum thresholds shall represent a point in the basin that, if i i
. . . . 27, 3-29:3- (3.3.5.2, 3-1, 3-4, 3- |was updated again to reflect changes made in the
exceeded, may cause undesirable results as described in Section 354.26. 31 3.3.6.2 3-2:3.6 2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
3-5:3-10, 3-3.3.1.2,
The information and criteria relied upon to establish and justify the minimum thresholds |14:3-15, 3- |3.3.2.2,
1 for each sustainability indicator. The justification for the minimum threshold shall be 17:3-20, 3- (3.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
() supported by information provided in the basin setting, and other data or models as 23,3-26:3- |3.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
appropriate, and qualified by uncertainty in the understanding of the basin setting. 27,3-29:3- [3.3.5.2, 3-1, 3-4, 3- |was updated again to reflect changes made in the
31 3.3.6.2 3-2:3-6 7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
3-5:3-10, 3-|3.3.1.2,
The relationship between the minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator, 14:3-15,3- 13.3.2.2, s )
. . . . ) . 17:3-20, 3- |3.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) |n.cll.Jd|ng an explanatlcljn of how the .Agency has determined that basm.confj.ltlo.ns fat each 23,3-26:3- [3.3.4.2, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
minimum threshold will avoid undesirable results for each of the sustainability indicators. 27.3-29:3- |3.3.5.2, 3-1,3-4, 3- |was updated again to reflect changes made in the
31 3.3.6.2 3-2:3-6 7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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3-5:3-10, 3-|3.3.1.2,
14:3-15, 3- [3.2.2.2,
How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable results in 17:3-20, 3- (3.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
3 adjacent basins or affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals. |23, 3-26:3- |3.3.4.2, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
27, 3-29:3- |3.3.5.2, 3-1, 3-4, 3- |was updated again to reflect change made in the
31 3.3.6.2 3-2:3-6 7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
3-5:3-10, 3-|3.3.1.2,
14:3-15, 3- [3.3.2.2,
4) How minimum thresholds may affect the interests of beneficial uses and users of 17:3-20, 3- (3.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
groundwater or land uses and property interests. 23, 3-26:3- |13.3.4.2, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
27, 3-29:3- |3.3.5.2, 3-1, 3-4, 3- |was updated again to reflect change made in the
31 3.3.6.2 3-2:3-6 7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
3-5:3-10, 3-|3.3.1.2,
How state, federal, or local standards relate to the relevant sustainability indicator. If the 14:3-15,3-13.3.2.2, s )
(5) minimum threshold differs from other regulatory standards, the Agency shall explain the 17:3-20,3-13.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
) ] ! 23, 3-26:3- (3.3.4.2, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
nature of and basis for the difference. 27, 3-29:3- (3.3.5.2, 3-1, 3-4, 3- |was updated again to reflect changes made in the
31 3.3.6.2 3-2:3-6 7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
3-5:3-10, 3-|3.3.1.2,
14:3-15, 3- [3.3.2.2,
How each minimum threshold will be quantitatively measured, consistent with the 17:3-20,3-13.3.3.2, L .
(6) o . . . . 23, 3-26:3- (3.3.4.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
monitoring network requirements described in Subarticle 4. 27,3-29:3- [3.3.5.2, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
31,4-1:4- (3.3.6.2, 3-1, 3-4, 3- Jwas updated again to reflect changes made in the
21 4.1:4.6 3-2:3-6 7,4-1:4-8 ]2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(c) Minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator shall be defined as follows:
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. The minimum threshold for chronic lowering
(1) of groundwater levels shall be the groundwater elevation indicating a depletion of supply
at a given location that may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels shall be supported by the following:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
(A) The rate. of groundwater .elevation .decline based on historical trends, water year type, 138402298,2 221 231, \2,\/(;3;4u222t§:13ei?jlr:12c:1'cr,e:||:§;::;rlllgoe\fer:qz:i 'znot;r
and projected water use in the basin. 139,2- 2.4,3.3.1.2, Pages  and pages __ reference Appendix 3H
163:2-217, |Appendix 3- Supplemental Data for Chronic Lowering of
3-5:3-10,X- |H:3-l, Groundwater Level Minimum Thresholds and
X:X-X,X-X:X-[Appendix 3- Appendix 3-1 Groundwater Level Representative
X C 2-42:2-43 Monitoring Well Historical Hydrographs.
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This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(B) [Potential effects on other sustainability indicators. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
3-3:3-12 3.3.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Reduction of Groundwater Storage. The minimum threshold for reduction of
groundwater storage shall be a total volume of groundwater that can be withdrawn from
2) the basin without cau.sing conditions that may lead to undesirable results. I\/IinirT\um This field was updated to reflect changes made in
thresholds for reduction of groundwater storage shall be supported by the sustainable 3.3.2.2, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
yield of the basin, calculated based on historical trends, water year type, and projected |3-14:3-15, |Appendix 3- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
water use in the basin. X-X:X-X E 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Seawater Intrusion. The minimum threshold for seawater intrusion shall be defined by a
3 chloride concentration isocontour for each principal aquifer where seawater intrusion
3 may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for seawater intrusion shall be
supported by the following:
Seawater intrusion is not considered an
applicable sustainability indicator for the Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin as the Subbasin is not in a
coastal area and seawater intrusion is not
Maps and cross-sections of the chloride concentration isocontour that defines the currently present and is not reasonably expected
(A) minimum threshold and measurable objective for each principal aquifer. to occur due to the active management of the
‘X2’ salinity barrier by the State.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
3.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
3-23, X-X:X- [Appendix 3- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
X F 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.

Page 18 of 30




Article 5. Plan Contents for Eastern San Joaquin Basin GSP Document References
Page Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table
Numbers Notes
Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
of Plan
Seawater intrusion is not considered an
applicable sustainability indicator for the Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin as the Subbasin is not in a
coastal area and seawater intrusion is not
(8) A description of how the seawater intrusion minimum threshold considers the effects of currently present and is not reasonably expected
current and projected sea levels. to occur due to the active management of the
‘X2’ salinity barrier by the State.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
3.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
3-23, X-X:X-|Appendix 3- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
X F 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Degraded Water Quality. The minimum threshold for degraded water quality shall be the
degradation of water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes that impair
water supplies or other indicator of water quality as determined by the Agency that may
(4) lead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold shall be based on the number of
supply wells, a volume of water, or a location of an isocontour that exceeds 3-17:3-20,21
. . . . 101:2- 3.3.3.2, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
concentrations of constituents determined by the Agency to be of concern for the basin. ) o
. .. . . 122,2- 2.2.4,2.3.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
In setting minimum thresholds for degraded water quality, the Agency shall consider ) . i
. . . 144:2- Appendix 3- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
local, state, and federal water quality standards applicable to the basin. 147 XX:XX|F 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Land Subsidence. The minimum threshold for land subsidence shall be the rate and
5 extent of subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land uses and may lead to
) undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for land subsidence shall be supported by the
following:
Identification of land uses and property interests that have been affected or are likely to
be affected by land subsidence in the basin, including an explanation of how the Agency This ﬁelfj was updated to reflect change§ mgde in
(A) has determined and considered those uses and interests, and the Agency’s rationale for the Revised GSP,.updated June 2022. This ﬂéld
establishing minimum thresholds in light of those effects. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
3-25:3-27 (3.3.5.2 3-4:3-5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(8) Maps and graphs showing the extent and rate of land subsidence in the basin that 3-23:3-28,243.3.5, 2.2.5,
defines the minimum threshold and measurable objectives. 122:2-123, (2.3.5 This field was updated again to reflect changes
2-147:2- Appendix 3- made in the 2024 GSP Amendment, updated
155,X-X:X-X D 3-4 November 2024.
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Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. The minimum threshold for depletions of
interconnected surface water shall be the rate or volume of surface water depletions
(6) caused by groundwater use that has adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface
water and may lead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold established for
depletions of interconnected surface water shall be supported by the following:
3-28:3-32, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(A) |The location, quantity, and timing of depletions of interconnected surface water. 2-123:2- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
126, 2- 3.3.6,2.2.6,(2-103, 2- was updated again to reflect changes made in the
155:2-161 [2.3.6 105 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A description of the groundwater and surface water model used to quantify surface This field was updated to reflect changes made in
water depletion. If a numerical groundwater and surface water model is not used to the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
(B) : . o . . . .
quantify surface water depletion, the Plan shall identify and describe an equally effective 3.3.6.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
method, tool, or analytical model to accomplish the requirements of this Paragraph. 3-29:3-31,242.3.6, 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
155:2-161, |Appendix 2- Pages _ reference Appendix 2-A:2-C Eastern San
X-X:X-X A:2-C Joaquin Water Resources Model Report (s).
An Agency may establish a representative minimum threshold for groundwater elevation o )
. . e This field was updated to reflect changes made in
to serve as the value for multiple sustainability indicators, where the Agency can ) o
(d) i ) o the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
demonstrate that the representative value is a reasonable proxy for multiple individual . .
o ] was updated again to reflect changes made in the
minimum thresholds as supported by adequate evidence. 3-29:3-31 (3.3.6.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more
(e) sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as The Eastern San Joaquin GSP establishes
described in Section 354.26, shall not be required to establish minimum thresholds minimum thresholds for each of the six
related to those sustainability indicators. sustainability indicators.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
§ 354.30. Measurable Objectives
Each Agency shall establish measurable objectives, including interim milestones in 3-10:3-12, 13.3.1.3, This fléld has begn updated to reflect changes
. . . . . . _ 3-15, 3- 3.3.2.3, made in the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.
increments of five years, to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20 years of L ]
(a) Plan impl tati dt i ¢ tainabl th dwater basi 20:3-22,3- (3.3.3.3, This field was updated again to reflect changes
an implementation and o continue 1o sustainably manage the groundwater basin over 1,73 »g 3. 13.3.5.3, 3-2:3-3,3- |made in the 2024 GSP Amendment, updated
the planning and implementation horizon. 31:3-32 3363 5:3-6,3-8 |November 2024.
3-10:3-12, (3.3.1.3, This field has been updated to reflect changes
Measurable objectives shall be established for each sustainability indicator, based on 3-15, 3- 3.3.2.3, made in the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.
(b) guantitative values using the same metrics and monitoring sites as are used to define the |20:3-22,3- |3.3.3.3, This field was updated again to reflect changes
minimum thresholds. 27:3-28, 3- |3.3.5.3, 3-2:3-3, 3- |made in the 2024 GSP Amendment, updated
31:3-32 3.3.6.3 5:3-6, 3-8 |November 2024.
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Measurable objectives shall provide a reasonable margin of operational flexibility under 3-10:3-12, 13.3.13, This fléld has begn updated to reflect changes
- . . . . . . 3-15, 3- 3.3.2.3, made in the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.
adverse conditions which shall take into consideration components such as historical L ]
(c) ter budeet land | ; trend q iods of d ht and b 20:3-22,3- [3.3.3.3, This field was updated again to reflect changes
Wwaterbudgets, seasonal and fong-term trends, and periods of drougnt, and be 27:3-28,3- [3.3.5.3, 3-2:3-3,3- |made in the 2024 GSP Amendment, updated
commensurate with levels of uncertainty. 31:3-32 3363 5:3-6,3-8 |November 2024.
An Agency may establish a representative measurable objective for groundwater 3-10:3-12, 13.3.13, o )
elevation to serve as the value for multiple sustainability indicators where the Agency can 3-15,3- 3.3.2.3, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(d) q trate that th tati lue | bi ; itiole individual 20:3-22,3- |3.3.3.3, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022. This field
emonstrate .a : e representative value is a reaso.na e proxy for multiple individua 27:328, 3 [3.35.3, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
measurable objectives as supported by adequate evidence. 31:3-32 3.3.6.3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin
within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones for [3.10.3.12, |3.3.1.3, This field has been updated to reflect changes
(e) each relevant sustainability indicator, using the same metric as the measurable objective, |3.15, 3- 3.3.2.3, made in the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.
in increments of five years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to 20:3-22,3- [3.3.3.3, This field was updated again to reflect changes
maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation [27:3-28, 3- |3.3.5.3, 3-2:3-3, 3- |made in the 2024 GSP Amendment, updated
horizon. 31:3-32 3.3.6.3 5:3-6, 3-8 [November 2024.
Each Plan may include measurable objectives and interim milestones for additional Plan l\/(ljzés'urakilelobjelctives an;al intpjsr:l r"nilestones fgr
(f) elements described in Water Code Section 10727.4 where the Agency determines such a |jc|ona Plan elements descri ) ed in Water C.O _e
. . . . Section 10727.4 have not been included, as this is
measures are appropriate for sustainable groundwater management in the basin. )
N/A optional.
An Agency may establish measurable objectives that exceed the reasonable margin of 3-10:3-12, 13.3.1.3, This fléld has begn updated to reflect changes
. - . . -, . . 3-15, 3- 3.3.2.3, made in the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.
operational flexibility for the purpose of improving overall conditions in the basin, but L ]
(g) ail ¢ hi th biecti hall not b ds f findi finad fth 20:3-22,3- |3.3.3.3, This field was updated again to reflect changes
allure to achieve those objectives shall not be grounds tora finding of Inadequacy 0t the 157.3.28, 3- [3.3.5.3, 3-2:3-3,3- |made in the 2024 GSP Amendment, updated
Plan. 31:3-32 3363 5:3-6,3-8 |November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.
SubArticle 4. Monitoring Networks
§ 354.32. Introduction to Monitoring Networks
This Subarticle describes the monitoring network that shall be developed for each basin,
including monitoring objectives, monitoring protocols, and data reporting requirements.
The monitoring network shall promote the collection of data of sufficient quality,
frequency, and distribution to characterize groundwater and related surface water
conditions in the basin and evaluate changing conditions that occur through
implementation of the Plan.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.34. Monitoring Network
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Each Agency shall develop a monitoring network capable of collecting sufficient data to
. This field was updated to reflect changes made in
demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related ) .
(a) o ) - ) o the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
surface conditions, and yield representative information about groundwater conditions . .
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
as necessary to evaluate Plan implementation. 4-4:4-25 4.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each Plan shall include a description of the monitoring network objectives for the basin,
including an explanation of how the network will be developed and implemented to
(b) monitor groundwater and related surface conditions, and the interconnection of surface
water and groundwater, with sufficient temporal frequency and spatial density to
evaluate the affects and effectiveness of Plan implementation. The monitoring network
objectives shall be implemented to accomplish the following:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives described in the Plan. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-21 4.1:4.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) Monitor impacts to the beneficial uses or users of groundwater. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-21 4.1:4.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) . the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
minimum thresholds. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-21 4.1:4.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(4) Quantify annual changes in water budget components. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-21 4.1:4.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each monitoring network shall be designed to accomplish the following for each
(©) sustainability indicator:
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. Demonstrate groundwater occurrence, flow
(1) directions, and hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers and surface water features
by the following methods:
A sufficient density of monitoring wells to collect representative measurements through This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(A) |depth-discrete perforated intervals to characterize the groundwater table or the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
potentiometric surface for each principal aquifer. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-9:4-10 4.1.4 4-2,4-3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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. . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
Static groundwater elevation measurements shall be collected at least two times per ) g
(B) . " the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
year, to represent seasonal low and seasonal high groundwater conditions. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-9 4.1.3 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2) Reduction of F—iroundwater Storage. Provide an estimate of the change in annual 410, 3- I::;:Ili:jaé::djgzg;odrf:Leeczgza;Tg;; ?:IZE n
groundwater in storage. 13:3-15, 2- (4.2, 3.3.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
139:2-140 |2.3.2 2-89 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Seawater Intrusion. Monitor seawater intrusion using chloride concentrations, or other
. . . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
measurements convertible to chloride concentrations, so that the current and projected ) g
(3) ) ) ] o ) the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
rate and extent of seawater intrusion for each applicable principal aquifer may be . .
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
calculated. 4-14:4-15 (4.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Degraded Water Quality. Collect sufficient spatial and temporal data from each This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(4) applicable principal aquifer to determine groundwater quality trends for water quality the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
indicators, as determined by the Agency, to address known water quality issues. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-10:4-14 |4.3 4-2 4-4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Land Subsidence. ldentify the rate and extent of land subsidence, which may be This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(5) measured by extensometers, surveying, remote sensing technology, or other appropriate the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
method. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-15:4-18 |4.5 4-3 4-7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. Monitor surface water and groundwater,
where interconnected surface water conditions exist, to characterize the spatial and
(6) temporal exchanges between surface water and groundwater, and to calibrate and apply
the tools and methods necessary to calculate depletions of surface water caused by
groundwater extractions. The monitoring network shall be able to characterize the
following:
(A) Flow .con(.jitions including surface water discharge, surface water head, and baseflow I::;:Ili:jaé::djgzg;odrf::’eec;gza;f;z ?:IZE n
contribution. 4-18:4-21,44.6, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
22:4-25 4.7.3:4.7.5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Identifying the approximate date and location where ephemeral or intermittent flowing This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(B) . . . the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
streams and rivers cease to flow, if applicable. 4-18:4-21,444.6, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
22:4-25 4.7.3:4.7.5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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Temporal change in conditions due to variations in stream discharge and regional This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(C) . the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
groundwater extraction. 4-18:4-21,444.6, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
22:4-25 4.7.3:4.7.5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(D) Other factors that may be necessary to identify adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the I::;::i:jaé::djgzg;odrf:Leeczgza;Tg;; ?:IZE n
surface water. 4-18:4-21,44.6, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
22:4-25 4.7.3:4.7.5 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The monitoring network shall be designed to ensure adequate coverage of sustainability
q indicators. If management areas are established, the quantity and density of monitoring
(@) sites in those areas shall be sufficient to evaluate conditions of the basin setting and ] N
sustainable management criteria specific to that area. No management areas have been identified for
N/A the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.
A Plan may utilize site information and monitoring data from existing sources as part of This flel,d was updated to reflect change's r'r'1ade n
(e) o the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
the monitoring network. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-21 4.1:4.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The Agency shall determine the density of monitoring sites and frequency of
(f) measurements required to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends
based upon the following factors:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(1) Amount of current and projected groundwater use. 4-9:4-10, 4- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
14, 4-17:4- |4.1.4,4.3.4, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
18, 4-21 45.4,4.6.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
2) Aquifer characteri:sti.cs, including confined or unconfined aquifer conditions, or other 4.9:4-10, 4- I:;S;:/li:(ljaé:lf,djszgtzodrf:LeeC;(c)rz‘;T"ﬁ?iz ?::&e n
physical characteristics that affect groundwater flow. 14, 4-17:4- |14.1.4,4.3.4, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
18, 4-21 45.4,4.6.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater and land uses and property interests This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) affected by groundwater production, and adjacent basins that could affect the ability of |4-9:4-10, 4- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
that basin to meet the sustainability goal. 14,4-17:4- |4.1.4,4.3.4, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
18, 4-21 45.4,4.6.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.

Page 24 of 30




Article 5. Plan Contents for Eastern San Joaquin Basin GSP Document References
Page Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table
Numbers Notes
Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
of Plan
() Whether ’Fhe Agen_cy has adequate long-term existing monitoril.wg results or other 4.9:4-10, 4- I:;S;:/li:(ljaé:lf,djszgtzodrf:LeeC;(c)rz‘;T"ﬁ?iz ?::&e n
technical information to demonstrate an understanding of aquifer response. 14, 4-17:4- |4.1.4, 4.3.4, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
18, 4-21 45.4,4.6.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(g) Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:
4-4:4-8,4-
8:4-9, 4-
10,4-11:4-
13, 4-13:4-
(1) Scientific rationale for the monitoring site selection process. 14, 4-14:4- (4.1.1,4.1.2,
15, 4-15:4- |14.2,4.3.1, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
17,4-17,4- (4.3.2,4.4, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
18:4-20,4- 14.5.1,4.5.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
21 4.6.1,4.6.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Consistency with data and reporting standards described in Section 352.4. If a site is not 4-4:4-10, 4- o )
consistent with those standards, the Plan shall explain the necessity of the site to the 10:4-14, 4- This flel,d was updated to reflect change's r'r'1ade n
(2) . L i 15:4-18, 4- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
monitoring network, and how. any variation from the standards will not affect the 18:421, 4- |4.1, 43, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
usefulness of the results obtained. 21:4-25 4.5,4.6,4.7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
For each sustainability indicator, the quantitative values for the minimum threshold, This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) measurable objective, and interim milestones that will be measured at each monitoring the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
site or representative monitoring sites established pursuant to Section 354.36. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-25 4.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and 4-4:4-10, 4- o )
. . L . . o . 10:4-14, 4- This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(h) reported in tabular format, including information reg?rdlng the rT.10n|.tor|r.1g s.|te ty./pe, 15:4-18, 4- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
frequency of measurement, and the purposes for which the monitoring site is being 18:421, 4- |4.1, 43, 4-1, 4-4, 4- |was updated again to reflect changes made in the
used. 21:4-25  |4.5,4.6,4.7|4-1:4-4 7:4-8 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The monitoring protocols developed by each Agency shall include a description of
technical standards, data collection methods, and other procedures or protocols This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(i) pursuant to Water Code Section 10727.2(f) for monitoring sites or other data collection |4-8:4-9, 4- the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
facilities to ensure that the monitoring network utilizes comparable data and 13:4-14, 4- (4.1.2,4.3.2, was updated again to reflect changes made in the
methodologies. 17, 4-21 45.2,4.6.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more
. sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as The Eastern San Joaquin GSP establishes
) described in Section 354.26, shall not be required to establish a monitoring network minimum thresholds for each of the six
related to those sustainability indicators. N/A sustainability indicators.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.4, 10728, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8,
Water Code
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§ 354.36. Representative Monitoring
Each Agency may designate a subset of monitoring sites as representative of conditions
in the basin or an area of the basin, as follows:
Representative monitoring sites may be designated by the Agency as the point at which ]4-4:4-8, 4- This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(a) sustainability indicators are monitored, and for which quantitative values for minimum 11:4-13,4- |4.1.1,4.3.1, the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones are defined. 15:4-17, 4- (4.5.1,46.1, 4-1, 4-4, 4- |was updated again to reflect changes made in the
18:4-20 4.4 4-1:4-4 7:4-8 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(b) (b) Groundwater elevations may be used as a proxy for monitoring other sustainability
indicators if the Agency demonstrates the following:
Significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations and the sustainability This field was updated to reflect changes made in
1 the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
@) indicators for which groundwater elevation measurements serve as a proxy. . P .
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-10 4.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Measurable objectives established for groundwater elevation shall include a reasonable o )
. . I . . . . . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
2) margin of operational flexibility taking into consideration the basin setting to avoid the Revised GSP. updated June 2022.This field
undesirable results for the sustainability indicators for which groundwater elevation g P ' )
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
measurements serve as a proxy. 3-14:3-15 (3.3.2.2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
. . . — . This field dated to reflect ch dei
(©) The designation of a representative monitoring site shall be supported by adequate th;SR:/is:(ljaé:; j Zateodrfuneeczgzzn'f:iz ?::Ide n
evidence demonstrating that the site reflects general conditions in the area. g P ' .
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-8 4.1.1 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2 and 10733.2, Water Code
§ 354.38. Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network
Each Agency shall review the monitoring network and include an evaluation in the Plan
. . . .. . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
and each five-year assessment, including a determination of uncertainty and whether the Revised GSP. updated June 2022.This field
there are data gaps that could affect the ability of the Plan to achieve the sustainability g P ' .
i was updated again to reflect changes made in the
(a) goal for the basin. 4-21:4-25 |4.7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each Agency shall identify data gaps wherever the basin does not contain a sufficient o _
number of monitoring sites, does not monitor sites at a sufficient frequency, or utilizes This field was updated to reflect changes made in
N . . . . . - the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
monitoring sites that are unreliable, including those that do not satisfy minimum _ )
standards of the monitoring network adopted by the Agenc was updated again to reflect changes made in the
(b) & P ¥ gency. 4-21:4-22 |4.7.1:4.7.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.

(c)

If the monitoring network contains data gaps, the Plan shall include a description of the
following:
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This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) The location and reason for data gaps in the monitoring network. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-21:4-22 |4.7.1:4.7.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) Local issues and circumstances that limit or prevent monitoring. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-21:4-22 (4.7.1:4.7.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each Agency shall describe steps that will be taken to fill data gaps before the next five- This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(d) year assessment, including the location and purpose of newly added or installed the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
monitoring sites. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-22:4-25 |4.7.5 4-5 4-9 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
Each Agency shall adjust the monitoring frequency and density of monitoring sites to
provide an adequate level of detail about site-specific surface water and groundwater
(e) " : ) .
conditions and to assess the effectiveness of management actions under circumstances
that include the following:
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(1) Minimum threshold exceedances. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-25 4.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) Highly variable spatial or temporal conditions. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-25 4.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(3) Adverse impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater. the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-25 4.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
() The potenti.al to adversely afffact t.h.e ability 9f an ad!'acent bas.in to implement its Plan or I:;S;:/li:(ljaz}:lf,djszgtzodrf:LeeC;(c)Z;iﬁ?iz ?::Ize n
impede achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
4-4:4-25 4.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10728.2, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water
Code

Page 27 of 30




Article 5. Plan Contents for Eastern San Joaquin Basin GSP Document References
Page Or Section | Or Figure | Or Table
Numbers Notes
Numbers | Numbers | Numbers
of Plan
§ 354.40. Reporting Monitoring Data to the Department
Monitoring data shall be stored in the data management system developed pursuant to
Section 352.6. A copy of the monitoring data shall be included in the Annual Report and
submitted electronically on forms provided by the Department.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10728, 10728.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
SubArticle 5. Projects and Management Actions
§ 354.42. Introduction to Projects and Management Actions
This Subarticle describes the criteria for projects and management actions to be included
in a Plan to meet the sustainability goal for the basin in a manner that can be maintained
over the planning and implementation horizon.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.44. Projects and Management Actions
Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions the Agency This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(a) has determined will achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, including projects and the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
management actions to respond to changing conditions in the basin. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-1:6-59 6.0 6-1:6-2 6-1:6-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
(b) Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that
include the following:
A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the
measurable objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action.
(1) The list shall include projects and management actions that may be utilized to meet
interim milestones, the exceedance of minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results
have occurred or are imminent. The Plan shall include the following:
A description of the circumstances under which projects or management actions shall be
implemented, the criteria that would trigger implementation and termination of projects This field was updated to reflect changes made in
or management actions, and the process by which the Agency shall determine that the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
conditions requiring the implementation of particular projects or management actions was updated again to reflect changes made in the
(A) [have occurred. 6-2:6-54 6.2.2:6.2.6 6-1:6-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
The process by which the Agency shall provide notice to the public and other agencies This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(B) |that the implementation of projects or management actions is being considered or has the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
been implemented, including a description of the actions to be taken. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-54 6.2.7 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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If overdraft conditions are identified through the analysis required by Section 354.18, the This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(2) Plan shall describe projects or management actions, including a quantification of demand the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
reduction or other methods, for the mitigation of overdraft. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-1:6-58 6.1:6.4 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
_ . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
A summary of the permitting and regulatory process required for each project and
(3) y ¢ acti P & 8 yp g proJ the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
management action. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-2:6-54 6.2.2:6.2.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
. . . . . This field dated t flect ch dei
The status of each project and management action, including a time-table for expected 'S |e. Was Hpaated to refiec ¢ ange.s n.1a ein
(4) . : > the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
initiation and completion, and the accrual of expected benefits. . .
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-2:6-54 6.2.2:6.2.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
. . . . This field dated to reflect ch dei
An explanation of the benefits that are expected to be realized from the project or 'S |e' Was updated to refiect ¢ ange's r'r'1a emn
(5) . L the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
management action, and how those benefits will be evaluated. . )
was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-2:6-54 6.2.2:6.2.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
An explanation of how the project or management action will be accomplished. If the This field was updated to reflect changes made in
(6) projects or management actions rely on water from outside the jurisdiction of the the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
Agency, an explanation of the source and reliability of that water shall be included. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-2:6-54 6.2.2:6.2.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
. . . . . This field dated to reflect ch dei
A description of the legal authority required for each project and management action, 'S |e' Was updated to refiect ¢ ange's r'r'1a ein
(7) d the basis for that authority within the A the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
an € basis forthat authority within the Agency. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-2:6-54 6.2.2:6.2.6 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
- . . . This field dated t flect ch dei
A description of the estimated cost for each project and management action and a '° |e. Was Hpaated to refiec ¢ ange.s n.1a emn
(8) q - f how the A | ; t th ; the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
escription ot how the Agency plans to meet those costs. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-2:6-54 6.2.3:6.2.6 6-1:6-2 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
A description of the management of groundwater extractions and recharge to ensure This field was updated to reflect changes made in
that chronic lowering of groundwater levels or depletion of supply during periods of the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
drought is offset by increases in groundwater levels or storage during other periods. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
(9) 6-1:6-59 [6.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
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. . . . . This field was updated to reflect changes made in
Projects and management actions shall be supported by best available information and
(c) b Jt ilabl . g PP y the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
est available science. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-1:6-59 6.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.
. . . . . This field dated to reflect ch dei
An Agency shall take into account the level of uncertainty associated with the basin 'S Ie, Was updated to refiect ¢ ange's r'r'1a emn
(d) i hen develoi act t acti the Revised GSP, updated June 2022.This field
S€LLNg when developing projects or management actions. was updated again to reflect changes made in the
6-1:6-59 6.0 2024 GSP Amendment, updated November 2024.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.
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Community Water Systems

Organization

Water System Population

Water System Connections

4N MOBILEHOME PARK 65 31
A1 WINSTONS MOBILE HOME PARK 75 30
ACAMPO WATER SYSTEM 231 70
ALMOND PARK WATER SYSTEM 60 20
ARBOR MOBILE HOME PARK WS 340 173
B&G MOBILE HOME PARK LLC WS 50 22
BEL AIR MOBILE ESTATE 325 117
BIG WHEEL MOBILE HOME PARK 120 63
CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE - STOCKTON 175,026 44,213
CAMANCHE SOUTH SHORE-EBMUD 666 448
CARDOZAVILLA CORP 30 12
CARIBOU MOBILE PARK PWS 180 72
CASA DE AMIGOS MANUFACTURED HOUSING COMM 220 73
CCWD - JENNY LIND 9,861 3,825
CCWD - WALLACE 255 108
CENTURY MOBILE HOME PARK 50 19
CHERRY LANE TRAILER PARK 100 43
CITY OF LATHROP 35,080 9,893
CITY OF MODESTO - DEL RIO 1,327 402
CITY OF STOCKTON 183,046 50,129
CLEMENTS WATER WORKS #43 264 80
COUNTRY CLUB VISTA MUTUAL WATER CO 75 31
COUNTRY MANOR MHP 75 41
COUNTRY SQUIRE MOBILE ESTATES & WATER SY 131 49
DOUBLE L MOBILE ESTATES 320 150
EL RIO MOBILE HOME PARK 60 28
ELKHORN ESTATES WATER SYSTEM 234 71
ENCLAVE AT THE DELTA 39 15
ESCALON, CITY OF 7,362 2,521
FAIRWAY ESTATES PWS CSA-18 149 45




Organization

Water System Population

Water System Connections

FARMINGTON WATER COMPANY 270 78
FINNLEES TRAILER PARK 55 26
FREMONT ONE 39 15
GALT, CITY OF 26,536 7,687
GAYLA MANOR PWS 178 54
GLENWOOD MOBILE HOME PARK 100 50
HANOT FOUNDATION INC 38 15
HAVEN ACRES RIVER CLUB INC 100 51
HAYNES BOARD & CARE HOME 41 15
ILVINETO 160 83
ISLANDER MARINA 150 75
KING ISLAND TRAILER PARK WATER SYSTEM 236 76
KNIGHTS FERRY COMM. SVC. DIST. 168 67
LINDEN COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 1,784 617
LITTLE POTATO SLOUGH MUTUAL 1,510 202
LOCKEFORD COMMUNITY SERV. DIST. 2,500 846
LOCKEFORD MOBILE HOME PARK WTR SYS 100 42
LODIHOMES 39 12
LODI LAKE MOBILE HOME PARK 104 54
LODI, CITY OF 68,272 29,421
MANTECA, CITY OF 84,625 25,967
MAPACHE TRAILER PARK 275 99
MARTINEZ APARTMENTS 26 9
MOBILE VILLAS TRAILER PARK 130 36
MOKELUMNE MOBILE SENIOR PARK 55 25
MORADA ACRES WATER SYSTEM 105 32
MORADA ESTATES N PWS #46 426 129
MORADA ESTATES PWS 290 88
MORADA MANOR WATER SYSTEM 112 34
NEW HOPE LANDING GENERAL STORE 125 44
NORTH OAKS MUTUAL WATER CO 234 78




Organization

Water System Population

Water System Connections

OAKDALE, CITY OF 23,235 8,291
OAKWOOD LAKE WATER DISTRICT-SUBDIVISION 1,479 448
OID-OAKDALE RURAL WATER SYSTEM #1 1,570 473
RANCHO SAN JOAQUIN WATER SYS 172 52
RIPON, CITY OF 15,979 5,134
RIVERBANK, CITY OF 24,834 7,096
RIVERBANK, CITY OF 24,834 7,096
RIVERSIDE MOBILE HOME PARK 55 58
SAHARA MOBILE COURT 300 162
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY - COLONIAL HEIGHTS 1,841 559
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY - LINCOLN VILLAGE 5,990 1,815
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY - THORNTON 964 292
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY - WILKINSON MANOR 851 258
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY-MOKELUMNE ACRES 3,802 1,152
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY-RAYMUS VILLAGE 1,086 329
SAN JOAQUIN WATER WORKS #2 310 94
SAN JUAN VISTA 201 72
SHADED TERRACE PWS 238 72
SHADY REST TRAILER COURT 120 49
SPRING CREEK ESTATES PWS 119 36
STOCKTON VERDE MOBILE HOME PARK 722 293
SUNNY ROAD WATER SYSTEM 34 12
SUNNYSIDE ESTATES WATER SYSTEM 69 21
TAHAMA VILLAGE MOBILE HOME PARK 200 68
TWIN CYPRESS MOBILE HOME PARK 112 45
TWIN OAKS MOBILE PARK 238 85
V & P TRAILER COURT WATER SYSTEM 35 15
VALLEY SPRINGS PUD 900 263
VILLA CEREZOS 200 82
WALNUT ACRES 106 32
WAYSIDE MOTEL APARTMENTS WTR SYS 70 25




Organization

Water System Population

Water System Connections

WILKINSON MANOR A-ZONE PWS 125 38
WINE COUNTRY APARTMENTS 40 16
WOODBRIDGE MOBILE ESTATES 110 37
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San Joaquin County General Plan

The abbreviations following each policy and program refer to the types of tools or actions the County can use to carry
out the policies. There are eight types of tools and actions, listed below.

1.

2
3.

7.
8.

Regulation and Development Review (RDR)
Plans, Strategies, and Programs (PSP)
Financing and Budgeting (FB)

Planning Studies and Reports (PSR)

County Services and Operations (SO)
Inter-governmental Coordination (IGC)

Joint Partnerships with the Private Sector (JP)a
Public Information (Pl)

The following San Joaquin County General Plan Land Use (LU) Element goals and policies related to groundwater use
will potentially influence implementation of the GSP.

Policy LU-1.1 Compact Growth and Development (RDR): The County shall discourage urban sprawl and
promote compact development patterns, mixed-use development, and higher-development intensities that
conserve agricultural land resources, protect habitat, support transit, reduce vehicle trips, improve air quality,
make efficient use of existing infrastructure, encourage healthful, active living, conserve energy and water,
and diversify San Joaquin County's housing stock.

Policy LU-1.7 Farmland Preservation (RDR): The County shall consider information from the State Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program when designating future growth areas in order to preserve prime farmland
and limit the premature conversion of agricultural lands.

Policy LU 2.2 Sustainable Building Practices (RDR): The County shall promote and, where appropriate,
require sustainable building practices that incorporate a “whole system” approach to designing and
constructing buildings that consume less energy, water and other resources, facilitate natural ventilation, use
daylight effectively, and are healthy, safe, comfortable, and durable.

Policy LU-2.17 Delta Primary Zone Amendments (RDR/PSP): The County shall require proposed General
Plan amendment or zoning reclassification for areas in the Primary Zone of the Delta to be consistent with the
Land Use and Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone of the Delta, as required by the State Delta
Protection Act of 1992 (Public Resources Code 29700 et seq.).

Policy LU-8.1 Open Space Preservation (PSP): The County shall limit, to the extent feasible, the conversion
of open space and agricultural lands to urban uses and place a high priority on preserving open space lands
for recreation, habitat protection and enhancement, flood hazard management, public safety, water resource
protection, and overall community benefit.

The following San Joaquin County General Plan County Areas and Communities (C) Element goals and policies related
to groundwater use will potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Policy C-1.2 Character and Quality of Life (RDR): The County shall encourage new development in Urban
and Rural communities to be designed to strengthen the desirable characteristics and historical character of
the communities, be supported by necessary public facilities and services, and be compatible with historical
resources and nearby rural or resource uses.




Policy C-5.2 Community Expansion Considerations (RDR/PSP): As part of any General Plan amendment to
expand a community, the County shall consider the following:

impacts on existing neighborhoods, residents, and businesses;

availability of a variety of housing choices for all socio-economic segments of the community;

the balance between jobs and housing;

availability of water for all existing and planned development;

long-term provision of infrastructure and services for existing and planned development;

creation of complete streets that provide for automobiles, pedestrians, bicycles, and public transit users;

O O O O O O O

connections among pedestrian, bicycle, and open spaces and neighborhoods, commercial areas, and
employment centers;

o impacts on the fiscal resources of the County and nearby cities. (RDR/PSP)

Policy C-6.18 New Urban Community Water Supply (RDR/PSP): The County shall require new Urban
Communities demonstrate access to adequate water supplies to meet the ultimate buildout of the community,
consistent with General Plan policies for reducing further groundwater aquifer overdraft and maintaining
sufficient water supplies for agriculture. Applicants for new Urban Communities shall be required to study and
guarantee, through a development agreement, that existing and future water supply needs can be met and
that existing users’ water supplies will not be negatively impacted.

The following San Joaquin County General Plan Economic Development (ED) Element goals and policies related to
groundwater use will potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Policy ED-3.2 Considerations for New Commercial and Industrial Development (RDR): The County shall
consider the following factors when reviewing proposed non-agricultural commercial and industrial
development applications, including:

o Water - New developments must have long-term water supplies to meet the ultimate demand of the
development and surrounding area and ensure the continued viability of existing and future development

Goal ED-4: To support the continued financial growth of the agricultural sector and ag-relatedbusinesses.

Policy ED-4.8 Protect Agricultural Infrastructure (PSP): The County shall recognize and protect agricultural
infrastructure, such as farm-to-market routes, water diversion and conveyance structures, airfields, processing
facilities, research and development facilities, and farmworker housing.

The following San Joaquin County General Plan Infrastructure and Services (IS) Element goals and policies related to
groundwater use will potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Goal 1S-4: To ensure reliable supplies of water for unincorporated areas to meet the needs of existing and
future residents and businesses, while promoting water conservation and the use of sustainable water supply
sources.

Policy 1S-4.1 Interagency Cooperation (IGC): The County shall support efforts of local water agencies, special
district, and water conservation districts to ensure that adequate high-quality water supplies are available to
support existing and future residents and businesses.

Policy 1S-4.2 Interagency Cooperation (IGC): The County shall work with local water agencies to address
existing and future water needs for the County.

Policy 1S-4.3 Water Supply Availability (RDR/PSP): The County shall consider the availability of a long-term,
reliable potable water supply as a primary factor in the planning of areas for new growth and development.

Policy 1S-4.4 Water Rights Protection (IGC): The County shall support local water agencies in their efforts to
protect their water rights and water supply contracts, including working with Federal and State water projects
to protect local water rights.




Policy 1S-4.5 Drought Response (PSP/IGC): The County shall encourage all local water agencies to develop
and maintain drought contingency and emergency services plans, emergency inter-ties, mutual aid
agreements, and related measures to ensure adequate water service during drought or other emergency
water shortages.

Policy IS-4.6 Coordinate Efforts for Adequate Water Supply (PSP/IGC): The County shall support coordinated
efforts to obtain adequate water supplies and develop water storage facilities to meet expected water demand.

Policy 1S-4.7 Conjunctive Use (PSP/IGC): The County shall support conjunctive use of groundwater and
surface water by local water agencies to improve water supply reliability.

Policy 1S-4.8 Water Conservation Measures (RDR): The County shall require existing and new development
to incorporate all feasible water conservation measures to reduce the need for water system improvements.

Policy 1S-4.9 Groundwater Management (IGC): The County shall continue to support cooperative, regional
groundwater management planning by local water agencies, water users, and other affected parties to ensure
a sustainable, adequate, safe, and economically viable groundwater supply for existing and future uses within
the County.

Policy 1S-4.10 Groundwater Monitoring Program (PSR/IGC): The County shall continue to evaluate the
quantity and quality of groundwater.

Policy 1S-4.11 Integrated Regional Water Management: The County shall support and participate in the
development, implementation, and update of an integrated regional water management plan.

Policy 1S-4.12 Water Supply Planning (PSP/IGC): The County shall encourage local water agencies to
develop plans for responding to droughts and the effects of global climate change, including contingency
plans, water resource sharing to improve overall water supply reliability, and the allocation of water supply to
priority users.

Policy 1S-4.13 Water Quality Standards (RDR): The County shall require that water supplies serving new
development meet State water quality standards. If necessary, the County shall require that water be treated
to meet State standards and that a water quality monitoring program be in place prior to issuance of building
permits.

Policy IS-4.14 Sufficient Water Supply Assessments (RDR): The County shall require new developments over
500 dwelling units in size to prepare a detailed water source sufficiency study and water supply analysis for
use in preparing a Water Supply Assessment, consistent with any Integrated Regional Water Management
Plan or similar water management plan. This shall include analyzing the effect of new development on the
water supply of existing users.

Policy 1S-4.15 Test Wells (RDR/PSR): Prior to issuing building permits for new development that will rely on
groundwater, the County shall require confirmation for existing wells or test wells for new wells to ensure that
water quality and quantity are adequate to meet the needs of existing, proposed, and planned future
development.

Policy 1S-4.16 Permit for Groundwater Export (RDR): The County shall continue to require a permit for the
extraction of groundwater that is intended to be exported outside County boundaries.

Policy 1S-4.17 Advocate Against Water Exports (PSP): The County shall advocate that water should not be
exported to other areas of the state unless no other areas in San Joaquin County are impacted and the current
and future needs of San Joaquin County can still be met.

Policy 1S-4.19 Water Efficient Landscaping (RDR): The County shall encourage water efficient landscaping
and use of native, drought-tolerant plants consistent with the Model Landscape Ordinance.




Policy IS-4.20 Water Efficient Agricultural Practices (PSP): The County shall encourage farmers to implement
irrigation practices, where feasible and practical, to conserve water.

Goal I1S-5: To maintain an adequate level of service in the water systems serving unincorporated areas to
meet the needs of existing and future residents and businesses, while improving water system efficiency.

Policy 1S-5.1 Adequate Water Treatment and Distribution Facilities (RDR): The County shall ensure, through
the development review process, that adequate water, treatment and distribution facilities are sufficient to

serve new development and are scalable to meet capacity demands when needed. Such needs shall include
capacities necessary to comply with water quality and public safety requirements.

Policy 1S-5.2 Water System Standards (RDR): The County shall require the minimum standards for water
system improvements provided in Table IS-1 for the approval of tentative maps and zone reclassifications.

Policy 1S-5.3 Water Service in Antiquated Subdivisions (RDR): The County shall require water service through
a public water system prior to issuance of building permits for new residences on parcels less than two acres
in antiquated subdivisions. Individual wells may be allowed if public water is not available and all well and
sewage requirements can be met.

Policy 1S-5.4 Water Infrastructure Fees (RDR): As a condition of approval for new developments, the County
shall require verification of payment of fees imposed for water infrastructure capacity per the fee payment
schedule from the appropriate local agency prior to the approval of any final subdivision map.

Policy 1S-5.5 Water System Rehabilitation (PSP): The County shall encourage the rehabilitation of irrigation
systems and other water delivery systems to reduce water losses and increase the efficient use and availability
of water.

Policy 1S-5.6 Consistent Fire Protection Standards for New Development (RDR/IGC): The County, in
coordination with local water agencies and fire protection agencies, shall ensure consistent and adequate
standards for fire flows and fire protection for new development.

The following San Joaquin County General Plan Resource Conservation and Sustainability (NCR) goals and policies
related to groundwater use will potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Policy NCR-3.1 Preserve Groundwater Recharge Areas (PSP): The County shall strive to ensure that
substantial groundwater recharge areas are maintained as open space.

Policy NCR-3.2 Groundwater Recharge Projects (PSP): The County shall encourage the development of
groundwater recharge projects of all scales within the County and cities to increase groundwater supplies.

Policy NCR-3.3 Multi-Jurisdictional Groundwater Management Evaluation (IGC): The County shall support
multi-jurisdictional groundwater management that involves adjacent groundwater basins.

Policy NCR-3.4 Eliminate Pollution (PSP): The County shall support efforts to eliminate sources of pollution
and clean up the County's waterways and groundwater.

Policy NCR-3.7 Septic Tank Regulation (RDR): The County shall enforce its septic tank and onsite system
regulations consistent with Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board policy that recognizes the
County as the responsible agency to protect the water quality of surface water and groundwater.

The following San Joaquin County General Plan Delta Element (D) goals and policies related to groundwater use will
potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Policy D-2.4 Water Rights (RDR/PSP): The County shall protect existing water rights within the Delta,
including the “area of origin” laws and anti-degradation policy of the SWRCB for areas in the Delta, such that
there is no deprivation of the water needed for present and future reasonable beneficial use in the areas where
the water originates.




Goal D-4: To regulate development within the Delta to ensure the long-term viability of agricultural operations,
success of natural ecosystems, and continuation of Delta heritage

Goal D-6: To protect Delta water supplies for agricultural uses and ecosystems enhancement and improve
overall Delta water quality.

Policy D-6.2 Protect Delta Water Rights: The County shall defend the existing water right priority system and
legislative protections established for the Delta.

Policy D-6.5 Water Storage Options (IGC/PSR): The County shall advocate for the study of above- and below-
ground storage options as part of a statewide improved flood management and water supply system.

Calaveras County General Plan

The following Calaveras County General Plan Land Use Element goals and policies related to groundwater use will
potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Policy 11-25B: Encourage the development of alternative individual waste disposal systems which minimize
pollution and water usage.

The following Calaveras County General Plan Conservation Element goals and policies related to groundwater use will
potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Goal IV-1: Preserve and encourage the use of land for agriculture purposes.
Policy IV-1A: Allow resource production lands to remain available for agriculture and rural use.
Goal 1V-2: Protect legally established agriculture from encroachment by incompatible land uses.

Goal IV-3: Preserve and encourage the expansion of high capability timber lands for timber protection and
harvest.

Policy IV-3A: Allow lands located within high capability timberlands to remain available for timber production.
Goal IV-4: Maintain and increase timber land productivity.
Policy IV-4A: Encourage sustained yield timber production and harvest.

Goal 1V-9: Preserve the County's current water rights and additional water rights necessary to support the
County's full development potential.

Policy IV-9A: Support the development of water projects in the County for domestic and irrigation purposes.
Goal IV-10: Provide for adequate domestic water supplies.

Policy IV-10A: Encourage continued cooperation among water suppliers in meeting the water needs for the
County as a whole.

The following Calaveras County General Plan Open Space Element goals and policies related to groundwater use will
potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Goal V-2: Protect streams, rivers, and lakes from excessive sedimentation due to development and grading.

Policy V-2A: Review proposed development projects for potential effects on nearby and adjacent streams,
rivers, and lakes.

Goal V-3: Protect and preserve riparian habitat along streams and rivers in the County.




Policy V-9A: Balance water resources development with the preservation of streams and rivers in their natural
state.

Stanislaus County General Plan

The following Stanislaus County General Plan Land Use Element goals and policies related to groundwater use will
potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Goal 1: Provide for diverse land use needs by designating patterns which are responsive to the physical
characteristics of the land as well as to environmental, economic, and social concerns of the residents of
Stanislaus County.

Policy 2: Land designated Agriculture shall be restricted to uses that are compatible with agricultural practices,
including natural resources management, open space, outdoor recreation, and enjoyment of scenic beauty.

Policy 4: Urban development shall be discouraged in areas with growth-limiting factors such as high water
table or poor soil percolation, and prohibited in geological fault and hazard areas, flood plains, riparian areas,
and airport and private airstrip hazard areas, unless measures to mitigate the problems are included as part
of the application.

Policy 7: Riparian habitat along the rivers and natural waterways of Stanislaus County shall, to the extent
possible, be protected.

Policy 14: Uses shall not be permitted to intrude into or be located adjacent to an agricultural area if they are
detrimental to continued agricultural usage of the surrounding area.

Policy 17: Agriculture, as the primary industry of the County, shall be promoted and protected.

Policy 24: Future growth shall not exceed the capabilities/capacity of the provider of services such as sewer,
water, public safety, solid waste management, road systems, schools, health care facilities, etc.

Policy 29: Support the development of a built environment that is responsive to decreasing air and water
pollution, reducing the consumption of natural resources and energy, increasing the reliability of local water
supplies, and reduces vehicle miles traveled by facilitating alternative modes of transportation, and promoting
active living (integration of physical activities, such as biking and walking, into everyday routines)
opportunities.

Goal 7: Provide for direct citizen participation in land use decisions involving the expansion of residential uses
into agricultural and open-space areas in order to encourage compact urban form and to preserve agricultural
land.

The following Stanislaus County General Plan Conservation/Open Space Element goals and policies related to
groundwater use will potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

Goal 2: Conserve water resources and protect water quality in the County.

Policy 5: Protect groundwater aquifers and recharge areas, particularly those critical for the replenishment of
reservoirs and aquifers.

Policy 6: Preserve natural vegetation to protect waterways from bank erosion and siltation.

Policy 7: New development that does not derive domestic water from pre-existing domestic and public water
supply systems shall be required to have a documented water supply that does not adversely impact
Stanislaus County water resources.

Policy 8: The County shall support efforts to develop and implement water management strategies
Policy 9: The County will investigate additional sources of water for domestic use.




The following Stanislaus County General Plan Agricultural Element goals and policies related to groundwater use will
potentially influence implementation of the GSP:

e  Goal 1: Strengthen the agricultural sector of our economy.

e Policy 1.1: Efforts to promote the location of new agriculture-related business and industry in Stanislaus
County shall be supported.

e Policy 1.10: The County shall protect agricultural operations from conflicts with non-agricultural uses by
requiring buffers between proposed non-agricultural uses and adjacent agricultural operations.

e Goal 2: Conserve our agricultural lands for agricultural uses.
e Goal 3: Protect the natural resources that sustain our agricultural industry.

e Policy 3.4: The County shall encourage the conservation of water for both agricultural, rural domestic, and
urban uses.

e Policy 3.5: The County will continue to protect the quality of water necessary for crop production and
marketing.

e Policy 3.6: The County will continue to protect local groundwater for agricultural, rural domestic, and urban
use in Stanislaus County.

City of Stockton General Plan
e Policy SAF-3.2: Protect the availability of clean potable water from groundwater sources.

o Policy SAF-3.2A (PFS-2.11): Continue to cooperate with San Joaquin County, SEWD, and Cal Water to
monitor groundwater withdrawals and ensure that they fall within the target yield for the drinking water aquifer.

e Policy SAF-3.3: Encourage use of recycled ("gray") water for landscaping irrigation to reduce demand on
potable supplies.

e Policy SAF-3.3A: Require new development to install non-potable water infrastructure for irrigation of large
landscaped areas where feasible.

o Policy SAF-3.3B: Investigate and implement Code amendments to allow installation of dual plumbing and/or
rainwater capture systems to enable use of recycled water and/or captured rainwater generated on-site.

e Policy SAF-3.4A: Require all new urban development to be served by an adequate wastewater collection
system to avoid possible contamination of groundwater from onsite wastewater disposal systems.

City of Lodi General Plan

e Policy GM-G2: Provide infrastructure—including water, sewer, stormwater, and solid waste/recycling
systems—that is designed and timed to be consistent with projected capacity requirements and development
phasing.

e Policy GM-G3: Promote conservation of resources in order to reduce the load on existing and planned
infrastructure capacity, and to preserve existing environmental resources.

o Policy GM-P8: Ensure that public facilities and infrastructure—including water supply, sewer, and stormwater
facilities—are designed to meet projected capacity requirements to avoid the need for future replacement and
upsizing, pursuant to the General Plan and relevant master planning.

e  Policy GM-P12: Require water conservation in both City operations and private development to minimize
the need for the development of new water sources and facilities. To the extent practicable, promote water
conservation and reduced water demand by:




* Requiring the installation of non-potable water (recycled or gray water) infrastructure for irrigation of
landscaped areas over one acre of new landscape acreage, where feasible. Conditions of approval shall
require connection and use of nonpotable water supplies when available at the site.

+  Encouraging water-conserving landscaping, including the use of drought-tolerant and native plants,
xeriscaping, use of evapotranspiration water systems, and other conservation measures.

«  Encouraging retrofitting of existing development with water-efficient plumbing fixtures, such as ultra low-
flow toilets, waterless urinals, low-flow sinks and showerheads, and water efficient dishwashers and
washing machines.

Policy C-P7 Agricultural Soil Resources: Adopt an agricultural conservation program (ACP) establishing a
mitigation fee to protect and conserve agricultural lands. The ACP shall include the collection of an agricultural
mitigation fee for acreage converted from agricultural to urban use, taking into consideration all fees collected
for agricultural loss (i.e., AB1600). The mitigation fee collected shall fund agricultural conservation easements,
fee title acquisition, and research; the funding of agricultural education and local marketing programs; other
capital improvement projects that clearly benefit agriculture (e.g., groundwater recharge projects); and
administrative fees through an appropriate entity (‘“Administrative Entity”) pursuant to an administrative
agreement. Goal CO-2: Prevent the creation of new groundwater contamination or the spread of existing
contamination.

Policy C-P13 Biological Resources: Support the protection, restoration, expansion, and management of
wetland and riparian plant communities along the Mokelumne River for passive recreation, groundwater
recharge, and wildlife habitat.

Policy C-P27 Hydrology and Water Quality: Monitor the water quality of the Mokelumne River and Lodi Lake,
in coordination with San Joaquin County, to determine when the coliform bacterial standard for contact
recreation and the maximum concentration levels of priority pollutants, established by the California
Department of Health Services, are exceeded. Monitor the presence of pollutants and variables that could
cause harm to fish, wildlife, and plant species in the Mokelumne River and Lodi Lake. Post signs at areas
used by water recreationists warning users of health risks whenever the coliform bacteria standard for contact
recreation is exceeded. Require new industrial development to not adversely affect water quality in the
Mokelumne River or in the area’s groundwater basin. Control use of potential water contaminants through
inventorying hazardous materials used in City and industrial operations.

Policy C-P34 Hydrology and Water Quality: Protect groundwater resources by working with the county to
prevent septic systems in unincorporated portions of the county that are in the General Plan Land Use
Diagram on parcels less than two acres.

Policy GM-P17 Potable Water Supply: Cooperate with Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater
Banking Authority, other member water agencies, and the WID to retain surface water rights and groundwater

supply.

City of Manteca General Plan

Policy PF-P-5 Public Facilities and Services Element: The City will continue to rely principally on groundwater
resources for its municipal water in the near term and will participate in the regional improvements to deliver
surface water to augment the City's groundwater supply.

Policy PF-P-15 Public Facilities and Services Element: The City shall monitor water quality regularly and take
necessary measures to prevent contamination.

Policy PF-P-16 Public Facilities and Services Element: The City shall include a groundwater analysis as a
technical analysis of water system capacity in the update of the Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP)
and shall prepare an environmental analysis in the PFIP that addresses the quality and availability of
groundwater.

Policy PF-P-17 Public Facilities and Services Element: The City shall consider incremental increases in the
demands on groundwater supply and water quality when reviewing development applications.




Policy RC-P-3 Resource Conservation Element — Water Conservation: The City shall protect the quantity of
Manteca’s groundwater.

Policy RC-P-4 Resource Conservation Element — Water Conservation: The City shall require water
conservation in both City operations and private development to minimize the need for the development of
new water sources.

Policy RC-P-5 Resource Conservation Element — Water Conservation: Development of private water wells
within the city limits shall be allowed only where the City makes a finding that municipal water service is not
readily and feasibly available, and such private well systems shall only be allowed to be used until such time
as City water service becomes available.

Policy RC-1.10: Where feasible, encourage and support multipurpose detention basins that provide water
quality protection, storm water detention, groundwater recharge, open space amenities, and recreational
amenities.

Goal RC02: Groundwater: Manage and enhance groundwater as a valuable and limited shared resource on
a sustainable yield basis that can provide water purveyors and individual users with reliable, high quality
groundwater to serve existing and planned land uses during prolonged drought periods.

Policy RC-P-14 Resource Conservation Element — Water Conservation: Encourage participation by the
County and surrounding communities in a basin-wide groundwater management study.

Policy S-P-1 Safety Element: The City shall require preparation of geological reports and/or geological
engineering reports for proposed new development located in areas of potentially significant geological
hazards, including potential subsidence (collapsible surface soils) due to groundwater extraction.

City of Escalon General Plan

Policy 2.4 (2) Public Safety Standard: It is the policy of the City to require that water supply systems be related
to the size and configuration of land developments. Standards as set forth in the current subdivision ordinance
shall be maintained and improved as necessary.

Obijective 3.1 (A) Natural Resources: Protect natural resources including groundwater, soils, and air quality to
meet the needs of present and future generations.

Policy 3.1 (1) Natural Resources: Expand programs that enhance groundwater recharge in order to maintain
the groundwater supply, including the installation of retention ponds in new growth areas.

Policy 3.1 (3) Natural Resources: Policy 3.1 (1) Natural Resources: Expand programs that enhance
groundwater recharge in order to maintain the groundwater supply, including the installation of retention ponds
in new growth areas.

Policy 7.1 (1) Public and Institutional Land Use: Update the water, wastewater and storm drainage master
plans, and any other specific or master plans related to infrastructure development on a periodic basis.

Policy 9.1 (12) Public Facility Improvement: To encourage groundwater recharge, ponding basins shall be
designed as retention basins. However, pumping facilities shall be included in such facilities to handle peak
flows and to provide for disposal of stormwater into irrigation ditches when necessary. Stormwater inflow into
irrigation district canals and pipelines shall be subject to existing or future agreements by and between the
City and the irrigation districts specifying maximum inflow, maximum service area boundary, and any other
limitation thereto.

Policy 9.1 (14) Public Facility Improvement: New municipal water well sites should be planned which include
pump, storage, pressure filtration, and/or treatment equipment. These new wells should be located so that
they will not conflict with planned residential neighborhoods. They should have design, screening,
landscaping, and architectural improvements which make them compatible with adjacent land uses.




City of Ripon General Plan

Goal D: To reduce the impact of urban development on surrounding agricultural and riparian habitat as much
as possible, consistent with the policies of the general plan.

Policy D5: The City shall implement the Groundwater Management Plan adopted by the City Council. This
program includes but is not necessarily limited to: the ongoing collection and analysis of well quantity and
quality data; the identification of recharge areas within the Planning Area; inter-agency coordination and
planning to protect and enhance recharge areas; establishment of a well head protection program to ensure
well and aquifer testing for new city wells; and the installation of monitoring wells, as required.

Policy D6. The City shall review design and operation parameters for storm water detention facilities and
make feasible adjustments to these plans, which would promote recharge of storm water to the groundwater
system. For example, siting detention facilities in areas of maximum infiltration capacity; increasing detention
time for where necessary storage capacity is not compromised, and adjustment of area/depth ratios to
maximize infiltration.

Goal F: Groundwater management pursuant to the City’s Urban Water Management Plans to avoid overdraft
and maintain drinking water quality.

Policy F1. Expand City’s existing system to regularly monitor and evaluate the physical condition and quality
of the groundwater system underlying Ripon, and to identify the need for supplemental water as required.

Policy F2. Identify and secure available sources of supplemental surface water for replacement or recharge
of groundwater as required.

Policy F3. Manage land use and sewage disposal as required to maintain adequate groundwaterquality.

Goal G: Efficient use of water resources throughout the community pursuant to the City’s Groundwater
Management and Preservation Plan.

Policy G1. Promote water conservation through public dissemination of groundwater and municipal water use
information.

Policy G2. Develop a plan, financing mechanism, and target date for installation of water meters on un-
metered portions of the water system.

Policy G3. Promote reclamation and reuse of municipal and industrial wastewaters for irrigation, recharge, or
other beneficial uses.

Policy D5. The City shall implement the Groundwater Management Plan adopted by the City Council. This
program includes, but is not necessarily limited to: the ongoing collection and analysis of well quantity and
quality data; the identification of recharge areas within the Planning Area; inter-agency coordination and
planning to protect and enhance recharge areas; establishment of a well head protection program to ensure
well and aquifer testing for new city wells; and the installation of monitoring wells, as required.

Policy D6. The City shall review design and operation parameters for stormwater detention facilities and make
feasible adjustments to these plans, which would promote recharge of stormwater to the groundwater system.
For example, siting detention facilities in areas of maximum infiltration capacity, increasing detention time for
where necessary storage capacity is not compromised, and adjustment of area/depth ratios to maximize
infiltration.
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Freshwater Species in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin

Source: The following information was compiled by The Nature Conservancy and included with comments submitted
May 31, 2019.

Methodology: ArcGIS was used to select features within the California Freshwater Species Database version 2.0.9
within the GSA’s boundary. This database contains information on ~4,000 vertebrates, macroinvertebrates and
vascular plants that depend on fresh water for at least one stage of their life cycle. The methods used to compile the
California Freshwater Species Database can be found in Howard et al. 2015". The spatial database contains locality
observations and/or distribution information from ~400 data sources. The database is housed in the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s BIOS? as well as on The Nature Conservancy’s science website3.”

Legal Protected Status
Scientific Name Common Name
Federal State Other
BIRDS
Actitis macularius Spotted Sandpiper
Aechmophorus clarkii Clark's Grebe
Aechmophorus occidentalis | Western Grebe
Bird of . BSSC - First
— . . Conservation Special Concern | -,
Agelaius tricolor Tricolored Blackbird c priority
oncern
Aix sponsa Wood Duck
Anas acuta Northern Pintail
Anas americana American Wigeon
Anas clypeata Northern Shoveler
Anas crecca Green-winged Teal
Anas cyanoptera Cinnamon Teal
Anas discors Blue-winged Teal
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard
Anas strepera Gadwall
: Greater White-fronted
Anser albifrons
Goose
Ardea alba Great Egret
Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron

"Howard, J.K. et al. 2015. Patterns of Freshwater Species Richness, Endemism, and Vulnerability in California. PLoOSONE,
11(7). Available at: https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0130710

2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife BIOS: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/data/BIOS

3 Science for Conservation: https://www.scienceforconservation.org/products/california-freshwater-species- database



https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0130710
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/data/BIOS

Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
Aythya affinis Lesser Scaup
Aythya americana Redhead Special Concern gr?osrft:y Third
Aythya collaris Ring-necked Duck
Aythya marila Greater Scaup
Aythya valisineria Canvasback Special
Botaurus lentiginosus American Bittern
Bucephala albeola Bufflehead
Bucephala clangula Common Goldeneye
Butorides virescens Green Heron
Callidris alpina Dunlin
Calidris mauri Western Sandpiper
Calidris minutilla Least Sandpiper
Chen caerulescens Snow Goose
Chen rossii Ross's Goose
Chlidonias niger Black Tern Special Concern Er?frﬁ;y Second
Chroicocephalus philadelphia | Bonaparte's Gull
Cinclus mexicanus American Dipper
g;shtjc;ttl:i(;rus palustris Marsh Wren
Cygnus buccinator Trumpeter Swan
Cygnus columbianus Tundra Swan
Bird of . BSSC - Third
Cypseloides niger Black Swift Conservation Special Concem priority
Concern
Egretta thula Snowy Egret
Bird of
Empidonax traillii Willow Flycatcher (ég:izrrvnation Endangered

Fulica americana

American Coot

Gallinago delicata

Wilson's Snipe

Gallinula chloropus

Common Moorhen

Geothlypis trichas trichas

Common Yellowthroat




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
Grus canadensis Sandhill Crane
b cangdensm Lesser Sandhill Crane Special Concern BSS.C - Third
canadensis priority
Bird of
Haliaeetus leucocephalus | Bald Eagle (éonservahon Endangered
oncern

Himantopus mexicanus Black-necked Stilt
Icteria virens Yellow-breasted Chat Special Concern BSS.C - Third

priority

o Bird of
Laterallus jamaicensis Conservation
coturniculus California Black Rail c Threatened
oncern
Limnodromus scolopaceus | Long-billed Dowitcher
Lophodytes cucullatus Hooded Merganser
Megaceryle alcyon Belted Kingfisher
Mergus merganser Common Merganser
Mergus serrator Red-breasted Merganser
Numenius americanus Long-billed Curlew
Numenius phaeopus Whimbrel
. . Black-crowned Night-
Nycticorax nycticorax H
eron

Oreothlypis luciae Lucy's Warbler Special Concern BSS.C - Third

priority
Oxyura jamaicensis Ruddy Duck
Pelecanus erythrorhynchos | American White Pelican Special Concern r?r?osrﬁ;y First
Phalacrocorax auritus Double-crested Cormorant
Phalaropus tricolor Wilson's Phalarope

: . BSSC - First

Piranga rubra Summer Tanager Special Concern priority
Plegadis chihi White-faced Ibis Watch list
Pluvialis squatarola Black-bellied Plover
Podiceps nigricollis Eared Grebe
Podilymbus podiceps Pied-billed Grebe
Porzana carolina Sora




Legal Protected Status
Scientific Name Common Name
Federal State Other
Rallus limicola Virginia Rail
Recurvirostra americana American Avocet
Riparia riparia Bank Swallow Threatened
Setophaga petechia Yellow Warbler BSS.C - Second
priority
Tachycineta bicolor Tree Swallow
Tringa melanoleuca Greater Yellowlegs
Tringa semipalmata Willet
Tringa solitaria Solitary Sandpiper
Vireo belli pusillus Least Bell's Vireo Endangered Endangered
Xanthocephalus Yellow-headed Blackbird Special Concern | BoSC - Third
xanthocephalus priority
CRUSTACEANS
Branchinecta lynchi Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp | Threatened Special IUCN -
Vulnerable
Branchinecta mesovallensis | Midvalley Fairy Shrimp Special
Cambaridae fam. Cambaridae fam.
Crangonyx spp. Crangonyx spp.
Gnorimosphaeroma insulare | An Isopod
Hyalella spp. Hyalella spp.
. . Vernal Pool Tadpole . IUCN -
Lepidurus packardi Shrimp Endangered Special Endangered
o . . L . . IUCN - Near
Linderiella occidentalis California Fairy Shrimp Special Threatened
FISH
Acipenser medirostris ssp. . Endangered -
1 Southern green sturgeon | Threatened Special Concern Moyle 2013
Near-
Mylopharodon conocephalus Hardhead Special Concern | Threatened -
Moyle 2013
. . Vulnerable -
Oncorhynchus mykiss - CV | Central Valley steelhead Threatened Special Moyle 2013
Oncorhynchus mykiss . Least Concern -
irideus Coastal rainbow trout Moyle 2013




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
. . - . Vulnerable -
Pogonichthys macrolepidotus | Sacramento splittail Special Concern Moyle 2013
iy . ) . Vulnerable -
Spirinchus thaleichthys Longfin smelt Candidate Threatened Moyle 2013
Acipenser medirostris ssp. . Endangered -
1 Southern green sturgeon | Threatened Special Concern Moyle 2013
Acipenser transmontanus | White sturgeon Special Vulnerable -
P g P Moyle 2013
Catostomus occidentalis Sacramento sucker Least Concern -
occidentalis Moyle 2013
, . Least Concern -
Cottus asper ssp. 1 Prickly sculpin Moyle 2013
Near-
. . . Threatened -
Cottus gulosus Riffle sculpin Special Moyle 2013
Entosphenus tridentata ssp. Near-
1 Pacific lamprey Special Threatened -
Moyle 2013
Gasterosteus aculeatus Inland threespine Special Least Concern -
microcephalus stickleback P Moyle 2013
. Endangered -
Hypomesus pacificus Delta smelt Threatened Endangered Moyle 2013
Near-
Hysterocarpus traskii traskii . Threatened -
Sacramento tule perch Special Moyle 2013
Near-
Lampetra aversi River lamore Special Concern | Threatened -
petra ay prey Moyle 2013
Near-
. . Threatened -
Lampetra richardsoni Western brook lamprey Moyle 2013
Near-
Lavinia exilicauda exilicauda Sacramento hitch Special Threatened -
P Moyle 2013
Lavinia symmetricus Special Concern | Near-
symmetricus Central California roach Threatened -
Moyle 2013
Mylopharodon conocephalus Special Concern | Near-
Hardhead Threatened -

Moyle 2013




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
Oncorhynchus gorbuscha | Pink salmon Special Concern | Endangered -
Moyle 2013
Oncorhynchus mykiss - CV | Central Valley steelhead Threatened Special Vulnerable -
Moyle 2013
Oncorhynchus mykiss Coastal rainbow trout Least Concern -
irideus Moyle 2013
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha | Central Valley fall Chinook | Species of Special Concern | Vulnerable -
- CVfall salmon Special Concern Moyle 2013
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha | Central Valley late fall Species of Endangered -
- CV late fall Chinook salmon Special Concern Moyle 2013
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha | Central Valley spring Threatened Threatened Vulnerable -
- CV spring Chinook salmon Moyle 2013
Orthodon microlepidotus Sacramento blackfish Least Concern -
Moyle 2013
Pogonichthys macrolepidotus | Sacramento splittail Special Concern | Vulnerable -
Moyle 2013
Ptychocheilus grandis Sacramento pikeminnow Least Concern -
Moyle 2013
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 1 | Sacramento speckled dace Least Concern -
Moyle 2013
Spirinchus thaleichthys Longfin smelt Candidate Threatened Vulnerable -
Moyle 2013
HERPS
Actinemys marmorata Western Pond Turtle Special Concern |ARSSC
marmorata
Ambystoma californiense California Tiger Salamander | Threatened Threatened ARSSC
californiense
Anaxyrus boreas boreas Boreal Toad
Anaxyrus boreas halophilus | California Toad ARSSC
Under Review in
Rana boylii Foothill Yellow-legged Frog |the Candidate or |Special Concern | ARSSC
Petition
Process
Rana draytonii California Red-legged Frog | Threatened Special Concern |ARSSC
Under Review in
Spea hammondii Western Spadefoot the Candidate or | Special Concern |ARSSC
Petition

Process




Scientific Name

Legal Protected Status

Common Name

Federal State Other

Taricha torosa Coast Range Newt Special Concern |ARSSC

Thamnophis couchii Sierra Gartersnake

Thamnophis elegans Mountain Gartersnake Not on any

elegans status lists

Thamnophis elegans Coast Gartersnake Not on any

terrestris status lists

Thamnophis gigas Giant Gartersnake Threatened Threatened

Thamnophis sirtalis fitchi Valley Gartersnake Not on any
status lists

Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis | Common Gartersnake

INSECTS & OTHER INVERTEBRATES

Ablabesmyia annulata Not on any
status lists

Ablabesmyia spp. Ablabesmyia spp.

Aeshna spp. Aeshna spp.

Anax junius Common Green Darner

Apedilum spp. Apedilum spp.

Caenis latipennis A Mayfly

Centroptilum album A Mayfly

Centroptilum spp. Centroptilum spp.

Chironomidae fam. Chironomidae fam.

Chironomus spp. Chironomus spp.

Cladopelma spp. Cladopelma spp.

Cladotanytarsus spp. Cladotanytarsus spp.

Coenagrionidae fam. Coenagrionidae fam.

Corisella spp. Corisella spp.

Corixidae fam. Corixidae fam.

Cricotopus annulator Not on any
status lists

Cricotopus spp. Cricotopus spp.

Cryptochironomus curryi Not on any
status lists

Cryptochironomus spp. Cryptochironomus spp.

Cryptotendipes spp. Cryptotendipes spp.




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other

Dicrotendipes spp. Dicrotendipes spp.

Enallagma carunculatum Tule Bluet

Enallagma civile Familiar Bluet

Endotribelos spp. Endotribelos spp.

Fallceon quilleri A Mayfly

Fallceon spp. Fallceon spp.

Glyptotendipes spp. Glyptotendipes spp.

Gomphus spp. Gomphus spp.

Hydrophilidae fam. Hydrophilidae fam.

Hydropsyche spp. Hydropsyche spp.

Hydropsychidae fam. Hydropsychidae fam.

Hydroptila spp. Hydroptila spp.

Hydroptilidae fam. Hydroptilidae fam.

Ischnura cervula Pacific Forktail

Ischnura spp. Ischnura spp.

Liodessus obscurellus Not on any
status lists

Micrasema arizonica Not on any
status lists

Micrasema spp. Micrasema spp.

Microchironomus Not on any

nigrovittatus status lists

Microchironomus spp. Microchironomus spp.

Micropsectra spp. Micropsectra spp.

Mideopsis spp. Mideopsis spp.

Nanocladius spp. Nanocladius spp.

Nectopsyche spp. Nectopsyche spp.

Oxyethira aculea Not on any
status lists

Oxyethira spp. Oxyethira spp.

Pachydiplax longipennis Blue Dasher

Pantala flavescens

Wandering Glider

Pantala hymenaea

Spot-winged Glider




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other

Paracladopelma alphaeus Not on any
status lists

Paracladopelma spp. Paracladopelma spp.

Parakiefferiella spp. Parakiefferiella spp.

Paratanytarsus grimmii Not on any
status lists

Paratanytarsus spp. Paratanytarsus spp.

Peltodytes callosus Not on any
status lists

Peltodytes spp. Peltodytes spp.

Pentaneura spp. Pentaneura spp.

Phaenopsectra spp. Phaenopsectra spp.

Plathemis lydia Common Whitetail

Polypedilum albicorne Not on any
status lists

Polypedilum spp. Polypedilum spp.

Procladius spp. Procladius spp.

Psectrocladius spp. Psectrocladius spp.

Pseudosmittia spp. Pseudosmittia spp.

Rheotanytarsus spp. Rheotanytarsus spp.

Rhionaeschna multicolor Blue-eyed Darner

Robackia demeijeri Not on any
status lists

Sigara alternata Not on any
status lists

Sigara mckinstryi A Water Boatman Not on any
status lists

Sigara spp. Sigara spp.

Simulium anduzei Not on any
status lists

Simulium spp. Simulium spp.

Sperchon spp. Sperchon spp.

Sympetrum corruptum Variegated Meadowhawk

Tanypus spp. Tanypus spp.




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other

Tanytarsus angulatus Not on any
status lists

Tanytarsus spp. Tanytarsus spp.

Tramea lacerata Black Saddlebags

Trichocorixa calva Not on any
status lists

Tricorythodes spp. Tricorythodes spp.

MAMMALS

Castor canadensis American Beaver Not on any
status lists

Lontra canadensis North American River Otter Not on any

canadensis status lists

Neovison vison American Mink Not on any
status lists

Ondatra zibethicus Common Muskrat Not on any
status lists

MOLLUSKS

Anodonta californiensis California Floater Special

Ferrissia spp. Ferrissia spp.

Galba spp. Galba spp.

Gonidea angulata Western Ridged Mussel Special

Gyraulus spp. Gyraulus spp.

Helisoma spp. Helisoma spp.

Lymnaea spp. Lymnaea spp.

Margaritifera falcata Western Pearlshell Special

Menetus opercularis Button Sprite CS

Menetus spp. Menetus spp.

Physa acuta Pewter Physa Not on any
status lists

Physa spp. Physa spp.

Pisidium spp. Pisidium spp.

Planorbidae fam. Planorbidae fam.

Sphaeriidae fam. Sphaeriidae fam.

Sphaerium occidentale Not on any




Scientific Name Common Name Legal Protected Status
Federal State Other
status lists
Sphaerium spp. Sphaerium spp.
PLANTS
Alnus rhombifolia White Alder
Alopecurus saccatus Pacific Foxtail
Ammannia coccinea Scarlet Ammannia
Ammannia robusta Grand Redstem
Anemopsis californica Yerba Mansa
Arundo donax NA
Azolla filiculoides NA
Baccharis salicina Not on any
status lists
Bacopa eisenii Gila River Water-hyssop
Bergia texana Texas Bergia
Bidens laevis Smooth Bur-marigold
Bidens tripartita NA
Blennosperma bakeri Baker's Blennosperma Endangered Endangered CRPR - 1B.1
Boehmeria cylindrica NA Not on any
status lists
Brodiaea nana Not on any
status lists
Brodiaea pallida Chinese Camp Brodiaea Threatened Endangered CRPR-1B.1
Callitriche heterophylla Large Water-starwort
bolanderi
Callitriche heterophylla Northern Water-starwort
heterophylla
Callitriche longipedunculata |Longstock Water-starwort
Callitriche marginata Winged Water-starwort
Carex comosa Bristly Sedge Special CRPR - 2B.1
Carex densa Dense Sedge
Carex feta Green-sheath Sedge
Carex lenticularis Shore Sedge
Carex nudata Torrent Sedge




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
Carex senta Western Rough Sedge
Castilleja campestris Fleshy Owl's-clover Threatened Endangered CRPR-1B.2
succulenta
Cephalanthus occidentalis | Common Buttonbush
Ceratophyllum demersum | Common Hornwort
Cicendia quadrangularis Oregon Microcala
Cirsium crassicaule Slough Thistle Special CRPR - 1B.1
Cotula coronopifolia NA
Crassula aquatica Water Pygmyweed
Crypsis vaginiflora NA
Cyperus acuminatus Short-point Flatsedge
Cyperus erythrorhizos Red-root Flatsedge
Cyperus fuscus NA
Cyperus squarrosus Awned Cyperus
Damasonium californicum Not on any
status lists
Datisca glomerata Durango Root
Downingia bella Hoover's Downingia
Downingia bicornuta NA
Downingia cuspidata Toothed Calicoflower
Downingia elegans NA
Downingia insignis Parti-color Downingia
Downingia ornatissima NA
Downingia pulchella Flat-face Downingia
Downingia pusilla Dwarf Downingia Special CRPR-2B.2
Elatine brachysperma Shortseed Waterwort
Elatine californica California Waterwort
Elatine rubella Southwestern Waterwort
Eleocharis acicularis Least Spikerush
acicularis
Eleocharis bella Delicate Spikerush
Eleocharis bolanderi Bolander's Spikerush
Eleocharis engelmannii Engelmann's Spikerush Not on any




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
engelmannii status lists
Eleocharis flavescens Pale Spikerush
flavescens
Eleocharis macrostachya Creeping Spikerush
Eleocharis obtusa Blunt Spikerush
Eleocharis parishii Parish's Spikerush
Elodea canadensis Broad Waterweed
Epilobium campestre NA Not on any
status lists

Epilobium cleistogamum Cleistogamous Spike-

primrose

Eragrostis hypnoides Teal Lovegrass

Eryngium aristulatum California Eryngo

aristulatum

Eryngium castrense Great Valley Eryngo

Eryngium pinnatisectum Tuolumne Coyote-thistle Special CRPR-1B.2

Eryngium racemosum Delta Coyote-thistle Endangered CRPR - 1B.1

Eryngium vaseyi vallicola Not on any
status lists

Eryngium vaseyi vaseyi Vasey's Coyote-thistle Not on any
status lists

Euphorbia hooveri NA Not on any
status lists

Euthamia occidentalis Western Fragrant

Goldenrod

Galium trifidum Small Bedstraw

Gratiola ebracteate Bractless Hedge-hyssop

Gratiola heterosepala Boggs Lake Hedge-hyssop Endangered CRPR-1B.2

Gratiola neglecta Clammy Hedge-hyssop

Helenium bigelovii Bigelow's Sneezeweed

Helenium puberulum Rosilla

Hibiscus lasiocarpos Special CRPR-1B.2

occidentalis

Hippuris vulgaris Common Mare's-tail

Hosackia oblongifolia NA 1B.3




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other

Hydrocotyle ranunculoides | Floating Marsh-pennywort
Hydrocotyle verticillata Whorled Marsh-pennywort
verticillata
Isoetes nuttallii NA
Isoetes orcutii NA
Isolepis cernua Low Bulrush
Juncus acuminatus Sharp-fruit Rush
Juncus effusus effusus NA
Juncus effusus pacificus
Juncus phaeocephalus Brownhead Rush
paniculatus
Juncus uncialis Inch-high Rush
Lasthenia ferrisiae Ferris' Goldfields Special CRPR-4.2
Lasthenia fremontii Fremont's Goldfields
Leersia oryzoides Rice Cutgrass
Legenere limosa False Venus'-looking-glass Special CRPR-1B.1
Lemna gibba Inflated Duckweed
Lemna minor Lesser Duckweed
Lemna minuta Least Duckweed
Lemna turionifera Turion Duckweed
Lepidium oxycarpum Sharp-pod Pepper-grass
Lilaeopsis masonii Mason's Lilaeopsis Special CRPR - 1B.1
Limnanthes alba alba White Meadowfoam
Limnanthes alba versicolor | White Meadowfoam
Limnanthes douglasii Douglas' Meadowfoam
douglasii
Limnanthes douglasii rosea | Douglas' Meadowfoam
Limosella acaulis Southern Mudwort
Limosella aquatica Northern Mudwort
Limosella australis NA Special CRPR - 2B.1
Lindernia dubia Yellowseed False

Pimpernel
Lipocarpha micrantha Dwarf Bulrush




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
Ludwigia grandiflora NA
Ludwigia peploides NA Not on any
montevidensis status lists
Ludwigia peploides NA Not on any
peploides status lists
Lycopus americanus American Bugleweed
Lythrum californicum Callifornia Loosestrife
Lythrum portula NA
Marsilea vestita vestita NA Not on any

status lists
Mimulus cardinalis Scarlet Monkeyflower
Mimulus guttatus Common Large
Monkeyflower
Mimulus latidens Broad-tooth Monkeyflower
Mimulus tricolor Tricolor Monkeyflower
Myosurus minimus NA
Myosurus sessilis Sessile Mousetail
Myriophyllum aquaticum NA
Najas guadalupensis Southern Naiad
guadalupensis
Navarretia intertexta Needleleaf Navarretia
Navarretia leucocephala White-flower Navarretia
leucocephala
Navarretia leucocephala Least Navarretia
minima
Navarretia myersii myersii | Pincushion Navarretia Special CRPR - 1B.1
Neostapfia colusana Colusa Grass Threatened Endangered CRPR - 1B.1
Oenanthe sarmentosa Water-parsley
Orcuttia inaequalis San Joaquin Valley Orcutt | Threatened Endangered CRPR-1B.1
Grass

Orcuttia pilosa Hairy Orcutt Grass Endangered Endangered CRPR - 1B.1
Orcuttia tenuis Slender Orcutt Grass Threatened Endangered CRPR - 1B.1
Orcuttia viscida Sacramento Orcutt Grass | Endangered Endangered CRPR - 1B.1
Panicum acuminatum Not on any
acuminatum status lists




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other

Panicum dichotomiflorum NA

Paspalum distichum Joint Paspalum

Perideridia bacigalupii Bacigalupi's Perideridia Special CRPR-4.2

Perideridia bolanderi Bolander's Yampah

bolanderi

Perideridia bolanderi Bolander's Yampah

involucrata

Perideridia kelloggii Kellogg's Yampah

Perideridia lemmonii Lemmon's Yampah

Persicaria amphibia Not on any
status lists

Persicaria hydropiper NA Not on any
status lists

Persicaria hydropiperoides Not on any
status lists

Persicaria lapathifolia Not on any
status lists

Persicaria maculosa NA Not on any
status lists

Persicaria pensylvanica NA Not on any
status lists

Persicaria punctata NA Not on any
status lists

Phacelia distans NA

Phyla lanceolata Fog-fruit

Phyla nodiflora Common Frog-fruit

Pilularia americana NA

Plagiobothrys Adobe Popcorn-flower

acanthocarpus

Plagiobothrys austiniae Austin's Popcorn-flower

Plagiobothrys distantiflorus | California Popcorn-flower

Plagiobothrys greenei Greene's Popcorn-flower

Plagiobothrys humistratus | Dwarf Popcorn-flower

Plagiobothrys leptocladus | Alkali Popcorn-flower

Plagiobothrys reticulatus Not on any




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
reticulatus status lists
Plagiobothrys undulatus NA Not on any
status lists

Plantago elongata elongata | Slender Plantain

Platanus racemosa California Sycamore

Pleuropogon californicus Not on any

californicus status lists

Pluchea odorata odorata Scented Conyza

Pogogyne douglasii NA

Pogogyne zizyphoroides Not on any
status lists

Potamogeton diversifolius | Water-thread Pondweed

Potamogeton foliosus Leafy Pondweed

foliosus

Potamogeton illinoensis Illinois Pondweed

Potamogeton nodosus Longleaf Pondweed

Primula subalpina Not on any
status lists

Psilocarphus brevissimus Dwarf Woolly-heads

brevissimus

Psilocarphus brevissimus | Delta Woolly Marbles Special CRPR-4.2

multiflorus

Psilocarphus oregonus Oregon Woolly-heads

Psilocarphus tenellus NA

Ranunculus aquatilis White Water Buttercup

aquatilis

Ranunculus bonariensis NA

Ranunculus hystriculus Not on any
status lists

Ranunculus lobbii Lobb's Water Buttercup Special CRPR-4.2

Ranunculus pusillus pusillus | Pursh's Buttercup

Rorippa curvisiliqua Curve-pod Yellowcress

curvisiliqua

Rorippa palustris palustris | Bog Yellowcress

Rotala ramosior Toothcup




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal State Other
Rumex conglomeratus NA
Rumex occidentalis Not on any
status lists
Rumex salicifolius Willow Dock
salicifolius
Sagittaria latifolia latifolia Broadleaf Arrowhead
Sagittaria montevidensis Not on any
calycina status lists
Sagittaria sanfordii Sanford's Arrowhead Special CRPR-1B.2
Salix exigua exigua Narrowleaf Willow
Salix exigua hindsiana Not on any
status lists
Salix gooddingii Goodding's Willow
Salix laevigata Polished Willow
Salix lasiolepis lasiolepis Arroyo Willow
Salix melanopsis Dusky Willow
Schoenoplectus acutus Hardstem Bulrush
occidentalis
Schoenoplectus California Bulrush
californicus
Scirpus microcarpus Small-fruit Bulrush
Sidalcea calycosa calycosa |Annual Checker-mallow
Sidalcea hirsuta Hairy Checker-mallow
Sium suave Hemlock Water-parsnip
Spirodela polyrhiza NA
Stachys ajugoides Bugle Hedge-nettle
Stachys albens White-stem Hedge-nettle
Stachys pycnantha Short-spike Hedge-nettle
Stachys stricta Sonoma Hedge-nettle
Symphyotrichum lentum Suisun Marsh Aster Special CRPR-1B.2
Taxus brevifolia
Toxicoscordion venenosum Not on any
venenosum status lists




Scientific Name

Common Name

Legal Protected Status

Federal

State

Other

Tuctoria greenei

Green's Awnless Orcutt
Grass

Endangered

Rare CRPR-1B.1

Typha domingensis

Southern Cattail

Typha latifolia

Broadleaf Cattail

Utricularia gibba

Humped Bladderwort

Veronica americana

American Speedwell

Veronica anagallis-aquatica

NA

Wolffia globosa

Asian Watermeal

Wolffiella lingulata

Tongue Bogmat
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGWA) was formed in 2017 to coordinate the
response to SGMA within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin (California Bulletin 118; 5-022.01). A Joint
Powers Authority (JPA) establishes the ESJGWA, which is composed of 16 Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies (GSAs): The ESIJGWA is governed by a 16-member Board of Directors (ESJGWA Board) with
one representative from each GSA.

The 16 GSA Members initially formed the ESJGWA to develop a single GSP for the entire Subbasin. On
March 2, 2023, ESJGWA and its Member GSAs were notified by DWR that its 2022 ESJ Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)' was conditionally approved having been found for consistent with
the statutory and regulatory requirements of SGMA. Currently, the ESIGWA serves to coordinate the
implementation of the 2022 GSP and the 2024 GSP Amendments which is expected to be adopted by all
16 GSA Members by January 31, 2025.

This 2024 ESJ C&E Plan Update serves as a multi-year implementation strategy for the ESIGWA and its
member agencies to engage with beneficial users and uses of groundwater in the region during
implementation and management of an approved GSP. This document builds upon a June 2018
Stakeholder Engagement and Public Outreach Plan (2018 PO Plan) that was prepared to assist subbasin
GSAs in the preparation and adoption of the GSP. It also functions as a continuation of the work
previously conducted under DWR’s FSS Program to develop a C&E Framework. It serves as a menu of
C&E options from which the GWA and its member agencies can choose from as they to strive to build
capacity under SGMA for greater and more intentional engagement with the public when it comes to
groundwater management.

2.1 Background

Passage of SGMA served to establish a framework to help protect groundwater resources over the long-
term and ended California’s designation as the last western U.S. state to regulate groundwater. It is
comprised from a three-bill legislative package, including AB 1739 (Dickinson), SB 1168 (Pavley), and SB
1319 (Pavley), and subsequent statewide regulations prepared by DWR. In signing SGMA, then-
Governor Jerry Brown emphasized that “groundwater management in California is best accomplished
locally.”

To accomplish the governor’'s emphasis, the State Legislature and Regulators provided GSAs specific
direction on matters such as agency formation and milestones for GSP adoption and annual reports.
They did not, however, prescribe specific methodologies for how communication and engagement with
beneficial users and users of groundwater within a basin, stating “that expertise of stakeholders may

" The current GSP Update was drafted concurrently with this C&E Plan and reflects insights collected
during that period of time.
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increase the chance that the GSAs are using best available information and best available science for
GSP development.”2

2.2 About ESIGWA

The ESJGWA is a collaborative forum and coordination aid for the 16 signatory member agencies (i.e.,
ESJ Subbasin GSAs) it is comprised of.2 Those member agencies, operate under a JPA executed in
February 2017 that establishes a governance and coordination agreement for GSP development and
implementation. This JPA denotes that all SGMA-specific powers are remanded to the GSAs but allows
for coordination support to be provided by the ESIGWA.4

In addition, the ESIJGWA'’s membership includes two multi-agency GSAs. The Counties of Stanislaus and
Calaveras, Rock Creek Water District, and the Calaveras Water District comprise the Eastside San
Joaquin GSA; meaning, each agency within the Eastside San Joaquin GSA functions not as an individual
GSA but as a member agency of that entity operating as one. The South San Joaquin Irrigation District
along with the Cities or Ripon and Escalon form the South San Joaquin GSA and operate under a similar
agreement.

In the drafting of the ESIGWA JPA, GSAs were adamant that their autonomy would be preserved and all
assets (i.e., water rights and facilities) would be respected. The notion of autonomy also extends to
communications and engagement which should be clearly denoted when the ESJGWA is communicating
on behalf of the entire Subbasin and when a GSA is communicating on behalf of its own interests. This
means, that while coordination, communication, and facilitation support may be offered by the ESIGWA,
it is up to the each of the individual GSAs to either implement C&E actions for all requirements of SGMA
or provide consent, guidance, and/or funding to the ESJGWA to collectively do so on their behalf. For the
purposes of this document, this Communications and Engagement Plan is drafted with the intent that the
ESJGWA would fund and implement collectively the options presented unless otherwise noted in the
document. This C&E plan does not supersede or alleviate any individual laws, regulations, or GSA
requirements that are the responsibility of a Member GSA.

2 DWR Guidance Document for Groundwater Sustainability Plan Stakeholder Communication and
Engagement, 2018

3 The ESJGWA’s member agencies include Central Delta Water Agency GSA, Central San Joaquin
Water Conservation District GSA, City of Lodi GSA, City of Manteca GSA, City of Stockton GSA, Eastside
San Joaquin GSA (composed of Calaveras County Water District, Stanislaus County, and Rock Creek
Water District), Linden County Water District GSA, Lockeford Community Services District GSA, North
San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA, Oakdale Irrigation District GSA, San Joaquin County GSA
South Delta Water Agency GSA, South San Joaquin GSA, Stockton East Water District GSA, and
Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA.

4 For more background information regarding SGMA, the ESJ Subbasin, the GSAs’ decision-making
process, and coordination, please see the “Introduction and Background” section of the 2018 PO Plan or
the introductory chapter of the Subbasin’s GSP.
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23 Purpose and Process

In 2023, the ESJGWA secured facilitation support through DWR’s FSS Program. Development of a C&E
Framework was included within the scope of work provided. To better coordinate the C&E Plan
development process with the Development of the ESJGWA GSP Amendments, the ESIGWA received
another round of facilitation support through the FSS Program in 2024, and work continued—shifting the
C&E Framework document to this C&E Plan.

This document completes the work started through the 2023 C&E Framework. It serves as an addendum
and includes updated information regarding outreach and engagement based on input received through a
data collection process (inclusive of direct input from interested parties) conducted as part of this
document’s development. The C&E Plan does not replace any existing information or commitments
outlined in the 2018 PO Plan. Rather, it adds to, updates, expands upon, and/or clarifies the existing
content to act as a menu of potential GSA outreach and engagement options that align with GSP
implementation activities and the evolving needs of interested parties in the region.

The C&E Plan provides a roadmap for potential activities that supports the ESJGWA as it fulfills its
coordination and collaboration objectives under SGMA; assists various ESJGWA committees fulfill their
decision-making support functions for ESJIGWA and subbasin GSAs; and assists each individual GSA as
they work achieve their operational, jurisdictional, and statutory obligations under SGMA. As such, it is
anticipated that outreach, communications, and engagement during the implementation phase will build
off the roadmap established within this C&E Plan and will take into consideration feedback received from
various interested parties.

The ESJGWA envisions that annually, in preparation of the ESJIGWA’s Annual Work Plan and Budget
(July 1 — June 30), the options presented in this C&E Plan would be evaluated, selected, and
incorporated for adoption by the ESJGWA Board. The ESIGWA ‘s Annual Work Plan and Budget
processes are based on the collaborative and consensus building themes enumerated in its JPA. Once
adopted by the Board, ESJGWA staff will have clear direction and funding to implement the approved
C&E options for that Fiscal Year.
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3.0 COMMUNICATIONS AND ENGAGEMENT PLAN
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

3.1 Data Collection: Document Review and Input From
Interested Parties

This C&E Plan identifies a variety of tactics, frequencies, and methods for engaging with and soliciting
input from interested parties (i.e., beneficial uses and users of groundwater) during the GSP development
process. Appendix A contains the results of a full communications and engagement inventory that
delineates what those activities and commitments were during the GSP development phase as well as
areas for improvement noted by interested parties. The outreach, communication, and engagement tools
and tactics identified in this C&E Plan were inspired by the needs and ideas presented by interested
parties in either the digital surveys discussed in Appendices B and C, during the interview process
discussed below, and provided live by attendees of the 2024 Stakeholder Workshops.

3.1.1 One-on-One and Small Group Interviews

In addition to the digital surveys, seven individual or small group interviews were conducted between
March and July of 2023 with key interested parties in the ESJ Subbasin to gather feedback on
communication and engagement strategies utilized during GSP development, what was viewed as
successful, and what areas for improvement were of note to those interested parties and should be
focused on during GSP implementation. These interviewees were chosen so as to cover as many
beneficial uses and users of groundwater possible. Similar to the survey respondents, Interviewees were
asked to reflect on:

e Their (or their community’s) level of familiarity with groundwater and SGMA,

e Their (or their community’s) use of or access to groundwater and other water supplies,

e Their level of involvement in the GSP development process,

e Any barriers to participation they or others in their community encountered,

¢ Implementation activities of interest to the community,

e Preferred communication methods and frequencies, and

e Existing communication platforms, public information campaigns, or local events the GSAs could
use to share information about GSP implementation.

In all, contact with 17 individuals from various beneficial use/user groups was attempted multiple times via
phone and email to invite interview candidates to participate; however, only seven were able to be
reached and were available to take part in the process. Despite this complication, interviewees still
represented diverse interests, including the following groups: groundwater dependent ecosystems,
disadvantaged communities, municipal and industrial, agricultural, domestic well, and environmental
water users.
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3.1.2 Stakeholder Workshops #1 & #2

In 2024, the ESJGWA supported two Stakeholder Workshops to gather input on the GSP Amendment.
The first meeting was an in-person public workshop held from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on June 26, 2024.
This was the first in the duo of workshops aimed at educating and soliciting input from members of the
public about the framework of SGMA, key topics related to the development of the Subbasin’s C&E Plan
Update, and specific projects or management actions from the GSP for the ESJ Subbasin.

Both Workshop were held in the Mokelumne Classroom at the Robert J Cabral Agricultural Center (2101
E Earhart Ave Ste 100, Stockton, CA 95206). A total of 23 individuals attended—inclusive of technical
staff, the facilitation team, and GSA representatives.

The ESJGWA advertised Workshops #1 & #2 via postings on the ESIGWA and GSAs’ websites and
social media accounts as well as through emails to the ESJ Subbasin’s Interested Parties Database.
Direct invitations were also sent via email to various known interested parties and local community
organizations.

Workshop #1 started with opening remarks from Brandon Nakagawa, South San Joaquin GSA
representative and temporary staff support to the ESIGWA. He was then followed by a presentation on
the C&E Plan development process by Stantec. Finally, the workshop ended with a presentation from
Steve Schwabauer on the Draft Domestic Well Mitigation Program being developed as a management
action for the Subbasin.

Workshop #2 was also an in-person public workshop held from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on July 17, 2024 at
the same location as the first. There were 18 attendees inclusive of consultant and GSA staff. This
workshop focused on key topics related to updates regarding the development of the Subbasin’s C&E
Plan Update and its corresponding Stakeholder Engagement Survey as well as provide them with an
overview of the requirements of the Brown Act.

The ESJGWA advertised both workshops via postings on the ESJIGWA and GSAs’ websites and social
media accounts as well as through emails to the ESJ Subbasin’s Interested Parties Database. Direct
invitations were also sent via email to various known interested parties and local community
organizations.

One clear area for improvement discussed during each meeting was outreach and advertisement for
these workshops. While decently attended, the workshop attendees mostly comprised water industry
professionals. Strategies discussed for engaging general members of the public and other beneficial
groundwater use and user groups included clearly and more timely agenda posting as well as more direct
and intentional engagement with underrepresented communities and speakers of other languages.

3.1.3 Noted Areas for Improvement

2023 Interested Parties Survey: During the data collection phase of this document’s development,
Stantec reviewed a number of documents created by or related to the Subbasin GSAs and their existing
actions or commitments for SGMA-specific outreach. These documents included the following:
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e Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin 2022 GSP:
+  Section 1.3 — Notice and Communication
« Section 6.0 — Projects and Management Actions
* Section 7.7 — Public Outreach
* Appendix 1-H: Stakeholder Engagement and Public Outreach Plan
*  Appendix 1-1: Public Comments Received
*  Appendix 1-J: Response to Public Comments
e Stanislaus County Superior Court: CalSPA v. Interested Persons re Validity of Eastern San
Joaquin GSGS Plan (March 16, 2020)
e California Department of Water Resources (DWR) GSP Assessment Staff Report (January 28,
2022) (i.e., GSP determination letter)
e 2022-2023 San Joaquin County Grand Jury Report for Case #0622 (June 26, 2023)

This review denoted more specific activities and tactics that not only align with the concerns and
suggestions provided by survey and interview respondents, but it could be taken a step beyond the direct
input received in order to further bolster the GSAs’ new approach to GSP implementation. (For more
detailed information concerning the outcomes of the data collection, please see Appendix A.)

Between the documents reviewed and direct feedback provided by interested parties in the surveys and
interviews, there seemed to be a consensus among most respondents that the ESJ Subbasin’s GSAs
made a good-faith effort to communicate and engage with the public during the development of the GSP
but that there were gaps or inefficiencies in those efforts that persist in GSP implementation, leading to a
consistent lack of adequate support in key areas. Respondents noted that their communities held
collective fears regarding:

e possible demand reduction strategies that might be overly limiting and disruptive to their lives and
livelihoods;

e alack of clear answers and progress regarding long-term sustainability approaches;

e alack of consistent and/or effective engagement with vulnerable and/or underrepresented
communities;

e high water management costs and raised water rates as a result (i.e., a lack of public
understanding around the GSAs’ approach funding);

e overly bureaucratic processes that might limit the effectiveness of the GSAs and the ESIGWA if
things escalate beyond the local level;

e and a significant lack of transparency in a number of capacities but particularly in how, where,
and when GSAs share information as well as engage with each other and the public.

Survey respondents indicated that they or their communities generally lack knowledge about current
groundwater conditions and the current status of projects and management actions as reflected through
their medium to high level of concern about current the quality and levels of the Subbasin’s water
resources. This could indicate varying levels of understanding regarding the technical information
included in the Subbasin’s GSP or Annual reports or perhaps a need for editorial reviews with the public
eye in mind.

Water management professionals that participated in this data collection process noted similar concerns.
These interested parties voiced concerns about how to effectively garner and maintain public interest in
water management issues, how to manage expectations versus GSA capabilities, how to connect with
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interested parties in meaningful ways and engage underrepresented groundwater users, and—in light of
some of the information presented to them during the data collection phase—how to work together to fully
achieve and maintain C&E-specific SGMA compliance in light of evolving staff and finance resource
needs as well as uncertainty around the legislation. Water managers positively received the feedback
provided by other beneficial uses and users in their communities but struggled to figure out how to close
the gaps amidst those barriers.

Overall, water managers along with non-water manager surveyed and included in the interviews had a
number of concerns and hopes that aligned with one another, including:

e better GSA and ESJGWA coordination;

e increased clarity surrounding GSA and ESJGWA governance structures and responsibilities;

e better management, availability of, and transparency for SGMA-related documentation;

e making technical information more easily digestible;

e solution-based communication rather than philosophy or process-based communication;

e providing clear and regular updates regarding Subbasin conditions as well as projects and
management actions;

e providing greater opportunities for engagement in formats, time, and/or locations more convenient
for interested parties;

e and increased direct outreach to underrepresented groundwater users.

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: The 2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey picked up where
efforts from 2023 left off under a new DWR’s FSS Program. Collected from the survey responses
included most survey responses stemming from representatives from the agricultural sector and least
representation from general citizens. Out of the GSAs coordinating SGMA efforts within the Subbasin,
respondents using water falling under the oversight of the Eastside San Joaquin GSA had the most
respondents and both Oakdale Irrigation District GSA and San Joaquin County GSA had the least
amount of survey respondents.

Although the majority of respondents outlined their strong understanding of SGMA in general, there were
still a collection of respondents who carried little to no understanding of SGMA and SGMA related
documents and efforts within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. A major area of improvement relating to
this was the need outlined by respondents to make GSP-related documents more reader-friendly and
accessible. Respondents suggested that having summaries prepared in layman's terms and / or geared
towards diverse groundwater users and interest groups could help groundwater users within the Subbasin
have a stronger understanding of SGMA efforts, projects, impacts and up-to-date groundwater conditions
and quality.

Most respondents had a strong level of concern for groundwater levels and / or water quality throughout
the Subbasin and felt that groundwater banking programs and incentivizing use of available surface water
would be the most appropriate approaches to addressing unsustainable groundwater use.
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4.0 COMMUNICATION AND ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES FOR
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION

This section draws on the findings of the data collection process described above to outline tools,
activities, and strategies the ESJ Subbasin GSAs may employ to take action on the identified areas for
improvement. The recommendations herein are organized pursuant to the requirements outlined in the
CWC and DWR Emergency Regulations to help facilitate a clear path to SGMA compliance where
communications and engagement are concerned. As mentioned, this C&E Plan builds on the 2023 C&E
Framework as informed by survey respondents. All previous work efforts are published in the Appendices
to this C&E Plan.

4.1 Recommendations for Activities and Tactics
4.1.1 Activities

For the purposes of this C&E Plan, an activity serves as a category for types of beneficial uses and users
of groundwater to be engaged throughout GSP implementation. At this time, it is recommended that the
GSAs and ESJGWA work together to ensure that the following types of activities are prioritized in
communications and engagement efforts. As many of the needs, initiatives, or tactics to be implemented
overlap with one another, these activities should be viewed as opportunities for more intentional and
detailed coordination between all responsible parties to maximize resources and make progress on the
previously mentioned areas for improvement within the Subbasin. Additionally, by intentionally engaging
with the public in this manner or coordinating their activities through these lenses, the GSAs may also find
increased opportunities for collaboration with a number of possible community partners within the region.

¢ Administrative Services
o This denotes tactics that benefit communication, coordination, and information/document
management efforts and between or on behalf of the GSAs and ESJGWA.
e Agricultural-Specific Engagement
o This denotes outreach tactics that target the Subbasin’s large agricultural community.
e  Community Bridging Engagement
o This denotes outreach tactics that bridge the gaps in communication and understanding
on groundwater and SGMA-related topics between groundwater users that reside in
agricultural communities and those that reside in urban/metropolitan communities. This
gap in communications and understanding it often referred to colloquially as the “ag-
urban divide” in the water management community.
e DAC-Specific Engagement
o This denotes outreach tactics that target the Subbasin’s disadvantaged communities and
underrepresented groundwater users as well as community organizations that focus on
similar demographics.
e Enviro-Specific Engagement
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o This denotes outreach tactics that target the Subbasin’s environmental groundwater
users and community organizations that focus on similar demographics.
e Multi-Party Engagement
o This denotes outreach tactics that target the Subbasin’s groundwater users on a larger,
compiled scale in order to communicate and engage with multiple types of interested
parties at the same time. This strategy is particularly helpful where maximizing
GSA/ESJGWA resources, leveraging external partnerships, and expanding engagement
opportunities are concerned.
e Technical Advisory Committee
o This denotes outreach tactics that target the technical expertise of the GSAs or ESIGWA
in order to facilitate appropriate and transparent decisions and decision-making
processes where groundwater management as is concerned and as aligned with SGMA.
e Urban-Specific Engagement
o This denotes outreach tactics that target the Subbasin’s urban communities (i.e.,
beneficial uses and users of groundwater that work or reside in more metropolitan areas).

Based on the input from the data collection process as well as review of all relevant documents, the
GSAs may consider several methods and strategies for improving outreach and engagement efforts
during GSP implementation. Details regarding how these tactics were developed as well as specific,
actionable suggestions that align with specific areas identified for improvement can be found in
Appendices A, B, C, and D attached to this C&E Plan. The recommended tactics that are similar or
connected to one another have been grouped into the following categories and all categories (or
ungrouped tactics) have been organized so as to align with applicable codes and regulations. The
relevant sections of the codes and regulations have been linked below, corresponding with the
recommended tactic.

4.1.2 Legislation Driven Priorities

Enterprise System Management and Transparency

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: SB 272 §6270.5.(a)

e Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the GSAs and/or ESJIGWA maintain a catalog of data management
systems (e.g., interested parties databases). To maintain full transparency around the information
collected, uses, and management processes for those systems, it is recommended that the GSAs
(and/or ESJGWA) publish their methodology for how they maintain and use the data collected
within these systems. This could be as simple as a memorandum included in the GSAs’ and/or
ESJGWA website.

e Suggested Tools and Materials: Memorandum

e Responsible Parties: GSAs with coordination and collaboration support from ESJIGWA, as
needed.
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4.1.3 SGMA Driven Priorities
4.1.3.1 Notification and Documentation Strategy

Communications and Engagement Tracker

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10723.8.(a)(4)

e Reasoning: The level of communications and engagement SGMA requires that GSAs participate
in necessitates a level or organization and record keeping that goes beyond the GSAs current
practices. Therefore, it is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s) and with the support of the ESIGWA where necessary and feasible—that
the GSAs establish a comprehensive tracker that catalogues the type and timing of outreach
manually input by the GSAs. While the GSAs would be responsible for populating the tracker
regularly, the tracker could be housed and maintained by the EJSGWA as part of its coordination
duties. As an example, this format could look like a standard fillable PDF that all GSAs have
access to. Upon completion of an outreach activity (e.g., meeting notification, public workshop,
distribution of educational materials), the GSAs could then forward the completed (filled) copy
outlining the details of that outreach activity to ESJGWA staff for cataloging into the database.
This will also be helpful for reporting engagement statistics during meetings and in documents
such as the Annual Report and the GSP’s 5-year updates.

o Suggested Tools and Materials: Fillable PDF and database that together comprise a
communications and engagement tracker. This could also be a webform that funnels into a
database.

e Responsible Parties: The ESJGWA could develop the initial tracker and support GSA updates
to it, or the GSAs could maintain a copy (in identical formats for consistency) of their own and
send regular updates to the ESJGWA for inclusion in meetings or workshops, reports, and each
iteration of the GSP.

Outreach Toolkit

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: DWR Emergency Regulations §354.10 (d)(1-4); CWC
§10727.8(a)

¢ Reasoning: There is ample room for the public to be exposed to mixed messages and varying
levels of detail with so many parties involved. Therefore, it is recommended that the GSAs—in
compliance with the above-mentioned code(s)/regulation(s) and with the support of the ESJGWA
where necessary and feasible—establish a suite of template materials for notices,
announcements, meeting materials, and educational materials for use by the ESJGWA and its
member agencies. These template materials would benefit from following the same style guide.
The GSAs would need to decide what all they would like developed and what style they would
like those materials to take on to maintain uniformity; the ESJGWA could undertake development
of the toolkit with support of its staff or an Outreach Coordinator. Tangentially, collecting and
maintaining a library of memorandums, guides, and/or white papers relevant to communications
and engagement is recommended. Having easy access to beneficial guides in a central location
may help facilitate an environment built on best practices where outreach is concerned.
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o Suggested Tools and Materials: Template outreach materials and a collection of memos and
guides focused on outreach best practices for GSAs to reference.
e Responsible Parties: ESIGWA

4.1.4 Community Driven Priorities

Interested Parties Database

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10725.2¢c; CWC §10723.2; CWC §10723.4; and
CWC §10723.8.(a)(4)

e Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned code(s)/regulation(s)
and with the support of the ESJGWA where necessary and feasible—that a shared and
comprehensive Interested Parties Database (IPD) be established. This IPD should allow the
ESJGWA and/or member agencies to distribute information to those in their jurisdiction or to the
entire Subbasin. The new IPD should have fields that allow the sender to tailor the end reader by
GSA jurisdiction, the entire subbasin, or even by target audience where possible. It is
recommended that this database be housed by third-party such as through MailChimp or
Constant Contact for easy maintenance, easy access for all responsible parties, standard style
and messaging, and to track public receipt and engagement for all distributed content. This new
IPD could be managed by the ESJGWA and/or the Subbasin’s Outreach Coordinator. This will
also be helpful for reporting engagement statistics during meetings and in documents such as the
Annual Report and the GSP’s 5-year updates.

o Suggested Tools and Materials: A combined and comprehensive Interested Parties Database
that can be sorted by audience and track audience statistics to monitor engagement success
(e.g., MailChimp or Constant Contact). Branded customer relationship management
communications templates should be created for the ESIGWA and separately for the GSAs for
consistency in communications going forward.

e Responsible Parties: ESIGWA with GSA contribution.

41.4.1 Targeted Outreach

Speaker's Bureau

Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10723.2

Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned code(s)/regulation(s)—that
the GSAs develop and implement a Speaker’s Bureau. This tactic involves developing
relationships with non-governmental organizations and other community groups and
attending/presenting at their meetings at a regular frequency to provide information on SGMA
implementation. Attending the meetings and gatherings of these organizations or groups of
community members may be one step in the right direction for trust building and improved
engagement.

Suggested Tools and Materials: N/A

Responsible Parties: GSAs and ESIGWA
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Targeted Outreach

Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10723.2

Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the GSAs outline and implement specific efforts, possibly through a
workgroup or committee as mentioned below, to identify, contact, educate, and engage with
underrepresented groundwater users and non-English speakers on groundwater resource
management in the Subbasin. This tactic would heavily benefit from close communication and
coordination with local non-governmental organizations and other community groups. If a
Speaker’s Bureau were to be implemented, this workgroup could be responsible for its
management and implementation. This also includes engagement with underrepresented
communities and speakers of other languages. It is, therefore, highly recommended that outreach
materials be developed in a timely fashion, well ahead of engagement opportunities, to allow for
translation in other languages where feasible. Those materials could then be distributed
concurrently with their English counterparts and reach a wider audience. In tandem with that
effort, verbal interpretation services may be utilized to build upon this effort and ensure more
seamless engagement with attendees speaking languages other than English.

Suggested Tools and Materials: Guides and memos denoting strategies and best practices for
engagement with underrepresented groundwater users. Preferred translation and interpretation
vendors should also be identified. Community partnerships could be leaned here as well.
Responsible Parties: GSAs with as needed support from ESJGWA

Workgroups and Committees

Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10727.8(a) and DWR Emergency Regulations
§354.10 (d)(3)

Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the GSAs consider establishment of a Small Community/Under-
represented Community Committee or workgroup to engage on well protection and other related
projects and management actions that affect underrepresented groundwater users.

Suggested Tools and Materials: N/A

Responsible Parties: GSAs with as needed support from ESIGWA

Native American Heritage Commission

Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10723.4

Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the GSAs submit and receive Tribal and Sacred Land tribal contact list
to the Native American Heritage Commission. Remaining apprised of and in contact with any
recognized Indigenous communities within the region is not only a best practice, but a core
component of inclusive engagement especially where project implementation is concerned. This
could be a task undertaken by the suggested workgroup/committee noted above.

Suggested Tools and Materials: N/A

Responsible Parties: GSAs with as needed support from ESJIGWA
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4142  Web Strategy

Website Management

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10725.2¢c and CWC §10723.4; DWR Emergency
Regulations §354.44 (b)(1)(B) and § 354.10 (d) (1-4); CWC §10727.8(a)

e Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the GSAs establish web pages on the ESJGWA and GSA websites,
as applicable, to contain clear and accessible audience-specific mapping, informational
resources, notification processes for meetings or events, the GSAs’ and ESIGWA'’s
administrative and financial records, project and management action updates, governance
structures, up to date meeting information and materials, decision-making structures, etc. These
webpages should receive regular updates with meeting information and materials, the status of
ongoing projects and management actions noted in the GSP (or as relevant), and materials
designed for public consumption. Regular can mean any number of different frequencies (e.g.,
weekly, monthly, bi-monthly, quarterly) as long as they are consistent. The GSAs must decide if,
to comply with SGMA, they would prefer to maintain their own webpages on a “per GSA” basis or
if they would prefer the ESJGWA to maintain a host of webpages on its site with all the aforesaid
updated regularly on the GSAs’ behalf.

¢ Suggested Tools and Materials: N/A

e Responsible Parties:

o Option 1 — GSAs maintain their own webpages with the elements listed above.

o Option 2 - ESIGWA maintains all of the GSAs’ webpages on its website with the
elements listed above for each GSA.

o Option 3 — Some combination of options 2 and 3.

Comment Portal

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: CWC §10723.8.(a)(4)

e Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the GSAs and/or ESJGWA establish, maintain, and respond to public
comments through an email contact portal. The portal should collect data on the commenter in a
similar fashion as the IPD, and comments should be submitted with tags denoting them as
general, project, or document specific. Links to the portal would be available and clearly
mapped/labeled on ESIGWA and/or member agencies websites.

o Suggested Tools and Materials: Comment Portal

e Responsible Parties: GSAs with as needed support from ESJGWA

4.1.4.3 Staff Resources

Funding and Financing

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: DWR Emergency Regulations §354.10
e Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that the ESJGWA evaluate in coordination with its member agencies
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https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=WAT&division=6.&title=&part=2.74.&chapter=4.&article=#:%7E:text=10723.4.-,The%20groundwater%20sustainability%20agency,list%20of%20interested%20persons.,-(Added%20by%20Stats
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/laws_regulations/docs/wrregs.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/laws_regulations/docs/wrregs.pdf
https://california.public.law/codes/ca_water_code_section_10727.8
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=WAT&division=6.&title=&part=2.74.&chapter=4.&article=#:%7E:text=(a)%C2%A0Within%2030,agency%E2%80%99s%20sustainability%20plan.
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/laws_regulations/docs/wrregs.pdf
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funding, grant or in-kind support resources for facilitation, media relations, or outreach
coordination services so support the addition of new staff to its ranks, a dedicated outreach
coordinator for the Subbasin, or some other combination of increased staff to support
communications and engagement efforts related to GSP implementation.

o Suggested Tools and Materials: Grants and Loans

¢ Responsible Parties: ESIGWA

QOutreach Coordinator

e Applicable Codes and Regulations: All mentioned above

e Reasoning: It is recommended—in compliance with the above-mentioned
code(s)/regulation(s)—that an outreach coordinator be contracted to assist the ESJGWA and its
member agencies, as necessary, with the tactics listed in this C&E Plan as well as any other or
ongoing communications and engagement efforts occurring in the Subbasin (as needed). This
could be an internal staff member within the County’s (as they are the plan manager) existing
operations, a new hire, or consultant staff. The ESJGWA and GSAs would need to decide if/how
to share costs surrounding the involvement of an outreach coordinator, if chosen.

o Suggested Tools and Materials: Outreach Coordinator

¢ Responsible Parties: ESIGWA

4.2 Resources and Support

This C&E Plan was developed with the understanding that the ESJIGWA and the GSAs do not all possess
the same staffing, financial, and/or community resources as their inter- and intra-basin counterparts in
addition to varying levels of perceived interested from the public in each GSA’s jurisdiction. As such, this
section outlines a number of materials, agencies, and programs that the responsible parties may utilize
and reach out to for SGMA-specific support in their communications and engagement efforts throughout
GSP implementation to bridge those gaps as much as feasible.

4.2.1 Potential Community Partners

In addition to a number of new items, many of the activities and tactics described in this section are
currently in use and can be improved by better utilizing existing communication channels and leveraging
partnerships with trusted outreach partners such as industry associations or community organizations.
These partnerships provide access to communication channels and events which can enhance not only
the quality of SGMA communications but the quality as well throughout GSP implementation. Prospective
partners should include special districts, agencies, and municipalities; community groups, non-profits, and
industry associations; and local school districts and universities.

4.3 Adaptive Approach to Communication and Engagement

Though extensive outreach was conducted, the community input received to guide the development of
this C&E Plan remains limited. Stakeholder involvement in interviews and surveys may have been limited
due to technological challenges (e.g., limited access to internet), pandemic-related challenges (e.g., lack
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of in-person opportunities for input), limited availability, competing priorities, or simply misalignment of
schedules. This document has been developed with the recognition that additional input is needed
throughout GSP implementation to ensure that communications and engagement approaches reflect
stakeholder needs and priorities. Opportunities for additional stakeholder input will be pursued as part of
the outreach and engagement activities further detailed in Section 3.

As input from interested parties used to develop this C&E Plan was limited, additional feedback
throughout GSP implementation is needed to ensure that communications, outreach, and engagement
strategies and tactics align with the needs and priorities of groundwater users throughout GSP
implementation. The GSAs intend to evaluate the effectiveness of communications and engagement
activities at least annually throughout GSP implementation and adjust their approach to stay aligned with
the needs of groundwater users, GSA representatives, current initiatives, legislation, and the overall
schedule for GSP implementation. Some questions the GSAs and ESIGWA may use to help evaluate the
quality of their engagement and assist with any pivoting that may need to occur include the following:

o |s there a shared understanding of the GSP’s goals and its implementation timeline?

e Are interested parties educated about the GSP implementation process and their own role?

o Do all interested parties engaged feel included? Have their concerns listed in the documents
included within Appendices A, B, and C been fully responded to and rectified?

e Has there been behavior changes related to the program goals? Or are improved
trust/relationships evident among participants?

e Has the C&E Plan been fully implemented?

e Has the interested parties database been expanded?

e Have there been well-attended and robust public meetings at all of the necessary junctures?

e Are all established venues for interested parties open and effective?

e Are there formal mechanisms to assess outcomes and make improvements?

The GSAs may continue to use and build upon these outlined questions over the course of GSP
implementation to encourage timely review and evaluation of engagement strategies. Data needed to
support responses to these self-assessment questions may be derived from any number of feedback
loops the GSAs and/or ESIGWA may choose to employ. Some examples include physical or electronic
surveys and polls, communications data from notification systems such as MailChimp or Constant
Contact, or even a public comment process.

4.4 Annual Workplan and Budget

The ESJGWA envisions that annually, in preparation of the ESJIGWA’s Annual Work Plan and Budget
(July 1 — June 30), the options presented in this C&E Plan would be evaluated, selected, and
incorporated for adoption by the ESIGWA Board. The ESJGWA ‘s Annual Work Plan and Budget
processes are based on the collaborative and consensus building themes enumerated in its JPA. Once
adopted by the Board, ESJGWA staff will have clear direction and funding to implement the approved
C&E options for that Fiscal Year as scoped from the list of recommendations made here as well as
existing communications and engagement commitments noted in other SGMA documentations (e.g.,
GSP).
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Appendix A COMMUNICATIONS AND ENGAGEMENT
INVENTORY SUMMARY

Infroduction

This document provides a summary of the inventory of communication and engagement commitments
and recommendations contained in the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s (ESJGWA)
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and other related documents. The purpose of this inventory is to,
among other things, identify existing communications and engagement commitments made by the
ESJGWA and/or its 16 member agencies; identify GSP implementation actions that can be supported
through outreach; and collate comments from agencies, individuals, and organizations that indicate
opportunities for improvement in communications and outreach.

Reference Documents

This inventory of communication and engagement comprises a review of the following four documents.
e Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin 2022 GSP:
o Section 1.3 — Notice and Communication
o Section 6.0 — Projects and Management Actions
o Section 7.7 — Public Outreach
o Appendix 1-H: Stakeholder Engagement and Public Outreach Plan
o Appendix 1-I: Public Comments Received
o Appendix 1-J: Response to Public Comments

e Stanislaus County Superior Court: CalSPA v. Interested Persons re Validity of Eastern San
Joaquin GSGS Plan (March 16, 2020)

e California Department of Water Resources (DWR) GSP Assessment Staff Report (January 28,
2022)

e 2022-2023 San Joaquin County Grand Jury Report for Case #0622 (June 26, 2023)

The Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin 2022 GSP and its appendices note the existing commitments made
by ESIGWA and/or its 16 member agencies. The DWR GSP Assessment Staff Report, Stanislaus
County Superior Court document, and findings and recommendations from the 2022—-2023 San Joaquin
County Grand Jury Report for Case #0622 provide clarity around public need and perception around the
existing commitments and their execution thus far. In combination, these documents can create roadmap
for enhanced and effective communications and engagement in the region. Further, where the report for
Case #0622 is concerned, the 2023 Communications and Engagement Plan that this summary functions
as an appendix to aims to satisfy the needs identified in the Grand Jury’s findings and recommendations.
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Applicable Statutes and Regulations

Passage of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014 served to establish a
framework to help protect groundwater resources over the long-term. The Act is comprised from a three-
bill legislative package including AB 1739 (Dickinson) SB 1168 (Pavley) and SB 1319 (Pavley), and
subsequent statewide Regulations. In signing SGMA, then-Governor Jerry Brown emphasized that
“groundwater management in California is best accomplished locally.” To foster local management
objectives, SGMA and follow-on regulations provided local public agencies that elected to serve as GSAs
general guidelines and broad authorities over how it would engage with beneficial users and uses of
groundwater. Communication and engagement actions — as defined through SGMA (chaptered through
the California Water Code (CWC) or DWR Emergency Regulations — applicable to connecting interested
parties to the work of GSAs and DWR are described in Table A-1.

Table A-1. CWC and DWR Emergency Regulations

Respo
. Applicable Code | nsible
Action Summary or Section Agenc
y
Notice and
— | Communication content
Q%q—: requirements for GSA
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

M Summary of notification and | Description of beneficial users and | § 354.10 (a)
communication | nature of consultation

M Administrative Record | List Of. public meetings where Plan § 354.10 (b)

was discussed

M Summary of comments and | Summary of comment regarding § 354.10 (c)
responses | the Plan and any responses |
¥ Communication Section | Required subsections/content: § 354.10 (d)

1) Explanation of the Agency’s
decision-making process

2) |dentification of opportunities for
public engagement and a
discussion of how public input and
response will be used

3) Description of how the Agency
encourages the active involvement
of diverse social, cultural and
economic elements of the
population within the basin

4) Method the Agency shall follow
to inform the public about progress
implementing the Plan, including
the status of projects and actions

Communication

® activities to support
1 Groundwater GSA
Sustainability Plan
development
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M Overarching Guidance

The groundwater sustainability
agency shall consider the interests
of all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, as well as those
responsible for implementing
groundwater sustainability plans.
A list of interested parties
developed pursuant to Section
10723.2 and an explanation of how
their interests will be considered in
the development and operation of
the groundwater sustainability
agency and the development and
implementation of the agency’s
sustainability plan.

CWC §10723.2

CWC §10723.8.
(a)4)

¥ Communication and
Engagement Plan

Developed to support notification
requirements, state opportunities
for Interested Party involvement in
the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency, and inform content to be
provided in the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

§ 354.10 (d) (1-4)
and CWC
§10727.8 (a)

Party Database

M Website | Required as a component of CWC §10725.2(c)
notification and to provide for
electronic notice to any person who
requests electronic notification
M Interested Party Database | Establish and maintain Interested CWC §10723.4

M Committees

Groundwater Sustainability Agency
may establish advisory committees
and describe their role/function as
part of its Groundwater
Sustainability Plan Initial
Notification; may include
Groundwater Sustainability
Agency’s approach to involvement
of diverse social, cultural and
economic elements of the
population within the basin

CWC §10727.8 (a)
and § 354.10

(d)3)

M Groundwater Sustainability
Agency Meetings

Where consistent with California
Public Records Act and Brown Act,
posting of meeting agendas and
summaries for public, agency and
interested party review

Water Code
§10725.2

™ Project and Management
Action Notification

The Plan shall include the process
by which the Agency shall provide
notice to the public and other
agencies that the implementation
of projects or management actions
is being considered or has been
implemented, including a
description of the actions to be
taken.

§ 354.44 (b)(1)(B)

M Other Agency, Public and
Interested Party Engagement

Additional communication and
engagement actions as determined
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by the governing body/plan
manager

Public Hearing:
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Adoption

The Groundwater Sustainability
Agency may adopt or amend
Groundwater Sustainability Plan
after a public hearing. CEQA is not
applicable to plan preparation and
adoption per the following
requirements:

GSA

M City/County Notification

Public hearing held at least 90
days after notice to city and county
within area of plan

Water Code
§10728.4

M Public Notification

Where consistent with California
Public Records Act and Brown Act,
posting of meeting agendas and
summaries for public, agency and
interested party review.

Water Code
§10725.2

M City/County Consultation

Groundwater Sustainability Agency
shall review and consider comment
from city or county and shall
consult with any city or county
requesting consultation within 30
days of receipt of notice

Water Code
§10728.4

Post complete
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan to
Department Website

Upon receipt of Groundwater
Sustainability Plan consistent with
Water Code §10733.4(a) or (b),
DWR shall post the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan to the
department’s website

Water Code
§10733.4(c)

DWR

Public Review Period:

Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

60-day public comment period from
date document is posted to the
DWR website. All comments to
DWR must be copied to the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Water Code
§10733.4(c)

DWR

Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Review and Approval

Up to 2-year department evaluation
of groundwater sustainability plan.
The assessment may include
recommended corrective actions to
address any deficiencies identified
by the department

Water Code
§10733.4(d)

DWR

Implement Basin
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies shall begin
implementation upon submittal to
DWR for review

Water Code
§10733.4(e)

GSA

=

Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Annual Report

Developed annually for submittal to
DWR on or before April 1 a report
on Groundwater Sustainability Plan
results, including:

a) Groundwater elevation data

b) Annual aggregated data
identifying groundwater extraction
for the preceding water year

c¢) Surface water supply used for or
available for use for groundwater
recharge or in-lieu use

Water Code
§10728

GSA
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d) Total water use
e) Change in groundwater storage

Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Evaluation

The Groundwater Sustainability
Plan is to be periodically evaluated
to assess changing conditions and
whether actions are meeting the
Plan’s objectives and goals “at
least every five years” and
whenever the Plan is amended
[DWR § 356.4].

Coordination Agreements, where
present, are to be recirculated and
signed by all parties. Action during
update would include
documentation of Interested Party
engagement if such activities are
identified as a management action

Water Code
10728.2,

Water Code
§10728.4 (tiers to
§10727.2(b)(1)°

§ 357.4

GSA

.
il

Public Hearing:
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Adoption

If the Groundwater Sustainability
Plan is amended or otherwise
subject to adoption, a public
hearing may be required. Adoption
requirements include:

GSA

M Notification

Public hearing held at least 90
days after notice to city and county
within area of Plan

Water Code
§10728.4

M Public Notification

Where consistent with California
Public Records Act and Brown Act,
posting of meeting agendas and
summaries for public, agency and
interested party review.

Water Code
§10725.2

I Consultation

Groundwater Sustainability Agency
shall review and consider comment
from city or county and shall
consult with city or county
requesting consultation within 30
days of receipt of the notice

Water Code
§10728.4

Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Evaluation

Groundwater Sustainability Agency
shall provide a written assessment
at least every five years describing
whether the Plan implementation,
including implementation projects
and management actions, are
meeting sustainability goals

§ 356.4

GSA

The California
Department of Water
Resources
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan
Assessment and Re-
Evaluation

Developed by DWR for release “at
least every five years” following
initial submission. May include
recommended corrective actions to
address deficiencies identified by
department. DWR shall issue an
assessment for each basin for

Water Code
§10733.8

DWR

5 (b) (1) Measurable objectives, as well as interim milestones in increments of five years, to achieve the

sustainability goal in the basin within 20 years of the implementation of the plan.
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which a plan or alternative has
been submitted

Table A-1 Legend:

Icon

Description

&

Denotes a public notification milestone to be completed by the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency. These include noticing the public hearings, public meetings, and other related
actions.

Denotes a public hearing and public meeting hosted by the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency or the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) consistent with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) or as defined and implemented by the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

Denotes delivery of a notification to DWR such as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Formation, the Groundwater Sustainability Plan and the Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Annual Report.

Denotes a review and approval period to be completed by DWR.

Denotes a period of public comment for interested parties to review documents released by

M the Groundwater Sustainability Agency or DWR.
e%= Denotes a key document to be undertaken by the Groundwater Sustainability Agency as
= part of its development of documents pursuant to SGMA.
® Denotes communication activities that support development of the Groundwater
2542 | sustainability Plan,

Inventory Organization

Each discrete statement or comment identified during the review of these documents were categorized to
allow for sorting by activity, tactic, responsible agency, staff recommendation and applicable California
Water Code or DWR Emergency Regulation. Each category contains the identified statement/comment,
source and reference location. Below is a description of these sorting categories. These descriptions are
provided to assist the reader during review of the Communication and Engagement Inventory Tables.

Activity and Tactic

For purposes of this document, “Activity” is associated with a specific audience or agency function. The
“Tactic” is the approach or deliverable that is assigned to support the identified “Activity.” An identified
“Activity” may be supported by more than one “Tactic.”

Ab



2024 EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN COMMUNICATION AND ENGAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE
Appendix A — Communications and Engagement Inventory Summary

Tactic
- Administrative Services

- Ag-Specific Engagement - Committee and Workgroups

- Ag-Urban Engagement - Document Management

- Domestic Well, Small Community
Program

- GSA PMA
- Interested Party Database

- DAC-Specific Engagement

- Enviro-Specific Engagement

- Multi-Party Engagement

- Technical Advisory Committee Intrabasin Coordination
- Urban-Specific Engagement - Public Meetings and Notifications
- Staff Support

- Website Management

Recommendations

As part of this review, staff identified 10 outreach, coordination and collaboration approaches for
ESJGWA and subbasin GSAs to consider implementing to respond to the identified Activities and Tactics.
These approaches are intended to be references that would be further elaborated in the updated
Communication and Engagement Plan. Below are the 10 recommended approaches:

1.

Enterprise System Management Transparency: Maintain a catalog of data management systems
and GSA’s and / or ESIGWA publish their methodology for how they maintain and use the data
collected within these systems.

Communication and Engagement Tracker: Establish a comprehensive Communication and
Engagement Tracker that would catalog the type and timing of outreach activities to be posted on
the ESIGWA and member agency websites.

Outreach Toolkit: Establish a suite of template materials for notices, announcements, meeting
materials, and educational materials for use by the ESJGWA and its member agencies.

Interested Party Database: Establish a comprehensive interested parties database accessible for
subbasin, GSA, and target audience engagement.

Speakers Bureau: Develop relationships with non-governmental organizations and other community
groups and participate in their meetings regularly to provide information on SGMA implementation.
Targeted Outreach: Outline and implement specific efforts, possibly through the previously
suggested workgroup, to identify, contact, educate, and engage with underrepresented groundwater
users and non-English speakers on groundwater resource management in the Subbasin.
Workgroup and Committees: Consider establishment of a Small Community/Under-represented
Community Committee to engage on well protection and other related PMAs.

Native American Heritage Commission: Submit and receive Tribal and Sacred Land tribal contact list
to the Native American Heritage Commission.

Website Management: Establish web pages on the ESIGWA and GSA websites, as applicable, to
contain clear and accessible audience-specific mapping, information resources, notification
processes, administrative and financial records, governance structures, up to date meeting
information and materials, decision-making structures, etc.

AT
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10. Comment Portal: Establish, maintain and respond to public comments through general and project
specific email contact portal.

11. Funding and Financing: ESJGWA in coordination with member agencies evaluate funding, grant or
in-kind support resources for facilitation, media relations, or outreach coordination services.

12. Outreach Coordinator: Onboard an Outreach Coordinator to assist ESIGWA and its member
agencies, as necessary, with the tactics in the C&E Plan as well as other communication and
engagement efforts within the Subbasin.
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Appendix B GSA MANAGER SURVEY RESULTS AND
ANALYSIS

Infroduction and Overview

A 9-question survey was distributed to the managers of the Eastern San Joaquin (ESJ) Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA) in April 2023. The focus of the survey was to solicit
responses to items related to outreach actions and priorities and gather presumptions to the roles and
responsibilities of individual GSAs and the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGWA) as
associated to engagement actions to beneficial users and uses of water in the Subbasin. Representatives
of nine of 16 GSAs responded to the survey (see Table B-1).

Findings and results of this survey serve to inform existing practices of GSAs and ESJGWA to prepare a
roadmap of potential implementation actions to assist in the update of the ESJGWA Communication and
Engagement (C&E) Plan and advise Subbasin GSAs on potential adaptations of existing practices to
expand cross-coordination engagement actions between GSAs and the ESIGWA.

Table B-1. Groundwater Sustainability Agency Manager Survey Respondents

Agency Respondent
City of Manteca GSA David Breitenbucher
Linden County Water District GSA John S Villierme
Lockeford CSD GSA Joe Salzman
North San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA Jason Colombini
Oakdale Irrigation District GSA Scot Moody
Stanislaus County GSA Christy McKinnon
South Delta Water Agency GSA John Herrick
South San Joaquin Irrigation District GSA Brandon Nakagawa
Stockton East Water District GSA Justin Hopkins

Survey Results and Findings

This section segments survey results into three categories of responses and includes aggregated or
agency-specific responses. Findings contained within each section relate to observed consistency among
respondents and suggestions on next steps.

Segment One: Outreach and Staffing

Questions two through five collected responses to the range of methods applied to distribute information
to interested parties; the frequency by which communication is provided to interested parties; the types of

B.1




2024 EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN COMMUNICATION AND ENGAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE
Appendix B — GSA Manager Survey Results and Analysis

communication channels that are used; and whether such activities are directly or indirectly supported by
agency staff. The discussion below represents an aggregated analysis of responses. Findings contained
in this section are informed through an audit of the ESIGWA website and the websites of the 16 member
agencies of the ESJGWA (see Appendix D). See Figure A-1 for a graphical display of results for Q2-Q4.

The majority of respondents state that they engage quarterly with interested parties on the activities of
their GSA. These are most frequently deployed through meetings of their GSA’s Board of Directors or
through workshops. All respondents rely on communication through their agency’s website, with
communications through U.S. Mail, and the conduct of GSA meetings as the next highest priority
methods. Six of nine respondents reported they commit staff and budget resources to support outreach
activities, either through part-time assignment or staff resources through membership with the ESIGWA.
Three of nine respondents reported they do not provide staff or budget resources to support
communication actions to support GSP implementation.

Findings: The methods, frequency, communication channels and staffing commitments among the nine
respondents vary widely and lack consistency in their approach and execution. While each rely on their
agency’s website as the lead vehicle to engage interested parties in matters of the GSA, the level of detail
to clearly explain the agency’s role and responsibility as a GSA and its relationship to the ESIGWA is
frequently lacking.

Figure B-1. Responses to Questions 2 Through 4
Q2 Q|

How do you keep your rate payers, constituents, and
community infarmed about groundwater resources and
SGMA?
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@ =
How often do you communicate with your rate payers,

constituents, and community about groundwater
resources and SGMA? Check all that apply.

Weekly
Bl-Weeakly
Manthly
BEManghly

QI“! te’lr _

Arnually

Qe El
What types of groundwater-related engagement

opportunities do you currently provide your rate payers,
constituents, and community?

Answered: 8 Skipped: 0

GSA Mestings

One-on-One
Calls

0% 109 20% 309 20%% 50% B0% 0% B09%% 909 1W00%

Segment Two: Constituent Concerns and Responses

Questions six through eight identify the perceived pressures from interested parties to change existing
engagement actions, a description of successful communication and engagement activities, and
solicitation of actions that would support GSAs continue to respond to the communication needs of their
interested parties. Responses to this latter element is considered a desire of the responding GSA that the
activity be provided by ESJGWA. Verbatim responses of each agency are contained in Table B-2 and
Table B-3. Findings in this section are informed through review of results of the Interested Party Survey
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conducted during the same period and interviews with representatives of key groundwater user

communities.

Table B-2. Responses to Question 6

Q6: What pressures do you currently face from your rate payers, constituents, and community to change or
increase your communications and engagement activities?

City of Manteca GSA

No pressures.

Linden County Water District GSA

None

Lockeford CSD GSA

No pressure; their awareness of groundwater is minimal.

North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District GSA

None, | feel we are open with our board meetings and we host public forums
that are well attended

Oakdale Irrigation District GSA

None.

South Delta Water Agency GSA

none

South San Joaquin ID GSA

Many of the pressures are related to keeping up with SGMA activities occurring
Statewide. As questions and calls come in, customers and constituents are
keenly interested in DWR/SWRCB activities as it relates to other Basin GSPs,
industry trends, and drought.

Stanislaus County GSA

Occasional suggestions and requests

Stockton East Water District GSA

None

Table B-3. Responses to Questions 7 and 8

Agency

Q7: What communication practices do
you believe have been the most
effective in providing quality
communications and engagement
activities independent of any pressures
you may or may not be facing from

Q8: What areas of support do you feel would
best help you in responding to these
pressures?

your community?

City of Manteca GSA

Social media.

Sample posts and images that can be used for
social media. AWWA provides great, free
resources for water week evert year. AWWA tells
you what to say, images etc. It would be great if
we could have similar resources for
GSA/SGMA/GSP related items.

Linden County Water
District GSA

Direct mailing

N/A

Lockeford CSD GSA

Public meetings

Continue ongoing efforts.

North San Joaquin
Water Conservation

Mailing out notices to everyone in the
district of upcoming public

Showing that we are being efficient with the
public's money and actually completing capital

District GSA forums/meetings projects
Oakdale Irrigation Speaking to community groups. N/A
District GSA
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South Delta Water Public Meetings N/A

Agency GSA

South San Joaquin One on one communication is by far the There are multiple resources already being taken
ID GSA most effective outreach method, however, | advantage of including Maven’s Notebook, Water

it is very inefficient. There can be value
added when speaking with local industry
leaders or others who can help get the
word out.

Rights, SJV Water, GRA Summit, and ACWA.

Stanislaus County
GSA

Establishing one on one professional
relationships and community workshops.

Creating databases/maps and establishing
contact information for subbasin management
areas, facilitating workshops.

Stockton East Water
District GSA

Direct outreach. Opportunities to engage constituents that do not
respond to town hall meetings or participate in

electronic communication.

Segment Three: Groundwater Sustainability Agency Roles and Responsibilities

Questions nine and 10 collect responses from GSA managers on how they view the role of their GSA or
the ESIGWA when it comes to communication and engagement actions to beneficial users and uses of
groundwater in the subbasin. Verbatim responses to these questions are provided below in Table B-4 and
Table B-5. Findings in this section draw from the collective responses to questions by participants, an
evaluation of the websites of member agencies to the ESJGWA, a review of the Joint Powers Agreement
that established the ESJGWA, and responses to the Interested Parties Survey.

Table B-4. Responses to Question 9

Q9: In two sentences, how would you define the role of your GSA when it comes to communication and

engagement activities?

City of Manteca
GSA

Social media is preferred.

Linden County
Water District GSA

LCWD passes on all necessary information to our customers in the form of billing inserts,
website and in our annual Consumer Confidence Report. We have received very minimal
interest/input from our customers.

Lockeford CSD
GSA

Provide updates on residential/commercial water use and convey to ratepayers. Present future
scenarios of impacts to ratepayers related to groundwater status.

North San Joaquin
Water Conservation

As a public district, it's our job to accomplish the reason the district was created for and be very
transparent in what we are doing in the process. It's important to actively engage the

District GSA community.

Oakdale Irrigation Getting out to talk to as many people as possible.

District GSA

South Delta Water Keep landowners within boundaries up to speed on any new developments. Our GSA does not
Agency GSA have a groundwater problem, is not undertaking separate projects and so just tries to keep

everyone informed of the larger groups efforts.

South San Joaquin
ID GSA

The SSJGSA has been entrusted to develop and implement the ESJ GSP on behalf of its
members. Foundational to that commitment, the SSJGSA strives to transparently and efficiently
communicate the obstacles to and progress towards achieving groundwater sustainability.
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Stanislaus County
GSA

To support the GSA and follow through with regional management commitments.

Stockton East

Water District GSA

My GSA is responsible for engaging our constituents, when necessary and as required, to
further implementation of our GSP projects.

Table B-5. Responses to Question 10

Q9: In two sentences, how would you define the role of the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority when

it comes to communication and engagement activities?

City of Manteca GSA

A presence in social media directly from the Authority would be great!

Linden County Water
District GSA

Linden County Water District has partnered with the ESGWA to hold public outreach
workshops. LCWD also uses information from the ESGWA website to inform our customers.

Lockeford CSD GSA

Provide essential role in communicating with DWR. Coordinating discussion and action
amount participating GSAs within the Authority

North San Joaquin
Water Conservation

I think it ESJ's role to show the macro level of what all the efforts of the individual GSAs are
doing for the public. This could be through an annual mailer to everyone in the GWA

District GSA boundaries.

Oakdale Irrigation None. It is the role of the GSA.

District GSA

South Delta Water The GWA's role is to make sure the public as a whole is kept up to speed and checking on
Agency GSA the constituent GSA's effort at same

South San Joaquin
ID GSA

The ESJGWA supports the implementation of a single GSP for 16 independent GSAs. The
ESJGWA will continue its support of its members as they endeavor to educate, to
communicate with, and to support their constituents and, to represent the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin as a leading example Statewide of achieving groundwater sustainability.

Stanislaus County
GSA

To facilitate and coordinate activities on a subbasin wide basis between the subbasin GSA
member agencies and to support the GSAs.

Stockton East Water
District GSA

To engage the greater community on the importance of sustainability and the need for
regional funding to support projects that help achieve sustainability.

Findings: Responding GSAs generally recognize that communication and engagement with beneficial
users and uses of groundwater is the responsibility of individual GSAs. Respondents also generally
express a position that the role of the ESJGWA as responsible for providing coordination among and
between member agencies and serve as the primary point of contact with the California Department of
Water Resources for the adopted GSP.

While messaging of these responsibilities are frequently delivered through regular meetings of each
agency’s board of directors, the written messages contained in most agency’s website are frequently
inconsistent to these viewpoints. These agency websites often defer to the ESIGWA as the responsible
agency. The exception here is South San Joaquin Irrigation District GSA, which includes a page that
describes the governance structure of its GSA, inclusive of meeting minutes and its relationship to the

ESJGWA.
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Appendix C Interested Parties and Stakeholder
Engagement Surveys: Results and Analysis

Infroduction and Overview

2023 Interested Parties Survey: An 18-question survey was distributed to the public in the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin to solicit questions to a range of topics applicable to beneficial users and uses of
groundwater in the region. The survey serves to inform preparation of an update to the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGWA) Communication and Engagement (C&E) Plan, a document
that assists subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA) implement a single Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP). Conducted via SurveyMonkey, the survey was released on March 10, 2023,
and closed on April 1, 2023. Notification for the survey was conducted by email to the ESIGWA
Interested Parties Database (also referred to as Interested Parties List), existing lists of members of the
San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors, and in partnership with the San Joaquin County Farm Bureau,
the San Joaquin County Agricultural Commissioner, and the San Joaquin County and Delta Water Quality
Coalition. As Stantec did not have access to the data comprising the interested parties databases of the
previously mentioned partners, there is currently no definitive number denoting how many individuals
were sent and/or exposed to the survey. Although, given the number of responses, and the estimated
sizes of those audiences, it is assumed that the survey reached at least a couple hundred people in the
region.

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: A 12-question survey was distributed to the public in the
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin to solicit questions to a range of topics applicable to beneficial users and
uses of groundwater in the region. The survey serves to inform preparation of the 2024 Update to the
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGWA) Communication and Engagement (C&E) Plan, a
document that assists subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA) implement a single
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). The survey was conducted via SurveyMonkey with hard copies of
the survey available. The survey was released on July 29, 2024, and closed on August 31, 2024.
Notification for the survey was conducted by email to the ESJGWA Interested Parties Database (also
referred to as Interested Parties List), existing lists of members of the San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors, and in partnership with the San Joaquin County Farm Bureau, the San Joaquin County
Agricultural Commissioner, and the San Joaquin County and Delta Water Quality Coalition. Outreach
efforts also took place during public events, workshops and meetings highlighting the survey with hard
copies in English and Spanish were available for interested members of the public to complete. As
Stantec did not have access to the data comprising the interested parties' databases of the previously
mentioned partners, there is currently no definitive number denoting how many individuals were sent
and/or exposed to the survey. Although, given the number of responses, and the estimated sizes of those
audiences, it is assumed that the survey reached at least a couple hundred people in the region.
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Demographics

2023 Interested Parties Survey: The survey yielded responses from 120 participants and requested
each self-identify which GSA they belong to and their water user type consistent with California Water
Code (CWC) §10723.2. A majority self-identified as belonging to one GSA, with 14 stating membership in
two or more GSAs. Table C-1 shows these results in aggregate form. Approximately two-thirds of
respondents self-identified as agricultural water users, with about half of these respondents also stating
ownership of a private domestic well. This later response indicates on-farm or rural area residency.
Participation by interested parties who self-identify as a disadvantaged community or environmental water
user were two and one, respectively. Each of these respondents also self-identified as agricultural water
users. Fifteen respondents listed private domestic well as their exclusive water use type. City water
system was the next largest group at 23 respondents. Two small community water systems also
participated. Four participants were interested parties outside of the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. More
than 50 participants requested they be added to the ESJGWA Interested Parties List.

All respondents described a moderate level of concern to groundwater levels and groundwater quality. On
a scale of one to 10 — with 10 being a high level of concern — the average level of concern for
groundwater levels was nearly 7, with groundwater quality concern ranking 6.5.

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: The survey yielded responses from 57 participants and
requested each self-identify which GSA they belong to and their water user type consistent with California
Water Code (CWC) §10723.2. A majority self-identified as belonging to one GSA, with 17 stating
membership in two or more GSAs. Table C-1 shows these results in aggregate form. Over half of the
survey respondents self-identified having agricultural sector being their main involvement of groundwater
in the basin. The next leading survey respondent group were representatives from City Water Systems
with 27% of survey responses coming from this user group. 13% of survey participants self-identified as
Private Domestic Well Owners, 7% of survey respondents self-identified as Disadvantaged Community
representatives, and the least-represented user groups included Small Community Water System with 5%
of respondents self-identifying in this user group and 4% self-identifying as general citizens within the
basin.

Table C-1. GSA Membership of 2023 and 2024 Survey Respondents

2023 Interested Parties Survey - Agency Resz.ff.?ses
Central Delta Water Agency GSA 1
Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA
City of Lodi GSA
City of Manteca GSA 18
City of Stockton GSA 3
Eastside San Joaquin GSA 12
Linden County Water District GSA 0
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Lockeford Community Services District GSA

1

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA 26
Oakdale Irrigation District GSA 4
San Joaquin County GSA 14
South Delta Water Agency GSA 1
South San Joaquin GSA 20
Stockton East Water District GSA 25
Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA 6
Other/Out of Basin 4
2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey — Agency Re::::ses
Central Delta Water Agency GSA 0
Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA 8
City of Lodi GSA 4
City of Manteca GSA 7
City of Stockton GSA 5
Eastside San Joaquin GSA 12
Linden County Water District GSA 3
Lockeford Community Services District GSA 0
North San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA 10
Oakdale Irrigation District GSA 1
San Joaquin County GSA 1
South Delta Water Agency GSA 0
South San Joaquin GSA 8
Stockton East Water District GSA 9
Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA 0
Other/Out of Basin 1

2023 Interested Parties Survey Design

2023 Interested Parties Survey: The core design of the survey was to collect and compile responses to
questions that fall under three categories and allow for comparison of responses by water user groupings

(i.e., agriculture vs. Municipal and Industrial).

1. Information Channels

2. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and Groundwater Conditions

3. Management Actions and Funding
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A key limitation of this survey is sampling size. Here the volume of responses is a small fraction of the
total pool of potential participants. As such, the data provided here should be considered anecdotal with
activities implemented pursuant this document to be adapted as new information is gathered.

2023 Interested Parties Survey Results

This section segments survey results into three categories of responses: Information Channels, SGMA
and Groundwater Conditions, and Management Actions and Funding.

Category One: Information Channels

Information channels are the resources interested parties commonly visit or consult to learn about issues
and engage. These channels include websites, trusted information sources, and the method information
is delivered.

Websites

Participants were asked to rank in priority seven websites they could consult for information regarding
groundwater updates and activities. To identify top-of-mind information resources, participant rankings for
the top choices were combined to represent a cumulative score (e.g., combine “votes” of rankings 1, 2
and 3; see Table C-2).

Table C-2. Website Rankings

Website Cumulative

Score
My Local GSA 64
San Joaquin County 58
California Department of Water Resources 55
East San Joaquin Groundwater Authority 47
San Joaquin County Farm Bureau 38
San Joaquin Flood Control Agency 12
Non-Profit Organization 3

Participants were additionally asked to describe other websites they visit for groundwater related
information (see Table C-3).

Table C-3. Other Websites Visited

Website Number of
Responses
No Websites
City Utility Bill/City Websites
San Joaquin County & Delta Water Quality 2
Coalition
Media 2
Irrigation District Board Meetings 1
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Website

Number of
Responses

Wine Institute

1

Trusted Information Resources

Participants were asked to identify their trusted information resources they consult to gather groundwater

related information. Table C-4 shows the results based on cumulative responses.

Table C-4. Information Resources

Resource Responses

My Irrigation District(s) 46
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority 37
My Groundwater Sustainability Agency 36
The Internet 30
Government Agencies 29
My Groundwater Well 28
Family, Friends, or Neighbors (i.e., word of mouth) 22
Local Newspapers 16
Other (please specify) 12
Industry Associations/Organizations 9

My Ranch Manager 5

Non-Profit Organizations 3

Local Civic Clubs 1

Information Delivery

Information delivery consists of written documents, information delivered during meeting, and other
venues. Respondents were provided a list of commonly used methods and requested to identify which
they prefer to receive groundwater related information (see Table C-5).

Table C-5. Preferred Information Delivery Methods

Communication Channel Responses
Email 90
U.S. Mail 51
Website Updates 44
GSA Meetings 26
Industry Association/Organization Meetings 24
Social Media 22
Newspaper Public Notices 18
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Category Two: SGMA and Groundwater Conditions

2023 Interested Parties Survey: Survey Participants were requested to respond to a series of questions
related to their awareness and level of concern or familiarity to SGMA, local management of groundwater
resources, and regional groundwater conditions.

SGMA
Respondents were asked to define their level of familiarity of SGMA and their involvement in groundwater

management planning in the Subbasin. Nearly 30 percent of respondents stated a high level of
involvement, while nearly 60 percent had some level of engagement (see Table C-6).

Table C-6. SGMA Familiarity

Answer Choices Responses
Not at all 15 12.5%
Read about it, but otherwise not much 34 28.33%
Had a few conversations about it 36 30%
Provided input to people involved with it 16 13.33%
Was activity engaged 19 15.83%

GSA Familiarity

Respondents were asked to describe their level of familiarity with the responsibilities of their local GSA.
Responses show that a majority of respondents have limited understanding of local GSA responsibilities.

Table C-7. GSA Familiarity

Answer Choices Responses
No familiarity 24 22.5%
Somewhat familiar 47 39.17%
Pretty familiar, but | still have questions 22 18.33%
Completely understand 24 20%

Documents and Content Quality

Respondents were asked to identify a range of documents they have read and share their opinion to the
clarity of the content provided in these documents. Approximately half of respondents have read some or
all of the adopted GSP for the Subbasin, with the rate of review for the revised GSP declining to less than
a third. About 25 percent of respondents review subbasin annual reports. Clarity of content was generally
found to be challenging for a majority of respondents. See Figures C-1 and C-2.
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Figure C-1. Documents Reviewed

Q7 B
Have you read some or all of the Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) or its Annual
Reports? Check all that apply.

Answered: 120 Skipped: 0

GSP (2020)

Annual Repart
(2018}

Annual Repart
(2020)

Annual Report
{2021)

Revised GSP
{2022)

0% 1080 20% 30% 40% 50%  60% 0% 80%  90% 100%

Figure C-2. Document Clarity

Q8 E
Please rank the clarity of the technical information
provided in the GSP or the Annual Reports.

Answered; 120  Skipped: 0

Mot Clear At
All

Pretty Clear
But Not The...

very Clear And
Easy To Read

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% B0% T0% BO% 90% 100%

Category Three: Management Actions and Funding

2023 Interested Parties Survey: Respondents were asked to respond to potential approaches that
would address unsustainable groundwater use and who should pay for projects and management
actions. A majority of respondents expressed preference towards groundwater banking programs and
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increase use of available surface water to the region. Less than 15 percent of respondents preferred
demand reduction (i.e., limit groundwater pumping).

A majority of respondents expressed a preference that projects and management actions be paid by all
beneficial users of water in the region, with less than 20 percent stating that project beneficiaries/their
GSA should pay for these actions. See Tables C-8 and C-9 for participant responses.

Table C-8. Actions to Address Unsustainable Groundwater Use

Answer Choices Responses
Limit groundwater pumping 17 14.17%
Groundwater banking programs 57 47.5%
Incentivize use of available surface water 63 52.5%
Urban-Ag Partnerships to increase agricultural surface water use 28 23.33%
Expanding or constructing new public water systems in rural residential areas 28 23.33%

Table C-9. Funding of Project and Management Action

Answer Choices Responses
All Beneficial Users of Water 66 55.00%
Only Project Beneficiaries 12 10.00%
San Joaquin County 26 21.67%
My GSA 9 7.50%
Ballot Measure 20 16.67%

2023 Interested Parties Survey Findings

As mentioned previously, survey results should be considered anecdotal due, in part, to the number of
respondents in relation to the total population in the Subbasin. As such, findings described below should
be considered as representative of this group’s perceptions and should be considered as a point of
reference in future interactions with interested parties.

Finding No. 1: Awareness of Groundwater Conditions and Responsibilities

2023 Interested Parties Survey: On an aggregate basis, survey respondents expressed a moderate to
high level of concern over groundwater levels and groundwater quality. Contributors to this level of
concern may be associated with:

o Alow level of awareness to the responsibilities of subbasin GSAs (Table C-7).

e Alimited level of engagement during GSP development (Table C-6).

o Perceived difficulty in understanding the content provided in annual reports and the subbasin’s
GSP (Figure C-2).

e Alack of a clear single-source of information related to groundwater management in the subbasin
(Table C-2 and Table C-4).
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As discussed in Table C-2 and C-4, the ESJGWA ranked fourth as a top-of-mind website yet was second
as a trusted resource (Table C-4). The generic “My Local GSA” was the leading website; however, it
scored third as a trusted resource. It is important to consider whether the aggregate scores that led “My
Local GSA” to be ranked as the leading top-of-mind website to be valid. As described in Appendix A: East
San Joaquin Subbasin Website Audits, few Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin GSAs host and regularly
maintain a web page.® As such, it is reasonable to question why respondents reference “My Local GSA”
as the leading top of mind information resource, when few of these sites describe:”

e The role and responsibility of the GSA within their jurisdictional footprint and in relation to
ESJGWA

e Explains the agency’s formation and decision-making/governance process

e Describes the agency’s meeting schedule and location of meeting agendas and summaries®

e Describes opportunities for public engagement and how public input is used

e Describes the method the agency shall follow to inform the public about progress implementing
the adopted GSP, including the status of projects and management actions.

e Provides a method for interested parties to be placed on a list to receive meeting notices and
documents?®

Finding No. 2: Projects and Management Actions

2023 Interested Parties Survey: Respondents generally support projects and management actions at
the subbasin-wide level in lieu of individual GSAs. They additionally do not support demand reduction
actions (e.g., limit groundwater pumping). This subbasin-wide observation draws from the who should pay
question detailed in Table C-8. Here more than three quarters of respondents identified “All Beneficial
Users of Water” and “San Joaquin County”'? as the source of funds to implement physical projects.

Finding 3: Documents and Information Quality

2023 Interested Parties Survey: While responses indicate that a majority found the GSP and annual
reports a challenging read, it is important to recognize that many have taken the time to read these
technical reports. Surmounting this issue can be addressed through changes in approach to technical
editing of published documents and information materials that improve broad community understanding of
groundwater management.

6 California Water Code §10725.2(c) requires establishment of a website as a component of notification
and to provide electronic notice to any person who requests electronic notification.

7 Comments, unless otherwise noted, link to CWC §10723.8 and DWR Emergency Regulations § 354

8 Required by California Water Code §10725.2

9 Associated with California Water Code § 10723.4

0 Answer is considered tacit support to fund projects through existing County revenues or new county
revenues.
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2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey Design

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: The core design of the survey was to collect and compile
responses grouped into four main categories:

1.

Background and Awareness: This category assesses survey respondents' familiarity with local
groundwater management structures, including which agencies they interact with, their
knowledge of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), and their exposure to key
groundwater management and planning documents. Survey questions falling in this category
were used to gauge the baseline awareness from stakeholders of SGMA and the Eastern San
Joaquin Basin’s SGMA efforts.

Engagement and Interest: Questions falling under this category aimed to gain an understanding
of stakeholders' involvement in groundwater issues and the sources they rely on for updates and
information. It reveals the level of active engagement and areas of personal or professional
interest, helping tailor future outreach efforts.

Information Needs and Preferences: Focusing on communication effectiveness, this category
gathered feedback on improving accessibility and readability of groundwater documents, as well
as preferred channels by community members for receiving updates. It is the understanding that
this input can guide the development of more user-friendly resources focused on the basin’s
SGMA efforts.

Concerns and Opinions: This category captured stakeholders' concerns about groundwater levels
and quality, along with their preferred strategies for addressing unsustainable practices. It
provided insight into community priorities and viewpoints on water management challenges and
potential solutions.

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey Results

This section segments survey results into the four categories referenced above: Background and

Awareness, Engagement and Interest, Information Needs and Preferences, and Concerns and Opinions.

Background and Awareness

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: The first few questions of the survey were used to set the
baseline of respondents understanding and awareness of their basin, SGMA efforts and knowledge of

key planning and resource documents of the Eastern San Joaquin Basin.

Table C-10. Outlining Percentage of Respondents Associated with each Groundwater

Sustainability Agency (GSA)

GSA Percent
Central Delta Water Agency GSA 0%
Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA 14%
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GSA Percent
City of Lodi GSA 7%
City of Manteca GSA 12%
City of Stockton GSA 9%
Eastside San Joaquin GSA 21%
Linden County Water District GSA 5%
Lockeford Community Services District GSA 0%
North San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA 18%
Oakdale Irrigation District GSA 2%
San Joaquin County GSA 2%
South Delta Water Agency GSA 0%
South San Joaquin GSA 14%
Stockton East Water District GSA 16%
Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA 0%
Other/Out of Basin 2%

As it relates to respondents current understanding of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA), 44 respondents outlined that they had a strong understanding of SGMA while 13 outlined that
they did not have a strong understanding of SGMA.

As it relates to respondents current understanding and familiarity of Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) documents, the document most familiar with respondents included the 2022
Revised GSP with 28 respondents having familiarized themselves with it and the least familiar report was
the 2019 Annual Report with only 8 respondents having read the report. There was a total of 21
respondents who have not read or had a strong familiarity of any of the GSP documents. The percentage
breakdown of respondents who have read each document is outlined in the table below.

Table C-11. Percentage of Respondents Familiar with each GSP Document

GSP Document Percent
2022 Revised GSP 49%
2020 GSP 40%
2021 Annual Report 25%
2020 Annual Report 16%
2019 Annual Report 14%
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Engagement and Interest

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: Questions falling under this category aimed to gain an
understanding of stakeholders' involvement in groundwater issues and the sources they rely on for
updates and information. It reveals the level of active engagement and areas of personal or professional
interest, helping tailor future outreach efforts.

Understanding that many community members self-identify in a collection of interest / user groups
focused on sustainable groundwater management, Participants were asked to outline their main interest /
user group from a variety of options. Ther percentage of each user group is outlined in the table below.

Table C-12. Percentage of Respondents Main Interest / User Group

Interest / User Group Percent
Agriculture Sector 61%
City Water Systems 27%
Private Domestic Well Owner 13%
Public Agency 9%
Disadvantaged Community 7%
Small Community Water System 5%
General Citizen 4%

Outlined via the table below are sources where participants seek and receive information from as it
relates to the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. Participants had the chance to identify multiple sources and
outline other sources not provided on the list.

Table C-13. Number of Respondents and Where They Gather Information on Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin

Sources of Information Number of
Respondents
Local Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) 26
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority 25
San Joaquin County 14
California Department of Water Resource (CADWR) 10

Non-Profit

San Joaquin County Farm Bureau

San Joaquin County Flood Control Agency 1

A handful of participants identified “Other” sources not provided in the list and provided additional
information on such resources. Other resources outlined included their water operator, friends and family,
San Joaquin County Advisory Water Commission, social media, Mavens Notebook, City of Stockton
Municipal Utilities District and Restore the Delta. One respondent shared that they do not believe that
there are no readily available resources unless one already carries an interest in water and the interfaces
with their local water district.
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Information Needs and Preferences

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: Focusing on communication effectiveness, this category
gathered feedback on improving accessibility and readability of groundwater documents, as well as
preferred channels by community members for receiving updates. It is the understanding that this input
can guide the development of more user-friendly resources focused on the basin’s SGMA efforts.

Survey participants had the opportunity to share suggestions on ways to make Eastern San Joaquin GSP
documents and resources more user friendly and readable.

The feedback received emphasized the need for improved accessibility and navigation of resources,
suggesting a clickable table of contents and separate appendices for these often-lengthy documents. A
concise executive summary, possibly including an outline of major changes or issues from previous
years, would further support reader understanding. Since some first-time readers discovered the report
through social media or word of mouth, recommendations on mailing a flyer or strengthening
advertisement of such reports could enhance outreach efforts. It was also noted from collection of
participants that creating targeted guides for specific groups (such as residents, domestic well owners,
and agriculture stakeholders) with key information, and directing them to GSP document(s) for more
details, would make the report more accessible and relevant to different stakeholders.

A handful of respondents outlined the desire for factsheets covering main takeaways in a digestible
format. Recommendations were shared to support the consciousness of information with repeated
requests for a simplified summary in layman's terms to make GSP documents more public-friendly. Visual
aids, such as simple charts, icons, and executive summaries for both the entire groundwater area (GWA)
and individual groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs), were recommended to enhance clarity for
community members.

Most respondents shared the interest in 2—-3-page summaries with references to the full reports to make
these lengthy documents more accessible to a wider audience. The feedback related to this interest
stressed the maintenance of clarity and structure, ensuring the report is thorough without oversimplifying
complex information. Acronyms and abbreviations related to departments and functions should be clearly
explained, and the content should be tailored to meet the audience's specific needs. Double-sided
factsheets for each GSA, highlighting key points, were also recommended for quick reference.

Distribution of GSP documents beyond GSA’s and Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s
websites were also highly preferred among respondents with suggestions to use mail, email, and
prominent and consistent placements on websites to reach a wider audience.

Preferences for preferred channels of information sources are outlined via the table below. Participants
had the chance to identify multiple sources and outline other sources not provided on the list.
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Table C-14. Respondents Preferred Channels for Groundwater-Related Information

Sources of Information Number of
Respondents

Email 37
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) Meetings 20
Website(s) 19

U.S. Mail 18
Social Media 12
Newspaper Notices

Industry / Association Notices

A handful of participants identified “Other” sources not provided in the list and provided additional
information on such resources. Other sources included Board Meetings and Advisory Water Commission
Meetings and use of flyers.

Concerns and Opinions

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: This category captured stakeholders' concerns about
groundwater levels and quality, along with their preferred strategies for addressing unsustainable
practices. It provided insight into community priorities and viewpoints on water management challenges
and potential solutions.

Overall, there was a high-level of concern regarding groundwater levels and / or quality throughout the
subbasin with 18 respondents outlining an “Extremley” high level of concern, 14 respondents outlining a
“Very” high level of concern, 10 respondents outlining they were “Somewhat” concerned and 4 sharing
that they were “A Little” concerned

Respondents shared their preferred approaches to address sustainable groundwater use within the
Subbasin. Outlined via the table below these preferred approaches and the number of respondents who
preferred such approach. Participants had the chance to select multiple approaches and share other
approaches not provided on the list.

Table C-15. Preferred Approaches to Address Unsustainable Groundwater Use

Approach to Address Unsustainable Number of
Groundwater Use Respondents

Groundwater Banking Programs 35
Incentivize Use of Available Surface Water 34
Urban-Ag Partnerships to Increase Agricultural 28
Surface Water Use

Limit Groundwater Pumping 13
Expanding or Constructing New Public Water 10
Systems in Rural Residential Areas
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A handful of participants identified “Other” approaches not provided in the list. Other approaches
identified included but not limited to; limiting well development on formerly non-irrigated lands, use of
recycled water for land irrigation and drinking-water sources, implementing SGMA fees, expansion of
storage projects and allowing water district to annex properties within the sphere of influence.

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey Findings

Like the 2023 Interested Parties Survey Findings, the 2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey results
should be considered anecdotal due, in part, to the number of respondents in relation to the total
population in the Subbasin. As such, the findings described below should be considered as
representative of this group’s perceptions and should be considered as a point of reference in future
interactions with interested parties.

Finding No. 1: Awareness and Knowledge of Groundwater Management

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: The majority of respondents carried a strong
understanding of the Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA) they were affiliated with and
the overall understanding of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Although
most respondents carried such understanding, it should be noted that there were still a handful
of survey participants having little to no knowledge on their affiliated GSA, relating roles and
responsibilities, and the impact of SGMA in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin.

Survey participants had strengthened their understanding of the role in SGMA in the Subbasin
by having a varying level of understanding of GSP related documents. With over half of
respondents having read or familiarized themselves with the 2020 Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP) and 2022 Revised GSP, fewer respondents had an understanding of the relating
Annual Reports. Notably, 21 respondents indicated they had not read any GSP documents. This
latter result could likely play into suggestions and input on improving GSP documents format,
accessibility and readability.

Finding No. 2: GSP Document Accessibility, Readability and Outreach Methods

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: The key findings indicate a strong demand among survey
respondents for improving the readability and accessibility of GSP Documents. Common
suggestions included adding clickable tables of contents, summaries, and fact sheets on major
topics like storage changes and management actions. Respondents also recommended using
simpler language, visuals, icons for infrastructure locations, and clear explanations of technical
terms. Brief, layman-friendly summaries (no longer than 2-3 pages) and accessible formats
beyond online platforms were also requested.

For groundwater information, local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) and the
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGWA) were the most frequently accessed
sources, followed by San Joaquin County, the California Department of Water Resources, and
other local organizations.

When it comes to communication preferences, email was the most favored method, followed by
GSA meetings, website updates, U.S. mail, and social media. This suggests that a mix of digital
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and traditional communication could effectively reach the intended audience and diversify levels
of audiences and interest groups receiving and seeking this information.

Finding No. 3: Groundwater Conditions and Use

2024 Stakeholder Engagement Survey: More than half of respondents carried significant concern
regarding groundwater levels and quality within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. Comments from
respondents cited issues like declining groundwater levels, land subsidence, and worries about water
quality in areas with increased development. Survey respondents selected and identified preferred
approaches to address unsustainable groundwater use within the Subbasin. The preferred approach with
35 respondents selecting included the development of groundwater banking programs. Additional
approaches are outlined below.

¢ Annexation for Water Districts: Allowing water districts to annex properties within their sphere of
influence.

e Increase of Water Supply: Focusing on expanding water supply through storage projects and
other methods.

e Infrastructure Expansion: Expanding canal and pipeline infrastructure to deliver surface water to
agricultural properties lacking access.

e Advocacy for Drought-Friendly Crop Options for Farmers: Encourage farmers to grow less water-
intensive crops, particularly in areas like valleys.

e Restriction of Well Development: Limit new well development on lands previously without
irrigation.

e Advocacy and Incentivize Efficient Water Use: Incentivize efficient water use, learning from
practices in other Subbasins.

e Promotion of Recycled Water: Promotion of recycled water for both irrigation and as a drinking
water source.

Additional thoughts and opinions regarding SGMA implementation and efforts within the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin were collected from the last question of the survey and summarized via the bulleted list
below.

e Urgency for SGMA Fee Compliance: A handful of respondents advocated for Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin users pay SGMA fees to fund storage projects and sustainable groundwater
practices.

e Request for Information on Restrictions and Costs: Some respondents desired additional
information and communication on groundwater pumping restrictions and associated costs within
the Subbasin.

e Calls for Public Meetings: Request Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to hold public
meetings to provide updates on sustainability, potential pumping limits, new fees, and
groundwater storage projects.

e Concern Over Groundwater Supply and Regulation: While acknowledging the challenge of
increasing supply, some respondents outlined the need to regulate pumping and keep
stakeholders informed about agricultural users and compliance burdens.

e Lack of Engagement and Transparency: Some respondents identified a need to strengthen and
ensure all GSAs are sharing information on and participating in sustainability efforts.

¢ Funding Concerns: Concern was outlined over inconsistent and overall sustainable funding for
SGMA efforts throughout the Subbasin.
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Appendix D WEBSITE AUDIT

Infroduction and Overview

This document summarizes a high-level audit of the websites of Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Authority (ESJGWA) and the individual GSAs within East San Joaquin (ESJ) Subbasin consistent with
requirements of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA). It further outlines a
range of potential amendments agencies may consider making to their websites to improve awareness of
groundwater management activities in the Subbasin for interested parties. Information contained in this
document draws from statutory and regulatory requirements from SGMA and the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) Emergency Regulations, and governance documents adopted by subbasin
GSAs.

Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

SGMA and follow-on Emergency Regulations adopted by DWR references but does not explicitly direct
GSAs establish and maintain a website. References to agency websites are defined in the following
sections of the California Water Code (CWC) and DWR Emergency Regulations:

CWC §10725.2(c) In addition to any other applicable procedural requirements, the groundwater
sustainability agency shall provide notice of the proposed adoption of the groundwater
sustainability plan on its Internet Web site and provide for electronic notice to any person who
requests electronic notification.

§353.6. Initial Notification. (a) Each Agency shall notify the Department, in writing, prior to
initiating development of a Plan. The notification shall provide general information about the
Agency’s process for developing the Plan, including the manner in which interested parties may
contact the Agency and participate in the development and implementation of the Plan. The
Agency shall make the information publicly available by posting relevant information on the
Agency’s website.

Many other SGMA statues and state regulations further lend themselves to the efficient delivery of
communication and engagement actions with interested parties, including public noticing consistent with
California’s open meeting laws and the requirement that “each agency establish and maintain a list of
persons interested in receiving notices regarding plan preparation, meeting announcements, and
availability of draft plans, maps, and other relevant documents. Any person may request, in writing, to be
placed on the list of interested persons.” !

" California Water Code § 10723.4
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Subbasin Governance Documents

Governance among the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin GSAs is defined through the ESJGWA Joint
Powers Agreement (JPA), the South San Joaquin GSA JPA, and the Eastside San Joaquin GSA
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority JPA

The ESJGWA JPA constitutes the overarching agreement of the GSAs to the roles and responsibilities of
the signatory agencies of the JPA. As described in its adopted GSP, the ESJ GSP was developed jointly
by the ESJGWA via a JPA formally signed by 16 GSAs within the subbasin. These signatories collectively
represent 21 agencies in the Subbasin. Formal signatories to the JPA include the Central Delta Water
Agency (CDWA), Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District (CSJWCD), City of Lodi, City of
Manteca, City of Stockton, Eastside San Joaquin GSA (composed of Calaveras County Water District
[CCWD], Stanislaus County, Calaveras County, and Rock Creek Water District), Linden County Water
District (LCWD), Lockeford Community Services District (LCSD), North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District (NSJWCD), Oakdale Irrigation District (OID), San Joaquin County No. 1, San Joaquin County No.
2 (Cal Water), South Delta Water Agency (SDWA), South San Joaquin GSA (composed of South San
Joaquin Irrigation District [SSJID] including Woodward Reservoir, City of Ripon, and City of Escalon),
Stockton East Water District (SEWD), and Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID).

As signed by the member agencies, the JPA’s primary responsibility is to serve as a coordinating entity of
Subbasin GSAs and represent the signatories during engagement with DWR. Implementation
responsibilities for compliance with SGMA were largely reserved by individual GSAs.

South San Joaquin GSA JPA

The South San Joaquin GSA JPA was adopted by SSJID, the City of Escalon, and the City of Ripon. The
SSJID was designated as the GSA lead on behalf of the signatory agencies for contracting and matters
relating to the group’s representation on the ESIGWA JPA. Similar to the ESJGWA JPA, implementation
responsibilities for compliance with SGMA are largely reserved by each signatory of the SSJGSA JPA.

Eastside San Joaquin GSA MOU

The Eastside San Joaquin GSA MOU is between the County of Calaveras, the County of Stanislaus,
Rock Creek Water District, and CCWD. The CCWD was designated as the GSA lead for purposes of
contracting and other matters relating to representation of the GSA as a signatory to the ESIGWA JPA.
Consistent with the limited powers of an MOU, responsibility for compliance with SGMA are reserved by
the parties to the MOU.

Audit Approach

As mentioned above, the objective of the audit is to evaluate subbasin websites for consistency with the
requirements of SGMA and provide recommendations to amend websites to improve engagement with
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interested parties. It included a high-level review of agency websites to identify the location of GSA
information starting at the agency’s home page and initial observations of content associated with
governance, documentation, and notification processes (see Exhibit A). At its core, a GSA website would
address the informational needs of each user and uses of groundwater within its jurisdictional boundary in
three key areas:

1. Governance: Does the site explain the governing structure of the agency, its decision-making
structure, and identify its members?

2. Documentation: Does the site provide a record of decisions made by the agency such as board
meeting summaries, committee meeting summaries, major documents required by SGMA (e.g.,
GSP, Annual Reports, resolutions and organizational documents), and other information
materials and maps?

3. Notices and advisories: Does the site include a method for interested parties to be added to a list
consistent with CWC §10723.47?

Findings and Next Steps

It is important to note that the web strategies of each subbasin GSA vary significantly in their approach to
meet the above elements. These range from having no web presence at all to disclosing the governance
structure, record of board meetings and its members, governance documents, and the entity’s
relationship to the ESJGWA. This variation, for example, undermines the ability of GSA constituent to
understand the decision-making process of their governing body in relation to the ESJGWA. The lack of a
cohesive web strategy across the region can result in inconsistent understanding to the specific roles and
responsibilities of local GSAs and the ESJGWA among interested parties.

Recommendations:

e Provide clear and uniform descriptions of the governance structure, roles and responsibilities of
each subbasin GSA, inclusive of their relationship to related overlying governance agreement(s).

o Develop and implement a consistent method to publish and distribute documents appropriate to
the objectives of the ESJGWA and the responsibilities of subbasin GSAs.

o Consistently provide access to be added to a list of interested parties consistent with CWC
§10723.4.

Below are suggested process steps for revision of the websites for ESIGWA and signatories of the
ESJGWA JPA.
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ESIGWA:

Discussion

The ESJGWA was primarily created to serve as a convenor and coordinator of activities among subbasin
GSAs, to support broad communication and engagement actions in the subbasin and serve as the point
of contact to DWR for the subbasin GSP. This observation is supported by Section 1.3.3 Decision-Making
Process of the adopted GSP:

“The governing bodies of each of the individual GSAs take action and provide direction to their Board
member representatives and must individually approve the final GSP. Projects will be administered by the
GSA project proponents. Although the ESJGWA does not provide direct authority to require GSAs to
implement projects, the GWA will be working on GSA-level water budgets and will be requesting annual
or biannual progress reports to evaluate progress.”

Suggested Amendments

About Us: Update the content to reflect the number of member agencies who are signatories to the JPA
and refine the description of the authority’s roles and responsibilities consistent with the adopted GSP
and the JPA.

Governance Page: Populate with the name and agency of each voting member, and their alternate, on
the GWA Board of Directors and applicable committee. Include a description of the board term and the
appointment process. Explain the roles and responsibilities of the board in relation to the member
agencies. Explain the role and responsibilities of the governing bodies of member agencies in relation to
GSP implementation and engagement with interested parties.

Member Page: Update the member agency page to be consistent with the signatories of the JPA. All
member links should arrive at a SGMA specific page maintained by the GSA.

Document Page: Insert introductory text under the “Document” heading to define the contents of the
identified subpages.

Get Connected: Add buttons for interested parties to self-identify the GSA they are a member(s). Program
the database to allow for individual GSAs to conduct agency-specific outreach on an as-needed basis.
Suggest including a link to DWR’s GSA Map Viewer to assist interested parties search their respective
GSA by street address.

Subbasin GSAs:

Discussion

The powers of SGMA retained by subbasin GSAs have effectively resulted in establishment of a JPA that
is a convenor of information and DWR representative on behalf of the member agencies. As
demonstrated by the record of agencies who held meetings to adopt the ESJ GSP, the formal
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responsibility to implement the GSP fully rests with each individual GSA (see excerpt of Section 1.3.3
Decision-Making Process). Suggested amendments/outline of content for member agency web sites.

Suggested Amendments

Governance: Each subbasin GSA should clearly describe the governance structure of their respective
GSA and its decision-making process in relation to the ESJGWA. This would include describing the
frequency of meetings and notification processes consistent with the Brown Act.

Documents and Information Materials: These would, at a minimum, include copies of GSA meeting
agendas, meeting summaries, board packets, and governance-related documents (e.g., GSA Formation
Notification Page pursuant to CWC §10723.8).

Interested Party Database: Provide a direct link to the ESIGWA Get Connected webpage.

Projects and Management Actions: Provide a link or publish independently a list of Projects and
Management Actions as identified in the adopted GSP. Provide detail of project status and next steps as
applicable.

Point of Contact: Provide an email address or include a comment form for interested parties to contact a
GSA representative.

Table D-1. High-level Website Audit

Website Path and Link Audit Notes
SEWD GSA
Home > Departments > Water Resources & No SGMA specific IPD, governance discussion or
Education > SEWD & SGMA documents.
City of Stockton

No SGMA specific IPD, governance discussion or

H > i > \Water > Stockton, CA
ome > Services ater ocxion documents. Link to ESJGWA provided in lieu.

Central San Joaquin Water Conservation
District GSA

Home > District Services > Groundwater

Management Act No governance, no IPD, out of date.
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Website Path and Link

Audit Notes

Linden County Water District

Home > News & Notices

No SGMA specific IPD, governance or
documents.

Reference to quarterly meetings, but not library
(including board meetings)

SSJGSA

Home > About Us > Agendas and Minutes —
SSJID GSA

Shows officers, minutes, JPA, etc.; includes major
documents; omits SGMA specific IPD

South Delta Water Agency GSA

N/A

No web presence for GSA

No SGMA specific IPD

Lockeford CSD GSA

Groundwater Management Act)

Home > Updates & Reports > SGMA (Sustainable

No SGMA specific IPD, No details on governance
... two fact sheets, No link to ESIGWA

Eastside San Joaquin GSA

N/A

No web presence for GSA

No SGMA specific IPD

Calavera County Water District GSA

Home > Doing Business > Water Resources >
SGMA

Out of date on number of GSAs. Doesn’t overtly
state it is a GSA and when the agency meets.
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Website Path and Link

Audit Notes

Stanislaus County GSA

Home > Environmental Resources > Groundwater
Resources > SGMA > ESIGWA

No SGMA specific IPD, nor relation to Eastside
San Joaquin GSA.

Rock Creek Water District GSA

N/A

No web presence for GSA

No SGMA specific IPD

Oakdale Irrigation District GSA

Home > District Services > Water Operations >
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act

(SGMA)

No SGMA specific IPD, governance description,
documents.

Central Delta Water Agency GSA

All on home page

No SGMA Specific IPD; links of docs, link to the
GWA, governance description.

City of Lodi GSA

Home > Your Government > Departments >
Public Works > Water

No apparent “GSA” link or details of city
responsibility.

No SGMA specific IPD, governance or
description.

City of Manteca GSA (link broken from
ESJGWA site)

N/A

No web presence for GSA

No SGMA specific IPD

NSJWCD GSA
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Website Path and Link

Audit Notes

Home > SGMA

No SGMA specific IPD, governance or description
of agency role. Does not say it is a GSA.

Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA

N/A

No web presence for GSA

No SGMA specific IPD

San Joaquin County No. 1 and No. 2

Home > Water Resources Management >
Groundwater

Link from member page goes to the general
county website. Content associated with the GSA
appear to be housed on the county’s Flood
Control and Water Conservation District website.
Page says ESJGWA adopted the plan; it did not.
No direct link to IPD.

California Water Service Company

The foundation for why this CPUC regulated utility
is shown as a member agency is primarily
referenced in the adopted GSP. Additionally, the
utility’s website includes no reference to ESIGWA
on its Stockton District Information Page.

D.8


https://nsjgroundwater.org/sgma/
http://www.sjwater.org/Water-Resources-Management/Groundwater

4y GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

APPENDIX 1-l.
PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED

2024
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment
Complete Appendices November 2024



From: info@esjgroundwater.org [PW] <info@esjgroundwater.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2024 2:38 PM

To: Brandon Nakagawa <brandon.nakagawa@ssjid.gov>; Katie Cole <kcole@woodardcurran.com>
Subject: FW: Comments on ESJ Public Draft of the ESJ 2024 Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment

You don't often get email from info@esjgroundwater.org. Learn why this is important

From: Brent Barton <brent@bartonranch.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2024 11:24 AM

To: info@esjgroundwater.org [PW] <info@esjgroundwater.org>

Subject: Comments on ESJ Public Draft of the ESJ 2024 Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment

Thank you for all the hard work you’ve put into the GSP to this point.
Most of our properties are in the San Joaquin County GSA, some is in the CSJWCD GSA...

My comments are:

Let’s get to sustainability by increasing our water supply (i.e., bring additional surface water into the GWA areas). Let’s
not allow ourselves to be forced into sustainability via mandated groundwater pumping restrictions. That would be
disastrous.

We need to get the San Joaquin County GAS and the Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District GSA to be more
proactive by submitting plans for increasing water supply.

Let us know if we can help.
Thank you again,

Brent Barton

Barton Ranch, Inc.
Escalon, CA
209-838-8930 farm office
209-404-0394 cell
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State of California — Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

www.wildlife.ca.gov

October 30, 2024

Fritz Buchman

Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin Plan Manager
San Joaquin County Public Works Department
1810 E. Hazelton Ave

Stockton, CA 95205
info@esjgroundwater.org

Subject: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMENTS ON THE
EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN BASIN AMENDED GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Dear Fritz Buchman:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) is providing comments on
the 2024 Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment (Amended
GSP) made available to the public on October 1, 2024 and prepared pursuant to the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). The Basin is designated as
Critically Over Drafted under SGMA.

The Department is writing to support ecosystem preservation and enhancement in
compliance with SGMA and its implementing regulations based on Department
expertise and best available information and science. The Department has an interest in
the sustainable management of groundwater, as many sensitive ecosystems, species,
and public trust resources depend on groundwater and interconnected surface water
(ISW), including groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDES). In the context of SGMA
statutes and regulations, and Public Trust Doctrine considerations, groundwater
planning should carefully consider and protect environmental beneficial uses and users
of groundwater, including fish and wildlife and their habitats, GDEs, and ISW. The
Department has enclosed, for reference, a summary of GSP requirements and GSA
obligations with respect to the protection of fish and wildlife and public trust resources
(Attachment A).

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department reviewed the Eastern San Joaquin Amended GSP and believes that it
fails to adequately address the following two Recommended Corrective Actions
identified in the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Approval Determination:

DWR Recommended Corrective Action 1b: The GSP should include a more thorough
evaluation of the impacts to environmental uses and users related to the groundwater
level minimum thresholds, or, at minimum, describe a plan to perform this evaluation in
the future when additional data becomes available.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Fritz Buchman

Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin
October 30, 2024

Page 2

Amended GSP: A response to Recommended Corrective Action 1 is provided in
Appendix 3-C of the Amended GSP. Through use of the same GDE mapping
methodology included in the 2020 GSP, a count of GDE polygons was generated for the
subbasin. For each representative monitoring well for the Chronic Lowering of
Groundwater Levels Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC), an “impact zone” within a
3-mile radius of the well was delineated. The Amended GSP modeled groundwater
levels at Minimum Thresholds, assessed which impact zones would experience
groundwater levels more than 30 feet below the ground surface, and computed what
percentage of GDEs within the subbasin would lose access to groundwater resources.

Department Response and Recommendation: The Department appreciates the effort to
more thoroughly consider impacts to GDEs that may occur at the identified SMC for
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. After reviewing the Amended GSP, the
Department provides the following responses and recommendations:

a. Appendix 3-C Figures 6, 7, and 8 show examples of the GDE impact zone
assessment. The inset map in each figure shows an overlay of the
groundwater level monitoring network, the impact zone of each well, and the
location of GDEs within the subbasin. It appears that a high proportion of
GDEs within the subbasin are not located sufficiently close to a monitoring
well to be within an analyzed impact zone, particularly in the northwestern
portion of the subbasin and along the western boundary. It is therefore
unclear to what extent, if any, the groundwater levels underlying these GDEs
have been modeled or considered in the impact analysis presented in the
Amended GSP. Without an associated monitoring well that can be used to
assess whether or not groundwater levels in these areas would decline below
the root zone of GDES, the analysis and statistics presented in the Amended
GSP stating that only a small percentage of GDEs would be impacted during
a subbasin Undesirable Result scenario is insufficient and risks

underestimating impacts to GDES. The Department recommends the
Amended GSP clearly identify the lack of monitoring wells sufficiently close to
B-1 identified GDEs as a data gap and propose an actionable path to resolve the
data gap. While the Amended GSP describes vague plans to install additional
shallow monitoring wells in the future, the plan should provide a specific
timeline for addressing this data gap.

b. The Amended GSP acknowledges that the GDE analysis completed was a
desktop review, and field identification and verification of vegetated and

wetland GDES and associated wildlife is warranted. ThiS data gap and need
was also identified in the 2020 GSP, however no timeline or specific project or
management action associated with GDE field verification was readily
apparent in the Amended GSP. The Department recommends including GDE
field identification and verification as a project and management action, with
an associated timeline for implementation.

B-2
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c. Appendix 3-C of the Amended GSP, when describing the GDEs located
within impact zones shown in Figures 6, 7, and 8, states that if a potential
GDE is proximate to irrigated agriculture or surface water sources that may
provide some level of water supply to the potential GDE, that ecosystem may
not be considered a GDE. This perpetuates a false dichotomy and incorrect
assumption that GDEs must rely solely on groundwater in order to be

considered groundwater dependent; instead, GDEs may rely on groundwater
B-3 for a portion of their water needs and may rely on groundwater to varying
degrees depending on water year type and relative water availability from
surface or groundwater sources. The Department recommends that this
language be updated accordingly or removed from the Amended GSP.

DWR Recommended Corrective Action 6: The following items related to Depletions
of Interconnected Surface Water by the first periodic evaluation:

1. Establish undesirable results, minimum thresholds, and measurable
objectives consistent with GSP regulations. Quantify the location, quantity,
and timing of depletions of interconnected surface water due to groundwater
extraction.

2. Continue to fill data gaps, collect additional monitoring data, and implement
the current strategy to manage depletions of interconnected surface water
and define segments of interconnectivity and timing. The monitoring network
should be updated to reflect any corresponding changes and approaches.

3. Prioritize collaborating and coordinating with local, state, and federal
regulatory agencies as well as interested parties to better understand the full
suite of beneficial uses and users that may be impacted by pumping induced
surface water depletion within the GSA’s jurisdictional area.

Amended GSP: A response to Recommended Corrective Action 6 is provided in
Appendix 3-G of the Amended GSP. The Amended GSP methodology identifies ISW by
comparing modeled monthly groundwater conditions from the historic calibration
scenario to streambed elevations. ISW are defined as surface water bodies in which
groundwater levels are at or above the streambed elevation at least 75% of the time.
The Amended GSP sets ISW SMC at the same levels as the SMC for Chronic Lowering
of Groundwater Levels and provides figures that compare the spatial extent of ISW
connectivity, annual gains and losses, and seasonal gains and losses for both 2015 and
an increased pumping, minimum threshold scenario as justification that the selected
thresholds are protective.

Department Response and Recommendation: The Department appreciates the
additional analysis and information provided for ISW in the Amended GSP. After
reviewing the Amended GSP, the Department provides the following responses and
recommendations:
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a. The Amended GSP does not provide context nor justification for requiring
streams to be connected to groundwater at least 75% of the time to be
considered ISW, as connectivity can vary seasonally and by water year type.

The Department recommends that the Amended GSP revise this connectivity
B-4 threshold and include surface waters that may be connected only seasonally,
or in wetter water year types, as ISW and include them in the subsequent
analysis. Discounting streams connected less than 75% of the time as ISW

risks failure to characterize and protect ISW GDEs with corresponding
Minimum Thresholds that may be critical to aquatic and riparian species.

The Amended GSP also states that many smaller creeks and streams are
used for the conveyance of irrigation water and are therefore not considered
in the analysis of depletions. The Amended GSP does not provide specifics or
rationale for this decision. The use of streams and creeks as conveyance
does not preclude them from being ISW, particularly outside of the typical
irrigation season when depletions may have relatively higher impacts to flows

and instream temperatures. The Department recommends the Amended GSP
identify what thresholds for irrigation conveyance were used to remove
streams and creeks from the analysis, identify where they are located, and
identify them as a data gap for improved ISW analysis in the future.

B-5

b. In DWR’s 2023 Determination Letter for the Resubmitted Eastern San
Joaquin GSP, DWR stated that the Resubmitted GSP did not quantify what
would be considered an undesirable result in terms of stream depletion.
Rather than defining groundwater level thresholds that could cause
undesirable results, the GSP suggests that the Chronic Lowering of
Groundwater Levels SMC would preemptively protect against stream
depletion undesirable results.

The Department does not believe that the Amended GSP adequately
addresses and corrects this deficiency identified by DWR. Though the
Amended GSP updates the ISW analysis to compare depletions estimated in
2015 to projected conditions at the minimum thresholds, the Amended GSP
does not ever independently describe what would constitute an undesirable
result for depletions of ISW. Instead, it presents metrics showing the relative
change in depletions between the two scenarios, and though some segments
experience increases in depletions beyond 2015 conditions, the changes are
considered too small to constitute an undesirable result, though that
undesirable result has not been otherwise defined. Additionally, the statistics
presented are on a seasonal basis rather than a monthly basis, and the
depletion values are aggregated for the entire length of each river through the
subbasin which is too coarse a geography to meaningfully evaluate potential
adverse impacts to ISW.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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B-6

B-7

B-7, cont

B-8

The Department recommends that the Amended GSP be updated with a
definition of what would constitute an undesirable result for depletions of ISW
that is independent of modeled changes based on the groundwater level
SMC. The undesirable result definition should describe the rate, timing, and
volume of depletions of ISW.

Additionally, a table presenting the baseline and projected scenario
accretions and depletions by month, rather than in a figure showing quarterly
values, would provide a higher resolution of information for review that is
necessary for evaluating undesirable results to environmental beneficial
users. As noted in the Amended GSP, some ISW within the subbasin

experience markedly different depletion and accretion conditions in their
upper vs lower reaches. Aggregating gains and losses across an entire river,
rather than in more discrete segments, can mask localized adverse impacts
to ISW in which specific segments may experience a significant increase in
the rate of depletions, or decrease in the rate of accretions, that are not

immediately evident when added together. The Department recommends
separating ISW such as the Mokelumne River, Stanislaus River, Dry Creek,
and the San Joaquin River into multiple segments and reporting modeled
monthly depletion volumes for each.

The Amended GSP states that no undesirable results for ISW were occurring
in 2015 in the subbasin because minimum instream flow requirements and
agreements were met, and Chinook salmon populations were recovering after
a decline in the late 2000s. Neither of these claims is evidence that
demonstrates a lack of undesirable results due to depletions occurring in the
subbasin.

Stream gauge compliance points located both upstream and downstream of
the subbasin are used to inform surface water releases and allowable
diversions to ensure that instream flow requirements and agreements are
met. If significant depletions were occurring within the subbasin, additional
surface water would be released, or diverters would bypass flow, to continue
to maintain the required instream flows and offset the depletions.

Further, population dynamics of Chinook salmon are complex, variable, and
not dependent solely on streamflow depletions. Streamflow, timing of pulse or
attractant flows, water quality and temperature, habitat availability, and
management actions all play a role in population numbers that are expected

to vary from year to year. Presenting a single year of population data, which
does not consider survival rates or spawning success, as evidence that
depletions were not affecting aquatic users of ISW is overly simplistic and
inappropriate.

The Department recommends the statements referenced above be removed
from the Amended GSP. The Amended GSP should determine what rates,
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B-9

B-10

timing, and volumes of depletion of ISW would be considered an undesirable
result (see above comment on defining ISW undesirable results).

The Department appreciates the work involved in installing 6 new monitoring
wells within the subbasin that are now included as part of the ISW monitoring
network. The Amended GSP states that due to the lack of historic
groundwater level data, there are not yet any SMC thresholds identified for
these six ISW wells. At least 4 years of data will need to be collected before
SMC can be determined, but additional years of data collection may be
required if one wet and one dry/critically dry year to not occur within those first
4 years.

The Department acknowledges the challenges associated with the lack of
measured groundwater level data at these 6 wells. However, the Amended
GSP identifies only 12 wells as part of the ISW monitoring well network; for at
least 4 more years, 6 of the 12, or half of the monitoring network, will not have
any SMC defined. Should the required wet and dry hydrology not occur in
those 4 years, the lack of SMC could stretch even further. Given the need to
reach sustainability by 2040, this level of delay in determining SMC for half of
the ISW monitoring network is not acceptable and would prevent identification
of undesirable results for ISW should they occur. The northern portion of the
subbasin, where 5 of the 6 new wells are located, would be particularly
susceptible to having unidentified undesirable results occur due to the lack of

SMC. The Department recommends the Amended GSP Include an interim
methodology for establishing SMC at the 6 new monitoring wells included in
the ISW network, that will be refined with additional years of data collection.

The Department acknowledges that additional guidance from DWR on
techniques for estimating depletions of ISW was not available prior to
development of the Amended GSP. The Draft DWR guidance is now
available for public review, and it encourages the use of numerical modeling
to determine the depletion of ISW that is specifically attributable to
groundwater pumping. The Amended GSP states that comparing modeled
pumping and no-pumping scenarios using the most updated model for the
Eastern San Joaquin subbasin was attempted, but it resulted in an
inconclusive understanding and was therefore not incorporated into this
Amended GSP.

The Department recommends the Amended GSP include specific, time-based
plans to develop numerical model scenarios in accordance with DWR
resources, define the ISW undesirable result, and develop protective SMC.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Department appreciates the updated analyses included in the
Amended GSP, but the plan still needs improvement in its consideration of GDEs, ISW,
and environmental beneficial uses and users of groundwater including fish and wildlife
and their habitats. The Department’'s comments further indicate that the Amended GSP
fails to sufficiently address deficiencies previously identified by DWR, and thus may still
include deficiencies in the following areas:

1. The assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the sustainability
goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones are not reasonable and/or not supported by the best available
information and best available science [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 355.4, subd.

(b)(D)];

2. The GSP does not identify reasonable measures and schedules to eliminate data
gaps [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 355.4, subd. (b)(2)];

3. The interests of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, and
the land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of
groundwater in the basin, have not been considered [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
355.4, subd. (b)(4)].

The Department has included a summary of GSP regulatory requirements pertaining to
the protection of fish and wildlife (Attachment A) and has also included prior Department
comments (Attachments B, C, and D) for your reference.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Eastern San
Joaquin Basin Updated GSP. If you have any further questions or would like to discuss
the Department’s comments, please contact R2Water@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
Maorpon. lzibyw

C3ABBTE4C0AD4FE

Morgan Kilgour
Regional Manager, North Central Region

Enclosures (Attachments A, B, C, D)
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ec: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Brooke Jacobs, Branch Chief
Water Branch
Brooke.Jacobs@wildlife.ca.gov

Robert Holmes, Environmental Program Manager
Statewide Water Planning Program
Robert.Holmes@wildlife.ca.gov

Adam Weinberg, Statewide SGMA Coordinator
Groundwater Program
Adam.Weinberg@wildlife.ca.gov

Briana Seapy, Water Program Supervisor
North Central Region
Briana.Seapy@wildlife.ca.gov

Jennifer Garcia, Environmental Program Manager
North Central Region
Jennifer.Garcia@wildlife.ca.gov

Bridget Gibbons, Regional SGMA Coordinator
North Central Region
Bridget.Gibbons@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department of Water Resources

Chelsea Spier, Eastern San Joaguin SGMA Point of Contact
North Central Region Office
Chelsea.Spier@water.ca.gov

National Marine Fisheries Service

Rick Rogers, Fish Biologist
West Coast Region
Rick.Rogers@noaa.gov

State Water Resources Control Board

Natalie Stork, Assistant Director
Office of Sustainable Groundwater Management
Natalie.Stork@waterboards.ca.gov
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Attachment A

Summary of GSP Requirements and GSA Obligations with Respect to the

Protection of Fish and Wildlife and Public Trust Resources

As trustee agency for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, the Department has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of such
species (Fish & G. Code, 88 711.7 and 1802). SGMA and its implementing regulations
afford ecosystems and species specific statutory and regulatory consideration, including
the following as pertinent to GSPs:

GSPs must consider impacts to GDEs (Water Code, 8§ 10727.4, subd. (I); see
also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.16, subd. (Q));

GSPs must consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, including environmental users of groundwater (Water Code,

8§ 10723.2) and GSPs must identify and consider potential effects on all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, 88 354.10,
subd. (a), 354.26, subd. (b)(3), 354.28, subd. (b)(4), 354.34, subds. (b)(2), &

0 (3));

GSPs must establish sustainable management criteria that avoid
undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline,
including depletions of ISW that have significant and unreasonable adverse
impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, 8
354.22 et seq. and Water Code 88 10721, subd. (x)(6) and 10727.2, subd. (b))
and describe monitoring networks that can identify adverse impacts to beneficial
uses of ISW (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.34, subd. (c)(6)(D)); and

GSPs must account for groundwater extraction for all water use sectors,
including managed wetlands, managed recharge, and native vegetation (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 23, 88 351, subds. (a) & () and 354.18, subd. (b)(3)).

Furthermore, the Public Trust Doctrine imposes a related but distinct obligation to
consider how groundwater management affects public trust resources, including
navigable surface waters and fisheries. Groundwater hydrologically connected to

surface waters is also subject to the Public Trust Doctrine to the extent that groundwater
extractions or diversions affect or may affect public trust uses. (Environmental Law
Foundation v. State Water Resources Control Board (2018), 26 Cal. App. 5th 844,
National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983), 33 Cal. 3d 419.) The GSA has “an
affirmative duty to take the public trust into account in the planning and allocation of
water resources, and to protect public trust uses whenever feasible.” (National Audubon
Society, supra, 33 Cal. 3d at 446.) Accordingly, groundwater plans should consider
potential impacts to and appropriate protections for ISW and their tributaries, and ISW
that support fisheries, including the level of groundwater contribution to those waters.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMENTS ON THE EASTERN SAN
JOAQUIN REVISED GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
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State of California — Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

www.wildlife.ca.gov

C

ALIFORNIA
Wirblire
N

September 29, 2022
Via Electronic Mail and Online Submission

Monica Reis, Supervising Water Resources Engineer
California Department of Water Resources

715 P Street, 8th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Email: Monica.Reis@water.ca.gov
Portal Submission: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/#gsp

Fritz Buchman, C.E, T.E., CFM

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
1810 E. Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 95210

Email: fouchman@sjgov.org

Dear Monica Reis and Fritz Buchman:

Subject: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMENTS ON THE
EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN REVISED GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
PLAN

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) is providing comments on
the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin Revised Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Revised
GSP) prepared by the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGA)?! pursuant
to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and submitted to the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) on January 28, 2022. The Subbasin
Is designated as a Critically Overdrafted, High Priority subbasin under SGMA. In
response to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Incomplete Determination, the
GSA must submit the Revised GSP and other required information and materials to
DWR by July 27, 2022.

1 The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority comprises 17 Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAS):
Calaveras County Water District/ Stanislaus County, California Water Service Company, Central Delta Water
Agency, Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District, City of Lathrop, City of Lodi, City of Manteca, City of
Stockton, Linden County Water District, Lockeford Community Services District, North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District, Oakdale Irrigation District, San Joaquin County, South Delta Water Agency, South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Stockton East Water District,and Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA.
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The Department is writing to support ecosystem preservation and enhancement in
compliance with SGMA and its implementing regulations based on Department
expertise and best available information and science. As trustee agency for the State’s
fish and wildlife resources, the Department has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for
biologically sustainable populations of such species (Fish & Game Code 88 711.7 and
1802).

Development and implementation of GSPs under SGMA represents a new era of
California groundwater management. The Department has an interest in the sustainable
management of groundwater, as many sensitive ecosystems, species, and public trust
resources depend on groundwater and interconnected surface water (ISW).

SGMA and its implementing regulations afford ecosystems and species specific
statutory and regulatory consideration, including the following as pertinent to GSPs:

e GSPs must consider impacts to groundwater dependent ecosystems
(GDEs) (Water Code § 10727.4(l); see also 23 CCR § 354.16(Q));

e GSPs must consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, including environmental users of groundwater (Water Code
§ 10723.2) and GSPs must identify and consider potential effects on all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater (23 CCR 8§88 354.10(a),
354.26(b)(3), 354.28(b)(4), 354.34(b)(2), and 354.34(f)(3));

e GSPs must establish sustainable management criteria that avoid
undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline,
including depletions of ISW that have significant and unreasonable adverse
impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water (23 CCR 8§ 354.22 et seq.
and Water Code 88 10721(x)(6) and 10727.2(b)) and describe monitoring
networks that can identify adverse impacts to beneficial uses of ISW (23 CCR
§ 354.34(c)(6)(D)); and

e GSPs must account for groundwater extraction for all water use sectors,
including managed wetlands, managed recharge, and native vegetation (23 CCR
88 351(al) and 354.18(b)(3)).

In the context of SGMA statutes and regulations, and Public Trust Doctrine
considerations, groundwater planning should carefully consider and protect
environmental beneficial uses and users of groundwater, including fish and wildlife and
their habitats, GDEs, and ISW.

Furthermore, the Public Trust Doctrine imposes a related but distinct obligation to
consider how groundwater management affects public trust resources, including
navigable surface waters and fisheries. Groundwater hydrologically connected to
surface waters is also subject to the Public Trust Doctrine to the extent that groundwater
extractions or diversions affect or may affect public trust uses. (Environmental Law
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Foundation v. State Water Resources Control Board (2018), 26 Cal. App. 5th 844,
National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983), 33 Cal. 3d 419.) The GSA has “an
affirmative duty to take the public trust into account in the planning and allocation of
water resources, and to protect public trust uses whenever feasible.” (National Audubon
Society, supra, 33 Cal. 3d at 446.) Accordingly, groundwater plans should consider
potential impacts to and appropriate protections for ISW and their tributaries, and ISW
that support fisheries, including the level of groundwater contribution to those waters.

The Department is providing comments and recommendations on the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin Revised GSP (Attachment A). The comments in Attachment A only
reflect those issues that DWR directed the GSA to address in its Incomplete
Determination, and do not encompass all previous Department comments, many of
which remain unresolved. For additional background, the Department is providing prior
comments on the Final GSP as Attachment B, and prior comments on the Draft GSP as
Attachment C.

As detailed in Attachment A, the Department believes that the Revised GSP does
not address all the deficiencies identified by DWR in its Incomplete
Determination. The Revised GSP does not adequately consider environmental users
of groundwater or ISW. Accordingly, the Department continues to recommend ESJGA
characterize impacts to environmental users and subsequently reselect minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives that will avoid undesirable results for
environmental users.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin Revised GSP. If you have any further questions, please contact
Tiffanee Hutton by email at Tiffanee.Hutton@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:

Seaen Hpreas
AZADAICETACI445

Kevin Thomas
Regional Manager, North Central Region

Enclosures (Attachments A, B)

ec: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Brooke Jacobs, Acting Branch Chief
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Water Branch
Brooke.Jacobs@wildlife.ca.gov

Robert Holmes, Environmental Program Manager
Statewide Water Planning Program
Robert.Holmes@wildlife.ca.gov

Angela Murvine, Statewide SGMA Coordinator
Groundwater Program
Angela.Murvine@wildlife.ca.gov

Jennifer Garcia, Environmental Program Manager
North Central Region
Jennifer.Garcia@wildlife.ca.gov

Briana Seapy, Water Program Supervisor
North Central Region
Briana.Seapy @wildlife.ca.gov

Tiffanee Hutton, Regional SGMA Coordinator
North Central Region
Tiffanee.Hutton@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department of Water Resources

Paul Wells, Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin SGMA Point of Contact
North Central Region Office
Paul.Wells@water.ca.gov

National Marine Fisheries Service

Rick Rogers, Fish Biologist
West Coast Region
Rick.Rogers@noaa.gov

State Water Resources Control Board

Natalie Stork, Chief
Groundwater Management Program
Natalie.Stork @waterboards.ca.gov
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Attachment A

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMENTS ON THE EASTERN SAN
JOAQUIN SUBBASIN REVISED GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DWR’s January 28, 2022 Incomplete Determination of the 2020 Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Incomplete Determination) identified two deficiencies
and a total of nine associated corrective actions that needed to be addressed by the
ESJGA prior to DWR determining the plan to be complete. The Department reviewed
the Revised GSP and believes that the revision fails to adequately address the following
portions of Deficiency 1 and Corrective Action 1d (Incomplete Determination):

Deficiency 1: The GSP also lacks sufficient explanation for its minimum
thresholds and undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater levels.

Corrective Action 1d: The GSAs should also explain how other factors they
identified as “potential undesirable results” (e.g., adverse impacts to
environmental uses and users) were considered when developing and selecting
minimum thresholds and describe anticipated effects of the thresholds on
beneficial uses and users of groundwater.

Revised GSP Response to Corrective Action 1d: The Department reviewed sections
3.3.2 Sustainable Management Criteria; Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels and
3.3.6 Sustainable Management Criteria; Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water in
the Revised GSP, looking for additional rationale that would demonstrate the minimum
thresholds selected for chronic lowering of groundwater levels, and by proxy, the
depletion of interconnected surface water, were developed with a consideration of
environmental beneficial users and were determined to be protective against adverse
impacts. No changes were made in the primary text of the Revised GSP in either
section that relate to environmental users of groundwater; the Revised GSP instead
states that additional explanations related to Corrective Action 1d can be found in
Appendix 3-D, which contains Technical Memorandum No. 2 — Drinking Water and
Shallow Wells.

Department Response and Recommendation: Upon review of the information provided
in Appendix 3-D, the Department believes that the rationale provided in the Revised
GSP remains insufficient in its consideration of environmental users of groundwater. In
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the subsection of Appendix 3-D that purportedly provides a response to the sentence of
Corrective Action 1d outlined above, the appendix makes no mention of environmental
users of groundwater, including groundwater dependent ecosystems or interconnected
surface water, as specifically recommended by DWR in its Incomplete Determination.
Appendix 3-D largely restates the rationale provided in the main text of the GSP, in
which the identification of minimum thresholds and measurable objectives relies on the
unsubstantiated assertion that groundwater levels within the subbasin can continue to
decline without environmental users of groundwater experiencing significant and
unreasonable undesirable results, a statement which is incongruous with DWR’s
identification of the subbasin as critically overdrafted.

Low flows and increased water temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River have been
documented to negatively impact Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) (Hallock 1970, Marston 2012). The Department
believes historical declines in terrestrial and aquatic groundwater dependent ecosystem
viability, exacerbated by recent drought years, are evidence of undesirable results and
further groundwater decline will undoubtedly lead to significant and unreasonable
effects on fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and interconnected
surface waters under the proposed sustainable management criteria.

As previously stated in the Department’s comments on both the Final (Attachment B)
and Draft (Attachment C) GSPs, the Department recommends that the ESJIGA
complete a thorough assessment of the potential adverse impacts to environmental
beneficial users and reselect minimum thresholds and measurable objectives that would
be protective of environmental beneficial users of groundwater and interconnected
surface water.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Department believes the Revised GSP warrants a determination of
inadequacy because deficiencies identified by DWR have not been corrected prior to
the applicable statutory deadline (23 CCR § 355.2(e) and 355.4(a)). The Revised GSP
neither presents a rationale that explains how environmental users were considered in
the methodology for determining sustainability criteria, nor does it include analysis that
demonstrates that environmental users would be protected from undesirable results by
the identified minimum thresholds and measurable objectives. As described above, the
Department’'s comments indicate that the Revised GSP fails to sufficiently address the
following:
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1. The assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the sustainability
goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones are not reasonable and/or not supported by the best available
information and best available science. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(1)]

2. The sustainable management criteria and projects and management actions are
not commensurate with the level of understanding of the basin setting, based on
the level of uncertainty, as reflected in the GSP. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(3)]

3. The interests of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, and
the land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of
groundwater in the basin, have not been considered. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(4)]
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Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road,
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
www.wildlife.ca.gov

May 13, 2020
Via Electronic Mail and Online Submission

Craig Altare

Supervising Engineering Geologist
California Department of Water Resources
901 P Street, Room 213

Sacramento, CA 94236

Email: Craig.Altare@water.ca.gov
Portal Submission: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/#gsp

Dear Mr. Altare:

Subject: COMMENTS ON THE FINAL EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) North Central Region is
providing comments on the Final Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) prepared by the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
(ESJGA)! pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). As
trustee agency for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, the Department has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of such
species (Fish & Game Code 88 711.7 and 1802).

Development and implementation of GSPs under SGMA represents a new era of
California groundwater management. The Department has an interest in the sustainable
management of groundwater, as many sensitive ecosystems and species depend on
groundwater and interconnected surface waters, including ecosystems on Department-
owned and -managed lands within SGMA-regulated basins. SGMA and its
implementing regulations afford ecosystems and species specific statutory and
regulatory consideration, including the following as pertinent to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans:

1 The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority comprises 17 Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAS):
Calaveras County Water District/ Stanislaus County, California Water Service Company, Central Delta Water
Agency, Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District, City of Lathrop, City of Lodi, City of Manteca, City of
Stockton, Linden County Water District, Lockeford Community Services District, North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District, Oakdale Irrigation District, San Joaquin County, South Delta Water Agency, South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Stockton East Water District,and Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA.
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e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must identify and consider impacts to
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) [23 CCR § 354.16(g) and Water
Code § 10727.4(1)];

e Groundwater Sustainability Agencies must consider all beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, including environmental users of groundwater [Water
Code 810723.2 (e)]; and Groundwater Sustainability Plans must identify and
consider potential effects on all beneficial uses and users of groundwater
[23 CCR 88 354.10(a), 354.26(b)(3), 354.28(b)(4), 354.34(b)(2), and
354.34(f)(3)];

e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must establish sustainable management
criteria that avoid undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable
statutory deadline, including depletions of interconnected surface water that
have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of
the surface water [23 CCR § 354.22 et seq. and Water Code 88 10721(x)(6)
and 10727.2(b)] and describe monitoring networks that can identify adverse
impacts to beneficial uses of interconnected surface waters [23 CCR 8§
354.34(c)(6)(D)]; and

e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must account for groundwater extraction for
all water use sectors including managed wetlands, managed recharge, and
native vegetation [23 CCR 88 351(al) and 354.18(b)(3)].

Furthermore, the Public Trust Doctrine imposes a related but distinct obligation to
consider how groundwater management affects public trust resources, including
navigable surface waters and fisheries. Groundwater hydrologically connected to
navigable surface waters or surface waters supporting fisheries, and surface waters
tributary to navigable surface waters or surface waters supporting fisheries, are also
subject to the Public Trust Doctrine to the extent that groundwater extractions or
diversions affect or may affect public trust uses (Environmental Law Foundation v. State
Water Resources Control Board (2018), 26 Cal. App. 5th 844; National Audubon
Society v. Superior Court (1983), 33 Cal. 3d 419). Accordingly, groundwater plans
should consider potential impacts to and appropriate protections for interconnected
surface waters and their tributaries, and interconnected surface waters that support
fisheries, including the level of groundwater contribution to those waters.

In the context of SGMA statutes and regulations, and Public Trust Doctrine
considerations, the Department values groundwater planning that carefully considers
and protects environmental beneficial uses and users of groundwater including fish and
wildlife and their habitats: groundwater dependent ecosystems and interconnected
surface waters.

COMMENT OVERVIEW

The Department supports ecosystem preservation and enhancement in compliance with
SGMA and its implementing regulations based on Department expertise and best

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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available information and science. Consistent with comments previously submitted to
the GSA on August 23, 2019, the Department recommends the GSP provide additional
information and analysis that considers all environmental beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and that better characterizes surface water-groundwater connectivity. The
Department appreciates ESJGA’s consideration and integration of many of the
Department’s original comments. Where the Department’s initial comments have not
been addressed, they are restated in this letter with updated page citations. Where
ESJGA has since responded to the Department’s comments, the Department has
updated the comments and provided additional context in italicized text.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Department comments are as follows:

1. Comment #1 (Basin Setting, 2.2.6 Interconnected Surface Water Systems,
starting page 2-104): The narrative describing the basin’s interconnected surface
water (ISW) conditions lacks specifics.

a. Issue:
I. The interconnected surface water conditions narrative lacks
estimations of the quantity and timing of streamflow depletions as
required by 23 CCR § 354.16(f).
b. Recommendation:
I. Identify the estimated quantity and timing of streamflow depletions
in the ESJ Subbasin. If this information is not available, delineate a
specific and expeditious path to estimating these values.

GSA Response to Comments: “See Master Response 2 - ISW” (Appendix
1-J, PDF page 899).

Department Response: In response to ISW comments, ESJGA identified
ISW as a data gap, specified the need for near-stream monitoring wells
additional analysis/iterative modeling, clarified gaining/losing stream language
and figures, and removed stream nodes with poor model calibration (among
other responses). The Department appreciates these responsive GSP
updates and the clear acknowledgement of ISW as a data gap. Though the
above comment identifies an unmet GSP regulatory expectation, the
Department understands data scarcity challenges and recommends ESJGA
clearly identify how they will succeed in meeting this regulatory standard
during GSP implementation.

2. Comment #2 (Basin Setting, 2.2.7 Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems,
starting page 2-108): GDE identification, required by 23 CCR § 354.16(g), is
incomplete.
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a. Issues: Use of the Natural Communities Commonly Associated with
Groundwater (NCCAG) dataset to identify GDEs is incomplete.

Incomplete GDE Description: The GSP notes, “GDEs exist where
vegetation accesses shallow groundwater for survival. This Plan
identifies GDEs within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin based on
determining the areas where vegetation is dependent on
groundwater” (2-108). This cursory summation of GDEs excludes
aguatic GDEs that rely on groundwater recharge to instream flow.
Further, the GDE methods section states, “The NCCAG database
was then further refined to identify communities without access to
alternate water supplies, as those communities would not be
dependent on groundwater” (2-110). Presumably the word ‘not’ is
included in error.

GDE Identification Data Gap: In response to GDE comments on the
Draft GSP, ESJGA identified several GDE assessments as data
gaps rather than remove the potential GDEs from the dataset,
which was the previous approach. These data gaps include
potential GDEs where the depth to groundwater exceeds 30 feet
(using a 2015 baseline) and potential GDEs with access to
alternate water supplies (2-111). The GSP intends to refine these
categories of potential GDEs via future analysis (2-110, 2-111), but
the plan does not specify how. The Department reiterates its
original concern for exclusion of GDEs based on a snapshot of
groundwater elevation during a historical drought or based on the
assumption that ecosystem water reliance is static, rather than fluid
and able to tap into surface water and groundwater, condition-
dependent.

b. Recommendations:

Incomplete GDE Description: Include aquatic GDEs (i.e., ISW) in
the narrative description of GDEs and confirm that ecological
communities without access to surface water are groundwater
dependent.

GDE Data Gap Identification: Specify how ESJGA will refine GDE
identification and resolve data gaps to comply with GSP regulations
during GSP implementation.

GSA Response to Comments: “See Master Response 1 - GDEs” (Appendix

1-J, PDF page 898).
Department Response: In response to GDE comments, ESJGA updated

GDE identification methods, adding language identifying NCCAG areas
previously removed as data gaps that require further refinement. The
Department appreciates these responsive GSP updates and the clear
acknowledgement of GDE identification data gaps. The Department has
updated the above comment accordingly, and though the above comment
identifies an unmet GSP regulatory expectation, the Department understands
data scarcity challenges and recommends the ESJGA clearly identify how
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they will succeed in meeting this regulatory standard during GSP
implementation.

3. Comment #3 (Basin Setting, 2.3.5.3 Projected Water Budget, starting page 2-
138): Projected water budget assumptions may risk overestimating surface water
availability and sustainable yield by not relying on best available information [23
CCR § 354.18(e)].

a. Issue: Projected surface water budget assumptions may risk
overestimating water availability. Overestimation of water availability can
result in the overallocation of both surface and groundwater water
resources, jeopardizing environmental beneficial users. Two water budget
assumptions that do not rely on best available information and that
underscore current sustainable yield estimations are as follows: 1) the
climate change analysis predicting a net depletion of aquifer storage is not
reflected in the projected water budget or estimated sustainable yield,
rather it is presented as a separate analysis; and 2) projected surface
water deliveries do not reflect new regulatory reductions of surface water
deliveries such as those that may be codified in the State Water
Resources Control Board Water Quality Control Plan for the Bay Delta:
San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water Quality.

b. Recommendation: Amend the water budget and sustainable yield: 1)
apply climate change estimates to the projected water budget and scale
the sustainable yield accordingly; and 2) adjust surface water delivery
estimates to reflect any new regulatory compliance.

GSA Response to Comments: “1) Consistent with regulations, the 2070
climate change sensitivity analysis on the projected conditions scenario was
used to better understand trends and inform planning. Due to the uncertainty
around climate projections in the 2070 timeframe, the ESJGWA Board
determined the projected conditions scenario was most appropriate for
analyzing sustainable yield in the GSP implementation time period beginning
in 2040. Therefore, the sustainable yield analysis did not include climate
change. Comment noted for follow up in next round of model refinements and
updates to analyses. 2) Added text to Section 2.3.5 (Water Budget Estimates)
clarifying that climate change was a separate scenario: “Hydrology under
climate change projections was evaluated in a separate ESJWRM scenario
and results are discussed separately in Section 2.3.7.4.” 3) Added text to
Section 2.3.6 (Sustainable Yield Estimate) clarifying that climate change was
not part of the analysis: “The sustainable conditions scenario, building off the
projected conditions scenario, does not include climate change discussed in
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Section 2.3.7. Due to the uncertainty around DWR'’s climate projections for a
2070 timeframe, the ESIGWA Board determined the projected conditions
scenario was most appropriate for analyzing sustainable yield in the GSP
implementation time period beginning in 2040.” 4) The SWRCB did adopt the
water quality control plan for the Bay-Delta, which has an impact on the
Subbasin and will be addressed in future updates to the GSP. Given the
timeframe of the GSP being adopted, it was not possible to include the new
regulations in the analysis in this GSP and they will be included in future
iterations” (Appendix 1-J, PDF page 903).

Department Response: The Department appreciates the clarifying language
and explanations provided in ESJGA'’s above response. The Department
believes the above comment remains relevant, particularly for future GSP
updates and successful, realistic long-term GSP implementation.

4. Comment #4 (Sustainable Management Criteria, 3.2.1 Chronic Lowering of
Groundwater Levels and 3.2.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water,
starting page 3-3): Groundwater Level and Interconnected Surface Water
sustainable management criteria do not protect against undesirable results for
fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and interconnected
surface waters.

a. Issues:

I. Proxy Metric: Before addressing the individual sustainability criteria
for both Groundwater Levels and Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water, the Department challenges the use of groundwater
elevations as a proxy metric for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water. The GSP does not provide evidence that a
“significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations” and
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water [23 CCR 8§
354.36(b)(1)]. Instead, the GSP backs into the proxy metric by
associating the proposed Groundwater Level minimum thresholds
with the absence of significant and unreasonable surface water
depletions, claiming that historical depletions of interconnected
surface water had no associated undesirable results (page 3-22).
The GSP offers few details to substantiate this claim that historical
surface water depletions did not lead to undesirable results, and the
summarized modeling exercise used to determine the
insignificance of historical surface water depletions is based on a
model with significant data gaps around surface water depletion
functions (see Comment #1). Provided the status of surface water
allocations and aquatic ecosystems on rivers in the ESJ basin, the
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Department contests that any surface water depletions attributable
to groundwater pumping are likely to be significant and
unreasonable, particularly in the benchmark year of 2015 when
groundwater pumping and surface water temperatures were
critically high. Depleted flows in the lower San Joaquin River, many
reaches of which are identified as interconnected in the GSP,
contribute to increased in-river water temperatures. Groundwater
extraction from interconnected aquifers contributes to depletion of
instream flow (Barlow and Leake, 2012). Low flows and increased
water temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River have been
documented to negatively impact Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) (Hallock 1970,
Marston 2012). Acknowledging that fish and wildlife beneficial uses
and users of groundwater likely experienced undesirable results
during historical pumping regimes, especially during critically dry
years, the GSP cannot rely on groundwater elevation as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. If a
significant correlation is lacking between groundwater elevations
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, particularly at the
representative monitoring well locations used to track groundwater
elevations in the ESJ Subbasin, then groundwater elevations used
as a proxy for surface water depletions may misinform groundwater
management activities and poorly predict instream habitat
conditions for fish and wildlife species. Accordingly, the application
of Groundwater Level sustainable management criteria to
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water is inappropriate, as it is
not grounded in a quantifiable and site-specific understanding of
surface water-groundwater connectivity as required by 23 CCR §
354.28 (c)(6)(A).

Undesirable Results: Groundwater Level ‘undesirable results’ and
‘effects of undesirable results’ do not specify impacts to
environmental beneficial users such as terrestrial GDEs (pages 3-3,
3-4). Additionally, the method used to identify undesirable results
for Groundwater Levels (i.e., minimum threshold exceedances in
groundwater elevation) is applied to the identification of undesirable
results for the Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water without
a reasonable justification. The indicator of undesirable results for
Groundwater Levels is the measure of 25% of monitoring wells
falling below their minimum thresholds for two consecutive (non-
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dry) years, yet the GSP does not prove a relationship between the
Groundwater Level identification of undesirable results and the
presence of undesirable results for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water (see Comment #4.a.i). Effectively, the GSP does not
connect identification of undesirable results for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water to effects on interconnected surface
water beneficial users per 23 CCR § 354.26 (b)(3). Finally, the GSP
notes that groundwater levels that fall below the minimum threshold
during hydrologically dry or critically dry years are not considered to
be an indicator of undesirable results (page 3-3). This means
proposed indicators of undesirable results for Groundwater Levels
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water do not exist for dry
water years. This absence of undesirable results indicators for
certain water years means beneficial users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water may experience significant and
unreasonable effects throughout the duration of dry or critical water
years before the undesirable results are ‘identified’ and managed.
Accordingly, there is no groundwater management accountability
during the most challenging of years for water resource managers
and fish and wildlife beneficial users alike.

Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for Groundwater Levels, and
by proxy, for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, are not
protective of environmental beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Minimum
thresholds allow for a decrease of groundwater elevation from
2015, or a comparable historic low, for all representative monitoring
sites (page 3-8); and measurable objectives are set at historically
low groundwater elevations (page 3-8). These sustainability criteria
suggest that groundwater elevations at all representative wells in
the ESJ Subbasin can continue to decrease for the next 20 years,
dropping further from historically low groundwater elevations during
drought years, without witnessing undesirable results.

The ESJ Subbasin is characterized by DWR as ‘Critically
Overdrafted,” meaning “continuation of present water management
practices [in the subbasin] would probably result in significant
adverse overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic
impacts” (CDWR). However, according to the GSP, there are no
areas within the basin that are considered to have ‘significant and
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unreasonable existing issues’ (page 3-4), therefore minimum
thresholds allow for continued groundwater depletions.
Conceptually, there is a disconnect between the ESJ’s ‘Critically
Overdrafted’ designation and the GSP’s claim that the basin has
not experienced undesirable results, nor will it if groundwater levels
continue to decrease. More specifically, the Department believes
historical declines in terrestrial and aquatic groundwater dependent
ecosystem viability, exacerbated by recent drought years, are
evidence of undesirable results and further groundwater decline will
undoubtedly lead to significant and unreasonable effects on fish
and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface waters under the proposed sustainable
management criteria. For example, further streamflow depletion
attributable to groundwater pumping that lowers groundwater levels
to meet minimum thresholds or even measurable objective may
further compromise in-stream temperature targets in the lower San
Joaquin River, adversely impacting in-stream species (see
Comment #4.a.i). Accordingly, the Department does not believe
groundwater levels above the proposed minimum thresholds and
below the proposed measurable objectives (in the margin of
operational flexibility) will allow the basin to achieve sustainability,
particularly with respect to avoiding undesirable results for fish and
wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water.

b. Recommendations:

Proxy Metrics: To justify use of groundwater elevations as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, the GSP
should either specify how groundwater elevations are significantly
correlated to surface water depletions; or define an expeditious
path to identifying the location, quantity, and timing of surface water
depletions caused by groundwater use, per 23 CCR §
354.28(c)(6)(A), to better inform sustainability criteria for Depletions
of Interconnected Surface Water.

Undesirable Results: Specify Groundwater Level ‘undesirable
results’ and ‘effects of undesirable results’ for environmental
beneficial users of groundwater and interconnected surface water.
Specify undesirable result indicators for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water that are relevant to beneficial users
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GS

of surface waters. Identify undesirable results indicators for dry and
critically dry water years for all sustainability indicators.

ii. Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Reconsider
minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, accounting for
undesirable results for fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Design sustainable
management criteria that reflect a ‘Critically Overdrafted’ subbasin
designation by seeking to improve current groundwater conditions
rather than allowing for continued aquifer depletions over the next
two decades. Consider how historical groundwater pumping has
impacted stream interconnectivity (Figure 2-7, page 2-106), likely
increasing streamflow depletion and reducing baseflows in ESJ
Subbasin tributaries. Reduced groundwater baseflow exacerbates
high water temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River, and high
water temperatures negatively impact listed species such as the
Chinook Salmon. Minimum thresholds and measurable objectives
should reflect an effort to prevent further degradation to
interconnected surface waters and to avoid undesirable results,
rather than risk magnifying historical undesirable results through
lowered groundwater elevations.

A Response to Comments: “See Master Response 2 - ISW” (Appendix

1-J

, PDF page 899).

Department Response: The above comment remains relevant.

5. Comment #5 (Monitoring Networks, starting page 4-1): Number, distribution,
and frequency of data collection of shallow groundwater monitoring wells are
insufficient for analysis of ISW.

a.

Issue: The current monitoring network lacks a sufficient number,
representative distribution, and frequency of monitoring of shallow
groundwater monitoring wells to monitor impacts to environmental
beneficial uses and users of groundwater and interconnected surface
waters [23 CCR § 354.34(2)]. Few wells are near interconnected surface
waters or concentrations of GDESs; therefore, there are few data points on
shallow groundwater level trends. These data are critical to understanding
groundwater management impacts on fish and wildlife beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, including GDEs and interconnected surface water
habitats, which are impacted disproportionately by shallow groundwater
trends.
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b. Recommendation: Install additional shallow groundwater monitoring wells
near GDEs and interconnected surface waters, potentially pairing multiple-
completion wells with streamflow gauges for improved understanding of
surface water-groundwater interconnectivity. Monitor wells monthly to
capture seasonal trends important to GDESs.

GSA Response to Comments: “Data gaps are discussed in Section 4.7
(Data Gaps) and include identified gaps in the monitoring and analysis of
interconnected surface waters and GDEs. The GSP includes a plan for the
drilling of up to 12 proposed wells to help resolve identified gaps and enhance
future analysis of interconnected surface waters and GDEs. These proposed
wells would all measure for both groundwater quality and groundwater levels
and include 2 deep, nested wells funded under the TSS application and up to
10 shallow wells drilled by the ESIGWA. If a need for more detail is
recognized, the monitoring network will be reevaluated as updates to the GSP
occur. Frequency of groundwater level monitoring is cited in the Draft
Monitoring Networks and Identification of Data Gaps Best Management
Practice. While semi-annual monitoring is required for groundwater levels,
DWR guidance recommends monthly sampling of groundwater levels for the
Subbasin based on aquifer type, volume of long-term aquifer withdrawals,
and recharge potential. The ESJGWA Board determined semi-annual
sampling was appropriate as it will capture seasonal highs and lows and that
additional monitoring would not necessarily provide additional information on
trends” (Appendix 1-J, PDF page 905).

Department Response: The anticipated monitoring network expansion will
vastly improve data collection and monitoring. Until such time as the new
system is in place, the Department maintains the above concern for
insufficient monitoring. The Department will also continue to recommend
monthly monitoring of shallow groundwater to better understand the
relationships between shallow groundwater trends and fish and wildlife
beneficial uses and users of groundwater.

6. Comment #6 (Project and Management Actions; 6.1 Projects, Management
Actions, and Adaptive Management Strategies; starting page 6-1): Demand
reduction management actions lack emphasis and specificity critical to ESJ
Subbasin sustainability goal achievement.

a. Issue: The GSP project and management actions focus on supply
augmentation, with only three projects intended to conserve groundwater
through metering and systems optimization. Though the GSP reserves the
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flexibility to implement demand-side management in the future (page 6-1),
there are no specifics as to how the ESJGA or subbasin GSAs would
implement demand management. This lack of specificity on how demand
will be managed may lead to deprioritization or delayed implementation of
demand management actions, which can undermine a basin’s ability to
achieve sustainability goals. Considering the ESJ Subbasins’ current
unsustainable rate of groundwater consumption as a ‘Critically
Overdrafted Basin’ and considering the cost and timing challenges
associated with supply augmentation projects, a balanced portfolio
approach to achieve groundwater sustainability should include demand-
management strategies.

b. Recommendation: Add specific measures for initiating demand reduction
on an earlier timeline in the ESJ Subbasin to account for groundwater
pumping lag impacts, supply-augmentation project implementation
challenges, and a scaled ramping-down of groundwater use that is a
necessary component of San Joaquin Valley long-term groundwater
sustainability. Be specific about triggers, timing, and expected outcomes
of demand-management actions.

GSA Response to Comments: “See Master Response 5 — Projects”
(Appendix 1-J, PDF page 902)

Department Response: Master Response 5 includes the addition of new
language in the GSP that promises to convene a working group if projects are
not effective in achieving their target recharge or offset targets. The
Department remains concerned that this action, in concert with the minimal
demand-management actions, may be insufficient to achieve long term
sustainability. Therefore, the above comment remains relevant.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Final Eastern San Joaquin Basin GSP has improved GSP
transparency by acknowledging several key data gaps. After thorough review, the
Department deems the GSP insufficient in its consideration of environmental beneficial
uses and users of groundwater, including fish and wildlife and their habitats: GDEs and
ISW. The Department recommends that ESJIGA address the Departments concerns
before the California Department of Water Resources approves the final GSP.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Final Eastern
San Joaquin Basin GSP. If you have any further questions, please contact Briana
Seapy by email at Briana.Seapy@wildlife.ca.gov or at (916) 508-3345.
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Sincerely,

Digitally signed by kevin.thomas@wildlife.ca.gov

kevin.thomas@wildlife.caz s g e

Reason: | am the author of this document
Location: your signing location here

-gov Pt PrantomPDF Version: 6.0
Kevin Thomas
Regional Manager, North Central Region

ec: Joshua Grover, Joshua.Grover@wildlife.ca.gov
Robert Holmes, Robert.Holmes@wildlife.ca.gov
Jeff Drongesen, Jeff.Drongesen@wildlife.ca.gov
Briana Seapy, Briana.Seapy @wildlife.ca.gov
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

ec’s:  Continued on page 14

Paul Wells, Paul.Wells@water.ca.gov
California Department of Water Resources

Brandon Nakagawa, ESJgroundwater@sjgov.org
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Rick Rogers, Rick.Rogers@noaa.gov
Erin Strange, Erin.Strange@noaa.gov
National Marine Fisheries Service

Natalie Stork, Natalie.Stork @waterboards.ca.gov
State Water Resources Control Board
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August 23, 2019

Brandon Nakagawa

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Plan Manager
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority

1810 E. Hazelton Avenue

P.O. Box 1810

Stockton, CA 95201

Email: ESJgroundwater@sjgov.org

Subject: COMMENTS ON THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN DRAFT
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Dear Mr. Nakagawa:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) North Central Region is
providing comments on the Eastern San Joaquin (ESJ) Subbasin Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) prepared by the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
(ESJGA)' pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). As
trustee agency for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, the Department has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of such
species (Fish & Game Code §§ 711.7 and 1802).

Development and implementation of GSPs under SGMA represents a new era of
California groundwater management. The Department has an interest in the sustainable
management of groundwater, as many sensitive ecosystems and species depend on
groundwater and interconnected surface waters, including ecosystems on Department-
owned and -managed lands within SGMA-regulated basins. SGMA and its
implementing regulations afford ecosystems and species specific statutory and
regulatory consideration, including the following as pertinent to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans:

! The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority comprises 17 Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs):
Calaveras County Water District / Stanislaus County, California Water Service Company, Central Delta Water
Agency, Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District, City of Lathrop, City of Lodi, City of Manteca, City of
Stockton, Linden County Water District, Lockeford Community Services District, North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District, Oakdale Irrigation District, San Joaquin County, South Delta Water Agency, South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Stockton East Water District, Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA.
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e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must identify and consider impacts to
groundwater dependent ecosystems [23 CCR § 354.16(g) and Water Code §
10727.4(1)); |
¢ Groundwater Sustainability Agencies must consider all beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, including environmental users of groundwater [Water
Code §10723.2 (e)]; and Groundwater Sustainabili]ty Plans must identify and
consider potential effects on all beneficial uses and users of groundwater
[23 CCR §8§ 354.10(a), 354.26(b)(3), 354.28(b)(4), 354 34(b)(2), and
354.34(f)(3)];
¢ Groundwater Sustainability Plans must establish sustalnable management
criteria that avoid undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable
statutory deadline, including depletions of interconnected surface water that have
significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface
water [23 CCR § 354.22 et seq. and Water Code §§ 10721(x)(6) and 10727.2(b)]
and describe monitoring networks that can identify adverse impacts to beneficial
uses of interconnected surface waters [23 CCR § 354 34(c)6)D)}; and
¢ Groundwater Sustainability Plans must account for groundwater extraction for
all Water Use Sectors including managed wetlands managed recharge, and
native vegetation [23 CCR §§ 351(al) and 354. 18(b)(3)]

l
Accordingly, the Department values SGMA groundwater planning that carefully
considers and protects groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDE), fish and wildlife
beneficial uses, and users of groundwater and interconnected surface waters.

COMMENT OVERVIEW |

The Department is writing to support ecosystem preserv%tion in compliance with SGMA
and its |mplement|ng regulations based on Department expertise and best available
information and science. ‘

The Department believes the GSP does not adequately demonstrate consideration of
environmental beneficial uses and users of groundwater i |n its sustainability
management criteria nor does it adequately characterize or consider surface water-
groundwater connectivity. Accordingly, the Department recommends that ESJGA
address these deficiencies before submitting the GSP to the Department of Water
Resources (DWR). ‘

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Department comments are as follows:
1. Comment #1 (Plan Area, 1.2.1.1 Summary of Jurisdictional Areas and Other
Features, pp. 1-18): Department lands are excluded from ‘Summary of
Jurisdictional Areas’ narrative as well as from Figure 1-11, which maps other

federal and state lands. |
!
!
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a. Issue: The GSP does not identify the jurisdictional boundaries of
Department-owned and -managed lands as required by 23 CCR §
354.8(a)(3).

b. Recommendation: Include in Figure 1-11 and the accompanying narrative
White Slough Wildlife Area, Woodbridge Ecological Reserve, and Vemalis
Ecological Reserve Department lands.

2. Comment #2 (Basin Setting, 2.2.6 Interconnected Surface Water Systems,
starting pp 2-97): The narrative describing the basin's interconnected surface
water conditions lacks specifics and contains inconsistencies in mapped surface
water-groundwater interconnectivity.

a. Issue:

i. The interconnected surface water conditions narrative lacks
estimations of the quantity and timing of streamflow depletions as
specified in 23 CCR § 354.16(f).

ii. Figure 2-65 portrays modeled 'losing,’ ‘gaining,” and ‘mixed’ stream
reaches, and Figure 2-66 portrays modeled ‘interconnected and
‘disconnected’ streams. Figure 2-66 shows modeled stream
reaches as ‘disconnected,’ whereas Figure 2-65 identifies those
same reaches as switching between ‘losing,’ ‘gaining,’ and ‘mixed.’
Accompanying narrative suggests that streams are only mapped as
‘interconnected’ in Figure 2-66 when they are interconnected at
least 75% of the time. This 75% threshold for displaying
interconnected surface waters excludes reaches of stream that are
intermittently connected to groundwater and that may depend on
groundwater contributions to meet the needs of instream or riparian
beneficial uses and users of interconnected surface waters.

b. Recommendation:

i. Identify the estimated quality and timing of streamflow depletions in
the ESJ Subbasin. If this information is not available, identify an
expeditious path to estimating these values.

ii. Update Figure 2-66 to show all interconnected stream reaches,
even if they are interconnected less than 25% of the time.

3. Comment #3 (Basin Setting, 2.2.7 Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems,
starting pp 2-100): GDE identification, required by 23 CCR § 354.16(g), is based
on methods that risk exclusion of ecosystems that may depend on groundwater.

a. Issue: Methods applied to the Natural Communities Commonly Associated
with Groundwater (NCCAG) dataset to eliminate potential GDEs are
fallible.
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{
Brandon Nakagawa, ESJ GSP Plan Manager ]
l
|
|

i. Depth to Groundwater: The removal of potential GDEs with a depth

to groundwater greater than 30 feet quring (an unspecified season)
of 2015 relies on a single-point-in-time baseline hydrology.
Specifically, this 2015 baseline falls several years into a historic
drought when groundwater levels throughout the San Joaquin
Valley were trending dramatically lower than usual due to reduced
surface water availability. Exclusion of potential GDEs based on a
snapshot of groundwater elevations auring a historic drought is
invalid; because this approach does not consider representative
climate conditions or account for GDEs that can survive a finite
period of time without groundwater abcess (Naumburg 2005), but
that rely on groundwater table recovery for long term survival.

i. Adjacent to Alternate Water Supplies: The GSP notes that “to be

dependent on groundwater there muét not be other available water
supplies” (GSP pp 2-104). This statement disregard’s a GDE’s
adaptability and opportunistic approéch to accessing water in which
vegetation may vary reliance on suﬁéace water and groundwater
between seasons and water years.2 Therefore, the removal of
potential GDEs that are within 50 feejt of irrigated lands, 150 feet of
managed wetlands, and 150 feet of perennial surface water does
not consider the potential for GDEs shifting reliance between
surface and groundwater. Additionally, vegetation near
interconnected perennial surface waters may depend on sustained
groundwater elevations to stabilize the gradient or rate of loss of
surface water, meaning ecosystems near interconnected surface
waters likely depend on sustainable groundwater elevations and
constitute GDEs. Therefore, it is possible that any of these potential
GDEs proximate to ‘alternate water supplies’ rely on groundwater
during specific seasons or water years.

b. Recommendations:

. Depth to Groundwater: Develop a hydrologically robust baseline
from which to remove ‘areas with a depth to groundwater greater
than 30 feet’ that relies on multiple, cllmatlcally representative years
of groundwater elevation and that accounts for the inter-seasonal
and inter-annual variability of GDE water demand.

2 The Department assumes that potential GDEs removed under this étep overlie shallow groundwater,
otherwise they would have already been removed during the step of excluding potential GDEs that overlie
a depth to groundwater of 30+ feet.
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ii. Adjacent to Alternate Water Supplies: Reevaluate potential GDEs
previously removed due to proximity to irrigated lands, managed
wetlands, and perennial surface waters. Err on the side of
inclusivity until there is evidence that the overlying ecosystem has
no significant dependence on groundwater across seasons and
water year types. Ensure that nparian GDE beneficial users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water are carefully
considered in the analysis of undesirable results and minimum
thresholds for depletions of interconnected surface waters.

4. Comment #4 (Basin Setting, 2.3.5.4 Projected Water Budget, starting pp 2-130):
Projected water budget assumptions may risk overestimating surface water
availability and sustainable yield by not relying on best available information [23
CCR § 354.18(e)).

a.

Issue: Projected surface water budget assumptions may risk
overestimating water availability. Overestimation of water availability can
result in the overallocation of both surface and groundwater water
resources, unnecessarily jeopardizing environmental beneficial users. Two
water budget assumptions that do not rely on best available information
and that underscore current sustainable yield estimations are as follows:
1) the climate change analysis predicting a net depletion of aquifer storage
is not reflected in the projected water budget or estimated sustainable
yield, rather it is presented as a separate analysis; and 2) projected
surface water deliveries need to be updated to reflect any new regulatory
reductions of surface water deliveries such as those that may be codified
in the State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Control Plan
for the Bay Delta: San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water
Quality.

. Recommendation. Amend the water budget and sustainable yield: 1)

apply climate change estimates to the projected water budget and scale
the sustainable yield accordingly; and 2) adjust surface water delivery
estimates to reflect any new regulatory compliance.

5. Comment #5 (Sustainable Management Critenia, 3.2.1 Groundwater Levels and
3.2.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, starting pp 3-1): Groundwater
Level and Interconnected Surface Water sustainable management criteria do not
protect against undesirable results for fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users
of groundwater and interconnected surface waters.

Issues:
i. Proxy Metric: Before addressing the individual sustainability criteria
for both Groundwater Levels and Depletions of Interconnected
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Surface Water, the Department challenges the use of groundwater
elevations as a proxy metric for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water. The GSP does not provide evidence that a
“significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations” and
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water [23 CCR §
354.36(b)(1)]. Instead, the GSP backs into the proxy metric by
associating the proposed Groundwater Level minimum thresholds
with the absence of significant and unreasonable surface water
depletions, claiming that historical depletions of interconnected
surface water had no associated undesirable results (GSP pp 3-
19). The GSP offers few details to substantiate this claim that
historical surface water depletions did not lead to undesirable
results, and the GSP does not specify the modeling exercise used
to determine the insignificance of historical surface water
depletions. Provided the status of surface water allocations and
aquatic ecosystems on rivers in the ESJ basin, the Department
contests that any surface water depletions attributable to
groundwater pumping are likely to be significant and unreasonable,
particularly in the benchmark year of 2015 when groundwater
pumping and surface water temperatures were critically high.
Depleted flows in the lower San Joaquin River, many reaches of
which are identified as interconnected in the GSP, contribute to
increased in-river water temperatures. Groundwater extraction from
interconnected aquifers contributes to depletion of instream flow
(Barlow and Leake, 2012). Low flows and increased water
temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River have been
documented to negatively impact Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) (Hallock 1970,
Marston 2012). Acknowledging that fish and wildlife beneficial uses
and users of groundwater likely expenenced undesirable results
during historical pumping regimes, especially during critically dry
years, the GSP cannot rely on groundwater elevation as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. If a
significant correlation is lacking between groundwater elevations
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, particularly at the
representative monitoring well locations used to track groundwater
elevations in the ESJ Subbasin, then groundwater elevations used
as a proxy for surface water depletions may misinform groundwater
management activities and poorly predict instream habitat
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conditions for fish and wildlife species. Accordingly, the application
of Groundwater Level sustainable management criteria to
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water is inappropriate, as it is
not grounded in a quantifiable and site-specific understanding of
surface water-groundwater connectivity as required by 23 CCR §
354.28 (c)(6)(A).

Undesirable Results: Groundwater Level ‘undesirable results’ and
‘effects of undesirable results’ do not specify impacts to
environmental beneficial users such as terrestrial GDEs (GSP pp 3-
3, 3-4). Additionally, the method used to identify undesirable results
for Groundwater Levels (i.e., minimum threshold exceedances in
groundwater elevation) is applied to the identification of undesirable
results for the Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water without
a reasonable justification. The indicator of undesirable results for
Groundwater Levels is the measure of 25% of monitoring wells
falling below their minimum thresholds for two consecutive (non-
dry) years, yet the GSP does not prove a relationship between the
Groundwater Level identification of undesirable results and the
presence of undesirable results for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water (see Comment #5.a.i). Effectively, the GSP does not
connect identification of undesirable results for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water to effects on interconnected surface
water beneficial users per 23 CCR § 354.26 (b)(3). Finally, the GSP
notes that groundwater levels that fall below the minimum threshold
duning hydrologically dry or cntically dry years are not considered to
be an indicator of undesirable results (GSP pp 3-3). This means
proposed indicators of undesirable results for Groundwater Levels
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water do not exist for dry
water years. This absence of undesirable results indicators for
certain water years means beneficial users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water may experience significant and
unreasonable effects throughout the duration of dry or critical water
years before the undesirable results are ‘identified’ and managed.
Accordingly, there is no groundwater management accountability
during the most challenging of years for water resource managers
and fish and wildlife beneficial users alike.

Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for Groundwater Levels, and
by proxy, for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, are not
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protective of environmental beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Minimum
thresholds allow for a decrease of groundwater elevation from
2015, or a comparable historic low, for all representative monitoring
sites (3-7); and measurable objectives are set at historically low
groundwater elevations (GSP 3-8). These sustainability criteria
suggest that groundwater elevations at all representative wells in
the ESJ Subbasin can continue to decrease for the next 20 years,
dropping further from historically low groundwater elevations during
drought years, without witnessing undesirable results.
The ESJ Subbasin is characterized By DWR as ‘Critically
Overdrafted,” meaning “continuation of present water management
practices [in the basin] would probably result in significant adverse
overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic impacts”
(“Critically”). However, according to the GSP, there are no areas
within the basin that are considered to have ‘significant and
unreasonable existing issues’ (GSP pp 3-4), therefore minimum
thresholds allow for continued groundwater depletions.
Conceptually, there is a disconnect between the ESJ's ‘Critically
Overdrafted’ designation and the GSP’s claim that the basin has
not experienced undesirable results, nor will it if groundwater levels
continue to decrease. More specifically, the Department believes
historical declines in terrestrial and aquatic groundwater dependent
ecosystem viability, exacerbated by recent drought years, are
evidence of undesirable results and further groundwater decline will
undoubtedly lead to significant and uhreasonable effects on fish
and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface waters under:the proposed sustainable
management criteria. For example, further streamflow depletion
attributable to groundwater pumping ;that lowers groundwater levels
to meet minimum thresholds or even measurable objective may
further compromise in-stream temperature targets in the lower San
Joaquin River, adversely impacting in-stream species (see
Comment #5.a.i). Accordingly, the Department does not believe
groundwater levels above the proposed minimum thresholds and
below the proposed measurable objectives (in the margin of
operational flexibility) will allow the basin to achieve sustainability,
particularly with respect to avoiding undesirable results for fish and
|
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wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water.

b. Recommendation:

Proxy Metrics: To justify use of groundwater elevations as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, the GSP
should either specify how groundwater elevations are significantly
correlated to surface water depletions; or define an expeditious
path to identifying the location, quantity, and timing of surface water
depletions caused by groundwater use, per 23 CCR §
354.28(c)(6)(A), to better inform sustainability criteria for Depletions
of Interconnected Surface Water.

. Undesirable Results: Specify Groundwater Level ‘undesirable

results’ and ‘effects of undesirable results’ for environmental
beneficial users of groundwater and interconnected surface water.
Specify undesirable result indicators for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water that are relevant to beneficial users
of surface waters. |dentify undesirable results indicators for dry and
critically dry water years for all sustainability indicators.

Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Reconsider
minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, accounting for
undesirable results for fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Design sustainable
management critenia that reflect a ‘Critically Overdrafted’ subbasin
designation by seeking to improve current groundwater conditions
rather than allowing for continued aquifer depletions over the next
two decades. For example, historical groundwater pumping has
likely contributed to stream disconnection illustrated in figure 2-66
(GSP 2-99); resulting in depleted stream flows and reduced
baseflows in ESJ Subbasin tributaries, and exacerbated high water
temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River that negatively impact
listed species such as the Chinook Salmon. Minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives should reflect an effort to prevent further
degradation to interconnected surface waters and to avoid
undesirable results, rather than risk magnifying historical
undesirable results through lowered groundwater elevations.

6. Comment #6 (Sustainable Management Critenia, 3.6 Degraded Water Quality,
starting pp 3-10): The GSP wrongly abdicates responsibility for specific
constituents by implying there is no nexus between specific groundwater
contaminants and groundwater pumping (GSP pp 3-11).
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a. Issue: The GSP identifies two primary wateli' quality constituents of
concern in the ESJ Subbasin: salinity and arsenic (GSP pp 2-76). The
GSP only specifies sustainability management criteria for salinity. The
GSP explains that other constituents, incluqing arsenic, are managed
through other regulatory programs, and suggests that because GSAs do
not have land use authority, they lack an ab:ility to manage for such
constituents as arsenic (GSP pp 3-11). Scie}nce suggests that over-
pumping of aquifers can cause clay layers to compress and release
dissolved arsenic, resulting in an increase of arsenic in extracted water
("Groundwater”). Thus, groundwater pumping actions can affect the
presence, movement, and concentration of haturally occurring arsenic in
groundwater, potentially increasing anthroppgenic and ecosystem
exposure to arsenic contamination. Accordihg to SGMA statue, GSAs
have the authority to establish groundwateriextraction allocations, among
other relevant authorities [WC § 10726.4). Because arsenic contamination
can be impacted by groundwater pumping, and because GSAs have the
authority to manage groundwater pumping, the ESJGA has a viable
management lever over arsenic contaminat?on in the ESJ Subbasin.

b. Recommendation: Draft a plan to investigate the relationship between
groundwater pumping and the presence, movement, and concentration of
arsenic in the ESJ Subbasin and include th¢ plan in the GSP submitted to
DWR by January 2020. Develop sustainability criteria for arsenic
accordingly and in partnership with existingregulatory programs by the
first 5-year GSP update due in January 2025.

7. Comment #7 (Monitoring Networks, starting pp 4-‘31 ): Number and distribution of
groundwater monitoring wells are insufficient for analysis.

a. Issue: The current monitoring network Iacké a sufficient number and
representative distribution of shallow groundwater monitoring wells to
monitor impacts to environmental beneﬁcial' uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface waters [23 CCR § 354.34(2)].
Few wells are near interconnected surface waters or concentrations of
GDEs; and therefore, there are few data points on shallow groundwater
level trends. These data are critical to unde}standing groundwater
management impacts on fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, including GDEs and intemondected surface water habitats,
that are impacted disproportionately by shallow groundwater trends.

b. Recommendation: Install additional shallowjgroundwater monitoring wells
near GDEs and interconnected surface waters, potentially pairing multiple-
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completion wells with streamflow gauges for improved understanding of
surface water-groundwater interconnectivity.

8. Comment #8 (Project and Management Actions; 6.1 Projects, Management
Actions, and Adaptive Management Strategies; starting pp 6-1): Demand
reduction management actions lack emphasis and specificity critical to ESJ
Subbasin sustainability goal achievement.

a. Issue: The GSP project and management actions focus on supply
augmentation, with only three projects intended to conserve groundwater
through metering and systems optimization. Though the GSP reserves the
flexibility to implement demand-side management in the future (GSP pp 6-
1), there are no specifics as to how the ESJGA would implement demand
management. This lack of specificity on how demand will be managed
may lead to deprioritization or delayed implementation of demand
management actions, which can undermine a basin’s ability to achieve
sustainability goals. Considering the ESJ Subbasins’ current
unsustainable rate of groundwater consumption and considering the cost
and timing challenges associated with supply augmentation projects, a
balanced portfolio approach to achieve groundwater sustainability should
include demand-management strategies.

b. Recommendation: Add specific measures for initiating demand reduction
on an earlier timeline in the ESJ Subbasin to account for groundwater
pumping lag impacts, supply-augmentation project implementation
challenges, and a scaled ramping-down of groundwater use that is a
necessary ingredient in San Joaquin Valley long-term groundwater
sustainability. Be specific about triggers, timing, and expected outcomes
of demand-management actions.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the ESJ Subbasin Draft GSP does not comply with all aspects of SGMA
statutes and regulations. The Department deems the GSP insufficient in its
consideration of fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface waters. The Department recommends that ESJGA address the
above comments before GSP submission to DWR. If these comments are not
integrated, the Department may recommend to DWR an ‘incomplete’ or ‘inadequate’
plan determination based on the following regulatory criteria for plan evaluations:

1. The assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the sustainability
goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones are not reasonable and/or not supported by the best available
information and best available science. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(1)] (See Comment
#2,3,4,5,7)
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2.

3.

The GSP does not identify reasonable measures and schedules to eliminate data
gaps. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(2)] (See Comment #7)

The sustainable management criteria and projects and management actions are
not commensurate with the level of understanding of the basin setting, based on
the level of uncertainty, as reflected in the GSP. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(3)] (See
Comment #5, 6, 8)

The interests of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, and
the land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of
groundwater in the basin, have not been considered. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(4)]
(See Comment #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7)

The projects and management actions are not feasible and/or not likely to
prevent undesirable results and ensure that the basin is operated within its
sustainable yield. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(5)] (See Comment #8)

The GSP does not include a reasonable assessment of overdraft conditions
and/or does not include reasonable means to mitigate overdraft, if present. [23
CCR § 355.4(b)(6)] (See Comment #4, 8)

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the ESJ Subbasin
Draft GSP. Please contact Lauren Mulloy by email at Lauren.Mulloy@uwildlife.ca.gov
with any questions.

Sincerely,

A

&Q

Kevin Thomas
Regional Manager, North Central Region

Enclosures (Literature Cited)

ec: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Joshua Grover, Branch Chief
Water Branch
Joshua.Grover@wildlife.ca.gov

Robert Holmes, Environmental Program Manager
Statewide Water Planning Program
Robert.Holmes@wildlife.ca.gov

Briana Seapy, Statewide SGMA Coordinator
Groundwater Program
Briana.Seapy@wildlife.ca.gov
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MaryLisa Cornell, Water Unit Supervisor
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Lauren Mulloy, Environmental Scientist
North Central Region
Lauren.Mulloy@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department of Water Resources

Craig Altare, Supervising Engineering Geologist
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program
Craig.Altare@water.ca.gov

Paul Wells, Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin SGMA Point of Contact
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Paul.Wells@water.ca.gov

National Marine Fisheries Service

Rick Rogers, Fish Biologist
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West Coast Region
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James Nachbaur, Director
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James.Nachbaur@waterboards.ca.gov
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE COMMENTS ON THE EASTERN SAN
JOAQUIN FINAL GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



Docusign Envelope ID: F80B7DB6-AC32-48E0-A681-47F69EASECO1

S

Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
North Central Region

1701 Nimbus Road,
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
www.wildlife.ca.gov

May 13, 2020
Via Electronic Mail and Online Submission

Craig Altare

Supervising Engineering Geologist
California Department of Water Resources
901 P Street, Room 213

Sacramento, CA 94236

Email: Craig.Altare@water.ca.gov
Portal Submission: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/#gsp

Dear Mr. Altare:

Subject: COMMENTS ON THE FINAL EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) North Central Region is
providing comments on the Final Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) prepared by the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
(ESJGA)! pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). As
trustee agency for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, the Department has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of such
species (Fish & Game Code 88 711.7 and 1802).

Development and implementation of GSPs under SGMA represents a new era of
California groundwater management. The Department has an interest in the sustainable
management of groundwater, as many sensitive ecosystems and species depend on
groundwater and interconnected surface waters, including ecosystems on Department-
owned and -managed lands within SGMA-regulated basins. SGMA and its
implementing regulations afford ecosystems and species specific statutory and
regulatory consideration, including the following as pertinent to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans:

1 The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority comprises 17 Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAS):
Calaveras County Water District/ Stanislaus County, California Water Service Company, Central Delta Water
Agency, Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District, City of Lathrop, City of Lodi, City of Manteca, City of
Stockton, Linden County Water District, Lockeford Community Services District, North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District, Oakdale Irrigation District, San Joaquin County, South Delta Water Agency, South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Stockton East Water District,and Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA.
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e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must identify and consider impacts to
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) [23 CCR § 354.16(g) and Water
Code § 10727.4(1)];

e Groundwater Sustainability Agencies must consider all beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, including environmental users of groundwater [Water
Code 810723.2 (e)]; and Groundwater Sustainability Plans must identify and
consider potential effects on all beneficial uses and users of groundwater
[23 CCR 88 354.10(a), 354.26(b)(3), 354.28(b)(4), 354.34(b)(2), and
354.34(f)(3)];

e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must establish sustainable management
criteria that avoid undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable
statutory deadline, including depletions of interconnected surface water that
have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of
the surface water [23 CCR § 354.22 et seq. and Water Code 88 10721(x)(6)
and 10727.2(b)] and describe monitoring networks that can identify adverse
impacts to beneficial uses of interconnected surface waters [23 CCR 8§
354.34(c)(6)(D)]; and

e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must account for groundwater extraction for
all water use sectors including managed wetlands, managed recharge, and
native vegetation [23 CCR 88 351(al) and 354.18(b)(3)].

Furthermore, the Public Trust Doctrine imposes a related but distinct obligation to
consider how groundwater management affects public trust resources, including
navigable surface waters and fisheries. Groundwater hydrologically connected to
navigable surface waters or surface waters supporting fisheries, and surface waters
tributary to navigable surface waters or surface waters supporting fisheries, are also
subject to the Public Trust Doctrine to the extent that groundwater extractions or
diversions affect or may affect public trust uses (Environmental Law Foundation v. State
Water Resources Control Board (2018), 26 Cal. App. 5th 844; National Audubon
Society v. Superior Court (1983), 33 Cal. 3d 419). Accordingly, groundwater plans
should consider potential impacts to and appropriate protections for interconnected
surface waters and their tributaries, and interconnected surface waters that support
fisheries, including the level of groundwater contribution to those waters.

In the context of SGMA statutes and regulations, and Public Trust Doctrine
considerations, the Department values groundwater planning that carefully considers
and protects environmental beneficial uses and users of groundwater including fish and
wildlife and their habitats: groundwater dependent ecosystems and interconnected
surface waters.

COMMENT OVERVIEW

The Department supports ecosystem preservation and enhancement in compliance with
SGMA and its implementing regulations based on Department expertise and best
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available information and science. Consistent with comments previously submitted to
the GSA on August 23, 2019, the Department recommends the GSP provide additional
information and analysis that considers all environmental beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and that better characterizes surface water-groundwater connectivity. The
Department appreciates ESJGA’s consideration and integration of many of the
Department’s original comments. Where the Department’s initial comments have not
been addressed, they are restated in this letter with updated page citations. Where
ESJGA has since responded to the Department’s comments, the Department has
updated the comments and provided additional context in italicized text.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Department comments are as follows:

1. Comment #1 (Basin Setting, 2.2.6 Interconnected Surface Water Systems,
starting page 2-104): The narrative describing the basin’s interconnected surface
water (ISW) conditions lacks specifics.

a. Issue:
I. The interconnected surface water conditions narrative lacks
estimations of the quantity and timing of streamflow depletions as
required by 23 CCR § 354.16(f).
b. Recommendation:
I. Identify the estimated quantity and timing of streamflow depletions
in the ESJ Subbasin. If this information is not available, delineate a
specific and expeditious path to estimating these values.

GSA Response to Comments: “See Master Response 2 - ISW” (Appendix
1-J, PDF page 899).

Department Response: In response to ISW comments, ESJGA identified
ISW as a data gap, specified the need for near-stream monitoring wells
additional analysis/iterative modeling, clarified gaining/losing stream language
and figures, and removed stream nodes with poor model calibration (among
other responses). The Department appreciates these responsive GSP
updates and the clear acknowledgement of ISW as a data gap. Though the
above comment identifies an unmet GSP regulatory expectation, the
Department understands data scarcity challenges and recommends ESJGA
clearly identify how they will succeed in meeting this regulatory standard
during GSP implementation.

2. Comment #2 (Basin Setting, 2.2.7 Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems,
starting page 2-108): GDE identification, required by 23 CCR § 354.16(g), is
incomplete.
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a. Issues: Use of the Natural Communities Commonly Associated with
Groundwater (NCCAG) dataset to identify GDEs is incomplete.

Incomplete GDE Description: The GSP notes, “GDEs exist where
vegetation accesses shallow groundwater for survival. This Plan
identifies GDEs within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin based on
determining the areas where vegetation is dependent on
groundwater” (2-108). This cursory summation of GDEs excludes
aguatic GDEs that rely on groundwater recharge to instream flow.
Further, the GDE methods section states, “The NCCAG database
was then further refined to identify communities without access to
alternate water supplies, as those communities would not be
dependent on groundwater” (2-110). Presumably the word ‘not’ is
included in error.

GDE Identification Data Gap: In response to GDE comments on the
Draft GSP, ESJGA identified several GDE assessments as data
gaps rather than remove the potential GDEs from the dataset,
which was the previous approach. These data gaps include
potential GDEs where the depth to groundwater exceeds 30 feet
(using a 2015 baseline) and potential GDEs with access to
alternate water supplies (2-111). The GSP intends to refine these
categories of potential GDEs via future analysis (2-110, 2-111), but
the plan does not specify how. The Department reiterates its
original concern for exclusion of GDEs based on a snapshot of
groundwater elevation during a historical drought or based on the
assumption that ecosystem water reliance is static, rather than fluid
and able to tap into surface water and groundwater, condition-
dependent.

b. Recommendations:

Incomplete GDE Description: Include aquatic GDEs (i.e., ISW) in
the narrative description of GDEs and confirm that ecological
communities without access to surface water are groundwater
dependent.

GDE Data Gap Identification: Specify how ESJGA will refine GDE
identification and resolve data gaps to comply with GSP regulations
during GSP implementation.

GSA Response to Comments: “See Master Response 1 - GDEs” (Appendix

1-J, PDF page 898).
Department Response: In response to GDE comments, ESJGA updated

GDE identification methods, adding language identifying NCCAG areas
previously removed as data gaps that require further refinement. The
Department appreciates these responsive GSP updates and the clear
acknowledgement of GDE identification data gaps. The Department has
updated the above comment accordingly, and though the above comment
identifies an unmet GSP regulatory expectation, the Department understands
data scarcity challenges and recommends the ESJGA clearly identify how
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they will succeed in meeting this regulatory standard during GSP
implementation.

3. Comment #3 (Basin Setting, 2.3.5.3 Projected Water Budget, starting page 2-
138): Projected water budget assumptions may risk overestimating surface water
availability and sustainable yield by not relying on best available information [23
CCR § 354.18(e)].

a. Issue: Projected surface water budget assumptions may risk
overestimating water availability. Overestimation of water availability can
result in the overallocation of both surface and groundwater water
resources, jeopardizing environmental beneficial users. Two water budget
assumptions that do not rely on best available information and that
underscore current sustainable yield estimations are as follows: 1) the
climate change analysis predicting a net depletion of aquifer storage is not
reflected in the projected water budget or estimated sustainable yield,
rather it is presented as a separate analysis; and 2) projected surface
water deliveries do not reflect new regulatory reductions of surface water
deliveries such as those that may be codified in the State Water
Resources Control Board Water Quality Control Plan for the Bay Delta:
San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water Quality.

b. Recommendation: Amend the water budget and sustainable yield: 1)
apply climate change estimates to the projected water budget and scale
the sustainable yield accordingly; and 2) adjust surface water delivery
estimates to reflect any new regulatory compliance.

GSA Response to Comments: “1) Consistent with regulations, the 2070
climate change sensitivity analysis on the projected conditions scenario was
used to better understand trends and inform planning. Due to the uncertainty
around climate projections in the 2070 timeframe, the ESJGWA Board
determined the projected conditions scenario was most appropriate for
analyzing sustainable yield in the GSP implementation time period beginning
in 2040. Therefore, the sustainable yield analysis did not include climate
change. Comment noted for follow up in next round of model refinements and
updates to analyses. 2) Added text to Section 2.3.5 (Water Budget Estimates)
clarifying that climate change was a separate scenario: “Hydrology under
climate change projections was evaluated in a separate ESJWRM scenario
and results are discussed separately in Section 2.3.7.4.” 3) Added text to
Section 2.3.6 (Sustainable Yield Estimate) clarifying that climate change was
not part of the analysis: “The sustainable conditions scenario, building off the
projected conditions scenario, does not include climate change discussed in
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Section 2.3.7. Due to the uncertainty around DWR'’s climate projections for a
2070 timeframe, the ESIGWA Board determined the projected conditions
scenario was most appropriate for analyzing sustainable yield in the GSP
implementation time period beginning in 2040.” 4) The SWRCB did adopt the
water quality control plan for the Bay-Delta, which has an impact on the
Subbasin and will be addressed in future updates to the GSP. Given the
timeframe of the GSP being adopted, it was not possible to include the new
regulations in the analysis in this GSP and they will be included in future
iterations” (Appendix 1-J, PDF page 903).

Department Response: The Department appreciates the clarifying language
and explanations provided in ESJGA'’s above response. The Department
believes the above comment remains relevant, particularly for future GSP
updates and successful, realistic long-term GSP implementation.

4. Comment #4 (Sustainable Management Criteria, 3.2.1 Chronic Lowering of
Groundwater Levels and 3.2.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water,
starting page 3-3): Groundwater Level and Interconnected Surface Water
sustainable management criteria do not protect against undesirable results for
fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and interconnected
surface waters.

a. Issues:

I. Proxy Metric: Before addressing the individual sustainability criteria
for both Groundwater Levels and Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water, the Department challenges the use of groundwater
elevations as a proxy metric for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water. The GSP does not provide evidence that a
“significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations” and
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water [23 CCR 8§
354.36(b)(1)]. Instead, the GSP backs into the proxy metric by
associating the proposed Groundwater Level minimum thresholds
with the absence of significant and unreasonable surface water
depletions, claiming that historical depletions of interconnected
surface water had no associated undesirable results (page 3-22).
The GSP offers few details to substantiate this claim that historical
surface water depletions did not lead to undesirable results, and the
summarized modeling exercise used to determine the
insignificance of historical surface water depletions is based on a
model with significant data gaps around surface water depletion
functions (see Comment #1). Provided the status of surface water
allocations and aquatic ecosystems on rivers in the ESJ basin, the
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Department contests that any surface water depletions attributable
to groundwater pumping are likely to be significant and
unreasonable, particularly in the benchmark year of 2015 when
groundwater pumping and surface water temperatures were
critically high. Depleted flows in the lower San Joaquin River, many
reaches of which are identified as interconnected in the GSP,
contribute to increased in-river water temperatures. Groundwater
extraction from interconnected aquifers contributes to depletion of
instream flow (Barlow and Leake, 2012). Low flows and increased
water temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River have been
documented to negatively impact Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) (Hallock 1970,
Marston 2012). Acknowledging that fish and wildlife beneficial uses
and users of groundwater likely experienced undesirable results
during historical pumping regimes, especially during critically dry
years, the GSP cannot rely on groundwater elevation as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. If a
significant correlation is lacking between groundwater elevations
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, particularly at the
representative monitoring well locations used to track groundwater
elevations in the ESJ Subbasin, then groundwater elevations used
as a proxy for surface water depletions may misinform groundwater
management activities and poorly predict instream habitat
conditions for fish and wildlife species. Accordingly, the application
of Groundwater Level sustainable management criteria to
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water is inappropriate, as it is
not grounded in a quantifiable and site-specific understanding of
surface water-groundwater connectivity as required by 23 CCR §
354.28 (c)(6)(A).

Undesirable Results: Groundwater Level ‘undesirable results’ and
‘effects of undesirable results’ do not specify impacts to
environmental beneficial users such as terrestrial GDEs (pages 3-3,
3-4). Additionally, the method used to identify undesirable results
for Groundwater Levels (i.e., minimum threshold exceedances in
groundwater elevation) is applied to the identification of undesirable
results for the Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water without
a reasonable justification. The indicator of undesirable results for
Groundwater Levels is the measure of 25% of monitoring wells
falling below their minimum thresholds for two consecutive (non-
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dry) years, yet the GSP does not prove a relationship between the
Groundwater Level identification of undesirable results and the
presence of undesirable results for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water (see Comment #4.a.i). Effectively, the GSP does not
connect identification of undesirable results for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water to effects on interconnected surface
water beneficial users per 23 CCR § 354.26 (b)(3). Finally, the GSP
notes that groundwater levels that fall below the minimum threshold
during hydrologically dry or critically dry years are not considered to
be an indicator of undesirable results (page 3-3). This means
proposed indicators of undesirable results for Groundwater Levels
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water do not exist for dry
water years. This absence of undesirable results indicators for
certain water years means beneficial users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water may experience significant and
unreasonable effects throughout the duration of dry or critical water
years before the undesirable results are ‘identified’ and managed.
Accordingly, there is no groundwater management accountability
during the most challenging of years for water resource managers
and fish and wildlife beneficial users alike.

Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for Groundwater Levels, and
by proxy, for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, are not
protective of environmental beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Minimum
thresholds allow for a decrease of groundwater elevation from
2015, or a comparable historic low, for all representative monitoring
sites (page 3-8); and measurable objectives are set at historically
low groundwater elevations (page 3-8). These sustainability criteria
suggest that groundwater elevations at all representative wells in
the ESJ Subbasin can continue to decrease for the next 20 years,
dropping further from historically low groundwater elevations during
drought years, without witnessing undesirable results.

The ESJ Subbasin is characterized by DWR as ‘Critically
Overdrafted,” meaning “continuation of present water management
practices [in the subbasin] would probably result in significant
adverse overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic
impacts” (CDWR). However, according to the GSP, there are no
areas within the basin that are considered to have ‘significant and
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unreasonable existing issues’ (page 3-4), therefore minimum
thresholds allow for continued groundwater depletions.
Conceptually, there is a disconnect between the ESJ’s ‘Critically
Overdrafted’ designation and the GSP’s claim that the basin has
not experienced undesirable results, nor will it if groundwater levels
continue to decrease. More specifically, the Department believes
historical declines in terrestrial and aquatic groundwater dependent
ecosystem viability, exacerbated by recent drought years, are
evidence of undesirable results and further groundwater decline will
undoubtedly lead to significant and unreasonable effects on fish
and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface waters under the proposed sustainable
management criteria. For example, further streamflow depletion
attributable to groundwater pumping that lowers groundwater levels
to meet minimum thresholds or even measurable objective may
further compromise in-stream temperature targets in the lower San
Joaquin River, adversely impacting in-stream species (see
Comment #4.a.i). Accordingly, the Department does not believe
groundwater levels above the proposed minimum thresholds and
below the proposed measurable objectives (in the margin of
operational flexibility) will allow the basin to achieve sustainability,
particularly with respect to avoiding undesirable results for fish and
wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water.

b. Recommendations:

Proxy Metrics: To justify use of groundwater elevations as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, the GSP
should either specify how groundwater elevations are significantly
correlated to surface water depletions; or define an expeditious
path to identifying the location, quantity, and timing of surface water
depletions caused by groundwater use, per 23 CCR §
354.28(c)(6)(A), to better inform sustainability criteria for Depletions
of Interconnected Surface Water.

Undesirable Results: Specify Groundwater Level ‘undesirable
results’ and ‘effects of undesirable results’ for environmental
beneficial users of groundwater and interconnected surface water.
Specify undesirable result indicators for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water that are relevant to beneficial users
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GS

of surface waters. Identify undesirable results indicators for dry and
critically dry water years for all sustainability indicators.

ii. Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Reconsider
minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, accounting for
undesirable results for fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Design sustainable
management criteria that reflect a ‘Critically Overdrafted’ subbasin
designation by seeking to improve current groundwater conditions
rather than allowing for continued aquifer depletions over the next
two decades. Consider how historical groundwater pumping has
impacted stream interconnectivity (Figure 2-7, page 2-106), likely
increasing streamflow depletion and reducing baseflows in ESJ
Subbasin tributaries. Reduced groundwater baseflow exacerbates
high water temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River, and high
water temperatures negatively impact listed species such as the
Chinook Salmon. Minimum thresholds and measurable objectives
should reflect an effort to prevent further degradation to
interconnected surface waters and to avoid undesirable results,
rather than risk magnifying historical undesirable results through
lowered groundwater elevations.

A Response to Comments: “See Master Response 2 - ISW” (Appendix

1-J

, PDF page 899).

Department Response: The above comment remains relevant.

5. Comment #5 (Monitoring Networks, starting page 4-1): Number, distribution,
and frequency of data collection of shallow groundwater monitoring wells are
insufficient for analysis of ISW.

a.

Issue: The current monitoring network lacks a sufficient number,
representative distribution, and frequency of monitoring of shallow
groundwater monitoring wells to monitor impacts to environmental
beneficial uses and users of groundwater and interconnected surface
waters [23 CCR § 354.34(2)]. Few wells are near interconnected surface
waters or concentrations of GDESs; therefore, there are few data points on
shallow groundwater level trends. These data are critical to understanding
groundwater management impacts on fish and wildlife beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, including GDEs and interconnected surface water
habitats, which are impacted disproportionately by shallow groundwater
trends.
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b. Recommendation: Install additional shallow groundwater monitoring wells
near GDEs and interconnected surface waters, potentially pairing multiple-
completion wells with streamflow gauges for improved understanding of
surface water-groundwater interconnectivity. Monitor wells monthly to
capture seasonal trends important to GDESs.

GSA Response to Comments: “Data gaps are discussed in Section 4.7
(Data Gaps) and include identified gaps in the monitoring and analysis of
interconnected surface waters and GDEs. The GSP includes a plan for the
drilling of up to 12 proposed wells to help resolve identified gaps and enhance
future analysis of interconnected surface waters and GDEs. These proposed
wells would all measure for both groundwater quality and groundwater levels
and include 2 deep, nested wells funded under the TSS application and up to
10 shallow wells drilled by the ESIGWA. If a need for more detail is
recognized, the monitoring network will be reevaluated as updates to the GSP
occur. Frequency of groundwater level monitoring is cited in the Draft
Monitoring Networks and Identification of Data Gaps Best Management
Practice. While semi-annual monitoring is required for groundwater levels,
DWR guidance recommends monthly sampling of groundwater levels for the
Subbasin based on aquifer type, volume of long-term aquifer withdrawals,
and recharge potential. The ESJGWA Board determined semi-annual
sampling was appropriate as it will capture seasonal highs and lows and that
additional monitoring would not necessarily provide additional information on
trends” (Appendix 1-J, PDF page 905).

Department Response: The anticipated monitoring network expansion will
vastly improve data collection and monitoring. Until such time as the new
system is in place, the Department maintains the above concern for
insufficient monitoring. The Department will also continue to recommend
monthly monitoring of shallow groundwater to better understand the
relationships between shallow groundwater trends and fish and wildlife
beneficial uses and users of groundwater.

6. Comment #6 (Project and Management Actions; 6.1 Projects, Management
Actions, and Adaptive Management Strategies; starting page 6-1): Demand
reduction management actions lack emphasis and specificity critical to ESJ
Subbasin sustainability goal achievement.

a. Issue: The GSP project and management actions focus on supply
augmentation, with only three projects intended to conserve groundwater
through metering and systems optimization. Though the GSP reserves the
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flexibility to implement demand-side management in the future (page 6-1),
there are no specifics as to how the ESJGA or subbasin GSAs would
implement demand management. This lack of specificity on how demand
will be managed may lead to deprioritization or delayed implementation of
demand management actions, which can undermine a basin’s ability to
achieve sustainability goals. Considering the ESJ Subbasins’ current
unsustainable rate of groundwater consumption as a ‘Critically
Overdrafted Basin’ and considering the cost and timing challenges
associated with supply augmentation projects, a balanced portfolio
approach to achieve groundwater sustainability should include demand-
management strategies.

b. Recommendation: Add specific measures for initiating demand reduction
on an earlier timeline in the ESJ Subbasin to account for groundwater
pumping lag impacts, supply-augmentation project implementation
challenges, and a scaled ramping-down of groundwater use that is a
necessary component of San Joaquin Valley long-term groundwater
sustainability. Be specific about triggers, timing, and expected outcomes
of demand-management actions.

GSA Response to Comments: “See Master Response 5 — Projects”
(Appendix 1-J, PDF page 902)

Department Response: Master Response 5 includes the addition of new
language in the GSP that promises to convene a working group if projects are
not effective in achieving their target recharge or offset targets. The
Department remains concerned that this action, in concert with the minimal
demand-management actions, may be insufficient to achieve long term
sustainability. Therefore, the above comment remains relevant.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Final Eastern San Joaquin Basin GSP has improved GSP
transparency by acknowledging several key data gaps. After thorough review, the
Department deems the GSP insufficient in its consideration of environmental beneficial
uses and users of groundwater, including fish and wildlife and their habitats: GDEs and
ISW. The Department recommends that ESJIGA address the Departments concerns
before the California Department of Water Resources approves the final GSP.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Final Eastern
San Joaquin Basin GSP. If you have any further questions, please contact Briana
Seapy by email at Briana.Seapy@wildlife.ca.gov or at (916) 508-3345.
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Sincerely,

Kevin Thomas
Regional Manager, North Central Region

ec: Joshua Grover, Joshua.Grover@wildlife.ca.gov
Robert Holmes, Robert.Holmes@wildlife.ca.gov
Jeff Drongesen, Jeff.Drongesen@wildlife.ca.gov
Briana Seapy, Briana.Seapy @wildlife.ca.gov
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

ec’s:  Continued on page 14

Paul Wells, Paul. Wells@water.ca.gov
California Department of Water Resources

Brandon Nakagawa, ESJgroundwater@sjgov.org
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Rick Rogers, Rick.Rogers@noaa.gov
Erin Strange, Erin.Strange@noaa.gov
National Marine Fisheries Service

Natalie Stork, Natalie.Stork @waterboards.ca.gov
State Water Resources Control Board
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JOAQUIN DRAFT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
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*’f,.r 1701 Nimbus Road,

Y Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
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August 23, 2019

Brandon Nakagawa

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Plan Manager
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority

1810 E. Hazelton Avenue

P.O. Box 1810

Stockton, CA 95201

Email: ESJgroundwater@sjgov.org

Subject: COMMENTS ON THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN SUBBASIN DRAFT
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Dear Mr. Nakagawa:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) North Central Region is
providing comments on the Eastern San Joaquin (ESJ) Subbasin Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) prepared by the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
(ESJGA)' pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). As
trustee agency for the State’s fish and wildlife resources, the Department has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native
plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of such
species (Fish & Game Code §§ 711.7 and 1802).

Development and implementation of GSPs under SGMA represents a new era of
California groundwater management. The Department has an interest in the sustainable
management of groundwater, as many sensitive ecosystems and species depend on
groundwater and interconnected surface waters, including ecosystems on Department-
owned and -managed lands within SGMA-regulated basins. SGMA and its
implementing regulations afford ecosystems and species specific statutory and
regulatory consideration, including the following as pertinent to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans:

! The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority comprises 17 Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs):
Calaveras County Water District / Stanislaus County, California Water Service Company, Central Delta Water
Agency, Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District, City of Lathrop, City of Lodi, City of Manteca, City of
Stockton, Linden County Water District, Lockeford Community Services District, North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District, Oakdale Irrigation District, San Joaquin County, South Delta Water Agency, South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Stockton East Water District, Woodbridge Irrigation District GSA.
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e Groundwater Sustainability Plans must identify and consider impacts to
groundwater dependent ecosystems [23 CCR § 354.16(g) and Water Code §
10727.4(1)); |
¢ Groundwater Sustainability Agencies must consider all beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, including environmental users of groundwater [Water
Code §10723.2 (e)]; and Groundwater Sustainabili]ty Plans must identify and
consider potential effects on all beneficial uses and users of groundwater
[23 CCR §8§ 354.10(a), 354.26(b)(3), 354.28(b)(4), 354 34(b)(2), and
354.34(f)(3)];
¢ Groundwater Sustainability Plans must establish sustalnable management
criteria that avoid undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable
statutory deadline, including depletions of interconnected surface water that have
significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface
water [23 CCR § 354.22 et seq. and Water Code §§ 10721(x)(6) and 10727.2(b)]
and describe monitoring networks that can identify adverse impacts to beneficial
uses of interconnected surface waters [23 CCR § 354 34(c)6)D)}; and
¢ Groundwater Sustainability Plans must account for groundwater extraction for
all Water Use Sectors including managed wetlands managed recharge, and
native vegetation [23 CCR §§ 351(al) and 354. 18(b)(3)]

l
Accordingly, the Department values SGMA groundwater planning that carefully
considers and protects groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDE), fish and wildlife
beneficial uses, and users of groundwater and interconnected surface waters.

COMMENT OVERVIEW |

The Department is writing to support ecosystem preserv%tion in compliance with SGMA
and its |mplement|ng regulations based on Department expertise and best available
information and science. ‘

The Department believes the GSP does not adequately demonstrate consideration of
environmental beneficial uses and users of groundwater i |n its sustainability
management criteria nor does it adequately characterize or consider surface water-
groundwater connectivity. Accordingly, the Department recommends that ESJGA
address these deficiencies before submitting the GSP to the Department of Water
Resources (DWR). ‘

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Department comments are as follows:
1. Comment #1 (Plan Area, 1.2.1.1 Summary of Jurisdictional Areas and Other
Features, pp. 1-18): Department lands are excluded from ‘Summary of
Jurisdictional Areas’ narrative as well as from Figure 1-11, which maps other

federal and state lands. |
!
!
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a. Issue: The GSP does not identify the jurisdictional boundaries of
Department-owned and -managed lands as required by 23 CCR §
354.8(a)(3).

b. Recommendation: Include in Figure 1-11 and the accompanying narrative
White Slough Wildlife Area, Woodbridge Ecological Reserve, and Vemalis
Ecological Reserve Department lands.

2. Comment #2 (Basin Setting, 2.2.6 Interconnected Surface Water Systems,
starting pp 2-97): The narrative describing the basin's interconnected surface
water conditions lacks specifics and contains inconsistencies in mapped surface
water-groundwater interconnectivity.

a. Issue:

i. The interconnected surface water conditions narrative lacks
estimations of the quantity and timing of streamflow depletions as
specified in 23 CCR § 354.16(f).

ii. Figure 2-65 portrays modeled 'losing,’ ‘gaining,” and ‘mixed’ stream
reaches, and Figure 2-66 portrays modeled ‘interconnected and
‘disconnected’ streams. Figure 2-66 shows modeled stream
reaches as ‘disconnected,’ whereas Figure 2-65 identifies those
same reaches as switching between ‘losing,’ ‘gaining,’ and ‘mixed.’
Accompanying narrative suggests that streams are only mapped as
‘interconnected’ in Figure 2-66 when they are interconnected at
least 75% of the time. This 75% threshold for displaying
interconnected surface waters excludes reaches of stream that are
intermittently connected to groundwater and that may depend on
groundwater contributions to meet the needs of instream or riparian
beneficial uses and users of interconnected surface waters.

b. Recommendation:

i. Identify the estimated quality and timing of streamflow depletions in
the ESJ Subbasin. If this information is not available, identify an
expeditious path to estimating these values.

ii. Update Figure 2-66 to show all interconnected stream reaches,
even if they are interconnected less than 25% of the time.

3. Comment #3 (Basin Setting, 2.2.7 Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems,
starting pp 2-100): GDE identification, required by 23 CCR § 354.16(g), is based
on methods that risk exclusion of ecosystems that may depend on groundwater.

a. Issue: Methods applied to the Natural Communities Commonly Associated
with Groundwater (NCCAG) dataset to eliminate potential GDEs are
fallible.
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{
Brandon Nakagawa, ESJ GSP Plan Manager ]
l
|
|

i. Depth to Groundwater: The removal of potential GDEs with a depth

to groundwater greater than 30 feet quring (an unspecified season)
of 2015 relies on a single-point-in-time baseline hydrology.
Specifically, this 2015 baseline falls several years into a historic
drought when groundwater levels throughout the San Joaquin
Valley were trending dramatically lower than usual due to reduced
surface water availability. Exclusion of potential GDEs based on a
snapshot of groundwater elevations auring a historic drought is
invalid; because this approach does not consider representative
climate conditions or account for GDEs that can survive a finite
period of time without groundwater abcess (Naumburg 2005), but
that rely on groundwater table recovery for long term survival.

i. Adjacent to Alternate Water Supplies: The GSP notes that “to be

dependent on groundwater there muét not be other available water
supplies” (GSP pp 2-104). This statement disregard’s a GDE’s
adaptability and opportunistic approéch to accessing water in which
vegetation may vary reliance on suﬁéace water and groundwater
between seasons and water years.2 Therefore, the removal of
potential GDEs that are within 50 feejt of irrigated lands, 150 feet of
managed wetlands, and 150 feet of perennial surface water does
not consider the potential for GDEs shifting reliance between
surface and groundwater. Additionally, vegetation near
interconnected perennial surface waters may depend on sustained
groundwater elevations to stabilize the gradient or rate of loss of
surface water, meaning ecosystems near interconnected surface
waters likely depend on sustainable groundwater elevations and
constitute GDEs. Therefore, it is possible that any of these potential
GDEs proximate to ‘alternate water supplies’ rely on groundwater
during specific seasons or water years.

b. Recommendations:

. Depth to Groundwater: Develop a hydrologically robust baseline
from which to remove ‘areas with a depth to groundwater greater
than 30 feet’ that relies on multiple, cllmatlcally representative years
of groundwater elevation and that accounts for the inter-seasonal
and inter-annual variability of GDE water demand.

2 The Department assumes that potential GDEs removed under this étep overlie shallow groundwater,
otherwise they would have already been removed during the step of excluding potential GDEs that overlie
a depth to groundwater of 30+ feet.
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ii. Adjacent to Alternate Water Supplies: Reevaluate potential GDEs
previously removed due to proximity to irrigated lands, managed
wetlands, and perennial surface waters. Err on the side of
inclusivity until there is evidence that the overlying ecosystem has
no significant dependence on groundwater across seasons and
water year types. Ensure that nparian GDE beneficial users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water are carefully
considered in the analysis of undesirable results and minimum
thresholds for depletions of interconnected surface waters.

4. Comment #4 (Basin Setting, 2.3.5.4 Projected Water Budget, starting pp 2-130):
Projected water budget assumptions may risk overestimating surface water
availability and sustainable yield by not relying on best available information [23
CCR § 354.18(e)).

a.

Issue: Projected surface water budget assumptions may risk
overestimating water availability. Overestimation of water availability can
result in the overallocation of both surface and groundwater water
resources, unnecessarily jeopardizing environmental beneficial users. Two
water budget assumptions that do not rely on best available information
and that underscore current sustainable yield estimations are as follows:
1) the climate change analysis predicting a net depletion of aquifer storage
is not reflected in the projected water budget or estimated sustainable
yield, rather it is presented as a separate analysis; and 2) projected
surface water deliveries need to be updated to reflect any new regulatory
reductions of surface water deliveries such as those that may be codified
in the State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Control Plan
for the Bay Delta: San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water
Quality.

. Recommendation. Amend the water budget and sustainable yield: 1)

apply climate change estimates to the projected water budget and scale
the sustainable yield accordingly; and 2) adjust surface water delivery
estimates to reflect any new regulatory compliance.

5. Comment #5 (Sustainable Management Critenia, 3.2.1 Groundwater Levels and
3.2.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, starting pp 3-1): Groundwater
Level and Interconnected Surface Water sustainable management criteria do not
protect against undesirable results for fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users
of groundwater and interconnected surface waters.

Issues:
i. Proxy Metric: Before addressing the individual sustainability criteria
for both Groundwater Levels and Depletions of Interconnected
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Surface Water, the Department challenges the use of groundwater
elevations as a proxy metric for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water. The GSP does not provide evidence that a
“significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations” and
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water [23 CCR §
354.36(b)(1)]. Instead, the GSP backs into the proxy metric by
associating the proposed Groundwater Level minimum thresholds
with the absence of significant and unreasonable surface water
depletions, claiming that historical depletions of interconnected
surface water had no associated undesirable results (GSP pp 3-
19). The GSP offers few details to substantiate this claim that
historical surface water depletions did not lead to undesirable
results, and the GSP does not specify the modeling exercise used
to determine the insignificance of historical surface water
depletions. Provided the status of surface water allocations and
aquatic ecosystems on rivers in the ESJ basin, the Department
contests that any surface water depletions attributable to
groundwater pumping are likely to be significant and unreasonable,
particularly in the benchmark year of 2015 when groundwater
pumping and surface water temperatures were critically high.
Depleted flows in the lower San Joaquin River, many reaches of
which are identified as interconnected in the GSP, contribute to
increased in-river water temperatures. Groundwater extraction from
interconnected aquifers contributes to depletion of instream flow
(Barlow and Leake, 2012). Low flows and increased water
temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River have been
documented to negatively impact Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) (Hallock 1970,
Marston 2012). Acknowledging that fish and wildlife beneficial uses
and users of groundwater likely expenenced undesirable results
during historical pumping regimes, especially during critically dry
years, the GSP cannot rely on groundwater elevation as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. If a
significant correlation is lacking between groundwater elevations
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, particularly at the
representative monitoring well locations used to track groundwater
elevations in the ESJ Subbasin, then groundwater elevations used
as a proxy for surface water depletions may misinform groundwater
management activities and poorly predict instream habitat
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conditions for fish and wildlife species. Accordingly, the application
of Groundwater Level sustainable management criteria to
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water is inappropriate, as it is
not grounded in a quantifiable and site-specific understanding of
surface water-groundwater connectivity as required by 23 CCR §
354.28 (c)(6)(A).

Undesirable Results: Groundwater Level ‘undesirable results’ and
‘effects of undesirable results’ do not specify impacts to
environmental beneficial users such as terrestrial GDEs (GSP pp 3-
3, 3-4). Additionally, the method used to identify undesirable results
for Groundwater Levels (i.e., minimum threshold exceedances in
groundwater elevation) is applied to the identification of undesirable
results for the Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water without
a reasonable justification. The indicator of undesirable results for
Groundwater Levels is the measure of 25% of monitoring wells
falling below their minimum thresholds for two consecutive (non-
dry) years, yet the GSP does not prove a relationship between the
Groundwater Level identification of undesirable results and the
presence of undesirable results for Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water (see Comment #5.a.i). Effectively, the GSP does not
connect identification of undesirable results for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water to effects on interconnected surface
water beneficial users per 23 CCR § 354.26 (b)(3). Finally, the GSP
notes that groundwater levels that fall below the minimum threshold
duning hydrologically dry or cntically dry years are not considered to
be an indicator of undesirable results (GSP pp 3-3). This means
proposed indicators of undesirable results for Groundwater Levels
and Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water do not exist for dry
water years. This absence of undesirable results indicators for
certain water years means beneficial users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water may experience significant and
unreasonable effects throughout the duration of dry or critical water
years before the undesirable results are ‘identified’ and managed.
Accordingly, there is no groundwater management accountability
during the most challenging of years for water resource managers
and fish and wildlife beneficial users alike.

Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for Groundwater Levels, and
by proxy, for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, are not
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protective of environmental beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Minimum
thresholds allow for a decrease of groundwater elevation from
2015, or a comparable historic low, for all representative monitoring
sites (3-7); and measurable objectives are set at historically low
groundwater elevations (GSP 3-8). These sustainability criteria
suggest that groundwater elevations at all representative wells in
the ESJ Subbasin can continue to decrease for the next 20 years,
dropping further from historically low groundwater elevations during
drought years, without witnessing undesirable results.
The ESJ Subbasin is characterized By DWR as ‘Critically
Overdrafted,” meaning “continuation of present water management
practices [in the basin] would probably result in significant adverse
overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic impacts”
(“Critically”). However, according to the GSP, there are no areas
within the basin that are considered to have ‘significant and
unreasonable existing issues’ (GSP pp 3-4), therefore minimum
thresholds allow for continued groundwater depletions.
Conceptually, there is a disconnect between the ESJ's ‘Critically
Overdrafted’ designation and the GSP’s claim that the basin has
not experienced undesirable results, nor will it if groundwater levels
continue to decrease. More specifically, the Department believes
historical declines in terrestrial and aquatic groundwater dependent
ecosystem viability, exacerbated by recent drought years, are
evidence of undesirable results and further groundwater decline will
undoubtedly lead to significant and uhreasonable effects on fish
and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface waters under:the proposed sustainable
management criteria. For example, further streamflow depletion
attributable to groundwater pumping ;that lowers groundwater levels
to meet minimum thresholds or even measurable objective may
further compromise in-stream temperature targets in the lower San
Joaquin River, adversely impacting in-stream species (see
Comment #5.a.i). Accordingly, the Department does not believe
groundwater levels above the proposed minimum thresholds and
below the proposed measurable objectives (in the margin of
operational flexibility) will allow the basin to achieve sustainability,
particularly with respect to avoiding undesirable results for fish and
|
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wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface water.

b. Recommendation:

Proxy Metrics: To justify use of groundwater elevations as a proxy
metric for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water, the GSP
should either specify how groundwater elevations are significantly
correlated to surface water depletions; or define an expeditious
path to identifying the location, quantity, and timing of surface water
depletions caused by groundwater use, per 23 CCR §
354.28(c)(6)(A), to better inform sustainability criteria for Depletions
of Interconnected Surface Water.

. Undesirable Results: Specify Groundwater Level ‘undesirable

results’ and ‘effects of undesirable results’ for environmental
beneficial users of groundwater and interconnected surface water.
Specify undesirable result indicators for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Water that are relevant to beneficial users
of surface waters. |dentify undesirable results indicators for dry and
critically dry water years for all sustainability indicators.

Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives: Reconsider
minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, accounting for
undesirable results for fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface water. Design sustainable
management critenia that reflect a ‘Critically Overdrafted’ subbasin
designation by seeking to improve current groundwater conditions
rather than allowing for continued aquifer depletions over the next
two decades. For example, historical groundwater pumping has
likely contributed to stream disconnection illustrated in figure 2-66
(GSP 2-99); resulting in depleted stream flows and reduced
baseflows in ESJ Subbasin tributaries, and exacerbated high water
temperatures in the lower San Joaquin River that negatively impact
listed species such as the Chinook Salmon. Minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives should reflect an effort to prevent further
degradation to interconnected surface waters and to avoid
undesirable results, rather than risk magnifying historical
undesirable results through lowered groundwater elevations.

6. Comment #6 (Sustainable Management Critenia, 3.6 Degraded Water Quality,
starting pp 3-10): The GSP wrongly abdicates responsibility for specific
constituents by implying there is no nexus between specific groundwater
contaminants and groundwater pumping (GSP pp 3-11).
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a. Issue: The GSP identifies two primary wateli' quality constituents of
concern in the ESJ Subbasin: salinity and arsenic (GSP pp 2-76). The
GSP only specifies sustainability management criteria for salinity. The
GSP explains that other constituents, incluqing arsenic, are managed
through other regulatory programs, and suggests that because GSAs do
not have land use authority, they lack an ab:ility to manage for such
constituents as arsenic (GSP pp 3-11). Scie}nce suggests that over-
pumping of aquifers can cause clay layers to compress and release
dissolved arsenic, resulting in an increase of arsenic in extracted water
("Groundwater”). Thus, groundwater pumping actions can affect the
presence, movement, and concentration of haturally occurring arsenic in
groundwater, potentially increasing anthroppgenic and ecosystem
exposure to arsenic contamination. Accordihg to SGMA statue, GSAs
have the authority to establish groundwateriextraction allocations, among
other relevant authorities [WC § 10726.4). Because arsenic contamination
can be impacted by groundwater pumping, and because GSAs have the
authority to manage groundwater pumping, the ESJGA has a viable
management lever over arsenic contaminat?on in the ESJ Subbasin.

b. Recommendation: Draft a plan to investigate the relationship between
groundwater pumping and the presence, movement, and concentration of
arsenic in the ESJ Subbasin and include th¢ plan in the GSP submitted to
DWR by January 2020. Develop sustainability criteria for arsenic
accordingly and in partnership with existingregulatory programs by the
first 5-year GSP update due in January 2025.

7. Comment #7 (Monitoring Networks, starting pp 4-‘31 ): Number and distribution of
groundwater monitoring wells are insufficient for analysis.

a. Issue: The current monitoring network Iacké a sufficient number and
representative distribution of shallow groundwater monitoring wells to
monitor impacts to environmental beneﬁcial' uses and users of
groundwater and interconnected surface waters [23 CCR § 354.34(2)].
Few wells are near interconnected surface waters or concentrations of
GDEs; and therefore, there are few data points on shallow groundwater
level trends. These data are critical to unde}standing groundwater
management impacts on fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, including GDEs and intemondected surface water habitats,
that are impacted disproportionately by shallow groundwater trends.

b. Recommendation: Install additional shallowjgroundwater monitoring wells
near GDEs and interconnected surface waters, potentially pairing multiple-

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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completion wells with streamflow gauges for improved understanding of
surface water-groundwater interconnectivity.

8. Comment #8 (Project and Management Actions; 6.1 Projects, Management
Actions, and Adaptive Management Strategies; starting pp 6-1): Demand
reduction management actions lack emphasis and specificity critical to ESJ
Subbasin sustainability goal achievement.

a. Issue: The GSP project and management actions focus on supply
augmentation, with only three projects intended to conserve groundwater
through metering and systems optimization. Though the GSP reserves the
flexibility to implement demand-side management in the future (GSP pp 6-
1), there are no specifics as to how the ESJGA would implement demand
management. This lack of specificity on how demand will be managed
may lead to deprioritization or delayed implementation of demand
management actions, which can undermine a basin’s ability to achieve
sustainability goals. Considering the ESJ Subbasins’ current
unsustainable rate of groundwater consumption and considering the cost
and timing challenges associated with supply augmentation projects, a
balanced portfolio approach to achieve groundwater sustainability should
include demand-management strategies.

b. Recommendation: Add specific measures for initiating demand reduction
on an earlier timeline in the ESJ Subbasin to account for groundwater
pumping lag impacts, supply-augmentation project implementation
challenges, and a scaled ramping-down of groundwater use that is a
necessary ingredient in San Joaquin Valley long-term groundwater
sustainability. Be specific about triggers, timing, and expected outcomes
of demand-management actions.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the ESJ Subbasin Draft GSP does not comply with all aspects of SGMA
statutes and regulations. The Department deems the GSP insufficient in its
consideration of fish and wildlife beneficial uses and users of groundwater and
interconnected surface waters. The Department recommends that ESJGA address the
above comments before GSP submission to DWR. If these comments are not
integrated, the Department may recommend to DWR an ‘incomplete’ or ‘inadequate’
plan determination based on the following regulatory criteria for plan evaluations:

1. The assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the sustainability
goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones are not reasonable and/or not supported by the best available
information and best available science. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(1)] (See Comment
#2,3,4,5,7)
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2.

3.

The GSP does not identify reasonable measures and schedules to eliminate data
gaps. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(2)] (See Comment #7)

The sustainable management criteria and projects and management actions are
not commensurate with the level of understanding of the basin setting, based on
the level of uncertainty, as reflected in the GSP. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(3)] (See
Comment #5, 6, 8)

The interests of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, and
the land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of
groundwater in the basin, have not been considered. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(4)]
(See Comment #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7)

The projects and management actions are not feasible and/or not likely to
prevent undesirable results and ensure that the basin is operated within its
sustainable yield. [23 CCR § 355.4(b)(5)] (See Comment #8)

The GSP does not include a reasonable assessment of overdraft conditions
and/or does not include reasonable means to mitigate overdraft, if present. [23
CCR § 355.4(b)(6)] (See Comment #4, 8)

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the ESJ Subbasin
Draft GSP. Please contact Lauren Mulloy by email at Lauren.Mulloy@uwildlife.ca.gov
with any questions.

Sincerely,

A

&Q

Kevin Thomas
Regional Manager, North Central Region

Enclosures (Literature Cited)

ec: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Joshua Grover, Branch Chief
Water Branch
Joshua.Grover@wildlife.ca.gov

Robert Holmes, Environmental Program Manager
Statewide Water Planning Program
Robert.Holmes@wildlife.ca.gov

Briana Seapy, Statewide SGMA Coordinator
Groundwater Program
Briana.Seapy@wildlife.ca.gov
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MaryLisa Cornell, Water Unit Supervisor
North Central Region
MaryLisa.Cornell@wildlife.ca.gov

Lauren Mulloy, Environmental Scientist
North Central Region
Lauren.Mulloy@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department of Water Resources

Craig Altare, Supervising Engineering Geologist
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program
Craig.Altare@water.ca.gov

Paul Wells, Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin SGMA Point of Contact

North Central Region Office
Paul.Wells@water.ca.gov

National Marine Fisheries Service

Rick Rogers, Fish Biologist
West Coast Region
Rick.Rogers@noaa.gov

Erin Strange, San Joaquin River Branch Lead
West Coast Region
Erin.Strange@noaa.gov

State Water Resources Control Board

James Nachbaur, Director
Office of Research, Planning & Performance
James.Nachbaur@waterboards.ca.gov

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



Docusign Envelope ID: F80B7DB6-AC32-48E0-A681-47F69EASECO1

Brandon Nakagawa, ESJ GSP Plan Manager
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
August 23, 2019

Page 14 of 14

Literature Cited

Barlow, P.M., and Leake, S.A., 2012, Streamflow depletion by wells—Understanding
and managing the effects of groundwater pumping on streamflow: U.S. Geological
Survey Circular 1376.

California Department of Water Resources: Community Water Center. “Critically
Overdrafted Basins.” or https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Bulletin-118/Critically-Overdrafted-Basins

Hallock, R.J., R.F. Elwell, D.H. Fry Jr. 1970. Migrations of adult king salmon
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha in the San Joaquin Delta as demonstrated by the use of
sonic tags. State of California. The Resources Agency. Department of Fish and Game.
Fish Bulletin 151.

Marston, D, C. Mesick, A. Hubbard, D. Stanton, S. Fortmann-Roe, S. Tsao. T. Heyne.
2012. Delta flow factors influencing stray rate of escaping adult San Joaquin River fall-
run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). San Francisco Estuary & Watershed
Science.

Naumburg E, Mata-Gonzalez R, Hunter R.G., McLendon T, Martin D.W.

2005. Phreatophytic vegetation and groundwater fluctuations: a review of current
research and application of ecosystem response modeling with an emphasis on
great basin vegetation. Environmental Management. 35(6):726-40.

Stanford: School of Earth, Energy & Environmental Sciences. “Groundwater Quality in
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA): Scientific Factsheet on
Arsenic, Uranium, and Chromium.” or
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/o
riginal/1560371896/CWC FS GrndwtrQual 06.03.19a.pdf?1560371896

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



From: Mitchell Maidrand <Mitchell.Maidrand @stocktonca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2024 11:01 AM

To: Katie Cole <kcole@woodardcurran.com>

Subject: RE: Draft GSP

Katie — | was reviewing the project tables in the GSP in the ES. For the City’s projects there
f should be some changes if possible. For the groundwater recharge project — under ‘
current status it should state: Basin design in progress, construction to begin in spring of

2025. Also recharge should be stated to be 20k AFY. Capital cost should be $11.5 M.
under regulatory it should indicate CEQA required. C-1 J

{ For the AMI — current status should indicate AMI project in progress. Capital costs should )
indicate $17 M. Also, since it is in progress shouldn’t we list it with the Category A

i 2 C-
LprOJects. C-2 )

If we can make these changes in this version of the GSP prior to submittal to DWR that
would be great. Thanks.

Mitchell Maidrand, P.E.

[ ' 12, D2

Deputy Director
MUD Water Resources Division

Municipal Utilities Department
Delta Water Treatment Plant
11373 N. Lower Sacramento RD
Lodi, CA 95242

Phone: (209) 937-7353

Mobile: (916) 698-0293




You don't often get email from info@esjgroundwater.org. Learn why this is important

From: Bana Rousan-Gedese <banar@ccwd.org>

Sent: Monday, October 21, 2024 8:17 AM

To: info@esjgroundwater.org [PW] <info@esjgroundwater.org>
Subject: ESJGWA GSP Public Comment

Hello,

I would like to submit public comment on behalf of the Eastside San Joaquin GSA.

«| Inthe Executive Summary, can Calaveras County be added to the description of the Eastside San
D-1 Joaquin GSA in the second paragraph on page ES-1. It would then read as, "... Eastside San
Joaquin GSA (Eastside GSA) (composed of Calaveras County Water District [CCWD], Calaveras
County, Stanislaus County, and Rock Creek Water District)..."

| InChapter 1, page 1-7, also in the description of the Eastside GSA, please add Calaveras County

D-2 so the first sentence is, "Eastside San Joaquin GSA (Eastside GSA) is a partnership between
Calaveras County Water District, Calaveras County, Stanislaus County, and Rock Creek Water
District."
Thank you!

Bana Rousan-Gedese
Water Resources Specialist
banar@ccwd.org

Office: (209) 754-3090

Cell: (209) 419-1474
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You don't often get email from info@esjgroundwater.org. Learn why this is important

From: Bana Rousan-Gedese <banar@ccwd.org>

Sent: Monday, October 7, 2024 12:16 PM

To: info@esjgroundwater.org [PW] <info@esjgroundwater.org>
Subject: Eastside GSA

Hello,

I am writing to ask that the CCWD and Calaveras County descriptions on page 1-7 be modified to read as
follows:

Calaveras County Water District: The Calaveras County Water District (CCWD) provides water service to
approximately 13,360 municipal and residential customers in six service areas and shares the same
boundaries as Calaveras County. Supply for CCWD comes from reservoir releases on the Calaveras,
Stanislaus, and Mokelumne Rivers for a total of approximately 6,000 AF/year for primarily agricultural
and residential use. CCWD has several customers with riparian rights along the Calaveras River, has one
service area that relies solely on groundwater, and has several areas that utilize recycled water.

Calaveras County: Calaveras County has a total area of 1,037 square miles and extends beyond the
boundaries of the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. Calaveras County Water District is the only public
water supplier to residents located in the portion of the county overlying the Subbasin. The only
incorporated city, Angels Camp, is located outside of the Subbasin. Calaveras County had one of the
fastest growing annual percent increases in population in California between 2000 and 2010 (CCWD,
2020). For the portion of Calaveras County that falls within the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin, there are
numerous domestic, municipal, and monitoring wells.

Thank you,

Bana Rousan-Gedese
Water Resources Specialist

banar@ccwd.org
Office: (209) 754-3090
Cell: (209) 419-1474 1
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D-5

D-6

D-7

D-8

CALAVERAS COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
120 Toma Court ® San Andreas, CA 95249 » Main Line (209) 754-3543

Fritz Buchman, CE., T.E., CFM, Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin Plan Manager

RE: Comments on the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s
(ESJGWA) Groundwater Basin Sustainability Plan Update

Dear Mr. Buchman

The Calaveras County Water District (CCWD) would like to highlight the fact that Calaveras
County wells, currently designated as Broad Network wells within the Plan update, are
located within the recharge area of the basin and provide key basin health information. This
fact was confirmed via the DWR-collected Aerial Electro Magnetics (AEM). The information
these wells provide can be used throughout the life of the plan to further demonstrate the
value of these shallow and deep recharge areas within Calaveras County. Their data, while
illustrating groundwater interconnection, contribute to understanding the semi-consolidated
tertiary bedrock aquifer, high-yielding water wells, and proximity to alluvial near-surface
sediments.

CCWD has consistently provided groundwater measurements from several wells to help

support the GWA and to continue to benefit from CASGEM reporting. CCWD would like to
clarify why new CCWD wells are appearing in Tables 3-5 and 3-6 for groundwater quality
monitoring, and what expectations are there regarding frequency, reporting, etc. CCWD

would also like to clarify where CCWD’s ongoing bi-annual well monitoring contributes to
GSP groundwater level monitoring, given those wells don’t appear in Section 3.3.1.2 details.

The data within the GSP update should reflect the hydrogeology historically conveyed by
programs like CASGEM. This will help to ensure continuity amongst datasets and in turn
avoid ambiguity relative to overall basin hydrogeology. Additionally, data collected by
representative monitoring wells is enhanced by routine comparison of data from monitoring
wells within the recharge area of the basin in Calaveras County.

The District is looking forward to adding valuable projects which will be submitted to the

GWA to be included in future Annual Reports.

The District appreciates the hard work the GWA put into updating this plan and respectfully
requests the District’s input be given thoughtful consideration.

Thank you,

AL

Michael Minkler, General Manager
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From: Pat Dunn <pat.dunn@nv5.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 4:00 PM

To: Brandon Nakagawa <brandon.nakagawa@ssjid.gov>; ckipf@condorearth.com; sesser@condorearth.com
<IMCEAUNDEFINED-sesser+40condorearth+2Ecom@namprd16.prod.outlook.com>

Cc: Bana Rousan-Gedese <banar@ccwd.org>; Jesse Hampton <JesseH@ccwd.org>; Suzanne Jarmusch
<Suzanne.Jarmusch@nv5.com>; Damon Wyckoff (damonw@ccwd.org) <damonw@ccwd.org>

Subject: RE: Proposed Well Nest for Semi-annual Groundwater Quality Monitoring - 5921 Raindance Road

Thanks Brandon:
Please note discrepancies between Tables 4-1 and 4-4 and Figure 4-5. CCWD wells are not referenced
on the tables but are on the Figure.

Figure 4-5: Proposed New Monitoring Well Locations (Shown in Orange)

EL DORADO-E€OUNTY EL DORADO Proposed New
COUNTY L Monitoring Well Locations

ACRAMENTO 4 ;i
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin GSP

COUNTY

AMADOR COUNTY
Legend
Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin
Boundary

Major Highways

Rivers and
Streams

Lakes and
Waterways

County
Boundaries
Monitoring Network Type
) Representative
{ Broad

Sustainability Indicator

Monitored

D NEW Well - Water Quality &
Water Levels

[ water Quality & Water Levels
B Water Levels

AN
A

Best Regards,

Pat Dunn, P.G., C.Hg.
NV5
Cell916-221-0012
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’;SIERRA CLUB

DELTA-SIERRA GROUP

MOTHER LODE CHAPTER

To:  Members of the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority and Members of the
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (via info@esjgroundwater.org)

From: Mary Elizabeth M.S., R.E.H.S., Delta-Sierra Group Conservation Chair

Date: 9.11.2024

Re: Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (ESJGWA) Steering Committee

9.11.2024 Comments

The ESJGWA adopted a well mitigation program and ordinance on August 14, 2024 and
in the minutes of the meeting a final ordinance copy signed was not included only that

there was an attachment to the agenda which was clearly indicated as draft. Please send
out the final copy for all those that submitted comments on the document as a means of

stakeholder engagement.

The implementation of this program is essential for the preparation for future drought
conditions. Comments we submitted 4.10.2024 were not included in the minor revisions

involving management, but those comments are still valid.

On March 6, 2024, the DWR
released Groundwater Well
Permitting Report -
Observations and Analysis of
Executive Orders N-7-22 and N-
3-23 which included San
Joaquin County in the top 10
counties with dry wells since
March 28, 2022 as shown
below.” These DWR dry well
data are reported voluntarily and
would not include reports by
individuals within a GSA.
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Recent groundwater data has been uploaded to DWRs groundwater data system as
shown below, current as of 9.7.2024, indicates that there are areas in our community that
is vulnerable to groundwater lowering events, either from drought or from overdrafted

groundwater extraction.

! https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Wells/Files/DWR-

Well-Permitting-Analysis-Final March2024.pdf?utm medium=email&utm source=govdelivery

Page 1 of 3
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When investigating resources
linked to DWRs website | came
across the San Joaquin
Partnerships website which is
notable that specific San Joaquin
County resources were not listed
to provide residents with a local
contact while they are navigating
the problem that brought them to
the site.

| hope that the Groundwater
Authority adds their well mitigation
program to resources available to
San Joaquin County residents
residing within the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin.

Additionally, while not lead the
Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Authority has been
identified by guidance documents
to be a key player in the SB552
drought planning effort and as
such should be receiving regular
updates on plan development in
San Joaquin County to respond to
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domestic well and small water systems water supply problems related to drought.

Page 2 of 3


ehonn
Rectangle

ehonn
Text Box
F-2


F-3

As | was the only public member in attendance at the July 2024 meeting regarding the
Stakeholder and Engagement Plan revision and the plan will not be released until the 5-
year GSP update, stakeholder engagement is needed in a significant way. At that
meeting there was acknowledgement that 5-year update will be heavily technical. The
Groundwater Authorities insistence that the Technical Advisory Committee that regularly
meets albeit on different topics all of which are current has created a deficient in the
ability of residents to comprehend and provide comments on plans and reports that have
a short 30 day comment period. Two substantial reports are under review concurrently.
We hope that instead of overview meetings that there be some public information
meetings on the technical topics.

You may reach me at melizabeth.sierra@gmail.com if you have any questions or wish to
discuss these issues in more detail.

Sincerely,

Mary Elizabeth M.S., R.E.H.S.
Delta-Sierra Group, Conservation Chair, Sierra Club
Melizabeth.sierra@gmail.com

Page 3 of 3
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Restore the Delta

2616 Pacific Ave #4296, Stockton, CA 95204
209-479-2053

www.restorethedelta.org

October 31, 2024

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority
1810 E Hazelton Ave

Stockton, CA 95205

Sent via email: info@esjgroundwater.org

Re: Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan
To Whom It May Concern:

Restore the Delta (RTD) works in the areas of public education, program and policy
development, and outreach so that all Californians recognize the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
as part of California’s natural heritage, deserving of restoration. We interface with local, state
and federal agencies to advance this vision.

We envision the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta as a place where a vibrant local economy,
tourism, recreation, farming, wildlife, and fisheries thrive as a result of resident efforts to protect
our waterways. We seek water quality protections for all communities, particularly
environmental justice communities and California Tribes, as well as community protections from
flood and drought impacts.

Ultimately, our goal is to connect communities to our regional rivers and to empower
communities to become the guardians of the estuary through participation in government
planning, community science and waterway monitoring, and a sustainable local economy. We
seek to build the next generation of water leaders by developing programs in science, land and
water management, and the green economy. Rooted in the Clean Water Act, we work for a Delta
with waters that are fishable, swimmable, and drinkable, and farmable.

We envision improvements in the Delta as opportunities for Delta Tribes, Delta farming
communities, and environmental justice communities to gain greater equity in decision making
and to share in the benefits from area natural resources management.

We are providing comments on the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s (“Authority”)
draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“Plan”), pursuant to a January 2025 deadline for
submission to the Department of Water Resources. Groundwater management in the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Basin is of direct interest to our organization due to potential Delta and
Delta-adjacent impacts in the watershed.




Restore the Delta’s Comments on Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

We respectfully submit this letter for consideration in regard to the adoption of the amended
Plan. After reviewing in detail, the amendments to the Plan, we have identified a number of
flaws that the Authority should be aware of prior to the approval and adoption of the Plan.
Accordingly, we lay out our key concerns and findings, below.

SGMA background and RTD position on SGMA

After one of the most severe droughts in state history, former California Gov. Jerry Brown
signed into law the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) in 2014 to ensure better
local and regional management of groundwater use by 2040. SGMA was crafted to shift
traditional views of groundwater use away from the current siloed approach to encourage cities,
counties, and irrigation districts to work together in a regional collaborative process.

SGMA requires over-drafted water basins to become sustainable (prevent overdrafts from
pumping more than what is replenished during the year) by 2040. Over-drafting means more
water is pumped from a groundwater basin than is replaced through sources like rainfall,
irrigation water, streams fed by mountain runoff, and intentional recharge efforts (spreading
surface water to feed into the basin).

The 70-square-mile Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin is bounded by the Sierra Nevada
foothills to the east, San Joaquin River to the west, Dry Creek to the north, and the Stanislaus
River to the south. It’s one of 21 basins and subbasins identified by the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) as being in a state of critical overdraft. Current analysis indicates that
groundwater pumping offsets and/or recharge on the order of 95,000 acre-feet per year (AF/year)
may be required to achieve sustainability.

Local stakeholders had until 2022 (in critically overdrafted basins until 2020) to develop,
prepare, and begin implementation of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP). The first reports
of an area's effort toward sustainability were filed in 2020 and the first 5-year updates are
required by January 2025. Plans include various projects and management actions that are
supposed to help the basin reach a balance between inputs (rivers, rainfall, etc.) and outputs
(pumping for irrigation, drinking water, etc.).

Summary of concerns

With public trust requirements of SGMA, the Authority has legal and fiduciary responsibilities
for proper implementation of the Ground Water Sustainability Plan. We are concerned that the
Authority has failed to follow State mandates. First, the compliance issues in regard to funding
accountability put the entire subbasin at risk of sanctions and further punitive actions by the
State. Second, fundamental stakeholder engagement is required by law and must be a part of the
process through better community outreach, Tribal engagement, disadvantaged community
inclusion, and small farmer protections. Additionally, the Plan the Authority is reviewing does
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Restore the Delta’s Comments on Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

not identify current permit applications for carbons sequestration projects that could affect the
subbasin particularly, through CO2 sequestration. Poor planning for the future will, therefore,
leave the Authority and its member agencies ill-prepared for future monitoring. Listed below are
the flaws we have found in the current iteration of the Plan that will then be discussed in greater
detail in descriptive narrative.

1. Three Groundwater Sustainability Agencies have failed to develop groundwater

sustainability proposals and must be brought into compliance to avoid state

sanctions for the entire Subbasin. This process requirement should have been

completed over the course of the last three years and ready for public review now.

San Joaquin County is diverting funding that is supposed to be used for local flood

control and water management projects to pay for Authority fees.

The Authority needs to significantly improve its communications and community

engagement methods to ensure the vast array of perspectives across the Subbasin

are meaningfully incorporated into regional groundwater sustainability planning

efforts.

None of the 43 groundwater sustainability projects listed in the draft plan are

located in South Stockton, a historically disadvantaged community that requires

investment in groundwater protections.

The plan should be amended to include protections for small farmers.

The plan does not adequately identify or address subsidence.

The plan needs to explicitly address future monitoring plans for geologic CO2

sequestration site proposals in the Subbasin, and ensure local groundwater

monitoring programs are well-integrated into existing public monitoring networks.

. At public meetings, and in the documents, sustainability has not been fully and
adequately defined, and does not encompass a broad definition of sustainability that
represents the public interest.

N
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Below are detailed sections regarding our concerns with the draft plan:

1. gthree GSAs that have failed to develop groundwater sustainability proposalﬁ
must be brought into compliance to avoid state sanctions for the entire Subbasin.
The lack of participation of three GSAs, including San Joaquin County, could cause
all GSAs in the Subbasin to be subject to penalties from the State Water Board.
These would not only impact farmers but also property owners in the cities and
@n areas of San Joaquin County. J

The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority (“Authority”) is a joint powers agency
consisting of 16 Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) that make up the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin. The purpose is to coordinate the various GSAs’ management of the basin, in
accordance with SGMA. The updated Groundwater Sustainability Plan that the Authority and
member GSAs were charged to submit to the state is supposed to show progress toward
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groundwater sustainability by 2040. GSAs that have had their GSPs found to be deficient have
been subject to enforcement (probation) by the State Water Board. For the GSAs in Kings
County, for instance, this has meant the imposition of fees on wells and a fee per acre foot of
water pump (the implementation of this has been stayed temporarily by the court). Additional
fees will impact small farmers and economically disadvantaged households situated in the
County and dependent on groundwater wells.

The three GSAs without plans are (1) San Joaquin County, (2) Central San Joaquin Water
G-1 Conservation District, and (3) a Stanislaus County GSA in the southeast corner of San
Joaquin/Stanislaus County. These GSAs have made no progress and have no proposals in place
to work towards groundwater sustainability.

con't

The failure of these three GSAs to develop their plans as stated above, could lead to sanctions by
the State Water Board on all GSAs in the Subbasin, including per well charges along with
additional charges per acre foot pumped. In the current agricultural economy such a charge
would not be Sustainable and could potentially put small farmers out of business, create
unemployment, reduce purchases of agricultural inputs, lower tax revenues, and subsequently
property values.

2. Because the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors has diverted over $800,000
G-2 that was meant to be used for local flood control and water management projects to
pay for Authority fees, most property owners are paying twice to meet SGMA
requirements.

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAS) share in the general operating and administrative
cost of operating the Authority in accordance with percentages determined by the Authority
Board of Directors. GSAs are solely responsible for raising funds for payment of their individual
shares. The current scheme of shifting public funding designated for flood control to pay for San
Joaquin County’s GSA is double taxation, and by shortchanging flood control spending puts
County residents at risk physically and financially from a flood incident.

San Joaquin County’s GSA is comprised of unincorporated areas of San Joaquin County and the
Tracy Basin. Specifically, San Joaquin County is paying its GSA fees with monies from Flood
Control and Water Conservation District Zone 2, an investigation zone with the primary purpose
of carrying out engineering, geologic, and other studies including the reclamation, storage,
distribution, purchase, sale, use, conservation, and development of water including the
management of combined surface water and groundwater supplies. Zone 2 gets its funding from
agricultural landowners on a per acre charge of $.48 per acre plus a parcel charge of $.768, along
with various other charges collected on beneficial properties.

More than 62% of the Zone 2 District’s annual budget — $1,358,000 — is being diverted for
Authority fees. Zone 2 money (according to the Zone 2 website) is being used to pay for the
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eastern subbasin monitoring ($138,000), GWA fee ($25,000), a GSP/SGMA consultant
($25,000), and an additional contribution to the ESJ GWA ($225,000) for a total of $413,800 for
the Eastern Subbasin. Payment for the Tracy subbasin adds another $231,267 for a total of
$802,840 from Zone 2.

The reason given for not assessing fees on the areas encompassed in the San Joaquin County
GSA is that the Board of Supervisors did not want to address issues associated with the
implementation of Proposition 218 or engage in establishing a “beneficial” district that would be
subject to fees. The consequence is that others are being required to subsidize the San Joaquin
GSA with their Zone 2 payments and still paying Authority assessments through the charges
from their respective GSA, which is effectively double taxation. This is an equity concern for
disadvantaged households and an economic hardship for small farming businesses.

3. The Authority needs to significantly improve its communications and community
engagement methods to ensure proper stakeholder engagement and that the vast
array of perspectives across the Subbasin are meaningfully incorporated into
regional sustainability planning efforts.

It’s been over a year since the 2023-2024 Civil Grand Jury published a scathing review of the
Authority’s planning activities. Many of the issues raised by the Grand Jury, including a lack of
transparency and inequitable community engagement practices, remain unresolved. Jurors
recommended a variety of measures to the Authority for improving accessibility and
transparency (e.g. updating its website with meeting times, agendas, and minutes; disclosing
financial and project information, etc.), and diversifying community engagement.

Despite these recommendations, meaningful stakeholder and community engagement efforts
have remained insufficient, especially in communities like Stockton, the largest city in the
subbasin and broader Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta region, which has the highest proportion of
environmental justice (EJ) communities in California. Overall, nearly 30% of the Delta's
population belongs to EJ communities that are disproportionately impacted by the degradation of
Delta waterways. This environmental degradation affects their health, well-being, and economic
opportunities.

The Authority has failed to proactively engage with Tribal Nations and Disadvantaged
communities from the inception of the agency and throughout ongoing development of the
overarching Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the subbasin. Both are listed as proper
stakeholders in the Plan and SGMA regulations. The Plan has been in development for three
years, yet meaningful outreach and community involvement only began in the final four months.
This last-minute effort to engage EJ communities is unacceptable. The absence of consistent
engagement from the project's onset failed to prioritize the voices and concerns of those most
impacted, reinforcing a long-standing pattern of exclusion. Three meetings were originally
planned, but at the most recent public meeting, when community members asked budget-related
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questions, they were directed to speak with county representatives privately rather than having an
open discussion.

Similarly, the Authority has done little to address accessibility issues for engaging in plan
development. The requirement for public comments to be submitted in writing, for instance,
creates challenges for community members who lack access to the internet and computer literacy
and removes a layer of transparency between communities.

Lackluster engagement and inaccessibility issues add to the history of limited public events and
outreach, especially concerning the Eastern San Joaquin GSP, highlighting a systemic issue:
critical EJ communities were not adequately consulted and lack of stakeholder outreach. Waiting
until the final phase of a three-year process to involve these communities undermines the
potential for equitable outcomes. Participation from the beginning would have advanced shared
concerns while shaping groundwater sustainability planning efforts in ways that protect health
and livelihood. Going forward, the Authority must adopt a more inclusive and transparent
approach to ensure these communities have a meaningful role in water management decisions.

One of the Grand Jury’s recommendations was for the Authority to “identify ways to better find
and engage with members of disadvantaged communities (DACs), including non-English
speakers, in the San Joaquin Subbasin.” The Authority responded that it would consider ways to
expand language access in its pending “Communications and Engagement Plan”, which was to
be posted within 10 days after its adoption (GJR, p. 183). As of writing, this plan has not been
made publicly available.

To support the 5-year Periodic Evaluation of the GSP and development of the 2024 GSP
Amendment, the Authority’s Steering Committee approved the formation of a Project
Management Committee (PMC), “comprising six GSA volunteers representing the varied
interests in the Subbasin and covering both urban and agricultural areas” who met 20 times on a
bi-monthly basis. The “20 meetings” described in the draft plan were not publicly accessible.

Further, against the recommendation of the Grand Jury, the Authority Board of Directors refused
to amend its bylaws and update its website to reflect the actual meeting times of the Board. The
Authority’s reasoning for its lack of transparency was that board meeting frequency is variable.
The Authority also refused to formalize the status of its Technical Advisory Committee as a
standing committee and bring it into compliance with the requirements of the Ralph M. Brown
Act. These actions show an unwillingness to integrate more diverse perspectives into the
Authority’s planning processes.

4. None of the 43 groundwater sustainability projects listed in the draft plan are
specifically designated to benefit South Stockton. A historically disadvantaged
community that requires investments in groundwater protections (e.g. water
recycling, stormwater reuse, aquifer recharge, etc.).
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The GSAs have identified 43 projects for potential development that either replace groundwater
use (offset) or supplement groundwater supplies (recharge) to meet current and future water
demands. Project types include direct and in-lieu recharge, intra-basin water transfers, demand
conservation, water recycling, and stormwater reuse. Furthermore, the Authority failed to hold
the City of Stockton accountable for not analyzing groundwater conditions thoroughly in South
Stockton in order to meet environmental justice needs for this historically redlined community.

On the heels of three years of lackluster engagement with disadvantaged communities and
Tribes, the list of proposed beneficial projects in the plan is, unsurprisingly, largely concentrated
away from communities who have historically been harmed the most by inequitable water and
land management planning. This represents a missed opportunity for project development at the
intersection of groundwater recharge and floodplain restoration in San Joaquin County that
could’ve been highly competitive for federal and state funding if environmental justice
considerations had been prioritized in the initial scoping phase.

Going forward, we request that the Authority encourage member GSAs to emphasize how their
proposed projects can advance environmental justice and offer meaningful community benefits,
including unincorporated areas of East Stockton that fall in the County. Ideally, projects should
be co-designed from the start with community-based organizations who are experts on local
environmental and public health challenges. Enhancement of projects and methodology can only
be accomplished with more equitable community engagement practices.

5. The plan needs to be amended to explicitly outline protections for small farmers.

In 2023, the California Legislature passed AB 779, which sets new terms for comprehensive
adjudication of groundwater rights in civil court. This SGMA add-on became effective this year.
It asks courts to consider the “water use of small farmers and disadvantaged communities,” in
SGMA-related decisions (for the purposes of the bill, small farmers are those who earn between
$10,000 and $400,000 in gross income). Several areas in need of revision include subsidence and
small farm protections from substantial fees and undue burdens.

Subsidence leads to undesirable results on farmland. Dr. Steven Deveral from Hydro Focus
based out of Davis, CA points out in his Simulation of Subsidence Mitigation Effects on Island

looking over this study and making sure to consider his findings when setting up a subsidence
baseline to be in compliance with AB 779. )

The Authority must ensure small farmers and disadvantaged communities are protected.

Disproportionately burdening small farmers with fees, further meetings, and administrative
processes that will have negative impacts on their small farms is a further failure of the public
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trust responsibility of the Authority. With over three hundred thousand acres of agricultural land
in the subbasin consideration for this stakeholder group must be research and addressed to
provide proper protections for small farmers.

6f The plan needs to explicitly address future monitoring of potential groundwater

G-6 contamination risks associated with geologic CO2 sequestration site proposals in the

G-6

G-6

subbasin and ensure local groundwater monitoring programs are well-integrated
into existing public monitoring networks.

The Plan lacks a section reviewing emerging industries and the potential for impacts to
groundwater. Successful implementation of CO2 sequestration projects proposed in the western
part of the subbasin demands careful coordination between project operators and groundwater
protection efforts. To facilitate redundancy and data-sharing, extensive groundwater monitoring

systems required under US EPA Class VI Underground Injection Control permits should be
integrated into the existing subbasin monitoring network. Additionally, the results should be
made publicly available.

The current sustainability indicators and minimum thresholds in the draft plan should be
expanded to include monitoring for CO2-related impacts, including changes in groundwater

acidity, pressure gradients, and water quality parameters. Regular testing for acidity levels near
injection sites should be integrated into the GSP’s measurable objectives with clear guidelines
for corrective action if monitoring reveals potential impacts to groundwater quality and quantity,

These protections are essential to prevent undesirable results and ensure the long-term viability
of the region’s groundwater resources.

7. As full analysis and plans have not been completed for all GSAs, environmental
justice needs and concerns have not been addressed or incorporated into basin
projects, subsidence is not being accurately addressed, and misuse of public funds
continue with San Joaquin County GSA operations, the plan fails to adequately
define or demonstrate sustainability as required under the law.

Conclusion

In summation, Restore the Delta has reviewed the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority’s
draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan and found the document with its efforts to be lacking
critical components. The failure of three GSAs to develop groundwater plan, and the Authority’s
failure to ensure that San Joaquin County’s GSA properly allocates funds place the entire
subbasin at risk of sanctions. The minimal engagement of stakeholders by the Authority does not
meet environmental justice requirements for SGMA as required by law, or meet the standards for
public trust responsibilities of proper outreach, collaboration, and good neighbor efforts. There
are no disadvantaged community projects in the County’s most pollution burdened areas, and a
lack of protections for small farmers. Finally, future planning for emerging industry coordination
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must be added to the Plan and the Authority’s goals. Collectively, this Plan falls short of DWR
requirements and the intentions of the purpose of state and local agency efforts. These
cumulative flaws make the amendment incomplete and not to standards set by SGMA. Restore
the Delta recommends deep consideration of these issues prior to submitting this plan to DWR
for Subbasin certification.

Respectfully Submitted,

W Q6

Michael Machado Barbara Barrigan-Parrilla

President Executive Director

Restore the Delta Restore the Delta

Ivan Senock Sara Medina

Deputy Director Sustainable Agriculture Program Manager

Davis Harper
Carbon and Energy Program Manager
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Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority Board
Members of the GSAs in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin
P. O. Box 1810, Stockton, CA 95201

via info@esjgroundwater.org

Re: Draft Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment (2024)

The Delta-Sierra Group of the Mother Lode Chapter, of the Sierra Club has over 600
members throughout San Joaquin County which includes a large portion within the Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin as shown below. The Mother Lode Chapter includes all areas within
the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin including San Joaquin County, Calaveras County and
Stanislaus County. Due to the length of the Draft Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan Amendment (Draft 2024 GSP Amendment) and short review time, our
comments will primarily relate to stakeholder engagement, a problem that continues
affecting the ability of stakeholders to meaningfully engage in the development and
implementation of the groundwater sustainability plan (GSP).

Figure 1-3: Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies

GSA Boundaries
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin GSP

Stakeholder Engagement

The Delta-Sierra Group (DSG) has written numerous letters regarding the availability of the
draft 5-year update of the 2020 GSP and revised 2022 GSP, ad hoc technical meeting
transparency, and information availability on the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Authority (ESJGWA) website, www.esjgroundwater.org, since the 2022 GSP update in
response to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) determination that the 2020 GSP
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was deemed incomplete. These DSG correspondence submittals have also been posted
on the DWR SGMA Portal. The 2022-2023 San Joaquin Grand Jury reported on several
issues related to monetary and information transparency which was published June 2023.
While some improvements have been made, a sustained effort and systemic changes to
stakeholder engagement have not occurred and continues to plague the ability of
stakeholders to meaningfully engage in the development and implementation of the GSP.
For example, two rounds of DWR facilitation grants for the purpose of developing an
updated stakeholder communication and engagement plan have not yielded a public plan.
These DWR facilitation providers assist GSAs all over the state and why a draft
communication and engagement plan has not been made available in the Eastern San
Joaquin Subbasin is perplexing. The ESJGWA will spend over 1 million dollars, including
Zone 2 Groundwater Investigation property assessment dollars for this GSP Amendment,
primarily developed, without public input. The water managers of the groundwater
sustainability agencies (GSAs) have known and been working on the overdrafted aquifer
for many years with limited public involvement, yet groundwater overdrafts persist. The
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) adopted 10 years ago is the State of
California’s answer to persistent groundwater over pumping in critically overdrafted basins
in our state, like the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. Since the State of California adopted
the SGMA, progress has been made to increase data availability and guidance has been
developed to help local water agencies move towards sustainability. Many years will be
needed to achieve sustainability that responds to water use changes and hydrologic
changes relating to climate change, while continuing efforts to maximize groundwater use.
A well mitigation program, not yet implemented, and a demand management strategy are
included in the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment with the expectation that wells will continue to
go dry as the maximum groundwater use is determined until sustainable conditions are
achieved.

The Draft 2024 GSP Amendment was released October 1, 2024 with a 30 day comment
period consisting of fifteen documents as shown below which had not been released
previously for public stakeholder review.!

= Notice of Intent to Adopt an Amended Groundwater Sustainability Plan
» Executive Summary (Public Draft)
= Chapter 1 Agency Information, Plan Area, and Communication (Public Draft)
= Chapter 2 Basin Setting (Public Draft)
= Chapter 3 Sustainable Management Criteria (Public Draft)
= Chapter 4 Monitoring Networks (Public Draft)
= Chapter 5 Data Management System (Public Draft)
= Chapter 6 Projects and Management Actions (Public Draft)
= Chapter 7 Plan Implementation (Public Draft)
= Chapter 8 References (Public Draft)
= Appendices (Public Draft)
= Chapter 1
= Chapter 2
= Chapter 3
= Chapter 5
= Chapter 6

L https://www.esjgroundwater.org/Documents/GSP
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When combined these Draft 2024 GSP Amendment documents comprise 1602 pages with
an unreasonable expectation that stakeholders are going to be able to review and engage
in the development of the plan with a 30 day comment period. This is disappointing and
not surprising despite correspondence requests in January 2024 for a 90 day public review
comment period that was included in the December 2023 ESJ 2025 GSP Update Scope of
Work.2 The Notice of Intent to Adopt an Amended Groundwater Sustainability Plan
released 7.24.2024 clarified this 90 day review period and included the following statement
which illustrates the restriction of information preventing all stakeholders from participating
in the development of the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment.?

Cities or counties that receive this notice may request in writing to consult on the
proposed amended GSP. Please submit any such requests to the undersigned using
the contact information below within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of this notice.

The general public, groundwater users, domestic well owners, and small water systems
which are vulnerable to groundwater overdraft due to excessive groundwater extraction for
various uses, primarily agriculture, were not invited to participate in consultation meetings
while the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment was developed. The three 2024 workshops: well
mitigation program, communication and engagement plan development, and GSP
amendment overview, were held in the late afternoon-early evening and were the first
outreach meetings since 2019,before a final report was submitted to DWR. ESJGWA
meetings are not forums for discussions between groundwater users and plan managers.
The notion that public meetings of ESJGWA provided adequate information to make
meaningful comments is not evidenced especially when presentations are not made
available in advance of the meeting or in some cases following the meeting. The general
public including groundwater users are seeing the report contents for the first time between
10.1.2024 and until 10.31.2024. The Sierra Club will be submitting additional comments to
DWR for their consideration while reviewing the Final 2024 GSP Amendment as more than
30 days are needed to review technical aspects contained therein.

The adopted stakeholder communication and engagement plan from the 2020 GSP was not
implemented after the 2020 GSP submittal to DWR. The San Joaquin 2022-2023 Grand
Jury requested that by 11.1.2023 the ESJGWA develop specific methods to engage with
disadvantaged communities and communication with non-English speaking groups. The
ESJGWA stated in its 9.23.2023 response that a community and engagement plan was
under development using a Department of Water Resources facilitation grant. A draft of this
plan has not been released to the public and scant information was presented at the second
2024 outreach meeting since 2019 whose purpose was to present the communication plan
and which was attended by one member of the public not affiliated with a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA). Furthermore, the ESJGWA issued correspondence dated
9.11.2024 stating that a communication and engagement plan recommended by the 2023-
2024 San Joaquin County Grand Jury will be adopted on 12.11.2024 by the ESJGWA.# This
communication and engagement plan which is referenced in the Draft 2024 GSP
Amendment is absent with only a placeholder, Appendix 1-H. No draft communication and

2 ESJ 2025 GSP Update Scope of Work December 2023 link
3 Notice of Intent to Adopt July 2024 link
42024 ESIGWA Response submitted regarding the 2023-204 San Joaquin County Grand Jury Report link
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engagement plan is available for public review. Without adequate public availability of
information, as issues are considered, stakeholders without access to relevant information
cannot meaningfully participate in the development or implementation of the adopted GSP.

The third 2024 outreach meeting since 2019 occurred on 9.25.2024 before the release of
the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment and included an informative presentation slide deck which
as of 10.28.2024 was not posted on the outreach page.® Since the third outreach meeting
was for the purpose of engaging with interested stakeholders and not an agendized
meeting of the governing body of the ESJWGA, the fact that material presented was not
posted would not be a violation of California Government Code Title 5, Division 2, Part 1
Powers and Duties Common to Cities, Counties, and Other Agencies, Section 54957.5.
Violations of this provision of not posting meeting materials in advance of the meeting or
immediately after so that members of public can participate, is business as usual, in the
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin and records of how this practice inhibits participation has
been documented in comments submitted at various times since before the first GSP was
submitted in 2020. For example, the material presented at the 9.11.2024 ESJGWA meeting
is still not posted nor are the approved 2024 meeting minutes after 3.13.2024 posted on the
website.® Minutes posting was a practice which the ESIGWA agreed to do in response to
the 2022-2023 San Joaquin Grand Jury Report on the ESJGWA policies and practices.’

2018 Groundwater Sustainability Workgroup Meetings Legacy

During the development of the initial GSP submitted to DWR in January 2020, a facilitation
grant was obtained from DWR for the purpose of outreach and included the Stakeholder
Workgroup which met after normal work hours on a monthly basis to review and discuss
topics considered during the GSP development. Without a formal vote by the ESIGWA
Board, no further meetings were held even though the adopted outreach plan was included
in the GSP submitted to DWR both in 2020 and 2022. The last meeting with a record on
the ESJGWA website was June 2019. No subsequent meetings on a quarterly/annual basis
to discuss GSP implementation and reporting occurred. The Draft 2024 GSP Amendment
continues to reference this outreach effort from five years ago and while it was a good
example of outreach, the outreach ended five years ago without a replacement. The Draft
2024 GSP Amendment stated “The Workgroup included members from a variety of
organizations who represent one or more of the interested parties’ groups. Table 1-4 lists
the organizations and interests represented on the Workgroup. While this Workgroup was
not active during the 2024 GSP amendment process, the information collected during their
involvement remains relevant and a guiding factor in this update and GSP
implementation.” (emphasis added)

The Final 2024 GSP Amendment should include a summary of the referenced information
that was deemed relevant from June 2018- August 2019 that was relied upon during the
development of the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment. Include an explanation of how the
Workgroup would have guided the restriction of draft information availability during this
update when the Workgroup was able to review draft chapters during their review process.

5 Five-Year GSP Update and Amendment Meeting and Outreach webpage as of 10.28.2024
5 ESJGWA Meeting Agenda webpage as of 10.28.2024
72023 ESIGWA Response submitted regarding the 2022-2024 San Joaquin County Grand Jury Report link
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Finally, as many conditions have changed since 2019, how has the stakeholder workgroup
thoughts from more than five years ago relevantly guided GSP implementation?

“The original goals of the 2018 Outreach and Engagement Plan are still relevant in the
recent iterations of this plan”. The 2018 plan is the only adopted public plan though never it
was never fully implemented despite these bulleted statements:

e Keep an interested list of stakeholders informed and aware of opportunities for
involvement through email communications and/or their preferred mode of
communication.

On multiple occasions the DSG has requested that meetings that have a zoom/teams
videoconferencing component be recorded for stakeholders that are unable to attend
daytime meetings to view the meeting contents and discussions at a preferred time.
Please include in the Final 2024 GSP Amendment how meeting recordings will be
incorporated into stakeholder communications.

e Engage DWR for facilitated support to aid in the development of the GSP

Multiple emails were sent to the current DWR facilitation support staff which were not
returned. Please provide clear directions to stakeholders about communication
expectations between ESJGWA staff and the public in the Final 2024 GSP Amendment.

e Open ESJGWA planning efforts to the public with agendas and meeting minutes
published on the ESJGWA website

Minutes are not separately published after approval nor are presentations included with the
agenda posting so that stakeholders unable to attend the meeting can submit relevant
comments for consideration prior to ESJGWA Board/Steering Committee actions. The
Final 2024 GSP Amendment should include a discussion about how open meetings can be
facilitated when meeting materials are not posted in advance of the meeting.

e Inform and obtain comments from the general public through public meetings held
on an approximately quarterly basis

There are no regular evening meetings either quarterly nor annually in coordination with the
submittal of the annual report to inform and obtain comments other than at the ESJGWA
Board or Steering Committee meetings that are infrequently held and often cancelled as
evidenced in the meeting website record referenced previously. ESJGWA Board of
Directors or Steering Committee meetings are very rarely held for purposes of a workshop.

e Facilitate productive dialogue among participants at Advisory Committee,
Workgroup, and public meetings

A dialogue regarding information availability and public attendance at ad hoc technical
advisory committee (ad hoc project management committee) began on 9.11.2024 during an
ESJGWA meeting, then staff counsel interrupted the dialogue resulting in the acting chair of
the meeting to remind staff counsel of the ability of ESJGWA Board members to ask
questions. Again, this dialogue, albeit limited, occurred at the prerogative of a ESIGWA
Board member, and was not recorded. The Final 2024 GSP Amendment must include the
methodology by which these productive dialogues will be facilitated and the means by
which recordings will be made available for stakeholders unable to attend live meetings.
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e Provide timely and accurate public reporting of planning milestones through the
distribution of outreach materials and posting of materials on the ESJGWA website
for the GSP.

Draft annual reports are not available to review before adoption by the ESIGWA. The Final
2024 GSP Amendment should describe the public review processes of various planning
milestones that will occur at intervals throughout the implementation of the GSP and which
are reviewed during the annual plan development process.

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) released in October 2023 a report,
“A Guide to Annual Reports, Periodic Evaluations, & Plan Amendments”, which provides
guidance when developing required reports.® This guidance document includes some
consideration about when an amendment is to be prepared one of which is “a GSA may
determine to amend a Plan to incorporate changes or additions that are desirable or
necessary to comply with public disclosure and stakeholder engagement requirements or
policies.”

The possibility exists that some of these communication and engagement issues may be
related to lack of knowledge and understanding rather than a deliberate disregard to the
SGMA outreach requirements and good governance.® As the implementing agency for the
GSP, the ESJGWA cannot hide behind the SGMA language that the GSAs are the primary
agency responsible for outreach as was mentioned several times in responses to the 2022-
2023 San Joaquin County Grand Jury report. This is not to say that all GSAs are not doing
some outreach communications and providing opportunities to engage. However, the GSA
with the largest population of residents, some of which pay the highest fees for water, the
City of Stockton GSA, do not hold regular meetings to discuss the GSP implementation and
monitoring. The City of Stockton held a very rare meeting on 10.2.2024 (one day after the
public Draft 2024 GSP Amendment release date) of their Water Advisory Group to
recommend that the City Council Water Committee consider adoption of the 2024 GSP
Amendment. Then the City Council Water Committee on 10.10.2024 approved the motion
2024-10-10-0302 adopting the GSP and authorizing the ESJGWA to submit the GSP to the
DWR before even a final report was prepared. 1°

Perhaps, DWR would be willing to present to the GWA and all GSA members information
contained in their guidance documents regarding stakeholder outreach to ensure that
stakeholders can meaningfully engage in the development and implementation of
groundwater sustainability plans.

¢ Maintain an active communications tracking tool to capture stakeholder engagement
and public outreach activities and to demonstrate the reporting of GSP outreach

8 https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Sustainable-
Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/GSP-Implementation-
Guidance-Report.pdf

% https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Assistance-and-
Engagement/Files/Guidance-Doc-for-GSP---Stakeholder-Communication-and-Engagement.pdf

10 Draft Minutes 10.10.2024 accessed 10.31.2024
https://stockton.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view_id=58&clip_id=8824
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H-13

activities through the use of qualified facilitators to obtain, consider, and integrate
feedback accordingly throughout the planning process.

Note in October 2023, the DSG discovered that not only are there never any responses to
correspondence that we submit but that the “official email address” for the GWA was not
being monitored and that was the email that all SGMA Portal comments were then being
sent. Additionally, comments that were addressed to ESJGWA and all GSA members may
not be distributed to all GSA members as a California Public Records Act request to a GSA
did not yielded after 21 days, a letter which we submitted to the ESJGWA addressed to all
GSA members on 9.11.2024.1!

Ad Hoc Committees and Public Information

All of the discussions of drafts throughout the plan amendment development process were
not public, instead utilizing an ad hoc project management committee formed by the
ESJGWA Board of Directors Chair. According to the ESJGWA these technical ad hoc
committee meetings do not have to be open to the public because the ad hoc committee
are formed for specific purposes and for a limited amount of time.

The ESJGWA ad hoc project management committee formed in December 2023 included
six GSA staff representing agricultural and urban interest which met bi-monthly for an
unspecified amount of time. This ad hoc project management committee not only reviewed
and guided the GSP amendment development process but was also tasked with
coordinating other SGMA implementation efforts including the development of a well
mitigation program, coordinating stakeholder outreach and engagement, and annual and
long-term budgeting, reviewing draft work products and other meeting materials. These
meeting materials and draft work products were never made public to allow stakeholders
the same access to information on a regular basis throughout the development process.

The ESJGWA ad hoc project management committee that did not hold open meetings was
also responsible for recognizing and flagging items requiring discussion and directions from
“stakeholders”, the ESJGWA Steering Committee and Board of Directors. This ad hoc
project management committee seems to have a considerably greater focus than a
reasonable person would describe as a narrow focus and meetings should have been
public. No disclosure of the “stakeholders” that were involved in these discussions or were
any of the recommended directions that these “stakeholders” provided was disclosed in the
Draft 2024 GSP Amendment. During the 9.11.2024 ESJGWA meeting there was
expressed a desire for this group to continue beyond the plan amendment period.

The ad hoc project management committee membership was disclosed in the ESJWRM
Version 3.0 Model Update dated October 2024 that was included as part of the Draft 2024
GSP Amendment. These six individuals were consulted during meetings closed to the
public regarding the model update on which many decisions regarding the condition of the
subbasin are based. Additionally, individual GSAs were not consulted directly during this
Eastern San Joaquin Water Resources Model (model) update. Whether or not GSA staff,
not members of the ad hoc project management committee, were allowed to listen in on
these model development and refinement meetings was not specifically disclosed. The

11 cA PRA Information not found
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importance of the model refinement and assumptions cannot be stressed enough because
the model is the basis for decision making and determining when sustainability is achieved:

= Developing understanding of Subbasin inflows, outflows, and change in storage
under variety of conditions and planning horizons (historical, current, future)

» Understanding of current and historical groundwater storage and depletions of
interconnected surface water

= Estimating Subbasin sustainable yield

= Evaluating impact of demand reduction on Subbasin sustainability

= Evaluating impact of climate change on Subbasin sustainability

= Developing or evaluating Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) for groundwater
levels, groundwater storage, and depletion of interconnected surface water

= Evaluating projects and management actions needed to reach sustainability

* Providing information on Subbasin data gaps or focus needs

The annual update on the model is estimated to cost $100,000. The Final 2024 GSP
Amendment should include a schedule of workshops regarding the model that are held on
zoom/teams and that are recorded so that members of the public can have a better
understanding of the consequences of various assumptions. Additionally, there should be
an avenue by which stakeholders can discuss questions and concerns regarding the
model.

Model updated assumptions were considered, with and without climate change, to develop
projected conditions baseline with demand reduction and with projects and management
actions. In order to “fit” the model to zero average annual storage changes, two
assumptions were used and disclosed:

e Urban Demand: Urban per capita water use was reduced by 15% under both model
conditions. This reduction is not indicative of how potential future urban
demand cutbacks may be implemented.

e Agricultural Demand: Agricultural groundwater pumping was reduced in areas further
than one (1) mile from streams by reducing agricultural acreage. Larger users of
agricultural groundwater in ESJWRM were reduced at higher percents compared to
smaller users. This reduction is not indicative of how potential future
agricultural demand cutbacks may be implemented.

The conditions and assumptions used for the climate change baseline included DWR
climate related guidance using a future scenario of 2070 climate forecasts that combined
10 global climate models (GCMs) for two different representative climate pathways to
generate central tendency scenarios in the datasets used in this analysis. Discussions
about these conditions and assumptions with the general public are needed to increase
understanding of expected changes in conditions, particularly when making assumptions
that may or may not be implemented regarding changes in water use within the subbasin.
The Final 2024 GSP Amendment should include a description of these climate pathways
developed by DWR as there may be other applications of these pathways as communities
develop climate resiliency plans and NOAA releases updated precipitation frequency
estimates. Communities in San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Calaveras counties have
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experienced in the last five years the hottest temperatures, longest droughts, and intense
precipitation storms causing flooding and loss of life.

How or if this guiding ad hoc program management committee considered the
disadvantaged communities throughout the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin was not
disclosed though a map of those areas deemed disadvantaged by the State of California

was provided in the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment as included below.

Figure 1-8: Disadvantaged Communities (DACs)

Disadvantaged Communities
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Large proportions of
the eastern
disadvantaged
communities in the
subbasin are co-
located where the
greatest decrease in
groundwater levels
have occurred related
to over pumping of
groundwater. The over
pumping in these rural
area in eastern San
Joaquin County is
principally related to
agricultural
development as shown
in the groundwater
pumping density
diagram from the
model for conditions
where there was the
assumption of demand
reduction which may or
may not be a program
that is developed
and/or implemented.

Over pumping
groundwater not only
impacts disadvantaged
communities but all
well owners can be
significantly affected
when a well goes dry or
decreased yields
experienced.
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The 7.6.2023 DWR determination that the 2022 Revised GSP was approved, included
within the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment, recommended that several corrective actions be
incorporated into GSP updates including the human right to water and protective minimum
thresholds. Technical Memorandum No. 1 — Groundwater Levels (TM-1) dated 10.1.2024
described the updated approach to minimum threshold above which undesirable results
should not occur. Release of this TM-1 that while dated 10.1.2024 was reported to have
been completed months ago, in advance of 10.1.2024, would have been an important
gesture of an openness and transparency during the GSP development process.

The 2024 minimum thresholds overall were deemed more protective of drinking water
sources. The 23 representative monitoring wells shown on the map below are those whose
water depth is the basis of determining if the sustainable goals are achieved. The TM-1
stated that new minimum thresholds were included in the Draft 2024 GSP Amendment with
six of the representative monitoring wells having new groundwater minimum threshold
levels which were increased by an average of 7.6 feet, and three wells having new
minimum threshold levels which were lowered by an average of 1.7 feet. Also reported was
the installation of new nested monitoring wells to fill some data gaps. When comparing the
areas of heavy agricultural groundwater extraction, disadvantaged communities, and well
distribution, concerns remain that “no undesirable results” can be a paper exercise even
with considering an extended radius around the representative monitoring wells.
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Figure 1: Representative Monitoring Network for Groundwater Levels
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The ESJGWA Board maintains that the domestic well and small water system drought
readiness relating to SB552 implementation is a San Joaquin County project having
nothing to do with the SGMA. DWR specific guidance regarding the relationship between
the SGMA and SB552 was provided in links to the County and ESJGWA.*? There have

12 Alignment and Coordination Water Shortage Planning for Rural Communities and Sustainable Groundwater
Management. March 2023
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been no public meetings resembling a domestic well and small water system drought task
force other than a verbal presentation by OES/SJC Public Works at a San Joaquin Advisory
Water Commission meeting last summer. The San Joaquin Advisory Water Commission
that meets rarely was suggested to be the forum for the drought domestic well and small
water system task force. The Final 2024 GSP Amendment must include a discussion of
how this coordination and alignment outlined in DWR guidance will be implemented.

The ESJGWA Board of Directors have continued to attest that the Subbasin did not
experience significant numbers of dry wells as included in the Resolution adopting a dry
domestic well mitigation program.

The DSG has submitted periodically screenshots from the DWR My Dry Well database and
submitted comments in April 2024 which included the following regarding dry wells in
addition to recommendations and comments regarding the draft dry well mitigation
program.

On March 6, 2024, the DWR released Groundwater Well Permitting Report -
Observations and Analysis of Executive Orders N-7-22 and N-3-23 which included
San Joaquin County in the top 10 counties with dry wells since March 28, 2022 as
shown below.’* These DWR dry well data are reported voluntarily and would not
include reports by individuals within a GSA.

resno | -
Madera _ 297
Crescde i - * IR ‘ tuere | >
Tehama [ 55
Merced - 78
San Joaquin - 72
San Luis Obispo - 61
Stanislaus - 60
shasta ] 49
Kings - 47
0 100 200 300 400 500

Top 10 Counties: Greatest number of wells
reported to the Dry Well Reporting System
since 3/28/22.

While San Joaquin County groundwater users have not experienced dry wells as
frequently as Fresno County, San Joaquin County experienced 20% more occasions
of a well going dry than neighboring Stanislaus County. Once again, we disagree
with the characterization that “the GSAs in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin have
not experienced significant dry well reports as reported by the State of California Dry
Well Reporting System or as reported by individuals within the GSAs.”

13 https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Wells/Files/DWR-
Well-Permitting-Analysis-Final March2024.pdf?utm medium=email&utm source=govdelivery
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A well mitigation program was adopted by the Board of Directors of the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater on 9.11.2024 and included in Appendix 3-J. The DSG submitted
comments regarding drafts of the well mitigation program. Once a draft program was
drafted and made available for review, the DSG received no indication that the submitted
comments were received or considered. The DSG looks forward to opportunities to provide
comments as the dry well mitigation is implemented and processes developed.

The Final 2024 GSP Amendment should include a dated and finalized dry domestic well
mitigation program and a timeline for the program implementation with specific steps that
can be monitored for accountability. The DSG appreciates the efforts of the North San
Joaquin Water Conservation District including Steve Schwabauer and Jennifer Spaletta for
their leadership in drafting up an initial concept outline for the program which has been
requested for many years and which we were invited to comment along with Clean Water
Action on the initial concept outline. An acknowledgement was received but further
opportunities to be involved in discussions/dialogues were not presented other than formal
comments which were submitted in March and April 2024 by the DSG. A response to
comments or a disclosure of comments received was not provided. Of course, a California
Public Records Act request can be made but since the SGMA specifically included a
requirement to engage with stakeholders in the development and implementation of GSPs,
the expectation is that information would be readily available to interested parties without
the need for a formal PRA submittal to county counsel.

Please reach out to discuss any issue which has been presented and we look forward to
reading the Final 2024 GSP Amendment and submitting comments to DWR.

Sincerely,
Il

Mary Elizabeth M.S., R.E.H.S,,
Delta-Sierra Group, Conservation Chair, Sierra Club
Melizabeth.sierra@gmail.com

Margo Praus
Delta-Sierra Group Chair, Sierra Club

cc: Sean Wirth, Mother Lode Chapter Conservation Chair, Sierra Club
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Stockton Environmental Justice Q?
Education and Advocacy //37

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority Board 10.31.2024
Members of the GSAs in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin

P. O. Box 1810, Stockton, CA 95201

via info@esjgroundwater.org

Re: Draft Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment (2024)

While celebrating homecoming and the 100 year anniversary of the University of the Pacific
in Stockton, CA | heard a talk by the Stockton Poet Laurate, Jazmarie LeTour, about voices
and advocacy and was inspired to write this poem.

Ode to Outreach
Same Old, Same Old, Same Old
Broken record that skips, skips, skips

Over the parts that allow all groundwater users to meaningfully engage with the
development and implementation of the plan, the plan, the plan

For what, for what, for what

Expediency, privacy, withholding of power, because we know better, and you know your
place, know your place, know your place

By Mary Elizabeth, October 16, 2024

Please do better because the stakeholders in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin are
valuable components of sustainable solutions.

Sincerely,

Mary Elizabeth, M.S., R.E.H.S.
melizabeth.sierra@gmail.com
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APPENDIX 1-J.
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

2024
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendment
Complete Appendices November 2024



Comment # Commenter Organization Date Response
Name Represented Comment
Received
A-1 Brent Barton Barton Ranch 10/3/2024 It continues to be the intent and overarching goal of the Subbasin to reach sustainability through the implementation
of projects. It is the responsibility of individual GSAs to plan for, fund, and implement projects that best meet their
needs. The Demand Management Program is designed to be a backstop in the event that projects are not sufficient in
helping the Subbasin reach sustainability.
B-1 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024  An expanded explanation of the data limitations to identifying potential GDEs was included in Appendix 3-C to include
of Fish & Wildlife the lack of monitoring wells near GDEs. This is highlighted more clearly as a data gap within the GSP. This data gap will
be filled by a commitment, on the part of the GSAs, to doing a field verification exercise at identified potential GDEs
to evaluate water source and species present. This field verification will be completed by the 2030 Periodic
Evaluation.
B-2 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024 |Once the field verification study is complete ahead of the 2030 Periodic Evaluation, the results of the study will inform
of Fish & Wildlife what type of Projects & Management Actions might be needed to reduce impacts on the identified GDEs. This PMA
would be included in a 2030 GSP Amendment, if it is needed.
B-3 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024  As noted by CDFW, because of the lack of groundwater level data and site-specific surface water availability
of Fish & Wildlife information, it is a challenge to differentiate a potential GDE that has partial reliance on GW with the current toolset
available. Field verification of potential GDEs planned to address these data gaps will provide valuable information to
confirm presence of GDEs and associated water availability.
B-4 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024  Figure 3 in the ISW TM displays the percentage of time that streams are connected in the ESJWRM. The text was
of Fish & Wildlife revised to reflect that 75% connectivity time does not indicate if streams are considered ISWs or not, but is rather
used as a comparison point for the analysis since the model outputs show that most of the major rivers are connected
at least 80% of the time historically. Additionally, due to insufficient shallow groundwater data near surface water
courses in the Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin, there is significant uncertainty in model calibration and the
identification of interconnected surface waters (ISWs), which is required by GSP regulations. This will be reevaluated
in the 2025 Periodic Evaluation, as mentioned in the response to comment B-10.
B-5 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024 The analysis of small streams and creeks in the 2024 GSP Amendment was limited by data availability, not by the use
of Fish & Wildlife of streams/creeks for irrigation conveyance. Major streams and creeks are included in the ESJWRM model and
calibrated with observed streamflow data. Several small streams and creeks do not have gages on them, which makes
data input and calibration more challenging. The ISW TM will be amended to reflect that small streams and creeks
were excluded because of data availability and the identification of these water bodies for ISW analysis will be
included as a data gap.
B-6 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024  The GSAs currently do not have the tools required to confidently establish an SMC based on volume, timing, and rate
of Fish & Wildlife of depletions due to groundwater pumping. In the absence of timely DWR guidance, groundwater levels are used for
the ISW SMC since they can be directly measured and facilitate proactive monitoring and management of stream
depletions, without depending on model simulations with a degree of uncertainty. As mentioned in the response to
comment B-10, additional ISW analyses will be conducted before the next 5-year GSP update.
B-7 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024  Before publicly displaying the simulated stream-aquifer interactions on a sub-reach and monthly scale, additional

of Fish & Wildlife

streamflow and groundwater level data from shallow perforate wells should be collected to validate and increase
certainty in the spatial and temporal findings on a refined scale. A refined analysis of ISW is noted as a data gap.
Additionally, the frequency of monitoring of some ISW RMN wells will be increased with transducers funded from the
ARPA to enhance understanding of stream-aquifer interactions and model calibration.




Comment # Commenter Organization Date Response
Name Represented Comment
Received
B-8 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024 Statements related to avoiding undesirable results because of rising Chinook salmon population in 2015 will be
of Fish & Wildlife removed and the complexity of survival rates, spawning success, habitat availability, and other factors will be noted.
B-9 Morgan Kilgour California Department | 10/30/2024 |Interim methodologies were considered during development of the ISW, however were excluded for various reasons.
of Fish & Wildlife At the time of analysis, there were no groundwater level observations since the wells are newly installed. There were
insufficient nearby wells with shallow perforations and recent groundwater levels that could be used as a proxy.
Lastly, simulated groundwater levels were not used to determine the SMCs since the ESJWRM is not calibrated to the
level of certainty to solely establish ISW SMCs. Ultimately there are insufficient data to establish SMCs and a stable
target to which to manage groundwater resources. Groundwater level observations at the new ISW representative
monitoring network wells will be shared via Annual Reports and used to develop SMCs in the methodology described
in the ISW TM.
B-10 Morgan Kilgour California Department |10/30/2024  The ISW has been updated to include a commitment to reevaluating the ISW undesirable result and SMCs, with
of Fish & Wildlife supporting analysis from the ESJWRM, before the next 5-year Periodic Evaluation. This allows for adequate time to
include the latest DWR ISW guidance and ESJIWRM model improvements.
C-1 Mitchell Maindrand City of Stockton 10/1/2024 Edits have been incorporated in the Periodic Evaluation, Executive Summary, Chapter 6, and Chapter 7.
C-2 Mitchell Maindrand City of Stockton 10/1/2024 Edits have been incorporated in the Periodic Evaluation, Executive Summary, Chapter 6, and Chapter 7. Note that
although this will be listed as a Category A project, it will not be modeled.
D-1 Bana Rousan-Gedese |Calaveras County Water 10/21/2024  Edits have been incorporated into Executive Summary.
District
D-2 Bana Rousan-Gedese |Calaveras County Water |10/21/2024  Edits have been incorporated into Chapter 1.
District
D-3 Bana Rousan-Gedese |Calaveras County Water |10/7/2024 Edits have been incorporated into Chapter 1.
District
D-4 Michael Minkler Calaveras County Water [10/31/2024 Comment noted. Wells that were previously in the Broad Monitoring Network can still be monitored and their data
District submitted to DWR.
D-5 Michael Minkler Calaveras County Water [10/31/2024 | These are part of the new WQ network to provide vertical resolution of WQ in this part of the basin. Expectations are
District that these wells will be monitored for TDS and Chloride bi-annually. The GWA has contracted with Condor to
complete this monitoring for the Subbasin. The monitoring will be billed to the appropriate agencies going forward.
D-6 Michael Minkler Calaveras County Water [10/31/2024  |If these wells were part of the CASGEM reporting requirements, they will still be monitored and reported bi-annually
District as they have been historically. This data will continue to be available for any additional analysis of groundwater
trends. Wells in the representative network are used to evaluate against sustainable management criteria under
SGMA. CCWD has not had any representative monitoring network wells in the GSP to date including the 2024 Plan
Amendment, but this can be reconsidered in the future.
D-7 Michael Minkler Calaveras County Water |10/31/2024 | Analysis as part of the annual report looks at all wells with available data to assess groundwater conditions, beyond
District the representative monitoring networks. The representative wells are primarily used for assessing progress toward
sustainability for the groundwater levels indicator.
D-8 Michael Minkler Calaveras County Water [10/31/2024 | Comment noted. All GSAs are encouraged to continue pursuing projects that can support Subbasin sustainability.

District




Comment # Commenter Organization Date Response
Name Represented Comment
Received
E-1 Pat Dunn NV5 10/22/2024 |CCWD wells were part of the Broad monitoring network. The broad monitoring network was not used to evaluate
progress toward sustainability and did not have SMC. To streamline monitoring efforts, the Broad monitoring network
was removed from the GSP. Figure 4-5 has been replaced to remove reference to the Broad network, making it
consistent with Tables 4-1 and 4-4.
F-1 Mary Elizabeth Delta-Sierra Group of 9/11/2024 The Dry Domestic Well Mitigation Program was provided in the Public Draft as Appendix 3-J. The final GSP, once
Sierra Club approved by the GSAs, will be posted on the esjgroundwater.org website.
F-2 Mary Elizabeth Delta-Sierra Group of 9/11/2024 All GSAs are encouraged to add groundwater resources available to their residents on their respective webpages,
Sierra Club including the Dry Domestic Well Mitigation Program documents.
F-3 Mary Elizabeth Delta-Sierra Group of 9/11/2024 The GWA agrees that public engagement is important for an effective GSP. The Communication & Engagement plan
Sierra Club being prepared under the DWR facilitation support services grant will address how the GWA can better reach more
stakeholders.
G-1 Michael Machado, Restore the Delta 10/31/2024 |1t continues to be the intent and overarching goal of the Subbasin to reach sustainability through the implementation
Barbara Barrigan- of projects. It is the responsibility of individual GSAs to plan for, fund, and implement projects that best meet their
Parrilla, lvan Senock, needs.
Sara Medina, Davis
Harper
G-2 Michael Machado, Restore the Delta 10/31/2024 |We understand the concerns regarding the diversion of funds and the impact on property owners. It is important to
Barbara Barrigan- note that the administrative processes are designed to be equitable and consistent for all stakeholders. The goal is to
Parrilla, lvan Senock, ensure that everyone is subject to the same rules and procedures, which helps maintain fairness across the board.
Sara Medina, Davis Additionally, Authority fees are essential for the successful implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater
Harper Management Act (SGMA). These fees support the necessary infrastructure and management efforts to achieve
sustainable groundwater management, benefiting the entire community.
G-3 Michael Machado, Restore the Delta 10/31/2024 |Using a Facilitation Support Services grant from the Department of Water Resources, the GWA worked over the
Barbara Barrigan- spring, summer, and fall of 2024 to solicit input and develop an updated Communication & Engagement Plan. This
Parrilla, lvan Senock, C&E Plan, provided as Appendix 1-H in the Final 2024 GSP Amendment, addresses how the GWA can improve its
Sara Medina, Davis communications and community engagement efforts.
Harper
G-4 Michael Machado, Restore the Delta 10/31/2024 |Note that the City of Stockton has been pursuing grand funding to acquire funding for smart metering in South

Barbara Barrigan-
Parrilla, lvan Senock,
Sara Medina, Davis
Harper

Stockton. PMAs that achieve groundwater sustainability benefit the entire basin, including South Stockton.
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G-5 Michael Machado, Restore the Delta 10/31/2024 |We have reviewed the paper by Deverel (2017) and acknowledge that the land and water use subsidence mitigation
Barbara Barrigan- strategies proposed in the paper may present additional challenges such as potential water quality effects,
Parrilla, lvan Senock, infrastructure investments, and the potential loss of agricultural income due to altered land use or reduced crop
Sara Medina, Davis yields. However, these issues fall outside the scope of this GSP as they involve altering land use practices, which is
Harper beyond the purview of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Any land use decisions proposed to offset
subsidence and achieve the subbasin's groundwater sustainability goals would require coordination between land use
planning and groundwater management entities. These decisions must also ensure that the water use and
accessibility of water for small farmers and DACs are still being considered, in accordance with AB 779. Regarding
administrative burdens on small farmers, the public engagement process is designed to be inclusive and open to
everyone, ensuring that all voices are heard. While we understand the concerns about the impact on small farmers, it
is essential to have consistent administrative rules to maintain fairness and equity across the board. We are
committed to finding a balance that supports small farmers while upholding these principles.
G-6 Michael Machado, Restore the Delta 10/31/2024 |Geologic CO2 sequestration projects fall under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which mandates
Barbara Barrigan- additional monitoring. The Regional Monitoring Network (RMN) will oversee a regional and programmatic approach,
Parrilla, lvan Senock, rather than focusing on project-specific monitoring. Your concerns about integrating local groundwater monitoring
Sara Medina, Davis programs and ensuring transparency with US EPA Class VI Underground Injection Control permits are noted and
Harper ideally regular testing for acidity levels near injection sites will be monitored on a project level through CEQA, outside
of the GSP process.
H-1 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | The GWA agrees that public engagement is important for an effective GSP. The Communication & Engagement plan
Margo Praus Sierra Club being prepared under the DWR facilitation support services grant will address how the GWA can better reach more
stakeholders.
H-2 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |There is no requirement under SGMA that Subbasins release the GSP for public comment prior to GSA adoption and
Margo Praus Sierra Club submittal to DWR. As noted by the commenter, DWR holds a 30-day public comment period once the approved GSP is
received by DWR.
H-3 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | The Communication & Engagement plan being prepared under the DWR facilitation support services grant will
Margo Praus Sierra Club address how the GWA can better reach more stakeholders. This plan will be provided with the final compiled GSP.
H-4 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The GSAs appreciate the commentor bringing this to the attention of the GWA; these materials are now posted. The
Margo Praus Sierra Club posting of meeting materials is discussed in the Communication & Engagement (C&E) plan.
H-5 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024  |Because the 2024 GSP Amendment is an amendment to the 2020 GSP, work completed as part of the 2020 GSP
Margo Praus Sierra Club remains relevant unless otherwise redlined or updated. Thus, components that the Workgroup meaningfully

contributed to during the 2018-2019 stakeholder process remain relevant to the 2024 GSP Amendment. This includes
the development of the Eastern San Joaquin Water Resources Model (ESJWRM), the development of the
representative monitoring networks, the process for setting sustainable management criteria, and the development
of projects and management actions, among other technical components. Technical aspects of amended components
were discussed with the Project Management Committee (PMC) and administrative draft documents were provided
to the GSAs during an Admin Review period. After GSA comments were addressed, the GSAs then released the Public
Draft on October 1 for a 31-day public comment period. As noted by the commentor, DWR will also be providing an
additional public review period within 20 days of receiving the 2024 GSP Amendment.
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H-6 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP Amendment,
Margo Praus Sierra Club including the Communication & Engagement (C&E) plan. The commentor's concern related to recording meetings has
been noted.
H-7 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP Amendment,
Margo Praus Sierra Club including the Communication & Engagement (C&E) plan. The commentor's concern related to clarifying
communication expectations has been noted.
H-8 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP Amendment,
Margo Praus Sierra Club including the Communication & Engagement (C&E) plan. The commentor's concern related to posting meeting
materials in advance has been noted.
H-9 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP Amendment,
Margo Praus Sierra Club including the Communication & Engagement (C&E) plan. The commentor's concern related to hosting quarterly public
meetings has been noted.
H-10 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP, including
Margo Praus Sierra Club the C&E plan. These concerns about GWA process and governance have been noted and will be considered as part of
that restructuring.
H-11 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP, including
Margo Praus Sierra Club the C&E plan, Dry Domestic Well Mitigation Program, and the demand management program.
H-12 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |Information related to stakeholder engagement and public outreach activities conducted by the GSAs is reported
Margo Praus Sierra Club each year in the Subbasin's Annual Report, which is submitted to DWR by April 1.
H-13 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | A list of PMC members have been incorporated into Chapter 1, Section 1.1.4.2.
Margo Praus Sierra Club
H-14 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | The GWA will soon begin the process of outlining a more detailed development schedule for the Demand
Margo Praus Sierra Club Management Program, which it anticipates will include a series of workshops and opportunities for public
participation and engagement.
H-15 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The assumptions made for urban and agricultural demand are preliminary in the 2024 GSP Amendment and were
Margo Praus Sierra Club used as an initial assumption to provide a starting point from which demand management program discussions could
begin. The GWA is planning to outline a more detailed schedule during which these numbers will be refined. This will
be designed to be an iterative process to ensure broad agreement on the methodology and ensure the latest data is
incorporated.
H-16 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | An explanation of the global climate models used by DWR is included in Appendix 2-B of the 2024 GSP Amendment.
Margo Praus Sierra Club
H-17 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |San Joaquin County is responsible for implementing the requirements of SB552. Given the County's membership in
Margo Praus Sierra Club the ESJIGWA as a GSA, the ESJGWA will coordinate with and support the County where needed. The Dry Domestic
Well Mitigation Program included in the 2024 GSP Amendment shares similar goals to those expected as a result of
SB552 implementation.
H-18 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |The number of dry wells reported by the state for San Joaquin County are reported annually in the GSP's annual
Margo Praus Sierra Club report. In San Joaquin County there were 12 reported water shortages due to dry wells between March 2023 and
March 2024. The GWA's new Dry Well Mitigation Program is designed to step in to mitigate impacts of wells that go
dry.
H-19 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 |Public comments received at the June 26, 2024 informational meeting, March 13, 2024 Steering Committee meeting,

Margo Praus

Sierra Club

April 10, 2024 Steering Committee meeting, and August 14, 2024 Steering Committee meeting were considered prior
to the GWA adopting the program at its September 11, 2024 GWA Board meeting. The GSAs welcome input as the
program is implemented.
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H-20 Mary Elizabeth & Delta-Sierra Group of 10/31/2024 | The Dry Domestic Well Mitigation Program was provided in the Public Draft as Appendix 3-J. The final GSP, once
Margo Praus Sierra Club approved by the GSAs, will be posted on the esjgroundwater.org website.
I-1 Mary Elizabeth Self 11/1/2024 The GWA is in the process of re-evaluating how it plans to implement the new elements of the 2024 GSP Amendment,

including the Communication & Engagement (C&E) plan. This concern related to ensuring meaningful engagement
during GSP implementation has been noted.
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EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN
GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

July 24, 2024

Via E-mail and U.S. Mail

Calaveras County
San Joaquin County
Stanislaus County
City of Escalon

City of Lodi

City of Manteca
City of Ripon

City of Stockton

Re: Notice of Intent to Adopt an Amended Groundwater Sustainability Plan

On behalf of the Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (“GSAs”) comprising the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Authority (collectively, the “GSAs”, as listed below), the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Authority (“Authority”) hereby gives notice on behalf of its members
that the GSAs intend to adopt an amended Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Eastern
San Joaquin Subbasin pursuant to California Water Code Section 10728.4. Pursuant to this
section, this notice is provided to the cities and counties within the area of the proposed
amended GSP.

The GSP, originally adopted by the GSA members of the Authority, was submitted to the
Department of Water Resources (“DWR”) on January 29, 2020, in compliance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.! DWR completed its two-year review, and by
letter dated January 28, 2022, determined the GSP to be incomplete and identified
corrective actions to be completed within 180 days of the determination.? On July 27, 2022,
the GSP was resubmitted to DWR. By letter dated March 2, 2023, DWR approved the
resubmitted GSP and included a list of eight Recommended Corrective Actions to address in
the Periodic Evaluation due January 2025.

! Water Code §§ 10 720, et seq.
2 DWR'’s letter determination can be accessed on DWR’s SGMA Portal website:
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/status
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Notice of Intent to Adopt an Amended Groundwater Sustainability Plan
June 24, 2024
Page 2 of 2

The GSAs intend to address the Recommended Corrective Actions as part of the Periodic Evaluation
and anticipate amending the GSP as a result. Each of the GSAs intends to hold separate public hearings
to consider adoption of the amended GSP no sooner than ninety (90) days from the date of this notice.

Cities or counties that receive this notice may request in writing to consult on the proposed amended
GSP. Please submit any such requests to the undersigned using the contact information below within
thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of this notice.

For further information regarding the amended GSP, to download copies of the public draft of the
amended GSP, and for other information regarding the amendment and readoption of the GSP, please
visit www.esjgroundwater.org.

Sincerely,

Fritz Buchman, C.E., T.E., CFM

Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin Plan Manager
fbuchman@sjgov.org

209-468-3100

GSAs in the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin:
Central Delta Water Agency

Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District
City of Lodi

City of Manteca

City of Stockton

Eastside San Joaquin GSA

Linden County Water District

Lockeford Community Services District

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District
Oakdale Irrigation District

San Joaquin County GSA No. 1

San Joaquin County GSA No. 2

South Delta Water Agency

South San Joaquin GSA

Stockton East Water District

Woodbridge Irrigation District
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Eastern San Joaquin Water Resources Model (ESJWRM) was developed to evaluate the surface water
and groundwater resources in the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin (ESJ Subbasin) during
recent historical hydrologic conditions. This period covers
water years 1995 through 2015, and includes several above
normal and wet years, as well as the most recent drought
conditions. The model is designed to simulate the regional
water resources conditions in the ESJ Subbasin, including the
land surface processes, groundwater operations, stream and
river systems, and the interaction between these resources.

Development of the ESJIWRM occurred in an open and
transparent process over approximately 24 months, starting
in September 2016. Model development was a collaborative
process between San Joaquin County staff, local water agencies, and Woodard & Curran, as consultant
and developers of the model. The model was developed by partial funding from the Department of Water
Resources (DWR), and as such, the DWR staff were engaged and collaborated in development of the
model.

A technical committee provided quality assurance and technical support throughout the project, resulting
in an integrated water resources model widely accepted by local shareholders and public agencies. The
committee was an informal group consisting of technical representatives from local agencies, consultants
with knowledge of the area, representatives from neighboring groundwater subbasins, DWR staff, and
San Joaquin County personnel. Local agencies with consistent representation included San Joaquin
County, Woodbridge Irrigation District, City of Lodi, North San Joaquin Water Conservation District,
Lockeford Community Services District, Calaveras County Water District, City of Stockton, California Water
Service Company Stockton District, Stockton East Water District, City of Lathrop, City of Manteca, South
San Joaquin Irrigation District, City of Escalon, Oakdale Irrigation District, and Stanislaus County.

ESJWRM development followed a robust process as shown below. Modeling needs were established in
early 2015, shortly after the passage of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).
Subsequently, modeling goals and objectives were discussed and established, and San Joaquin County
was successful in securing funds through Proposition 1 to begin development of the model.

1 2 3 4 5

- | Define b, {
Determine % P‘\ : T h ’ e Perform i -
5 N Objectives ) y Calibrate b I s Utilize
Modeling - B & Sensitivity :
Needs B Select ) 4 Model B L ses Model
’ Maodel . 4 4 ¥
* SGMA requirements Build on previous modeling  « Non-Time series data + Aquifer + Aquifer parameters « Historical calibrated
* Long-term sustainable projects * Time series data parameters + Boundary conditions model
GW management * GW levels * Future scenarios
» Future scenarios » Streamflows = GW monitering plan

ESJIWRM development required a significant amount of data and information, including hydrologic,
hydrogeologic, topographic and soil conditions, land use and cropping patterns, urban and agricultural
water demand, urban and agricultural water supplies, surface water conveyance and distribution systems,
groundwater infrastructure and extraction, and irrigation practices. The following figure shows the type
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of data and information needed to develop the model. A collaborative process was followed to collect
and analyze, fill data gaps, and develop proper assumptions for the use, context, and accuracy of the data,
before analyzing and properly formatting the data for input in the model.

Once the model was constructed, appropriate state-of-the-art scientific and engineering protocols and
guidelines were utilized to calibrate the model to ensure that:

e Water budgets generated by the model represent the regional and local understanding of the
agricultural and urban entities represented in the model. The model-generated water budgets
showing water demand and supply and the groundwater system are prepared and reported on
both monthly and annual scales for urban and agricultural entities as well as at the subbasin scale.

e Monthly groundwater levels generated by the model at select observation wells throughout the
subbasin closely follow the long-term annual trends and short-term seasonal fluctuations that are
recorded and reported at the observation wells.

e Monthly streamflow generated by the model at select gauging stations closely follow the high and
low flows as reported.

Calibration Calibration Wells
Boundary itia Watdshod
Conditions Conditions Runoff
Land Use and
ET and Crop Rainfall Rate Surface Water =~ GW Pumping Urban
c;zzplng Water Use  and Distribution  >treamflow Delivery & Wells Water Use
ern
Subregion and
Element Stream Network & Model ’
Subarea Configuration Geometry Hydrogeciogy Stratigraphy e 251 o

Delineation
3 B 3/

The calibrated ESJIWRM provides detailed conditions of the ESJ Subbasin over the calibration period of
water years 1996 through 2015. This calibrated model can be used for understanding subbasin
characteristics and the effects of historical surface water and groundwater operations as well as irrigation
practices or urban operations on the groundwater and surface water resources in the ESJ Subbasin. These
include:

e Historical and current levels of development
e Subbasin operations under natural conditions

e Nature, extent, and rates of stream-aquifer interaction
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e Effects and benefits of upstream regulation of rivers on the operations of the groundwater
subbasin

e Effects of operations of regional water supply projects, including conjunctive use, on subbasin
conditions

e Evaluation of water quality conditions in the subbasin

Additionally, the calibrated model can be used to develop baseline conditions representing projections of
land use, population growth, water demand, and water supply conditions, as estimated based on local
and regional planning activities. The baseline model, as a robust, defensible, and detailed tool, may be
used for assessing the current and projected water resources conditions in the basin to support various
local and regional planning projects and programs,

such as the development and implementation of a PI’OJeCt Evaluations
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). ESJWRM may ——
also be used to evaluate the effectiveness of different SGMA, IRWM, GWMP Recycled Water

Opportunities

projects that may be proposed through the GSP

development process. The fine scale of the model also ; Groundwater Hydro-Economic
. P P . . .. oL i Bty Sustainability Evaluations
provides the opportunity for individual Groundwater

Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to evaluate the effects
of ESJ Subbasin conditions on smaller GSA areas.

Some of the key features of the ESJWRM are as follows:
Model Platform

The model code platform is the DWR’s Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM-2015). This code platform
was developed by DWR to simulate the integrated hydrologic conditions of a groundwater basin, with
interactions between the surface water, groundwater, and stream system. The code platform has specific
strengths in the calculation of agricultural water demand in a predominantly agricultural area, such as the
Eastern San Joaquin Subbasin. The code platform is supported by the DWR modeling support staff for
local and regional applications, including SGMA implementation.

Model Area

The model covers the entire area of the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin, as defined by DWR
Bulletin 118, as well as the areas of the Modesto and Cosumnes Groundwater Subbasins (the basins
immediately north and south of the ESJ Subbasin). The model area is subdivided into small units
(elements). A comprehensive integrated hydrologic process and analysis is conducted at each model
element, and surface water and groundwater flows are calculated and simulated across elements, and
throughout the entire model area on a monthly time step, in such a way that mass balance is preserved
every month. Additionally, each element represents the geologic and hydrogeologic conditions of the
subsurface environment as represented by four model layers in a conceptual context.
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Hydrology

The model contains 50 years of hydrologic period (water years 1969 through 2018), which provides
opportunities to assess the basin conditions during above normal, below normal, and drought periods.
The model is calibrated during the period of 1996-2015, during which there are more robust and
defensible data available for model calibration. In addition, the model includes major and minor rivers
and creeks in the area and calculates stream-aquifer interaction along the major rivers and creeks. The
minor creeks and canals represented in the model are used for conveyance of irrigation water and
drainage.
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The model elements are aggregated into larger geographic areas, which represent individual agricultural
and urban entities (Subregions) and larger planning areas (Subareas). These larger areas can be used to
prepare model input data and to analyze model generated water budgets for planning purposes.
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Land Use and Agricultural Cropping Pattern

A key data set used in the model is the distribution of land between agricultural, urban, native, and
riparian land use categories, as well as acreages of major crops in the agricultural lands. This information
is prepared and processed based on land use surveys prepared and reported by the DWR (DWR, 1993-
2000), remote sensing data from the United States Department of Agriculture called CropScape (USDA
NASS, 2007-2015), and the DWR Land IQ dataset (DWR, 2014). This information was compiled, analyzed,
and evaluated for each model element; compared and cross-checked with data and information from the
agricultural entities; and finalized for use in the model.
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Water Budgets

The model produces water budgets for land surface processes, including an estimate of urban and
agricultural water demands, and water supplies. In addition, the model produces water budgets for the
groundwater system, including groundwater pumping to meet irrigation demand and urban water needs,
deep percolation from rainfall and irrigation applied water, subsurface flows from neighboring
groundwater subbasins and the Sierra Nevada foothills, seepage from unlined conveyance canals, and
flows between the stream and the aquifer system. The model can present this information on both a
monthly and annual basis. Local operations data and information was collected from various water users
and model parameters were adjusted to calibrate the model outcome to the reported values. Model
calibration was conducted in an open and transparent process to ensure that the water budgets and
model calibration results are properly representing the conditions of the groundwater basin to the extent
that information is available.

An annual representation of the groundwater budget can reveal overall changes in groundwater storage,
as depicted in the chart below. Uncertainties are inherent in every data set and calculation. Through a
systematic sensitivity analysis, the range of impacts of uncertainties on model calculations was quantified.
Knowledge of this range of uncertainties can assist in providing flexibility in decisions that rely on model
results. The average annual depletions in groundwater storage for the historical period of 1996-2015 is
estimated to be about 24,000 to 70,000 acre-feet per year (AFY), with an average depletion of 47,000 AFY.
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Groundwater Levels

The model-calculated groundwater levels are calibrated to observed groundwater levels at key wells over
time. The typical goal of this calibration process is to adjust hydraulic parameters that influence the
movement of groundwater such that the groundwater levels calculated by the model at the specific
observation wells throughout the model area track short-term seasonal fluctuations and long-term trends
as closely as possible. A typical model produced result is shown in the chart below. Once calibrated, the
model produces regional groundwater levels for select points in time, as shown in the figure below. Model
calibration statistics are represented in the following figures, which indicate that 75% of model calculated
groundwater levels are within 10 feet of reported observations, and 97% are within 20 feet of reported
observations. Given the uncertainties in the measurement of reported values, as well as uncertainties in
model calculations, and expected calibration results for similar models as reported in the scientific
communities, this statistic represents a very good model performance.
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Streamflows

The model calculates flow of water in the stream system throughout the basin. Streamflows are subject
to the diversion of water for beneficial agricultural uses or urban consumption, return flows from
irrigation practices, runoff of rainfall, as well as gains and losses due to interaction with the groundwater
system. The model stream system is calibrated to reported flows at the downstream gauging stations. The
chart below shows the comparison between model calculated streamflow and gauge records on
Mokelumne River at Woodbridge. The results indicate that the model is capable of simulating both the
low and the high flows reasonably well.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The ESIWRM, in its current state, is a robust, comprehensive, defensible and well-established model for
assessing the water resources in the ESJ Subbasin under historical and projected conditions. The following
recommendations are to be considered for further refinements and enhancements of the model:

e Continue engagement with local groundwater users and managers. Continue working with local
agencies and groundwater users in ESJ Subbasin to further understand the local operations of the
groundwater system and improve representation of groundwater users in the ESJWRM.

o Refinement of boundary flows. The current boundary flows at the northern, western, and
southern boundaries of the model area are based on an older version of the C2VSim with
adjustments made based on initial groundwater levels assumed for the beginning of the model
(October 1994). DWR is currently in the process of updating the C2VSIm model. Once the latest
fine grid version (C2VSim-2015) is publicly available, boundary flows for the ESJ model area should
be verified and updated, as necessary.

e Enhance variability of potential evapotranspiration. The current version of the IDC used for
estimation of the consumptive use of crops in the ESIWRM uses monthly potential ET values that
are the same for all years during the model period. Given that there may be annual variability in
the potential ET data with possible effects on the annual estimation of crop water demand, it is
recommended to use more detailed data with temporal variability to develop a full time series of
ET values for use in the model.

e Refine surface water deliveries in Cosumnes and Modesto Subbasins. The surface water
deliveries in the Cosumnes and Modesto Subbasins are currently at the subregion level and do
not have the detailed spatial resolution of other areas within the ESJ Subbasin. This data may need
to be verified and updated as modeling efforts in those subbasins progress to meet the
requirements of SGMA.

o Update C2VSim based on ESJWRM. The fine grid version of C2VSim was developed by the DWR
to evaluate the integrated surface water and groundwater conditions at a regional scale; whereas,
the ESJWRM is capable of evaluation at the local scale. To increase the accuracy of regional
groundwater conditions in the fine grid C2VSim, the County is encouraged to work with DWR to
provide data and information for further refinement and update of C2VSim in the ESJWRM area.

o Develop model update schedule. In order to keep the ESJWRM up-to-date and current for
analysis of water resources and especially for supporting SGMA implementation, it is
recommended that the model be updated every 3 to 5 years. A possible update schedule can be
kept consistent with the GSP updates, with a lead time of 2 to 3 years relative to the GSP update
schedule.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Goals of Model Development

The Eastern San Joaquin Water Resources Model (ESJWRM) was developed primarily to evaluate the
current and recent historical groundwater conditions of the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin
(ESJ Subbasin) and simulate various future condition scenarios as part of the Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP) preparation process under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). ESJIWRM
will also be used to evaluate the effectiveness of different projects that may be proposed through the GSP
development process. The fine scale of the model also provides the opportunity for individual
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to evaluate the effect of changing ESJ Subbasin conditions on
smaller GSA areas.

1.2 Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin

The ESJ Subbasin underlies portions of San Joaquin, Calaveras, and Stanislaus counties, with the majority
of the area in San Joaquin County (Figure 1). San Joaquin County is located in the northeastern San Joaquin
Valley and contains portions of the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta.

In 2014, the ESJ Subbasin was categorized as a high priority groundwater subbasin under the California
Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program. The ESJ Subbasin has been identified
by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) as critically overdrafted and is included in the
List of Critically Overdrafted Basins finalized in January 2016. As a critically overdrafted subbasin, GSAs in
the ESJ Subbasin must develop a GSP by January 31, 2020 that details how the ESJ Subbasin will be
managed in a sustainable manner by 2040. The other groundwater subbasins immediately surrounding
the ESJ Subbasin are not critically overdrafted except for the Delta-Mendota Subbasin (Figure 2).

The major municipalities in the ESJ Subbasin are the cities of Lodi, Stockton (including California Water
Service Company Stockton District or Cal Water), Lathrop, Manteca, Ripon, and Escalon. The major
agricultural water providers in the ESJ Subbasin include Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID), North San
Joaquin Water Conservation District (NSJWCD), Stockton East Water District (SEWD), Central San Joaquin
Water Conservation District (CSJWCD), South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID), and Oakdale Irrigation
District (OID). The major municipalities and agricultural water providers are all GSAs. Other agencies which
supply water or have land use authority within the ESJ Subbasin and have been designated as GSA’s are
San Joaquin County, Stanislaus County (in combination with CCWD and Rock Creek Water District),
Calaveras County Water District (CCWD), North and South Delta Water Agencies, Lockeford Community
Services District (LCSD), and Linden County Water District (LCWD). The 17 GSAs covering ESJ Subbasin and
their corresponding member agencies are listed in Table 1. The water purveyors are shown in Figure 3a
and the GSAs are shown in Figure 3b.

Table 1: ESJ Subbasin GSAs and Member Agencies

GSA Member Agency
Central Delta Water Agency Central Delta Water Agency
Central San Joaquin Water
Conservation District
City of Lathrop City of Lathrop
City of Lodi City of Lodi

Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District
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GSA Member Agency
City of Manteca City of Manteca
City of Stockton City of Stockton

Eastside San Joaquin GSA

Calaveras County Water District
Stanislaus County
Rock Creek Water District

Linden County Water District

Linden County Water District

Lockeford Community
Services District

Lockeford Community Services District

North San Joaquin Water
Conservation District

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District

Oakdale Irrigation District ESJ
Subbasin GSA

Oakdale Irrigation District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County No. 2

San Joaquin County
Cal Water

South Delta Water Agency

South Delta Water Agency

South San Joaquin GSA

South San Joaquin Irrigation District
City of Ripon
City of Escalon

Stockton East Water District

Stockton East Water District

Woodbridge Irrigation

District Woodbridge Irrigation District

1.3 Local Coordination

The development of the ESIWRM took place in an open and transparent process. The 17 GSAs of the ESJ
Subbasin coordinate SGMA activities through the formation of the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Authority (GWA). The Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin Authority (GBA) was the
organizational structure for agency coordination of water resources activities before SGMA regulations
and the formation of the GWA. Many of the GBA/GWA agency members participated in a Technical
Review Committee, which acted as the forum to review model input data and assumptions, as well as
calibration results. The Technical Review Committee helped to facilitate major modeling decisions,
provided input data, and reviewed results. The monthly Technical Review Committee meetings were open
to all interested parties and generally consisted of technical representatives from local agencies,
consultants with knowledge of the area, representatives for neighboring groundwater subbasins, DWR
staff, and San Joaquin County personnel. Presentations given to this group are included in Appendix A and
highlight major model configuration decisions, data analysis, and draft model results.

Local agencies with consistent representation at the Technical Review Committee meetings included San
Joaquin County, WID, City of Lodi, NSJWCD, LCSD, CCWD, City of Stockton, Cal Water, SEWD, City of
Lathrop, City of Manteca, SSJID, City of Escalon, OID, and Stanislaus County.

1.4 Model Platform

The ESJ Subbasin has been modeled since the mid-1980s. In 1993, as part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
American River Watershed Investigation, an integrated model was developed based on the Integrated
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Groundwater and Surface Water Model (IGSM) code. This model was developed in coordination with the
San Joaquin County (County) and DWR and was used to analyze several conjunctive use programs and
projects. In 2001, the San Joaquin County IGSM model was converted to a DYNFLOW platform (a
proprietary finite element groundwater flow model) and was used for the County’s Water Management
Plan (CDM, 2008). The model originally simulated a period of October 1969 through September 1993 and
was updated in 2007 for the Eastern San Joaquin Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP)
to simulate hydrologic conditions through September 2006. The proprietary nature of DYNFLOW makes
the model not suitable to support subbasin analysis as part of GSP development per SGMA requirements.

With the award of Proposition 1’s Counties with Stressed Basins Grant, the determination was made to
combine data from the older models into a new, local-scale model using DWR’s code that updated and
replaced IGSM, called Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM). IWFM is an open-source, finite element
simulation code that supports triangular and quadrilateral elements (Dogrul et al., 2017a). It was
specifically designated in GSP regulations as being supported by DWR for water budget development and
SGMA compliance. Itis also the code used for DWR’s California Central Valley Groundwater-Surface Water
Simulation Model (C2VSim), the fine grid version of which is being refined and enhanced by DWR to
support SGMA activities throughout the Central Valley at the regional scale (Brush et al., 2013). C2VSim
was developed using the same methodology and source data as were ESJIWRM’s datasets. To maintain
consistency, ESJWRM relies on C2VSim for many of its datasets.

The IWFM Demand Calculator (IDC) is the stand-alone root zone component of IWFM that simulates land
surface and root zone flow processes (Dogrul et al., 2017b). It calculates agricultural and urban water
demands using inputs including climate conditions, soil parameters, and land use types and distribution.
It can be run separately or combined with IWFM. IDC data development and results in this documentation
are included as part of all other IWFM datasets and results. The IDC major data pieces and draft results
were initially presented in a February 1, 2018 Technical Memorandum (Appendix B).

At the October 26, 2016 Technical Review Committee meeting, the decision was made to keep the model
domain the same as for the DYNFLOW model. The County’s DYNFLOW model included the ESJ Subbasin,
as well as the Cosumnes Subbasin to the north and the Modesto Subbasin to the south. The ESJ Subbasin
is the primary model area and the secondary model area includes the Cosumnes and Modesto Subbasins.
The physical model boundaries are included in Table 2 and shown in Figure 4.

Table 2: Physical Model Boundaries

. Primary Model Area

Boundary Entire Model (ESJ Subbasin)

North Cosumnes River Dr'y Cree.k and County Bou.ndary
(including Mokelumne River)
East Sierra Nevada Foothills Sierra Nevada Foothills
South Tuolumne River Stanislaus River
West San Joaquin River San Joaquin River
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2. MODEL DEVELOPMENT

This section presents the source and analysis of input data used in the development of ESJWRM. This
includes spatial and temporal information for hydrologic and hydrogeologic data sets included in the
model, as well as physical parameters and assumptions.

2.1 Model Input Data

The historical ESJWRM simulates water years 1995 through 2015 (October 1, 1994 through September
30, 2015). All data and computations are performed on a monthly time step. IWFM model files and
corresponding major data sources and report sections are referenced below in Table 3.

Table 3: ESJWRM Major Model Data

Major Data Minor Data Category Data Source Report Section
Category
Hydrogeological Geologic Stratification C2VSim 2.9
Data Aquifer Parameters USGS Texture Model 4.7
Stream Configuration C2VSim & San Joaquin 2.3
County
Stream Data Stream Inflow USGS & USACE Stream 2.3
Gauges
Calibration Gauges USGS & CDEC Stream 4.3
Gauges
Hydrological Data Precipitation PRISM & CalSIMETAW 2.4
DWR
CropScape
Land Use Land 1Q 2.6
. Ag Commissioner’s Report
Agricultural Water .
Demand Local Information
ema C2Vsim
Evapotranspiration METRIC 2.7
Local Information
Soil Properties SSURGO & STATSGO2 2.5
. U.S. Census Bureau &
Urban Water Population Local Information 3.2
Demand Per Canita Water Use Local Information 3
P (UWMPS) '
Groundwater Pumping Local Information 3.3.2
Water Suppl
PRy Surfa(.:e Water Local Information 33.1
Deliveries
2VSi L
Boundary Conditions C2VSim & .ocal 2.11
Information
Other Initial Conditions C2VSim 2.12
Small Watersheds C2VSim 2.10
Calibration Wells DWR & Local Information 4.5
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The hydrologic period used to build the model data files was water years 1969 through 2018 (October 1,
1968 through September 30, 2018). This allows for future work to use a longer model run time using actual
historical rainfall and stream inflow records.

2.2 Model Grid and Reporting Units

The finite element grid was developed using Aquaveo’s Groundwater Modeling System (GMS) software.
The grid includes quadrilateral and triangular elements based on selected input lines and control points.
Features included in the development of the model grid are shown in Figure 5 and included:

e Groundwater subbasin boundaries

e Hydrologic and hydrogeologic features (i.e., major and minor streams, reservoirs/lakes, and
outcroppings)

e City spheres of influence boundaries
e ESJ Subbasin GSA boundaries

e County boundaries

e Subsurface flow patterns

e Other boundaries

The model grid contains 16,054 elements and 15,302 nodes with an average element area of 76.5 acres
(Figure 6). The average node spacing is 0.37 miles overall, ranging from about 0.28 miles near hydrologic
features to 0.42 miles in other areas. There was a 0.75-mile buffer included around the streams to
transition from the finer to coarser node spacing. Primary objectives during grid development were to
maintain a manageable number of elements and nodes, to optimize resolution for data analysis, to
contain a finer resolution along rivers to allow for better simulation of stream-aquifer interaction, to
optimize the model run time, and to streamline model output.

The model elements are grouped into 20 model subregions that are used to organize input data for the
model and report standard model output water budgets (Figure 7). Subregion borders were delineated
using boundaries including city spheres of influence, water agencies, subbasin, and county lines. These
subregions are aggregated into 8 larger units (model subareas), which are the primary units to present
results and are used for basin-scale planning (Figure 8). ESJ Subbasin, the primary model area, is made up
of 6 subareas and 18 subregions or a total of 772,377 acres (about 1,207 square miles). The entire ESJWRM
area covers 1,228,194 acres (about 1,919 square miles). A description of model subregions, including the
subarea they are part of and the number of model elements they contain, is in Table 4.

Table 4: Model Subregions and Subareas

Subregion Subregion Name Subarea Name Number of
Number g and Number Elements
North Delta
1 D 2
North Delta Subarea (#1) 87
2 Woodbrid 485
0 r'| ge North Subarea
3 Lodi (#2) 104
4 North San Joaquin 1,969
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Subregion S TS Subarea Name Number of
Number and Number Elements
Calaveras
5 Calaveras Subarea (#3) 664
6 Stockton Central 1,074
7 Stockton East . Subarea (#4) 1,314
8 Central San Joaquin 929
9 Lathrop 119
10 Manteca 224
11 South San Joaquin East 632
12 Escalon South Subarea 33
13 Oakdale West (#5) 128
14 South Delta 254
15 South San Joaquin West 74
16 Ripon 86
17 Stanislaus Stanislaus 1,312
18 Oakdale East Subarea (#6) 332
Cosumnes
19 Cosumnes Subarea (#7) 2,378
Modesto
20 Modesto Subarea (#8) 3,071

2.3 Stream Configuration and Stream Inflow

The model hydrology is represented by 25 model stream reaches, which are largely defined to start and/or
end at confluences. Major streams include Cosumnes River, Dry Creek, Mokelumne River, Bear Creek,
Calaveras River, Stanislaus River, Tuolumne River, and San Joaquin River (Figure 9). Many of these streams
route water along connecting sloughs and canals, including Pixley Slough, Mosher Creek, Potter Creek,
Mormon Slough, and Diverting Canal. As described in Section 2.2, the model grid was designed to include
other hydrologic features such as major reservoirs or other important streams that may be simulated in
ESJWRM in the future. Hydrologic features used during grid development (i.e., reservoirs and minor
streams) include Camanche Reservoir, Duck Creek, Farmington Flood Control Basin, French Camp Slough,
Little Johns Creek, Lone Tree Creek, Modesto Reservoir, Tracy Lakes, and Woodward Reservoir (Figure 5
and Figure 9). These hydrologic features represent important drainage and conveyance water courses in
the model, while the model streams interactively simulate flows and stream-aquifer interaction at every
model stream node.

The streams and creeks are represented in the model by 1674 stream nodes on a quarter-mile interval.
The number of stream nodes and their refined resolution provide increased accuracy when depicting
stream-groundwater interaction. Physical characteristics, including the stream invert elevation, channel
width, and a stream