Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater
Planning Advisory Committee
Meeting No. 8
GoToMeeting Teleconference
May 13, 2021
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Introductions
• Welcome
• Review Meeting Guidelines

• Roll Call
• Review Meeting Objectives
• Review Meeting Schedule
• Received Correspondence
• Comments for Items Not on Agenda
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Review Meeting Protocols
1) Permit the Facilitator / Host to lead.
2) Respond to roll call of Committee Members /Public/Identify Phone
numbers.
3) Follow the Agenda to ensure meeting objectives are met.
4) Empower facilitator to queue and prioritize speakers.
5) Minimize disruption by allowing speakers to own the mic.
6) Alert the Facilitator through “requesting the mic” via the “chat bubble” are
“raising hand” through the messaging function.
7) Try to be brief in communications in order for others to participate.
8) Be patient with technology and each other as we adapt to remote
communication.
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GoToMeeting Technical Guidelines

1) Use the phone icon to mute via the computer and sign on with a muted phone
2) Use *6 to mute and unmute on phone
3) When not speaking, mute your computer to eliminate and reduce feedback.
4) Use the “chat bubble” to message and alert Facilitator when you want to
speak.
5) If on phone and logged in online, please enter PIN on phone.

6) This meeting is being recorded.
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Roll Call
AFFILIATION

COMMITTEE MEMBER

Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau

Chair Kirk Schmidt

PV Water Board

PV Water Board

Vice-Chair Bob Culbertson
Mary Bannister
Alternate: Tom Broz
Amy Newell

Santa Cruz County

Sierra Ryan

Monterey County

Unfilled

San Benito County

Unfilled

Monterey County Farm Bureau

Robert Rodoni

City of Watsonville
Pajaro Sunny Mesa Community
Services District

Beau Kayser

PV Water Board

Sandy Coplin

Aromas Water District

Robert Johnson

California Water Service
Company

Gary Vincelet

AFFILIATION
Rural Residential
Well Owner
Representative
Environmental
Representative
Mutual Water
Company
Representative
Disadvantaged
Community
Group
Representative
Agriculture
Representative

COMMITTEE MEMBER
Marla Anderson,
Residential Well Owner
Alternate: Mayra Hernandez,
Community Water Center
Jonathan Pilch,
Watsonville Wetlands Watch
Sandra Hoppe,
San Andreas Mutual Water
Company
Christi Suchil,
City of Watsonville Resident
Tannis Thorlakson,
Driscoll’s Inc.
Alternate: Kyle Monper
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Review Meeting Objectives
• Discussions and priorities on GSU22 development
– Management / Governance
– GSU22 Development
– Communication & Engagement (C&E)
– Next Steps/Actions/Information Needed
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Meeting Schedule 2020-21
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Received Correspondence

8

Comment for Items not on Agenda
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Management/Governance
• Consider Corrections of GSU22 April 8th Meeting
Summary
• Receive Report on PV Water Board Meeting
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April 8 Meeting Summary

11

PV Water Board Meeting Update
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GSU22 Development
• Consider Groundwater Levels (GWLs) SMC
• Consider and Approve Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) SMC
• Review Drought Resiliency Actions
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Consider Chronic Depletion of Groundwater Levels (GWL)
Sustainable Management Criteria
• Review Survey Responses
• Discuss GWL SMC relationship to Groundwater
Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs)
• Consider and Approve GWL SMC
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DWR Assessment of Groundwater Levels Indicator

• “GSP Regulations specify that the minimum threshold for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels be based on groundwater elevations indicating a depletion
of supply that may lead to undesirable results. The Basin Management Plan’s
approach to addressing adverse conditions did not include setting specific
groundwater level thresholds.”
• DWR Recommended Action 5: Staff recommend that the Agency define
specific, quantitative criteria for groundwater levels…that can be used to
objectively determine compliance of the Plan with the objectives of SGMA on
an ongoing basis…
– Provide groundwater-level criteria, equivalent to the sustainable management
criteria in the GSP Regulations, that represent the planned improvements in
groundwater conditions to avoid undesirable results within the timelines
outlined in the Plan.
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Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels SMC (GWL SMC)
Statement of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
Significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when
groundwater levels decline such that a significant number of domestic, agricultural, or
municipal wells, experience a long-term reduction in groundwater supply.
DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS STATEMENT?

No 5

Yes 10
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GWL SMC Statement of Significant Unreasonable Conditions
Survey Proposed Changes
Yes

No
5

10

Survey Proposed Change

GSU22 Team Response

Replace unclear “significant
number”
Specify reduction to any sector

Will be removed but statement should be qualitative

Change “long-term reduction”

Previously inserted by committee and consistent with
DWR guidance
Focus is on level at which well supply is reduced

Include avoidance of declining
trend
Incorporate GDEs

Will incorporate but reference as “use”

Focus is on reduction of well supply; SGMA only requires
consideration of GDEs
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DWR Best Management Practice for
GWL SMC
• Chronic lowering of groundwater levels
constitutes a significant and unreasonable
condition when an unreasonable depletion of
supply continues over the planning and
implementation horizon.
• Overdraft during a period of drought not
significant and unreasonable if offset during
other periods
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/WebPages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SustainableGroundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-andGuidance-Documents/Files/BMP-6-Sustainable-Management-CriteriaDRAFT_ay_19.pdf
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Proposed Statement of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
• Revised statement:

“Significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater
levels occurs when groundwater levels decline such that there is a
long-term reduction in groundwater supply for domestic,
agricultural, or municipal use”
-Proposed Statement incorporating Survey Response
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GWL SMC Statement of Significant Unreasonable Conditions
Yes
Full Survey Responses (1 of 2)

No
5

10
• Significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when groundwater levels
decline such that a significant number of domestic, agricultural, or municipal wells, experience a longterm reduction in groundwater supply and/or such that will meaningfully contribute to the lowering of
groundwater levels within the basin over time.
– I think what is a significant number of wells is not very clear unless defined. I think the statement as is does not address
the lowering of groundwater over time - it seems to be reactive to a future time when groundwater levels had been
lowered. It seems to me that we should be proactive in addressing the trend toward groundwater level decline. Another
way to approach this is might be to identify a place on the map where wells are currently experiencing intrusion and then
say when wells beyond this by + or - x feet are experiencing decline that is when this would be considered unreasonable.
This might reflect the trend rather than the future state.

• Significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when it drops to a level
that is too low to allow adequate water to be supplied to any one sector (agricultural, rural residential,
industrial) for a reasonable period of time .
– The term "significant" is too vague.
– The meaning of "long-term" is covered within the undesirable results language.

*Not

to be included in meeting presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL SMC Statement of Significant Unreasonable Conditions
Yes
Full Survey Responses (2 of 2)

No
5

10
• Instead of significant, provide a percentage (i.e. 30%) of domestic, agricultural, or municipal...
– Significant is different to each person, and to get a handle on a groundwater issue, an entity needs to have a specific goal
or threshold to manage too - not a wiggle-room word like significant.

• Suggest changing "..that a significant number of..." to "that numerous..." AND (unless otherwise dealt
with) "municipal wells experience" to "municipal wells, or GDEs experience“
– "significant" connotes a large percentage, I don't think we would allow a high percentage of wells to go dry. Numerous is
equally vague but doesn't seem as likely to be a big number.
–

*Not

I can't recall if GDEs were excluded for a reason. I don't think the ISW gets to the issue enough, but it may be that they are
addressed in another way.

to be included in meeting presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL SMC Minimum Thresholds (MT)

MT

Do you agree that a minimum threshold
based on the lowest observed
groundwater levels in the past 20 years
will protect against significant and
unreasonable conditions?

No 3
Yes 8
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GWL MT Survey Proposed Changes and Questions

No
3

Yes
8

Survey Proposed Change
or Question

GSU22 Team Response

Change to link to unreasonable
conditions

Analysis in TM showed how the proposed MT prevents
unreasonable conditions

Use longer period of ~30 years

Lowering groundwater levels to late 1980s-90s drought levels
may not be reasonable

Use period of 2010-2020

Analysis in TM showed how the proposed MT prevents
unreasonable conditions

How does MT relate to current
trends?

Current GWL trends are stable or rising over last 20 years. MT
are meant to maintain that trend.

Should be set at levels to prevent
seawater intrusion (SWI)

The reasons groundwater level proxies for SWI have been used
in other basins do not apply in PV. PW Water can adaptively
manage for the chloride isocontour SWI SMC that meet
regulations
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Comparison to Nearby Screen Intervals Show How MT Prevent
Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
95th% TOS

95th% BOS
MT

At most RMPs, MT higher than
95th Percentile of Nearby Screens.
In inland area, MT represents stable
groundwater levels where levels and
screens vary greatly in the nearby area.

Land Surface
GWL

MT

TOS
BOS
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Petition Proposal to use 2017 Levels as MT is Inconsistent with
Significant and Unreasonable Conditions and DWR Guidance
• GWL below 2017 levels do not
represent “long-term reduction in
groundwater supply “
– Very wet year
– 2018-19 would have MT exceedances

• Some adverse effects during drought
years not necessarily significant and
unreasonable
– Committee can provide different direction
40-75

Inland salt is
unrelated to
75-100
seawater
intrusion 25
Chloride (mg/L)
~150

GWL MT Full Survey Responses (1 of 3)

Yes
8

No
3

• There are other standards that could be used as a minimum threshold as this is not linked to the
definition of unreasonable conditions.
• The indicator levels should reach back to the drought of the late 1980's and early 1990's (1989 1991 drought).
– The drought mentioned above is a good indicator of drought conditions on the Central Coast.

•

Remove 20 years
– Water cycles can run longer than 20 years

• I don’t have enough information to answer this
– I would like to know the basis for that recommendation. If used, would this threshold a) reverse the
current decline, b) prevent further decline, or c) would be considered an acceptable ongoing loss, or d)
result in unsustainable groundwater decline. I don't have enough information to know this - but would be
interested to understand the thinking around how this threshold relates to this question.

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL MT Full Survey Responses (2 of 3)

Yes
8

No
3

• Because chloride trends for inland wells 2010-2020 has not
been provided, I believe that a safer and more reasonable
groundwater minimum threshold would be the average of all
fall levels measured between 2010 and 2020 which is
approximately the 2017 level.
– How well a GW level functions as an indicator of sustainability depends
100% on how the exceedance is defined.
– The map below in 2020 after 3 good rain years almost 1/3 of the PV
Basin still has GWLs below sea level. Even with the College Lake and
Watsonville Slough projects, how will GW levels look if the min.
threshold is set at the bottom of a 4 year drought and then allowed to
be exceeded for another 4 years?

*Not to be included in presentation but provided
for informational purposes
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GWL MT Full Survey Responses (3 of 3)

Yes
8
• Staff and consultants have not done due diligence as other GSAs to determine what the minimum
GWL threshold needs to be in order to inhibit further landward migration of sea water intrusion.

No
3

– Data was provided staff in the March presentation that shows significant sea water intrusion between 2010
and 2020 in the identified sea water intrusion. It cannot be assumed that chlorides did not dramatically
increase in inland wells during the two lowest 2010-2020 years (2014 and 2015) as no information was
provided. This kind of information should have been provided by staff. b). The water in my well has been
tasting saltier almost every year since the early 2000's and I live around 3-1/2 miles inland from the coast.
– An excerpt from the Oxnard GSA Plan states that their minimum GWL threshold is not based on historical
low water levels, but on what level is needed to prevent further inland migration of saline beyond the 2015
water impact front. PV Water still has not identified the impact line of sea water intrusion for 2020 much
less determined the correlation between sea water intrusion and low groundwater over the past 20 years. If
PVWater has done this critical study to determine the correlation between groundwater levels and degree
of sea water intrusion where is it? If so, why haven't the results been provided to the public or in any annual
report? If this study hasn't been done, why not?

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL SMC Undesirable Results (UR) Option 1
>10% of RMPs
below MT
4 out of 5 years

>30% of RMPs
below MT
2 out of 5 years

>20% of RMPs
below MT
3 out of 5 years

For both options, UR based on MT exceedances:
• At multiple RMPs so one well does not define
basin sustainability
• Over multiple years to be consistent with “longterm reduction in groundwater supply “
considered significant and unreasonable

Yes Option 1
is Acceptable
8

No Option
1 is not
Acceptable
3
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GWL SMC Undesirable Results (UR) Option 2
Evaluate UR for Delivered Water
Zone (DWZ) area separately from
non-DWZ area
Yes Option 2
is
Acceptable
7

No Option 2
is not
acceptable
2

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1
Option 2

3
3
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GWL UR Survey Questions

Yes
7

No 2

Survey Question

GSU22 Team Response

How does Option 2 differ from
Option 1?

If there are specified number of MT exceedances in DWZ area
OR the non-DWZ area, there are undesirable results

Does DWZ mitigate all negative
impacts? Why differentiate?

The DWZ may not mitigate all negative impacts, but there are
existing projects that mitigate negative impacts in the DWZ so
evaluating separately is justified.

Is there historical data to help
understand likelihood of avoiding
UR and climatic variation?

Appendix D of the 4/2/2021 TM includes hydrographs at the
RMPs and MT and MO. (Appendix D has been revised,
including comparison to 95th percentile of screens)
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GWL UR Survey Question: What are other basins doing?

Yes
7

No 2

Basin

Undesirable Result

Salinas Valley 2022 (anticipate
180/400 update to be consistent)

More than 15% of the groundwater elevation MT are exceeded in any single aquifer
over the course of a year.

Santa Cruz Mid-County (2020)

Any average monthly RMP’s groundwater elevation falls below its MT

Paso Robles (2020)

More than two exceedances of MT occur within a 5-mile radius or within a defined
area of the Basin for any single aquifer over the course of 2 years OR a single RMP
exceeds MT for 2 consecutive years

Eastern San Joaquin (2020)

At least 25% of RMPs fall below their MT for 2 consecutive non-dry water years

Pleasant Valley and Oxnard (2020)

>40% RMPs are below MT in one monitoring event OR groundwater elevations at any
key well exceed historical low elevations OR any RMP is below MT for 3 consecutive
monitoring events, or 3 nonconsecutive out of 5 consecutive monitoring events.

Corning (2022)

>20% RMPs are below MT in 2 consecutive years

Castac Lake Valley (2020)

2 RMPs are below MT in 4 consecutive semi-annual monitoring events

Requirement for consecutive events and years may not be more conservative than 2-4 of 5 years
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GWL UR Proposed Changes

Yes
7

No 2

Survey Proposed
Changes

GSU22 Team Response

The MT exceedance
percentages for Option
2 should be reduced

Yes, the percentages in the Survey Monkey for Option 2 did make UR less
likely under Option 2 than Option 1. The percentages are revised to be
reduced, but requires at least two RMPs have MT exceedances for URs

The time periods should To be consistent with proposed statement of significant and unreasonable
be reduced.
conditions that MT exceedances represent a long term reduction in
groundwater supply, requiring multiple years is appropriate.
Increasing the number of years for fewer RMPs with MT exceedances is
appropriate because do not want to risk state intervention for single area
having low groundwater levels that may be temporary and not chronic.
To avoid risk of state intervention, action should be taken before there are
undesirable results.
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Revised GWL SMC Undesirable Results Option 2
In either the area within 1,000 feet
of the DWZ or the area outside
1,000 feet of the DWZ
>15% of RMPs
below MT
4 out of 5 years

>20% of RMPs
below MT
3 out of 5 years

>25% of RMPs
below MT
2 out of 5 years
Undesirable results are to be avoided so these are
conditions to avoid. Undesirable results after 2040
risks state management of the Basin.
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Committee can provide direction to reduce number of years of MT
exceedances for UR.
Ramifications of Making UR More Likely
PV Water Action
to Prevent UR or
Eliminate UR
before 2040
MT Exceedances

UR After 2040

Pumping
Restrictions

New Projects

Higher Rates

State
Intervention

Pumping
Restrictions
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GWL UR Full Survey Responses (1 of 3)

Yes
7

No 2

• I would be interested to understand this issue better. Is there historical data or comparable data
from other areas that can help us understand the likelihood of us meeting these thresholds or help us
understand climactic variation? It would be helpful to see what other basins are using? What are
Salinas or Santa Cruz area basins using or other comparable basins?
• To understand the impact of Option 2, we would need to have some examples of how this would
differ from option 1. E.g. if there were 5 wells in the Delivered Water Zone and 15 outside of it, when
would Option 1 or Option 2 be triggered, and when would they differ on what is triggered?
• Does the fact that wells are in the DWZ mitigate all the negative impacts? Are there private wells or
ecosystems that do not receive delivered water that could be damaged by allowing water levels to
drop that little bit more?
• I had to leave before this issue was raised at the April 8 meeting, so I did not benefit from hearing the
proponents of Option #2 explain why they think this is an improvement over Option #1. I was
prepared to support Option #1 but might change my opinion if given the opportunity for supporters
of Option #2 to explain their position.

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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Aimee well- (Aromas area)

GWL UR Full Survey Responses (2 of 3)
• Prefer Option 2. In the event that the criteria for Option 2 is deemed
not protective enough, then Option 1 would be next proposal.
• I propose the following criteria for undesirable results: 25% for wells
in 2 out of 5 yrs., 15% for 3/5 yrs., 7% for 4/5 yrs. SEE FOLLOWING
CHART Applies to 16 monitoring wells located outside of the CDZ
zone.
– No criteria was stated on survey monkey for wells inside the CDZ zone
– I strongly disagree with both above proposals- Both proposals would put rural
residential wells (the shallower wells) at risk for 4 years before accountability is
transgressed by PV Water. PV needs to start working on stopping groundwater
level dropping by no more than the end of the second year which would be the
beginning of year 3. These URs are not protective of all water use sectors. PV
Water is obliged to achieve adequate water supply to a minimum of 90% of
domestic wells.
– Neither of the above PV Water proposals are reasonable. In fact, the revised
proposal in survey monkey puts even more well owners at risk than the original
proposal. It is clear that the first wells to go will be rural residential wells . .
.especially towards the eastern part of the basin where land elevations begin to
rise above the valley floor. This does not "allow adequate water to be supplied to
any one sector (agricultural, rural residential, industrial) for more than a
reasonable amount of time to be defined by undesirable results criteria.“

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for
informational purposes

At the minimum threshold
groundwater level
proposed below domestic
many rural residential wells
with well screening above 0
ft above sea level will fail

Well screening for
90% of domestic
wells already well
above min.
threshold line

Why is PVWMA proposing a “sustainable”
groundwater level that is 50 feet lower than the
well-screen of the 90% of domestic wells.
Even with the “Projects” PV Water has planned, they
will never be able to keep sea water intrusion out if
the groundwater levels are allowed to drop to the
proposed minimum threshold for more than even one
year as shown in the above Aromas well above.!!
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GWL UR Full Survey Responses (3 of 3)

Yes
7

No 2

• PVWMA needs to: a). Start counting exceedances as of YEAR 1 as do all the other GSAs , Not year 2, b).
Contingency plans need to be put into place by the end of each year that a minimum threshold is exceeded at
the following rates: No more than 15 % of monitoring wells DURING year 1, No more than 10% DURING Year
2, c). There should be NO EXCEEDANCEs BY THE END of year 3.
– In SGMA legislation, it is clear that the purpose of the number and length of exceedance is to create immediate effort through
management actions to bring groundwater up to minimum threshold in as near term as possible. The "long-term" groundwater
reduction part of the sustainability criteria ALREADY OCCURRED AS DEFINED BY THE GWL MINIMUM THRESHOLD BEING SET WHICH
PVWATER is PROPOSING TO BE SET AT THE GROUNDWATER LEVEL FOLLOWING A 4 YEAR DROUGHT (Approx 2015 level).
"Undesirable Results" are intended to bring levels below the Minimum Threshold up in the near term.
– Attachment 1 shows the results of the survey for 4 other coastal GSAs. Each has a MUCH SMALLER PERCENTAGE FOR
EXCEEDANCES AND FOR MUCH SHORTER PERIODS OF TIME: One GSA allows exceedances to go on for a month, One allows only for
one year, Two for no more than 2 years. WHY IS PVWATER PROPOSING TO ALLOW EXCEEDANCES TO GO ON FOR 4 YEARS? 4 YEARS
IS NOT ACCEPTABLE.
– It is not reasonable for PVWMA to assume that groundwater level dropping issues can be resolved solely by construction of the
College Lake and the Watsonville Slough projects. Both projects are dependent on rainy years in order to function properly.
Management actions need to begin after one year of exceedance rather than waiting for 4-5 years for projects to be built and
hoping that the projects, which are rain dependent, will be enough. Continued Sea Water Intrusion is occurring as you read this
letter. There is not time to wait for two new projects to be built and hope that the intrusion doesn't move in at "unforeseen" rates.
Chloride increases can be easily "seen" in well test information you already have in your monitoring wells and in our private wells.
– The number and length for exceedances proposed by PVWMA are not protective of all sectors of beneficial water user and does not
achieve sustainability, especially as compared to other GSAs in coastal basins.

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL SMC Measurable Objectives (MO) and Interim Milestones (IM)
Projected Rise
with BMP Update

No 2
Do you agree with
the GWL MO as
stated?

Yes
9
MO for Seasonal High

MT for Seasonal Low

Are the GWL IM
acceptable as
stated?

No 3

Yes 8

39

GWL MO & IM Survey Questions and Proposed Changes

Yes
8

Survey Question and
Proposed Change

GSU22 Team Response

Is the model updated or will it be
updated?

The model has been updated and re-calibrated through 2018.
USGS will continue to update model with recent information.
Model runs of BMP are best available information of projected
rise in GWL to set MO.

No
3

Earlier time frame used in the BMP Model is used to estimate projected GWL increases with BMP
should be used as baseline.
from recent conditions so appropriate to use more recent
baseline.
Should be simpler such as using
2018 spring levels

Purpose is to base MO on projected improvements from BMP.
Numerical values for MO are provided at each RMP so public
can see the GWLs that are projected with the BMP.

IM: GWL affected by rainfall

Yes, this is why IM and MO are established and will be
evaluated based on 5 year averages. IM are not enforceable by
state and PV Water can report on any climatic effects.
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GWL MO Full Survey Responses

No
2

Yes
9
• Would be helpful to understand if the model will be re-run with updated basin conditions / science etc, or
if only the 2014 model results will be used. If 2014 model results are going to be used, what is the rational
for this? Hasn't the science / our understanding of the basin / the proposed projects improved since 2014?
Running the model with data from the past 7 years should help us better understand the model's accuracy.
• The prior BMP used an earlier time frame for the baseline. This should remain the same so change CDS
over time which has increased groundwater levels, as intended, is not factored into a new baseline.
• This is WAY TOO COMPLICATED!! It needs to be public friendly so we can have the ability to access
information without needing to know how to apply a simulated PVHM formula!

• On Interim Milestones: Depends on rainfall amounts; drought or heavy rain fall years would change GWL

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL Data Gap Responses will be considered for Monitoring Plan which
will include at least 3 new RMPs for GWL
• 6a) Statement A: The GWL monitoring network is adequate as currently composed to inform on
groundwater level conditions? or
• 6b) Statement B: The GWL monitoring network does not adequately cover the Basin and monitoring points
South of Watsonville, East of Watsonville, and in the Las Lomas area should be added.

What statement do you agree with most?:

Statement B
4

Statement A
1
42

GWL Data Gaps Full Survey Responses (1 of 3)

Statement B 4

Statement A

1

• A monitoring well is needed east of Kelly Lake too
• 4 Other data gaps exist (M.A)
– 3 other monitoring wells at locations near and along the western face of mountains would important
– There are not enough monitoring wells in the upper inland parts of the basin

• I prefer Option 6b but excluding East of Watsonville where according to this map there is not a lot of
pumping. If there are additional pumpers not included on this map then I think the area should be
included.
– There are concentrations of pumpers in those areas that may be having a cumulative impact.

• April presentation shows 20 monitoring wells. 7 of them are located in the CDZ. Survey monkey states a
proposal to add 3 more monitoring wells outside of the CDZ for a total of 23 wells.
• Yes, the 3 monitoring wells proposed by staff should be added. Also, where two monitoring are located
close together and are duplicatory, one monitoring well should not be counted or eliminated as a
monitoring well.

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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GWL Data Gaps Full Survey Responses (2 of 3)

Statement B 4

Statement A

1

I believe from eliminated duplicatory monitoring wells, few more monitoring wells should be added
in areas above the valley floor along the west facing slopes of the Loma Prieta Range and hills east
and south of Aromas to provide a better indication of groundwater levels in upland domestic and
non-crop related wells.
Wells that have groundwater 2015 level more than 10 feet below the 90% Top of screen levels of
nearby domestic wells should not be included in the monitoring system (Such as the Aimee Well).
These wells could be pulling from a cone of depression either caused by it's pump or the pump(s) of
other nearby large capacity wells which would skew the accuracy of groundwater level information.
They are not representational

• Regardless of the monitoring plan, it will help committee if staff can commit to a minimum set number
of monitoring well before decisions are made regarding minimum thresholds, undesirable results and
measurable objectives so we can better evaluate the impacts of various criteria scenarios. (M.A)

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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Statement B 4

GWL Data Gaps Full Survey Responses (3 of 3)
Statement A

1

• The existing points cover the area I am familiar with. I would defer to those in those "data
gap" areas to speak to whether or not the basin is represented by the data already in hand.
• Wasn't it shared in a previous meeting that private wells can be used for monitoring? If so,
what is the added value of having dedicated monitoring wells in the locations identified? How
were the locations identified selected? Aren't we also missing data along the seawater
intrusion front (e.g. the far southern reach of the basin boundary, along Hwy 1 in the
Northern portion of the District, etc.)?
• I agree that additional monitoring wells are needed to get a better handle on SMC for GWL in
all areas of this GW basin. However, we need to submit GSU22 by the end of this year and I
don't see how we're going to obtain new monitoring wells by then. So I think we have to
proceed with the data we have while working to develop new monitoring wells before the
2027 GSU is due.

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs)
Do you agree that potential
GDEs have been considered
appropriately and that the
proposed minimum
thresholds adequately
support potential GDEs?

No 1

Yes
8
46

No
1

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs)
Yes
8

Survey Question and
Proposed Change

GSU22 Team Response

Does rooting depth refer to crop
rooting depth?

It refers to rooting depths of potential GDEs identified in the
cbec memo on GDEs and estimated as approximately 30 feet
below ground surface.

Adequately considered but should
be called out in MT

Consistent with DWR guidance, MT are focused on
groundwater supply for wells. DWR guidance only recommends
consideration of GDEs in GWL SMC.

47

No
1

GDEs Full Survey Responses
Yes
8

•

"... ensure seasonal high groundwater levels will be within the estimated rooting depth..." may mean
something. If it does refer to crop rooting depth then I hope that the GWL is never so high that the crop
dies from over water, however unlikely. If "estimated rooting depth" refers to roots other than crops or
trees it needs to be rewritten to avoid confusion. The use of abbreviations has it place in life, but results in
nonsense in the above. Even if this is clear, there are several large concepts for which you seek agreement,
so my understanding of GWL MT as applied may be different from other members.

• I think they were adequately considered but should still be explicitly called out in the MT
• I don't feel that I have enough expertise on local GDEs to comment.

*Not to be included in presentation but provided for informational purposes
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Discuss Proposed Groundwater Levels SMC
SMC
Significant and
Unreasonable
Conditions…
Minimum
Threshold
(MT)

Undesirable
Results

Measurable
Objective
(MO)

Proposal
…chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when
groundwater levels decline such that there is a long-term
reduction in groundwater supply for domestic, agricultural, or
municipal use.
The average of the 2 lowest annual minimum groundwater
elevations from water year (WY) 2000-2020.

when any of the following occurs in either the area within 1,000
feet of the Delivered Water Zone or in the area outside 1,000
feet of the Delivered Water Zone :
>15% of RMPs with MT exceedances during 4 out of 5
consecutive years, or
>20% of RMPs wells with MT exceedances during 3 out of 5
consecutive years, or
>25% of RMPs with MT exceedances during 2 out of 5
consecutive years.
The average of 2016-2020 spring (March-May) groundwater
measurements, plus the projected rise in average spring
elevations between 2015-2018 and 2035-2040 as simulated by
the Pajaro Valley Hydrologic Model (PVHM) in simulations of the
Basin Management Plan (BMP) Update.

Reasons
Follows DWR Best Management
Guidance to focus on groundwater
supply
Current conditions are not significant
and unreasonable for GWL SMC.

Long-term declines over small areas,
and shorter term declines over
widespread areas are undesirable

Seasonal highs illustrate operational
flexibility, and incorporation of rise
from BMP projects represent
management goals
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Motion for Roll Call Vote on Groundwater Levels SMC
• Significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when
groundwater levels decline such that a significant number of domestic, agricultural, or
municipal wells, experience a long-term reduction in groundwater supply.
• The Minimum Threshold (MT) for GWL is the average of the 2 lowest annual minimum
groundwater elevations from water year (WY) 2000-2020.
• An Undesirable Result for GWL occurs when any of the below occurs in either in the
area within 1,000 feet of the Delivered Water Zone or in the area outside 1,000 feet of
the Delivered Water Zone :
1. More than 15% of Representative Monitoring Point (RMP) wells experience a drop in groundwater elevations
below MT during 4 out of 5 consecutive years, or
2. More than 20% of RMP wells experience a drop in groundwater elevations below MT during 3 out of 5
consecutive years, or

3. More than 25% of RMP wells experience a drop in groundwater elevations below MT during 2 out of 5
consecutive years.
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Motion for Roll Call Vote on Groundwater Levels SMC
• The Measurable Objective (MO) for GWL is the average of 2016-2020 spring (MarchMay) groundwater measurements, plus the projected rise in average spring
elevations between 2015-2018 and 2035-2040 as simulated by the Pajaro Valley
Hydrologic Model (PVHM) in simulations of the Basin Management Plan (BMP)
Update.
• Interim milestone (IM) for GWL incorporate increases simulated by the PVHM for the
BMP Update over the following time frames:
– 2025 IM: The average of 2016-2020 spring groundwater elevations plus simulated average
recovery in spring groundwater elevations between 2015-2018 and 2020-2025.
– 2030 IM: The average of 2016-2020 spring groundwater elevations plus simulated average
recovery in spring groundwater elevations between 2015-2018 and 2025-2030.
– 2035 IM: The average of 2016-2020 spring groundwater elevations plus simulated average
recovery in spring groundwater elevations between 2015-2018 and 2030-2035.
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Roll Call Vote on Proposed Groundwater Levels SMC
AFFILIATION

COMMITTEE MEMBER

Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau

Chair Kirk Schmidt

PV Water Board

PV Water Board

Vice-Chair Bob Culbertson
Mary Bannister
Alternate: Tom Broz
Amy Newell

Santa Cruz County

Sierra Ryan

Monterey County

Unfilled

San Benito County

Unfilled

Monterey County Farm Bureau

Robert Rodoni

City of Watsonville
Pajaro Sunny Mesa Community
Services District

Beau Kayser

PV Water Board

Sandy Coplin

Aromas Water District

Robert Johnson

California Water Service
Company

Gary Vincelet

AFFILIATION
Rural Residential
Well Owner
Representative
Environmental
Representative
Mutual Water
Company
Representative
Disadvantaged
Community
Group
Representative
Agriculture
Representative

COMMITTEE MEMBER
Marla Anderson,
Residential Well Owner
Alternate: Mayra Hernandez,
Community Water Center
Jonathan Pilch,
Watsonville Wetlands Watch
Sandra Hoppe,
San Andreas Mutual Water
Company
Christi Suchil,
City of Watsonville Resident
Tannis Thorlakson,
Driscoll’s Inc.
Alternate: Kyle Monper
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Interconnected Surface Water SMC
• Consider and Approve Interconnected Surface
Water (ISW) Sustainable Management Criteria
(SMC)
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DWR Recommends Quantifying Interconnected Surface Water

• Recommended Action 2: ... the Agency quantify depletions of interconnected
surface waters occurring as of January 1, 2015, which the Agency intends to
use the threshold beyond which undesirable results occur, or other thresholds
as defined and justified by the Agency.
• cbec’s analysis of available data meets this recommendation
• The analysis finds that surface water in Basin is typically disconnected from
groundwater in Aromas aquifer based on best available information.
• Therefore, there have generally not been depletions of interconnected surface
water from groundwater pumping.
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DWR Recommends Developing SMC for Interconnected Surface
Water
• Recommended Action 5: ... the Agency define specific, quantitative criteria for
… depletion of interconnected surface water that can be used to objectively
determine compliance of the Plan with the objectives of SGMA on an ongoing
basis.
• Based on findings of limited interconnected surface water and lack of
potential for significant surface water depletion from groundwater pumping in
the Aromas, there is no need to define minimum thresholds and undesirable
results that can trigger State intervention.
• Propose measurable objectives to track improvements from BMP Update
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Interconnected Surface
Water (ISW)
• SGMA regulations define ISW as
“surface water that is
hydraulically connected at any
point by a continuous saturated
zone to the underlying aquifer
and the overlying surface water
is not completely depleted.”
(connected)

• Streamflow can be gaining from
or losing to groundwater when
interconnected.
• Groundwater pumping can
deplete stream flow in an
interconnected stream.
Source: USGS Circular 1376 (2012)
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Surface Water Disconnected from
Groundwater
• Hydraulically disconnected stream
and groundwater system.
• Stream and groundwater
separated by an unsaturated zone.
• Streamflow can be losing to
groundwater when disconnected.

• Groundwater pumping can not
deplete stream flow in a
disconnected stream.

Source: USGS Circular 1376 (2012)
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Stream Cross-Sectional Profile

60

N

S
Pajaro River

• Thalweg: lowest
elevation of a stream
channel.

50

• Stream disconnected

Watsonville
Elevation (ft NAVD88)

• Stream connected
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40
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20
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0
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Study Findings: Groundwater Data Analysis
1. Monitoring data indicate there is a
significant unsaturated zone (i.e., lack
of hydraulic connection) present
between surface waters and Aromas.

approx. ground surface elev. at wells

Thalweg Elevation

10

Elev. (ft)

Dry

Wet

Dry

V. Wet

Wet

Avg.

V. Dry

Dry

Dry

Wet

Wet

Dry

Dry

Dry

Wet

Avg.

Avg.

Avg.

Dry

Dry

Wet

Avg.

V. Wet

Wet

Wet

V. Wet

Avg.

Wet

Avg.

Avg.

Dry

Dry

V. Dry

Dry

20

Wet

Avg.

Avg.

V. Wet

Avg.

Wet

Avg.

30

V. Wet

40
Wet

2. There are only two locations along the
Pajaro River where monitoring data
indicate infrequent and short-lived
hydraulic connection and potential
ISW with the Aromas related to high
flows in the river during the winter.

approx. channel thalweg elev.

0

well A

-10

well PV6SM
-30
-40
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9/20/20

9/21/19

9/21/18

9/21/17

9/21/16

9/22/15

9/22/14

9/22/13

9/22/12

9/23/11

9/23/10

9/23/09

9/23/08

9/24/07

9/24/06

9/24/05

9/24/04

9/25/03

9/25/02

9/25/01

9/25/00

9/26/99

9/26/98

9/26/97

9/26/96

9/27/95

9/27/94

9/27/93

9/27/92

9/28/91

9/28/90

9/28/89

9/28/88

9/29/87

9/29/86

9/29/85

9/29/84

9/30/83

9/30/82

9/30/81

9/30/80

10/1/79

10/1/78

10/1/77

3. Therefore, there is no potential for
significant surface water depletion
due to groundwater pumping.

-20

Summary of NMFS Comments Received May 12 and Preliminary
Response from GSU22 Team
• NMFS: ISW analysis ignores alluvium underlying
streams
– There may be hydraulic connection between streams,
alluvium and Aromas
– Cites DWR and USGS studies describing well extraction
from alluvium

approx. ground surface elev. at wells

20

Thalweg Elevation

10

Elev. (ft)

Dry

Wet

Dry

V. Wet

Wet

V. Dry

Dry

Dry

Wet

Wet

Dry

30

approx. channel thalweg elev.

well E

0

Well PV20S

Alluvium
Alluvium

-10

well B

-20

Alluvium

Aromas
well D

-30
-40

9/27/20

9/28/19

9/28/18

9/28/17

9/28/16

9/29/15

9/29/14

9/29/13

9/29/12

9/30/11

9/30/10

9/30/09

9/30/08

• Additional time needed to fully respond to comments

10/1/07

10/1/06

• Agreement that new monitoring wells are needed

Dry

– Recognized potential connection between alluvium
and Aromas

Dry

– 6 of 8 hydrographs used in analysis shows
groundwater levels in alluvium, which also indicate
minimal ISW

40

Avg.

• GSU22 Team: ISW analysis evaluated alluvium
underlying streams
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GSU22 Committee Survey Results
• Do you accept the findings re: ISW?
– Lack of hydraulic connection between
surface waters and Aromas
– When and where ISW occurs, potential for
adverse impacts are low because surface
water flows are high
– There are no depletions of ISW to quantify

Yes
8
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No Potential for Significant and Unreasonable Conditions
• Based on the best available information,
surface water in the Basin is minimally
connected with groundwater in the Aromas
aquifer. Thus, there is no potential for
significant and unreasonable depletions of
ISW from pumping groundwater in the
Aromas aquifer.
• Therefore, no need to define:
– Minimum Thresholds
– Undesirable Results that could trigger State
Intervention

Source: USGS Circular 1376 (2012)
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Measurable Objectives Proposed to Increase ISW

Set MO to Achieve Connection

N

S
Pajaro River

60

50

Watsonville
Elevation (ft NAVD88)

Measurable objectives (MO) are
equal to the adjacent channel
bed elevations to increase the
frequency and duration of ISW
between the Aromas aquifer and
surface water in the Basin where
reasonably achievable with
implementation of the BMP
Update.

Pajaro

40

ground surface

wel l

wel l

30

connected
groundwater surface

20

channel thalweg

disconnected
groundwater surface

10

0
0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

Distance (ft)
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Pajaro River: Representative Monitoring Points (RMPs) and MOs
PV20

MO
MO

PV14
PV6
MO
Recent increasing trends in GWL
indicate proposed ISW Measurable
Objectives are achievable.
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Carneros Creek: Potential RMPs and MOs
• Hydraulic connection indicated in 1960s data
• Require permission to use existing monitored private wells as RMPs
• Otherwise, install a new monitoring well as an RMP

MO

Y/Z

Recent increasing
trends in GWL
indicate potential ISW
Measurable
Objectives are
achievable.
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Corralitos Creek: No RMPs and MOs Proposed
• Interconnected Surface Water Not Achievable
– Groundwater Levels 10s of Feet Below Channel
Thalweg
180

Groundwater Level Elevation (ft)

Wet

Dry

V. Wet

Wet

Avg.

V. Dry

Dry

Dry

Wet

Wet

140

Dry

Dry

Dry

160

approx. ground surface elev. at wells

120

approx. channel thalweg elev.

100

Thalweg Elevation

80
60

(Aromas)
well T

40

(Aromas)
well S

20
0

well R
(Aromas)

-20
-40
-60

10/11/19

10/10/18

10/9/17

10/8/16

10/8/15

10/7/14

10/6/13

10/5/12

10/5/11

10/4/10

10/3/09

10/2/08

10/2/07

10/1/06
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Summary of Proposed ISW MOs
Well
Name

PV20

PV14

PV6
Y/Z

Surface Water
Body

Screened
Formation

PV6SM

Aromas

PV6S

Alluvium

PV20SM

Pajaro River

Aromas

Measurable Permitted
Objective
to Use as
(ft msl)
RMP
3.5
12

PV20S

Alluvium

PV14

Alluvium

44

Aromas

18

Y or Z

Carneros Creek

Yes

No
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Motion for Roll Call Vote on Interconnected Surface Water SMC
• Based on the best available information described in Quantify Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Waters, Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability
Update 2022 (GSU22) dated January 8, 2021, surface water in the Basin is minimally
connected with groundwater in the Aromas aquifer. Thus, there is no potential for
significant and unreasonable depletions of ISW from pumping groundwater in the
Aromas aquifer.
• As there is no potential for significant and unreasonable conditions in the Basin for
ISW, there is no need to define minimum thresholds for depletion of ISW.
• As there is no potential for significant and unreasonable conditions for ISW in the
Basin for ISW, there is no need to define undesirable results that could trigger State
intervention.
• Measurable objectives are equal to the adjacent channel bed elevations to increase
the frequency and duration of ISW between the Aromas aquifer and surface water in
the Basin where reasonably achievable.
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Questions and Comments
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Motion for Roll Call Vote on Interconnected Surface Water SMC
• Based on the best available information described in Quantify Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Waters, Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability
Update 2022 (GSU22) dated January 8, 2021, surface water in the Basin is minimally
connected groundwater in the Aromas aquifer. Thus, there is no potential for
significant and unreasonable depletions of ISW from pumping groundwater in the
Aromas aquifer.
• As there is no potential for significant and unreasonable conditions in the Basin for
ISW, there is no need to define minimum thresholds for depletion of ISW.
• As there is no potential for significant and unreasonable conditions for ISW in the
Basin for ISW, there is no need to define undesirable results that could trigger State
intervention.
• Measurable objectives are equal to the adjacent channel bed elevations to increase
the frequency and duration of ISW between the Aromas aquifer and surface water in
the Basin where reasonably achievable.
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Roll Call Vote on Proposed ISW SMC
AFFILIATION

COMMITTEE MEMBER

Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau

Chair Kirk Schmidt

PV Water Board

PV Water Board

Vice-Chair Bob Culbertson
Mary Bannister
Alternate: Tom Broz
Amy Newell

Santa Cruz County

Sierra Ryan

Monterey County

Unfilled

San Benito County

Unfilled

Monterey County Farm Bureau

Robert Rodoni

City of Watsonville
Pajaro Sunny Mesa Community
Services District

Beau Kayser

PV Water Board

Sandy Coplin

Aromas Water District

Robert Johnson

California Water Service
Company

Gary Vincelet

AFFILIATION
Rural Residential
Well Owner
Representative
Environmental
Representative
Mutual Water
Company
Representative
Disadvantaged
Community
Group
Representative
Agriculture
Representative

COMMITTEE MEMBER
Marla Anderson,
Residential Well Owner
Alternate: Mayra Hernandez,
Community Water Center
Jonathan Pilch,
Watsonville Wetlands Watch
Sandra Hoppe,
San Andreas Mutual Water
Company
Christi Suchil,
City of Watsonville Resident
Tannis Thorlakson,
Driscoll’s Inc.
Alternate: Kyle Monper
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Review Drought Resiliency Actions

73

Review Meeting Schedule 2020-21
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Communication & Engagement
• Update on C&E Activities
– July Newsletter

• Committee/Public Questions & Comments
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Questions and Comments
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GSU22 Next Steps
• Identify Items for Future Meeting Agendas
• Confirm Meeting Schedule
– PV Board Meeting May 19th
– 2nd Thursdays: June 10th

• Recommend Meeting Feedback Survey
• Identify Actions / Information Needed
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Identify Items for Future Meeting Agendas
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Confirm Meeting Schedule
• Next Meeting: Thursday, June 10th
2-4:30 PM

• 2nd Thursday of Month
through August 2021
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Progress Report to PV Water Board
•
•
•
•

Wednesday, May 19th 7-9 PM via GoToMeeting
Update on SMCs
C&E Activities
Overall Progress
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Please complete survey
https://www.pvwater.org/sustainable-gw-committee
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Identify Actions/Info Needed
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Thank you.
Comments / Questions?
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