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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this meeting summary is to document the presentation and discussion items from the 
August 10 and 11, 2016 Executive Committee Policy meetings. Typically this committee meets once per 
month for one half day and one full day meeting. Because of the urgent need to finalize and approve 
policy documents that will become part of the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan (SNMP), which will 
inform the new Basin Plan, there have been several meetings of the Executive Committee and small 
groups comprising members of the Executive Committee in August. The August 1, 2016 Executive 
Committee meeting and the August 4 and August 8 small group meetings are summarized in separate 
documents. August 2016 CV-SALTS meetings include the following: 

1. August 1 Executive Committee Policy Meeting 

2. August 4 Small Group Meeting to discuss SNMP policies 

3. August 8 Small Group Meeting to discuss SNMP policies 

4. August 10 and 11 Executive Committee Policy Meeting 

5. August 17 Region 5 Board Workshop 

The August 17 Regional 5 Board Workshop will also be summarized in separate documents. 

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 
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CV-SALTS includes four working groups: 
 
 Technical 
 Public Education and Outreach 
 Economic Social Cost 
 Other (future efforts) 

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 

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 purpose of the meeting was to achieve consensus on alternatives for each SNMP policy that will 

be evaluated in the CEQA and economic analysis, which will take place in September, 30. After the 
CEQA and economic analysis are complete, the CV-SALTS will have more information to finalized 
decisions on specific details of each policy. The proposed alternatives were discussed at the small 
group meetings on August 4 and August 8, then compiled for consideration by the whole Executive 
Committee. In some cases a preferred alternative was decided, while in other cases no alternative 
was declared as preferred. 

 Key attendees included nineteen Executive Committee members, which is enough for a quorum to 
vote on the policies. The environmental justice community representatives were not present on 
August 10 because there is less concern among this community about salinity than about nitrate, in 
general. 

 The proposed alternatives most relevant to KRWCA include the following: 

o Drought and Water Conservation Policy 

 Using long term volume weighed averaging for compliance with WQO 

 Different restrictions (WQOs, discharge limits, etc.) should apply during a drought 
than during a normal or wet year 

 Applicable droughts would be those declared by state or regional authorities 

 Credits would need to be earned during normal or wet years (eg. Discharging below 
the effluent limit) to be used during droughts 

 The policy, in general, synchronizes the concepts that drought and water 
conservation have similar detrimental impacts on water quality, and this must be 
managed in not only during times of drought but in normal and wet years also 
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 The proposed alternative is that triggers for the Tulare Lake Basin would be derived 
from the LSJR approach/study that investigated real-time monitoring and 
adjustment of WQOs. 

o Salinity Management Policy 

 Proposed alternative is that all dischargers would receive a single resolution 
modification to current WDRs that would last for 10 years, and allow the 
development of a Prioritization and Optimization Study (regional valley-wide), which 
dischargers would fund in exchange for a salinity variance. 

 Interim permitting approach would last through Phase 1 (first 10 years). There 
would be a review period at the end of Phase 1 based upon findings of P&O study. 
There may be Basin Plan changes at the end of Phase 1. P&O study will take 10 
years, but interim permitting strategy would last 15 years to address findings of 
P&O study. The extra 5 years will allow time for adjustments to permitting strategy, 
Basin Plan, etc. 

 Dischargers would have the option to opt out of this exchange, but there may be 
some areas where opting out would not be allowed; therefore, the policy would 
have to be written such that it would be very difficult for dischargers to opt out. 

o Exceptions Policy 

 Applies to groundwater only 

 “Sunset” or limits to duration should be removed and duration should be at the 
discretion of the Regional Board 

 Environmental justice committee is advocating for dischargers to pay into a 
mitigation fund. This alternative will be evaluated. 

 Environmental justice committee also wants to allow for complete restoration of all 
aquifers in 50 years. There is disagreement on the feasibility of this and will be a 
CEQA/economic alternative that is evaluated. 

o Offsets Policy 

 Narrow the applicability of an offset such that an offset may only be used to achieve 
water quality objectives in the specific area to which an underlying discharge 
impacts the receiving water. 

 Narrow the definition of what is an offset to only those projects or activities that 
result in achievement of water quality objectives. 

 Mitigation banks and mitigation projects may not constitute an offset. 

 Modify policy to make offsets available to NPDES permits. 

 CEQA analysis will include both proposed and draft alternatives related to 1) 
narrowing definition to meeting water quality objective or not; 2) make offset 
available to NPDES permits or not 

o Nitrate Permitting Strategy 

 EJ community would like to see management zone pathway eliminated for 
permitting/compliance purposes 
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 EJ community proposed three discharge categories that would effectively change 
the nitrate WQO to 7.5 mg/L objective  

 Regional board proposed additional discharge categories based on triggers related 
to trends over long term that would trigger additional action before WQO of 10 
mg/L is reached 

 All these alternatives will be included in CEQA/economic analysis 

o Management Zone Policy 

 Main revision is that proposed by EJ community (see above), which does not believe 
that MZs are appropriate for executing water quality improvement projects 

 Using MZs for permitting and total management of MZ area vs. using MZs only for 
analysis will both be evaluated. 

SUMMARY OF EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE POLICY SESSION  

AUGUST 10, 2016, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT OFFICE 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss and ultimately vote on policies that will become part of the 
SNMP. The purpose of the vote is to approve these policies as the preferred alternative for the CEQA 
analysis. These policies can only be approved for inclusion in the SNMP after the CEQA analysis is 
complete. There are eight policies in total, and four were discussed today, as follows: 

1. Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (SMCL) 

2. Drought and Water Conservation Policy 

3. Salinity Permitting Strategy 

4. Agricultural Beneficial Use (AGR) Policy 

Comments submitted by Executive Committee members were compiled by respective policy 
committees. These comments were discussed at the small group meetings on August 4 and 8.  

Revisions captured during the small meetings are reflected in the current versions of the policies. 

These policies serve as the preferred alternative that will be used in the CEQA and economic analysis, 
which must be completed by the end of September, 2016. 

The options for each preferred alternative were discussed; however, the purpose of this meeting was 
not to revisit fundamental concepts or, since these have already been vetted during the CV-SALTS 
process. 

Pamela called in.  

SMCL Policy 

 To clarify some comments and questions about this policy, this policy applies to both surface 
and groundwater, even though most of the discussion centers around groundwater. This policy 
also does not apply to nitrate because nitrate is not a secondary contaminant. 

 CUWA submitted most of the recommended changes to this policy, as follows: 

o Explain that both surface water and groundwater are included in the policy. 

o Establish an overall monitoring program that will serve all dischargers (not permit by 
permit). This recommendation was made because CUWA believes there has not been 
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enough data collected to fully characterize surface water natural background and 
existing conditions.  

 Some members of the Executive Committee believe that in some cases there 
already is enough information, so the policy should not include a universal 
monitoring program because it may not be necessary in some cases. Chilcott 
suggested that there should be a caveat to say that the monitoring program 
should be established only if there is not enough existing information. Palupa 
suggested that a universal new monitoring program may not pass the CEQA and 
economic analysis. 

 Archibald submitted that the data has not been analyzed, so we don’t know if it 
is adequate. Once it is analyzed, CUWA may remove the recommendation. 

 No members of the Executive Committee agree to expansion of a monitoring 
program. However, some members believe it should be a component of the 
Sampling and Monitoring Program (SAMP).  

 If the data is inadequate then we need to know how much it would cost to fill in 
the data gaps. Therefore, the expanded monitoring program will be an 
alternative for economic analysis, but this policy won’t be changed according to 
this comment. 

o Incorporate additional text to clarify text from Basin Plan.  

 This was a misunderstanding of which text from 64449 will be included in the 
policy. All text from 64449 is meant to be included. All text providing guidance 
for recommended, upper and short term consumer acceptance levels. 

 Coordination with DDW to establish guidelines for making decisions to allow 
dischargers to have effluent limit up to the upper level.  

 Webster expressed concern that guidance of the present becomes regulation of 
the future. Therefore, providing guidance in the policies should not be taken 
lightly. Analysis and consideration should be given to guidance before including 
it in a policy. 

 The purpose of including guidance is to make the decisions about when to use 
recommended or upper limits more consistence across all permits. Currently, 
this decision making process is not consistent for all permits. The recommended 
revision specifically refers to including DDW considerations and their input. 

 Chilcott believes they would consult DDW anyway, but Cory believes that 
consulting with or getting input from DDW is different than coordinating with, 
which is a larger effort. 

 Creedon confirmed that Board would consult with DDW anyway, but they would 
not write specific guidance to coordinate with DDW. 

 Webster asked what process guidance goes through if it will be included in 
policy. Guidance would go through CEQA analysis at a later time, when policy is 
approved for SNMP, if necessary. 

 If additional prescriptive guidance is to be developed, it will be developed in 
consultation with DDW. The policy presently recommends guidance, but is not 
specific about the guidance yet. 

o Include tables of objectives in 22 CCR. Is there a problem with including the tables?  
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 This would not change CEQA, so it is not an urgent issue.  

 It will need to be discussed further because it may or may not be more 
convenient, depending on changes to Title 22 in the future. 

o Use unfiltered water to determine compliance in receiving water.  

 Using filtered samples and using nonfiltered samples will both be analyzed in 
CEQA because one represents a proposed alternative and the other represents 
how it is currently done (no project alternative).  

 Draft policy includes filtered samples. CUWA and DDW both recommend using 
total (unfiltered) instead of filtered. 

o Point of compliance should be in a receiving water should be at the end of a mixing 
zone.  

 This is a clarification and is actually what is meant in policy, according to Moore. 

 For groundwater, point of compliance is where? 

 Many places do not have mixing zones, because there is no dilution. Also, mixing 
zones cannot always be prescribed because some places have no assimilative 
capacity (so dilution would not occur). 

 Point of compliance at entrance to the receiving water would be the least 
conservative approach. Compliance at the point of use would be the most 
conservative. 

 CEQA should include evaluation of three options (point of compliance at 1) 
point of use; 2) entrance to receiving water; or 3) in mixing zone). Preferred 
alternative is undecided. Having a recommendation is not required but is 
preferable for CEQA.  

 Melissa believes point of use should be preferred alternative.  

 DiGiorgio thinks this will not work for groundwater. Point of use at groundwater 
may have nothing to do with discharge for several years. 

 Two different recommendations are probably needed for surface and 
groundwater. 

 How would the mixing zone approach work for groundwater? Basin Plans 
already referenced mixing in groundwater, but it would not be easy to 
characterize or control. 

 We could evaluate all options and modify policy after we learn what CEQA 
analysis found (for surface and groundwater both). 

o Establish a trigger of 80% SMCL to provide a buffer. 

 Applies to groundwater only. 

 How would the groundwater be monitored to determine the concentration? 
Would upper zone, FEG, etc. be used, or other? 

 Intention is not to let the SMCL be reached without any warning.  

 We could delay this decision until we decide which point of compliance will be 
used? This recommendation is made only if point of use will be used as 
compliance point. 

 Some members are in favor of having a trigger. 
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 Creedon - This type of trigger is already incorporated into WDRs – they trigger 
more analytical work to be done. Only remaining question is what trigger should 
be. Currently it is variable by site.  

 Trigger should not become a new objective. 

 Inconsistency in triggers across permits exists because facilities sometimes 
perform differently than expected. Therefore, Palupa believes that one number 
should be used for a trigger. 

 Webster is concerned about cost of requirement of a trigger. 

 CEQA can only do so much in the amount of time that is allotted. It is impossible for CEQA to 
analyze future situations that are unknown. 

 Richard believes that CEQA should focus on analyzing point of compliance 
alternatives, because that will inform other recommendations. 

o Change public water supply language to community water systems. The latter is used in 
Title 22. This is a clarification only. 

o Clarify the characterization of SMCLs as a human health issue, rather than only an 
aesthetic issue. Consumers use qualities such as taste odor to judge if water is safe, and 
in turn how much they drink rather than substitutes such as sugary drinks, etc. 

o Remove language to require mitigation for salinity. 

 Chilcott submits that Board must maintain discretion to require mitigation if 
necessary, even though no mitigation can be the default. 

 Board would still have ability to serve clean up and abatement order. 

 Doesn’t affect CEQA as it is written now so no decision made. 

Drought and Water Conservation Policy 

Key elements of the Drought and Water Conservation Policy include: 

 For discharge to groundwater, calculate compliance with salinity objectives using long-term 
flow-weighted average. 

 Authorize use of offset projects, particularly increased stormwater capture and recharge. Allow 
offset credits to be banked by constructing projects or discharging well below the WDR 
threshold in normal or wet years. Credits remain valid for 10 years. 

 Consider amending Basin Plans to establish a temporary variance/exception from salinity-
related standards during certain drought conditions. The variance would be automatically 
triggered when a drought emergency is declared. Guidance should be developed to describe 
triggers. 

 Consider amending Basin Plans to establish a temporary variance from salinity related standards 
where the TDS in the permitted discharge is significantly better (lower) than the TDS in the 
receiving water.  

 In lieu of authorizing a temporary variance, consider pre-authorizing an automatic allocation of 
assimilative capacity to accommodate higher TDS concentrations in the discharge during 
drought conditions. 

Proposed alternatives: 

 There is a recommendation to include boron. However, there has already been a lot of 
discussion about this issue and can be considered an alternative, but it is not the 
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preferred alternative for CEQA, because we don’t have enough data for boron. It will be 
analyzed as an option in the CEQA analysis. 

 Other salinity related constituents were also considered for recommendation. 

 There is a recommendation that to allocate assimilative capacity, a trigger is needed for 
each hydrologic region.  

o The concept of this policy is good, but what are the triggers? How do we know 
when to alter the limits? How do we apply the policy?  

o The recommendation is to use specific triggers (criteria) as follows: SJR – use 
Lower San Joaquin River (LSJR) findings; Sacramento Valley – Board looking at 
option to do something similar; Tulare Basin – use LSJR findings as well.  

o Multiple triggers could be considered – governor’s declaration of drought 
emergency OR criteria established by LSJR. 

o Tim Johnson has concern that the actions that occur will be based on water 
rights and contracts, so this policy should be applicable to the system of water 
rights and contracts. 

o Local and regional emergency declarations should also be an optional trigger, 
not just state declarations. 

o Water year classifications are different in the Sac Valley than in the SJR. Chilcott 
has asked Board staff to look at those differences to see if the Sac Valley criteria 
could be applied to the LSJR protocol. Otherwise, CEQA will not have anything 
to analyze. Triggers that can be analyzed by CEQA therefore include: 1) state 
emergency; 2) local emergency; 3) LSJR. 

Salinity Management Policy  

Issues raised during the August 1st meeting were recapped and decisions reaffirmed as follows: 

 The Priority and Optimization (P&O) study would be regional valley-wide. 

 The policy would apply to both surface and groundwater. 

 The policy needs to include modeling of future salinity that would occur at the end of Phase 1 
(during which P&O study occurs).  

o Is it an effort that should be included in the P&O study or is it a separate study that needs 
to be done now. 

o It might be more accurate to consult the CEQA analysis instead of modeling future salt 
concentrations. 

o Palupa does not believe that much will happen in 10 years. 

 Milestones and timelines need to be included in Phase 1 for the P&O study. 

 The salinity variance policy should be extended in the Basin Plans. 

 Interim permitting approach would last through Phase 1 (first 10 years). There would be a 
review period at the end of Phase 1 based upon findings of P&O study. There may be Basin Plan 
changes at the end of Phase 1. P&O study will take 10 years, but interim permitting strategy 
would last 15 years to address findings of P&O study. The extra 5 years will allow time for 
adjustments to permitting strategy, Basin Plan, etc. 

  Dischargers in certain areas with unique circumstances would not have the choice to opt out.  

o How is the opt out prevented? Stringent criteria would be needed to opt out. 



9 

 

 Eliminate effluent limits for POTWs and industrial dischargers in Tulare Lake Basin Plan if they 
are participating in P&O study. Palupa submits that eliminating the effluent limits will have 
impacts in several ways. 

o The idea would be to make it difficult for dischargers to opt out. If many opt out, there 
are less resources to fund the P&O study.   

o The effluent limits are not based on anything scientific. Therefore, some members want 
them taken out because they  are not relevant. If the effluent limits are kept, there has to 
be adequate flexibility for a variance. 

o Removing the effluent limits is equitable for everyone. Currently, the Tulare Lake Basin 
Plan has variable limits. 

o The basins are different – the Tulare Lake Basin is a closed basin so it cannot necessarily 
be treated the same as other different basins. 

 

AUGUST 11, 2016 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE POLICY SESSION 

Exceptions Policy 

Key elements in the exceptions policy include the following: 

 Applies to groundwater 

 Revise current exceptions policy to include nitrate 

 Limits term of exception to 10 years, with ability to renew 

 Includes development of Regional Board guidance for criteria associated with seeking and 
approving exception 

 Requires dischargers to assure than an adequate supply of drinking water is available as a 
condition of authorizing the exception 

 A justification for allowing exception is that compliance with water quality objective would not 
significantly improve water quality 

 Renewals of an exception may occur 

 Must assure safe drinking water supply 

 Policy is silent with respect to timeframes for achieving salt and nitrate balance and aquifer 
restoration 

 Exceptions may be granted as part of a management zone (MZ) 

 Authorization for exceptions is silent regarding enforceable metrics and standards 

 Authorization for renewals are provided in policy 

Proposed options for alternatives (revisions to Exceptions Policy) include the following: 

 Expand policy to include elimination of sunset date for the salinity variance program for NPDES 
permit dischargers 

 Expand exceptions to include boron 

 Regarding limitations, these options were proposed 

o Remove limitation for a term of 10 years – discharger community and Regional Board 
like this idea because every situation is different 



10 

 

o Term of exception would be at discretion of Regional Board, but maintain requirement 
for “check-in” every 5 years (permit review) 

 EJ community would like to see a specific term (10 years) but agrees to a 
variable term as long as permit review and milestones are stated and met 

 Both options (hard term of 10 years; variable term) will be evaluated in CEQA 

 Regarding Regional Board guidance for exception criteria: 

o Eliminate reference to guidance if it will not be available to CEQA evaluation 

o Develop Regional Board guidance as soon as possible 

 Guidance may or may not trigger CEQA review depending on its content.  

 Exception should be allowed as long as there is a plan for assuring safe drinking water, which 
may include plans developed by more than just the discharger but others in the community as 
well. 

o Change in language that does not need CEQA review 

 Delete the justification that an exception (for nitrate only) should be allowed because 
compliance with a water quality objective would not significantly improve water quality.  

o Creamer believes this justification should not be deleted, because of the resulting 
allocation of resources; deleting the justification may take away from drinking water 
provision because dischargers would have to spend resources on source water.  

o Reason for justification largely came from the City of Tracy case example. Their salinity 
impact was de minimas compared to receiving water quality, so the Board did not make 
them comply.    

o EJ is concerned that this justification opens it up to anyone who wants an exception, 
however, Regional Board would still maintain authority to grant it or not. 

o Regional board and dischargers do not want to delete the justification. 

o Moore suggested that we could include language to capture the concept that a de 
minimas discharge individually could have more impact regionally, then the justification 
would not apply. 

o  Both options (including justification and deleting justification) will be reviewed under 
CEQA. 

 Include conditions as follows: 1) participation in a mitigation fund or other mitigation program 
that fully mitigates impacts to drinking water; and 2) participation in a program that restores the 
aquifer to meet water quality objectives. 

o Number 2 above relates to other proposed alternative that renewals may not extend 
beyond 50 years (referred to as regulatory “backstop”). 

o Cozad reminded the group that an economic analysis of aggressive restoration (50 
years) is supposed to be done by the time the overall economic analysis is to be done 
this fall. The purpose of it is to inform the policy about whether or not a long-term 
timeframe is reasonable, or if shorter increments should be considered.  

 Payment into a mitigation fund may constitute the default mitigation program. 

o EJ believes that dischargers should pay into a fund that would be administered by a 
central state agency. The agency would be responsible for water quality projects and 
accountable if they don’t get done. 
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o Creedon and dischargers believe that this is a poor approach because 1) the state would 
be less efficient; 2) would need legislative action to set this up; 3) dischargers would not 
be guaranteed that mitigation in their local area would occur. 

o EJ submits that legislation would be needed anyway because of the funding needed to 
implement CV-SALTS programs. 

o Palupa submits that the legislature is exempt from CEQA, so they can change policy if 
they want to without CEQA analysis. Therefore, introducing a legislative component 
would open up changes that CV-SALTS could not control. 

 Revise exceptions policy to require time frames for achieving balance and restoration for both 
salinity and nitrate, but not time frame shall exceed 50 years from the date that the initial 
exception is granted. 

o CEQA analysis for 50-year time frame? 

 Include requirements for enforceable metrics and standards, including demonstrations for 
reduced loading, nutrient balance, and long-term restoration 

o Does not change CEQA analysis 

Offsets 

Key elements of the policy include: 

 Allows offsets (no offset policy in current Basin Plan) 

 Option to permit non-compliant discharges in area with no assimilative capacity 

 Mechanism to re-target resources required to achieve compliance to generate greater public 
benefit 

 Mechanism whereby diverse dischargers within the same MZ can pool resources to implement 
alternative compliance projects 

 Mechanism to develop and fund large-scale long-term regional water quality improvement 
projects by recognizing participation in such efforts as partial credit toward compliance 

 Market-based incentive to establish mitigation banks designed to develop and implement water 
quality improvement projects 

Proposed alternatives proposed include: 

 Narrow the applicability of an offset such that an offset may only be used to achieve water 
quality objectives in the specific area to which an underlying discharge impacts the receiving 
water. 

 Narrow the definition of what is an offset to only those projects or activities that result in 
achievement of water quality objectives. 

 Mitigation banks and mitigation projects may not constitute an offset. 

 Modify policy to make offsets available to NPDES permits. 

o CEQA analysis will include both proposed and draft alternatives related to 1) narrowing 
definition to meeting water quality objective or not; 2) make offset available to NPDES 
permits or not 

Nitrate Permitting Strategy 

Key elements of the policy include: 

 Applies discharges to groundwater 

 Establishes two pathways: individual and management zone 
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 Five categories of discharges for individual permits to determine appropriate waste discharge 
requirements 

 Need for alternative compliance pathway depends on categorization of the discharge, and the 
discharge’s impact on water quality 

 For individual pathway, provides five categories for dischargers with categories 3 and 4 
determined by degradation above and below 75% of the water quality objective 

 Timeline for submittal of notice of intent is directly related to timing of needing to indicate if the 
discharger is going to follow individual or MZ path. 

 When allocating assimilative capacity, a complete antidegradation analysis is required. 

 Allocation of assimilative capacity to individual should be determined at first encountered 
groundwater (FEG) 

 As part of the notice of intent for individual path, the individual would need to conduct an initial 
assessment to determine if the discharge is impacting any nearby public water supply of 
domestic wells for nitrates. 

Proposed alternatives include: 

 Expand policy to include surface water. 

o Will remain just for groundwater 

 Eliminate management zone pathway 

o EJ is OK with keeping management zones for characterizing water quality, trends, and 
cumulative impacts, but believes that individual permits should be used 

o EJ is concerned that the MZ concept will mask hotspots 

o EJ is also concerned that MZs won’t have abililty/capacity to implement water quality 
improvement projects 

o EJ believes that MZs should not have governance role 

o If a discharger has to ensure safe drinking water to get an exception, how does it do that 
without a management zone? 

o Palupa envisions that MZs would be set up with two components 1) balance sheet of all 
dischargers and how they all contribute to maintaining water quality objectives, etc. 2) 
ensuring safe drinking water. Board needs to have both components. Strongly urges 
keeping some mechanism that does not rely on legislative action for governance. 

o No MZ option will be included in CEQA analysis but what that means relative to other 
policies needs to be defined more before the alternatives are submitted to CEQA. MZ 
option will also be included in CEQA analysis. 

 Compress categories into three (instead of five): set objective at 7.5 instead of 10; degradation -  
up to 7.5 OR over 7.5 with exception; pollution - discharges over 7.5 where FEG is greater than 
75% of objective. 

 Any level of degradation should be required to mitigate but fee assessed may vary based on 
level of loading of nitrates to groundwater. 

 Maintain five categories of discharges but include additional triggers (analysis of trends) for 
categories 3 and 4 

o Can trend analysis required for this alternative possible? There is a considerable amount 
of variability that makes the practicality of this option questionable.  

o The idea of monitoring trends is a good idea but identifying them would be difficult. 
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o Chilcott is adamant that Board should not wait until receiving water is at 75% of 
objective before doing additional investigation to find out what is going on in 
groundwater.  

o Proposed solution to do additional evaluation of trend before it triggers alternative 
compliance, to ensure that the variability is low enough to warrant a real trend. 

 Options to be evaluated in CEQA will therefore include: 

o Draft policy with 5 categories for individual dischargers 

o Alternative to decrease the number of categories for individual dischargers (collapsed or 
more simple version of drafted five categories) 

o Alternative to increase the number of categories for individual dischargers with the 
addition of trend triggers 

 Timeline for individuals should be shorter after decision on approach, and should be specified in 
the nitrate permitting strategy 

 Simple antidegradation analysis should be sufficient for discharges that fall within categories 1 
and 2. 

 Assimilative capacity should be considered based on the production zone or the upper zone 
even for individuals 

o If shallow water is monitored, tile drains in ag should not be included – they have really 
salty water but they are also respective 

o At this time the monitored zone (upper, shallow) won’t be specifically defined. That will 
happen when Basin Plan language is drafted. At this point an idea of upper/shallow is 
adequate for CEQA analysis. 

o Won’t be FEG, but maybe first encountered usable groundwater (excluding perched 
water tables, for example) 

o Rice doesn’t want separate standard for individual discharger compared to MZ – doesn’t 
want a more stringent requirement using first encountered groundwater or whatever is 
ends up being instead of upper zone. 

 When allocating assimilative capacity to an individual, and the individual is within a 
management zone, Regional Board will need to consider impact to available assimilative 
capacity in the management zone. 

 This portion of the initial assessment should only apply to discharges that fall within categories 3 
through 5. 

Management Zone Policy 

Key elements of this policy include: 

 Applies specifically to groundwater 

 Applies to nitrate and salinity 

 MZs are pathway for complying with Basin Plan requirements 

 MZs are to be established to help address the priority issue of ensuring that users are being 
provided safe drinking water, which includes development and implementation of an Early 
Action Plan. 

 Maximum size/area of a MZ relatively undefined 

 Dischargers have the discretion to join a management zone, or be permitted as an individual (or 
group under General Orders) 
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 270-day timeline for development of a preliminary management zone proposal, and an 
additional 60 days for dischargers to submit their notice of intent with respect to which path for 
compliance. 

 Dischargers notify the Regional Board of their participation in a management zone within 60 
days after a preliminary management zone proposal is posted 

 Minimum goal of a management zone is to be consistent with short-term and long-term goals of 
the SNMP. 

 Assimilative capacity within a management zone may be determine based on a volume-
weighted average in the production zone of the delineated management zone boundary. 

 Management zone policy is silent on additional actions that the Regional Board should 
undertake if water quality impairments are created due to water supply operations and/or 
septic systems. 

Proposed alternatives: 

 Expand the policy to apply to surface water also 

o Policy remains primarily a groundwater policy, but surface water permits may need to 
be considered 

 Limit MZ policy to nitrate; may be appropriate for salinity after Phase 1 of Salinity Management 
Plan is complete. 

o This alternative is accepted because Salinity Management Plan Phase 1 suspends salinity 
prioritization for 10 years. 

 Expand MZ to allow for inclusion of other contaminants that may be of concern for drinking 
water. 

o May be potential for this. 

 Management zones would be unavailable for permit compliance, but may be appropriate for 
modeling, monitoring and other activities. 

o Covered in nitrate permitting strategy alternatives. 

 MZs are not appropriate entities to ensure safe drinking water. 

o Covered in nitrate permitting strategy alternatives. 

 Dischargers should be required to pay into mitigation fund and the Office of Sustainable Water 
Solutions should be responsible for ensuring safe drinking water. 

o Discussed previously that legislative action cannot be evaluated under by CEQA analysis, 
so this alternative will be stated more vaguely. 

 Management zones should not be allowed to be any larger than the DWR Bulletin 118 
basins/sub-basins, but may be smaller. 

o MZs can be bigger than this limitation, but assimilative capacity cannot be calculated on 
a bigger area. 

 If a MZ exists for the area where the individual is located, Regional Board needs to be able to 
require additional conditions/demonstrations for a discharger that chooses to not participate. 

o Similar to what is covered in nitrate permitting policy. 

o  

 Regarding timelines: 

o Executive officer should have flexibility to extend timeline for development of a MZ 
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o 270-day timeline should apply only to those priority areas that receive notice prior to 
the effective date of Basin Plan amendments; other areas should be granted a year. 

o Timelines should be removed from policy and discretion should be given to Regional 
Board 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



One or more Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board members may attend. 

CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting
Wednesday, August 10, 2016 – 1:00 to 4:00 PM Sunset Maple Room and 

Sacramento Regional Sanitation District Offices  
10060 Goethe Rd, Sacramento 95827 

Teleconference (641) 715-3580   Code: 279295# 

Go-To-Meeting Link for Wednesday:  https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/121544085 

Posted 08-07-16 – Revised 08-09-16 

1) Welcome and Introductions - Chair

a) Committee Roll Call and Membership Roster -10 mins
b) SNMP & Policy Schedule – 5 mins
c) Standing Rules Amendments

2) CV-SALTS Policy Documents and Comments – Tess Dunham, Richard Meyerhoff, Tim Moore (2

hrs. 45 mins) 

− Policy/strategy discussions, summary of significant comments and alternatives/options 
− Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (link only) 

− Comments 
− Drought and Water Conservation Policy (link only) 

− Comments 
− Salinity Permitting Strategy (SPS) (link only) 

− Comments 
− AGR Policy (AGR) (link only) 

− Comments 

3) Review Meeting Schedule/Location

− August 11th Executive Committee Policy Session @ Sac Regional 
− CV-SALTS Workshop – August 17th @ Central Valley Water Board Office – Rancho Cordova
− September 14th (Half-Day) & 15th Executive Committee Policy Session @ Sac Regional 
− Admin Meeting – September 16th – 1:00-2:30 

CV-SALTS meetings are held in compliance with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act set forth in Government Code sections 11120-11132
(§ 11121(d). The public is entitled to have access to the records of the body which are posted at http://www.cvsalinity.org
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CV-SALTS Committee Rosters

Voters Category/Stakeholder Group Name 14-Jan 15-Jan 12-Feb 24-Feb 25-Feb 11-Mar 29-Mar 30-Mar 6-May 11-May 12-May 10-Jun 15-Jun 16-Jun 8-Jul 1-Aug 5-Aug 10-Aug
 

1 Central Valley Water Board Pamela Creedon ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Alt Central Valley Water Board Jeanne Chilcott ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2 State Water Resources Control Bd. Darrin Polhemus ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
3 Department of Water Resources Jose Faria

Alt Department of Water Resources
4 US Bureau of Reclamation Michael Mosley ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
5 Environmental Justice Laurel Firestone ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
6 Environmental Water Quality TBD

  CV Salinity Coalition
1 So. San Joaquin WQC Casey Creamer ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2 City of Stockton Robert Granberg
3 California Cotton Growers Chris McGlothlin ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
4 City of Fresno Rosa Lau-Staggs
5 CA Leaque of Food Processors Trudi Hughes

Alt CA Leaque of Food Processors Rob Neenan ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
6 NCWA/SVWQC Bruce Houdesheldt ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
7 City of Tracy Erich Delmas ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Alt City of Tracy Dale Klever
8 Sacramento Regional CSD Lysa Voight ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Alt Sacramento Regional CSD Sam Safi
9 San Joaquin Tributaries Authority Dennis Westcot ✔ ✔

10 Valley Water Management Christine Zimmerman ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
11 California Rice Commission Tim Johnson ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
12 City of Davis Josie Tellers ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
13 Tulare Lake Drainage/Storage District Mike Nordstrom ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
14 Western Plant Health Assoc. Renee Pinel ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
15 City of Vacaville Steve Sawyer ✔
Alt City of Vacaville Tony Pirondini ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
16 Dairy Cares J.P. Cativiela ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Alt Dairy Cares Paul Sousa ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
17 Westlands Water District Jose Guiterrez
Alt Westlands Water District Charlotte Gallock ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

  Comm. Chairs/Co-chairs       
1 Chair Executive Committee Parry Klassen, ESJWQC ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2 Vice Chair Executive Committee Debbie Webster CVCWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Technical Advisory Committee Roger Reynolds, S Engr. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Technical Advisory Committee Nigel Quinn, LBL ✔ ✔ ✔

4 Public Education and Outreach Joe DiGiorgio ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
5 Economic and Social Cost Committee David Cory, SJVDA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
6 Lower San Joaquin River Committee Karna Harrigfeld, SEWD ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
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CV-SALTS Committee Rosters

Last First Organization 14-Jan 15-Jan 12-Feb 24-Feb 25-Feb 11-Mar 29-Mar 30-Mar 6-May 11-May 12-May 10-Jun 15-Jun 16-Jun 8-Jul 1-Aug 5-Aug 10-Aug

Archibald Elaine CUWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Ashby Karen LWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Barclay Diane SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Bell Nicole KRWCA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Brown Michelle RBI ✔
Bryant Mike RBI ✔
Buford Pam CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Cady Mark CDFA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Cehrs David KRCD ✔
Clary Jennifer CWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
D'Adamo Dee Dee SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔
Deeringer Andrew SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Delehant Gail
Dickey John Plantierra ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Doduc Tam SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Dunham Tess Somach Simmons ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Escobar Juan DWR ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Shahla Farahnah SWRCB ✔ ✔
Fuentes Robert Leadership Counsel ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Gallock Charlotte WWD ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Garcia Rick CRC ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Gonzalez Armando Occidental Oil & Gas
Gosling Doug ✔
Grovhoug Tom LWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Jensen Ryan CWC
Johnson Alex Freshwater Trust
Johnson Michael LSJRC ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Kihara Annalisa SWRCB
Kimmelshue Joel LANDIQ ✔ ✔
Kretsinger Grabert Vicki LSCE ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Kubiak Rachel Western Plant Health Assoc. ✔ ✔ ✔
Kuzelka Timothy CWC ✔ ✔ ✔

ADDITIONAL PARTICIPANTS: 

Participant Names CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meetings -2016
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Last First Organization 14-Jan 15-Jan 12-Feb 24-Feb 25-Feb 11-Mar 29-Mar 30-Mar 6-May 11-May 12-May 10-Jun 15-Jun 16-Jun 8-Jul 1-Aug 5-Aug 10-Aug

Laputz Adam CVRWQCB ✔ ✔
Larson Bobbi CASA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
LeClaire Joe CDM Smith ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Lilien Jonathan Chevron
Link Adam CASA ✔ ✔ ✔
Longley Karl CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
McGahan Joe SJVDA ✔
McLellan Laura SWRCB ✔
Meeks Glenn CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Meyerhoff Richard CDM Smith ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Moore Tim Risk-Sciences ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Nasaei Elnaz SWRCB ✔
Okita David CWC ✔ ✔ ✔
Ores Debi CWC ✔ ✔ ✔
Pirondini Tony City of Vacaville ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Pritchett Gregory Chevron
Pulupa Patrick CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Pitcher Jennifer West. States Petroleum ✔ ✔
Rempel Jenny CWC ✔ ✔
Rodgers Clay CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Schmid Andrea Plantierra ✔
Schultz Paul CDM Smith ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Seaton Phoebe CRLA ✔ ✔
Segal Daniel Chevron
Stamps Alicia Kennedy/Jenks
Thomas Bill KRCD ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Thorme Melissa Downey Brand ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Tillman Stephanie LANDIQ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Tristao Dennis J.G. Boswell
Trouchon Mike LWA ✔
Wackman Mike ✔ ✔
Zimmerman Christie Valley Water Mgmt. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

ADDITIONAL PARTICIPANTS: 

Participant Names CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meetings -2016
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CV-SALTS Policy Finalization Schedule_070716.Docx 

Proposed Schedule to Finalize CV-SALTS Policy Documents and Incorporate into SNMP1 

Activity Key Steps Complete By: 

Finalize the following policies: 

  

• Exceptions 

• Offsets 

• Secondary Maximum 

Contaminant Levels 

• Drought and Water 

Conservation 

Request for final comments on Public 

Workshop version of each document 
July 8 

Submit specific written comments with 

recommendations for alternative language 
July 22 

Small Workgroup to make final revisions; 

identify any remaining significant issues 

(matrix with alternatives identified) 

August 5 

Approval of final policies (including 

decisions on alternatives2) 

August 11 Executive 

Committee Policy meeting 

Finalize the following policies: 

 

• Nitrate Permitting Strategy 

(NPS) 

• Salinity Permitting Strategy 

(SPS) 

• AGR Policy (AGR) 

• Management Zone Policy 

(MZ) 

Request for comment on each document3  July 14 

Submit specific written comments with 

recommendations for alternative language 
July 29 

Small Workgroup meeting focused only on 

draft Salinity Permitting Strategy 
July 21 

Salinity Permitting Strategy discussion 
August 1 Executive 

Committee Policy Meeting 

Small Workgroup meeting to collectively 

discuss NPS, SPS and MZ documents, in 

part to ensure consistency. Identify any 

remaining significant issues (matrix with 

alternatives identified) 

August 3 (tentative) 

Approval of final policies (including 

decisions on alternatives3) 

August 11 Executive 

Committee Policy Meeting 

Revised SNMP Implementation 

Section 

Based on outcome of August 11 decisions, 

revise the implementation section of the 

SNMP for discussion 

September 15 Executive 

Committee Policy meeting 

1 The tight timeline is necessary to meet the schedule for the preparation of the CEQA, Economics, and 

Antidegradation Analyses to support the SNMP. 
2 Where there are clear alternatives identified for a particular issue a decision will be made whether to 

retain the alternative (s) for consideration in the CEQA/Economics analyses. 

3 Comments will be requested on the Public Workshop version of the NPS, AGR and MZ documents. A 

document will be attached to the request that identifies any comments already received on the NPS and 

MZ documents during the June Policy meetings. Any such comments will be considered as part of the 

revision process. The SPS document is currently in preparation and is based on the salinity management 

overview presented during the Workshop. 
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CV-SALTS Committee Standing Rules approved 2-10-2011 Proposed changes 8/1/2016                             1 

 

CV SALTS - Standing Rules 
First approved 2-18-09 Ver. 9 approved 2/10/11 Ver. 10 changes 8/1/16 

CV-SALTS Salinity Leadership Group  - SLG is Inactive as of 2013 

Purpose  

The Salinity Leadership Group was created to provide a high level of leadership and represent the salt 

and nitrate stakeholders.  The purpose of the group is to set the overarching vision for the broad 

multiyear effort to accomplish salinity and nutrient management in the Central Valley.  The group brings 

broad and diverse representation to oversight of the efforts.   

This group will meet approximately once per year to provide broad direction and support for the overall 

mission.  The mission of the Salinity Leadership Group is to work closely, in a collaborative manner to 

steer the effort to create a comprehensive Central Valley Salinity Management Plan. 

Membership  

The Salinity Leadership Group shall be made up of one principal member from each organization that is 

significantly concerned with water supply and quality in the Central Valley. Member representation is 

solicited from the following categories: 

 State Agencies 

 Federal Agencies 

 Local Government 

 Water and Irrigation Districts 

 Industry  

 Public Interest and Academic 

 Out of Region Groups 

 Associations 
 

Each member of the Salinity Leadership Group shall be a voting member when appropriate. Each 

member may designate an alternate member. Alternate members may attend and participate in 

meetings but may only vote if the primary voting member is absent.  New Leadership Group Members 

are recommended by the Stakeholders and to the Executive Committee and will be added as their 

membership qualification is verified.  Attachment A shows the current membership of the Salinity 

Leadership Group.  Representation of members is expected to change due to changes in organization 

leaders and other circumstances.  Members are required to notify the Executive Committee of changes 

in their representative within 60 days of the effective date of the change. Leadership Group Co-Chairs 

are the State Water Resources Control Board Chair and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board Chair.   

Executive Committee  

Purpose  

The Salinity Leadership Group established an Executive Committee that shall oversee the activities of 

the other committees in coordination with the Central Valley Salinity Coalition to achieve the mission of 
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CV-SALTS Committee Standing Rules approved 2-10-2011 Proposed changes 8/1/2016                             2 

 

the group.  The Executive Committee is the primary governance committee for the CV-SALTS Initiative 

and functions in close coordination with the Central Valley Salinity Coalition. 

Membership  

The Executive Committee shall be composed of the following:  

 Six members that represent the following:  

o The State Water Resources Control Board 

o The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

o The Department of Water Resources (or another State agency)  

o The Bureau of Reclamation (or other federal agency) 

o A representative from the environmental community, with a focus on environmental 

justice or aquatic ecosystems 

o A member representing environmental water quality or public policy groups. 

 Co-Chairs of each Standing Committees, up to a total of 6 members. 

 Board Members of the Central Valley Salinity Coalition, up to a total of 18.   

The total number of members of the Executive Committee is limited to 30.  Other than CVSC Board 

Member positions nominations to the committee shall be approved by vote of the committee. 

Within these limitations and to the extent practical, the Executive Committee should be constituted so 

as to reflect the diversity of the stakeholders including representatives of public agencies, industry, 

business, representative of hydrologic basins within the Central Valley, water users and dischargers, 

State, federal and local government as well as nongovernmental organizations.  These memberships will 

not be exclusive; a member of the Salinity Leadership Group may also be a member of the Central Valley 

Salinity Coalition Board of Directors or Chair of another Committee, and may represent more than one 

industry, area or agency.   

A graphic showing the Executive Committee and other Committees with the Salinity Leadership Group is 

shown in Attachment B.  The membership and Co-Chairs shall be documented and updated in a manner 

similar to the format shown in Attachment C.in the Monthly Committee Roster.  

Powers and Reporting 

The Executive Committee shall act as the ongoing governing board of the CV SALTS Initiative and shall 

assume such other responsibilities required to accomplish the mission, delegated to it by the Salinity 

Leadership Group or requested by the Central Valley Salinity Coalition.  The Chair of the Executive 

Committee or any person designated by the Chair, shall report to the Salinity Leadership Group, at each 

regular meeting of the Salinity Leadership Group.  Actions of the Executive Committee shall be by 

majority of the members in attendance voting in favor of a proposed action.  Any action lacking majority 

approval may be referred to one or more committees for additional review and recommendations.   

Term of Office 

The term of office for Chair and Vice-Chair of the Executive Committee shall be two (2) years and shall 

commence on January 1 or the first meeting of the calendar year of the year appointed or elected and 
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shall terminate on December 31 two (2) years later, or upon appointment of a successor.  Modifications 

to these standing rules may be made by a majority vote of the Executive Committee following 30 days 

notice to all members of the Executive Committee. 

Meetings 

Meetings of the Executive Committee shall be held as needed, at such time and place as determined by 

the Chair as necessary to accomplish work needed by the Salinity Leadership Group, the standing 

committees and the Central Valley Salinity Coalition. Special meetings of the Executive Committee may 

be called by the Chair or upon request of three members of the Executive Committee with as much 

notice to members provided as possible. 

Decision Making, Voting and Quorum 

General Decisions 

It is expected that much of the work of the Executive Committee will be based upon general consensus 

of the Committee as tested by the Chair.  The value of obtaining general consensus is that minority 

opinions or issues have the maximum opportunity to be evaluated and incorporated into the motion or 

action.  General Consensus exists when there is a no significant objection to the action on the floor.  On 

issues of controversy, objection, or which are irreconcilable for general consensus will be decided by an 

affirmative vote of a majority of members representing a quorum of the membership of the Committee 

at regular meeting at which the item has been agenized.  Parties who identify areas of significant 

objection or dissention shall document the basis of their objection and recommended alternative 

proposal for the record.  Matters which are agreed to by general consensus or acclamation are not 

subject to quorum requirements, but are subject to ratification at a meeting where a quorum is present. 

Quorum 

A quorum is present when a majority (50% plus 1) of the current eligible voting members of the 

committee are present in the room, by phone or other technical accommodation including proxy which 

is acceptable to the Chair. Matters may be considered when less than a quorum is present, however 

only consensus decisions will be made in the absence of a quorum.  Proxy representation of members 

must be presented to the Chair prior to the meeting or at the introductions or roll call. 

Voting 

Issues which are put to a vote must have a maker of the motion and a second to be voted upon.  The 

motion can then be discussed and debated subject to reasonable limits provided by the Chair.  Executive 

Committee members are eligible to vote based on representation of one of the listed groups, Central 

Valley Salinity Coalition membership and appointment and as Co-Chair of a Standing Committee.  

Eligible voting members are named in Attachment C of this document and are updated in the Executive 

Committee Roster posted at the CV-SALTS website from time to time.  Attachment C lists the primary 

voting member and any alternate member who may vote in the absence of the primary member. The 

primary member may designate an alternate representative providing notice is provided to the Chair 

prior to the meeting or at the roll call only votes may be cast by those present in the room, by phone or 
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other reasonable method including proxy which is acceptable to the Chair.  Members who have 

provided a proxy to a representative may not vote. 

When the question is called for vote by the Chair, if a majority (50% plus 1) of the quorum (50% +1) of 

the members cast votes in favor of the motion, it is passed and the records of the meeting will show it 

approved.  Members who hold an additional seat (such as Committee chairs) are not entitled to an 

additional vote.  Commonly a voice vote will be used, but the Chair can determine the method of voting 

based on the need and expected closeness of the vote.  Any eligible voting member may request a roll 

call vote which will be called by the Vice-Chair or designee.   

Minutes 

The summary action minutes of the Executive Committee meetings shall be kept by the Vice-Chair or 

other member/staff designated by the Chair. Actions of the Executive Committee shall be summarized 

and reported to the Salinity Leadership Group by the Chair, as appropriate at their annual meeting. 

Standing or Regional Committees 

Formation of Standing or Regional Committees 

The Executive Committee may form standing or regional committees by action of the Executive 

Committee.  Standing committees are generally focused on specific issues or functions needed in CV-

SALTS.  The Executive Committee may form a standing or regional committee at the request of the 

Central Valley Salinity Coalition, the Regional or State Water Boards or upon action of the Executive 

Committee.  Standing committees are directed by the Executive Committee and make 

recommendations and perform tasks or research needed by the Executive Committee. 

Regional Committees represent the needs and interests of a region or geographic area. They may be 

formed by request from the region or by independent action of the Executive Committee. 

The Executive Committee can determine that any committee in this section is no long needed or active 

and may disband the committee at any time. 

Public Education and Stakeholder Outreach Committee 

The Committee shall develop and make recommendations to the Executive Committee regarding 
internal and external communications to promote understanding of the need for and importance of 
salinity management in the Central Valley, and the need for and type of long term sustainable solutions 
to salinity issues in the region.  The mission of the Public Education and Outreach Committee is to obtain 
broad-based public participation in the creation and implementation of a comprehensive Central Valley 
Salinity Management Plan.  The committee shall consist of no more than 40 individuals.  

Social and Economic Impact Committee 

The Committee shall study and recommend projects, policies and programs to the Executive Committee.  

The mission of the Social and Economic Impact Committee is to provide guidance and direction for the 

on-going assessment of the social and economic impacts of salinity on the Central Valley and the State 

of California as an essential component in the development of a comprehensive Central Valley Salinity 

Management Plan.  The committee shall consist of no more than 40 individuals.  
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Technical Advisory Committee 

The Committee shall plan, program and oversee technical studies and data gathering related to the 

development of the Salinity Management Plan, Basin Plan amendment and related activities. The 

mission of the Technical Advisory Committee is to provide guidance and direction for the ongoing 

compilation and management of data needed to develop a comprehensive Salinity Management Plan. 

The committee shall consist of no more than 60 individuals.  

Finance Committee – not active as of 1/2011 

The Committee shall make recommendations to the Executive Committee regarding funding the 

development of planning and implementation of the Salinity Management Plan.  This committee will 

include the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Executive Committee or designee, at least one member of the 

Central Valley Salinity Coalition Board of Directors and at least one member of each of the other active 

standing committees, a Co-Chair or designee.  If at any time the Finance Committee is not active the 

duties of this committee will be the responsibility of the Executive Committee. 

Public Policy Committee – not active as of 1/2011 

The Committee shall make recommendations to the Executive Committee regarding policy, legal and 

legislative affairs and changes needed to achieve the mission of the Salinity Leadership Group.  The 

committee shall consist of the Executive Committee Chair or designee, one member from the Central 

Valley Salinity Coalition Board of Directors and a Co-Chair from each active standing committee.  If at 

any time the Public Policy Committee is not active the duties of this committee will be the responsibility 

of the Executive Committee. 

Standing Committee Appointments 

The Chair of the Executive Committee shall appoint all committee members on behalf of the Executive 

Committee and the Co-Chairs of all committees, after receiving nominations from the committee and/or 

the Salinity Leadership Group and subject to the rules for the committee.  The committee Co-Chairs, if 

not nominated by the committees, shall be ratified by the committees.  The standing committees can be 

combined or discontinue activities at the direction or approval of the Executive Committee.  The 

membership and Co-Chairs shall be documented in a manner similar to the format shown in Attachment 

D. 

Nominating Committee 

There may be constituted a nominating committee consisting of three (3) or more members of the 

Executive Committee appointed by the Chair. The nominating committee shall provide to the Chair the 

slate of Co-Chairs of each committee in nomination. Additional nominations for Co-Chairs of standing 

committees may be made by any Executive Committee member. 

Term of Office 

The term of office of standing committee CoChairs shall commence on January 1 of the year following 

their appointment by the Executive Committee Chair and ratification by the committee and shall 

terminate on December 31 two (2) years later or upon the appointment of a successor.  One Co-Chair 

should be appointed in the even years where possible and other Co-Chair in the odd years to maintain 

committee continuity.  
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Sub-committees and Task Forces 

Other sub-committees and task forces may be appointed by the Co-Chairs of any committee from time 

to time as need shall dictate, consistent with and supportive of the mission the appointing committee. 

Meetings 

Meetings of standing committees, as well as all other appointed committees, may be called at such 

times and places designated by the respective Co-Chairs thereof and coordinated for participation with 

the Executive Committee or designee.  

Minutes 

The minutes of the standing committees’ meetings shall be kept by of the Co-Chairs or other member 

designated by the acting Chair of the committee. Actions of the standing committees shall be reported 

to the Executive Committee at its next meeting.  Actions of the standing committees taken with regard 

to contractor or other committee work product or which relate to funding or fiduciary responsibilities 

shall be presented to the Executive Committee for action by the Executive Committee. 

Committee Coordination and Review 

Any standing or regional committee may request assistance from any other standing or regional 

committee provided the Executive Committee is informed and does not object to the request.  This 

assistance may be in the form of review of a work product or issue, investigation of an area of expertise, 

or participation in joint committee efforts.  The Executive Committee shall agendize any request and act 

on the request at the next available meeting opportunity. 
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CV-SALTS Committee Standing Rules approved 2-10-2011 Proposed changes 8/1/2016                             7 

 

Attachment B   

CV SALTS INITIATIVE 

ORGANIZATIONAL AND REPORTING CHART 

 

 CV SALTS LEADERSHIP GROUP 
Steering Committee 

Executive Membership Representing Salt and Nitrate Stakeholders 

CV Salinity Coalition 
(CVSC) 

Federal, State Agencies 
and NGOs 

CV SALTS EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
Initiative Leadership 

Maximum of 30 members 

CVSC 
Chair + members  

Up to 18 members 

Federal, State Agencies 
and NGOs 

Up to 6 members 

Committee Chairs 
Up to 6 members 

Committees 
Members representing stakeholders (including State and Regional Board staff) 

Public Education 
and Outreach 

Economic and 
Social Cost 

Technical Public Policy Funding Regional 

Regional 
Subcommittees: 

 

Lower San Joaquin River 
Others 

Technical Subcommittees: 
 

BMP 
Assessment/Evaluation 

Others 
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Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (SMCL) Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

1 
Policy Summary_Smcls_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 
Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Policy describes the problems with 

meeting SMCLs, but emphasis is on 

discharges to groundwater (rather than 

surface water) and salinity (rather than 

other SMCLs in Table 64449-A) 

• Modify policy to explain problems for 

discharges to surface water (e.g., which 

constituents and which facilities, their 

locations and waterbodies potentially 

impacted). Using existing data, 

characterize the quality of the 

potentially impacted waterbodies. 

 

• Establish a monitoring program for 

surface waters to characterize natural 

background and existing conditions 

 

• Incorporate text from 22 CCR §64449 

into Basin Plans that provides guidance 

on the application of “Recommended”, 

“Upper”, and “Short Term” consumer 

acceptance levels. 

• Also include relevant text from §64449.2 

(Waivers for SMCL Compliance) and 

§64449.4 (Use of Sources that Exceed a 

Secondary MCL and Do Not Have a 

Waiver) in Basin Plans  

 

• Establish guidelines in coordination with 

DDW to determine how decisions will be 

made to allow a discharge to have an 

effluent limit up to the “upper level” as 

provided for in Table 64449-B 

 

• Include text from 22 CCR §64449 that 

states that the Short Term Level is used 

on a temporary basis for existing 

dischargers pending construction of 

treatment facilities or development of 

new water sources. 

 

• Recommended Basin Plan language 

would continue to reference Tables 

64449-A and 64449-B in 22 CCR 

• Instead of just referencing the tables in 

the Basin Plans, include them. 
 

• Incorporate text from Basin Plans that 

compliance is determined from a filtered 

water sample, but only for metals, color 

and turbidity 

• Instead of relying on a filtered water 

sample for determining compliance with 

selected SMCLs, use non-filtered 

samples for all SMCLs 

 

• Policy references the development of 

Regional Board Guidance to support 

development of permit conditions. 

• Eliminate reference to Regional Board 

Guidance if it will not be available for 

evaluation under SNMP CEQA analysis 

• Develop Regional Guidance as soon as 

possible 
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Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (SMCL) Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

2 
Policy Summary_Smcls_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 
Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Policy allows the Board to take into 

consideration any dilution or other 

attenuation that may occur between the 

point of discharge and any intake to a 

downstream (surface water) or down-

gradient (groundwater) water supply 

system 

• Point of compliance in a receiving water 

should be at the end of the mixing zone 

downstream of the point of discharge 

and not at the nearest downstream 

intake or down-gradient water supply 

system 

 

• Establish a trigger of 80% of the SMCL to 

provide a buffer. If the waterbody or 

groundwater basin reaches 80% of the 

MCL, a study will be conducted to 

evaluate actions to reduce the 

concentration of the constituent. 

 

• Policy emphasis is on applicability to 

WDRs/Waivers 

• Revise policy to be clear that it is 

intended to apply to NPDES permits as 

well. 

 

• Policy uses phrase “public water 

supplies”  

• Where policy states “public water 

supplies,” change to “community water 

system” to be consistent with 22 CCR 

which states that SMCLs apply 

specifically to community water systems 

 

• Policy states that SMCLs are primarily 

intended to address aesthetic qualities, 

such as taste and odor, or minimize risk 

of corrosion of pipes; they are not 

intended to address human health 

concerns 

• Revise policy to state that SMCLS are 

primarily intended to protect public 

welfare by addressing qualities, such as 

taste and odor, which most consumers 

use as a basis for judging whether a 

drinking water supply is healthful. SMCLs 

also minimize corrosion of pipes and 

household appliances 

 

• Policy includes site-specific factors 

relevant to salinity and downstream 

waters, including Bay Delta 

• Revise to remove such factors where 

mitigation for salinity in downstream 

waters may be required, e.g., to provide 

alternative drinking water for 

exceedances of SMCLs (e.g., 

communities have the ability to obtain 

waivers under 64449.2, for nine years; 

or are allowed to provide water that 

exceeds the secondary MCLs under 

64449.4). Permit writer should also 

consider if SMCL waivers are in place. 
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Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (SMCL) Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

3 
Policy Summary_Smcls_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 
Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Where waste discharges have the 

potential to affect source water 

quality in water supply intakes/wells 

located downstream/downgradient, 

the Board may require a discharger, or 

dischargers collectively if in an 

approved management zone or as part 

of general order, to develop a more 

detailed fate and transport analysis 

prior to authorizing a permit. The 

purpose of this analysis is to 

determine how the permitted 

discharge affects the concentration of 

constituents identified in 22 CCR 

Tables 64449-A and 64449-B at water 

supply intakes or water supply wells to 

ensure a safe drinking water supply for 

users. 

• Clarify language so that it is clear that 

such a study is required for dischargers 

to a surface water or groundwater  
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Drought Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

 
Policy Summary_Drought_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document  
Proposed 

Options/Alternatives 

Executive Committee 

Policy Decision 

• For discharges to groundwater, calculate compliance 

with applicable narrative/numeric salinity objectives 

using long-term (10+ year) flow-weighted average while 

simultaneously considering expected recharge and 

potential dilution from natural precipitation and 

streambed percolation to the same basin/sub-basin. 

• Authorize the use of “Offset Projects,” particularly 

increased stormwater capture and recharge, to 

demonstrate compliance with WDRs governing salinity 

discharges. Allow offset credits to be created and 

banked by constructing and operating such projects or 

by discharging well below the WDR threshold in non-

drought years. Recognize that the credits needed to 

achieve compliance during periods of drought must be 

generated at times of above normal precipitation 

(especially El Niño winters) and, as such, must remain 

valid for at least 10 years. 

• Consider amending Basin Plans to establish a temporary 

variance/exception from salinity-related standards 

during certain drought conditions. variance/exception 

would be automatically triggered when a drought 

emergency is declared by an authorized federal or state 

authority or by some other trigger(s) that have been 

pre-approved by the Board. At such times, more 

appropriate interim WDRs or effluent limits would 

apply. Guidance should be developed to describe both 

the automatic triggers and the factors that should be 

considered when developing the alternate, interim 

WDRs that should apply when trigger conditions occur. 

• Consider amending Basin Plans to establish a temporary 

variance/exception from salinity-related standards 

where the TDS concentration in the permitted discharge 

is significantly better (lower) than the TDS concentration 

in the receiving water and will improve receiving water 

quality while promoting maximum use/reuse of 

available water supplies. Potential impacts to 

downstream/downgradient water quality must also be 

evaluated as part of this demonstration. 

• In lieu of authorizing a temporary variance/exception, 

consider pre-authorizing an automatic allocation of 

assimilative capacity (where it exists) to accommodate 

higher TDS concentrations in the discharge/recharge 

during drought conditions. 

• Eliminate reference to 

Regional Guidance if it will 

not be available for 

evaluation under SNMP 

CEQA analysis 

• Develop Regional Guidance 

as soon as possible 

 

• Drought policy currently 

limited to salinity; it is being 

recommended that it be 

revised to include Boron 

 

• With regards to pre-

authorizing an automatic 

allocation of assimilative 

capacity, trigger is needed 

for each hydrologic region: 

o San Joaquin River – can 

use LSRC findings 

o Sacramento River – 

Board staff looking at 

an option 

o Tulare Basin – No 

options identified to 

date – will need to be 

developed 
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Salinity Management Strategy – Affirmation of Revisions Based on August 1, 2016 Policy 

Meeting & Identification of Additional Issues for Decision 

August 10/11, 2016 

 
Policy Summary_Salinitymgmt_081016.Docx 

Executive Policy Decision from August 1 Reaffirmation of Decision 

Priority/Optimization Study Efforts would apply 

valley-wide. 

 

Strategy would apply to both surface and 

groundwater 

 

Application of management strategy needs to include 

some level of forward modeling projection to 

determine what will be the impact to salinity levels 

(in groundwater in particular) over Phase 1. 

 

Section 3.1 needs to be revised to include milestones 

and timeline for the Prioritization/Optimization Study 

for Phase 1. 

 

Extend Salinity Variance Policy in the Basin Plans. 
 

Provide discussion regarding Regional Board permit 

actions that must be taken in the meantime (i.e., 

prior to Basin Plan amendment becoming effective) 

 

Interim permitting approach under Option 1 would 

be available for 10 years, and would need to be 

reviewed at the 10-year mark.  Consider appropriate 

permitting approach at end of 10 years based on 

findings of Prioritization/Optimization Study.  Provide 

Executive Officer some discretion to extend beyond 

10-years under certain circumstances. 

 

Allow dischargers to opt out of participation in 

Prioritization/Optimization Study but specify the 

criteria for opting out in the Salinity Management 

Strategy.  Examples of criteria could include needing 

to meet the objective at the end of pipe if no 

assimilative capacity is available; limiting 

determination of available assimilative capacity to 

shallow groundwater or the upper zone; or, 

permitted under currently, conservative traditional 

approach. 

 

May be unique circumstances where dischargers do 

not have the option to opt out of participating in the 

Prioritization/Optimization Study. 

 

Include action to review the Basin Plan, interim 

permitting approach, and Salinity Management 

Strategy at end of each Phase. 
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Salinity Management Strategy – Affirmation of Revisions Based on August 1, 2016 Policy 

Meeting & Identification of Additional Issues for Decision 

August 10/11, 2016 

 
Policy Summary_Salinitymgmt_081016.Docx 

Executive Policy Decision from August 1 Reaffirmation of Decision 

Amend Tulare Lake Basin Plan to delete managed 

degradation objectives. 

 

Amend Tulare Lake Basin Plan to delete salinity 

related limitations for POTWs and Industrial 

discharges if they are participating in 

Prioritization/Optimization efforts.  Maintain 

application of such limits if they are not. 

 

Additional Issues for Decision  

While under the interim permitting approach for 

Phase 1, how would the AGR policy apply?   

• Would the AGR policy apply during this period? 

• Would it only apply if someone is opting out, 

and the narrative objective needs to be 

interpreted? 

 

Should the AGR classifications apply to surface 

water? If not, how are narrative chemical 

objectives interpreted for surface water 

discharges? 

 

Would the categories described in the AGR policy 

be appropriate for determining assessments for 

funding of the Prioritization/Optimization Study. 

 

Where MUN is the more sensitive beneficial use, 

does the Secondary MCL policy apply for 

interpreting the applicable receiving water limit? 

 

Regional Board retains the authority to identify 

high priority saline discharges and/or areas where 

more stringent control programs must be 

implemented on an earlier time scale. 
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CV-SALTS Meeting Calendar

1 2 3 Light Red conflicts

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat January is a Thursday/Friday

1 1 2 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 10 1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 7 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 11 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Wed/Thurs 4th or 3rd

3 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 8 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Dark Green Exec Comm Policy

4 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 9 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 13 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 Fridays at 1:00 pm

5 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 10 28 29 14 27 28 29 30 31 Lt. Green Hatch Exec Comm Admin

6 31 or State Board Presentation

Yellow Salty 5

4 5 6 Lower SJ River Committee

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Regional Board Breifing 8/17

14 1 2 23 1 2 3 4 TAC Meeting

15 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 24 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

16 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 20 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 25 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

17 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 26 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 Regional Board Presentation 6/22

18 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 22 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 27 26 27 28 29 30

23 29 30 31 Wednesday Meetings are DRAFT

May be held by Webinar or

7 8 9 in person in Sacramento half day

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat

27 1 2 32 1 2 3 4 5 6 36 1 2 3

28 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 33 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 37 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

29 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 34 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 38 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

30 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 35 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 39 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

31 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 36 28 29 30 31 40 25 26 27 28 29 30

32 31

10 11 12

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat

40 1 45 1 2 3 4 5 49 1 2 3

41 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 46 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 50 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

42 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 47 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 51 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

43 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 48 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 52 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

44 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 49 27 28 29 30 53 25 26 27 28 29 30 31

45 30 31

2016

July August September

October November December

Notes/Key

January February March

April May June

8/6/2016
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One or more Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board members may attend. 

CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting 
Thursday, August 11, 2016 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Valley Oak Room 

Sacramento Regional Sanitation District Offices  
10060 Goethe Rd, Sacramento 95827 

 
Teleconference (641) 715-3580   Code: 279295# 

 
Go-To-Meeting Link for Thursday:  https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/392343525 

 
Posted 08-07-16 – Revised 08-10-16 

 
AGENDA for Wednesday, August 1, 2016 

 
1) Welcome and Introductions - Chair 

a) Committee Roll Call and Membership Roster -10 mins 
b) Approve May 11-12, and Jun 15-16 Meeting notes -5 mins 

 
 

2) CV-SALTS Policy Documents and Comments – Tess Dunham, Richard Meyerhoff, Tim Moore (2 

hrs. 15 mins) 

− Policy/strategy discussions, summary of significant comments and alternatives/options 
− Exceptions (link only) 

− comments 
− Offsets (link only) 

− comments 
− Nitrate Permitting Strategy (NPS) (link only) 

− comments 
− Management Zone Policy (MZ) (link only) 

− comments 
 

− 11:30 am to 1:00 pm - Lunch on Your Own 
 
 

3) Continuation of Morning Discussion – Tess Dunham, Richard Meyerhoff, Tim Moore (3 hrs.) 

 
4) Review Meeting Schedule/Location  

− CV-SALTS Workshop – August 17th @ Central Valley Water Board Office – Rancho Cordova 
− September 14th (Half-Day) & 15th Executive Committee Policy Session @ Sac Regional 
− Admin Meeting – September 16th – 1:00-2:30 

 
CV-SALTS meetings are held in compliance with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act set forth in Government Code sections 11120-11132 
(§ 11121(d). The public is entitled to have access to the records of the body which are posted at http://www.cvsalinity.org 
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CV-SALTS Committee Rosters

Voters Category/Stakeholder Group Name 14-Jan 15-Jan 12-Feb 24-Feb 25-Feb 11-Mar 29-Mar 30-Mar 6-May 11-May 12-May 10-Jun 15-Jun 16-Jun 8-Jul 1-Aug 5-Aug 10-Aug
 

1 Central Valley Water Board Pamela Creedon ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Alt Central Valley Water Board Jeanne Chilcott ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2 State Water Resources Control Bd. Darrin Polhemus ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
3 Department of Water Resources Jose Faria

Alt Department of Water Resources
4 US Bureau of Reclamation Michael Mosley ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
5 Environmental Justice Laurel Firestone ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
6 Environmental Water Quality TBD

  CV Salinity Coalition
1 So. San Joaquin WQC Casey Creamer ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2 City of Stockton Robert Granberg
3 California Cotton Growers Chris McGlothlin ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
4 City of Fresno Rosa Lau-Staggs
5 CA Leaque of Food Processors Trudi Hughes

Alt CA Leaque of Food Processors Rob Neenan ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
6 NCWA/SVWQC Bruce Houdesheldt ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
7 City of Tracy Erich Delmas ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Alt City of Tracy Dale Klever
8 Sacramento Regional CSD Lysa Voight ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Alt Sacramento Regional CSD Sam Safi
9 San Joaquin Tributaries Authority Dennis Westcot ✔ ✔

10 Valley Water Management Christine Zimmerman ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
11 California Rice Commission Tim Johnson ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
12 City of Davis Josie Tellers ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
13 Tulare Lake Drainage/Storage District Mike Nordstrom ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
14 Western Plant Health Assoc. Renee Pinel ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
15 City of Vacaville Steve Sawyer ✔
Alt City of Vacaville Tony Pirondini ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
16 Dairy Cares J.P. Cativiela ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Alt Dairy Cares Paul Sousa ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
17 Westlands Water District Jose Guiterrez
Alt Westlands Water District Charlotte Gallock ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

  Comm. Chairs/Co-chairs       
1 Chair Executive Committee Parry Klassen, ESJWQC ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
2 Vice Chair Executive Committee Debbie Webster CVCWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Technical Advisory Committee Roger Reynolds, S Engr. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Technical Advisory Committee Nigel Quinn, LBL ✔ ✔ ✔

4 Public Education and Outreach Joe DiGiorgio ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
5 Economic and Social Cost Committee David Cory, SJVDA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
6 Lower San Joaquin River Committee Karna Harrigfeld, SEWD ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

 

CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meetings - 2016Executive Committee Membership     

3
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CV-SALTS Committee Rosters

Last First Organization 14-Jan 15-Jan 12-Feb 24-Feb 25-Feb 11-Mar 29-Mar 30-Mar 6-May 11-May 12-May 10-Jun 15-Jun 16-Jun 8-Jul 1-Aug 5-Aug 10-Aug

Archibald Elaine CUWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Ashby Karen LWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Barclay Diane SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Bell Nicole KRWCA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Brown Michelle RBI ✔
Bryant Mike RBI ✔
Buford Pam CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Cady Mark CDFA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Cehrs David KRCD ✔
Clary Jennifer CWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
D'Adamo Dee Dee SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔
Deeringer Andrew SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Delehant Gail
Dickey John Plantierra ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Doduc Tam SWRCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Dunham Tess Somach Simmons ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Escobar Juan DWR ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Shahla Farahnah SWRCB ✔ ✔
Fuentes Robert Leadership Counsel ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Gallock Charlotte WWD ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Garcia Rick CRC ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Gonzalez Armando Occidental Oil & Gas
Gosling Doug ✔
Grovhoug Tom LWA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Jensen Ryan CWC
Johnson Alex Freshwater Trust
Johnson Michael LSJRC ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Kihara Annalisa SWRCB
Kimmelshue Joel LANDIQ ✔ ✔
Kretsinger Grabert Vicki LSCE ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Kubiak Rachel Western Plant Health Assoc. ✔ ✔ ✔
Kuzelka Timothy CWC ✔ ✔ ✔

ADDITIONAL PARTICIPANTS: 

Participant Names CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meetings -2016
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Last First Organization 14-Jan 15-Jan 12-Feb 24-Feb 25-Feb 11-Mar 29-Mar 30-Mar 6-May 11-May 12-May 10-Jun 15-Jun 16-Jun 8-Jul 1-Aug 5-Aug 10-Aug

Laputz Adam CVRWQCB ✔ ✔
Larson Bobbi CASA ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
LeClaire Joe CDM Smith ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Lilien Jonathan Chevron
Link Adam CASA ✔ ✔ ✔
Longley Karl CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
McGahan Joe SJVDA ✔
McLellan Laura SWRCB ✔
Meeks Glenn CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Meyerhoff Richard CDM Smith ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Moore Tim Risk-Sciences ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Nasaei Elnaz SWRCB ✔
Okita David CWC ✔ ✔ ✔
Ores Debi CWC ✔ ✔ ✔
Pirondini Tony City of Vacaville ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Pritchett Gregory Chevron
Pulupa Patrick CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Pitcher Jennifer West. States Petroleum ✔ ✔
Rempel Jenny CWC ✔ ✔
Rodgers Clay CVRWQCB ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Schmid Andrea Plantierra ✔
Schultz Paul CDM Smith ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Seaton Phoebe CRLA ✔ ✔
Segal Daniel Chevron
Stamps Alicia Kennedy/Jenks
Thomas Bill KRCD ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Thorme Melissa Downey Brand ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Tillman Stephanie LANDIQ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Tristao Dennis J.G. Boswell
Trouchon Mike LWA ✔
Wackman Mike ✔ ✔
Zimmerman Christie Valley Water Mgmt. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

ADDITIONAL PARTICIPANTS: 

Participant Names CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meetings -2016
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CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting - Summary Action Notes 

For May 11, 2016 – 8:30 AM to 4:00 PM 
 

Attendees are listed on the Membership Roster 
 

AGENDA 
 

1) Welcome and Introductions   
a) Executive Committee Chair Parry Klassen brought the meeting to order, and roll call was completed. 
b) Rob Neenan moved, and Mike Nordstrom seconded, and by general acclamation the March meeting 

action notes were approved. 
c) Richard Meyerhoff presented the updated Technical Project Schedule. 

 
2) Harmonizing Language between the Two Central Valley Basin Plans 
 During the morning session the committee discussed some of the differences between the two basin 

plans.  Some recommendations from committee members were: 
o Per Dennis Westcot, not including the phrase “(including leaching of salts)” in the Tulare Lake 

Basin Plan was an oversight.  Specific guidance on the wording had been provided to the 
Regional Boards by the State Board.  Tim will locate those guidance documents, and 
incorporate the recommended wording into both basin plans. 

o Package Page 10-Tulare Lake Basin Plan-Discharges to Navigable Waters.  Delete the two bullet 
points regarding “maximum electrical conductivity (EC) of a discharge…”   

o Package Page 11-Tulare Lake Basin Plan-Discharges to Land. Delete the two highlighted 
paragraphs under “Additional effluent limits…”   
 Incorporate additional language that specifically describes goal of protecting the high 

quality waters on the east side of the valley. 
o Package Page 12-Tulare Lake Basin Plan-WQOs to Groundwater. There was a recommendation 

that the section on Salinity was obsolete given the salt management strategy now being 
proposed in the SNMP.  

 
3) Review & Finalize Guidelines for Developing an Offsets Policy 
 Some of the concerns or comments offered by the committee: 

o Is there some kind of point of compliance associated with a hotspot?  Some kind of point of 
compliance to monitor the hotspot?  Add to the list of factors for offsets. 

o Page 17, Item 1 – should not be restricted to the same sub-basin. 
 

4) Review & Finalize Guidelines for Developing a Drought Policy 
 Key questions presented to the committee on development of a drought policy: 

o Should a "Drought Policy" be developed for both groundwaters and surface waters? 
o Should the "Drought Policy" be restricted to salinity-related constituents (e.g.: TDS, EC, sodium, 

chloride, sulfate)? 
o Should the "Drought Policy" be limited to providing additional regulatory flexibility to increase 

the use of Recycled Water (as defined by the Recycled Water Policy)? 
o Should CV-SALTS develop and recommend "triggers" that define when the "Drought Policy" 

commences and terminates? If so, what sort of objective triggers should be used? 
o Should CV-SALTS develop and recommend the "alternative interim WDRs or effluent limits" that 

are mentioned in Item #13 above? If so, what sort of interim requirements should be 
considered? 
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o Is the primary purpose of the "Drought Policy" to authorize short-term variations in 
discharge/recharge quality provided that the long-term average continues to comply with the 
relevant receiving water objectives or is it to authorize such short term exceedances even if the 
cumulative long-term average fails to meet the applicable receiving water standard? The latter 
would seem to require either (a) an allocation of assimilative capacity or (b) a 
variance/exception if there is no assimilative capacity available. 

 Some feedback from the committee during this discussion of the above questions: 
o Drought Policy should be broadened to a Drought and Conservation Policy, with no need to 

develop separate groundwater and surface water policies. 
o Page 22, Item 8e – replace “orchards” with “trees and vines” 
o Page 23, Item 16 – this item is being deleted. 
o Page 24, Question 2 - POTWs can be impacted by increasing concentrations of other 

constituents (e.g. ammonia) under drought conditions. 
 
5) Review Definition of Natural Background 
 The committee requested Richard Meyerhoff work with the Technical Advisory Committee on drafting 

a definition and developing an alternate process to serve as a guideline for determination on a site by 
site basis.  The plan is to bring this item back to the July Policy meeting. 

 
6) Review Meeting Schedule/Location: 2016 
 5/12 Policy Meeting 8:30-4:00 Sac Regional 
 Next Admin Meeting is 6/10 
 June Policy Meetings:  6/15 Half Day, 6/16 8:30-4:00 
 June 22nd will be the CV-SALTS workshop at the Regional Board office in Rancho Cordova.   
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CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting - Summary Action Notes 

For May 12, 2016 – 8:30 AM to 4:00 PM 
 

Attendees are listed on the Membership Roster 
 

AGENDA 
 

1) Welcome and Introductions   
a) Executive Committee Chair Parry Klassen brought the meeting to order, and roll call was completed. 
b) Tim Moore provided the Development and Review Schedule for SNMP Basin Plan Amendment 

Package. 
− Jeanne Chilcott advised that the schedule task order needs to be revised.  CEQA and ECON have 

to be finished before SNMP is submitted. 
− Jeanne also summarized the June 22nd Workshop timeline for the committee 

c) Richard Meyerhoff provided a draft SNMP Table of Contents. 
 

2) Draft SNMP Executive Summary & CV-SALTS Safe Drinking Water Approach 
 These items were discussed in the afternoon session. 
 Richard Meyerhoff presented the Draft SNMP Executive Summary. 
 Jeanne Chilcott presented the CV-SALTS Approach to Safe Drinking Water Responsibilities of 

Dischargers Including Growers. 
 Some of the feedback from the committee: 

o Separate salt and nitrates.  Areas identified high priority for both salt and nitrate would go to 
the top of the prioritization list. 

o What additional factors should be used to prioritize areas?  # of wells?  Private wells? 
o How to ensure that areas with reasonably good water quality are not drawn into an ACP based 

on the trigger concept? 
o A more detailed discussion on the application of triggers is needed. 
o Can different timelines be considered for low priority areas? 
o Package Page 17, following needs to be reworded: 

The assessment of these trigger criteria shall also include an assessment of potential contributions from 
the vadose zone. 
Also on Page 17 clarify that additional date does not have to be from dischargers.  Any 
stakeholder can provide additional data. 

 The Exceptions Policy and Nitrate Permitting Strategy were also discussed. 
o Reconsider limiting the term of an exception to no more than 10-years.  Can it be better aligned 

with SGMA? 
o The relationship of management zones and the allocation of assimilative capacity needs to be 

clarified. 
 Additional comments should be submitted no later than Tuesday, 5/17. 

 
3) SNMP Policies – Identify Key Policy Issues for CV-SALTS Regional Board Workshop 
 In the morning session the committee discussed the Management Zone Policy and the AGR Policy. 

o Some of the feedback offered by the committee on Management Zones: 
− Policy needs clarification on timeline for provision of safe drinking water.  Seems a long 

process in between the request for a management zone and the assurance of safe water 
supply. Identify in the process the immediate, intermediate and long-term steps that 
support the 3 stated goals. 
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− Management Zone should include some type of early action with respect to 
drinking water as part of Step 1. 

− Identification of participants should be part of the early action. 
− Delineate further that for participants to be deemed in compliance they must 

implement the approved plan and be meeting milestones. 
− How/when does a management zone fit, or get incorporated, into the WDRs? 
− In Section 2.1 add another bullet after “Identified constituents of concern…” to clarify it 

is a nitrate drinking water concern. 
− Include some directive in the policy on how to respond when a community with 

impaired drinking water is unwilling to participate in the process. 
− Add the term “area of influence” to the glossary, needs a better definition. 
− Address the issue of affordability and mitigating costs for communities that have already 

taken action. 
− The specific timeline of 180 days for Step 2 does not seem realistic.  
− Jump start the process by identifying impaired community water systems in high priority 

areas and include that information in the notice from the board. 
− Identify better the management goals and the implementation plan components with 

respect to those. 
− Section 1.0 (package page 26): Rewrite to highlight the first goal of “assuring safe 

drinking water.”  Add in the component of community engagement.  
 Committee members were asked to provide any additional comments via email no later than Tuesday, 

5/17.   
 The committee then discussed the AGR policy. Some of the feedback offered by the committee on the 

AGR: 
− Expand the treatment of surface water. 
− Package page 45, change the following sentence to read “should not be exceeded.” 

Once a groundwater basin or sub-basin is given an AGR classification, salinity shall be managed 
within that class such that the upper threshold for that class cannot be exceeded. 

− Tess Dunham recommended development of a Salinity Permitting Strategy. 
 

4) Set next meeting dates: 2016 
 June 10th is the next Admin Meeting. 
 June Policy Meetings will take place on 6/15 & 6/16.  
 Regional Board Workshop will be June 22nd.  
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CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting - Summary Action Notes 

For June 15, 2016 – 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM 
 

Attendees are listed on the Membership Roster 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

1) Welcome and Introductions   
a) Executive Committee Chair Parry Klassen brought the meeting to order, and roll call was completed. 

 
2) Executive Summary Discussion 
 Richard Meyerhoff presented the Revised Executive Summary and discussed some of the changes 

made from the May 12 Policy Meeting.  Some comments from committee members were: 
o Clear definition of “First Encountered Groundwater” is critical. 
o Volume weighted averaging across entire production zone masks pollution, and is not clear how 

that supports any of the major goals. 
o Consider different path options for different priority areas. 

 If do not have a management zone can the default be assimilative capacity measured at 
First Encountered Groundwater? 

 Allocation of assimilative capacity in the Upper Zone for nitrate, and Production Zone 
for salinity? 

o Has to be a plan for community outreach to the Priority 1 areas. 
o Maximize coordination with SGMA through trend monitoring. 

 Daniel Cozad asked the committee to approve a comment letter on the Intended Use Plan (IUP) for the 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF).  After discussion, David Cory moved, and J.P. Cativiela 
seconded, and the committee voted to approve the letter to the State Water Resources Control Board 
dated June 15, 2016.  There were two abstentions:  Darrin Polhemus and Michael Mosley. 

 
3) Review Meeting Schedule/Location: 2016 
 6/16 Policy Meeting 8:30-4:00 Sac Regional 
 June 22nd will be the CV-SALTS workshop at the Regional Board office in Rancho Cordova  
 Next Admin Meeting is 7/08 
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CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting - Summary Action Notes 

For June 16, 2016 – 8:30 AM to 4:00 PM 
 

Attendees are listed on the Membership Roster 
 

AGENDA 
 

1) Welcome and Introductions   
a) Executive Committee Chair Parry Klassen brought the meeting to order, and roll call was completed. 
b) Approval of May meeting notes deferred to 7/21 meeting. 
c) Richard Meyerhoff presented the updated Technical Project Schedule. 

o The following people were identified as potential participants on the CEQA/ECON Project 
Committee: 
 Tess Dunham, J.P. Cativiela, Casey Creamer, David Cory, Roger Reynolds, Richard 

Meyerhoff, Daniel Cozad, Debbie Webster, Phoebe Seaton, Debi Ores 
 

2) Consider Approval of CV-SALTS Comment Letters 
 Daniel Cozad asked the committee to approve the DAC Water Rights Fees Reduction Comment Letter.  

After discussion Debbie Webster moved, and Parry Klassen seconded, and the committee voted to 
approve the letter with edits as submitted by the committee.  There was one abstention: Michael 
Mosley. 

 
3) Organize Workshop Presentations 
4) Continue Morning Discussion and/or Tie Up Loose Ends 
 Richard Meyerhoff and Jeanne Chilcott presented a framework and key issues for the presentation at 

the June 22nd CV-SALTS Workshop.  Some of the input offered by committee members for the 
presentation: 

o Jeanne stressed that it was important to discuss key issues with the board where there is non-
consensus, as well as agreement. 

o The concept of triggers is one which needs more committee discussion. 
o A glossary of terms for Board members would be helpful. 
o Make sure to be very clear what feedback is received from the Board. 
o If presenters have an area where they want feedback, let the Board know ahead of time.  Helps 

to have something in writing ahead of time. 
 Comments and recommendations for on specific Draft Central Valley SNMP Policies: 

o Management Zone 
 Permitting and allocation of assimilative capacity 
 Incentive to participate in management zone? Not to require when not necessary. 
 Coordination with SGMA and CV-SALTS. 
 How to draw boundaries.  Overlap of boundaries. 
 What represents ultimate compliance? 
 Importance of flexibility in developing a program to be used Region-wide. 
 Issues of roles and responsibilities in the zone.   
 Governance and oversight. 
 Incentive to participate has to be clearer, must be more than dischargers. 
 Use AID Archetype to highlight “lessons learned.” 
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o Exceptions 
 Need to explain what an exception is, and list conditions for obtaining one. 
 Discuss key changes: removing sunset provision and expanding to include nitrate. 

o Offsets 
 Note that all of these, (exceptions, offsets etc.) are adding to the toolbox under the 

umbrella of an ACP. 
 Clarify if groundwater or surface water. 
 Proscribe what offsets can be used for, e.g. no cross-pollutant trading, same basin etc. 
 Problem statement needs revision. 

o SMCLs 
 Problem statement should reflect that current issue is dischargers can’t comply. 

• Start discussion with background of what is in basin plan now, then outline the 
problem 

o AGR Ben Use Protection 
 Include reference to work done by LSJRC on determining the most sensitive crop. 
 Make a clear demarcation on all slides of salts vs. nitrates 
 Need a broader discussion on how proposed AGR classes are implemented. 

• In response to the concern voiced by Jeanne Chilcott regarding how to frame the 
salinity discussion for the board, an additional policy meeting was scheduled for 
8/1 to discuss AGR salinity management strategy. 

o Drought 
 Policy must cover all salts. 

 Committee members identified as potential panel participants on 6/22: 
David Cory, Tim Moore, J.P. Cativiela, Mike Nordstrom, Laurel Firestone, Debbie Webster 
Other potential attendees:  Bruce Houdesheldt, Elaine Archibald, Christine Zimmerman, Tim 
Johnson 
 

5) Review Meeting Schedule/Location: 2016 
 June 22nd will be the CV-SALTS workshop at the Regional Board office in Rancho Cordova.   
 Next Admin Meeting is 7/8 
 CANCELLED: July Policy Meeting on 7/21 
 NEW MEETING:  August 1st @ Sac Regional for AGR Salinity 
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Exceptions Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

1 
Policy Summary_Exceptions_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 
Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Applies to groundwater 

• Expand to include elimination of sunset 

date for the Salinity Variance Program for 

NPDES permit dischargers. 

 

• Exceptions policy currently limited to 

salinity, and it is being recommended 

that it be revised to include nitrate. 

• Expand Exceptions Policy to include Boron.  

• Limits term of an exception to 10 

years, with the ability to renew the 

exception at the end of ten years. 

• Remove limitation for a term of 10 years. 

• Leave term of exception to the Regional 

Board based on project(s) being proposed. 

• Maintain requirement for “check-in” every 

5 years. 

 

• Policy references the development of 

Regional Board Guidance for criteria 

associated with seeking and approving 

an exception. 

• Eliminate reference to Regional Board 

Guidance if it will not be available for 

evaluation under CEQA/Antidegradation. 

• Develop Regional Board Guidance as soon 

as possible. 

 

• 2.2, paragraph 4 requires dischargers 

to assure that an adequate supply of 

drinking water is available as a 

condition of authorizing the 

exception. 

• Exception should be allowed as long as 

there is a plan for assuring safe drinking 

water, which may include plans developed 

by more than just the discharger but 

others in the community as well. 

 

• One justification for allowing an 

exception is because compelling the 

discharge to comply with a water 

quality objective would not 

significantly improve water quality. 

• Delete this justification.  

• Add new language that states regardless 

of the circumstances for granting an 

exception, all exceptions must include the 

following conditions: 

o BPTC 

o Participation in a mitigation fund or 

other mitigation program that fully 

mitigates impacts to drinking water. 

o Participation in a program that 

restores the aquifer to meet water 

quality objectives. 

 

• Renewals of an exception may occur. 

• Require additional requirements for 

renewal of an exception after each 10-year 

time frame. 

• Renewals may not extend beyond 50 

years. 
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Exceptions Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

2 
Policy Summary_Exceptions_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 
Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Must assure safe drinking water 

supply. 

• Ensure safe drinking water to residents 

and communities that become impacted 

by nitrate exceedances during the course 

of the exception. 

• Payment into a mitigation fund may 

constitute the default mitigation program. 

 

• Policy is silent with respect to 

timeframes for achieving salt and 

nitrate balance, and restoration of 

aquifers (i.e., goals 2 and 3). 

• Revise exceptions policy to require time 

frames for achieving balance and 

restoration for both salinity and nitrate, 

but no time frame shall exceed 50 years 

from the date that the initial exception is 

granted. 

 

• Exceptions may be granted as part of 

a Management Zone. 

• Limit exceptions to being applied on a 

permit-by-permit basis. 
 

• Authorization for exceptions is silent 

regarding enforceable metrics and 

standards. 

• Revise policy to include requirement for 

enforceable metrics and standards, 

including demonstrations for reduced 

loading, nutrient balance, and long-term 

restoration. 

• Achieving balance and loading cannot 

exceed 50 years. 

• Dischargers must employ BPTC. 

 

• Authorization for renewals are 

provided in policy 

• Expand conditions for authorizing renewal 

by requiring that certain specified 

demonstrations be made: 

o All parties impacted by nitrate 

contamination have permanent 

solution to safe drinking water. 

o Practices are reducing loads and 

conforms with timelines to achieve 

balance. 

o Practices will lead to long-term 

restoration of the aquifer. 

 

 

PACKAGE Page 13



Offsets Policy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

 
Policy Summary_Offsets_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy Document Proposed Options/Alternatives 
Executive Policy 

Committee Decision 

• Amend the Basin Plan to allow the use of 

offsets - Offsets provide an indirect 

approach to compliance with a 

WDR/Waiver requirement for a given 

pollutant by managing other sources and 

loads so that the net effect on receiving 

water quality from all known sources is 

functionally-equivalent to or better than 

that which would have occurred through 

direct compliance with the WDR at the 

point-of-discharge. Authorization to allow 

use of offsets would provide: 

– Additional option for permitting non-

compliant discharges in an area that 

lacks assimilative capacity while 

continuing to make progress toward 

attainment of water quality standards 

in the basin or Management Zone. 

– Mechanism to re-target the resources 

required to achieve compliance in 

order to produce greater public 

benefits (better net water quality, 

lower cost, less risk, etc.). 

– Mechanism whereby diverse 

dischargers within the same MZ can 

pool available resources to implement 

alternative compliance projects, in 

phases, on a risk-priority basis.  

– Mechanism to develop and fund 

large-scale, long-term regional water 

quality improvement projects, e.g., as 

described by the SSALTS or NIMS, by 

recognizing participation in such 

efforts as partial credit toward 

compliance. 

– Market-based incentive to establish 

“Mitigation Banks” designed to 

develop and implement water quality 

improvement projects - Useful for 

pooling resources of relatively small 

dischargers into a critical funding 

mass to support projects that would 

normally be beyond their individual 

means. 

• Narrow the applicability of an 

Offset such that an Offset may 

only be used to achieve water 

quality objectives in the specific 

area to which an underlying 

discharge impacts the receiving 

water. 

 

• Narrow the definition of what is 

an Offset to only those projects or 

activities that result in 

achievement of water quality 

objectives. Projects or activities 

that lessen the impacts of a 

discharge but do not result in the 

discharge meeting water quality 

objectives in the applicable 

receiving water are mitigation 

projects or activities. While these 

are not offsets they may be 

conditions of an Exception.   

• Mitigation banks and mitigation 

projects may not constitute an 

offset. 

 

• Modify policy to make Offsets 

available to NPDES permits  
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Nitrate Permitting Strategy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

1 
Policy Summary_Nitrate Permitting Strategy_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy 

Document 
Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 

Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Applies to discharges to 

groundwater 

• Expand to include application of permitting 

strategy to discharges to surface waters, or at 

least where discharges to surface waters are 

impacting nitrates with respect to the MUN 

beneficial use. 

 

• Establishes two pathways:  

Individual and Management Zone 
• Eliminate management zone pathway.  

• For individual pathway, provides 

for five categories of dischargers to 

determine appropriate waste 

discharge requirements 

• Compress categories into three as follows: 

o No degradation Category:  Objective set at 

7.5 mg/L rather than 10 mg/L, and sets 

baseline water quality as of 1968. 

o Degradation Category:  Allowance of 

degradation up to 7.5 mg/L will require 

additional monitoring and trend 

evaluations.  Any discharge that causes the 

receiving water to exceed 7.5 mg/L must 

obtain an exception. 

o Pollution Category: Discharges that exceed 

7.5 mg/L and where first encountered 

groundwater is greater than 75% of the 

objective.  Discharges in this category must 

seek an exception. 

 

• Need for alternative compliance 

pathway depends on 

categorization of the discharge, 

and the discharges impact on 

water quality. 

• Any level of degradation should be required to 

mitigate but fee assessed may vary based on 

level of loading of nitrates to groundwater. 

 

• For individual pathway, provides 

five categories for dischargers with 

categories 3 and 4 determined by 

degradation above and below 75% 

of the water quality objective. 

• Maintain five categories, but include additional 

trigger language to address concerns regarding 

trending of the water quality upwards towards 

the water quality objective. 

• For category 3 - Trends should be based on 

causing concentrations to increase by more 

than 0.1 mg/L-N per year using cumulative 

average annual increase over a five-year period. 

• For category 4 – Discharges are in category 4 if 

receiving water is above 75% of the objective, 

or if the receiving water is at 50% of the 

objective and the discharge causes 

groundwater to increase by more than 0.1 

mg/L-N as an annual increase using cumulative 

average annual increase over five-year period.  

To allow assimilative capacity here, discharger 

would need to submit an alternative 

compliance plan. 
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Nitrate Permitting Strategy – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

2 
Policy Summary_Nitrate Permitting Strategy_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy 

Document 
Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 

Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Timeline for submittal of Notice of 

Intent is directly related to timing 

of needing to indicate if the 

discharger is going to follow path A 

or path B, and is required 60-days 

after submittal of preliminary 

Management Zone Proposal.  In 

Executive Summary of SNMP, 

timeline for amending WDRs is 

essentially left to the Board. 

• Timeline for individuals should be shorter after 

decision on approach, and should be specified 

in the Nitrate Permitting Strategy. 

 

• When allocating assimilative 

capacity, a complete 

antidegradation is required. 

• Simple antidegradation analysis should be 

sufficient for discharges that fall within category 

1 and category 2. 

 

• Allocation of assimilative capacity 

to individual should be determined 

at First Encountered Groundwater. 

• Assimilative capacity should be considered 

based on the production zone or the upper 

zone even for individuals. 

• When allocating assimilative capacity to an 

individual, and the individual is within a 

management zone, Regional Board will need to 

consider impact to available assimilative 

capacity in the management zone. 

 

• As part of the Notice of Intent for 

an individual under path A, the 

individual would need to conduct 

an initial assessment to determine 

if the discharge (or collective 

discharges) are impacting any 

nearby public water supply or 

domestic wells for nitrates. 

• This portion of the initial assessment should 

only apply to discharges that fall within 

categories 3 through 5. 

 

 

PACKAGE Page 16



Management Zone – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

1 
Policy Summary_Management Zone_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy 

Document 
Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 

Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Management zone policy applies 

specifically to groundwater. 

• Expand the management zone policy to also 

apply to surface water. 
 

• Management zone policy would 

apply to nitrates and salinity. 

• Limit management zone policy to nitrate at this 

time. May be appropriate for salinity after 

Phase I. 

• Expand management zone to allow for inclusion 

of other contaminants that may be of concern 

for drinking water. 

 

• Management zones are a pathway 

for complying with Basin Plan 

requirements (i.e., permit 

compliance). 

• Management zones would be unavailable for 

permit compliance, but may be appropriate for 

modeling, monitoring, and other activities. 

 

• Management zones are to be 

established to help address the 

priority issue of ensuring that users 

are being provided safe drinking 

water, which includes 

development and implementation 

of an Early Action Plan. 

• Management zones are not the appropriate 

entity to ensure safe drinking water. 

• Dischargers should be required to pay into a 

mitigation fund, and the Office of Sustainable 

Water Solutions should be responsible for 

ensuring safe drinking water. 

 

• Maximum size/area of a 

management zone relatively 

undefined. 

• Management zones should not be allowed to be 

any larger than the DWR Bulletin 118 

basins/sub-basins, but may be smaller. 

 

• Dischargers have the discretion to 

join a management zone, or be 

permitted as an individual (or 

group under General Orders) 

• If a management zone exists for the area where 

the individual is located, Regional Board needs 

to be able to require additional 

conditions/demonstrations for a discharger that 

chooses to not participate. 

 

• There is a set 270-day timeline for 

development of a preliminary 

management zone proposal, and 

an additional 60 days for 

dischargers to submit their notice 

of intent with respect to which 

path for compliance. 

• Executive Officer should have flexibility to 

extend timeline for development of a 

management zone. 

• The 270-day timeline should apply only to those 

priority areas that receive notice prior to the 

effective date of Basin Plan amendments, other 

areas should be granted a year. 

• The timelines should be removed from the 

policy and the discretion should be given to the 

Regional Board. 

• Timelines for the first priority area are too 

short/long. 
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Management Zone – Options/Alternatives 

August 10/11, 2016 

2 
Policy Summary_Management Zone_081016.Docx 

Key Elements in Draft Policy 

Document 
Key Proposed Options or Alternatives 

Executive Committee 

Decision 

• Dischargers notify the Regional 

Board of their participation in a 

management zone within 60 days 

after a preliminary management 

zone proposal is posted. 

• There should be some mechanism that allows 

dischargers to join the management zone even 

if it is after the 60 days from when the 

preliminary management zone proposal is 

posted. 

• Executive Officer needs some level of discretion 

to allow dischargers to join and/or depart from 

participating in a management zone. 

 

• Minimum goal of a management 

zone is to be consistent with short-

term and long-term goals of the 

SNMP. 

• Clarify that the need to achieve balance and 

restore aquifers is where it is reasonable and 

feasible to do so. 

 

• Assimilative capacity within a 

management zone may be 

determined based on a volume-

weighted average in the 

production zone of the delineated 

management zone boundary. 

• For nitrate, limit determination of available 

assimilative capacity based on a volume 

weighted average in the upper zone. 

 

• Management zone policy is silent 

with respect to additional actions 

that the Regional Board should 

undertake if water quality 

impairments are created due to 

water supply operations and/or 

septic systems. 

• Add in additional language with respect to 

actions the Regional Board will take if there 

are local sources of impairment from sources 

such as septic systems. 

 

 

PACKAGE Page 18



CV-SALTS Meeting Calendar

1 2 3 Light Red conflicts

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat January is a Thursday/Friday

1 1 2 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 10 1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 7 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 11 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Wed/Thurs 4th or 3rd

3 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 8 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Dark Green Exec Comm Policy

4 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 9 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 13 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 Fridays at 1:00 pm

5 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 10 28 29 14 27 28 29 30 31 Lt. Green Hatch Exec Comm Admin

6 31 or State Board Presentation

Yellow Salty 5

4 5 6 Lower SJ River Committee

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Regional Board Breifing 8/17

14 1 2 23 1 2 3 4 TAC Meeting

15 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 24 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

16 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 20 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 25 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

17 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 26 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 Regional Board Presentation 6/22

18 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 22 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 27 26 27 28 29 30

23 29 30 31 Wednesday Meetings are DRAFT

May be held by Webinar or

7 8 9 in person in Sacramento half day

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat

27 1 2 32 1 2 3 4 5 6 36 1 2 3

28 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 33 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 37 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

29 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 34 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 38 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

30 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 35 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 39 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

31 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 36 28 29 30 31 40 25 26 27 28 29 30

32 31

10 11 12

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat

40 1 45 1 2 3 4 5 49 1 2 3

41 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 46 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 50 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

42 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 47 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 51 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

43 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 48 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 52 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

44 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 49 27 28 29 30 53 25 26 27 28 29 30 31

45 30 31

2016

July August September

October November December

Notes/Key

January February March

April May June

8/6/2016
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