
 

 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 29, 2022 PROJECT #: 9090.2101 

TO:  California Department of Water Resources 

CC: Community Water Center, Rural Residents for Water 

FROM: Patrick Wickham and Cameron Tana, P.E., Montgomery & Associates 
Ellen Cross, Strategy Driver, Inc. 
Casey Meusel and Brian Lockwood, P.G., C.Hg., Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency 

PROJECT: Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22) 

SUBJECT: Response to Public Comments on GSU22 Submitted to the Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) 

INTRODUCTION 
On November 17, 2021, the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water) adopted its 
first 5-year update to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) approved Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan Alternative (PV GSP Alternative) for the Pajaro Valley Subbasin (Basin). 
The 5-year update—referred to as the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability 
Update 2022 (GSU22)—was required to be submitted to DWR by January 1, 2022. PV Water 
submitted the GSU22, along with associated materials, to the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act (SGMA) Portal on December 24, 2021. DWR made the submittal public on the 
SGMA Portal on January 6, 2022, and accepted public comments on the GSU22 through March 
22, 2022. 

Rural Residents for Water (RRW) and Community Water Center (CWC) submitted comments 
during the public comment period. This technical memorandum summarizes their comments 
(shown in italics) followed by PV Water’s responses. The comments and responses are organized 
by topic, following the order each item is presented in the GSU22. The public comments are 
presented in their original text without corrections, and are indicated in italics. In some cases, 
comments have been paraphrased from the original text for brevity, or colons have been inserted 
to indicate breaks in the comment text. These occurrences are indicated using brackets.  



 

 

RRW and CWC were active participants during development of the GSU22. Marla Anderson of 
RRW was the rural residential well owner representative on the Ad Hoc Sustainable 
Groundwater Committee (GSU22 Committee) assigned by the Board to review information for 
the GSU22 and provide recommendations to the PV Water Board of Directors (Board). Mayra 
Hernandez of CWC served as her alternate. Both RRW and CWC provide verbal and written 
comments on the GSU22 throughout the process during the regular monthly GSU22 Committee 
meetings, Board meetings, one-on-one meetings, and special meetings. Written comments, 
including a petition provided by RRW, were provided to the GSU22 Committee to inform the 
Board of its recommendations. The Board also received materials from RRW directly or at 
RRW’s request. 

As part of public review of PV Water’s Draft GSU22 document, RRW and CWC provided 
comments to the PV Water Board as it considered adoption of the GSU22. Responses to these 
comments by RRW and CWC during public review of the Draft GSU22 were provided in a 
previous technical memorandum, with versions dated October 15, 2021, and November 12, 
2021, posted online at PV Water’s website. Accompanying RRW’s comments submitted to 
DWR were supporting letters dated October 2021, which were likewise responded to in the 
October 15, 2021, and November 12, 2021, technical memorandums. PV Water included the 
November 12, 2021, version of the response to comments with the submittal of GSU22 to DWR 
as the 5-year update to the PV GSP Alternative (pages 3047-3089 of the GSU22 document in 
PDF format submitted to DWR, referred to as “GSU22 submittal” hereafter). This response 
addressed many of the comments submitted by RRW and CWC to DWR so responses below 
reference prior responses where applicable.  

PV Water staff, the GSU22 Committee, and the PV Water Board considered input from RRW 
and CWC during GSU22 development. This consideration included both comprehensive 
responses to all feedback, and modifications to the GSU22 in a number of cases. As described in 
Section 12.2 and Table 31 of the GSU22 (pages 290-293 of the GSU22 submittal), PV Water 
met with RRW and CWC several times in 2021 outside of GSU22 Committee monthly meetings. 
RRW presented questions and comments at a meeting with PV Water on July 26. 2021; PV 
Water shared its written responses with the GSU22 Committee. CWC also presented on its 
proposal for a Drinking Water Mitigation Program to both the GSU22 Committee and the PV 
Water Board. 

https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/GSU22_BoardDraft_ResponseToPublicComments_20211015.pdf
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/GSU22_ResponseToPublicComments_20211112_topost.pdf
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/GSU22_ResponseToPublicComments_20211112_topost.pdf
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/07_28_2021_Slides_Prepared.by.Rural.Residents.for.Water_a-rev-2.pdf
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/Response_to_RRW_20210907final.pdf
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/PVWaterGSU22_CWC-DW-Well-ImpactMitigationPresentationJuly2021.pdf
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/PVWaterGSU22_CWC-DW-Well-ImpactMitigationPresentationJuly2021.pdf


 

 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Seawater Intrusion Sustainable Management Criteria 

Comment 2.1: Rural Residents for Water – Absence of Groundwater Level Proxies for Seawater 
Intrusion  

PV Water did not use sea water intrusion information to create meaningful groundwater level 
proxies that reduce sea water intrusion. These proxies should be the primary factor for 
determining actual minimum thresholds for GWLs. 

a) PV consultants and staff stated during the GSU development process that GWL proxies for 
SWI used in other basins do not apply to PV Water because they can "adaptively manage" the 
chloride isocontour. The establishment of the GWL minimum thresholds is arbitrary and not 
based upon actual data. 

b) PV Water did not demonstrate that they were able to “adaptively manage” chloride levels. Why 
did the chloride concentrations increase with the same basic footprint from 100 mg/L to 250 
mg/L in 3 years? 



 

 

 

c) It would have been prudent for PVWMA to use historical data that they already have regarding 
chloride levels and correlate that data with rainfall and groundwater level records to determine 
an actual justifiable minimum groundwater level threshold for each RMP.  



 

 

Response:  

Groundwater elevation proxies are not required for seawater intrusion SMC. As previously 
presented in the February 11, 2021, GSU22 Committee Meeting (slide 50), the situation in the 
Pajaro Valley Basin differs from Santa Cruz Mid-County and Oxnard Basins because: 

• Unlike Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin, PV Water has observed intrusion along most of 
coastline 

• Unlike Oxnard Basin, PV Water should be able to distinguish concentrations caused by 
seawater intrusion from background conditions  

Seawater intrusion SMC based on a chloride isocontour were derived at the explicit 
recommendation of DWR in its review of the PV GSP Alternative. As quoted from DWR, 2019 
in Section 2.1 (page 43 of GSU22 submittal):  

“[DWR] Staff recommend that the Agency should define a specific location of an 
isoconcentration contour or some other equivalent method that can be used on an ongoing 
basis to assess progress toward eliminating undesirable results associated with seawater 
intrusion to assess the goal of eliminating seawater intrusion through implementation of 
projects and management actions as described in the Plan.” 

Chloride concentrations have not increased over the same basic footprint from 100 mg/L to 250 
mg/L in 3 years. PV Water addressed an earlier version of this comment in its Response to 
Public Comments. As described in the response to Comment 2.1 of the Response to Public 
Comments (page 3048 of GSU22 submittal), the Basin Management Plan Update 2014 (BMP 
2014) submitted as the primary document of the PV GSP Alternative includes the extent of 
seawater intrusion over time based on a chloride concentration isocontour of 100 mg/L as shown 
in Figure 2-18 (page 890 of  GSU22 submittal). The GSU22 sets the measurable objective as a 
100 mg/L isocontour to “allow PV Water to track seawater intrusion consistent with historical 
evaluations” (Section 2.6; page 60 of GSU22 submittal). As recommended by the GSU22 
Committee and approved by the Board, a chloride concentration of 250 mg/L is the minimum 
threshold based on the secondary maximum contaminant drinking water standard and salt 
tolerance for crops grown in the Basin (Section 2.4.3; pages 55-59 of GSU22 submittal). Only 
new information about effects on beneficial uses should lead to a change in this minimum 
threshold concentration.  

A minimum threshold of 250 mg/L and measurable objective of 100 mg/L does not represent an 
increase of chloride concentrations. As described in Section 2.6 (GSU22 submittal pages 60-61), 
PV Water has historically used 100 mg/L to evaluate seawater intrusion, which is now reflected 

https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/2021-02-11_AHSusGWPAC_Mtg_draft.pdf
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488


 

 

in the measurable objective. Inclusion of a 250 mg/L minimum threshold in the evaluation of 
Basin sustainability does not reflect an increase in concentrations; evaluating both the 100 mg/L 
and 250 mg/L isocontours results in a more robust evaluation of seawater intrusion. Also, the 
difference between the 2017 and 2020 mapped locations of the isocontour is a result of new data 
made available to PV Water by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency after 2017 
showing there were already concentrations above 250 mg/L farther inland as of 2017. As 
described in Section 2.4.1 (page 5 of GSU22 submittal): 

Some primary findings from the distribution of chloride concentrations and delineation of 
isocontours based on the data are as follows. 

• The distribution of available data and range of observations do not support 
distinguishing multiple isocontours at different values. For example, showing 
completely different isocontours for 100 mg/L, 150 mg/L, 200 mg/L, and 250 mg/L is 
not supported by the distribution of available data. The data are not able to define the 
gradation of concentration with large changes across a short distance. Moreover, 
defining this gradient is unnecessary because defining the location of a precise 
concentration is unnecessary as described below. 

• An isocontour based on available data represents a dividing line between concentrations 
above and below the isocontour value as opposed to an estimate of where the precise 
concentration is located. For example, a 100 mg/L isocontour identifies the areas where 
concentrations are above (coastal side) and below (inland side) 100 mg/L. 

• The isocontour delineated by PV Water based on 100 mg/L chloride concentrations 
also can be assigned a value up to 250 mg/L chloride concentration and for the most 
part, accurately divide areas and monitored wells of concentration lower than 100 mg/L 
and concentrations higher than 250 mg/L (Figure 2 and Figure 3 [of GSU22]). 

• The area where an isocontour for 250 mg/L may differ from an isocontour for 100 
mg/L is in the southern part of the delivered water zone (DWZ) (Area H on Figure 2 
and Figure 3 [of GSU22]). 

• At the time of generating the 2017 100 mg/L isocontour, PV Water did not have data 
from the Hudson Shallow and Deep wells sampled by Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency. The Hudson Shallow well had chloride concentrations at 475 mg/L 
in 2018, while the Hudson Deep well had concentrations below 50 mg/L. The shallow 
seawater intrusion into the upper Aromas aquifer is potentially from nearby Elkhorn 
Slough. This is still considered seawater intrusion even though it may be via a surface 
water conduit that transports salt inland. […] However, increasing concentrations at the 
Hudson Shallow well (Appendix 2A) indicates the possibility that groundwater 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488


 

 

pumping is drawing brackish water from the slough. Therefore, PV Water currently 
considers this well to be affected by seawater intrusion as of 2020. Shallow intrusion 
via an inland surface water body like Elkhorn Slough into the Aromas aquifer could 
result in significant and unreasonable conditions for beneficial uses. 

• Based on the available data through 2020, a chloride isocontour representing observed 
seawater intrusion in the Aromas aquifer was developed and included in Figure 2 and 
Figure 3 [of GSU22]. The isocontour incorporates shallow intrusion at the Hudson 
Shallow well and can be assigned any value from 100-250 mg/L. As seawater intrusion 
is expected to continue until the BMP 2014 projects are operational, a minimum 
threshold chloride isocontour is based on 1,000 feet inland of this isocontour. 

Chemographs also show that concentrations have not increased overall in the 3-year period 
following 2017. As previously addressed in the response to RRW’s October 18, 2021, Comment 
#1 (page 3048 of GSU22 submittal), Appendix 2A (pages 302-327 of GSU22 submittal) includes 
chemographs with historical data for evaluation of seawater intrusion. The chemographs show 
that the primary area where seawater intrusion has advanced over the last 10 years is at the 
Hudson Shallow well where chloride concentrations rose above 100 mg/L in 2013, then above 
250 mg/L in 2015. 

Comment 2.2: Rural Residents for Water – Inland Chloride Concentrations 

Delete the following inaccurate statement in the "Measurable Objectives" section of the update 
that says, "seawater intrusion has not been observed at chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L 
inland of the measurable objective and minimum threshold isocontour (250 mg/L isocontour). 
This statement is not true. There are several areas outside of the SWI iso-contour that are well 
over 100 mg/L!! Data from the State Water Boards geo tracker data base show the information 
provided by consultants to be false. The GSU 22 needs to be corrected to show the areas of 
chlorides levels outside of the SWI iso-contour that are above 100 mg/L.  

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488


 

 

  

 



 

 

Response:  

RRW provided a similar comment at multiple occasions during the GSU22 process. PV Water 
consistently provided a similar response to its response to RRW’s October 18, 2021, Comment 
#2 in the Response to Public Comments (page 3049 of GSU22 submittal): As described in 
Section 2.4.1 of the GSU22 (page 45 of GSU22 submittal), there are inland areas with 
concentrations above 100 mg/L that are not connected to seawater intrusion as there are inland 
sources of salt. 

There are areas (G and I on Figure 2 and Figure 3 [of the GSU22]) with concentrations above 
100 mg/L inland of any chloride isocontour defining seawater intrusion. Areas G and I are not 
connected to seawater intrusion as there are areas (C and D on Figure 2 and Figure 3) with 
chloride concentrations lower than 100 mg/L between areas G and I and any seawater intrusion 
isocontour. Chloride concentrations higher than 100 mg/L may occur due to reasons unrelated to 
seawater intrusion. For example, Area G is in the Murphy Crossing area and is impacted by high 
streambed infiltration rates from the Pajaro River. Especially during the summer, the Pajaro 
River transports high concentrations of salts from out-of-Basin upstream sources. 

Because these chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L are not a result of seawater intrusion, 
they are not exceedances of measurable objectives for seawater intrusion. 

Similar to areas G and I described in Section 2.4.1 of the GSU22 (page 45 of GSU22 submittal), 
the inland clusters 7-12 in RRW’s figure are not connected to seawater intrusion chloride 
concentrations above 100 mg/L are likely related to inland sources of salt.  

Comment 2.3: Rural Residents for Water – Occurrence of Undesirable Results  

Section 2 [of the GSU22] needs to provide more detail about what new strategies will be 
considered to prevent undesirable results since undesirable results are already occurring both in 
and outside of the coastal zone.: Section 2.6 of GSU22 states : “If the measurable objective is 
not being met in the future, PV Water will evaluate its projects and management actions and 
consider new strategies to prevent undesirable results.” The above statement is not relevant 
because undesirable results are already occurring. Management actions need to be described in 
this section, not just alluded to. 

Response:  

This comment is similar to RRW’s comments #2 and #3 provided October 18, 2021, during 
public review of the draft GSU22. As previously addressed in the Responses to Comment 
October 18, 2021, Comment #2 and Comment #3 of the Response to Public Comments (pages 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488


 

 

3049-3050 of GSU22 submittal; see above), and described in Section 2.2 (pages 44-59 of GSU22 
submittal), undesirable results occur when the minimum threshold minimum threshold 
isocontour, set at 1,000 feet inland of the 2020 chloride isocontour, is exceeded in any of 3 of 5 
years. As this required period after 2020 has not yet elapsed, undesirable results for seawater 
intrusion as defined by the GSU22 are not occurring at the time of GSU22 submittal. Projects 
and management actions described in Section 7 (pages 135-145 of GSU22 submittal) and in 
BMP 2014 will be used, with potential additions, to prevent the occurrence of undesirable 
results. As stated in Section 2.6, the occurrence of undesirable results will prompt the re-
evaluation of existing and planned projects and management actions.  

Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels Sustainable Management Criteria 

Comment 3.1: Community Water Center – Objection to Proposed Minimum Threshold and 
Undesirable Results  

In the GSU22, the GSA proposes minimum thresholds which would allow 15% of wells to drop 
below the average of the lowest 2 levels over the past 20 years, for 4 out of 5 years before 
deeming that impact an undesirable result. GSU22 Committee member Marla Anderson, who 
holds the designated seat on the GSU22 Committee for Rural Residential Well Owners, has 
objected to the proposed minimum threshold as have numerous community members via public 
comments and signatures on petitions. 

Comment 3.1: Rural Residents for Water – Objection to Proposed Minimum Threshold and 
Undesirable Results  

The SMC criteria for allowable exceedances below GWL Minimum Thresholds NEEDS TO BE 
GREATLY REDUCED!! The proposed minimum thresholds are already set a level equal to the 
bottom of a 4 year drought. The proposed allowable exceedances are not protective enough of 
rural residential wells, especially considering the unjustified assumptions used to determine  
minimum thresholds for GWL and the inadequateness of the proposed RMP network to detect gw 
levels in areas where rural residents are located. We proposed to PV staff and Board that the 
exceedances be reduced to no more than 20% for year 1 out of 5, 10% for year 2 out of 5, and 
0% after that. They did not discuss or consider our request. 

Response: These comments are similar to Comment 3.4, Comment 3.5, Comment 3.6, and 3.10 
of the Response to Public Comments (pages 3054-3060 of GSU22 submittal) As previously 
addressed in the response to these comments, undesirable results for chronic lowering of 
groundwater levels described above by CWC omit the distinction that the occurrence of those 
minimum threshold exceedances only occur either within or at a distance of 1,000 feet outside of 
the Delivered Water Zone constitute an undesirable result. This distinction was included in 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488


 

 

response to comments by Committee Member Anderson and approved by the GSU22 Committee 
on May 13th, 2021. Further, undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater levels 
developed for GSU22 include 2 additional criteria (criteria ii and iii) that establish undesirable 
results:  

i    >15% of RMPs with MT exceedances during 4 out of 5 consecutive years, or 
ii.  >20% of RMPs wells with MT exceedances during 3 out of 5 consecutive years, or  
iii. >25% of RMPs with MT exceedances during 2 out of 5 consecutive years 

As shown above, undesirable results are based on RMPs exceeding their minimum thresholds. 
PV Water’s minimum thresholds for this indicator are set to maintain groundwater levels 
observed over the last 20 years and have supported groundwater supply over that time. As 
groundwater levels have been relatively stable or have risen in the Pajaro Valley Basin in 
response to improved groundwater management, it is reasonable for PV Water to define 
undesirable results based on a higher number of minimum threshold exceedances than basins 
with more extensive declines. Of note, groundwater elevations were lower in the late 1980s. 
More than half (58% or 7 of 12) RMP wells with data available prior to water year (WY) 2000 
experienced lower elevations prior to WY 2000. Similarly, 92% (11 of 12) RMP wells with data 
available prior to WY 2014 experienced lower elevations prior to WY 2014. In the broader PV 
Water Monitoring Network, which includes private wells monitored as far back as the 1940s, the 
drought of the late 1980s and early 1990s is the historical period with the lowest groundwater 
levels. 

Comments on the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainable management criteria were 
reviewed by PV Water and addressed during meetings or in formal written responses. PV Water 
provided the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum (September 7, 2021) 
to the GSU22 Committee, which addressed concerns listed by RRW. The petition provided by 
RRW was also reviewed publicly at the May 2021 Committee meeting (Recording) and 
mentioned at Board Meeting #1 on May 19, 2021. All comments, including those provided by 
RRW and CWC, were taken seriously. In addition to formal meetings that were open to 
beneficial users of groundwater, informal meetings were conducted with RRW and CWC 
between Committee meetings. PowerPoint presentations presented by both RRW and CWC were 
also accommodated during public meetings and the Committee Meetings. Committee Member 
Marla Anderson (RRW) and Alternate Mayra Hernandez (CWC) were given opportunities to 
speak during all open meetings and were provided time in between meetings to speak with staff 
and consultants. The GSU22 Committee heard input by all stakeholders and had the ultimate 
decision to incorporate comments. Some comments were accepted, while others were not. The 
Committee Members voted on proposed recommendations to PV Water Board, with 
recommendations submitted to the Board based on majority affirmative vote. All votes occurring 

https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/5_13_2021_Meeting_Summary_AdHoc_SusGW_PAC_Committee_Accepted.pdf
https://transcripts.gotomeeting.com/#/s/a37b577bfa63abfeb40c7d2d50c7769313c4884e0747293c70dd39dd669a493d


 

 

during the GSU22 process were passed with no more than 2 dissenting votes out of up to 15 
participating Committee members. The GSU22 Committee is representative of the wide range of 
stakeholder interests and beneficial uses in the Basin, including domestic, agricultural, 
municipal, and environmental water users.  

Comment 3.2: Rural Residents for Water– Acknowledge Downward Trend in Rainfall 

It is important for DWR and GSAs to recognize in groundwater sustainability planning that 
rainfall in our region and likely most regions in California has trended significantly downward 
since 1925. Because of the long-term decline, water in upper level aquifers and pockets have 
drained and have less available as a source for drinking water. GSA planning needs to recognize 
that non-alluvial wells are already at risk. Over-draft by big pumpers exacerbate this risk.  

                       



 

 

Response:  

Climate change uncertainty, including declining precipitation resulting from climate change, was 
analyzed during the GSU22 process. As addressed previously in Comment 9.3 of the Response 
to Public Comments (pages 3078-3079 of GSU22 submittal), the United States Geological 
Survey developed the Average CCSM4 climate scenario projection based on best available data 
from global circulation models as described in Section 9.3.5 and in Appendix 9A of the GSU22 
(pages 202-207; pages 519-526 of GSU22 submittal). DWR has provided central tendency 
climate datasets for recommended use in SGMA, which predict increased precipitation along the 
Central Coast in 2030 and 2070 compared to historical precipitation. See Figure 8 below for a 
statewide illustration of average precipitation and temperature changes from historical in the 
DWR central tendency 2070 climate datasets, (also presented on page 3080 of GSU22 
submittal). DWR guidance does allow use of locally developed climate scenarios and use of the 
Average CCSM4 climate scenario for projected water budget is consistent with guidance to use a 
scenario representing a central tendency. The Average CCSM4 scenario includes conditions drier 
than historical conditions for the 2040-2070 period. Based on the projected water budget during 
that period, the GSU22 recognizes that PV Water may need to modify its projects and 
management actions to counter the effects of climate change. Appendix 9B and Section 9.5, 
“Climate Change and Sea Level Rise Uncertainty Analysis” (pages 527-549; page 225-235 of 
GSU22 submittal) describe and present water budgets for the additional dry scenario and high 
sea level rise scenarios. As presented on Figures 66 and 67 of the GSU22, the average and dry 
scenarios both present a hotter and drier climate compared to historical observations. These 
concerns were previously addressed in the September 2021 Committee meeting. It is 
acknowledged in the GSU22 that uncertainty in climate change projections (highlighted by 
differences between the average and dry scenarios and average and high sea level rise scenarios) 
will likely present sustainability challenges. Both the average and dry climate scenarios present 
dry periods that can be evaluated for planning purposes.  

As presented in Section 8 of the GSU22 (pages 186-192 of GSU22 submittal), drought resiliency 
actions were evaluated at the request of DWR (2019). This section contains “a description of the 
management of groundwater extractions and recharge to ensure that chronic lowering of 
groundwater levels or depletion of supply during periods of drought is offset by increases in 
groundwater levels or storage during other periods” (page 186 of GSU22 submittal). As further 
described in Section 8 (pages 186-192 of GSU22 submittal), projects and management actions 
included in BMP 2014 such as conservation and increased recycled water deliveries should be 
considered drought resiliency actions even as they are implemented in all years. Data from 
implementation of these projects and management actions show that they help minimize 
groundwater extraction during periods of drought such that groundwater level and storage 
declines are limited. As a result, drought periods should not negate the benefits from recovery of 
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groundwater levels and storage in wet periods. Therefore, BMP 2014 provides resiliency by 
reducing the annual average shortfall over the long term to meet the sustainability goal even with 
the inevitable occurrence during drought periods. With full implementation of Phase 1 of BMP 
2014 anticipated by 2025, this conclusion will be re-evaluated in subsequent 5-year updates of 
the Alternative GSP. 

The GSU22 Committee recommended the following statement approved by the PV Water Board 
on July 21, 2021, meeting: 

The Basin Management Plan Update 2014 includes drought resiliency actions that have 
provided resiliency for achieving the sustainability goal of the Pajaro Valley Subbasin. 

As shown on the figure presented by RRW above, cumulative precipitation has varied 
substantially over the historical record and has been substantially lower in the 1980s, 1970s, and 
1990s, than in the past 20 years. As described in Section 3.7 of the GSU22 (pages 84-92 of 
GSU22 submittal) and substantiated by trends shown in GSU22 Appendix 3A, groundwater 
elevations have been largely stable over the past 20 years and have adequately supported supply 
as stated by the GSU22 Committee (page 84 of GSU22 submittal). Minimum thresholds for 
chronic lowering of groundwater levels are set to maintain this supply that has been supported 
over the last 20 years. 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
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Figure 1. Projected Changes in Climate Conditions for 2070 [Extracted from DWR’s Guidance for Climate Change 

Data Use During Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development, July 2018] 



 

 

Comment 3.3: Rural Residents for Water– Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels SMC Out 
of Line with Neighboring Groundwater Sustainability Plans 

Section 3–Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Level- proposed exceedances for SMCs -GWL are 
TOO GREAT, especially as compared to other regional GSAs!! Proposed GWL exceedances are 
far out of line with other GSAs in the Central Coast region. PVGSA is proposing 15% of RMPS 
can go below the MT for as many as 4 years. THIS IS NOT ACCEPTABLE!!! It does not protect 
Rural residential wells but fully protects much deeper agricultural, municipal, industrial, and 
large water systems (100 + connections) to continue to pump at current levels until the next 
update in 2027. 

Response:  

Undesirable results under SGMA reflect conditions to be avoided. Undesirable results are 
defined to prevent 15% of RMPs going below the MT in 4 of 5 years. The statement “PVGSA is 
proposing 15% of RMPS can go below the MT for as many as 4 years” is therefore a 
mischaracterization of the definition of undesirable results under SGMA. This 
mischaracterization has been repeated by RRW despite communication from the GSU22 team 
that it is not accurate. As previously addressed in the response to Comment 3.5 of the Response 
to Public Comments (page 3056 of GSU22 submittal), the definition of undesirable results is 
consistent with the significant and unreasonable conditions defined for the Basin by the GSU22 
Committee, the basin-wide focus of SGMA and DWR guidance, and is within the range of what 
other GSAs are proposing. Please see page 10 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water 
technical memorandum (September 7, 2021) which addressed this concern:  

The definition of undesirable results based on multiple years of minimum threshold 
exceedances at multiple wells is consistent with both the definition of significant and 
unreasonable conditions and SGMA requirements. Defining undesirable results based on 
minimum threshold exceedances at multiple wells is also supported by the basin-wide 
focus of SGMA as demonstrated by DWR’s description of undesirable results in its 
regulations: “Undesirable results occur when significant and unreasonable effects for any 
of the sustainability indicators are caused by groundwater conditions occurring 
throughout the basin (354.26(a)).”  

With an illustrative example in its 2017 Best Management Practice guidance document, DWR 
shows an undesirable result based on minimum threshold exceedances at multiple wells that 
could be implemented consistent with requirements of SGMA. Additional text describing the 
consistency of the definition of undesirable results with DWR regulations and guidance was 
added to Section 3.8 of the GSU22 (pages 93-95 of GSU22 submittal) in response to previous 
iterations of this comment. 

https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/alternativedocument/download/1488
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Further, as previously addressed in the response to October 17, 2021, Comment #2 and October 
18, 2021, Comment #10 (page 3055 of GSU22 submittal) of the Response to Public Comments, 
as described in GSU22 Section 3.8 describes the definition of undesirable results as covering 3 
potential conditions: “(1) long-term declines occurring in specific portions of the Basin, (2) 
intermediate-term declines occurring over a more substantial portion of the Basin, and (3) 
shorter-term declines occurring over a large portion of the Basin (pages 93 of GSU22 submittal). 
The first condition accounts for local declines affecting one area for an extended period, while 
the second and third conditions account for regional declines affecting wider areas or across the 
entire Basin over shorter periods.” 

DWR’s Best Management Practice for SMC states that “GSAs have significant flexibility in 
defining the combinations of minimum threshold exceedances that constitute an undesirable 
result.” In the September 7, 2021, technical memorandum responding to RRW’s materials 
presented at the July 28, 2021, meeting, Table 1 of the September 7, 2021, technical 
memorandum shows the wide variety of undesirable results defined by GSAs for this 
sustainability indicator. While PV Water’s definition of undesirable results are not as 
conservative as some basins, the definition does fit within the range shown on Table 1 in the 
September 7, 2021, technical memorandum. 

In addition, PV Water’s minimum thresholds for this indicator, set to maintain groundwater 
levels observed over the last 20 years, reflect a different condition than a number of basins in the 
Central Coast. In Salinas Valley 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin, Salinas Valley Langley 
Subbasin, and Santa Margarita Basin, minimum thresholds have been set at recent groundwater 
elevations that have occurred after multi-year declines at some RMPs. As groundwater levels 
have been relatively stable in the Pajaro Valley Basin, it is reasonable for PV Water to define 
undesirable results based on a higher number of minimum threshold exceedances than these 
other basins. Further, 1 committee member who voted in favor of these minimum thresholds and 
undesirable results also serves as staff supporting 2 other groundwater sustainability plans in the 
region, and therefore found differences in plans within the region acceptable.  

Comment 3.4: Rural Residents for Water– Inadequate Justification for 3 Inland Representative 
Monitoring Points 

The statement that there is adequate "Justification" for proposed minimum thresholds needs to 
be stricken from the GSU22 plan. Minimum thresholds need to be raised and/or proposed 
allowances for exceedance below the minimum threshold needs to be drastically reduced to no 
more than 20% for one year and 10% for two years.  

There is not justification or protection for each of the 3 inland RMPs that are located near rural 
residential areas. The other 15 RMPs are located in agricultural areas. These 15 RMPs appear 
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to be fully protected by the Min. Threshold criteria while the 3 outlying rural residential area 
wells are not. In the Aimee Well, which is located near many rural residential wells,  only 4 out 
of 51 nearby wells (8%) are used as justification- NOT ENOUGH WELLS. Well #5 located in 
another rural residential area uses only 4 of 33 nearby wells (12%) as justification- NOT 
ENOUGH WELLS. Thirdly, for Well SCA 9A, a mixed rural residential/agricultural area, 
provides only 4 out of 51 (8%) as justification. Consultant response states "The selection and 
justification of RMPs is based on best available information and the nearby wells used are the 
wells that have been monitored to provide data." This "best available data" is not sufficient to 
show justification. The claim of justification should not be made due to a lack of sufficient data.  

The statement in the GSU 22 plan that says that historical data exists to support the proposed 
minimum thresholds needs to be deleted. It is not true based on evaluation of real data.  

Historical data does not support the claim of justification for minimum thresholds in Section 3.5 
of the draft GSU 22 plan. Look at all the data gaps shown for the 18 RMP Wells below. 

Gaps of NO DATA for 7 wells: AWD Aimee, PV 20 MD, and MS, SCA4C, SCA9A, Well 2, Well 
3.   

*   9 wells are in the Delivered Water Zone which receive supplemental water. . .  so these RMP 
gwls don't count as "justification" for inland wells*   

*   Inadequate data for inland 2 wells which were deepened or other alteration to bring 
groundwater levels up since 1997, wells # 5 and #9. 



 

 

There is evidence that Well 5, Well 9, and Aimee were deepened, screening increased or other 
modifications to bring groundwater levels skewing the use of historical data supporting 
justification. For example, a water line extension […]  occurred in the late 1990s for Wells #5 to 
reduce the use of groundwater near Well #5. Apples are not being compared with apples for 
these wells. 



 

 

 

Response:  

This comment is similar to Comment 3.3 of the Response to Public Comments. As stated in the 
response to that comment (pages 3052-3053 of GSU22 submittal): 

The selection and justification of RMPs is based on best available information and the 
nearby wells used are the wells that have been monitored to provide data. In any 
groundwater basin, the vast majority of private wells are typically not monitored. The 
number and percentage of domestic wells included in PV Water’s monitoring network is 
relatively high, but PV Water is performing outreach to add wells to the network to 
monitor. The available data do show that proposed RMP are representative of trends in 
nearby wells as shown in the figures in Appendix 3B of GSU22. The wells shown on 
these figures (e.g., 4 of 51 nearby wells for AWD_Aimee) are nearby wells with 
groundwater monitoring data in the Aromas aquifer. The remaining wells (47 of 51 wells 
near AWD_Aimee) do not have historical groundwater elevation monitoring data to 
compare to trends at the RMP. Please also see the section starting on page 3 of the 
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Response to Rural Residents for Water Materials technical memorandum (9/7/2021) 
which addresses this concern. 

Groundwater level information is not omitted from the comparison of groundwater levels at 
RMP to nearby non-RMP wells. In many cases there are not many wells with available 
groundwater level records long enough to facilitate comparison. The groundwater level trends 
observed at the 3 inland RMP wells are representative of trends observed at nearby wells that are 
monitored. Based on this correlation, if groundwater levels at these RMP remain above the 
minimum threshold, best available information indicates that groundwater levels in nearby wells 
will also remain above groundwater levels occurring at those wells from 2000 to 2020. This will 
continue to support the available supply for the area that has been supported from 2000 to 2020. 

The shift in groundwater elevations described above for Well 5, Well 9, and the AWD_Aimee 
well occurred in the late 1980s and early 1990s, before the period used to evaluate sustainability 
and determine minimum thresholds. Data from this period are not used to develop minimum 
thresholds. Gaps in available historical data do not invalidate the analysis of minimum 
thresholds. Continued consistent monitoring of groundwater elevations at RMP wells will ensure 
significant data gaps are minimized.  

Lastly, the GSU22 team recently communicated with the owners of these wells, who informed 
them that they have no records of modification of these wells as described in the comment.  

Comment 3.5: Rural Residents for Water– Statement that Minimum Thresholds are Set Higher 
than Previous Droughts Needs to be Deleted: 

The statement in the GSU22 that the minimum thresholds are set at GWLs that are higher than 
previous drought periods is not true and needs to be deleted. This is not substantiated by the 
following figures from in the 2014 Basin Management Plan shown below. Look at the footprint 
of groundwater below sea water in 2014. This is a larger footprint of below sea level area in 
2014 than in the two of the prior periods of major droughts years (1992 and 1998). Compare the 
2014 footprint of "Below Sea Level Contour line" with the long-term drought years of 1992 and 
1998. 2014 footprint look significantly bigger, especially on the northwest side of prior years 
below sea level contour lines. The idea that the 2014 level is higher than prior drought periods is 
not supported. 

https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/Response_to_RRW_20210907final.pdf


 

 

 

Response:  

Evaluation of groundwater hydrographs does indicate that basin-wide groundwater elevations 
have improved over the past 20 years. This comment is similar to Comment 3.10 and October 



 

 

18, 2021, Comment #9 of the Response to Public Comments (pages 3059-3060 of GSU22 
submittal). As previously addressed there, evaluation of hydrographs at the RMPs (as described 
in the GSU22 Section 3) shows that a high percentage of RMPs with available data had lower 
groundwater levels prior to 2014. The majority of long-term monitoring wells monitored by the 
agency reflect groundwater levels approximately 5-10 feet lower at the end of the early 1990s 
drought than the lowest groundwater conditions observed during 2000-2020 that informed the 
basis for minimum thresholds. Therefore, the minimum thresholds are based on improved 
conditions relative to earlier droughts. 

Comment 3.6: Rural Residents for Water– Undesirable Results Equivalent to 8-Year Drought, 
Undesirable Results are not Conservative Enough  

The exceedance criteria potentially sets up a scenario equal to a 8-year drought which has not 
even occurred in recorded history for the Pajaro Valley Basin (4 years to MT + 4 yrs 
exceedances = 8 yrs.).  PV Water's  "Statement of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions" 
states that significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when . .  
. experience a long-term reduction in groundwater supply." The proposed minimum threshold is 
already set at a level equal to a 4 year drought. Shouldn't the 4 years just getting to the minimum 
threshold level already be considered a long term reduction in groundwater supply? On top of 
this, the GSU 22 criteria proposes to allow exceedances to go below the minimum threshold for 
an additional years. This would be equal to an 8 year drought which has never occurred in the 
134 years of historical rainfall records for this area. This would cause unacceptable hardships 
for people with domestic wells and small water systems. People can bring in trucked water, they 
can put up with slow filling water tanks, etc. for a year or two. Four years below the MT is too 
long for any RMP area to go below when the minimum threshold is already set at a 4 year 
drought level.!!   

Response:  

The current chronic lowering of groundwater levels undesirable results are not equivalent to an 
8-year drought, and the current minimum thresholds are not necessarily equivalent to 4-year 
drought conditions. Further, undesirable results represent conditions to be avoided, not levels to 
which the Basin will be managed. This comment is similar to Comment 3.11 and October 18, 
2021, Comment #11 of the Response to Public Comments (there the exceedance criteria is 
referred to as equivalent to a 7 year drought by RRW; page 3063 of GSU22 submittal). As 
described there, the minimum threshold is not necessarily set by a 4-year drought period. It is 
based on the average of the 2 annual minimum groundwater elevations at RMPs observed, which 
have occurred during dry and wet years. For example, the AWD_Aimee RMP minimum 
threshold is the average of groundwater levels observed after WY 2014 at the end of the cited 3-
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year drought and a little over 2 years later following a wet and average year. A period of 
declining groundwater levels over 7 years has not been observed but would likely result in 
groundwater levels substantially below the minimum threshold. Please also note that GSU22 
Section 3.8 cites the SGMA definition of an undesirable result for chronic lowering of 
groundwater levels that excludes drought related declines as follows (Water Code Section 
10721): 

Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable 
depletion of supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon. Overdraft 
during a period of drought is not sufficient to establish a chronic lowering of groundwater 
levels if extractions and recharge are managed as necessary to ensure that reductions in 
groundwater levels or storage during a period of drought are offset by increases in 
groundwater levels or storage during other periods. 

Comment 3.7: Rural Residents for Water– Focus of Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels 
Undesirable Results is Avoiding State Intervention,  

One of most cited reasons used by PV Water decision makers to justify allowing exceedances for 
GWL to go below the minimum threshold for 4 years date, stated verbally and in writing, is to 
"protect PVWMA agency from State intervention". Isn't the purpose of sustainability criteria to 
protect water users? Avoiding state intervention should not be the driving reason behind 
allowing 4 years of exceedances before an Undesirable Result occurs. Protection of 
groundwater for all water use sectors should be the main purpose. That is what sustainability is.  

The GSU 22 update should be revised to include a tier 1  action plan during the FIRST YEAR 
that a minimum threshold is "exceeded" and a Tier 2 action plan during the second year that a 
minimum threshold is exceeded. No plan should allow a minimum threshold to be more than 2 
years . . .especially for GSAs which propose minimum thresholds to be set at a level already 
equal to the bottom of a 4 year drought as is the case with Pajaro Valley's GSU 22 proposed 
update. Every GSU 22 needs to provide a description of such a tiered contingency plan. 

The proposed 4 year exceedances is not necessary and builds in too fat of a cushion for large 
groundwater pumpers to keep doing what they've been doing while other water use sectors are 
put at uneven risk of well failure. PV Water still has 3 projects yet to be built. Why are rural 
residents being put at undue risk for people when projects listed for "drought resiliency have not 
been put into place" 

Response: The primary goal of the current minimum thresholds and undesirable results for 
chronic lowering of groundwater levels is sustainable maintenance of the groundwater levels that 
have supported supply to beneficial users over the past 20 years, not avoidance of state 



 

 

intervention. Drought resiliency actions are described in Section 8 of GSU22, in addition to 
updates on current and planned groundwater sustainability projects in GSU22 Section 7.1 
through 7.5 (pages 135-144 of GSU22 submittal). 

As described in the Response to Rural Residents for Water Materials, undesirable results for 
GWL are defined to address basin-wide sustainability that meet SGMA requirements.  

DWR summarizes the basin-wide focus of SGMA in its regulations for undesirable 
results: “Undesirable results occur when significant and unreasonable effects for any of 
the sustainability indicators are caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout 
the basin (354.26(a)).” The regulations also expressly allow for defining undesirable 
results based on minimum threshold exceedances at multiple RMPs: “The determination 
that undesirable results are occurring may depend upon measurements from multiple 
monitoring sites, rather than a single monitoring site (354.26(c)).” Based on this basin-
wide focus of its regulations, DWR presents an example for GWL undesirable results in 
its Best Management Practice for SMC (DWR, 2017). This example defines undesirable 
results as minimum threshold exceedances in 3 of 8 or 37.5% of RMPs. In this example, 
ongoing minimum threshold exceedances in 2 of 8, or 25% RMPs, would not be 
considered an undesirable result. PV Water has defined GWL undesirable results based 
on minimum threshold exceedances at 15-25% of RMPs, below the percentages 
presented in DWR’s example. DWR’s Best Management Practice for SMC also states 
that “GSAs have significant flexibility in defining the combinations of minimum 
threshold exceedances that constitute an undesirable result.”  

This flexibility is reflected in the wide range of undesirable results being proposed by various 
GSAs. It should be noted that PV Water’s use of 2, 3, and 4 of 5 consecutive years may be more 
conservative than use of consecutive years, consecutive non-dry years, or numbers of semi-
annual events used in other GSPs. 

Sustainability Status for Groundwater in Storage  

Comment 7.7.1: Rural Residents for Water – Groundwater Storage Evaluation and Incorporation 
of Seawater Intrusion 

Section 7.7 and Figures 49 and 50 of the GSU plan needs to be revised. Sea Water Intrusion 
needs to be admitted to and quantified as propping up groundwater levels. Changing the 
definition of sea water intrusion from 100 mg/L to 250 mg/L does not change the reality that 
chlorides have increased significantly in the basin in recent and historical periods. This fact is 
lost because groundwater storage loss is masked by changing the definition for sea water 
intrusion from 100 mg/L to 250 mg/L. GROUNDWATER STORAGE NEEDS TO SUBTRACT 
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OUT THE LOSS OF USEABLE GROUNDWATER AS DEFINED BY BOTH THE OLD AND 
NEW PROPOSED CRITERIA IN ORDER TO COMPARE APPLES WITH APPLES. . .NOT 
JUST FOR CHLORIDES BUT FOR OTHER CONTAMINANTS AS WELL!! 

Response:  

This comment is similar to October 18, 2021, Comment #13 (pages 3069-3070 of GSU22 
submittal). As described in the response to this comment, Section 7.7 compares calculation of 
change of groundwater in storage versus the GSP Alternative’s SMC for groundwater in storage 
approved by DWR that is based on physical change of groundwater in storage. Other aspects of 
this comment are similar to comment 9.4 of the Response to Public Comments (page 3081 of 
GSU22 submittal). As described in the response to that comment, and in section 9.4.1 of the 
GSU22, net offshore inflows (flows from offshore into the Basin) are incorporated into the 
storage calculations as a very approximate estimate of the loss of usable groundwater in storage 
due to intruded seawater. The estimate is considered very approximate because flows from 
offshore may not raise salt concentrations in groundwater to become unusable and was 
incorporated at the request of RRW and CWC input at the July 2021 Committee and Board 
meetings. The calculation is included alongside absolute change in groundwater in storage for all 
Basin-wide water budgets presented in the GSU22. Groundwater in storage (Section 7.7) 
sustainability is defined by physical change of groundwater in storage based on changes of 
groundwater levels consistent with groundwater in storage SMC approved by DWR in its 
assessment of the PV GSP Alternative. The increase of groundwater in storage over 5 years as 
described in the GSU22 is consistent with the increase of groundwater elevations rising over that 
time period, reduced groundwater pumping compared to baseline, and the period including more 
wet years than dry years. 

Comment 7.7.2: Rural Residents for Water – Inconsistent Information Shown in Figures 49 and 
50 

Groundwater water storage information shown in figures 49 and figure 50 is inconsistent and 
inaccurate. Figure 49 shows an increase in groundwater storage from 2019 to 2020. This is 
despite a significant increase in groundwater pumping from the previous year shown in figure 50 
and a dry precipitation year in 2019-2020. These figures are not consistent and do not represent 
an accurate depiction of groundwater storage. A more accurate graph and calculation for 
groundwater storage needs to be provided. 

Response:  

Figures 49 and 50 of the GSU22 are chloride chemographs in the Sustainability Status for 
Seawater Intrusion section. It is assumed RRW is referring to Figures 51 and 52, which display 
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annual change in storage and groundwater pumping. The information shown on these figures is 
not inconsistent, is based on best available data, and is corroborated by groundwater elevation 
hydrographs.  

This comment is similar to Comment 7.7.1 of the Response to Public Comments (page 3069 of 
GSU22 submittal). As previously addressed there, the change in storage presented on Figure 51 
is calculated using interpolated measured groundwater elevations. The methodology for this 
calculation is described in the text on page 7-24 (page 158 of GSU22 submittal) and in previous 
Annual Reports. While it is true that 2020 was a dry year and pumping was up from the previous 
year, there are many factors which contribute to change in groundwater elevations and storage in 
the hydrologic system so year-to-year changes may not have immediately apparent explanations. 
In WY 2020, groundwater elevations across the Basin increased an average of approximately 
2 feet based on data from monitored wells. The increase is atypical for a dry year as pumping 
was lower than the previous dry year in WY 2018 when groundwater elevations declined and 
groundwater in storage decreased. Less pumping in WY 2020 compared to WY 2018 is 
associated with impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic on agriculture product demand and 
production. The conclusion that groundwater in storage has increased over multiple years can be 
explained by consistent decreases in groundwater pumping compared to pre-2015 groundwater 
pumping. This conclusion is based on best available data and corroborated by trends in 
groundwater elevation hydrographs.  

Sustainability Status for Water Quality  

Comment 7.10.1: Community Water Center – GSP does not Adequately Monitor nor Prevent 
Further Degradation of Water Quality 

GSU22’s water quality network and sustainable management criteria for water quality are 
insufficient and should be revised to meet the requirements of SGMA, and DWR’s guidance as 
described in this section. In particular, GSU22 does not include monitoring of many drinking 
water contaminants - including 123-TCP, arsenic, and hexavalent chromium - that have been 
found in public water systems, state and local small water systems and private domestic wells in 
the Pajaro Basin. Moreover, the current use of assimilative capacity and the averaging of the 
concentration of water quality parameters is not consistent with requirements for the monitoring 
network in SGMA. Because the number of wells considered in the GSP update is different than 
the previous management plan, it is impossible to determine whether water quality is declining 
in specific locations and the use of assimilative capacity masks potential “hot spots” of 
contamination impacting subbasin residents. […] Pajaro Valley GSA must establish a viable 
plan to prevent the exacerbation of degraded water quality conditions in the basin, and not rely 
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on an outdated approach of “assimilative capacity” which neglects to address impacts to 
beneficial users, particularly drinking water users. 

Response:  

In accordance with the existing water quality SMC which were approved by DWR, PV Water 
evaluates groundwater concentrations against designated SMC for TDS, nitrate, and chloride 
only. This comment is similar to Comment 7.10.3 of the Response to Public Comments (pages 
3072-3073 of GSU22 submittal). As previously addressed there, incorporating newly available 
groundwater quality data strengthens the understanding of groundwater quality in the Basin as 
best available information. Ongoing evaluations are expected to use similar network of wells 
each year, but changes in well access and data availability in such a large network will make it 
unlikely the exact same wells will be used every year. To reiterate, data from wells will not be 
excluded, and data from all wells in the network will be used as available. Data from additional 
wells may be incorporated as data becomes available, resulting in an increasingly robust 
evaluation.  

Comment 7.10.2: Community Water Center – Burden of Proof on PV Water to Prove 
Groundwater Extractions Not Causing Degraded Water Quality 

If extraction rates that the GSA allows to occur result in water quality degradation, then that is 
within the GSA’s responsibility to address. The GSA has explicit statutory authority and 
responsibility to prevent significant and unreasonable water quality degradation. In line with 
this responsibility, DWR has instructed GSAs to map out where water quality issues exist in the 
basin, and to prevent new impacts from occurring. This includes managing contaminant plumes 
that may migrate or increase in concentration due to extraction rates and locations. 

The current best available science clearly links decreasing groundwater levels, including 
through overpumping of groundwater, to exacerbated degradation of groundwater quality. The 
U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) analyzed trends of increased pumping in California’s Central 
Valley and further degradation of water quality and concluded that they are interlinked. There is 
no reason to assume that the Central Coast would be subject to a hydrology so distinct as to 
negate the applicability of this finding to Pajaro Valley GSA’s groundwater management. 
Because of this established correlation, in instances of further water quality degradation, 
particularly when resulting in impacts to drinking water wells, Pajaro Valley GSA has the 
burden of proof to show that exacerbated water quality degradation is not linked to pumping 
practices, and identify the responsible source. 
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Response:  

The rate of groundwater level declines in the Pajaro Valley Basin is drastically different than 
conditions in the Central Valley, where extensive declines have been observed. In fact, 
groundwater elevations in the Pajaro Valley Basin have largely improved or remained stable 
over the last 20 years. Continued implementation of existing and planned Basin groundwater 
sustainability projects is projected to increase groundwater elevations, particularly near the coast. 
Further, placing the “burden of proof” on the Agency to provide evidence that groundwater 
pumping is not negatively affecting water quality is well beyond the jurisdiction of SGMA. 
SGMA legislation necessitates that groundwater quality is monitored appropriately, evaluated 
against applicable DWR-approved sustainable management criteria, and is not negatively 
affected by groundwater management.  

Comment 7.10.3: Rural Residents for Water– Do Not Approve of Existing Assimilative 
Capacity Sustainable Management Criteria  

Section 7.10.2 of the GSU 22 plan contains assimilative policies that are pro-degradatory 
instead of non-degradatory. IT ALLOWS THE EXISTING CONCENTRATIONS TO DOUBLE 
BEFORE AN UNDESIRABLE RESULT OCCURS. We believe that the definition of assimilative 
capacity needs to be revised to not allow the existing average to increase more the 8 % between 
2022-2027, no more than 7% during between 2028-2033, and no more than 5% between 2032-
2037, etc.). The Board dismissed our requests to revise the definition of assimilation policy and 
would  not even discuss it. DEGRATION LAW AS CONTAINED IN Resolution No. 68-15, 
"Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Water in California". 

The GSU 22 update states, "If an average concentration for any of the 3 constituents exceeds the 
assimilative capacity threshold concentration for the constituent in either SNMP zone (referred 
to as sub-zone by DWR, Figure 59), assimilative capacity for the zone for that constituent is 
exceeded and therefore there is a minimum threshold exceedance and undesirable result for 
water quality." THIS ALLOWS THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATIONS IN EACH OF THE TWO 
ZONES TO MORE THAN DOUBLE (100% INCREASE) BEFORE AN UNDESIRABLE RESULT 
OCCURS!! The following figure shows that this allows double or more contamination for 
nitrates, chlorides and TDS will result in: 1). Already existing high nitrate areas in the inland 
zone to become even higher and more unacceptably unsafe for drinking water, and 2). 
Thousands of new acres of formerly safe groundwater to become unsafe for drinking water, 3). 
Thousands of new acres of groundwater for farming to no longer be safe for irrigation due 
chlorides and TDS being allowed to DOUBLE the ZONE average in reached. THIS IS NOT 
CONSISTENT WITH ANTI- DEGRATION LAW AS CONTAINED IN Resolution No. 68-15, 
"Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Water in California". 



 

 

GSU22 does not recognize contamination that already is occurring and how low groundwater 
levels exacerbate that contamination. How does this protect drinking water quality for private 
well and for households served by small water systems (2-14 households) in just the North 
Monterey County portion of the PV Basin if safe drinking water standards are vastly exceeding 
NO3 and other constituent maximum contamination levels? 

GSU22 does not recognize how rapidly NO3 levels and other contaminants have increased in 
just the past 5 years in many areas. The GSU 22 does not address how water supplies will be 
restored to households that lose access to safe drinking water due to low groundwater levels. 
Historical records for one small water system, Paddon Road #1, show the NO3 increase by 60% 
between June,2016 and Dec,2020. That is an unacceptable increase rate of 7% per year. 
Implementation of Agricultural Order #4 will help curtail the rate of the increase little by little 
by 2050. However, to go from 7% per year to 0% over a 30 year period is not enough to prevent 
continued contamination increases and/or to prevent acceptable health risks. Every GSA, 
possibly in conjunction with other State agencies, needs to estimate how many new rural 
residential households will cross over the threshold of unacceptable water quality each year the 
groundwater levels drop to and below the proposed minimum thresholds. Based on those 
projections, proof needs to provided that funds exist through a Drinking Water Well Mitigation 
Program that are sufficient to provide drinking water to that projected number of households. If 
sufficient funds are not proven to be available, the minimum threshold needs to be raised and /or 
number of years of allowed exceedances reduced. 

The Salt and Nutrient Plan and the GSU22 plan needs to be revised to reduce groundwater 
quality objectives closer to the average existing levels and to provide for a better assimilation 
policy to provide for an assimilation policy which does not allow a doubling of contaminats. We 
asked in two different letters for PV Water to revise their groundwater quality objectives and 
assimilation policy to limit the increase in average levels of constituents not to exceed 20 % 
between years 2020 and 2039. We did not receive a response to either request.  

- by 2027- average concentration not to increase above the  2020 level by more than     
 8% 
- by 2033- average concentration not to increase above the 2027 level by more than 7% 
- by 2039- average concentration not to increase above the 2033 level by more than 5% 

PV Water can set an example of a much better assimilation policy by adopting a reasonable 
assimilative policy such as shown above. . . . . an assimilation policy that provides better 
protection of  groundwater quality. . . an example we hope DWR and CCRWQCB will implement 
in establishing better criteria for GSA's groundwater quality objectives and assimilation policies 



 

 

Response:  

The current groundwater quality SMC were developed in the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan 
(SNMP) in response to regulations put forth by the Central Coast Region of the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). These were accepted by DWR in its review of PV Water's 
GSP Alternative submittal. As concluded by DWR in their evaluation of the submitted 
alternative (DWR, 2019), and restated in Section 7.20.2 of GSU22 (page 174 of GSU22 
submittal), “The Salt [& Nutrient] Management Plan identifies quantitative criteria for tracking 
future water quality undesirable results in the form of assimilative capacity thresholds” and “The 
Plan provides reasonable quantifications and standards related to groundwater storage and water 
quality.” To reiterate text from Section 7.10.2 of GSU22: (page 177 of GSU22 submittal): 

It should be noted that DWR accepted SMC based on zonal averages that do allow 
individual areas within the zones to have concentrations that exceed minimum threshold 
concentrations. The SNMP identified that while 15% of sampled wells in the Basin 
exceeded the minimum threshold concentration for TDS of 1,000 mg/L, these were not 
undesirable results as the average concentrations for both zones were both below the 
minimum threshold. SNMP also identified that 27% of sampled wells in the Basin 
exceeded the minimum threshold concentration for nitrate of 45 mg/L, but these were 
also not undesirable results as the average concentrations for both zones were below the 
minimum threshold. This is consistent with sustainability under SGMA being defined 
basin-wide. 

Numerous similar comments on the existing DWR-approved water quality SMC have been 
addressed previously through the GSU22 process. These include Comments 7.10.6, October 18, 
2021 Comment #14, Comment #15, and Comment 7.10.7 of the Response to Public Comments 
(pages 3074-3076 of GSU22 submittal). As a result, addressing the water quality SMC was not 
included in DWR’s recommended actions for this 5-year update and was not part of the scope of 
GSU22. Numerous similar comments on the existing DWR-approved water quality SMC have 
been addressed previously through the GSU22 process. These include Comments 7.10.6, 
October 18, 2021 Comment #14, Comment #15, and Comment 7.10.7 of the Response to Public 
Comments (pages 3074-3076 of GSU22 submittal). 

The statement “We asked in two different letters for PV Water to revise their groundwater 
quality objectives and assimilation policy to limit the increase in average levels of constituents 
not to exceed 20% between years 2020 and 2039. We did not receive a response to either 
request.” is false. PV Water provided multiple formal responses that reevaluation of the 
assimilative capacity calculation and incorporation of additional constituents was outside the 
scope of GSU22. See the response to Comment 7.10.4 of the Response to Public Comments 
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(page 3076 of GSU22 submittal) and page 17 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water 
technical memorandum (September 7, 2021) which addressed these concerns.  

Furthermore, the existing measurable objective aims to stop increases in nitrate, TDS, and 
chloride concentration increases. As restated in Section 7.10.2, the DWR evaluation of the 
submitted alternative (DWR, 2019) “the measurable objective is a “100% reduction of 
assimilative capacity decreases” (i.e., to not reduce the assimilative capacity further).” 

Comment 7.10.4: Rural Residents for Water– Clearly Show Areas Where Nitrate and Chloride 
Levels are Being Exceeded 

Section 7 needs to be revised to show the more clearly show the areas  where nitrate and 
chloride levels are being exceeded in the Coastal Zone and in the adjacent areas. If the nitrate 
and chloride levels already exceed the proposed SMCs and approved, the GSU 22 needs to 
include a description of the measures that will be put into place to curb further exceedances in 
chlorides in and adjacent to the swi boundary. 

The average chloride level in the Coastal zone is 273 mg/L which is higher than the 250 mg/L 
min. threshold for sea water intrusion. The GSU 22 needs to address how this exceedance is 
going to be remediated. 

Response:  

Figures 60 through 61 of the GSU22 (page 7-47 through 7-49; pages 181-183 of GSU22 
submittal) display interpolated concentrations of TDS, chloride, and nitrate, respectively. These 
can be used to identify specific areas where TDS, nitrate, and chloride concentrations are 
elevated. As described in Section 7.10 of the GSU22, chloride concentrations above the 
minimum threshold in the coastal zone are due to seawater intrusion, which is evaluated with the 
seawater intrusion SMC that is defined by SGMA to prevent seawater intrusion inland of a 
chloride isocontour. 

Monitoring Networks 

Comment 10.1: Rural Residents for Water– Monitoring Network for Chronic Lowering of 
Groundwater Level is not Sufficient, RMPs in Non-Alluvial Areas Low Priority  

The number and locations of proposed RMPs is not adequate to detect impacts and protect rural 
residential wells. Groundwater levels for hundreds of domestic wells and small water systems, 
especially those located above the 200 ft. elevation level, will not be adequately monitored by the 
proposed RMP network. 
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a) RMPs planned in non- alluvial areas are low to very low priority, #4s and #5s. This further 
exacerbates the inadequacy of the RMP network and further skews the calculation of 
exceedances for GWL-SMCs to the detriment of rural residents . This makes is it even more 
important for exceedances to be revised so that GWLs and RMPs do not go below the 
minimum threshold for more than 2 years. . . not 4 years. 

b) Well owners in these areas will be disproportionately impacted when GWLs are allowed to 
drop to the proposed minimum thresholds and then allowed to remain below those levels for 
as many as 4 years. The wells in the figure below are small water systems that PV Water does 
not recognize at in the basin. Consultants state that SGMA only requires consideration of the 
"primary" aquifer. However, the smaller aquifers are 100% impacted by chronic lowering of 
groundwater level in the "downhill" primary aquifers. 

Response:  

The RMPs mentioned above are not low priority. This comment is similar to Comment 10.2 and 
October 18, 2021, Comment #6 of the Response to Public Comments (pages 3083-3075 of 
GSU22 submittal). As addressed there, and described in Section 10.6.3 (page 267 of GSU22 
submittal), the category with the highest priority to address is where additional RMPs are 
recommended. The next highest priority to address is where there are spatial data gaps within the 
full PV Water monitoring network. The lowest priority to address are spatial data gaps that only 
occur within the PV GSP Alternative monitoring network. 

As further described in Section 10.6.3 (page 267 of GSU22 submittal), data gaps where there are 
no Aromas monitoring wells (confidential wells or otherwise) are medium priority (areas 7 and 8 
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on Figure 2). Groundwater monitoring in these areas need to be established first before 
evaluating need to add RMPs for these areas. As described in Section 10.6.3.1.3, existing RMPs 
may be representative of these areas. The highest priority areas are where additional RMPs are 
recommended (areas 2, 3, and 4 on Figure 2) with areas 2 and 3 identified to establish RMPs 
near domestic water users. Appendix 3E of the GSU22 displays data to inform chronic lowering 
of groundwater levels SMC for these RMPs when they are established. 

Existing RMPs do cover some areas above 200 feet, and data gaps are identified in the GSU22 
for potential additional RMPs. This comment is similar to Comments 3.1 and 3.2 of the 
Response to Public Comments (pages 3050-3051 of GSU22 submittal). As described there, 
Section 10.6.3.1.2, “PV GSP Alternative Monitoring Network Data Gaps,” does describe 3 areas 
recommended for additional representative monitoring points for chronic lowering of 
groundwater levels (Figure 2). Many of the wells in the Los Lomas Hills recommended area 
have a ground surface elevation higher than 200 feet. Since the submission of the GSU22, PV 
Water added 24 domestic wells owned by private well owners to participate in the agency’s 
groundwater monitoring network across the entire basin. The intent was to increase the overall 
spatial coverage of the network, increase the number of wells with information that can be shared 
publicly, and to support development of new RMPs. The expansion of the monitoring network 
was the result of PV Water sending letters or notices to all well owners in the Basin including 
rural residential and small water system customers located above the 200 feet elevation band. 
Additionally, PV Water directly requested that RRW reach out to colleagues and interested 
stakeholders to participate in the monitoring program. Most recently, PV Water staff engaged 
with staff from the Central Coast Region of the SWRCB to collaborate in expanding the 
collective capabilities of each entity’s monitoring programs by soliciting interest of monitoring 
program participants to engage with the other entity.  

The principal aquifer for the Basin is the Aromas aquifer and therefore the focus of management 
under SGMA is the Aromas aquifer. The lack of Aromas aquifer wells with monitored 
groundwater levels in the far upland areas of the Basin precludes the establishment of RMPs 
there. The current plan to address data gaps as described in Section 3.11 and Section 10.6 is to 
identify wells in these areas for monitoring and evaluate data from those wells for the need for 
additional RMPs. Please also see page 14 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical 
memorandum (September 7, 2021) which addressed this concern. The GSU22 does not suggest 
that there are no domestic wells in those areas; domestic wells are shown on Figure 82 of the 
GSU22. 

The 2 eastern areas circled in red by RRW on the above map are within PV Water’s jurisdiction 
but outside of the Pajaro Valley Basin. This figure has been previously presented by RRW in 
Comment 3.2 of the Response to Public Comments (pages 3050-3051 of GSU22 submittal). As 
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responded to there, this area is not considered part of a groundwater basin by DWR. GSU22 is a 
document created to address the Basin, and therefore is not meant to address areas that are not 
considered groundwater basins. The Basin’s northern boundary exists where the Pliocene 
Purisima Formation outcrops at surface and defines the extent of the continuous Aromas aquifer 
(brown line on Figure 2).  

 

 
Figure 2. Groundwater Level Monitoring Networks and Identified Data Gaps [Figure 86 in GSU22] 

 

Outreach and Engagement 

Comment 12.1: Community Water Center – Inadequate Consideration of All Beneficial Users, 
Lack of Public Consideration in GSU22 Process 



 

 

“ […] The GSU22 in its current form does not reflect the interests of drinking water users in the 
basin, and in fact statements made by the Board call into question whether they consider 
drinking water to be within the purview of SGMA and thus part of their mandate. This video from 
the Pajaro Valley GSA Board Meeting, October 20, 2021, elucidates this lack of engagement by 
the GSA as to its role to consider and protect drinking water users in the basin. This meeting 
contained the final full presentation of the GSU22 to the Board and public. 

1. GSU22 Committee Member Marla Anderson appealed to the Board at 1:44:50: "The 
Stakeholders are people who are potentially going to lose their well water" versus industry just 
having to cut back on their pumping. "Who are we protecting here?" 

2. Director Bob Culbertson commented at 2:21:40: "Whether or not our agency has the 
responsibility to provide potable water to the residents in our area in the Pajaro Valley is a 
whole different kind of ball game than what I've been understanding our mission was in terms of 
providing irrigation water and trying to prevent the reduction of the aquifer levels, to prevent 
seawater intrusion." 

In this video from November 17, 2021, when the actual vote to approve the GSU22 took place, 
the GSA members further failed to take steps to consider, represent, and protect drinking water 
users from significant and unreasonable impacts in the basin in the GSP update, as required by 
SGMA. 

3. GSU22 Chair Kirk Schmidt commented, starting at 28:05, that other agencies are responsible 
for handling drinking water impacts, without acknowledging the role that GSA management 
decisions have in whether or not more wells will go dry or become contaminated. 

4. Director Stephen Rider stated at 36:22 that the comments from RRW were not “germane to 
the purpose of the sustainability update.” He identifies that purpose as “maintaining local 
control of our water.” 

Drinking water users are among the users who want to maintain local control in Pajaro Valley, 
and must not have their interests excluded from this process. The GSA has the duty and ability to 
protect wells from going dry or becoming contaminated due to pumping practices and other 
groundwater management.  

Response:  

Concerns by RRW, CWC, and other stakeholders have been thoroughly considered and 
addressed. This was previously summarized in the response to Comment 12.2 of the Response to 
Public Comments (pages 3087-3088 of GSU22 submittal). PV Water provided the Response to 
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Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum (September 7, 2021), which addressed 
concerns listed by RRW. The petition provided by RRW was also reviewed publicly at the May 
2021 Committee meeting and referenced at Board Meeting #1 (May 19, 2021). RRW has also 
been afforded multiple opportunities to speak at public meetings discussing the GSU22 process 
with PV Water board members, staff, consultants, and other members of the public. 

Apart from setting appropriate sustainable management criteria that are protective of all 
beneficial uses and users, and should prevent the occurrence of undesirable results, it is beyond 
the jurisdiction of SGMA to “protect wells from going dry or being contaminated” on an 
individual well basis. The sustainable management criteria and projects and management actions 
implemented as part of SGMA compliance should have a positive effect on overall Basin-wide 
groundwater elevations and groundwater quality. 

Comment 12.2: Community Water Center – Inadequate Consideration of All Beneficial Users, 
Lack of Public Consideration in GSU22 Process  

“In addition to comments made during GSU22 Committee meetings and Pajaro Valley GSA 
meetings, RRW gathered one hundred and five signatures on the following petition and submitted 
it to the GSA, however no changes were made to the GSU22 as a result of these comments [….] 
Given the GSA’s failure to consider beneficial users of drinking water in the GSU22, the 
GSU22’s allowance of domestic wells to go dry without proper justification as to why this is not 
significant or unreasonable […]  the Department should require the GSA to make further 
amendments.” 

Comment 12.2: Rural Residents for Water– Inadequate Consideration of All Beneficial Users, 
Lack of Public Consideration in GSU22 Process 

The Communication and Engagement Plan failed to facilitate participation by the public . Many 
efforts made by the public to participate  and comment were not given validity or merit during 
the GSU 22 development process.  

1) Several rural residents provided comments and testimony at various advisory board meetings. 
The testimonies and comments were not given value and were usually rebuffed or dismissed.  

a) When rural resident stated a concern at an informational meeting on July 28 about the 
proposed minimum thresholds being too low, we received the response, "If this were the case, 
wells would have been de-watered". We asked, "How do you know that wells were not de-
watered?" 



 

 

b) When a resident said that she observed problems in her own well water and with other 
people's wells during drought year of 2014 (2014 level is roughly equal to the proposed 
minimum threshold) she was told by a staff member, "If that were the case, they would have 
called us." We asked, "Why would they call you. Wouldn't they call a well drilling service?" 

c) A resident testified at a meeting that several well drillers he had talked to told him there was a 
lot of well deepening going on in 2014 without permits due to the emergency nature of the call. 
The response from PV Water was "That couldn't be true because other well drillers would turn 
them in and the county would never let that happen." If a person testifies to first hand 
information he received, why does the agency need to discount that as being true? 

d) At the Nov.21, 2021 Board meeting for the final GSU22 review, a rural resident asked how 
many of the Board members had read the comments that we sent in. Only one Board member 
said that she had read them.  

[…] 

The majority of Board members did not participate or engage in various meetings that had been 
set up to promote information and dialog between rural residents and the agency. 

a) When the above July 28 meeting occurred, the majority of Board members did not attend. 

b) During another meeting, Community Water Center presented on a "Domestic Well Impact 
Mitigation Program", several Board members zoomed off during that presentation. 

c) At another community meeting on Sept. 28, several Board members did not attend. 

4) Correspondences sent to PV staff and Board asking for information were not responded to 

a) An email asking how much seawater intrusion advanced during prior drought periods-  no 
response received. 

b) An email asking if PV Water can explain why there have been such dramatic increases in 
nitrates in certain areas. No response received or referral to another agency received. 

Response:  

Multiple edits to the GSU22 document and to applicable sustainable management criteria were 
incorporated as a result of input from RRW and CWC. Sustainable management criteria, notably 
chronic lowering of groundwater levels undesirable results, were edited at the specific request of 



 

 

RRW. All stakeholder comments were addressed either in the meeting when the comments took 
place, in subsequent meetings, or in written responses to stakeholder comments. 

These comments are similar to Comment 12.2 and 12.3 of the Response to Public Comments 
(pages 3087-3089 of GSU22 submittal). As described there, all comments were taken carefully 
reviewed including those provided by RRW and CWC. In addition to formal meetings that were 
open to the broader beneficial users of water, informal meetings with RRW and CWC were 
conducted between Committee meetings. PowerPoint presentations presented by both RRW and 
CWC were also accommodated during public meetings and the Committee Meetings. Committee 
Member Marla Anderson (RRW) and Alternate Mayra Hernandez (CWC) were given ample 
time to speak during all open meetings and were provided time between meetings to speak with 
staff and consultants. The GSU22 Committee heard input by all stakeholders and they had the 
ultimate decision to incorporate comments. Some comments were accepted, while others were 
not. The Committee Members voted on recommendations to PV Water Board and were 
submitted based on majority vote. All votes were determined on majority and there were no 
voting opportunities with more than 2 no votes on any topic. 

PV Water advanced all correspondence requested to be shared to the GSU22 Committee from all 
parties. Opportunities for comment was afforded by GSU22 Committee and public attendees 
following each discussion item and during Question/Answer sessions. GSU22 Committee 
members and the public at large were afforded ample opportunity to express their perspective as 
members of RRW and CWC elected to utilize this frequently during discussion and votes. The 
GSU22 Committee was established to provide a collective body that represented an array of 
interests and groups in the Basin to provide recommendations to the Board of Directors for 
approval. While unanimity would be ideal, it is reasonable that with a diverse group of 
perspectives not all parties would agree on every matter. Most Committee votes passed with only 
1 or 2 of the 15 members voting against any given recommendation. PV Water also held 
meetings with RRW to address their concerns prior to and after several Committee meetings. 
The petition provided by RRW was shared publicly and fully responded to in the May 2021 
Committee meeting. Further, chronic lowering of groundwater level SMC were changed based 
on comments from Committee Member Anderson, the Rural Residential Well Owner 
Representative on the Committee. Committee Member Anderson also agreed to share her well 
data which will contribute to monitoring data. 

Comment 12.3: Community Water Center – Lack of Enforceable Mitigation Measures  

[There is a] lack of enforceable mitigation measures to hold overpumpers of groundwater 
responsible for dewatering domestic wells. 

Comment 12.3: Rural Residents for Water – Lack of Enforceable Mitigation Measures 
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Drinking Water Mitigation funds available and potential impacts to domestic wells needs to be 
identified in the GSU 22 prior to approval of the update. This estimate needs to include how 
many wells and households will be impacted in terms of both unacceptable groundwater quality 
and unacceptable groundwater level during any year that the groundwater level drops below the 
proposed gwl minimum threshold…. If the cost of mitigating the estimated adverse impacts to 
rural residential households exceeds the amount of available funds appropriated by agencies, 
the minimum gwl threshold and/or exceedance allowances need to be revised to a level which 
can be mitigated with available funds. 

Response:  

The current plan to maintain Basin-wide groundwater elevations and prevent the occurrence of 
undesirable results is to implement projects and management actions described in the BMP 2014 
plus additional projects. These projects and management actions, and their current status, are 
described in GSU22 sections 7.4 and 7.5, respectively.  

As described in GSU22 Section 3.8: 

Undesirable results must be avoided to achieve sustainability and avoid state intervention 
of the Basin after 2040. A minimum threshold exceedance at an RMP indicates an 
increased risk of undesirable results. Multiple minimum threshold exceedances would 
confirm the increased risk of undesirable results and lead PV Water to evaluate its 
projects and management actions and consider new strategies to prevent undesirable 
results. 

The request to incorporate a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation program is similar to 
Comment 12.4 of the Response to Public Comments (page 3089 of GSU22 submittal). As 
addressed there, incorporation of a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program is not 
within the scope of GSU22. CWC was given a platform to present information regarding a 
Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program at a GSU22 Committee meeting and at the PV 
Water Board of Directors meeting in September 2021. 

Comment 12.4: Rural Residents for Water – Pace and Format of Zoom Meetings  

The pace, complexity and zoom format of the meetings made participation by rural residents as 
well as other un-paid interested parties very difficult. 

a) Zoom meetings were held during the day when the majority of people work.  
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b) The pace of the meetings was too fast and covered too much material for lay people to hear, 
absorb and respond to. Many people who zoomed in ended up dropping off after about  20 
minutes because they were totally overwhelmed. 

c) At a few zoom meetings when rural residents tried to ask questions, a senior advisory 
committee member referred to us as the  "minority voice" and would push on to the next items 
without providing an opportunity for those questions to be responded to or referred to a staff 
member for a response at a later date. 

d) There seemed to be an expectation that unless a major community outcry occurs, that input 
from a small group of people was not important. The decision makers did not understand that the 
complexity of the topics, the zoom technology, the lack of knowledge that most well owners have 
about their wells (gw level and gw quality) greatly hinders public participation in the process 

e) Members of the public were not allowed to ask questions or talk directly to the consultants 
who prepared the presentations, the draft criteria, or the draft update. When a rural resident 
tried to get the phone number of the consultant to ask a question directly, she was told, "We can 
not provide that to you." 

Response:  

The online meetings were held either during the afternoon or in the evening. Board meetings 
were held at 7:00 p.m. Ultimately, most people who called in remained on the call through the 
entire discussion. Few showed up late or left early. 

The GSU22 Committee Chair would move the agenda forward when all questions were 
answered and topics were discussed at length. Upon request, both staff and consultants met with 
individuals from the CWC and RRW. The facilitator encouraged both RRW and CWC to invite 
their constituents to participate; these invitations were not extended by RRW or CWC to their 
interested parties for the July 28, 2021, meeting with RRW and CWC. 

PV Water staff assisted Committee Member Marla Anderson on many occasions with 
technology including putting the Committee meeting on hold in addition to personally inviting 
her to join meetings from PV Water’s conference room during the time offices were generally 
closed to the public due to COVID-19. Staff also arranged for a County Supervisor to host RRW 
which RRW declined. CWC turned down all offers of in-person meetings due to the commute 
from Sacramento. 



 

 

RRW were encouraged to speak to both staff and consultants. They were offered on many 
occasions and accepted to speak to both staff and consultants and calls were facilitated on several 
occasions to talk directly to the consultants for clarifications as well as to provide input.    
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