
  

 

MEETING SUMMARY                                          

CV-SALTS REGIONAL BOARD WORKSHOP – JUNE 22, 2016 
PREPARED FOR: Kern River Watershed Coalition Authority (KRWCA) 

PREPARED BY: 
 

Stephanie Tillman/Land IQ 

DATE: June 23, 2016 

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 
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 
MZ – Management Zone 
NIMS – Nitrate Implementation Measures Study 
SGMA – Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
SNMP – Salt and Nutrient Management Plan 
SSALTS – Strategic Salt Accumulation Land and Transport Study 
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SUMMARY  
 Board is concerned about timeline, specifically deadline of Dec. 2016; wants to have timelines 

from CV-SALTS for comments from the Board so ball can keep rolling 

 Wants more understanding of how management zones would work 

 Wants to ensure that EJ community’s concerns are addressed 

 Also is putting responsibility back on EJ community to propose solutions if they are not happy 
with what is proposed 

 Did not have much feedback on policy direction or technical aspects yet 

 Board is concerned that new policies are simple enough to regulate that outside resources are 
not required 

 See workshop materials for glossary, SNMP key elements, offset examples, and nitrate 
implementation flowchart/timeline 

 EJ expressed skepticism regarding  

o ability to implement framework as currently written,  

o validity of management zones for actual management (but believes they are OK for 
prioritization and collecting fees); ability of dischargers to decide how to implement 
SNMP goals – believes communities should decide or be involved in this process; 
believes different expertise is required than that of dischargers,  

o validity of offsets (negative connotation associated with disproportionately affecting 
DACs and communities of color) 

o using volume-weighted average of production zone for determining assimilative 
capacity (instead of first-encountered groundwater) 

o having too many alternative compliance options, creating confusion 

 Ag expressed concern that  

o if dischargers are paying for implementation of SNMP goals but not actually allowed to 
implement, then they cannot be assured that they are getting what they paid for 

o expectation that all sub-basins must be restored; goal of total restoration might not be 
reasonable for all sub-basins 

o need to move forward even though all details aren’t worked out – need to move forward 
with best knowledge/framework we have at this time – might evolve or be modified in 
future but that is not reason to stall 

o alternative compliance options are perceived as must-dos, when actually they are only 
tools in the toolbox – we can have many options but it doesn’t mean that they will all 
necessarily be implemented and that’s OK 
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PRESENTATIONS 

OVERVIEW AND INTRODUCTION – JEANNE CHILCOTT/REGION 5 BOARD BASIN 
PLAN PROGRAM MANAGER 

 Overview of workshop – AM: technical foundation; PM: recommended policies; process to 
finalize SNMP 

 Handouts  

o Key elements 

o Flow chart/timeline 

o Glossary/gw info 

o Offset examples 

 Home stretch of 10-year stakeholder process 

 Comprehensive plan is goal 

 Environmental and economic sustainability 

 Salt and nitrate are different 

 There is more salt that enters the CV than leaves – impacts ag and drinking water 

 Economic cost by 20130 – billions 

 Diverse sources 

 Salt is conservative – we can move it around but we can’t make it disappear 

 Nitrate has legacy issues; sources are diverse, economic costs of treatment are high but not as 
high as salts 

 Data compilation and modeling investigated: 

o Current conditions 

o Balance – accumulating or depleting? 

o Priority areas 

o Potential assimilative capacity 

 21 CVHM sub-regions + 1 divided = 22 IAZs – used existing WARMF coverage 

 2 prototypes – Modesto sub-basin and Kings sub-basin – for more refined modeling 

 Used everything that was available for GW data 

 First looked at shallow groundwater – as deep as it takes water to travel in 20 years – only took 
data from wells within this depth 

 Median of 10-year concentration at each well 

 Results – salts elevated S part of valley and NO3 elevated in E part of valley 

 Well data characterization issues 

o Construction info (depth of screening) and location unavailable 
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o For nitrate analysis, didn’t know depth of over 30% of wells 

o For salt analysis, didn’t know depth of over 50% of wells 

o Took 9 months, but worked through confidentiality agreements to get info for these 
wells 

 Then divided IAZs into 41 sub-basins a la DWR Bulletin 118 sub-basins to model 

 Then, since well depth was known, decided to refine depth criteria 

 Upper zone – represents domestic supply – above Corcoran Clay 

 Production zone – top of aquifer to bottom of lowest screen; but also recognized special 
considerations of C. clay (at multiple depths), outliers, tightly grouped wells, limited active 
wells 

 So then production zone was considered only above C. clay 

 Used average in upper zone; volume-weighted average in production zone 

 TDS – problems on west side 

 Water qual trends – after 50 years, nitrate concentrations will be more elevated assuming 
business as usual 

 E side – using mean or median gives different answers; high variability in data 

 Conclusions 

o High-res data should be used 

o Priority areas are identified 

o We now know where we should develop long-term monitoring wells 

o Data set can be used by others even though it’s not perfect 

o Difficult to find wells with long-term data 

o Because of limited data and difficulty to analyze trends, leaving flexibility in plan to do 
site-specific evaluation  

NIMS – JOE LECLAIRE/CDM SMITH 
 Goals of SNMP – safe drinking water, balance, restoration 

 NIMS considered–  

o Alternative drinking water supplies 

o Source control measures 

o Recharge high quality waters/coordination with GW sustainability plans 

o Groundwater remediation – pump and fertilize, pump and treat, in situ tmt,  

 NIMS study 

o Chose Alta Irrigation District (AID) because it has high nitrates and DACs 

o Modelled 1st scenario -  pump, treat and reinject at MZ scale 

 Would achieve MCL in 70s years at an annual cost of $6-14M 
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o Modelled 2nd scenario – pump, treat and serve to meet potable demands 

 Would achieve MCL in 121 years at cost of $2-9M/year 

• Findings – huge cost for treating whole valley (Harter report estimated $36-81B) 

SSALTS - RICHARD MEYERHOFF/CDM SMITH 
 $7.5B to build and $800M to maintain regulated brine line – but admits that capital cost is a 

“guess, not even an estimate”  

 A side benefit that can occur is the creation of new clean water 

 John - Who pays for Santa Anna line? Dischargers do – built by Santa Anna Watershed Authority 
starting in the 1970s. Who gets value of new water? Haven’t worked that out yet. Could put it in 
aqueduct because it is highly treated, but probably only want to do that with additional CVP 
water made available – could blend with other water for irrigation supply, but that was not 
done as part of this study 

 Longley – a separate agency would have to be formed to build then economics could be worked 
out. Lots of options of what to do with high quality water. 

 Creedon – would hope that groundwater recharge would be considered as use of good quality 
water that results from treatment and reg brine line 

 Bay discharge points are concerned about selenium that would be introduced to Bay, but with 
RO you can reduce Se to less than 1 ppm. That’s one reason why it would have to be highly 
regulated. 

 John - None of this works if there isn’t a general framework for who pays and who gets water 

 Longley – SGMA will play a role but we’re not sure exactly how 

 Relative to the cost of no action, the cost is still significant but not as scary 

 In short term (20 years) would need – prioritization and optimization plan, conceptual design, 
funding plan, permitting, project design, governance plan 

 Long term – 30 years (and over) – phased construction and operation over extended period 

 Summary of SSALTS efforts and finding 

o Regulated brine line is only way to achieve sustainability (balance of inputs = outputs) 

o Extraction wells, desalter facilities, pump stations, etc. 

o Lot of money and time 

 John – what would federal government’s role be – do they care? Is this a CA only problem 

 Jeanne – they should be active participant in this process because a lot of water provided is 
“federal water” 

 Karl – feds have pilot technologies going onl they operate RO facilities, etc., so they have a lot of 
experience that should be leveraged. But their overall role is beyond scope of this discussion 

END OF TECHNICAL FOUNDATION PART OF PRESENTATION 
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IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK OVERVIEW – STAKEHOLDERS 

NITRATE IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY - TESS DUNHAM 
 SNMP implementation strategy – tow primary goals to 1) assure safe drinking water; 2) sustain 

ag economy 

 SNMP must be able to provide 

o Mechanism to implement alternatives water supplies 

o Means to legally authorize discharges from modern farming practices and Central Valley 
communities 

o Strategy to prevent further water quality degradation 

o Implementable plan to restore degraded groundwater basins; and identify where we 
can’t 

 Currently permit discharges 

o Must require compliance with water quality standards 

o May allocate assimilative capacity 

o If no assimilative capacity (surface water through dilution credit) and for gw, 
conservative approach for first-encountered; if not, 1) meet objective; 2) change 
objective; 3) prohibit discharge 

 Mandate replacement water – only current authority is to issue clean-up and abatement order 

 Challenges  

o Board options are limited – want to increase options 

o Ag and community discharges might be prohibited – want to ensure ag continues 

o Expensive, unnecessary treatment might be required – want to avoid  

o Fails to assure safe drinking water – must be assured 

 John – does it mean that 100% of ag must continue and 100% of communities must have safe 
drinking water? That is likely very expensive and even possible? What is philosophy on that? 

 Tess – phased approach; can’t happen all at once; hopefully it is 100% but with time 

 SNMP identifies regulatory options – alternative compliance pathways 

o Alternatives for calculating assimilative capacity – currently always on first-
encountered gw but could be calculated using volume weighted average, for example 

o Expansion of existing Exceptions Policy – not a free pass, but subject to specific 
requirements and conditions; want to expand to nitrate 

o Creation of management zones  

o Offsets policy 

o Conservation and drought considerations 

 Would give board authority to consider these options, but not necessarily grant 
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 Three management goals for SNMP – see above – fundamental elements of SNMP – stakeholders 
may have different perspectives on what these actually mean 

 Laurel – reminds that goal 3 is just as important as the rest; implication from presentation is 
that it may not be possible; goal 3 is not required only under de-designation 

 Karl – yes agreed, but most important goal is to provide safe drinking water; getting nervous 
about Dec 2016 deadline 

 Pamela – we just can’t run to de-designation automatically; must provide strong evidence; goals 
are not sequential; they can all happen at once 

 David Cory – need to focus on goals 1 and 2; it may be true that we can’t restore 

 Karl – different for salt and nitrate 

 Another challenge is how do we accommodate diversity of conditions in central valley 

Nitrates – SNMP Implementation Framework – translating SNMP into enforceable 
requirements 

 Defining appropriate scale – DWR Bulletin 118 

o MZ – defined area for collective mgmt. of nitrates by multiple dischargers 

o Individual discharger/dischargers under a single order (includes coalitions) 

 MZ – preferred path, but not appropriate everywhere for everybody; need to incentivize 
participation and avoid ability to game system; may not be appropriate if your discharge is 
below the objective, so you may not want to participate in MZ because you’ve already done 
what you need to do 

 Karl – don’t see how there can be an option to not participate if there is a MZ; still troubled with 
how this approach could be effective; could see it becoming a huge issue and needing resources 
outside of board to manage; very concerned about how many resources would be used; needs 
to be simple to audit 

 Tess – Trying to balance flexibility of not having to participate – don’t want to mandate 
participation; but want to provide option 

 Laurel – we see MZs as effective for goals 2 and 3, but not for goal 1 – we don’t think dischargers 
are appropriate for determining solutions, both short and long term; communities themselves 
should be determining that themselves 

 John – this refers to policy or solutions 

 Laurel – communities are already developing solutions; challenge around private wells that are 
not regulated; expertise that you need to develop solutions is different from farming or 
ranching; but ok for paying for it…. 

 Tess – EJ thinks that ag should pay for it, but not be responsible for providing solution; ag is 
concerned that if they are paying for it but not making it happen, how are they certain that it 
happens? 

 David Cory – we have never considered forcing a solution on the community 

 Bruce – in 2011 when Board adopted framework for IRLP – you are doing same thing here – 
adopting a framework that works across a diverse landscape; want to make sure you have 
flexibility and process; how you achieve early success might not fit into neat boxes 
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 Pamela – as part of management zone, members would have to propose how they would bring 
in stakeholders; only dischargers would be regulated 

 Implementation timeline – management zones 

1. BPA approved  

2. Priority 1 discharger notified 

3. Preliminary MZ proposal filed 

4. Dischargers file NOI – individual or MZ 

5. Revised MZ proposal filed 

6. Revision of WDRs 

 Key issues being discussed 

o Prioritization of areas for implementation (nitrate based) – volume weighted average 
vs. average water quality; production zone vs. upper zone 

o Time needed to develop MZ proposals; discretion for EO to grant extensions 

o Coordination with SGMA 

o Ability for individual to join MA at a later time 

 MZ pathway – preliminary proposal, early action plan, revision of WDR 

o MZ implementation must – meet SNMP goals, assure safe drinking water, have 
monitoring plan, etc. 

 Individual pathway – initial assessment, may need early action plan, WDR revision 

 Key issues 

o Board staff resources for notifications 

o Time of early action plans 

o Process for board approval of Early action plan 

o Commitment to implement early action plans prior to revision of WDRs 

o Lead entity for implementing EAP 

o Assurances of compliance 

 Allocation of assimilative capacity vs. use of an exception to meet nitrate water qual objectives 

 Nitrate – upper zone might be more appropriate because that’s where drinking water wells are 

 Comments from panel and public 

o Laurel Firestone – we don’t think this is a workable framework as written; we have 
agreed on the goals but we don’t have any implementation details in place; we are 
especially concerned about “pretending” there isn’t pollution by using volume-weighted 
average over a MZ; we should just use an exception for what it is – admit that certain 
dischargers can’t comply then make them pay 

o Pamela Creedon – the board would never entertain pretending that there is no 
pollution; volume weighted average has been vetted and it is a legal construct; many 
details about how this would work are already written into policies. 
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o Debbie Webster – mainly concerned about flexibility for diverse dischargers 

o JP Catiavela – general comments to be optimistic 

o Bruce Houdeschelt – this process has also helped to refine ILRP 

o Patrick Palupa – should be flexible when necessary and structured where possible; 
defended idea of volume-weighted average because it would work in tandem with other 
regulatory mechanisms 

LUNCH BREAK 

 Public comment from Spanish speaker (translated) regarding contaminated drinking water; 
believes that it is caused from surrounding irresponsible farming; does not think it’s fair that 
residents of community suffer and should have to pay; “We want them to take care of our 
environment.” 

 Missed 1:10 to 1:45 – David Cory’s salinity framework presentation – salinity permitting 
strategy is under development; will parallel nitrate permitting strategy, which has been drafted 
but is not finalized. 

Tim Moore 

 Led presentation of policies to support SNMP – MZs, exceptions, offsets, drought and 
conservation, SMCL, and AGR salinity (alternative compliance strategies) 

 MZs – Tess covered logistics of MZ decision to form and planning; Tim covered rationale for 
development from permitting and anti-deg perspective – see policy documents  

 Definition and application of exception 

o Exception to meeting a water quality standard is not the same as an exception to 
complying with SNMP or WDR 

o When it’s not reasonable, feasible, or practicable to prohibit discharge, issue time 
schedule order, or revise water quality standards (ex. de-designate MUN use)  

 2ndary contaminant max levels 

o Prior to 2009, Board used table of ranges 

o In 2008, precedent was set with Lodi permit when State board challenged regional 
board’s use of ranges; mandated that only lower limit could be used 

o From 1994-20008, Board operated using ranges 

o Now, want to clarify/solidify standards for these tables and provide justification for 
thresholds and ranges 

o Not expanding, but restoring permitting authority that existed prior to 2009 by 
clarifying basin plan  

 For AGR salinity standards, propose using four classes; parts of basins will be assigned a class 
based on current conditions, which means that the groundwater can only be used for certain ag 
uses (all crops and all livestock, some crops and all livestock, no crops, livestock only) 

 This is not to say that additional crops that fall outside of the class aren’t grown there; it’s just a 
construct for managing gw quality 

 Elaine Archibald, California Urban Water Agencies 

o This policy is proposing four changes 
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 Increasing objective from 500 to 1,000 mg/l for salt – wants to see 
documentation on how this won’t change status quo, as presented by Moore  

 Metals – matters if you are using total vs. dissolved – it actually creates a 
different standard 

 Compliance based on annual average – how will this impact/change status quo 

 Compliance point is nearest downstream intake – how will this impact status 
quo 

 Karl – if annual average is used, will the not to exceed go away? 

 Pamela – we are already using annual averages 

 Debbie Webster – 2ndary contaminants are important to POTW community 

 Tim Moore – municipal use is presumed use everywhere in CA 

o New alternative compliance options do not nullify or limit current ones – just additional 
tools 

 Offsets – analogy – you need to lose weight so you can either eat less or exercise more 

 Denise – how does Chino Basin example (where offsets are used successfully) apply to Laurel’s 
concerns expressed earlier? 

 Moore – if you are given flexibility of option to use offset, very specific conditions would apply 

 Phoebe S. – concerned that policies are too vague for environmental review 

 Karl – when you submit your comments please tell us specifically what is too vague and how 
those details should look 

 Laurel – generally thinks we have too many alternative compliance strategies 

o on the topic of offsets – seems like, as they are currently written, they are just another 
way of packaging exceptions 

o it’s confusing to have 3 or 4 different labels for different processes 

o offsets, to EJ community, means disproportionately impacting DACs and communities of 
color and allowing hotspots 

o why do we need them as a separate category than exceptions for nitrate? 
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