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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this meeting summary is to document the presentation and discussion items from the 
October 20, 2016 CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting. Currently, CV-SALTS is developing the 
Supplemental Environmental Document, Economic Analysis, and Antidegradation Analysis to support 
development of the SNMP and adoption of planned Basin Plan amendments. The meeting agenda four 
main items, as follows: 

 Review of Groundwater Management Zone Policy section in Antidegradation Analysis report  

 Preliminary CEQA analysis results of SNMP alternatives 

 Aggressive Restoration study results 

 Nitrate Permitting Strategy prioritization methodology 

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) 
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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. 

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 
The agenda included four main items: 

Antidegradation analysis – Management Zone Policy. An antidegradation analysis had to be conducted 
to ensure that the Basin Plan Amendments comply with both federal and state antidegradation policies. 
The current one reviewed at this meeting is a programmatic assessment of potential impacts, meaning 
that it does not address specific implementation strategies. The groundwater management zone policy 
analysis included three approaches:  

1) proposed approach - use volume weighted average of nitrate in the upper zone (upper groundwater 
defined by travel time of 20 years) within a management zone to determine ambient conditions and 
assimilative capacity;  

2) alternative approach which would not allow volume-weighted averaging as basis for the Regional 
Board to allocate assimilative capacity collectively to dischargers; but regulation and permitting would 
still occur by management zone 

3) alternative approach which would only utilize management zones to evaluate regional nitrate 
concentration trends, and Regional Board would continue to regulate nitrate dischargers in a traditional 
manner 

It has not been decided yet which approach will be used. The third approach was proposed by the 
environmental justice community out of concern that hotspots would be masked and that management 
zones wouldn’t achieve water quality management goals, but this approach is generally not acceptable 
to the Regional Board or to dischargers. The first approach was proposed by dischargers, and the second 
approach is a compromise.  

Substitute Environmental Document (SED) review of results. CDM Smith and sub-consultant 
Robertson-Bryan prepared the SED and presented the results. The purpose of the SED is to comply with 
CEQA law when amending the Basin Plans. The SED includes impact determination for eighteen resource 
areas (as required by CEQA) and for each of the policies developed for the SNMP. Two policies, the 
salinity management strategy and the offset policy, were found to have potentially significant impacts; 
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all others were found to have no impact or less than significant impact during project implementation 
but no impact by the time the project has finished (achieved its goals). This means that the SNMP has 
“passed” its CEQA requirements so far and Basin Plan amendments can be drafted. 

Aggressive Restoration Scenario Report results. Larry Walked Associates/Luhdorff & Scalmanini 
conducted a technical and economic analysis of an aggressive restoration scenario in the Alta Irrigation 
District, which is a continuation of work presented at March 2016 meeting (Alta Irrigation District (AID) 
Management Zone Archetype Analysis). The purpose of the aggressive restoration analysis was to 
iIdentify the types of measures that are necessary to address Implement Managed Aquifer Restoration 
Program and Ensure a Safe Drinking Water Supply (both SNMP goals); identify costs; identify potential 
environmental impacts; and provide information that will be useful to valley-wide projections of costs 
and environmental impacts. 

The analysis included the following components as part of an aggressive restoration program: 

 Agricultural wells will be pumped and used for irrigation without treatment of the produced water 
prior to land application;  

 Municipal wells will be pumped and the groundwater treated before being distributed and served, 
and will include new wells that will be pumped, groundwater treated, and served to disadvantaged 
communities1 ;  

 A certain number of extraction and/or injection wells that would pump and treat groundwater 
before returning it to the subsurface at identified locations for a pump/treat and inject system; and  

 On-farm winter recharge utilizing excess Kings River water delivered and applied to an area in AID 
during November to March. 

The following is a list of conclusions and lessons learned from the work completed for the Aggressive 
Restoration Scenario:  

• A targeted approach for restoration works better in smaller geographic settings where there is more 
control and knowledge about the transport of water and nitrate mass.  

• Applying pump, treat, and reinject designs to large regional areas is not practicable because there are 
too many other complications such as non-point sources, local rural/urban/domestic pumping stresses, 
and lateral influxes that interfere with the movement and restoration of the water that is attempted 
with the pump, treat, and reinject system design.  

• On-farm recharge is advantageous for flushing the root zone with clean water, but the effects of the 
increased recharge are not always discernible in the precise area of the recharge activity; recharge 
effects may be seen downgradient and may be affected by nearby pumping stresses.  

• On-farm recharge aids in the vertical movement of clean water, but can also result in displacement of 
existing poor shallow water quality causing this water to move downward into lower parts of the aquifer 
system, sometimes including the Production Zone.  

• On-farm recharge and any attempts at enhanced natural recharge or artificial recharge are greatly 
dependent on the ability of the aquifer materials to accept additional water. Factors such as soil and 
subsurface texture, the presence of deep ripping, and the depth to the water table, are all factors that 
determine the ability of a particular area to transmit excess water vertically downward into the aquifer. 
Locations for on-farm recharge or any increased recharge efforts must be considered and selected 
according to their recharge index and the overall 13 CV-SALTS Alta Irrigation District Management Zone: 
Aggressive Restoration Alternative Modeling Scenario Results LSCE and LWA SEPTEMBER 2016 
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hydrogeologic setting. On-farm recharge efforts are not suitable in urban areas where open space to 
apply excess clean floodwaters is scarce. Urban areas with buildings, pavement, and roads, for example, 
do not provide a suitable area for on-farm recharge efforts.  

• Pump, treat, and serve efforts are an excellent way to provide clean drinking water to communities, 
but this approach does not serve as a particularly beneficial tool for restoration. The amount of nitrate 
(or salt) mass removed from municipal pumping is minor compared to the amount of mass entering the 
system through surface mass loading and lateral fluxes on a regional scale. Most of the pump, treat, and 
serve water is consumed; therefore, little treated water returns to the aquifer system, offering little or 
no replenishment to the aquifer.  

• Restoration is not likely feasible on the scale of the Central Valley. It appears to be unrealistic even on 
the scale of AID, as it would likely take on the order of thousands of new wells to pump, treat, and 
reinject clean water back into the system while intercepting surface mass loadings before they migrate 
down into the Production Zone. Localized efforts in areas that are of high priority (based on proximity to 
communities and existing ambient conditions) may be potentially ideal for restoration activities that 
may include on-farm recharge, other artificial recharge efforts, and pump/treat/reinject efforts. Even so, 
restoration activities may take decades to result in satisfactory declines in impaired groundwater 
quality, and eventually the areas may reach equilibrium where the mass entering equals the mass 
exiting. Therefore, targeted reductions in nitrate concentrations may still be difficult to achieve. 

Nitrate Permitting Strategy Prioritization Methodology. The Executive Committee has not yet come to 
consensus on what methodology should be used to prioritize groundwater basins for nitrate permitting 
under the new Basin Plan. Methodologies have been explored using various criteria and weighting of 
those criteria. The most recent methodology presented at this meeting used Cal EnviroScreen, which 
many ag participants are opposed to because it is too broad of a brush to use for this purpose, and 
because only four of its 20 factors have to do with water quality. Other factors such as ambient N, N 
trends, and population factors are being considered.  

DISCUSSION 
CEQA/Economics/Antidegradation Analyses 

Basin Plan Amendment drafting plan – staff will draft but Jeanne would like sub-group from CV-SALTS to 
help because she doesn’t think it will get done in three months without help. Plan is for draft in March 
and then long comment period. 

Groundwater Management Zone Policy (section 6.1 of Antidegradation Policy) Pkge p. 11 

 Still need to decide about using upper zone or production zone, volume weighted average, etc. 

 Three questions remain 

o Should we use volume-weighted approach at all? 

o Production zone or upper zone? 

o Use 75% of MCL trigger or not? 

 To make the MZ approach work we need volume weighted averaging; volume weighting is now part 
of the preferred policy, even though it is recognized that the environmental justice community 
doesn’t consent to this 

 Concern is that volume weighted averaging will mask hotspots 
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 Preferred policy includes 75% (of water quality objective) volume weighted average threshold as a 
trigger; included because it was a compromise in response to EJ community. Functions as a 
buffer/margin of safety. 

 What happens at 75% is still undecided. Does the legal burden shift, or does it warrant more 
scrutiny by the Board and additional monitoring/analysis by discharger? Palupa thinks there should 
be a “speed bump” such as additional analysis. Concern that the antideg analysis should take care of 
the analysis. For surface water there is a simple antideg analysis, a moderate one and a robust one.  

Review of SNMP Supplemental Environmental Document Impact Determinations (Pkge page 17) – 
Robertson-Bryan 

 Pertains to SNMP; table of no impact categories and less than significant impacts; no significant 
impacts were found – these are 18 different resource categories as stipulated in CEQA  

 What was the time period taken into consideration? Because the time period of the project is so 
long, some impacts may start out as being significant but end up being insignificant or non because 
of the time it takes to complete the project. 

 More will be evaluated in future CEQA with more detail – right now they don’t have enough detailed 
info to make specific determinations based on specific timeframes 

 CV-SALTS has to decide how it wants SED to address time periods 

 Next tables summarize by elements of SNMP 

 NOTE: concern was raised that DWR just changed their groundwater basin boundaries, so do we 
have to change the CV-SALTS analysis? Vicki K. (L&S) says the high resolution mapping was done on 
a cell by cell basis so it can be overlaid on any other boundary layer. However, volume-weighted 
water quality analysis done on production zone for determining assimilative capacity was done on 
the old boundary basis. Jeanne pointed out that we can’t change Basin Plan every time SGMA 
changes their parameters. 

 Nitrate permitting strategy – preferred alternative and option (proposed by environmental justice 
community) had same result because there could still be a period of degradation before projects are 
completely implemented. Option is more restrictive because it is more traditional and determines 
compliance on first encountered groundwater. Preferred alternative includes using MZs and doesn’t 
necessarily use first encountered groundwater. 

 Nitrate Permitting Strategy – some are in disagreement that Category 5 discharges would cause 
impact, because idea is to improve groundwater quality, but that is the finding because it would get 
worse before it would get better. 

 Salinity Management Strategy – potentially significant for groundwater but not for surface water. 

 Exceptions policy – no difference between findings for preferred alternative and options; both 
potentially significant. 

 AGR Policy – less than significant. AGR is policy that may or may not be recommended; pending 
outcome of first phase of salinity management strategy. Right now it appears that it is unlikely that 
CV-SALTS will prepare BPA to implement the change brought about by this policy 

 Salinity variance policy – less than significant impact 

 Offsets – different findings depending on options 

 Drought and water conservation policy – less than significant impact 
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Aggressive Restoration Scenario Report 

 Vicki K. (L&S) explained technical approach 

 Review report – 13 pages text plus figures 

 Tom G. (L&S) explained economic analysis   

o came up with estimates of cost for proposed project; could reasonably find costs for 
drinking water solutions,  

o Looked at Alta Irrigation District first, then extrapolated to valley-wide estimates 

o Also analyzed for long-term nitrate management – pump, treat and re-inject, and also 
refined cost estimates from SSALTS.  

o Then went through each SNMP policy and identified soft costs that each policy would incur 
– data characterization, modeling, etc. - and surveillance and monitoring program. Section 6 
captures analysis of proposed project.  

 Looked at different long-term timeframes 

 Assumes 47,000 ac-ft of water would be used to recharge, which represents water right flow of 
Kings river, so is not feasible. (This analysis ignored water rights.) 

 Program wouldn’t work without pump and treat, even though it would be really expensive. 

Nitrate Permitting Strategy (Pkge page 25) See ppt in package – CDM Smith 

 Continued discussion from September meeting (Original method put Tulare basin in 2nd priority, not 
first, and Creedon submitted that this would not be acceptable.) 

 Need to still decide on prioritization methodology 

 So, suggestions were to include: ambient water quality, trends in water quality, and impacted users 

 Used ambient N, N trend, and Cal EnviroScreen, which uses 20 factors (only 4 of which are related to 
water quality) – many feel that this is too broad of a brush 

 Result was that when the results are aggregated to basins, most basins end up in the middle, so 
need additional criterion. 

 Added average of N in wells (not volume weighted), just average of concentration in all wells to 
provide data where data is sparse. But data was weighted compared to other data. 

 Result is better parsing out of basins – at some point need to decide what thresholds are that divide 
basins in to prioritization categories. Six basins (usual suspects) ended up in high priority, ten in 
Priority 2, 13 in Priority 3, and 15 in Priority 4.  

 These factors were weighted as follows: 40% well average, and 20% for the other three factors. 

 Executive Committee recognized need to decide on final methodology and how to weight factors. 
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