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INTRODUCTION 
Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS) is a collaborative 
stakeholder driven and managed program to develop sustainable salinity and nitrate management 
planning for the Central Valley. The goals of CV-SALTS are as follows: 
 
• Sustain the Valley’s lifestyle 
• Support regional economic growth 
• Retain a world-class agricultural economy 
• Maintain a reliable, high-quality urban water supply 
• Protect and enhance the environment 
 
CV-SALTS includes four working groups: 
 
• Technical 
• Public Education and Outreach 
• Economic Social Cost 
• Other (future efforts) 

ACRONYMS 
AID – Alta Irrigation District Archetype 
BPTC – Best Practicable Treatment and Control 
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 

  

 



SUMMARY OF JANUARY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE POLICY SESSION AND 
RELEVANCE TO KRWCA 
Technical documentation for the SNMP is done or nearing completion. CV-SALTS contractors are 
currently drafting the heart of SNMP – the what, how and when of salt and nitrate management. 
This over-arching SNMP defines goals and implementation for local SNMPs for which dischargers 
will be responsible. 

• CV-SALTS participants have come to general consensus on the following issues: 

o Management goals include user protection, salt and nitrate balance, and aquifer 
restoration.  

o Management zones, rather than individual discharger area of influence, should be used 
to address groundwater protection and restoration. Management zones will therefore 
be responsible for developing and submitting local SNMPs, the requirements of which 
will be set forth in the Central Valley SNMP. 

o Dischargers should have the choice of participating in a management zone (or not 
participating). 

o Dischargers should have the choice of developing a local comprehensive or streamlined 
SNMP, based on criteria (volume-weighted ambient, load and trend of nitrate and salt) 
that are indicators of their threat to groundwater quality. 

o Management zones should be prioritized, so that the implementation schedules of 
associated SNMP activities/deliverables can be staggered. 

o Policies that should be included in the SNMP encompass secondary maximum 
contaminant (contaminants that cause unpleasant tastes, odors and colors) levels and 
alternative compliance programs (non-traditional ways of complying with waste 
discharge permit requirements such as offsets), though the details of these policies have 
not been finalized. 

• CV-SALTS participants have not come to consensus on the following issues, which are therefore 
still undecided in the SNMP, though proposals have been drafted. These are issues that CV-
SALTS participants can and should provide input/comments to progress decision-
making. Comments on the SNMP implementation framework (Land IQ is developing 
these on behalf of KRWCA) are due January 29, 2016: 

1. What should the management zones be and what are the criteria that should be used to 
draw their boundaries? 

a. Proposed management zones are similar to or based on IAZs from initial modeling 
work. These boundaries follow groundwater basin boundaries. 

2. How should the management zone boundaries align with other regulatory programs such as 
SGMA, LT-ILRP, etc? 

a. Participants of Executive Committee meetings have voiced concerns that more 
technical background work, planning and reporting will be duplicative of other 
regulatory efforts. But to date, no one has proposed a way to ensure that this doesn’t 
happen. 
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3. How should the management zones be prioritized? Should priorities for salt and nitrate be 
separate? 

a. Proposed prioritization will be based on the ambient, load and trend of salt and 
nitrate, either considered in tandem or separately. This means that management 
zones with more severe groundwater quality problems will be required to comply 
first.  

4. Even with prioritization of management zones, regional board staff will still likely be 
overwhelmed with review and consideration of documents required to comply with the 
SNMP. Case in point is the ILRP GAR approval process, which is delayed and which delays all 
following compliance requirements. How can that be avoided? 

5. Should nitrate limit of 10 mg/l or under 10 mg/l be used? 

a. The limit for safe drinking water is 10 mg/l; however, the environmental justice 
committee wants a buffer or cushion and advocates for the limit to be lower than 
that, though no specific limit has been proposed. 

6. What should the timeframes of the SNMP implementation schedules be? Are the proposed 
ones too short, too long, or just right? 

a. The proposed implementation plan proposes several timeframes depending on 
several factors, including the discharger’s status on permitting (existing permit or 
no existing permit; streamlined or comprehensive SNMP; participation or no 
participation in management zone) 

7. How should the SNMP reflect conflicting intents of salinity management, water 
conservation and recycled water? 

a. It is acknowledged that these policies conflict, yet there is no proposed method of 
ensuring their implementation in an effective way. Recharge is not currently 
recognized as a beneficial use, which may be an obstacle to solving this problem. 

TECHNICAL UPDATE 
• Phase 1, 2 and 3 mainly refer to grant funding divisions. Phase 1 = ICM (complete); Phase 2 = 

see below (ongoing); Phase 3 = numerous efforts relating to supporting documentation for 
SNMP, CEQA, etc. (ongoing) 

• Phase 2 includes: 

1. Methods for ambient water quality and trend analysis – Larry Walker presented this to 
Executive Committee in June 2015 

2. Small scale AID archetype modeling - done 

3. SNMP draft sections – currently ongoing (Sections 2-6 by LW&A; Others by CDM Smith) 

• The work that Luhdorff and Scalmanini proposed in fall 2015 was to model the whole Central 
Valley (for ambient, trend, assimilative capacity) on a finer scale that was used in the original 
ICM, but not as fine as the AID archetype. The AID archetype effort proved that the fine scale of 
modeling it used was too expensive, but a finer scale than what was used in the ICM was 
needed. The work that L&S proposed is ongoing and will be finished and presented within the 
next few months. 
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• Technical Committee only meets two or three times a year now – most efforts are drawing to a 
close. Decisions about technical approaches have been made or are being made at the Executive 
Committee level. Most all technical staff are attending, presenting, and discussing results at the 
Executive Committee level. Results of ongoing efforts will be used to inform the SNMP, so 
should be finished by this spring, however on-going efforts through the year are expected in 
relation to the SNMP and overall implementation 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Meeting packet (pdf file) that includes: 

• Notes from last meeting 
• Agendas 
• Drought policy background and recommendations 
• Excerpts from LSJR Committee report 

JANUARY 14, 2016 MEETING 

AGENDA 
Main agenda item – SNMP program of implementation developed and presented by CDM Smith 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
• SNMP 2016 Development Schedule – there will be a considerable number of deliverables 

due this spring – A schedule was requested. 

• Agenda Item #2: SNMP Implementation Section – Follow Up. 

o Richard Meyerhoff/CDMSmith put things down in a written form and expects 
multiple drafts over the year. 

• (See Richard Meyerhoff’s document and presentation as a part of the agenda handout – he 
also developed a PP to go through rather than the text itself).  

Sections 2-6 being pulled together by the Larry Walker team for the SNMP – due end of January – 
will be seen soon 

Sections 7 & 8 – Richard Meyerhoff writing 7 and 8 combined – lots of variability here  

• Key elements – goals, mechanisms, and time frame. 

• Key Sections – Program of Implementation 

• Policies – Currently Section 8.3 

• SNMP Management Goals – Question was asked whether or not surface water 
considerations were included in this document.  

A: No, Groundwater centric. If they will be considered but separation of these sections is 
important 

• Section needs to be broader – and take into account a number of factors. Focus is to center 
on attainment of water quality base goals. LF – Include Anti-Deg. Another comment – 
include 13,000 of Porter Cologne. 
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Mgt Goals: Water Quality Based goals: 1:  Need to say more succinctly and the details associated 
with it. 3 years seems very aggressive. City of Woodland and Davis = 20 years. Modesto the same. 
Concept of short term/long term is a recognition of larger projects taking longer. Must consider 
what short term is and what long term is – need to have both. 

Implementation Framework: Very strong focus towards, “Everybody has to do something” at least 
for now- a more conservative approach.  

Pamela, “What do you mean by management areas? I need to see these. This may or may not 
work. There was a lot of things in the ICM that had qualifiers on the data – so she’s not sure that the 
Board would take that as a passing grade.” Pamela would understand that if the effort would not be 
required for folks that it didn’t apply to (i.e. non-fertilized, irrigated pasture). 

See flow chart. How small is a “small ag operation?” 

See flow cart. Management vs. No management zone participation. 

Implementation Framework – New WDR or Waiver – within or outside a management zone. 

Implementation Framework – Prioritized Schedule – (First Draft) – Richard fully expects this to be 
modified. 

Implementation Framework – Map slide: Schedule driven by implementation of prioritization by 
IAZ. Salinity and nitrate will be presented separately – in other words, joining of results based on 
combined salinity and nitrate information should not be done. They should be kept separate as they 
are different constituents of concern. Prioritized by degree of need. Red first, Green last. This one is 
salt and nitrate. Pamela says, we may not want to do that. Keep them separate by N and Salinity. 

Slide 19 and 20: See Schedules – If new management zones – that will be a process that may be 
challenging – and therefore the timeframe (years) required to check off steps within priorities will 
be at least 10 years (per Pamela). Pamela would assume IAZ’s would be identified in the Basin Plan 
Amendment. If it were done differently, it may require WDR’s to be revisited/reopened – Hundreds 
of them and it would cause significant problems in getting that done in a certain amount of time. 
About 1300 in the state. 

Receive additional comments on framework by Jan 25. Prepare revised SNMP Program of 
Implementation based on comments – with small workgroup to move forward. **** NIMS report 
(technical sections) will be submitted to Project Committee for review by January 22. 

Remaining slides: Considerable discussion on schedule – still very much up in the air and 
completely just an estimation at this point. 

• Firestone – definitely not comfortable with 10 and the limit – no cushion. You should not 
have to manage nitrate if you haven’t exceeded the limit. Also not comfortable with the last 
bullet point because she thinks no one should be at risk. She believes there should be a 
buffer even if the trend is going down. 

• Firestone - does not think that action will take place soon enough and that the problem is so 
big that it may not get done. 

• Karl Longley - is in favor of a “drinking water district” – need to establish some sort of 
governance structure. Successful in NM. Called Distributed Treatment. Don’t need a pipe for 
this. NOT within CV Salts, but a parallel component. 
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JANUARY 14, 2016 MEETING 

AGENDA 
See attached agenda (pdf file). Main agenda item was the presentation and discussion of a drought 
policy for the SNMP. 

SUMMARY 
• Time Moore presented background and recommendations. 

• Droughts are not an unpredictable force majeure; rather they are inevitable and predictable 
to some degree; therefore…..  

• Drought policy should be water management strategy rather than a regulatory mechanism 
to be called upon in an emergency 

• Wants to know from participants: what should it include; are its requirements; how do we 
implement it – attainment and triggers; ex; do we want to use offsets? 

• Conservation and recycled water use were being hindered by the salinity objectives in SoCal 
SNMP in the 90s – want to avoid that 

• Drought policy should serve larger purpose and go beyond what SoCal did  

• Some policies get in the way of others – see discussion items below 

• Main discussions items 

• It is difficult to satisfy/comply with all policies at once; some may have to be set aside 
during drought 

• Recharge is not officially recognized as a beneficial use in the current basin plan 

• General acknowledgment that the more you conserver and reuse, the more you will 
concentrate salts – just starting to discuss this, still very far from what exactly to do about it 

• Averaging periods should be made longer 

• LSJR solutions – multiple water quality objectives 

• Bill Thomas – need to consider that during drought, some other policies may have to be set 
aside 

• Longley agreed that making irrigation more efficient is not panacea 

• Should be Drought, Conservation and Reuse Policy, rather than just drought policy 

• Lisa Voight (Sacramento CSD) - droughts may not be state-wide 

• Land IQ – group is acknowledging that concentration of pollutants happens during a drought; 
reuse, more efficient irrigation, etc, might conflict with other intentions of basin plan 

• Land IQ – how do you decide when a drought officially starts? 

• Moore suggests that drought creates temporary periods of non-compliance 

• Compliance sometimes gets in the way of reusing and/or conserving water 
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• Creamer – drip irrigation isn’t the silver bullet because it doesn’t produce recharge; in dairy 
order study, results showed that the vast majority of recharge comes from ag 

• LAND IQ – should Basin Plan include a recharge policy? 

• Webster – can’t divorce surface water from groundwater; need water resources management 
strategy that is more holistic 

• Moore – recommends longer averaging periods on effluent limits; current relatively short ones 
are a default from clean water act. They should be 10-12 years, not one year. 

• Moore – this may not work for very small, shallow basins 

• Darrin P. – hard to factor in different averaging periods in a drought 

• Dennis (Westcot? SJ Tributaries Authority) -  when you concentrate water by irrigating, Ca, 
bicarbonate drop out first and precipitate; Na, Cl, and B are concentrated in water – so these 
should be focus of long-term monitoring 

• Confusion between effluent limits and receiving water limits….. 

• Defining specific long-term limits in context of drought, etc., is difficult, especially for nitrate 

• Different when dealing with acute vs. chronic problems 

• Moore recommends looking to Lower San Joaquin River solution of using multiple objectives for 
different types of water year and different seasons – wants to know from participants if we 
think that the procedure proposed by the LSJR committee/report to convert/translate water 
quality objectives to permit limitations should be used? 

• Offsets would require longer averaging periods 

• Switching to mass load permit limits (instead of concentrations) would partially deal with 
concentrations that happen during drought, efficient irrigation, etc. 

• DiGiorgio – there is a disconnect between how the basin plan, state board and regional boards 
do/do not acknowledge recharge as a beneficial use. If you view/treat the water you conserve 
as still “yours” (assuming a water right, or however you got it) you can use that water 
beneficially by diluting and meeting permit limitations. This is a key concept that is not 
acknowledged but has to be to successfully manage salinity in whole valley. 

• Patrick Palupa – not reasonable to expect Board to determine conserved water as beneficial use 

• Land IQ – if the idea of offsets for water quality is being considered, by can’t offsets for water 
quantity be considered as well – in this way, conserved water could be used beneficially by user 
or other user. 
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