
  

 

MEETING SUMMARY                                          

CV-SALTS EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE POLICY SESSION MEETING 
NOTES AND RELEVANCE TO KRWCA – SEPTEMBER 14-15, 2016 
PREPARED FOR: Kern River Watershed Coalition Authority (KRWCA) 

PREPARED BY: 
 

Stephanie Tillman/Land IQ 

DATE: September 20, 2016 

INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this meeting summary is to document the presentation and discussion items from the 
September 14 and 15, 2016 CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meetings. The meeting agenda included 
review of policy documents, in particular the Revised Salinity Management Strategy and the Salinity 
Variance Policy, and to begin review of the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan (SNMP) Implementation 
Section. The policy documents will be attached to the SNMP as attachments, and will serve as guidance 
for implementation Section. The policy documents have not been finalized because alternatives for each 
policy have been submitted for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and economic analysis. 
Those analyses will take most of the coming year, and will be complete in August 2017.   

BACKGROUND 
Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS) is a collaborative stakeholder 
driven and managed program to develop sustainable salinity and nitrate management planning for the 
Central Valley. The goals of CV-SALTS are as follows: 
 
 Sustain the Valley’s lifestyle 
 Support regional economic growth 
 Retain a world-class agricultural economy 
 Maintain a reliable, high-quality urban water supply 
 Protect and enhance the environment 

CV-SALTS includes four working groups: 

1. Technical 
2. Public Education and Outreach 
3. Economic Social Cost 
4. Other (future efforts) 

 
Currently the specific main goals of CV-SALTS are to develop a Salt and Nutrient Management Plan 
(SNMP) which is a requirement of the Recycled Water Policy. The SNMP will inform amendments to the 
current Basin Plans in California’s Central Valley. 
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ACRONYMS 
AID – Alta Irrigation District Archetype 
ACP – Alternative Compliance Program 
BP – Basin Plan 
BPTC – Best Practicable Treatment and Control 
GSA – Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
IAZ – Initial Analysis Zone 
ICM – Initial Conceptual Model 
ILRP – Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 
LSJR – Lower San Joaquin River 

NIMS – Nitrate Implementation Measures Study 
P&O Study – Prioritization and Optimization 
Study 
SGMA – Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Act 
SNMP – Salt and Nutrient Management Plan 
SSALTS – Strategic Salt Accumulation Land and 
Transport Study 
WQO – Water Quality Objective 

SUMMARY AND RELEVANCE TO KRWCA 
 In general, more flexibility is being written into the SNMP that will ultimately inform the Basin 

Plan, but as a result permittees will be obligated to participate and fund more investigative 
technical efforts and reporting. 

 The Basin Plan will incentivize group action (through management zones and the salinity 
management strategy’s P&O study) in favor of individual action. 

 The SNMP implementation sections are drafted and reference the policy documents, which will be 
attachments to the SNMP and will serve to guide and inform implementation. 

 The Revised Salinity Management Strategy proposes a schedule for the next 10 years and 
incentivizes permittees to participate in and fund a Prioritization and Optimization (P&O) Study, 
which will refine salt characterization in surface and groundwater in the Central Valley. 

 The Salinity Variance Policy was revised to change the sunset of 2019 to 15 years after the variance 
begins. The purpose of this change is to give time for the P&O Study to be conducted and results to 
be interpreted. 

 Prioritization for nitrate was presented in two ways for consideration. Both methods resulted in the 
Tulare Lake basin being included in Priority 2 or 3 and therefore would not be addressed 
immediately. The Board has concerns that this would not be acceptable to public because it would 
not address the most urgent safe water needs. The prioritization method therefore has not been 
decided. 

 The Exceptions Policy was revised so that Exceptions can last longer than 15 years. 

 The Management Zone Policy was revised so that permittees can switch from acting (and being 
permitted) as a single discharger to participating in a management zone, and vice versa. A final 
decision has not been made on the groundwater layer that should be used to allocate assimilative 
capacity (upper, lower, production, etc. 

 The Nitrate Permitting Policy discussion focused on 1) how to determine upward trends, since 
groundwater data is so variable; and 2) groundwater definitions (upper, lower, production) that 
should be used to monitor trends and conditions for both management zone participants and 
individual permittees. 
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SEPTEMBER 14, 2016, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT OFFICE 

 Introduction and schedule housekeeping 

o This week group saw for first time saw sections 1-5 of SNMP (see TOC posted on CV-SALTS 
webpage) 

 Section 3 is not complete – needs to explain thousands of pages of technical info re 
ambient salt and nitrate in Central Valley, surface and groundwater 

o Attachments A1-A11 were also sent out. 

 New items – salinity variance policy 

 A10 and A11 are guidance documents 

o Attachment B – technical supporting documentation for SNMP 

o Attachment C – other supporting documentation – SAMP, antidegradation analysis, etc. 

o Old Executive Summary isn’t valid anymore – will be rewritten 

o Oct 3 – comments on sections are due because CDM Smith’s contract is done November 1 

o In Oct will review anti-deg analysis 

 Salinity Management Strategy – presented by Tess Dunham 

o Changes have been made from last set of revisions 

o Richard Meyerhoff reviewed Phase 1 Schedule on agenda package p.19. A more detailed 
table of tasks will be in the Phase 3 finalized SSALTS report. For the salinity management 
strategy, wanted to condense it into the table on agenda package p. 19. 

o Jeanne Chilcott has basic questions of: when will clock start? What entity will Board consult 
with to ensure that parties are participating? Are there components of the strategy to 
include areas where the brine line may not be the best solution? It should not be entirely 
focused on the brine line. Is there a final document at the end of 10 years only, are is there 
reporting planned before then? After 5 years? Answers to these specific questions haven’t 
been developed yet. 

o How is surface and groundwater integrated into the plan? Seems focused on groundwater. 
Should include offset policy for surface water. Also should be clear that it’s a region-wide 
project and not just valley floor 

o The strategy should include specific goals for surface water. 

o Salinity management is about both types of water, and is the focus of the P&O study. 

o All goals then could apply to both? Specific goals are missing for surface water, unless you 
make statement up front that goals apply to both surface and groundwater 

o Goals applicable to both groundwater and surface water could be broad, i.e. meet WQOs, 
protect beneficial uses, etc. 

o Some more clarity needed of provisions for participants in P&O study. Dischargers would 
need to participate in study, continue best efforts, etc. These activities would be 
enumerated. 
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o There was discussion regarding the information that dischargers could use to opt out of the 
P&O study for site specific reasons. Dischargers should be able to use scientifically based 
information to demonstrate that they meet water quality objectives, are protecting 
beneficial uses, etc. But the strategy also aims to encourage participation by the most 
dischargers possible. For example, if dischargers have already been proactive in improving 
salinity management, they may not want to participate because they’ve already spent the 
money on improvements. Dischargers should not be punished for already having made 
improvements, but being made to participate in (and fund) the P&O study.   

o There was a question posed about how to interpret the narrative AGR salinity objective. If a 
discharger is on the conservative/restrictive pathway to opt out from the P&O study, what 
does CV-SALTS recommend to the Board on how to interpret the objective? In other words, 
what are the CV-SALTS criteria for interpreting the narrative objective? There are a few 
different options: 1) the old standard from Ayars and Westcott (700 mg/l); 2) Hoffman 
model, such as that used by the Lower San Joaquin Committee; 3) other methods. 

o To do a site specific study would be costly and time-consuming, so this would disincentive 
dischargers to opt out. 

 Salinity Variance Policy (attached as part of agenda package) 

o The main purpose of this policy is to revise the sunset on the salinity variance from 2019 to 
15 years after the variance begins (under new basin plan). This will give time for the P&O 
study to be conducted and some decisions about implementation of strategies to be made. 

 SMCL Policy 

o No changes from last draft. 

o Board will have discretion to use upper or lower water quality limits for MUN; in other 
words, the Board will defer to the SMCL policy (which has been clarified) for interpretation 
of MUN water quality limits 

SEPTEMBER 15, 2016, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT OFFICE 

 Introduction and Meeting Schedule  

o Session will be on discussion of Section 4 – Implementation 

o Written comments on Section 4 due by Oct. 3rd 

o Final SNMP will be presented at end of Oct. along with anti-degradation analysis 

o Technical section of SNMP-attachments D & C - still in preparation 

 Overview of Section 4  

o Section 4 is designed to be a brief overview of policy documents, SNMP process, related 
basin plan amendments, and technical foundation.  Dischargers will use this section to 
determine applicable pathway (see below) 

o Salt management was discussed yesterday, so today’s focus will be on nitrate 

o Placeholder in Section 4.2.4 for aggressive restoration scenario evaluation 

o Section 4.3.2 – nitrate permitting strategy 
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 Two pathways: A (individual discharger) and B (participants in a management zone) 
are presented.  Steps within each pathway are laid out.   

 Any alternative pathways will be discussed in attachments 

 Allocation of assimilative capacity to upper or production zones has not been 
determined 

 Section for granting an exception to water quality objective for nitrate 

o Section 4.3.3 – salt management was discussed yesterday 

o Section 4.3.4 – development of alternative data 

o Section 4.4 and 4.5 – not finished yet 

 Group Discussion of Section 4  

o Discussed how to determine what part of SMNP will be part of Basin Plan amendment vs 
just guidance document.  A guidance document would not be binding in all scenarios.  
Anything put into Basin Plan has to undergo CEQA and economic review.  Several parts of 
SNMP have not undergone these reviews.   

 Prioritization of implementation for nitrate. Richard Meyerhoff presented proposed method for 
prioritization.    

o Table 4-2:  Volume-weighted nitrate by groundwater basin and sub-basin in Central Valley 
(41 total) upper zone and production zones.  Ranked by 50, 75, 90% percentile and by 
nitrate value for both zones.  Percentile ranking is the same between both production and 
upper zones.  The nitrate value group is smaller than the percentile group for both zones.  
Discussed how to determine which priority group would go first.  The high priority groups 
will require more time to fix but will also have a more complex process.  There will be many 
more basins in the low priority group, which could result in a lot of work for the board when 
that group is due.  Some basins that have been identified by the Water Board as high 
priority (ex. Tulare) but show up as lower priority in the prioritization scheme.  The Water 
board has concern that the prioritization system does not account for the user of the water 
supplies (ex. disadvantaged communities where the impacted water is being consumed 
should be prioritized).  The Group discussed allowing discretion to add in these areas.  
Revisions to the ranking system to incorporate additional factors beyond nitrate volume will 
require more time to develop.    

 Exceptions Policy - Attachment A-4 

o Revision made to authorize exceptions that may exceed 10 years if proven by applicant.   

 Management Zone Policy -  Attachment A-1 

o Revision made to allow path A dischargers (acting individually) to switch to path B 
(management zone).  Path B dischargers can also switch to path A  but have to demonstrate 
why they should not be in a management zone (economic impact alone is not sufficient, 
water quality also has to be a reason). 

o Question as to who should approve final management zones (for path B), should it go to the 
executive officer or a regional board action?  Executive officer (EO) is faster and they can still 
determine with their discretion whether to bring it before the board.  Management zone 



6 

 

proposals are likely to change, so you may not want a formal approval to lock this proposal 
in.  No decision made yet.   

o Allocation of assimilative capacity for nitrate for management zones:  Discussion of whether 
upper or production zones should be used.  Assimilative capacity analysis has to be more 
robust the closer you get to limit (this limit has not been decided).  A management zone 
may prefer to get an exception rather than spend the money to prove assimilative capacity.  
Discussed what the limit should be and whether there should be a limit for assimilative 
capacity.  CEQA analysis looked at 5, 7.5, and 10 limits and is due in Oct. meeting.  Topic is 
put on hold until this meeting.   

o A concern was raised about how assimilative studies should be conducted since there is not 
guidance policy on methodology.  Creating a methodology would require a lot more time to 
develop.  There is some base data in the high res study that can be used as a starting point.   

 Attachment A-2:  Nitrate permitting strategy 

o Trying to better define what was meant by first encountered, usable groundwater.  
Proposed definition is listed in document.  Adding additional factors for determining 
groundwater such as the screened interval of public wells will be considered.   

o Categories for determining upward trends in nitrate concentration are very specific and do 
not reflect the annual variations in nitrate concentration that occur.  It may not be realistic 
to expect to see a trend over a 5 year period due to the variability.  Question as to whether 
the increasing trend should be evaluated for shallow groundwater or the upper zone.   

 Glossary for SNMP:   

o First encountered groundwater – does not have a clearly defined meaning and group does 
not want this term to be used. 

o GIS layer of upper zone topography from high res mapping should be made available 
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