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APPENDIX 2.C.b. Interested Parties Mailing List

First name
Eric

Bob
Heather
Melanie
Sal
Glenn
Norm
Norman
Stephanie
John
Matt
Laurel
Devin
Jorge
Lisa
Mike
Chris
Allan
Trilby
Jon
Christina
Jay
Casey
Blake
Emannuel
Rob
Julia
Julia
Julia
Frank
BillyAxoge
Keasha
Ken

Matt
Stephanie
June
Eric
Preston
David
Darcy
Kimberly
Kimberly
Nick
Trelawney
Kathy
George
Carol
Joseph
Rhonda
Sue
Daniel
Roy

Roy
Jesse
Wayne
Linday
Keith
Jimmy
Lisetta
Dave
William
Charlesfub
Dirk
Steve
James
Joe
Cara
Michael
Allan
Sue
Dave
Tom
Clayton
Boyd
Rick
Rick

Lori
Manuel

Last name
Abrahamsen
Abrams
Airey
Aldridge
Alhomedi
Allen
Allinder
Allinder
Anagnoson
Anderson
Angell
Angell
Aviles
Baca
Baker
Baldwin
Barile
Barros
Barton
Basila
Beckstead
Bellach
Bellach
Bellach
Benjamin
Benneyan
Berry
Berry
Berry
Bigelow
BillyAxoge
Blew
Bonesteel
Boos
Botha
Bracamontes
Bream
Brittian
Britz
Brown
Brown
Brown
Bruno
Bullis
Burrows
Capello
Carberry
Carello
Cargill
Carter
Casa
Catania
Catania
Catilla
Cederquist
Cederquist
Cederquist
Cem
Cendejas
Ceppos
Chaltraw
Charlesfub
Charley
Chedester
Chen
Choperena
Christopherson
Claiborne
Clark
Clark
Cogdill
Coleman
Cope
Corkins
Cosyns
Cosyns
Craviotto
Cuhna

Job title Company

Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi

Attorney Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Self-Help Enterprises all

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

county liaison/basin POC
Senator Cannella's Office

Madera County GSA
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Agri-World Cooperative
Baker Farming

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder

Ag - Farm Bureau Madera County Farm Bureau

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Lamanuzzi & Pantaleo

Root Creek Water District
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Alternate
Ag stakeholder

New Stone
Gravelly Ford
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Technical Expert
Ag stakeholder

Root Creek Water District

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera County JPA

Committee member Root Creek Water District

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

GSA listserve POC
Government Agency
Assistant Tribal Administrator/Environm:

City of Madera
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Precision Civil Engineering

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder
Alternate

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
MADERA SUBBASIN

Email address
eabrahamsen@ppeng.com
bob.abrams@aquilogic.com
hairey@chukchansi-nsn.gov
melanie@aldridgefarmlaw.com
sala@selfhelpenterprises.org
familyofallens@gmail.com
nallinder@yahoo.com
norman.allinder@madera-county.com
stephanie.anagnoson@maderacounty.com
j.anderson@sen.ca.gov
matt@uswaterwell.com
langell@landstewardsproject.org
d.aviles@agri-worldcoop.com
jorge.baca@water.ca.gov
lisabaker2002@aol.com
baldmi2@aol.com
chris@wagnerandwagner.com
allan.barros@fmfarmcredit.com
tbarton@ppeng.com
jon@basilafarms.com
cbeckstead@maderafb.com
jaybellach@gmail.com
kcbellach@gmail.com
blakesterc4@gmail.com
ebenjamin@hnrg.com
robbenneyan@gmail.com
julia.berry@co.madera.ca.gov
julia@rootcreekwd.com
juliaberry@sbcglobal.net
fbigelow@netptc.com
edsfxcv79@mail.ru
kblew@ppeng.com
ken.bonesteel@gkinc.com
mjboos@ponderosatel.com
stephanie.botha@advisian.com
jb@cityoforangecove.com
ebream@att.net
pres@prh20.com
davidb@britzinc.com
darcylbrown@gmail.com
kimberly.brown@wonderful.com
kimberlyb@paramountfarming.com
nick@vdclic.com
tbullis@ppeng.com
kburrows@co.fresno.ca.us
gcappello@grimmway.com
eaglewolf2021@gmail.com
jcarrello@cityofmadera.com
rhonda.cargill@madera-county.com
sue.carter@bsrnation.com
dcasas@tmcasino.com
roy@oneillag.com
royc@paramountfarming.com
jcastillo4087@yahoo.com
cwayneone@comcast.net
lindsay.cederquist@maricopaorchards.com
kdsudac@gmail.com
oveshnevaya@mail.ru
Icendejas@precisioneng.net
dceppos@csus.edu
wchaltraw@valleychildrens.org
wer5563gfd@mail.ru
dcharley2016@gmail.com
stevechedester@sjrecwa.net
fresnokicker77@gmail.com
jchoperena@suscon.org
cjchristopherson@yahoo.com
mclaiborne@leadershipcounsel.org
allancbi@yahoo.com
amcomsys@gmail.com
dcogdill@cbia.org
tom@colemanfarming.com
clayton.cope@gmail.com
boyd.corkins@wonderful.com
rcosyns@madera-id.org
racranch@aol.com
lori.craviotto@gmail.com
mcunha@niseifarmersleague.com
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First name
Melisa
Tim
Vickie
Mike
Melissa
Michael
Mark
Justin
Stepfani
Mark
Bill
Robert
Don
Anthony
Danielle
Danielle
Ed
Andrew
Mark
Mark
Brian
Brandon
Steve
Samuel
Bryant
Steven
Barry
Jim
Michelle M.
Jose
Ben
Austin
Tracy
Rick
Judy E.
Eric

Jim

Eric
Lewis
Gary
Brett
Brett
Marc
Taylor
Kung
Mike
Monica
Mike
Leonard
John
Joey
Brian
Chester
Ron
Andrew
Doug
Bruce
Bruce
Henk
Henk
Miguel
Miguel
Michael
Albert
Jeannie
Brian
Gaylan
Larkin
Madeline
Russell
James
Rodney
Clay
Sara
Keith
Kevin
Maria
Jeff

Last name
DasSilva
DasSilva
Day

De La Guerra
Dearing
Ded
Delano
DeMasters
Dias

Diaz
Diedrich
Diepersloot
DonRoberts
Duhon
Duncan
Duncan
Dunkel, Jr.
Edstrom
Edwards
Edwards
Ehlers
Eisen
Elgorriaga
Elizondo
Elkins
Emmert
Epstein
Erickson
Errecart
Esquivel
Ewell
Ewell
Fairchild
Farinelli
Fink
Flamingo
Flanagan
Fleming
Forbes
Foth
Frazier
Frazier
Frelier
Fridrich
Fu

Fuller
Gallagher
Gardner
Garoupa
Gies
Giordano
Glover
Goodale
Goode
Gordus
Gosling
Gray
Gray
Griffin
Griffin
Guerrero
Guerrero
Gunner
Guravage
Habben
Haddix
Hammond
Harman
Harris
Harris
Hartman
Hatzman
Haynes
HedgepethHarris
Helmuth
Herman
Herrera
Hillberg

Job title
Supervisor Brett Frazier
Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder

Water District

Ag stakeholder

Company
Supervisor Brett Frazier
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Root Creek Water District

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera County

Precision Civil Engineering
Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Kleinfelder

Technical Expert (engineering consultar Root Creek Water District

Ag stakeholder

Environmental Officer, Table Mountain F

Ag stakeholder

Alternate

Ag stakeholder

Alternate

Committee member

Ag stakeholder

North Fork Mono Tribe

Attorney

Ag stakeholder

Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi

Attorney

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Water District

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera County

Madera County

Madera County

MRF Lands

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
ubc
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

TWG

City of Chowchilla Administrator

Haman Bros./Clayton WD

The Almond Company

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

SHE

JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
MADERA SUBBASIN

Email address
melisa.dasilva@maderacounty.com
timdfarms@gmail.com
vday@co.fresno.ca.us
mikedelaguerra@sbcglobal.net
melidear@me.com
ertfdgbv93@mail.ru
mdelano@outlook.com
demasters03@gmail.com
stefanid@maderafb.com
zaidria@gmail.com
agspray@sbcglobal.net
rdiepersloot@gmail.com
donroberts717@gmail.com
anthony.duhon@maderacounty.com
danielle.duncan@wonderful.com
dduncan@suscon.org
edunkel@precisioneng.net
andrew.edstrom@wonderful.com
mark@kleinfelder.com
markedwards@krazan.com
behlers@ppeng.com
brandon.eisen@aquilogic.com
gotlamb2@aol.com
selizondo@tmr.org
bryant@rifinc.com
stevenmemmert@aol.com
bepstein@allenmatkins.com
jerickson@madera-id.org
michelle@aldridgefarmlaw.com
jose.l.esquivel@kp.org
ben@ewellgroup.com
austin@ewellgroup.com
tfairchild71@gmail.com
rick.farinelli@madera-county.com
efink@nfr-nsn.gov
eflemingo@maderacounty.com
jimflanagan41@gmail.com
eric.fleming@maderacounty.com
pilotlew15@yahoo.com
fothgary@aol.com
brett.frazier@maderacounty.com
brett.frazier@madera-county.com
mrflands@sbcglobal.net
tfridrich@pointblue.org
kungfu95825@gmail.com
mud.mundo@comcast.net
gallaghermonica@yahoo.com
mgardner@waterandlandsolutions.com
plgaroupa@yahoo.com
jgies@mwdistrict.com
jgiordano@thewinegroup.com
bglover@maderacounty.com
rollinghills.citizens@gmail.com
rwgoode911@hotmail.com
andy.gordus@uwildlife.ca.gov
dgosling@braungosling.com
olenski01@gmail.com
bruce@websterag.com
henk@udclic.com
henk@vdcllc.com
miguel.guerrero@thewinegroup.com
miguel.guerrero@thewiregroup.com
mgunner@gunnercompanies.com
albert.a.guravage@gmail.com
jeannie.habben@maderacounty.com
bhaddix@ci.chowchilla.ca.us
ghammond@chukchansi-nsn.gov
larkinhh@aol.com
mharris@leadershipcounsel.org
russell@thealmondcompany.com
james.hartman@thewinegroup.com
rod93312@sbcglobal.net
haynesspreading@yahoo.com
sara.hedgpethharris@shh-law.com
khelmuth@cityofmadera.com
vinopig@aol.com
mariah@selfhelpenterprises.org
jhillberg@agiscapital.com

A2.C.b-2



JANUARY 2020

APPENDIX 2.C.b. Interested Parties Mailing List

First name
Haden
Kassandra
Donald E.
Joe

Rick
Randy
Holly
Jason
Colin
Tyler
Mark
Shannon
Rick
Allen
Roger
Jamesgog
Carl

Phil
Glenna
Agnes
Jennifer
Ben

Tim
Leslie
Bobby
Gary
Howard
Angela
Hylon
Bert
Jerry
Matt
Maria

B.

Seth
Diane
Brandon
Malka
Jim
Robert
Tom
John
Keith
Wesley
Michele
Chris
Peter
Cheryl
Todd
Mike
Craig
Samantha
lise
Dave
Karl

Dan

Jay
Michael
Martha
Toni
Megan
Summerlynn
Ed
Leslie
Aysha
Christina
Stevie
Andrew
Sam
Maria
Buddy
Buddy
Dave
Jim

Paul
Kyle
Amanda
Steven

Last name
Hinkle
Hishida
Holley
Hopkins
Horner
Houk
Houston
Howard
Hughes
Hunt
Hutson
lest

Iger
Ishida
Isom
Jamesgog
Janzen
Janzen
Jarvis
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones
Jones
Jordan
Kahn
Kalagian
Kaplan
Karst
Kaufmann
Kaufmann
Kazynski
Kennedy
Kennedy
Kerstetter
Kirk

Kirk

Koch
Kopell
Kopshever
Kratz
Krazan
Krukar
Kwan
Kwan
Lasgoity
Lawson
Leffler
Lehn
Lewis
Linden
Locke
Lopes
Lopez-Narvaez
Loquaci
Lund
Maddalena
Mahil
Mandala
Manriquez
Marie
Marks
Marquez
Martinazzi
Martinez
Massell
McDonald
McNeill
Medellin
Medina
Mejia-Ng
Mendes
Mendes
Merchen
Merrill
Mesple
Moeller
Monaco
Montes

Job title Company

Madera County

Technical Expert (engineering consultar

Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Provost & Pritchard

Madera Irrigation District
Madera Water District

Committee member
Madera Irrigation District
Ag stakeholder

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

New Stone Water District
Madera Co. GSA

legal counsel

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)
ATB Growers

Committee member Gravelly Ford
Sac State

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

GSP Consultant Luhdorff & Scalmanini

county counsel Madera County

City of Chowchilla Engineer
FMS

Committee member MID

Madera County Farm Bureau

Joint Powers Authority Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
MADERA SUBBASIN

Email address
haden.hinkle@maderacounty.com
kassandrahishida@gmail.com
deholley@nationwide.net
jhopkins@ppeng.com
rick.horner@hornerandsons.com
rghccc@sbcglobal.net
holly.houston@verizon.net
jason.howard@mccormickbarstow.com
chughes@westernhydro.com
tyler.hunt@aecom.com
mdhutson1386@gmail.com
shannon@rifinc.com
riger@ppeng.com
aishida@co.tulare.ca.us
roger@ccgga.org
vfgy643kjut@mail.ru
cjanzen@madera-id.org
phil@agrilandfarming.com
glenna.jarvis@co.madera.ca.gov
arjenkins49@gmail.com
jennifer.johnson@ca.usda.gov
bjones@madera-id.org
tiones@ccdgllc.com
ljordan@tnc.org
bkahn@maderacountyedc.com
garyk@Ilpfarms.com
hkaplan@farmvestinc.com
akarst@tmr.org
hylon@ranchsystems.com
bkaufmann@lionraisins.com
jerryk_23@hotmail.com
mkennedy@aquashares.com
mariakennedy2017@gmail.com
bkconsulting43@yahoo.com
seth@atbgrowers.com
dkirk365@gmail.com
brandon.koch@wonderful.com
mkopell@ccp.csus.edu
mkopshever@sbcglobal.net
robert.kratz@fmfarmcredit.com
kingsriverdrilling.madera@gmail.com
momentuminc@msn.com
keith@taylor-sims.com
wesley@taylor-sims.com
michele.lasgoity@gmail.com
chris.lawsoncca@gmail.com
pleffler@lsce.com
clehn@niseifarmersleague.com
todd@websterag.com
mlinden@lozanosmith.com
clocke@ci.chowchilla.ca.us
slopes@hnrg.com
ilsen@selfhelpenterprises.org
dloquaci@madera-id.org
ktlund@ucanr.edu
dan@danmaddalenafarms.com
j@creeksidefarming.com
michael.mandala@gmail.com
martha@sanluispump.com
tmarie@friantwater.org
mmarks@co.fresno.ca.us
calisummer322@yahoo.com
edmart@earthlink.net
Imartinez@leadershipcounsel.org
amassell@americanrivers.org
cmcdonald@northforkrancheria-nsn.gov

Madera County Agricultural Commissior commissioner@madera-county.com

SHE

Technical Expert
Ag stakeholder

City of Madera
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Ag stakeholder Madera Irrigation District (MID)

asd3661@yahoo.com
samssman@aol.com
mariamn@selfhelpenterprises.org
district4@co.fresno.ca.us
bdlfarms@sbcglobal.net
dmerchen@cityofmadera.com
merrillrealestate@yahoo.com
mesple@sbcglobal.net
kyle@fowlerpacking.com
amonaco@leadershipcounsel.org
s.montes01@yahoo.com

A2.C.b-3



JANUARY 2020

APPENDIX 2.C.b. Interested Parties Mailing List

First name
Chris
Michael
Daniel
Daniel
Leyla
Mary
Craig
Doug
Michael
Claude
Joel
Varinder
Dina
Chester
Jerry
Liesbet
William
Kevin
Christopher
David
David
Vickie
Kay
David
Rod
Mitch
Karen
Garth
Craig
John
Amanda
Pete (Michael)
Jennie
Jason
Phil
Larry
Alex
Jane
Mark
Ben
Robert
Alvaro
Denis
Paul
Jay
Adobe
Giffen
David
Dustin
Ernie
Pat
Jack
Jack
Charles Flores
Carlos
Monica
Sally
Derek O.
Derek O.
Gregory
Arnoldo
Arnoldo
Max
David
David
Jesse
Kirk
Noor
Nick
Jared
Sohan
Karun
Brad
Brad
Andrea
Rob
Mario
Kristen

Last name
Montoya
Moore
Mortenson
Mortgenson
Mostafavi
Motola
Moyle
Mueller
Naito

Ned
Nelsen
Nijjar
Nolan

Nuh
O’Banion
Olaerts
Oliver
Olsen
Olvera
Orth

Orth

Ortiz
Ospital
Pafford
Parichan
Partovi
Patryna
Pecchenino
Pedersen
Pedrozo
Peisch-Derby
Peters
Peters
Philllips
Pierre
Pietrowski
Pineda
Pitman
Pitman
Pitman
Poythress
Preciado
Prosperi
Provenzano
Quick
Ranch
Ranches
Randall
Ray
Reichmuth
Ricchiuti
Rice

Rice

Rigby
Rincon
Roath
Roberts
Robinson
Robinson
Rodgers
Rodriguez
Rodriguez
Rodriguez
Rogers
Rogers
Roseman
Sagouspe
Sahota
Salinas
Samarin
Samran
Samran
Samuelson
Samuelson
Sandoval
Sandquist
Santoyo
Sargent

Job title

Ag stakeholder

Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi

Ag stakeholder

Technical Expert Alternate

Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder

Committee member

Alternate

Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder

Committee Secretary

Company

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Transcorp

Madera County Irrigation District Staff

Self-Help Enterprises

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Friant North Authority

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Root Creek Water District

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
City of Madera Mayor

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera White

Root Creek Water District

MAWA

E&J Gallo Winery

City of Madera

Madera County

Correia Xavier Inc.

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Samarin Farms

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Root Creek Water District

Root Creek Water District

5 County JPA

JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
MADERA SUBBASIN

Email address
chris.montoya@water.ca.gov
michael.moore@fmfarmcredit.com
dmortenson@nutrafig.com
dmortenster@gmail.com
leylamostafavi@gmail.com
mmotola@chukchansi-nsn.gov
craig.moyle@stantec.com
dmueller@speccrop.com
michaelnaito@aol.com
wecvn54h@mail.ru
jnelsen@cacitrusmutual.com
varinder@transcorp247.com
dina@madera-id.org
erfdg543fds@mail.ru
jobanion@co.merced.ca.us
liesbeto@selfhelpenterprises.org
woliver21@gmail.com
kdoktb@gmail.com
christopher.olvera@water.ca.gov
dorth@newcurrentwater.com
dorth@davidorthconsulting.com
vortiz@fairmead.org
kayos99@pacbell.net
pafford@netzero.net
rodp@thomas-farms.com
mitch.partovi@waterfind.com
loowitservices@gmail.com
garth.pecchenino@gkinc.com
craig.pedersen@co.kings.ca.us
dist1@co.merced.ca.us
amanda.peisch@water.ca.gov
michael.peters@kaweahpump.com
jpeters110917@gmail.com
jphillips@friantwater.com
philpierre1@earthlink.net
larryp.costaviewfarms@gmail.com
alexmad_90@yahoo.com
jane.pitman@yahoo.com
markp1968@gmail.com
ben@maryschickens.com
ripoythress@cbbank.com
alva0430@gmail.com
denis@panochecreek.com
provenzanopc@aol.com
jmquick@comcast.net
adoberanchoffice@gmail.com
richardgiffen@gmail.com
drandall@cityofmadera.com
dustin.ray@wonderful.com
ereich@comcast.net
pat@prfarms.com
jack.rice@yahoo.com
jack@wrstrat.com
c.rigby@maderavwcc.com
carlos.rincon@ejgallo.com
monica.roath@maderacounty.com
sallyrob44@gmail.com
drobinson@cityofmadera.com
dorobinson12@gmail.com
gregrodgers@onemain.com
arodriguez@cityofmadera.com
arodriguez@madera.gov
maxr@madera-county.com
david.rogers@maderacounty.com
david.rogers@madera-county.com
jroseman@almondboard.com
kirks@c-x.com
noorsahota@aol.com
nicholas.salinas@maderacounty.com
jaredsamarin@gmail.com
sohan@bapu.com
karun@bapu.company
bsamuelson@waterandlandsolutions.com
bradsamuelson123@sbcglobal.net
asandoval@madera-id.org
robs@blackburnconsulting.com
msantoyo1@verizon.net
kristens@maderafb.com

A2.C.b-4
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First name
Kristen
Mike
Mike
Lynda
Lynda
Sabrina
Al

John
Roy
Scott
Zeke
Robin
Roger
Beverly
Erik
Erik
George
Al
Vanessa
Jason
Jason
Michele
Steve
Robyn
Regina
Cliff
Mike
Vince
Bryan
Peter
Debbie
Dave
Andre
Andre
Jack
Brandon
Tommy
David
Johanna
Darby
Jim
Kole
Joanne
Julie
Geoff
Julia
Catharine
Doug
Terry
Joe
Case
Bryan
Mathew
Tom & Beverly
M.C.
Nick
Sharon
Stuart
Douglas
David
Tom
Joann
Robert
Melissa
John
John
Tom
Tom
Regina
Mark
Kim
Steve
Sarah
James
Steve
Greg
Matt

JJ

Last name
Sargent
Say
Schafer
Schafhauser
Schafhauser
Serna
Sheeter
Shelton
Shibendra
Silva
Since
Singh
Skinner
Smalridge
Smith
Smith
Soares
Solis

Soto

Sow

Sox
Stephens
Stewart
Stiles
Story
Talley
Tatham
Taylor
Thoreson
Thyberg
Tiller
Tipton
Tolmachoff
Tolmachoff
Tolmosoff
Tomlinson
TommyGreci
Tooley
Torres
Toth

Unti

Upton
Upton
Vance
Vanden Heuvel
VanHorn
Venturella
Verboon
Violett
Vived

Vlot
Wagner
Wagner
Walsh

Wat
Watterson
Weaver
Weil?
Welch
West
Wheeler
White
Whitley
Whitten
Wiersma
Wilbanks
Willey
Willey
Williams
Williamson
Witten
Wittman
Woolf
Workman
Worthley
Young
Zidar

Job title

Ag stakeholder
Madera Valley Water District
Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder

representative

Ag stakeholder

GSP Consultant

Water Consultant

Technical Expert

Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder
Project Analyst
Calif. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

Ag stakeholder

Ag stakeholder
Ag stakeholder

San Joaquin River Parkway Trust

Water District

Madera County Supervisor

Ag stakeholder

Technical Expert

Company

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Valley Water Co.

Madera Irrigation District (MID), madera

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

New Stone Water District

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Root Creek Water District
SHE

David Talley Farms

Davids Engineering
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Tolmachoff

Madera County Irrigation District Staff

City of Madera Administrator

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Irrigation District (MID)
City of Chowchilla / District 6

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

TWG

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Viot Calf Ranch

Madera Irrigation District (MID)
Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Luhdorff & Scalmanini

San Joaquin River Parkway Trust

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

MADERA SUBBASIN

Email address
office@maderafb.com
miksay13@yahoo.com
Ischafersbd@earthlink.net
rufusradar@me.com
rufusradar@att.net
santossabrina@live.com
al@mordecairanch.com
john.shelton@sjrc.ca.gov
skroy@hotmail.com
scott@greystonellc.com
esinco@kleinfelder.com
robin.sof@hotmail.com
rskinner@lionraisins.com
bevettes@yahoo.com
erik@smithadobe.com
smith415@gmail.com
gsoares@kscsacramento.com
al@soldevelopment.com
vanessas@selfhelpenterprises.org
sdfsrfw.cxvsdfv.10@mail.ru
jasondrupe@mail.ru
michele@expcentralvalley.com
skstewart01@gmail.com
robynstiles@comcast.net
rstory@usbr.gov
ctalley2@gmail.com
mftatham@ciifresno.com
vincetaylor39@gmail.com
bryan@davidsengineering.com
peter.thyberg@cdcr.ca.gov
dtiller@newcurrentwater.com
dtipton@gunnercompanies.com
tolmachofta@gmail.com
tomachoffa@gmail.com
jtithmr@gmail.com
btomlinson@cwdwater.com
tgreci@madera-id.org
dtooley@cityofmadera.com
maderaadvocate@gmail.com
darby@westernuniteddairymen.com
unti.j@comcast.net
kupton@inreach.com
jupton@ci.chowchilla.ca.us
julie.vance@uwildlife.ca.gov
geoff@milkproducers.org
j.vanhorn@csus.edu
catherine.venturella@co.kings.ca.us
doug.verboon@co.kings.ca.us
terry.violett@thewinegroup.com
jvived@me.com
vlotranch@outlook.com
bryan@wagnerandwagner.com
mocw@wagnerandwagner.com
tbcewalsh@comcast.net
catch415@gmail.com
nwatterson@lsce.com
sweaver@riverparkway.org
stuart@twintreefarms.com
dwelch@cwdwater.com
dwest@mayerbrown.com

San Joaquin Valley Regional Associatio tom.wheeler@madera-county.com

Madera Irrigation District (MID)

Madera County

Madera County GSA, Tully & Young

jwhite@sjrecwa.net
rwmjb@netptc.net
oasisdreamer@icloud.com
jwiersma@hmrd.net
jbwilbanks@rrmdesign.com
mrwilley@fdwilleyfarms.com
mrwilley@tdwilleyfarms.com
rw@agrovice.com
mark.williamson@aecom.com
kim.witten@maderacounty.com
stwitt99@gmail.com
sarahwoolf@sbcglobal.net
jworkman@aquashares.com
sworthley@co.tulare.ca.us
gyoung@tullyandyoung.com
mzidar4water@gmail.com
jjohnston@teichert.com
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APPENDIX 2.C.b. Interested Parties Mailing List

First name

Kristi

Last name

Job title

Ag stakeholder

JOINT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
MADERA SUBBASIN

Company Email address
groundwater@uwildlife.ca.gov
Madera Irrigation District (MID) kristi@ponderosatel.com

sborov@msn.com
Madera County Planning Department  mc_planning@madera-county.com
Madera County Public Works Departme mcpublicworks@madera-county.com
Madera County Building Department  mcbuilding@co.madera.ca.gov
Madera County Board of Supervisors  supervisors@co.madera.ca.us
fiackson@co.tulare.ca.us
aura@cacitrusmutual.com

Merced County mhendrickson@co.merced.ca.us
Fresno County bjimenez@co.fresno.ca.us
Kings County greg.gatzka@co.kings.ca.us
City of Clovis dwightk@ci.clovis.ca.us

City of Fresno jennifer.clark@fresno.gov

City of Madera cboyle@cityofmadera.com
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APPENDIX 2.C. NOTICE AND COMMUNICATION

2.C.c. Madera Subbasin Engagement Matrix

Prepared as part of the

Joint Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Madera Subbasin

January 2020

GSP Team:

Davids Engineering, Inc

Luhdorff & Scalmanini

ERA Economics

Stillwater Sciences and

California State University, Sacramento



Informing the Public about GSP Development Progress

Madera Subbasin Outreach Check List
Subbasin-Wide Centralized Engagement

Meeting/Event

Madera Regional Water

Location

Madera Irrigation District

Meeting/Event date

Topics presented

SGMA, DWR Grant,

Audience
(estimated #
participants; interests
represented)

RWMG Board and

E-blast to Interested
Parties list?
Which list and when?

Email to Others?
Which list and
when?

Flyer
created?

meetings, capacity

Flyer distributed at other
meetings/events? Where
and when?

Information provided
at other
meetings/events?
Where and when?

Additional outreach
and publicity
(e.g., pop-ups)?

ng events, educational tours, e-blasts

Press release? Which
outlets?

Advertised on website?
Which website(s)?

Advertised on social
media? Which
platforms and

accounts?

Translation of
meeting
provided?

Additi

nal comments

Management Group Boardroom April 11, 2016 Subbasin Boundary lines| guests Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Communit; Groundwater legislation RWMG Board and
g »haley Y May 9, 2016 timeline, boundary Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room . guests
modifications
Groundwater
. Management Plan
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall June 13, 2016 requirements, list of RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group L ; guests
groups filing for their
own GSAs
Madera Grndwtr
Madera Regional Water Madera Irrigation District July 11, 2016 Authority meetlng,' DWR RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Boardroom Grant PSP, forming a guests
JPA
. . . Ea. WD is forming a
Madera Regional Water Oakhurs, Raley’s Community August 8, 2016 GSA, Triangle T is RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room X guests
becoming a WD
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall September 12, 2016 GSP, GSAS‘ other RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group requirements guests
. N - Dissolving GWA/JPA
Madera Regional Water Madera Irrigation District October 10, 2016  |and breaking into SGMA| RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Boardroom GSAs guests
Basic information to Sent out 1,200
Public Informational Meeting Harfield Hall, Madera Fair October 11, 2016 explain SGMA to the Approx. 100 landowners | Yes, Intergsted Party |nV|tat|or}s to . Maderacountywater.com
Grounds ublic and growers List landowners in White
P Areas
Basic information to Sent out 1,200
Public Informational Meeting Harfield Hall, Madera Fair October 25, 2016 explain SGMA to the Approx. 100 landowners | Yes, Intergsted Party |nV|tat|orTs to . Maderacountywater.com
Grounds ublic and growers List landowners in White
P Areas
. | . Ea. WD is forming a
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community |\ orner 14,2016 | GSA, Triangle T is RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room X guests
becoming a WD
Madera Regional Water . . . Approval of dissolving RWMG Board and . I
Management Group City of Chowchilla, City Hall January 9, 2017 GWA JPA guests Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
. RWMG list serve, and
Public Hearing Madera County Government January 24, 2017 adopt resolution to form Public and County Yes, Intergsted Party the beginnig of Maderacountywater.com
Center 3 GSAs List . )
interested party list
. Filing and formation of
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government February 13, 2017 all the GSAs in each RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center . guests
Subbasin
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community March 13, 2017 EIR and Plan studies RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room have started guests
. SGMA Consolidation
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall April 10, 2017 and Data Collection RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group . guests
Phase reporting
. SGMA and GSA RWMG list serve, and
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government May 8, 2017 formation and Financial Public and County Yes, RWMG list the beginnig of Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center . .
aspects interested party list
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community June 12, 2017 Deadline fgr GSA RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room formation guests
. Applying for DWR
Madara Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall July 10, 2017 funding, Outreachto | VMO Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group DACs guests
. . . RWMG list serve, and
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government August 14, 2017 Creation of the Advisory Public and County Yes, RWMG list the beginnig of Maderacountywater.com

Management Group

Center

Committees

interested party list
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Audience

Information provided

Advertised on social

(estimated # E-blast to Interested Email to Others? Flyer distributed at other at other Additional outreach media? Which Translation of
participants; interests Parties list? Which list and Flyer |meetings/events? Where| meetings/events? and publicity Press release? Which | Advertised on website? platforms and meeting
Meeting/Event Location Meeting/Event date Topics presented represented) Which list and when? when? created? and when? Where and when? (e.g., pop-ups)? outlets? Which website(s)? accounts? provided? Additional comments
. | . Chose David's
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community September 11, 2017 Engineering and RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room - guests
Ludhorff and Scalmanini
. Reported on writing
Madera Regional Water Gity of Chowchilla, City Hall October 9, 2017 DWR grant with RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group . L guests
consultant's assisting
. . . RWMG list serve, and
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government November 13, 2017 CWD submitted their Public and County Yes, RWMG list the beginnig of Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center DWR App. . .
interested party list
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley’s Community January 8, 2018 2 DWR Apps completed RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room guests
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government February 12, 2018 Advisory Commmge RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center created and reporting guests
. . RWMG list serve, and
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government March 12, 201 |Freliminary waterbudgetl b 2nd county Yes, RWMG list the beginnig of Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center was discussed . }
interested party list
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community April 9, 2018 Groundwater model was RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room discussed guests
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall May 14, 2018 Discussions of county | RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group white areas guests
Mngmnt areas, Base
. . Madera County Juvenile Period, GSA Water . S . Maderacountywater.com;
Public Technical Workshop (#1) Detention Facility Meeting Room May 24, 2018 Budgsts, 100 in attendance Yes, Subbasin List Interested Party List | Yes County Facebook Yes
Projects/Mngmnt actions
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government June 11, 2018 Discussion of RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center groundwater shortages guests
BasinjEoundanyourface Maderacountywater.com;
Public Technical Workshop (#2) Madera Farm Bureau June 25, 2018 water system - Projects 60 in attendance Yes, Subbasin List Interested Party List Y N ’ Yes
County Facebook
and Mngmnt
Friends of Fa!rmead Fairmead Qalllee Missionary June 25,2018 SGMA Fairmead Community | Fairmead and Friends Yes Maderacountywater.com
Presentation Baptist Church
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community July 9, 2018 Discussion of RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room Management areas guests
SGMA & How to Maderacountywater.com
Groundwater Workshop Frank Bergon Senior Center August 2, 2018 Participate General Public Yes, Subbasin List Interested Party List Yes
Madera Regional Water City of Chowhilla, City Hall |  August 13,2018 | ‘Workingwith SHE on | RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group DAC outreach guests
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Bass Lake, The Pines Resort August 30, 2018 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents Yes, District List District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government September 10, 2018 FloodMar and WAFR RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Center and DAC outreach guests
Community Outreach Century 21 for Realtors September 27, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for 25 in attendance N/A Realtor Association Maderacountywater.com
the Up Stream Users
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community October 8, 2018 Discussion of Modeling RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room and DAC outreach guests
California Coordination with Madera County Government October 10, 2018 Knowledge sharing 50 in attendance Yes, County List N/A Maderacountywater.com
Denmark Center Workshop
Review SGMA
Requirements & Maderacountywater.com;
subb§5|n overdraft ) County Facebook
estimate, GSA 100 Interested Parties;
Public Technical Workshop (#3) | Frank Bergon Senior Center October 18, 2018 conditions & solutions Consultants Yes, Subbasin List Interested Party List Yes

Supervisor Frazier - Coffee and
Conversation

Supervisor Frazier and
Constituants

October 25, 2018

Introduction to SGMA for|
the Up Stream and
some Valley Users

District 1 Constituents

Yes, District List

District 1 Constituents

Maderacountywater.com
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Audience

Information provided

Advertised on social

(estimated # E-blast to Interested Email to Others? Flyer distributed at other at other Additional outreach media? Which Translation of
participants; interests Parties list? Which list and Flyer |meetings/events? Where| meetings/events? and publicity Press release? Which | Advertised on website? platforms and meeting
Meeting/Event Location Meeting/Event date Topics presented represented) Which list and when? when? created? and when? Where and when? (e.g., pop-ups)? outlets? Which website(s)? accounts? provided? Additional comments
Discussions of joint
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall November 13, 2018 Subbasin meefings and RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Groundwater Dependent guests
Ecosystems
Madera Regional Water Oakhurst, Raley's Community January 14, 2019 Discussion of DAC RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Room outreach guests
Community Pop-Up event Madera Main Library January 30, 2019 .SGMA gnd other watelr General Public N/A N/A Maderacountywater.com
information for the public|
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Oakhurst Community Center January 31, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents Yes; District list District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
Supervisor Frazier, Coffee and . . - . et 1 e .
Conversation Ranchos Café January 31, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for| District 1 Constituents Yes; District list District 1 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
the Up Stream and
some Valley Users
Madera/Chowchilla RCD -
01/09/19, Red Top
Landowners - 01/25/19, Mad
Triangle T Water District aderacountywater.com
Board and GSA- 02/01/19, Madera RWMG, Pop-up - Madera co-sponsored by Self-Help
Madera and Chowchilla Conceptual Undesirable | agriculture, small water Madera Subbasin, 1/28/19 MID send Fairmead & Friends Yosemite/Sequoia RC | Library - w/SHE and Advertised in the Enterprises and Leadership
Subbasins Joint Meeting February 7, 2019 Results users, DACs County GSA, RWMG flyer e-blast Yes meeting &DC LC - 01/30/19 "Chatter" Self Help SM Yes Counsel for Justice & Accountability
. Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall February 11, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and Yes, RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group guests
outreach
i ier - Introduction to SGMA for|
SuperVISOCroirvanrI:;tioCnof'fee and Axis Coffee Shop February 20, 2019 the Up Stream and Distirct 1 Constituents Yes, District List Distirct 1 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
some Valley Users
Madera Regional Water Madera County Government Discussion of SGMA, RWMG Board and i )
Management Group Center March 11, 2019 DAC Outreach, guests Yes, RWMG list RWMG List Serve Maderacountywater.com
Upcoming meetings
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Raymond Elementary School March 14, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents Yes; District list District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
Discuss Stakeholder Mad tywat
Subbasin Informational Pop-Up | Madera County Main Library March 20, 2019 Water issues Public input N/A N/A aderacountywater.com
SGMA Madera Subbasin State Water Board's 100 Interested Parties; Interested Party List; Maderacountywater.com
Coordination Committee Frank Bergon Senior Center March 21, 2019 Role in SGMA Consultants Yes, Subbasin List County GSA List yes Yes
. . Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water Raleys Community Room, April 8, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and Yes; RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Oakhurst guests
outreach
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Yosemite Lakes Park's . Introduction to SGMA for| . . . e _ .
Hall Meeting Clubhouse April 9, 2019 the Up Stream Users District 5 Constituents Yes; District list District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Madera Subba;ln Technical Madera County Govt Center April 18, 2019 Minimum Thresholds 100 Interested Parties; Yes; Subbasin list County list Maderacountywater.com
Meeting Consultants
SGMA Madera Subbasin State Water Board's |120 Interested Party List; Interested Party List; Maderacountywater.com
Coordination Committee Frank Bergon Senior Center April 25, 2019 Role in SGMA SWRCB Yes; Subbasin list County GSA List yes Yes
Madera Subba§|n Technical Madera County Govt Center May 6, 2019 Minimum Thresholds Consultants arl1d Yes; Subbasin list County list Maderacountywater.com
Meeting Interested Parties
San Joaquin Valley Region, Area . . . Resource Conservation .
IX - of Resource Conservation Clovis Veterar)s Memorial May 10, 2019 SGMA Overview and Districts, NRCS, other Yes; RWMG list RWMG L|§t & Area IX Maderacountywater.com
L Building possible roles for RCDs ) List
Districts agencies yes
. Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water City of Chowchilla, City Hall May 13, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and Yes; RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group guests
outreach
Introduction to SGMA, .
Release of Water & Natural Internet May 14. 2019 Chapter 1 & 2 of the | +47 Interested Parties & Yes RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Resources Newsletter . 109 RWMG
GSP, Tree Mortality
Pop-Up Event Madera Fair Grounds May 15, 2019 General SGMA Various Stakeholders N/A N/A Maderacountywater.com

Information
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Audience

Information provided

Advertised on social

(estimated # E-blast to Interested Email to Others? Flyer distributed at other at other Additional outreach media? Which Translation of
participants; interests Parties list? Which list and Flyer |meetings/events? Where| meetings/events? and publicity Press release? Which | Advertised on website? platforms and meeting
Meeting/Event Location Meeting/Event date Topics presented represented) Which list and when? when? created? and when? Where and when? (e.g., pop-ups)? outlets? Which website(s)? accounts? provided? Additional comments
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Coarsegold Community Center May 23, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents Yes; District list District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
SGMA Madera Subbasin County GO\’(Aerzment Building, State Water Board's Interested Party List; Maderacountywater.com
Coordination Committee adera May 29, 2019 Role in SGMA 100 Yes; Subbasin list County GSA List yes Yes
SGMA and related
Grants, Flood Related .
Water & Natural Resources Internet May 31.2019 Grant Awards, Chapter 1 447 Interested Parties & Yes RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Newsletter . 109 RWMG
& 2 of the GSP, Keeping
Your Property Firesafe
. - Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water County Government Building, June 24, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and Yes; RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Madera guests
outreach
Supervisor Tom Whesler, Town North Fork Mclmo Rancheria June 27, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents Yes, District List District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Hall Meeting Community Center the Up Stream Users
Advisory Committee for
the County GSAs, Flood
Control and Water .
Water & Natural Resources Internet June 28. 2019 Conservation Agency, 447 Interested Parties & Yes RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Newsletter 109 RWMG
Chapter 1 & 2 of the
GSP,Non-Native Plants
on Rangelands
. . Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water Raleys Community Room, July 22, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and Yes; RWMG list RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group Oakhurst outreach guests
Brett Frazier Cgffee and Rancho's Café - Madera July 24, 2019 Release of the SGMA Maderg Ranchos Yes: District list Maderacountywater.com
Cnversation Ranchos Plan Community Members
Advisory Committee for
the County GSAs, Flood
Water & Natural Resources Control and Water 447 Interested Parties &
Internet July 31. 2019 Conservation Agency, Yes RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Newsletter 109 RWMG
Chapter 1 & 2 of the
GSP,Non-Native Plants
on Rangelands
On the Road - Board of
Supervisor Meeting and GSA Fairmead Middle School August 6, 2019 GSA Update Community Members Yes Maderacountywater.com
Update
. . Madera County Board of Advisrory Committee
Madera Subbasin GSA Meeting Supervisor Chambers August 7, 2019 GSA Update and Interested Parties Yes Interested Party Maderacountywater.com
Brett Frazier Cgffee and Rancho's Café - Madera August 21, 2019 Release of the SGMA Maderg Ranchos Yes: District list Maderacountywater.com
Cnversation Ranchos Plan Community Members
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town The Pines - Bass Lake August 22, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents Yes; District list District 5 Constituents Maderacountywater.com
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
. Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water City Hall, Chowchilla August 26, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and Yes RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Management Group guests
outreach
Advisory Committee for
the County GSAs, Flood
Water & Natural Resources Control and Water 447 Interested Parties &
Internet August 30. 2019 Conservation Agency, Yes RWMG list serve Maderacountywater.com
Newsletter 109 RWMG
Chapter 1 & 2 of the
GSP,Non-Native Plants
on Rangelands
s isor Frazier - Coff d Introduction to SGMA for|
uperwsc();r ra2|ert—l ofiee an Axis Coffee Shop September 18, 2019 the Up Stream and Distirct 1 Constituents Distirct 1 Constituents
onversation some Valley Users
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Ahwahnee Elementary School | September 19, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents District 5 Constituents
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
. - Discussion of the GSP
Madera Regional Water County Government Building, September 23, 2019 and continued DAC RWMG Board and RWMG list serve
Management Group Madera guests
outreach
Links to all GSAs,
Water & Natural Resources Sediment Removal | 447 Interested Parties & )
Newsletter (October) Internet October 1, 2019 Permits,Protect your 109 RWMG Yes RWMG list serve
waterways
San Joaquin Valley Region, Area|, ,. . . Resource Conservatin .
IX - of Resource Conservation Vineyard Restaurant Community October 11, 2019 SGMA Overview and Districts, NRCS, other RWMG L|§t & Area IX
L Room possible roles for RCDs ) List
Districts agencies yes
Supervisor Tom Wheeler, Town Oakhurst Community Center October 17, 2019 Introduction to SGMA for District 5 Constituents District 5 Constituents
Hall Meeting the Up Stream Users
SGMA Madera Subbasin County GO\’(Aerzment Building, Comment Period 40 interested parties, Interested Party List;
Coordination Committee adera October 22, 2019 Listening Session consultants County GSA List yes Yes

Madera Regional Water
Management Group

Raleys Community Room,
Oakhurst

October 28, 2019

Discussion of the GSP
and continued DAC
outreach

RWMG Board and
guests

RWMG list serve

A2.C.c-4




Audience

Information provided

Advertised on social

(estimated # E-blast to Interested Email to Others? Flyer distributed at other at other Additional outreach media? Which Translation of
participants; interests Parties list? Which list and Flyer |meetings/events? Where| meetings/events? and publicity Press release? Which | Advertised on website? platforms and meeting
Meeting/Event Location Meeting/Event date Topics presented represented) Which list and when? when? created? and when? Where and when? (e.g., pop-ups)? outlets? Which website(s)? accounts? provided? Additional comments
County GSA Fees,
Flood Control and Water
Water & Natural Resources Conservation Agency, |447 Interested Parties & )
Newsletter (November) Internet October 31. 2019 Links to all 109 RWMG Yes RWMG list serve
GSPs,Fractured Rock
Groundwater
Yosem|te/§equ0|a Resource Clovis Veterans Memorial Introduction to SGMA for| Memberg of agencies,
Conservation & Development - October 31. 2019 RCDs, Tribes, etc over
) Building the Up Stream Users N
Council four counties
County G  Buildi Review of GSP and vote
SGMA Madera Subbasin L7 S SR T, on Recommendation to Interested Party List;
Madera Yes

Coordination Committee

December 2, 2019

Adopt Plan

County GSA List

yes

Other Events/Meetings: non-SGMA meetings at which information was provided

ut GSP development, updates provided to area legislative bodies
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January 2020

GSP Team:

Davids Engineering, Inc

Luhdorff & Scalmanini
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Stillwater Sciences and

California State University, Sacramento



Madera Subbasin Stakeholder Input

Type of Beneficial User

Interests of Beneficial User

How interests were taken into consideration in GSP development
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JANUARY 2020 GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
APPENDIX 2.C.e. Responses to Comments MADERA SUBBASIN

1 COMMENTS RECEIVED

Under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), the four GSAs, City of Madera, Madera
County--Madera GSA, Madera Irrigation District GSA, and Madera Water District GSA for the Madera
Subbasin (Subbasin) have solicited and responded to comments from the public and from other agencies
concerned with the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). The Draft GSP was made available by the
GSA’s for public review on August 7, 2019. The public comment period for the Draft GSP ended on
November 9, 2019. Agencies, organizations, and individuals submitting comments on the plan are listed
below.

e Al Solis (4/2)

e Anonymous (7/16) — two copies

e Bill Diedrich (5/19)

e Bill Diedrich (11/8)

e (California Poultry Federation (11/8)

e  Erik Smith (4/3)

Food Commons Fresno/Road 20 Farm (11/8)

Fresno Irrigation District (11/8)

e Hancock Farmland Services (11/8)

e James Paul Provenzano (9/4)

e James Paul Provenzano (10/22)

e Jeannie Habben (4/17)

e Joint Letter/Ag Innovations (11/8)

e Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability (LCJA) (6/27)
e Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability (11/8)

e Madera Valley Water Company (11/8)

e Mark Hutson (11/2)

e Madera Agricultural Water Association (11/9)

e  McCormick, Barstow, Sheppard, Wayte & Carruth LLP (10/21)
e North Kings GSA (11/8) — submitted twice (once by Kassy Chauhan and once by Lynn Rowe)
e Provost & Pritchard (11/1)

e Root Creek Water District (11/9)

e SarbJohal (10/22)

e Self-Help Enterprises (11/8)

e San Joaquin River Exchange Contracts GSA (11/8)

e The Nature Conservancy (7/1)

e The Nature Conservancy (11/8)

e Valley Children’s Hospital (11/8)

e Verbal comments from 10/22 meeting

e  Wonderful Citrus (11/8)

To finalize the GSP, the GSA’s have prepared the following responses to comments that were received
during the public review period. First, in Section 2, responses are given for subjects with multiple
comments. The next section, Section 3, provides a table of all the comments and responses, with
reference to the multiple comment subject area responses where appropriate. The last section, Section
4, provides every comment received for review.
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2 MULTIPLE COMMENT SUBJECT AREA RESPONSES
2.1 Demand Management Reduction Program

2.1.1 Comment Summary

Numerous comments have been received from the community stating that the GSP does not adequately
develop the details of the demand management program. Many commenters believe that pumping
restrictions should only be implemented if necessary to achieve sustainability, and should gradually ramp
down pumping over the implementation period to avoid a sudden adverse impact on the local economy.
Other commenters believe that demand management should start immediately. The overarching
sentiment is that the demand management program should be developed through a stakeholder driven
process.

2.1.2 Response

The demand reduction targets described in the GSP correspond to the estimated subbasin groundwater
budget shortage (i.e., incorporates only vertical inflows/outflows within Subbasin boundaries) after
inclusion of planned water supply projects. The details of demand reduction are being evaluated and
vetted with stakeholders and the public through numerous venues including the Madera County GSA's
Advisory Committee (Committee), Madera County GSA meetings, Coordination Committee meetings,
discussions with Madera County Farm Bureau, and the Madera Ag Water Association. The vast majority
of demand reduction is anticipated to occur within the Madera County GSA area. The required scale of
the demand management program will be reassessed every five years as part of the five-year review. It
will be scaled down, or up, as necessary to balance groundwater extraction and groundwater recharge as
other projects are implemented over the 20-year implementation period and subsequent sustainability
period. The Madera County GSA has been meeting regularly and will continue to meet regularly with
stakeholders, the Committee and the other organizations highlighted above with the objective of
formulating workable demand management programs acceptable to stakeholders that meet subbasin
sustainability objectives, and providing such information to the Madera County Board of Supervisors (the
elected body for the Madera County GSA) for implementation consideration.

Based on the best available data and appropriate analytical tools applied in the GSP, significant demand
reductions are necessary in the Madera Subbasin in order to achieve long-term groundwater
sustainability. These reductions are focused primarily within the Madera County GSA’s service area. To
avoid a sudden and adverse disruption to the local economy, the anticipated demand reductions will be
introduced gradually during the implementation period, as described in Section 4.4.4 of the GSP.

The method for monitoring and enforcing anticipated demand reduction is being developed by the GSAs,
with input provided to Madera County GSA from the various stakeholders and groups identified above.
Demand reductions will likely be verified through a combination of remote sensing and water meters, the
details of which will be further developed during the initial year of the implementation period.
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2.2 Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems

2.2.1 Comment Summary

Comments regarding groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) focused on the methods used to
identify potential GDEs, data gaps related to shallow groundwater, the analysis of potential impacts to
potential GDEs, consideration of protected species and habitats, and the consideration of potential GDEs
in setting sustainability goals, measurable objectives, and minimum thresholds. Comments included
recommendations that environmental uses and users of groundwater, including potential GDEs, should
receive additional attention in the GSP and that environmental priorities and benefits should be a
consideration in selecting and describing projects and management actions. Several comments identified
perceived deficiencies in the data used to map shallow groundwater levels, the use of a depth to water
(DTW) criterion to screen potential GDEs, and the assumptions regarding surface water — groundwater
interactions in the San Joaquin River and Fresno River in the subbasin. Comments regarding surface water
—groundwater interactions are addressed in Section 2.3 below. One comment expressed appreciation for
the comprehensive evaluation of the four potential GDE units identified in the subbasin and
acknowledged the appropriate use of tools and guidance recommended by The Nature Conservancy.

2.2.2 Response

Methods used to identify and screen potential GDEs for further analysis included analyzing shallow
groundwater depth beneath areas mapped as potential GDEs. A DTW of 30 feet was used as one of the
primary criteria in the initial screening of potential GDEs. Potential GDEs were retained for further analysis
if the underlying DTW in either winter/spring 2014 or winter/spring 2016 was equal to or shallower than
30 feet. The 2014 and 2016 DTW data were the most accurate and recent DTW data available for the
Madera Subbasin. While the 2016 data represent conditions after the 2015 SGMA baseline, the use of
shallow groundwater data from both years was deemed appropriate because it provided a more
conservative (i.e., more inclusive) indicator of potential GDEs than the use of a data from a single year.
Where DTW was greater than 30 feet, other criteria including surface flow characteristics of waterbodies
were used to determine whether potential GDEs should be subject to further analysis. The GSP has been
revised to clarify the data and approach used for identification and screening of potential GDEs and to
provide additional description of environmental uses and users of groundwater, including potential GDEs.
The GDE Appendix (Appendix 2.B) has also been revised to include these clarifications.

Identification of final potential GDEs and analysis of potential impacts related to groundwater use was
based on multiple sources of information to identify historical and current ecological conditions and
trends, ecological value, and vulnerability to future changes in groundwater and interconnected surface
water (if any). Information sources included multiple vegetation mapping datasets; field evaluation of
potential GDEs; climate and surface hydrology data; satellite-derived vegetation data; hydrogeology data;
lists and spatial data for potentially-occurring special-status and groundwater-dependent species and
natural communities provided by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Pacific Fishery Management Council, and The Nature
Conservancy; and beneficial uses of water from the Basin Plan. Appendix 2.B describes the sources of
data used for the GDE analysis and how protected species and habitats were considered in the analysis of
potential impacts to GDEs. It also describes gaps in the shallow groundwater data for some of the potential
GDE units and recommended methods for collecting data to fill these gaps and periodically re-evaluate
potential GDE conditions using an adaptive management approach
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The GDE analysis determined there were no undesirable results related to potential GDEs. Groundwater
in the Friant Riparian, Fresno River, and San Joaquin River Riparian potential GDE Units are tightly coupled
with surface flow and runoff, with surface flow likely contributing directly to the shallow groundwater
systems that support the vegetation in the units. Based on current evidence and recent historical response
patterns, the dominant native vegetation composing these potential GDE units and the Sumner Hill
Potential GDE Unit appear sufficiently resilient to maintain ecosystem integrity and function in the face of
predicted fluctuations in groundwater conditions around the recent historical baseline level. The
susceptibility of the Sumner Hill Potential GDE Unit to changing shallow groundwater conditions cannot
be determined based on a lack of shallow groundwater data. Evidence suggests that groundwater quality
is not limiting ecosystem functions essential for the survival and reproduction of riparian plant species in
these potential GDE units.

The sustainability goal developed for the Madera Subbasin is expected to maintain the ecological integrity
and function of the potential GDE Units. This includes maintenance of riparian habitat conditions for
special-status species and other native species in the units or those likely to occur, and provision of
important ecosystem support functions for Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley
steelhead, and other special-status species and native aquatic species in the adjacent San Joaquin River
(for applicable potential GDE Units in these areas). Restoration flows in the San Joaquin River under the
San Joaquin River Restoration Program (SJRRP) are expected to provide continued hydrologic inputs
contributing to long-term support of the Friant Riparian Potential GDE Unit and the San Joaquin River
Riparian Potential GDE Unit. The GSP’s sustainability goal is unlikely to affect the hydrological or ecological
conditions of the other potential GDE units in the Madera Subbasin, as these potential GDE units are not
expected to be affected by groundwater management under the GSP. The vegetation communities
composing the potential GDE units in the subbasin are expected to be largely unaffected by sustainable
groundwater management in the Madera Subbasin and thus the minimum thresholds are not expected
to cause adverse impacts to potential GDEs. The native vegetation communities composing the potential
GDE units are expected to be maintained in good health by sustainable groundwater management in the
Madera Subbasin and are therefore resilient to short-term adverse impacts, thus the minimum thresholds
are not expected to cause substantial adverse impacts to potential GDEs. Measurable objectives and
interim milestones for groundwater levels, the sustainability indicator most likely to affect potential GDEs
in the subbasin, have been established for the four wells that are considered to represent the shallow
groundwater conditions associated with the potential GDE units in the subbasin.

2.3 Surface Water — Groundwater Interactions

2.3.1 Comment Summary

The comments received regarding surface water — groundwater interaction center around there being
insufficient characterization of surface water — groundwater interactions, insufficient description of data
gaps and how they will be filled, that the GSP states a surface water — groundwater connection did exist
for the San Joaquin River prior to 2008, and disagreement with the conclusion that surface water and
groundwater are disconnected in the subbasin.

2.3.2 Response

The evaluation of surface water — groundwater interaction included: evaluation of DWR unconfined
groundwater elevation contour maps and data from the late 1950s through 2016; compilation and
contouring of shallow groundwater level data representative of SGMA baseline conditions for
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winter/spring 2014 and winter/spring 2016 time periods (to bracket January 2015 conditions for which
very limited data are available); evaluation of the presence of shallow clay layers — particularly the “A”
and “C” Clays of the Tulare Formation (and other shallow clay layers at equivalent depths or shallower)
that are above the Corcoran Clay; evaluation of perched groundwater conditions relative to conditions in
the regional unconfined groundwater system; review of existing studies on stream infiltration; stream
gaging data; and discussion with local GSA representatives regarding seepage of irrigation water conveyed
through natural waterways during the irrigation season.

As described in various sections of the GSP, these data consistently demonstrate a lack of groundwater —
surface water interaction throughout the vast majority of the subbasin because of the great depths to the
regional groundwater system. As noted previously, based on groundwater levels alone, only the San
Joaquin River has a potential for a surface water — groundwater connection, although hydrogeologic
conditions along the San Joaquin River are considerably more complicated than for other rivers/streams.
This is due to the presence of shallow clay layers along the San Joaquin River combined with stream
infiltration leading to unusually shallow groundwater levels in isolated areas. These shallow clay layers
extend a short distance into the Madera Subbasin in some areas, causing pockets of shallow groundwater
levels along the San Joaquin River within Madera Subbasin.

The depths to shallow groundwater increase rapidly where the shallow clay layers pinch out within
Madera Subbasin (see Figures 2-71 and 2-72), which demonstrates the important role that shallow clay
layers play in maintaining shallow groundwater levels and impeding vertical water movement. Were it
not for the shallow clay layers, shallow groundwater levels would likely be considerably deeper. The
connection between regional groundwater pumping at greater depths within the Upper Aquifer and
shallow groundwater levels that are essentially perched/mounded on shallow clay layers is not well
defined.

As described in the GSP, even when considering the very shallowest wells screened above the shallow clay
layers, shallow groundwater levels for winter/spring of 2014 and 2016 appear to be below the San Joaquin
River thalweg. While shallow groundwater levels rise and fall from wet to dry season and wet year to dry
year and may become connected to surface water for short durations, defining an interconnected surface
water — groundwater system should require that such a connection exists under a broad range of seasonal
and climatic year conditions. It is important to note that regional groundwater pumping is most
substantial during dry seasons and dry years, when the connection between groundwater and surface
water is least likely to exist.

While it appears that a surface water — groundwater connection to the San Joaquin River did exist
historically (prior to 2008), SGMA does not require restoration of basin groundwater conditions prior to
January 2015. However, there remains a possibility that projects/management actions implemented to
reach sustainability may ultimately restore the surface water — groundwater connection for the San
Joaquin River.

As described above, a detailed analysis of surface water — groundwater connection has been conducted
for the GSP based on available data. In addition, seven new monitoring locations are currently under
construction for nested monitoring wells screened at three different depths, including a shallow well to
represent the unconfined aquifer water table at each location. This new nested monitoring well data,
data being collected under the GSP monitoring program, and other ongoing data collection efforts (e.g.,
SIRRP, ILRP) will be evaluated in terms of surface water — groundwater connections as part of the five-
year progress evaluation report.
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2.4 Outreach (including DACs/SDACS)

2.4.1 Comment Summary

The comments received regarding outreach and disadvantaged/severely disadvantaged communities
(DACs/SDACs) relate to stakeholder engagement during plan development and implementation, and to
protecting the needs of DACs and drinking water users. One comment says that certain kinds of beneficial
users, such as small sustainable farmers, socially disadvantaged farmers, and drinking water users, have
not been adequately involved in development of the GSP and their input has not been sufficiently
incorporated into the GSP. Another requests a specific plan be set forth for stakeholder engagement
throughout implementation. A comment recommends that a stakeholder-driven process to establish
details of demand management policy should also ensure that the allocation methodology is consistent
with established water rights doctrines.

Comments related to DACs and SDACs focus on the need for the GSP to clearly demonstrate how DACs
and drinking water users will be protected. One comment asserts that 63% of wells are likely to go dry
under the current plan and adequate funding to address these impacts is not provided. Multiple
comments state that the monitoring network fails to capture drinking water impacts to DACs, small water
systems, and domestic wells, so the Plan is likely to cause a disparate impact on these groups. A comment
suggests additions to the monitoring network should consider the locations of these beneficial users. A
comment says that the GSP should provide additional information about how the risks associated with
projects such as on-farm recharge will be monitored and evaluated. Another says that the GSP should
explain how drinking water use and users are being considered in development of the demand
management program, especially the allocation framework and groundwater market. Another comment
advises that in establishing project priorities, criteria should include multi-benefit projects that address
water quantity as well as providing environmental benefits or benefits to DACs.

2.4.2 Response

Some of the comments cited above are addressed under Section 2.7 of this response to comments.
Further detail was added to Section 2.1.5.3 of the GSP about how engagement efforts encouraged the
active involvement of DACs. Madera County worked with Self-Help Enterprises (SHE) and the Leadership
Counsel for Justice and Accountability (LCJA), organizations that represent DAC communities, to inform
DAC members about the plan and encourage their involvement. LCJA and SHE were also consulted to help
determine how to facilitate participation by DAC members in outreach activities, for example by holding
workshops at different times or locations. LCJA and SHE each received grants between $750,000 to S1
million from the Department of Water Resources for outreach to promote meaningful participation of
SDACs in groundwater sustainability activities in multiple subbasins in the state, including Madera
subbasin. Under the grants, they promoted community participation through community involvement,
outreach, and technical assistance. The GSAs provided letters of support for SHE and LCJA’s applications
for this funding.

Engagement matrices in Appendix 2.C.c list the numerous opportunities for engagement and the
participation in these events. Participants in engagement efforts, such as attendees of public meetings,
were not asked to identify themselves by beneficial user category.

The Environmental and Ecosystem category of interest in Table 2-4 has been expanded with the names of
specific groups. Throughout GSP development and beyond, any interested person or organization could
be added to the Interested Parties list by submitting a request at
https://www.maderacountywater.com/join-list/.
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2.5 Subsurface Inflows

2.5.1 Comment Summary

The comments received on subsurface inflows relate to the need to calculate subsurface inflows/outflows
separately for the Upper Aquifer and Lower Aquifer, subsurface inflows/outflows were calculated using
an uncalibrated numerical model, there have historically and consistently been subsurface inflows to
Madera Subbasin from Delta-Mendota Subbasin, net subsurface inflows to Madera Subbasin from the
Delta-Mendota Subbasin have caused migration of high TDS groundwater into Delta Mendota Subbasin,
and that Madera Subbasin is not properly accounting for subsurface inflows from Kings Basin in its water
balance and sustainable yield calculations.

2.5.2 Response

In the Madera Subbasin area, subsurface groundwater flows between subbasins likely occurred naturally
under historical and pre-development conditions. More recently, groundwater development in and
around the Madera and adjacent Subbasins has likely resulted in alterations of groundwater flows
between subbasins; however, SGMA does not require correction of conditions that existed prior to 2015.
The estimates of projected future conditions based on the best available data and scientific methods show
lateral inflow decreasing over the 2020 to 2040 implementation period and the 2040 through 2090
sustainability period, such that the lateral inflows from adjacent subbasins will be significantly reduced
during the sustainability period. Calibrated model estimates indicate that due to projects and
management actions implemented in the Madera Subbasin, the cumulative lateral inflows from other
subbasins to the Madera Subbasin will be significantly less than they would be without SGMA.

The calibrated numerical groundwater model estimates of net subsurface inflow/outflow are highly
dependent on available groundwater level data for the Upper and Lower Aquifers in adjacent subbasins,
which provide important boundary conditions for the model. There is a particular lack of data for the
Lower Aquifer in the Delta-Mendota Subbasin and Kings Subbasin, which impact reliability of absolute
estimates of groundwater inflow/outflow regardless of whether a calibrated numerical groundwater
model (computer model) or analytical approaches (e.g., Darcy’s Law calculation) is being used. Numerical
and analytical modeling techniques rely on many of the same assumptions and both rely heavily on
observed data for calibrating a numerical model or for input in analytical methods. A numerical modeling
approach provides the additional ability to evaluate conditions at a higher temporal resolution that is
typically possible with analytical techniques and also enables the ability to simulate outcomes under
future scenarios of conditions/activities. It is more important to evaluate how historical/current
groundwater inflows/outflows are anticipated to change as the Madera Subbasin and surrounding
subbasins evolve towards sustainability in 2040 and beyond, and a calibrated numerical groundwater
model is a commonly used and widely accepted tool that can be used to evaluate the relative change in
groundwater levels and subsurface inflow/outflows. The calibrated numerical groundwater developed
and utilized in the Madera Subbasin GSP analyses was refined from DWR’s C2VSim regional model and
recalibrated to local conditions. Still, there is need for additional review and analysis of hydrogeologic
conditions within and around Madera Subbasin, particularly in the area adjacent to the southeast
boundary with Kings Subbasin, and it is anticipated that revisions to the model will be conducted as part
of the model update to be completed in conjunction with five-year reporting in 2025. It is expected that
the model revisions will likely reduce the estimated inflows currently being simulated from Kings and
Delta-Mendota Subbasins.
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Regardless of how subsurface inflow/outflow is quantified and what the estimated values are historically,
currently, and in the future; the most important point to recognize related to the Madera Subbasin GSP
is that net subsurface inflow does not factor into the water balance shortage (also described as net
recharge in the GSP) that forms the basis for required projects and management actions to reach
sustainability. Thus, relative to sustainability as defined in the GSP, subsurface inflows do not contribute
to meeting the sustainability goals.

The comment regarding migration of high TDS groundwater related to subsurface flow between subbasins
appears to be based on analyses conducted for the Delta-Mendota Subbasin GSP (for SJREC Plan Area)
that are not yet available for public review and comment. Thus, it is not possible to evaluate this
comment. It is notable that groundwater occurring on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley associated
with Coast Range-sourced sediments from the west, including throughout much of the Delta-Mendota
Subbasin, has naturally high salinity, at levels considerably higher than in most of the Madera Subbasin.
However, the mechanism and/or conditions that would cause or exacerbate migration of high TDS
groundwater into the Delta-Mendota Subbasin is not described in the comment.

The Madera Subbasin anticipates updating the calibrated numerical groundwater model with new
information collected between now and the five-year update in 2025. Subsurface inflows and outflows
from the updated model will be re-evaluated during preparation of the five-year update report in 2025.
These updates will include a review of a refined calibrated regional model (Central Valley IWFM) that DWR
is continuing to work on in 2019, additional water level data from existing and new monitoring wells being
installed in Madera Subbasin, and possibly additional water level data in adjacent subbasins that are
lacking key data as of 2019 (e.g., Lower Aquifer in Delta-Mendota Subbasin).

2.6 Groundwater Quality

2.6.1 Comment Summary

Several comments were received regarding how the GSP addresses the groundwater quality degradation
sustainability indicator. Comments received focus on constituents not specifically included as key
constituents in the GSP (e.g., manganese, uranium, DBCP, EDB, 1,2,3-TCP, perchlorate, BTEX, pesticides);
uncertainty regarding what are being used as water quality MTs; confusion regarding RMS sites for water
levels vs. water quality; general concern about groundwater contamination impacting domestic wells and
associated lack of SMCs for various potential groundwater contamination constituents; SGMA charges
GSAs with responsibility to protect groundwater quality from further degradation due to groundwater
management practices; proposed GSP activities present groundwater quality risks (e.g., increase in
naturally occurring contaminants; movement of contaminant plumes; on-farm recharge causing vertical
migration of various constituents); the GSP should include monitoring for a long list of constituents
including all constituents with primary drinking water standards, PFOSs/PFOAs at all RMS sites and
wherever domestic wells are present; the MTs/MOs are set are too high; the definition of undesirable
results for groundwater quality degradation is inadequate; and the groundwater quality monitoring
network is inadequate.

2.6.2 Response

The SGMA process and GSPs are not the primary means of addressing groundwater quality issues resulting
from waste discharges, which are under the jurisdiction of the other regulatory programs overseen by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). By
far, the main constituent of concern to domestic wells in Madera Subbasin is nitrate. Nitrate
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contamination is already being addressed by the RWQCB and SWRCB, which have primary responsibility
for addressing groundwater quality issues in general. The RWQCB also addresses other contaminants that
are or may become a concern in the subbasin in the future. The responsibility of the GSP relative to
groundwater quality mainly falls into the following categories: 1) Altering the movement and spread of
known contaminant plumes due to GSP projects/management actions; 2) Impacts that are specifically
related to declining groundwater levels (e.g., arsenic, possibly TDS); 3) Flushing of contaminants from the
vadose zone in recharge project areas (although this may be more of a short-term impact issue with
ultimately beneficial impacts to the basin through dilution and recharge of higher quality water). These
three issues are described and addressed in the GSP.

With regard to comments on groundwater quality MTs, we note the following:

e it is not reasonable to set MTs below existing concentrations because there would be an
exceedance of the MT before GSP Implementation even starts;

e policies specifically designed solely to improve water quality issues unrelated to GSP
implementation are not required for a GSP; nonetheless, recharge projects have the potential to
improve water quality in the long term;

e it is unreasonable to set MTs for all potential contaminants; one of the tasks of the studies
conducted for the GSP is to identify the primary constituents of concern for setting MTs;

e oversight of subbasin groundwater quality is primarily the responsibility of the RWQCB and
SWRCB and corresponding programs, not the GSP.

Following up on item 3 in the above paragraph, it is not the responsibility of the GSAs or GSP to monitor
all groundwater contaminants. Public and community small water systems have certain groundwater
sampling and reporting requirements for a range of constituents. Such information is collected and
reported to various State agencies (e.g., Division of Drinking Water). When specific contaminants of
concern are identified, the RWQCB and SWRCB have jurisdiction on requiring additional monitoring and
remediation for protection of beneficial uses, if required.

The RMS networks for groundwater levels and groundwater quality are shown in GSP Figures 3-1 and 3-
2. While there is considerable overlap between the two RMS networks that will result in many RMS
locations collecting both groundwater level and quality data, the RMS locations for groundwater levels
and groundwater quality are not the same. Each RMS network presented in the GSP is considered
adequate as a starting point, but will be supplemented as data gaps are filled during the Implementation
Period.

2.7 Groundwater Levels Related to Domestic Wells

2.7.1 Comment Summary

The comments on this topic are related to the number of domestic wells to be impacted by declining
groundwater levels during the Implementation Period; the GSP did not fully and/or equally consider input
from disadvantaged communities and potential impacts to domestic wells vs. agricultural groundwater
users; groundwater level MTs/MOs are too low and do not protect domestic wells; and presenting
alternative analyses regarding the estimated number of domestic wells that will be partially dewatered or
go dry during the Implementation Period.
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2.7.2 Response

The GSAs have seriously and meaningfully considered various inputs received from disadvantaged
communities and other beneficial users in the subbasin, which often present conflicting opinions on GSP
sustainable management criteria. During the GSP development process, reactions and concerns of basin
stakeholders regarding initial draft MOs/MTs ranged broadly from those concerned they were too high to
others feeling they were too low. With specific regard to the basin stakeholders claiming the currently
proposed groundwater level MTs are too low, we note the following:

e the MTs cannot be interpreted in isolation from the rest of the Plan; the MTs are designed to work
in conjunction with the domestic well mitigation program;

e the MTs are generally not an indication of where the basin water levels are expected to be with
proper implementation of the GSP; rather the interim milestones and the MOQ’s represent
anticipated typical basin water levels after 2020 and 2040, respectively;

e The most challenging period for groundwater levels moving forward is expected to be the early
to middle portions of the Implementation Period, and the single biggest factor impacting
groundwater levels during this time is expected to be climatic fluctuations in wet and dry years
and the sequence of these wet and dry years.

The comment letters’ characterization of domestic wells expected to go dry does not appear to be
accurate; however, at a minimum the underlying assumptions and methodology for the analysis are not
presented and/or are not clear. For example, stating that a large number of wells (570) will go dry if the
groundwater levels represented by MOs are reached does not consider that virtually all RMS sites show
recent and/or current groundwater levels below the MO, indicating such wells would already be dry and
(in most cases) have been dry for several years now. In addition, any such analysis needs to have a time
element in the analysis to understand how many currently viable wells are impacted during the
Implementation Period.

Furthermore, for RMS wells that are screened below typical domestic wells, the groundwater levels
represented on the hydrographs for Lower Aquifer wells are typically deeper than what would be
experienced at the shallower domestic wells — meaning impacts to domestic wells will be less than
indicated by this review of hydrographs. Again, the domestic well mitigation plan component of the GSP
is being designed to address domestic wells that may go dry.

The projects and management actions by GSAs to be put in place during the Implementation Period
(including some projects that have already been implemented) will protect a number of domestic wells
from going dry after implementation begins in 2020. It is anticipated that owners of domestic wells that
do go dry and meet conditions set forth in the planned domestic well mitigation program will have
recourse through the domestic well mitigation program. Setting much higher minimum thresholds to
ensure no domestic wells go dry will cause major economic impacts to the community at large, including
DACs/SDACs and domestic well owners. The GSP provides the most reasonable solutions available to
address concerns of all basin stakeholders, while still achieving sustainability by 2040 as required by
SGMA. Alternatives that may reduce the decline in groundwater levels have sudden economic impacts to
all beneficial users.

The Self-Help Enterprises (SHE) analysis of the number of domestic wells projected to go dry yielded
considerably different results than described in the public draft GSP. Such analyses can vary widely
depending on key assumptions applied. It appears that one of the major differences in assumptions is
that the analysis presented in the GSP is focused on how many domestic wells may be impacted after
2020 (i.e., it is time dependent), whereas the analysis conducted by SHE does not appear to distinguish
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between wells that were previously impacted versus wells that would be impacted during the
Implementation Period. To address these different results, a sensitivity analysis was added to Appendix
3.D to examine costs to replace 500 to 1,000 domestic wells during the Implementation Period. As
described in Appendix 3.D, the costs for replacement of up to 1,000 domestic wells remains a very small
fraction of the economic cost of the alternative involving immediate implementation of the full volume of
demand management.

Madera County prepared and recently submitted a Prop 68 grant application to conduct a detailed
domestic well inventory. This more detailed analysis of domestic wells will provide a considerably more
accurate database to support development of the domestic well mitigation program through analyses of
potential domestic well impacts during the Implementation Period.

2.8 Subsidence Issues

2.8.1 Comment Summary

The comments on this topic are related to the reported occurrence of significant infrastructure impacts
related to subsidence in Madera Subbasin; the GSP should set SMC for subsidence regardless of the
historical non-occurrence of significant impacts to infrastructure, the GSP is not in compliance with SGMA
related to lack of subsidence SMC being established in the GSP; the GSP should set subsidence SMC now
instead of doing adaptive management; there is no discussion of subsidence along the Eastside Bypass
near the Fresno River, there is no discussion of collapsed wells; western Madera County adjacent to Delta-
Mendota Subbasin should be implementing similar mitigation measures as provided for the in the Triangle
T Water District agreement with SIREC — including reducing pumping from the Lower Aquifer to no more
than the sustainable yield ; and the GSP fails to identify/address subsidence occurring along the Eastside
Bypass and near the Delta-Mendota Subbasin.

2.8.2 Response

The GSP consultant team and GSA representatives reviewed their understanding of the occurrence of
significant impacts to infrastructure related to subsidence. The GSAs concluded that, while some small
amounts of subsidence had occurred in Madera Subbasin (within the area of the joint GSP), there had not
been significant infrastructure impacts in the Plan Area. This conclusion was presented in public meetings
and the GSAs received no comments claiming significant infrastructure impacts had occurred related to
subsidence.

It is acknowledged that significant infrastructure impacts have occurred along the Eastside Bypass near
the Fresno River; however, this location is in the adjacent Chowchilla Subbasin. One commenter mentions
collapsed wells without providing well locations or supporting data, while another commenter mentions
“well casing fractures caused by subsidence affecting two wells” without supporting
documentation/evidence. It is difficult to evaluate potential well casing issues (which can be caused by a
number of factors not related to subsidence as well) without being provided specific well locations and
supporting documentation. At this time there is no indication of this being a significant problem in the
Madera Subbasin; however, the GSAs’ ongoing evaluation of subsidence will look more closely at this
potential issue. While it is true that the GSP concluded a lack of significant infrastructure impacts within
Madera Subbasin as support for not yet establishing specific subsidence sustainable management criteria,
the GSP does provide for close monitoring of subsidence with triggers for adaptive management in the
future.
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The agreement between SJREC and Triangle T Water District covers an area in the adjacent Chowchilla
Subbasin that has experienced documented and significant infrastructure impacts related to subsidence
over the last 10 years. Such infrastructure impacts did not occur in Madera Subbasin over the same time
frame, and therefore, western Madera Subbasin was not involved in establishing a similar agreement.
Some of the comments received appear to be assuming that Madera Subbasin has had similar historical
subsidence impacts as seen in western Chowchilla Subbasin; however, this is not the case and subsidence
is treated accordingly in the Madera Subbasin GSP. That being said, groundwater levels and subsidence
that may occur within Madera Subbasin during the Implementation Period will be closely monitored by
Madera Subbasin GSAs and adaptive management actions implemented related to subsidence, if
necessary. In addition, Madera Subbasin GSA technical representatives are currently working with SIREC
GSA representatives to establish a technical group to collaborate in ongoing data collection and review
regarding issues of interest to both subbasins, including subsidence.
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3 ALL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

We encourage the GSAs in the basin to initiate a stakeholder-
driven process to develop a methodology for establishing
landowner-level allocations of native yield that are coordinated
across the basin. The allocation methodology should be
consistent with various legal considerations drawn from applicable
case law and attempt to be consistent with groundwater rights,
recognizing that GSAs do not have statutory authority to make a
final determination of water rights. An equal-per-gross acre
approach to allocations is not likely to be consistent with
established water rights doctrine, which must recognize many
equitable considerations, in addition to acreage owned, to
determine a legally defensible allocation. Further information
regarding allocation methodology can be found in Groundwater
Pumping Allocations Under California’s Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act — EDF and NCWL, dated July 2018.

Comment o
Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or
. Page Commenter

General Topic
Demand 4-27 | HFS encourages the development of a coordinated basin-wide See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Hancock Farmland
Management data management system (DMS) that is capable of tracking Services

groundwater and surface water use at the landowner, field, or

parcel level, and a coordinated methodology for measuring

landowner-level use of groundwater. The DMS should also

include, or be capable of interfacing with, a groundwater market

platform that allows for individual users to conduct transactions.

Markets are essential in facilitating the highest and best use of a

limited resource and will be most effective if there is trust in the

accuracy of measurements and consistency in data sources, and

flexibility available to allow for transactions across the basin.
Demand 4-27 | HFS applauds Madera County’s efforts to work with stakeholders | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Hancock Farmland
Management in developing specific details of a demand management policy. Services
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response

. Page Commenter
General Topic
Demand 4-28 | While HFS encourages the use of remote sensing to calculate See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Hancock Farmland
Management crop evapotranspiration (ET) as a measurement of consumptive Services

use, we also request the development of methodologies and
quality assurance elements to allow for grower provided
information to be included into the ET calculation and calibration.
These methodologies should be developed in consultation with
the vendor providing ET data to ensure it is applicable and useful
in creating the best available data set. Additionally, GSAs should
establish criteria and procedures to address apparent
inaccuracies in the ET calculations. An obvious use of the
procedure would be in instances where the grower can
demonstrate that applied water, plus precipitation, is less than the
calculated ET. In these instances, and subject to any
requirements established by the GSA, the grower's use of
groundwater should be reduced to the applied water total as the
ET calculation should not be greater than applied water.

Demand 4-28 | Section 4.2.3.2 also describes groundwater pumping limits, See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Hancock Farmland
Management beginning in 2020, to be imposed by Madera County. The GSA Services

should implement pumping restrictions, only if necessary to
achieve sustainability, when supported by the best available data
and appropriate analytical tools and implement such reductions by
gradually ramping down pumping over the implementation period
to avoid a sudden disruption in economic activity. The ramp down
schedule should include an initial period where current levels of
pumping can continue as data is gathered and potential water
supply projects are pursued. As with native yield allocations,
ramp down schedules should be developed in a coordinated
manner across the basin. Any imposed pumping restrictions
should be “eased” or “flexed” during drought periods provided that
overdraft during those periods can be replenished.
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter

General Topic
Demand 4-41 | The GSP lacks sufficient detail in defining how potential See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Hancock Farmland
Management reductions will be applied, measured, enforced and responded to Services

if not met. These are critical details that must be addressed. For

example, what is the baseline pumping period that the reductions

will be applied to? At a minimum, the baseline period should be

multiple years to avoid unnecessary and perhaps unintended

penalization of lands in redevelopment or not yet in full demand

due to planting schedules. ~ Additionally, there is no significant

discussion of how use will be measured and calculated, or of the

costs to perform these activities.
Description of | not Description of Plan Area omits relevant and crucial policies from GSP Sections 2.1.2.1 and 2.1.3 have been updated to Leadership
general plans noted | the County and City General Plans which will affect water use; address these specific concerns. Counsel for Justice
and other land should cite and consider community plans and SB 244 analysis; and Accountability
use plans should supplement gaps in DAC information in existing SB 422
relevant to (e.g. La Vina)
GDEs and their
relationship to
the GSP (23
CCR 8§354.8
Groundwater not GSP’s analysis of drinking water impacts is inaccurate (conclusion | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response Leadership
Quality and noted | regarding the number of wells that could be dewatered or Counsel for Justice
Groundwater contaminated due to the GSAS' proposed policies and activities, and Accountability
Levels Related including the proposed sustainable management criteria, demand
to Domestic reduction schedule, and projects like on-farm recharge that could
Wells threaten groundwater quality)
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Projects and not Domestic well mitigation program is missing from the projects The domestic well mitigation program is not included in | Leadership
Management noted | section, and the details that are included in Appendix 3D are the GSP projects listed in Chapter 4 because this Counsel for Justice
Actions to missing key information regarding the program’s chapter focuses on the cost and yield of projects (or and Accountability
Achieve operationalization and scope. management actions) that will result in additional
Sustainability groundwater (or reductions in pumping) in the Subbasin.
Goal (23 CCR Regarding the details of the operations and scope of the
§354.44) domestic well mitigation program, these are currently
being developed by the Madera County GSA Ad Hoc
Committee in coordination with other GSAs. The GSP
includes general description of how such a mitigation
program could be implemented in the Subbasin, and
specific details of the program will be developed through
a public process as the GSAs work to implement the
GSP policy directions and ensure that the Subbasin
meets sustainability objectives.
Water Budget | not The GSP's description of the water budgets lacks the necessary The data sources, assumptions, and approaches have Leadership
noted | data, assumptions and approaches used to determine the water been updated with further detail (Section 2.2.3.3 Water | Counsel for Justice
budgets, maps of the basins, and in some cases, there have been | Budget Components and Uncertainties). Additional and | and Accountability
sections left empty updated maps of the basins are included in Sections
2.2.1 (HCM) and 2.2.2 (Current and Historical
Groundwater Conditions). All sections have been
completed in the GSP.
Demand not The Draft GSP fails to show how it will achieve its sustainability See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Leadership
Management noted | goal with the proposed policies and activities, which it is required Counsel for Justice
to do under SGMA. Given that the GSAS' proposed projects will and Accountability
still leave 90,000 acre feet of overdraft per year, and the GSP has
no clear strategy for management actions such as demand
reduction, the GSAs have not shown how they will “balance long-
term groundwater system inflows with outflows based on a 50-
year period representative of average historical hydrologic
conditions” and “ensure no undesirable results of significant and
unreasonable economic, social, or environmental impacts occur”
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Outreach not The Madera Subbasin GSAs Are Responsible for the Comment noted. See also Multiple Comment Subject Leadership
(including noted | Disproportionate and Disparate Impacts That Its Policies and Area Response Counsel for Justice
DACs/SDACs) Activities Will Have on Disadvantaged Communities Belonging to and Accountability
Protected Groups
[Residents in disadvantaged communities do not have the
financial means to dig deeper wells and install drinking water
treatment infrastructure...their critical drinking water needs must
be considered and meaningfully protected by the GSP. The
Madera Subbasin GSAs have not adequately done so...the
current Draft GSP is likely to cause 63% of wells to go dry in the
subbasin and puts domestic wells at risk of contamination from
many unmonitored drinking water contaminations, with little
funding allocated to help address drinking water impacts.]
Outreach not Inadequate Consideration of Public Input [Although staff has put See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response Leadership
(including noted | forth observable effort into considering the interests of all Counsel for Justice
DACs/SDACs) beneficial users, some beneficial users of groundwater still have and Accountability
not been considered in the formation of the Draft GSP. For
example, small, sustainable farms and socially disadvantaged
farmers have not been incorporated into the public conversation
surrounding SGMA or Plan proposals for the subbasin...the GSAs
have incorporated input from large-scale agricultural interests
significantly more than they have incorporated feedback from
drinking water users]
Water Budget | not The Draft GSP does not contain information on the methods, data, | Information regarding urban pumping estimates has Leadership
noted | and assumptions used to estimate urban water use and urban been added to Section 2.2.3.3 (Water Budget Counsel for Justice
pumping or what users are represented by the urban pumping Components and Uncertainties). and Accountability
totals reported
Water Budget | not The implementation and sustainability periods of the projected Clarification of the rationale has been added to Section | Leadership
noted | water budget use repeating periods of hydrology and water supply | 2.2.3.2 (Water Budget Analysis Period). Counsel for Justice
information, but the rationale for the periods used is not described. and Accountability
Water Budget | not The reported urban pumping exhibits more variability than would Information regarding urban pumping estimates has Leadership
noted | be expected in an urban environment, and the Draft GSP does not | been added to Section 2.2.3.3 (Water Budget Counsel for Justice
explain the reason for this variability Components and Uncertainties). and Accountability
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Water Budget | not The water budget information presented in the draft GSP does not | Table 2-26 indicates that with the projects and Leadership
noted | provide information needed to determine when sustainability is management actions described in the plan completed by | Counsel for Justice
achieved and, it is not clear if the subbasin will have achieved 2040, the subbasin will have achieved sustainable and Accountability
sustainable conditions by the end of the implementation period in | conditions. The average annual increase in storage
2040 [Table 2-26 presents average annual values and shows an over that period demonstrates that the subbasin is
average annual decline in groundwater storage for the projected sustainable over the 2040 to 2090 sustainability period.
period (2040-2090) for the scenario without projects, but shows an
average annual increase in storage over that time period for the
scenario with projects]
Water Budget | not The Draft GSP is also missing an explanation of how the Specific allocation to each of the seven GSAs in the Leadership
noted | sustainable yield will be allocated to the seven GSAs in the Madera Subbasin is not explicitly detailed in this GSP. Counsel for Justice
subbasin The intent of this GSP, in coordination with the other and Accountability
GSPs in the subbasin, is to achieve sustainability for the
entire subbasin. Furthermore, SGMA regulations do not
require sustainable yield estimates to be represented for
each GSA boundary. However, each of the seven GSA
used agreed-upon methodologies and foundational data
to develop information about 1) groundwater elevation;
2) groundwater extraction data; 3) surface water supply;
4) total water use; 5) changes in groundwater storage;
6) subbasin water budgets; and 7) subbasin sustainable
yield. Projects and management actions identified by
each of the seven GSASs, including those detailed in this
GSP, collectively are expected to achieve the subbasins
sustainability goals, and have been evaluated as if they
were one complete set of actions for the subbasin.
Sustainable not The Draft GSP’s Sustainable Management Criteria for The SMC for groundwater levels need to be viewed in Leadership
Management noted | Groundwater Levels are not Adequate: conjunction with the domestic well mitigation program. Counsel for Justice
Criteria 1. The Proposed Undesirable Result for Groundwater Levels is MOs are intended to represent where subbasin and Accountability
Inadequate groundwater levels will be after sustainability is
2. The Proposed Measurable Objectives for Groundwater Levels | achieved, which makes GSP MOs consistent with GSP
are Inadequate requirements. See also, Multiple Comment Subject
3. The Proposed Minimum Thresholds for Groundwater Levels are | Area responses.
Inadequate
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Groundwater not The Draft GSP Fails to Adequately Address Groundwater Quality: | The GSP is not intended nor required to be the primary | Leadership
Quality noted | 1. The Proposed Minimum Threshold for Groundwater Quality is means of addressing groundwater quality issues in the Counsel for Justice
Inadequate subbasin. That being said, the RMS groundwater and Accountability
2. The Proposed Undesirable Result for Groundwater Quality is quality monitoring program in the GSP is quite robust
Inadequate compared to GSP requirements. See also, Multiple
3. The Proposed Measurable Objectives for Groundwater Quality | Comment Subject Area response.
are Inadequate
Sustainable not The Draft GSP does not include sustainable management criteria | While this is true, the GSP does include procedures for | Leadership
Management noted | for subsidence, citing that, to date, subsidence has not impacted adaptive management for subsidence. Counsel for Justice
Criteria critical infrastructure and Accountability
Groundwater not The Monitoring Network is Inadequate With Respect to Areas designated and DACs and SDACs, along with Leadership
Levels and noted | Groundwater Levels and Groundwater Quality (The GSA's domestic wells, are addressed in detail in the GSP (for Counsel for Justice
Groundwater monitoring network does not comply with SGMA regulations, and | example, see Figures 3-1 and 3-2). See also, Multiple and Accountability
Quality Related fails to capture drinking water impacts to disadvantaged Comment Subject Area response.
to Domestic communities and domestic wells. The GSAs have therefore not
Wells considered the interests of this beneficial user group and is likely
to cause a disparate impact on protected groups who are
dependent on domestic wells in the GSAs area.)
Projects and not Current Projects and Management Actions are Inadequate As described in Chapter 4 and 5 of the GSP, the Leadership
Management noted projects and management actions included in the GSP Counsel for Justice
Actions to were developed through a public process to ensure that | and Accountability
Achieve the Subbasin meets sustainability objectives by 2040.
Sustainability Groundwater modeling performed for the GSP shows
Goal (23 CCR the Subbasin meeting sustainability objectives with the
§354.44) projects and management actions specified in the GSP.
Projects and not Clearly Commit to a Drinking Water Protection Program for the Drinking water protection is a goal of the domestic well Leadership
Management noted | Madera Subbasin mitigation program (described in Appendix 3D) that is Counsel for Justice
Actions to currently being developed by the Madera County GSA and Accountability
Achieve Ad Hoc Committee in coordination with other GSAs.
Sustainability This program will be further developed through a
Goal (23 CCR stakeholder process as the GSP moves forward with
§354.44) implementation.
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter

General Topic
Projects and not Recharge In or Near Disadvantaged Communities and Domestic | The timing and location of recharge activities will be Leadership
Management noted | Well Clusters assessed based on the suitability of available lands and | Counsel for Justice
Actions to contributions to Subbasin sustainability objectives. and Accountability
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Projects and not Establish Pumping Buffer Zones That Protect Disadvantaged The timing and location of recharge activities or other Leadership
Management noted | Communities and Clusters of Domestic Wells pumping-related projects will be assessed based on the | Counsel for Justice
Actions to suitability of available lands and contributions to and Accountability
Achieve Subbasin sustainability objectives.
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Projects and not Warning Against a Groundwater Market In general, as described in GSP Chapter 4, the Leadership
Management noted Subbasin is considering a range of demand Counsel for Justice
Actions to management program options, including but not limited | and Accountability
Achieve to a groundwater market.
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Projects and not Multi-benefit projects In general, as described in GSP Chapter 4, the Leadership
Management noted Subbasin is considering a range of projects that provide | Counsel for Justice
Actions to multiple benefits. and Accountability
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Projects and not Funding of Projects and Management Actions In general, as described in GSP Chapter 4 and 5 of the | Leadership
Management noted GSP, the GSAs are evaluating a range of financing Counsel for Justice
Actions to options to pay for projects and management actions. and Accountability
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Outreach not Plan Implementation Section is Incomplete Because it Does not See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response Leadership
(including noted | Contain Adequate Plans for Community Engagement Counsel for Justice
DACs/SDACS) and Accountability
Sustainable not The Draft GSP threatens to infringe on water rights, conflicts with | The clearly stated goal of this GSP is "to implement a Leadership
Management noted | the reasonable and beneficial use doctrine, and conflicts with the | package of projects and management actions that will, Counsel for Justice
Criteria; public trust doctrine by 2040, balance long-term groundwater system inflows | and Accountability
Projects and with outflows" (Section 3.1).
Management This GSP specifically describes Measurable Objectives
Actions (Section 3.2) to achieve this goal, as well as Minimum
Thresholds (Section 3.3) to prevent the same
undesirable results that underly the concerns stated in
this comment.
Demand not Measurement — Section 4.4.4.3/4.2.3.3: The Draft GSPs identify See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Madera
Management noted | several methods for measuring groundwater use that may be used Agricultural Water
in the basins. While simply identifying these tools is appropriate Association
for the GSP, it will be useful for tools like remote-sensing
measurement and analysis of ETAW to be implemented quickly so
that bugs can be worked out and groundwater users can gain
confidence in these systems as soon as possible.
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Comment
Category/
General Topic

GSP
Page

Comment

Response

Organization or
Commenter

Demand
Management

not
noted

Rampdown — Section 4.4.4.2/4.2.3.2; The Draft GSPs identify a
target for ramping down groundwater use of 2% per year for the
first five years and 6% per year thereafter. While this is an
appropriate goal, there are two clarifications that would be useful
to include.

First, it would be helpful to further explain that the annual
rampdown targets apply to the Madera County GSA area as a
whole and not to individual parcels or ownerships. Although the
Draft GSP already indicates this is the case, highlighting this fact
in the Executive Summary and in the relevant sections may help
alleviate some confusion.

Second, during the first few years of implementation, information
and tools may not be available to provide specificity about whether
these targets are being met. This is an expected challenge as not
all the information needed to demonstrate these conditions is
available. However, it may be useful to indicate this fact so that an
inability to conclusively demonstrate planned reductions in the first
year of implementation does not suggest the plan is inadequate.
While actions will be taken to reduce demand immediately upon
implementation of the GSPs, whether certain targets are hit may
not be demonstrable for some time.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response.

Madera
Agricultural Water
Association

Demand
Management

not
noted

Allocations — Section 4.4.4.2/4.2.3.2; Implementing a groundwater
allocation program may not be the only way to achieve the
required demand reduction goals. Another option may be carefully
managing access, consistent with property rights, and limiting the
total available water without individual user allocations. Amending
the Draft GSP to refer to “Allocation/Access” may clarify that
approaches other than allocation may also be used to meet
demand reduction goals.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response.

Madera
Agricultural Water
Association

Demand
Management

not
noted

Trading — Section 4.4.4.2/4.2.3.2; The Draft GSPs refer to a
“water trading program” as a means of trading water credits. While
market systems can add important flexibility to a system where
available supply is limited, the details of the market system may
end up being something other than a water trading program.
Consider describing a “market system” generally to ensure that
other types of market systems are also anticipated in the GSP.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response.

Madera
Agricultural Water
Association
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Comment
Category/
General Topic

GSP
Page

Comment

Response

Organization or
Commenter

Demand
Management

not
noted

Easements — Section 4.4.4.2/4.2.3.2: Because the term
“easements” can be understood in different ways, it would be
helpful to use a more descriptive term to refer to voluntary
programs to cease irrigating lands. Whether through easements or
leases, irrigation abeyance agreements are a useful tool and
should remain in the GSP. Find a good term to describe the range
of such alternatives will help reduce confusion.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response.

Madera
Agricultural Water
Association

Demand
Management

not
noted

Fallowing — Section 4.4.4.2/4.2.3.2: The Draft GSPs appear to use
the term fallowing to refer to ceasing to irrigate land that is
currently irrigated. To the extent this term is used in the typical
agronomic context, namely referring to land that has been plowed
and left unseeded or is otherwise not in use, it is unnecessarily
restrictive. As the GSP is implemented and land come out of
irrigated agricultural production, much of that land may find other
uses that do not require irrigation. Such land, for example, may be
dryland farmed, transitioned to rangeland, converted to habitat, or
be used for a solar array. Each of these new uses would cease
irrigation, but would not technically be fallowing. Consider
amending the Draft GSPs to refer to “land transition” or a similar
term that indicates cessation of irrigation but anticipates a future
£Cconomic use.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response.

Madera
Agricultural Water
Association

Projects and
Management
Actions to
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)

not
noted

Planning vs. Prescribing: One of the key challenges in drafting a
GSP is balancing between establishing a workable long-term
strategy and providing near-term certainty through specific
prescriptions. The reality is that the first step in the journey to
groundwater sustainability is establishing and refining critical
measurement and monitoring systems. While this means that
certainty about some parameters is delayed, this is a necessary
foundation to ensuring a fair and workable system is ultimately
implemented. The Draft GSPs appropriately manage this balance
by clearly identifying what is needed, how it will be obtained, and
how it will be used to implement the management actions and
projects that will achieve sustainability. The specific prescriptions
and implementation of the tools is rightfully left to the
implementation phase of the GSP. While this does leave some
uncertainty at present, it is important that the tools and

Comment noted. No response needed.

Madera
Agricultural Water
Association
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter

General Topic

prescriptions be based on the needed information and not

hurriedly placed on a flawed foundation.
Projects and not Projects and Management Actions — Section 4: The Draft GSPs Added text to GSP to indicate that entities or individuals | Madera
Management noted | identify recharge, conveyance, and (for the Madera Subbasin) can also implement projects and management actions. | Agricultural Water
Actions to storage as projects, and demand management as a management Association
Achieve action. These tools will be utilized to bring the basins into balance
Sustainability over the next twenty years.
Goal (23 CCR While these projects and management actions may be
§354.44) implemented by the GSAs, it would be useful to clarify in the Draft

GSPs how these projects and management actions may be also

implemented by other entities or individuals. This would allow

others, in coordination with the GSAs and consistent with the

GSPs, to implement projects and management actions that move

us toward sustainability. In some cases, these entities may be

able to implement these projects or management actions more

quickly and efficiently than the GSAs.
Projects and not Recharge — Section 2.2.3.3 & Section 4 (Table 4-2): In discussing | Added text or emphasis that other projects may be Madera
Management noted | groundwater recharge, the Draft GSPs appropriately focus on considered in the future. Agricultural Water
Actions to Flood-MAR, recharge basins, and in lieu recharge. While these Association
Achieve surface water diversion projects should remain the priority of the
Sustainability GSP, it may be useful for the GSP to anticipate inclusion of other
Goal (23 CCR types of projects and management actions that may not divert
§354.44) surface water but may contribute to the groundwater

replenishment portfolio.

Increasing consideration and study is being given to forest

management, tillage practices, stormwater management, and

other management practices that may increase the amount of

precipitation infiltrating into the groundwater system. While these

management practices are not sufficiently developed to be

included in the projected budget, it would be helpful if the GSP

also referenced groundwater replenishment practices that do not

rely on diverted surface water.
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Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Water Budget | not ETAW vs. AW: In discussing the Draft GSPs with stakeholders Explanation added to GSP executive summary and Madera
noted | there is some confusion about the difference between the water budget section. Agricultural Water
Evapotranspiration of Applied Water (ETAW) and Applied Water Association
(AW). Although the Draft GSPs are not deficient in their
explanation of this distinction, additional clarification, perhaps in
the Executive Summary, would help the reader understand the
difference between these terms and how they are used in the
Draft GSPs.
Subsurface not The Madera Subbasin draft GSP indicates there is approximately | The water balance and required projectsimanagement North Kings GSA
Inflows noted | 69,400 AF of historical and current inflow with no project actions, | actions for Madera Subbasin do not rely upon net
the amount of inflow increases to 108,200 in 2040, which the subsurface inflows to reach sustainability. The GSP
Madera Subbasin identifies as their sustainability goal. With describes in detail how Madera Subbasin will achieve
projects implemented and completed, the inflow is reduced to sustainability strictly based on changes to vertical
approximately 21,400 AF between 2040 and 2090. inflows and outflows (i.e., addressing net recharge or
The GSP demonstrates that the Madera Subbasin will not achieve | shortage). Planned refinements of the model in 2025
the sustainable yield or groundwater sustainability within SGMA's | will likely result in more accurate absolute values of net
mandatory 20-year period. [Annual overdraft deficit is subsurface inflow. At this time, the magnitude of current
miscalculated when accounting for inflows, and GSP fails to model calculated inflows is likely conservative (i.e.,
address how the Subbasin will mitigate the overdraft deficit. The overestimated), and it is more useful to utilize model
Madera Subbasin GSP does mention demand management results to understand that significant reductions in
beginning in year one, but details are being finalized. This could subsurface inflow are expected under sustainable
result in demand reduction of about 2%, but not enough to cover | subbasin conditions after 2040. See also, Multiple
the total boundary flow.] Comment Subject Area response.
The GSP infers the Madera Subbasin GSAs encroach on
approximately 69,000 AF of water per year within NKGSA's
boundary. [NKGSA intends to capture and recapture water that
the Madera Subbasin indicates is flowing into the Madera
Subbasin.]
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-25
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Water Budget | not After attending the confined animal Ad Hoc Committee on October | Respectfully, we do not see anything in the Provost & Provost &
noted | 3, 2019, | was concerned that the calculation of Dairy water use Pritchard (P&P) memo that is different than we've Pritchard
was not well developed in the Madera and Chowchilla Basin discussed and considered in development of the
GSPs. Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group has been working on | Madera Subbasin GSP. We have used ~70 gallons/cow
understanding Dairy use of groundwater for several years. We in other work, so their value is consistent with our
would like to share our methodology with the County to expectations.
demonstrate how the consumptive use of dairies has been Dairy water is included in the Madera Subbasin GSP
handled in the past and in other GSPs. Dairy water budgeting "Land Use System" agricultural land water balance.
parameters, calculations, and data sources have been based on Almost all of the dairy water ends up being applied to
field calculations, canal turnout and water well measurements, crops (89% in the P&P memo water budget).
annual dairy reports and milk production. Generally, about 9 Methodologies to estimate applied water requirements
gallons per cow each day is exported from the dairy as milk and based on ET analysis accommodate the source(s) of
another 7 to 10 is excreted as urine, sweat and solids; equating to | water. If water used by a dairy is pumped, then the ET
0.01 to 0.02 Acre Foot (AF) per cow each year. Wash water varies | method will calculate the correct groundwater pumping.
by operation and is reported in dairy reports as outflow to lagoons; | See clarifications in: Section 2.1.1 and Section 2.2.3.3,
generally, about 72 gallons/cow each day which equates to about | under "Land Use Data".
0.08 AF per cow each year. The total water used in the dairy
facility ranges from 80 to 90 gallons per cow each day, or 0.09 to
0.1 AF/cow each year.
[See letter for detailed methodology]
GW model not The GSP relies too heavily on a numerical groundwater model The numerical groundwater model was extensively San Joaquin River
noted | that has not been calibrated and therefore does not accurately calibrated as described in the groundwater model Exchange
reflect boundary conditions with the Delta Mendota Subbasin. In | documentation in Appendix 6E. The model does not Contractors GSA
addition, the numerical model used has projected water levels to indicate significant declines in groundwater levels in the
decline significantly in the Delta-Mendota Subbasin by the year Delta-Mendota Subbasin by the year 2040. We note
2040. This is contradictory to SJREC GSP which will maintain that this comment makes reference to the SJREC GSP,
historic water levels through 2040 in order to maintain which has not yet been made available for public review.
sustainability.
Projects and not The Madera GSP should be updated to mitigate land subsidence | Demand management program is planned to begin with | San Joaquin River
Management noted | in the areas closest to the Delta-Mendota Subbasin. A successful | GSP implementation, extent of the program is designed | Exchange
Actions to mitigation program is being implemented by the Triangle T Water | to remain within the subbasins sustainable yield, which | Contractors GSA
Achieve District in cooperation with the member agencies of the SJIREC is defined based on the sustainability goals of the
Sustainability GSA. Other areas in western Madera County should be heldtoa | Subbasin that includes land subsidence.
Goal (23 CCR similar standard and immediately reduce extractions from the
§354.44) lower aquifer at or below the sustainable yield.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-26
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Projects and not The GSP for the Exchange Contractor GSP calls for keeping Review of detailed groundwater modeling results San Joaquin River
Management noted | water levels in the future from declining below 2015 levels. In indicates that net subsurface inflows will decrease in Exchange
Actions to contrast, the GSP for the Madera Subbasin allows continuing both the Implementation Period and the following Contractors GSA
Achieve water level declines through almost 2040. This will resultin more | Sustainability Period due to implementation of projects
Sustainability groundwater outflow from the Delta Mendota Subbasin into the and management actions in Madera Subbasin.
Goal (23 CCR Madera Subbasin which will negatively impact our subbasin.
§354.44)
Water Budget | not For the storage change calculations in the unconfined or upper The GSP includes calculations of groundwater storage San Joaquin River
noted | aquifer, instead of over reliance on the water budget, a better change using multiple methods, including by specific Exchange
method is evaluating unconfined water-level changes and specific | yields and water level changes. Contractors GSA
yields. For the confined or lower aquifer, compaction of fine-
grained layers, as reflected by the amount of land subsidence, is a
better approach.
Subsurface not The groundwater flow estimates were developed from the There are multiple methods of calculating groundwater | San Joaquin River
Inflows noted | groundwater model, which is not the preferred approach. This flow that may be considered valid for a given subbasin. | Exchange
approach relies on values for a multitude of parameters, some of | DWR has recommended that a groundwater model be Contractors GSA
which are poorly known. The preferred approach is to use suitable | used for evaluating sustainability, groundwater flows
water-level elevation maps and transmissivity values from pump and other related parameters of interest. See also
tests for both the upper and lower aquifer. Multiple Comment Subject Area response.
Subsidence not The plan asserts in Section 3.2.3 and 3.3.3.1 that "No significant It is not clear if the comment is referencing an area or San Joaquin River
noted | impacts to infrastructure has been noted in the Plan areas..." and | impacts within Madera Subbasin. It appears that the Exchange
therefore the Land Subsidence analysis and proposed actions referenced infrastructure impacts occurred outside of Contractors GSA
were minimized. However, there was no discussion of the Madera Subbasin. See also Multiple Comment Subject
subsidence along the Eastside Bypass which the California Area response.
Department of Water Resources has determined the flood
carrying capacity has been significantly decreased by about 50%
in the area near the Fresno River, nor the collapsed wells due to
subsidence in the vicinity due to subsidence.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-27




JANUARY 2020

APPENDIX 2.C.e. Responses to Comments

GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

MADERA SUBBASIN

Comment
Category/
General Topic

GSP
Page

Comment

Response

Organization or
Commenter

Subsurface
Inflows

not
noted

The "net groundwater flow" (one value) should be divided into flow
at each of the three subbasin boundaries, also between the upper
and lower aquifers in each case. As presented, one cannot readily
check the groundwater flow value. There is also downward
groundwater flow throughout most of the subbasin (from the upper
aquifer to the lower aquifer). This also needs to be determined but
wasn't discussed in the plan.

These values are quantified, but they are not required.
Given the uncertainty in the calculation of subsurface
groundwater flows (regardless of calculation method),
the absolute value of groundwater flows to/from each
subbasin is of limited value. Rather the relative change
in groundwater flows across subbasin boundaries under
future sustainable basin conditions is more useful to
evaluate. See also Multiple Comment Subject Area
response.

San Joaquin River
Exchange
Contractors GSA

Groundwater
Quality

not
noted

This GSP did not include a regional water quality concern of the
northeasterly flow of high TDS groundwater associated with
overdraft in the Madera Subbasin. Declining water levels in the
upper aquifer of the Madera Subbasin has increased the migration
of high TDS groundwater into the Delta-Mendota Subbasin.

The comment raises concerns about flow of high TDS
groundwater into Delta-Mendota Subbasin due to
historical overdraft in Madera Subbasin, but provides no
evidence or analysis to support the comment. It is not
clear how Madera Subbasin groundwater levels are
impacting flow of high TDS groundwater into Delta-
Mendota Subbasin that is occurring at a location far
removed from the Madera Subbasin/Delta-Mendota
Subbasin boundary. Furthermore, the natural flow of
groundwater under pre-development conditions is
similar to the current groundwater flow direction in the
referenced high TDS area. The source of this TDS
water is likely naturally occurring, and the movement of
this groundwater from its origin towards the northeast is
the natural flow direction towards the river independent
of Madera Subbasin groundwater pumping. Additional
data/analyses (such as development of a numerical
groundwater flow model) would need to be developed
and presented to demonstrate how/if this natural flow of
groundwater is significantly influenced by groundwater
pumping in the distant Madera Subbasin.

San Joaquin River
Exchange
Contractors GSA
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Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Subsurface not Your plan sets the minimum thresholds for Chronic Lowering of It is not clear how Madera Subbasin groundwater level San Joaquin River
Inflows/Ground | noted | Groundwater Levels, and provides for the continued lowering of MTs pose an immediate risk to Delta-Mendota Exchange
water groundwater levels through almost 2040. As defined, this poses Subbasin, as the subbasin is intended to be managed in | Contractors GSA
quality/Subside an immediate risk to the SJREC GSA and the Delta-Mendota the future to avoid hitting MTs. There is no "intentional
nce Subbasin. Intentional decline in water levels in the Madera decline" in water levels within Madera Subbasin; rather,
Subbasin will directly impact the Delta-Mendota Subbasins a modest temporary decline in water levels is
infrastructure, water supply, and for the following sustainability anticipated within Madera Subbasin (given the time
indicators: a) chronic lowering of groundwater levels, b) reduction | needed to implement projects and management actions)
of groundwater storage, c¢) land subsidence, and d) degraded that is not expected to significantly impact groundwater
water quality. levels in Delta-Mendota Subbasin. We anticipate only
a. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels: the SIREC GSP is very modest impacts on net subsurface inflows during
managing groundwater levels to maintain historic levels. If the the Implementation Period, that will evolve into
Madera Subbasin intends to lower the water levels across the significantly reduced net subsurface net inflows during
subbasin boundary, inherently more groundwater will flow out of the sustainability period. The Delta-Mendota Subbasin
the Delta-Mendota Subbasin inducing a groundwater imbalance water budget and sustainability will be enhanced by
and overdraft in the Delta-Mendota Basin. reduced net outflows to Madera Subbasin related to
b. Reduction of groundwater storage: As described above implementation of the Madera Subbasin GSP. Also see
lowering water levels will increase the lateral groundwater outflow | multiple comment subject area responses.
from the Delta-Mendota Subbasin. The results of increased
outflow will result in a reduction in groundwater storage in the
Delta-Mendota Subbasin.
c. Land subsidence: this GSP plans to use water levels as a proxy
for land subsidence. It should be noted that the proposed water
level minimum thresholds will have very significant impacts to the
Delta-Mendota Subbasin
d. Degraded water quality: Lowering water levels in the Madera
Subbasin will exacerbate the problem of migrating high TDS water
into the SJREC GSA. This problem is not discussed in the GSP
and should be evaluated to ensure regional sustainability.
Subsurface not There has consistently been groundwater flows in both the upper | While SGMA does not require restoration of pre-2015 San Joaquin River
Inflows noted | and lower aquifers from the Delta-Mendota Subbasin to the groundwater conditions, analyses conducted for the Exchange
Madera Subbasin. Based on natural (pre-pumping) conditions, all | Madera GSP indicate significant reductions in net Contractors GSA
of these flows have been induced by pumping in the Madera subsurface inflow as the subbasin moves toward and
Subbasin. achieves sustainability. Also see multiple comment
subject area responses.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-29
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Category/ Comment Response

. Page Commenter
General Topic
Description of | 2-1 The GSP states “The Madera Subbasin ... contains no The identification of potential GDEs is included in the The Nature
general plans considerable state land or federal land” and provides a brief GSP regardless of land ownership or management. Conservancy
and other land description of these lands as a footnote. Other than State
use plans preserves and parks, protected lands that could contain aquatic,
relevant to riparian, and other potentially groundwater-dependent habitat are
GDEs and their not identified. Please identify all state park land, wildlife preserves,
relationship to wetlands, open space, mitigation areas, and local parks with
the GSP (23 potentially groundwater-connected aquatic resources and habitat.
CCR 8§354.8
Description of | 2-9 The GSP states (p. 2-10): “Limitations on surface water deliveries | Comment noted. The Nature
general plans | to2- | will limit operational flexibility by reducing surface water supplies Conservancy
and other land | 11 available for conjunctive use programs.” The limitations are not
use plans defined and warrant further description, either in this section or in
relevant to Section 2.1.2.4, to more specifically identify potential effects on
GDEs and their the flows of interconnected surface waters and potential stress to
relationship to the groundwater system. Please ensure that description of the
the GSP (23 surface water monitoring system clarifies the limitations and
CCR §354.8 please specify whether these limitations could affect the surface

water conditions of any GDES or instream habitat in ISWs that
may be present in the area.
Description of | 2-9 This section describes the types of monitoring performed by Added explanation to Section 2.1.2.2: "These monitoring | The Nature
general plans | to 2- | federal, state and local entities of surface water inflows and stations are important for monitoring surface water Conservancy
and other land | 11 outflows. The monitoring stations for flows are listed in Table 2-3 | available to interconnected surface water (ISW) habitats
use plans and other recording stations for flow or irrigation releases are and groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDES)."
relevant to listed in Table 2-4. Please explain the relationship of existing
GDEs and their stream flow monitoring to the protection of ISWs and GDEs.
relationship to
the GSP (23
CCR 8§354.8
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-30
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Description of | 2-14 | The Madera County General Plan includes restrictions on Added description to Section 2.1.3.1 The Nature
general plans | to 2- | developmentin “areas with sensitive environmental resources” Conservancy
and other land | 15 (Policy 1.A.5). This section should include a discussion of General
use plans Plan goals and policies related to the protection and management
relevant to of GDEs and aquatic resources that could be affected by
GDEs and their groundwater withdrawals. Please include a discussion of how
relationship to implementation of the GSP may affect and be coordinated with
the GSP (23 General Plan policies and procedures regarding the protection of
CCR §354.8 wetlands, aquatic resources and other GDEs and ISWs.
Description of | 2-14 | This section should identify Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) or | Added description to Section 2.1.2.1. The PG&E San The Nature
general plans | to 2- | Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs) within the Joaquin Valley Operations & Maintenance Habitat Conservancy
and otherland | 15 Subbasin and if they are associated with critical, GDE or ISW Conservation Plan overlaps with Madera Subbasin. No
use plans habitats. Please identify all relevant HCPs and NCCPs within the | NCCPs overlap with the Madera Subbasin
relevant to Subbasin and address how GSP implementation will coordinate (https:/inrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentlD=6
GDEs and their with the goals of these HCPs or NCCPs. 8626&inline).
relationship to
the GSP (23
CCR §354.8
Description of | 2-14 | Please refer to the Critical Species Lookbook See the discussion of the Potential GDE Units in Section | The Nature
generalplans | to2- | (https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/sgma-tools/the-critical- 2.2.2.6 for information on special status species. Also | Conservancy
and other land | 15 species-lookbook/) to review and discuss the potential see the discussion of the GDE Monitoring Program in
use plans groundwater reliance of critical species in the basin. Please section 3.5.2.5 and the GDE Appendix 2.B for more
relevant to include a discussion regarding the management of critical habitat | information on special species and management of
GDEs and their for these aquatic species and its relationship to the GSP. critical habitat.
relationship to
the GSP (23
CCR §354.8
Descriptionof | 2-15 | Madera County has an online well permitting system that includes | Added description to Section 2.1.3.4 The Nature
general plans | to 2- | agricultural wells, observation/monitoring wells, community water Conservancy
and other land | 16 supply wells, and individual domestic water supply wells. Please
use plans include a discussion of how future well permitting will be
relevant to coordinated with the GSP to assure achievement of the Plan’s
GDEs and their sustainability goals.
relationship to
the GSP (23
CCR 8§354.8
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-31
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General Topic
Description of | 2-15 | The State Third Appellate District recently found that Counties Added description to Section 2.1.3.4 The Nature
general plans | to 2- | have a responsibility to consider the potential impacts of Conservancy
and other land | 16 groundwater withdrawals on public trust resources when
use plans permitting new wells near streams with public trust uses (ELF vs.
relevant to SWRCB and Siskiyou County, No. C083239). Compliance of well
GDEs and their permitting programs with this requirement should be stated in the
relationship to GSP.
the GSP (23
CCR 8§354.8
Hydrogeologic | 2-27 | In the Madera Subbasin, the base of the usable aquifer Additional text was added to the GSP in response to this | The Nature
Conceptual corresponds with the base of fresh water, defined as having “total | comment. Conservancy
Model (23 dissolved solids of less than 1,000 milligrams/liter (mg/L) or
CCR §354.14) conductivity of less than 1,600 ymhos/cm.” The text states, “In

general, the aquifer base is controlled mostly by the base of
freshwater provided in Figure 2-18 except in the far eastern
portions of the subbasin” where the depth of the basement
complex is shallower. As noted on page 9 of DWR's
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model BMP
(https:/iwater.ca.gov/LegacyFiles/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/BMP_HC
M_Final_2016-12-23.pdf) "the definable bottom of the basin
should be at least as deep as the deepest groundwater
extractions. Thus, groundwater extraction well depth data should
also be included in the determination of the basin bottom. Properly
defining the bottom of the basin will prevent the possibility of
extractors with wells deeper than the basin boundary from
claiming exemption from SGMA due to their well residing outside
the vertical extent of the basin boundary.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Hydrogeologic | 2-27 | The cross sections in Chapter 2 (Figures 2-24 through 2-34) The referenced cross sections do show recent The Nature
Conceptual clearly show the base of freshwater and the top of the basement groundwater levels for the Upper Aquifer, which Conservancy
Model (23 rocks. However, they do not include a graphical representation of | demonstrate a clear lack of surface water - groundwater
CCR §354.14) the manner in which shallow groundwater may interact with ISWs | connection throughout the subbasin. The depth to
or GDEs that would allow the reader to understand this topic. shallow groundwater, including the perched/mounded
Please include an example near-surface cross section that depicts | shallow groundwater levels along the San Joaquin
the conceptual understanding of shallow or perched stream, River, are further illustrated in Figures 2-71 and 2-72.
riparian and other GDE interactions at different locations. Regional aquifer and perched groundwater levels are
discussed in detail in Section 2.2.2.1 on pages 2-32
through 2-35. Surface water - groundwater interaction
and GDEs are discussed in Sections 2.2.2.5 and 2.2.2.6
on pages 2-40 through 2-42. Considerable discussion
and graphics have been devoted to this topic in the
GSP. Potential for interconnection between surface
water and groundwater will be further evaluated for the
5-year update report due in 2025 using data collected
over the next five years.
Hydrogeologic | 2-27 | The extent and depth of the Corcoran Clay layer is shown in The analysis of interconnected surface water and GDEs | The Nature
Conceptual Figure 2-15. “Where the Corcoran Clay aquitard exists, the aquifer | was based upon Upper Aquifer well data, including Conservancy
Model (23 system is subdivided into an upper unconfined aquifer above the SJRRP monitoring well data.
CCR §354.14) Corcoran Clay and a lower confined aquifer below the Corcoran
Clay. In the central and eastern portions of the subbasin where
the Corcoran Clay does not exist, the aquifer system is generally
considered to be semiconfined with discontinuous clay layers
interspersed with more permeable coarse-grained units” (p. 2-29).
Please confirm that only wells with screened intervals in the
unconfined aquifer are being used to compare with surface water
and to identify and confirm potential GDESs.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-33
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Groundwater 2-42 | The GSP states (p. 2-42): “GDEs may also occur in areas where Perched groundwater is discussed in the GSP, and The Nature
Dependent to 2- | regional groundwater levels are deeper than 30 feet but shallower | available data clearly show the lack of hydraulic Conservancy
Ecosystems 48, perched groundwater exists atop bedrock or another type of connection between perched zones and the regional
and | aquitard; however, these types of GDEs would generally not be aquifer where groundwater pumping occurs. Itis not
App | impacted by pumping of groundwater supply wells.” The GSP reasonable to conclude that perched zones will be
2.B discounts the perched water zones as derived from surface water, | pumped in the future for water supply, as there is
and therefore they were not considered in evaluation of GDEs. insufficient aquifer thickness and pumping capacity in
The GSP should provide clear evidence of hydraulic disconnection | perched aqguifers.
where shallow groundwater is considered perched or identify
hydraulic connection as a data gap. In addition, the GSP should
consider perched water as a shallow aquifer, because even
though it may not be pumped at present, it could be in the future.
Groundwater in the perched water zones may provide water
supply to GDEs and ISWs. Please explicitly enumerate the
principal aquifer(s) and intervening aquitards, their relationship to
each other, and their role in supplying groundwater to all beneficial
uses and users of groundwater (including environmental).
Groundwater 2-42 | The text states (p. 2-42): “A DTW cutoff of 30 feet was used in the | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. The Nature
Dependent to2- | initial screening of potential GDEs. The use of a 30-foot DTW A DTW cutoff of 30 feet was used as one of the primary | Conservancy
Ecosystems 48, criterion to identify potential GDEs is based on reported maximum | criteria in the initial screening of potential GDES. It was
and | rooting depths of California phreatophytes and is consistent with not used as a stand-alone criterion for exclusion of
App | guidance provided by The Nature Conservancy (Rohde et al. potential GDEs.
2.B 2018) for identifying potential GDEs.” We have the following Edits made in Section 2.2.2.6 to further explain and
comments regarding this sentence and on the methodology for clarify.
identifying GDEs in the Subbasin.
[see bulleted list in next 4 entries for details]
Groundwater 2-42 | [Continued from above] See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. The Nature
Dependent to 2- | o 30-ft criteria from TNC Guidance: In TNC's GDE Guidance, the | Where DTW was greater than 30 feet, other criteria Conservancy
Ecosystems 48, depth criterion of 30 feet is presented as a criterion for inclusion, such as river hydrology (flow permanence and gaining
and | not a standalone criterion for exclusion. In other words, if vs. losing reaches) and dominant vegetation were used
App | groundwater is within 30 feet of the ground surface, then a GDE to determine whether potential GDEs should be
2.B can be identified. If it is not, then further analysis must be considered as final GDESs. Screening of potential GDES
conducted (see Appendix Il of the GDE Guidance, Worksheet 1, | also included field evaluation of potential GDEs where
for other indicators of GDES). initial uncertainty was high.
Edits made in Section 2.2.2.6 to further explain and
clarify.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-34
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Groundwater 2-42 | [Continued from above] Comment noted. Our analysis considered all available The Nature
Dependent to 2- | o 30-ft as maximum rooting depths of California phreatophytes: data on vegetation rooting depth and the importance of | Conservancy
Ecosystems 48, Please use care when considering rooting depths of vegetation. capillary action, as well as recent published research
and | While Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) have been observed to have a | indicating variability in rooting depth according to local
App | max rooting depth of ~24 feet topography and groundwater conditions.

2.B (https:/igroundwaterresourcehub.org/gde-tools/gde-rooting-
depths-database-for-gdes/), rooting depths are likely to spatially
vary based on the local hydrologic conditions available to the
plant. Also, max rooting depths do not take capillary action into
consideration, which will vary with soil type and is an important
consideration since woody phreatophytes generally do not like to
have their roots submerged in groundwater for extended periods
of time, and hence can access groundwater at deeper depths. In
addition, while it is likely to be true that shallow water availability is
necessary to support the recruitment of saplings, hydraulic lift of
groundwater to shallow depths has been observed in Quercus

Spp.
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Groundwater
Dependent
Ecosystems

2-42
to 2-
48,

and

App
2B

[Continued from above]

0 Use of depth to water maps from 2014 and 2016

= 2016 is after the SGMA benchmark date of January 1, 2015.
Please rely on groundwater condition data prior to the SGMA
benchmark date.

= We highly recommend using depth to groundwater data from
multiple seasons and water year types (e.g., wet, dry, average,
drought) to determine the range of depth to groundwater around
NC dataset polygons. Please refer to Attachment D of this letter
for best practices for using local groundwater data to verify
whether polygons in the NC Dataset are supported by
groundwater in an aquifer. If insufficient data are available to
describe groundwater conditions within or near polygons from the
NC dataset, include those polygons in the GSP until data gaps are
reconciled in the monitoring network. While depth to groundwater
levels within 30 feet are generally accepted as being a proxy for
confirming that polygons in the NC dataset are connected to
groundwater, it is highly advised that seasonal and interannual
groundwater fluctuations in the groundwater regime are taken into
consideration. Utilizing groundwater data from one or two points in
time can misrepresent groundwater levels required by GDEs, and
inadvertently result in adverse impacts to the GDEs. Based on a
study we recently submitted to Frontiers in Environmental Science
Journal, we've observed riparian forests along the Cosumnes
River to experience a range in groundwater levels between 1.5
and 75 feet over seasonal and interannual timescales. Seasonal
fluctuations in the regional water table can support perched
groundwater near an intermittent river that seasonally runs dry
due to large seasonal fluctuations in the regional water table.
While perched groundwater itself cannot directly be managed due
to its position in the vadose zone, the water table position within
the regional aquifer (via pumping rate restrictions, restricted
pumping at certain depths, restricted pumping around GDEs, well
density rules) and its interactions with surface water (e.g., timing
and duration) can be managed to prevent adverse impacts to
ecosystems due to changes in groundwater quality and quantity
under SGMA.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response.

The 2014 and 2016 DTW data were the most accurate
and recent DTW data available for the Madera
Subbasin. While the 2016 data represent conditions
after the 2015 SGMA baseline, the use of shallow
groundwater data from both years was deemed
appropriate because it provided a more conservative
(i.e., more inclusive) indicator of potential GDES than the
use of a data from a single year. Omitting 2016 data as
suggested by TNC would reduce the number and extent
of potential GDEs.

Edits made in Section 2.2.2.6 to justify the use of both
2014 and 2016 data.

The Nature
Conservancy

GSP TEAM

A2.C.e-36




JANUARY 2020 GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

APPENDIX 2.C.e. Responses to Comments MADERA SUBBASIN
Comment o
Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or

. Page Commenter
General Topic
Groundwater 2-42 | [Continued from above] See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Dependent to 2- | Please provide more details on how depth to groundwater contour Conservancy

Ecosystems 48, maps were developed (Figures 2-70 and 2-71):

and = Are the wells used for interpolating depth to groundwater

App | sufficiently close (<5km) to NC Dataset polygons to reflect local
2.B conditions relevant to ecosystems?

= Are the wells used for interpolating depth to groundwater
screened within the surficial unconfined aquifer and capable of
measuring the true water table?

= Is depth to groundwater contoured using groundwater elevations
at monitoring wells to get groundwater elevation contours across
the landscape? This layer can then be subtracted from land
surface elevations from a Digital Elevation Model (DEM)5 to
estimate depth-to-groundwater contours across the landscape.
This will provide much more accurate contours of depth-to-
groundwater along streams and other land surface depressions
where GDEs are commonly found. Depth to groundwater contours
developed from depth to groundwater measurements at wells
assumes that the land surface is constant, which is a poor
assumption to make. It is better to assume that water surface
elevations are constant in between wells, and then calculate depth
to groundwater using a DEM of the land surface to contour depth
to groundwater.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Identifying and | 2-42 | Please further explain how NC Dataset polygons adjacent to the As described in Appendix 2.B, polygons classified as The Nature
Mapping GDEs | to 2- | San Joaquin River were retained or removed as potential GDEs. GDE indicators (iGDEs) in DWR's Natural Communities | Conservancy
(23CCR 43, On Appendix 2.B, Figure 1 polygons are shown as removed Commonly Associated with Groundwater dataset (NC
§354.16) and | based on depth to groundwater greater than 30 feet, but the Dataset) were evaluated for inclusion as GDEs based
App | groundwater depth contours (Figures 2-71 and 2-72) do not show | on multiple factors; primarily vegetation type and
2.B enough detail to make this distinction and subsequent maximum rooting depth, surface water hydrology, and
determination. Please refer to specific well hydrographs that were | depth to groundwater (DTW). Potential GDES were
used to analyze particular reaches of the San Joaquin River. retained for further analysis if the underlying DTW in

either winter/spring 2014 or winter/spring 2016 was
equal to or shallower than 30 feet, which corresponds
with the maximum rooting depth of California
phreatophytes. Where DTW was greater than 30 feet,
other criteria, primarily river hydrology, were used to
determine whether potential GDES should be subject to
further analysis. Some iGDE polygons along the San
Joaquin River were removed based on evidence that the
San Joaquin River in the subbasin is in a losing
hydrological condition (i.e., loses water to the shallow
groundwater system) and DTW greater than 30 feet.
Hydrographs for wells MCE RMS-9, MID RMS-17, and
MCS RMS-5 are shown in Appendix 2.B and generally
provide evidence supporting the inclusion of iGDE
polygons near these locations as potential GDES,
despite the conclusion that infiltration from the San
Joaquin River very likely provides a substantial
contribution to the shallow groundwater in these areas.
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Identifying and | 2-42 | The GSP states (p. 2-45): “The adjacent San Joaquin River We acknowledge the important role of riparian The Nature
Mapping GDEs | to 2- | contains Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for the endangered Chinook | vegetation along the San Joaquin River in providing Conservancy
(23CCR 48, salmon which is partially dependent on riparian inputs to provide habitat elements and ecosystem functions for special-
§354.16) and | important salmon habitat elements including shade, overhead status salmonids and other aquatic and riparian species.
App | cover, nutrients, and woody material for instream cover and As such, the riparian vegetation community along the
2.B habitat complexity,” and further states (p. 25 of Appendix 2.B): San Joaquin River should be monitored, protected, and
“the riparian vegetation community of the San Joaquin River enhanced to the maximum extent possible. NC Dataset
Riparian Potential GDE Unit fulfills several essential ecosystem polygons (iIGDE polygons) were retained if there was
functions or provides important habitat elements, such as large evidence that they are connected to groundwater.
wood and riparian shade, on which both semiaquatic species of Because evidence indicates that much of the riparian
the GDE unit and aquatic species of the San Joaquin River vegetation is reliant on infiltration of surface water from
depend for completing essential life behaviors”. Please consider the San Joaquin River, not all riparian vegetation iGDE
retaining all NC Dataset polygons adjacent to the San Joaquin polygons were retained as GDEs for further analysis.
River due to the essential ecosystem function that the riparian While groundwater pumping from the regional aquifer is
vegetation community performs for the critical habitat of the unlikely to affect riparian vegetation along the San
Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River. Joaquin River, monitoring to evaluate its ecological
condition is included in the GSP. As described in GSP
Section 3.5.2.5, groundwater level monitoring being
conducted for the overall GSP includes three RMS wells
adjacent to the San Joaquin River Riparian potential
GDE Unit along the San Joaquin River in the southern
Plan area, and one RMS well near the Madera Canal
Equalization Reservoir in close proximity to the Fresno
River Riparian GDE Unit. Reconnaissance-level
biological surveys were conducted in May 2019 and
additional monitoring will be conducted every five years
to document ecological condition of each GDE unit,
including the Sumner Hill potential GDE Unit.
Identifying and | 2-42 | As shown on Appendix 2.B, Figure 1, it appears that there is one | There is no potential GDE unit in light green ("kept") at | The Nature
Mapping GDEs | to 2- | potential GDE unit in light green on the far western border of the that location on Appendix 2.B, Figure 1. The shading at | Conservancy
(23 CCR 48, Subbasin. Please describe further and clarify if this is indeed a that location is light blue, indicating DTW greater than
§354.16) and | polygon from the NC Dataset that was kept as a potential GDE. 30 feet in either 2014 or 2016. This has been verified
App using the source data and GIS-derived mapping layer.
2.B
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Identifying and | 2-42 | TNC acknowledges and appreciates the comprehensive Comment noted. The Nature
Mapping GDEs | to 2- | evaluation of the four GDE Units identified in the GSP following Conservancy
(23CCR 43, our guidance, including analyzing hydrologic conditions, ecological
§354.16) and | conditions, providing an inventory of species and ecological value,
App | along with concurrent field studies and reconnaissance. We also
2.B appreciate the use of TNC's GDE Pulse to examine NDVI and
NDMI trend data for the GDE polygons within the GDE Units.
Identifying and | 2-42 | The Sumner Hill GDE Unit is located on an unnamed tributary of Lack of shallow groundwater data near the Sumner Hill | The Nature
Mapping GDEs | to 2- | the San Joaquin River and includes riparian vegetation and a Potential GDE Unit is acknowledged as a data gap in Conservancy
(23CCR 48, freshwater wetland. The source of water to the wetland is the GSP. While the GSP does not include installation of
§354.16) and | unknown and may be an intermittent tributary to the San Joaquin | a monitoring well in this GDE unit, the GSP's GDE
App | River. This potential GDE was considered to have a high Monitoring Program (Section 3.5.2.3) includes
2.B ecological value because it supports special status species and monitoring every five years to document the ecological
habitat. The GSP states (p. 2-48): “Reconnaissance level condition of the unit. Surface geology maps indicates
biological assessments, aerial photograph analysis, and this Potential GDE Unit essentially overlies bedrock or is
NDVI/NDMI data indicate adverse impacts are not likely occurring | an area with very shallow depths to bedrock, which
in the Sumner Hill Potential GDE Unit (Appendix 2.B).” Please likely accounts for the potential presence of shallow
obtain groundwater data before concluding that there are no groundwater in this drainage.
adverse impacts to the GDE Unit and make plans to address this
data gap in the Monitoring section of the GSP.
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Comment o
Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or

. Page Commenter
General Topic
Surface Water- | 2-40 | The text states (p. 2-40): “review of historical regional aquifer See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Groundwater groundwater levels compared to stream thalweg (deepest portion Conservancy
Interactions of stream channel) elevations conducted for this study indicate

that surface water — groundwater interactions are not a significant
issue (i.e., regional groundwater levels are relatively far below
creek thalweg elevations) along Berenda Creek, Dry Creek, the
Fresno River, and Cottonwood Creek in Madera Subbasin.”
Please note that ISWs are best estimated by first determining
which reaches are completely disconnected from groundwater.
This approach would involve comparing groundwater elevations
with a land surface Digital Elevation Model that could identify
which surface waters have groundwater consistently below
surface water features, such that an unsaturated zone would
separate surface water from groundwater. Groundwater elevations
that are always deeper than 50 feet below the land surface can be
used to identify the above ground reaches as disconnected
surface waters. As shown in Figures 2-71 and 2-72, depth to
groundwater is greater than 100 feet in 2014 and 2016 across
much of the Subbasin. However, areas in upstream reaches of the
Fresno River and San Joaquin River show depths to groundwater
within 20-30 feet in 2014. Please provide further evidence, such
as cross-sections or corresponding hydrographs, to show the
relationship between the river channel and the depth to
groundwater at wells near the Fresno River and San Joaquin river
to improve ISW mapping. Where data gaps exist regarding the
existence of ISWs, make plans to reconcile them in the Monitoring
section.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Surface Water- | 2-40 | Figures 2-71 and 2-72 present depth to shallow groundwater for See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Groundwater 2014 and 2016. Please further describe how these figures were Conservancy
Interactions developed, specifically noting the following best practices for

developing depth to groundwater contours presented in
Attachment D. Ensure that the first step is contouring groundwater
elevations, and the subtracting this layer from land surface
elevations from a DEM to estimate depth to groundwater contours
across the landscape. This will provide much more accurate
contours of depth-to-groundwater along streams and other land
surface depressions where GDEs are commonly found. Depth to
groundwater contours developed from depth to groundwater
measurements at wells assumes that the land surface is constant,
which is a poor assumption to make.

Surface Water- | 2-40 | The regulations [23 CCR §351(0)] define interconnected surface See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Groundwater waters (ISW) as “surface water that is hydraulically connected at Conservancy
Interactions any point by a continuous saturated zone to the underlying aquifer

and the overlying surface water is not completely depleted”. “At
any point” has both a spatial and temporal component. Even short
durations of interconnections of groundwater and surface water
can be crucial for surface water flow and supporting environmental
users of groundwater and surface water. ISWs can be either
gaining or losing. The defining feature of disconnected surface
waters is that groundwater is consistently below surface water
features such that an unsaturated zone always separates surface
water from groundwater, not whether the reach is gaining or
losing. To improve ISW mapping, please reconcile data gaps
(shallow monitoring wells, stream gauges, and nested/clustered
wells) along surface water features in the Monitoring Network
section of the GSP.
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter

General Topic
Surface Water- | 2-40 | The GSP states (p. 2-40): “It is likely that seepage from the San See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Groundwater Joaquin River is the source of water that combined with the Conservancy
Interactions presence of shallow clay layers that serves to maintain shallow

groundwater levels at these locations.” Please provide estimates

of current and historical surface water depletions for or the San

Joaquin River, quantified and described by reach, season, and

water year type. Provide a discussion of the expected effect of the

SJRRP on flows, GDEs and ISWs along the San Joaquin River.
Measurable 3-5 The description of Measurable Objectives (in this section of the Several RMS locations specific to identified GDE Units | The Nature
Objectives (23 text, or Appendix 2.B) does not explain how GDES were were assigned MO/MT and included in the overall RMS | Conservancy
CCR §354.30) considered. Please include GDEs in this section and explain how | network. Thus, GDEs were specifically and directly

the measurable objectives and interim milestones will help incorporated in the RMS network being used to

achieve the sustainability goal as it pertains to the environment. demonstrate subbasin sustainability.
Measurable 3-5 The Sumner Hill and Friant Riparian GDE Units do not have There is extensive discussion in the GSP regarding The Nature
Objectives (23 nearby monitoring wells that monitor hydrologic conditions. Please | groundwater levels and GDEs, and specific RMS sites Conservancy
CCR §354.30) specifically address the data gap with respect to these GDE Units | were selected to represent GDES. See response to

or refer to a later section of the GSP. previous comment on Sumner Hill Potential GDE Unit

above. See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response
Section regarding ISW.

Measurable 3-12 | The description of Measurable Objectives does not consider how | As stated in the GSP, it is expected that drinking water | The Nature
Objectives (23 water quality needs of GDEs were considered. Please include a standards are also protective of GDEs. Conservancy
CCR 8354.30) discussion about GDEs and water quality and whether the

measurable objectives and interim milestones will help achieve

the sustainability goal as it pertains to the environment.
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Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or

. Page Commenter
General Topic
Surface Water- | 3-15 | The GSP fails to establish measurable objectives or minimum See Multiple Comment Subject Area response. The Nature
Groundwater thresholds for this sustainability indicator. The GSP states (p. 3- Conservancy
Interactions 15): “Thus, the connection between regional groundwater and

streams was broken prior to 2015, and the surface water depletion
sustainability criteria is not applicable to the Plan area.” However,
the existence of riparian GDEs along the streams in the basin has
been identified in Appendix 2.B, and their connection to
groundwater is assumed. Their occurrence in the riparian zone
means that these GDEs should be considered a beneficial user of
groundwater that could be affected by chronic groundwater level
decline as discussed above, as well as beneficial users of surface
water that could be depleted by groundwater extraction. A more
detailed discussion of the known facts regarding these surface-
groundwater interactions in the riparian zone should be provided.
In addition, a more detailed discussion regarding specific data
gaps should also be included.

Measurable 3-15 | There is a need to evaluate and discuss potential effects on Edits made in Section 3.2.5 referring to Appendix 2.B. The Nature
Objectives (23 beneficial uses of surface and groundwater. This is necessary, at Conservancy
CCR §354.30) a minimum, so that the nature of the data gaps can be

understood. In addition, the applicable state, federal and local
standards for the protection of aquatic, riparian and other
protected habitats should be discussed. Please refer to
Attachment C for a list of freshwater species in Madera Subbasin
that may be exist within ISWs. We recommend that after
identifying which freshwater species exist in your basin, especially
federal and state listed species, that you contact staff at the
Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW), United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or National Marine Fisheries
Services (NMFS) to obtain their input on the groundwater and
surface water needs of the organisms on the freshwater species
list. Because effects to plants and animals are difficult and
sometimes impossible to reverse, we recommend erring on the
side of caution to preserve sufficient groundwater conditions to
sustain GDEs and ISWs. Please refer to the Critical Species
Lookbook to review and discuss the potential groundwater
reliance of critical species in the basin.
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Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Measurable 3-15 | The SJRRP identifies instream flow needs for salmon in multiple The ecological basis of the SIRRP's restoration flow The Nature
Objectives (23 reaches which form the southern border of the Subbasin schedule is described in the Fisheries Management Conservancy
CCR §354.30) (http:/Awww.restoresjr.net/about/overviewmap/). Please include Plan (Exhibit E: Ecological Goals of the Restoration
instream flow requirements in this section and set measurable Flows, available at:
objectives and interim milestones that will help achieve the http://www.restoresjr.net/?wpfb_dI=861). The Ecological
sustainability goal as it pertains to the environment Goals document describes the flow-related needs of
each Chinook salmon life stage as well as riparian
vegetation recruitment and maintenance and other
functions. We are not aware of any quantitative instream
flow needs for salmon that have been established or
documented by the SIRRP. The GSP has been revised
in Section 3.2.5 to include discussion of potential
adverse effects on instream flow, aquatic species, and
riparian vegetation that could result from depletion of
surface water.
Minimum 3-18 | For the discussion of GDE susceptibility to changes in References to hydrologic data, including well The Nature
Thresholds (23 | to 3- | groundwater conditions (p. 3-25 to 3-26), please present or refer hydrographs where available, have been added to the Conservancy
CCR 8354.28) | 26 to specific hydrologic data or figures to back up claims of low GSP in Section 3.3.1 (p. 3-25 to 3-26). There are no
susceptibility to impacts related to groundwater management and | hydrologic data for the Fresno River Riparian or Sumner
to allow the reader to more readily follow the discussion. Hill potential GDE units.
Minimum 3-18 | The Friant Riparian and the Sumner Hill GDE Units do not have Recommendation noted. The GSP's GDE Monitoring The Nature
Thresholds (23 | to 3- | wells nearby. While the likelihood of impacts due to pumping is Program (Section 3.5.2.5) includes monitoring every five | Conservancy
CCR §354.28) | 26 considered low in these areas, the groundwater levels should be years to document the ecological condition of these
monitored; thus, new wells are recommended for installation in potential GDE units. In the Fresno River Riparian
these areas. Please include proposed monitoring wells for the Potential GDE Unit (as well as the Friant Riparian and
Friant Riparian and the Sumner Hill GDE Units as representative | San Joaquin River Riparian Potential GDE units),
monitoring sites (RMS) for minimum thresholds. biological data will be analyzed in conjunction with
hydrological data to assess potential ecological effects
related to changes in groundwater levels and the
relative degree of influence on GDE conditions exerted
by streamflows and groundwater levels. Installation of
monitoring wells in the Friant Riparian and Sumner Hill
Potential GDE Units is not currently proposed. See also
response to comment above on Sumner Hill Potential
GDE Unit.
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Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or
. Page Commenter

General Topic
Minimum 3-18 | Until monitoring wells are available in GDE Units Friant Riparian Without evidence of a link between groundwater The Nature
Thresholds (23 | to 3- | and Sumner Hill, consideration should be given to establishing conditions and the ecological condition of these potential | Conservancy
CCR 8354.28) | 26 minimum thresholds based on species or ecosystem response as | GDE units, establishment of minimum thresholds in the

measured by biological monitoring or remote sensing. GSP based on ecological response or other factors is

not appropriate or justified.

Minimum 3-30 | The Minimum Thresholds do not consider water quality needs of In general, meeting municipal and domestic water The Nature
Thresholds (23 | to 3- | GDEs. The GSP states (p. 3-33): “Protection of municipal and quality MO/MT is expected to be protective of GDEs. It | Conservancy
CCR §354.28) | 33 domestic beneficial uses is also protective of all other groundwater | should also be noted that the GSP is not responsible for

beneficial uses.” Please provide evidence or basis for the existing constituent levels or ongoing non-GSP related

statement that protection of municipal and domestic beneficial activities that may result in increasing constituent

uses is also protective of all other groundwater beneficial uses concentrations. As described in the GSP, there are

including environmental uses. Include a discussion about GDEs many other agencies/programs devoted to monitoring

and water quality and whether the measurable objectives and and protection of groundwater quality, with which the

interim milestones will help achieve the sustainability goal as it GSAs plan to coordinate.

pertains to the environment.
Surface Water- | 3-34 | Minimum Thresholds for depletion of surface water were not See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Groundwater developed for the Subbasin because the GSP determined that Conservancy
Interactions surface water was no longer connected to groundwater. GDEs are

often adjacent to streams or associated with riparian corridors

where ISWs exist, even if only seasonally or are discontinuous

along a longitudinal profile. GDEs have been identified along parts

of Fresno and San Joaquin Rivers. The San Joaquin River

“contains Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for Chinook salmon which

is partially dependent on riparian inputs to provide important

salmon habitat elements including shade, overhead cover,

nutrients, and woody material for instream cover and habitat

complexity” (p. 2-45). Following the discussion presented above

for Checklist Item 26 (Measurable Objectives), please include a

discussion of Sustainable Management Criteria for ISWs,

including Minimum Thresholds, in the GSP. Please cite data gaps

regarding ISWs and make plans to reconcile them in the

Monitoring Section of the GSP.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Groundwater 3-45 | Per the GSP Regulations (23 CCR §354.34 (a) and (b)), There is extensive discussion in the GSP regarding The Nature
Dependent monitoring must address trends in groundwater and related groundwater levels and GDEs, and specific RMS sites Conservancy
Ecosystems surface conditions (emphasis added). For this section to provide were selected to represent GDEs. See Multiple
and Surface the appropriate context and help assure integration of GSP Comment Response Section regarding ISW.
Water- implementation with other ongoing regulatory programs, please
Groundwater describe jurisdictions related to aquatic resources, interconnected
Interactions surface waters (ISWs), instream flow requirements, and
groundwater-dependent ecosystems (GDEs) that could be
affected by groundwater withdrawals.

GSP TEAM A2.C.e-47



JANUARY 2020 GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

APPENDIX 2.C.e. Responses to Comments MADERA SUBBASIN
Comment o
Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or
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Interconnected | 3-39 | Per the GSP Regulations (23 CCR §354.34 (a) and (b)), There is extensive discussion in the GSP regarding The Nature
Surface monitoring must address trends in groundwater and related groundwater levels and GDEs, and specific RMS sites Conservancy
Waters (ISWs) surface conditions (emphasis added). Groundwater level were selected to represent GDEs. See Multiple
(23CCR monitoring alone may be insufficient to establish a linkage Comment Subject Area Response Section regarding
§354.16) between groundwater extraction and potentially resulting impacts | ISW.

to environmental resources associated with GDES and ISWs. The
cause-effect relationship between groundwater levels and the
biological responses that could result in significant and
unreasonable impacts to ISWs and GDEs depends on a number
of complicated factors, and this relationship is not characterized or
discussed. The Monitoring Network section currently does not
address future needs for ISW monitoring. In this section, please
describe monitoring for ISWs as described below:

In addition to the need for additional shallow monitoring wells in
the upper aquifer to map GDEs, there is also a need to enhance
monitoring of stream flow and vertical groundwater gradients by
installing more stream gauges and clustered/nested wells near
streams, rivers or wetlands. Ideally, co-locating stream gauges
with wells that can monitor groundwater levels in both the upper
and lower aquifers would enhance understanding about where
ISWs exist in the basin and whether pumping is causing
depletions of surface water or impacts on beneficial users of
surface water and groundwater. Please provide sufficient detail for
the investigation and monitoring program including stream
gauges, screened intervals and frequency of monitoring, in order
to describe monitoring of both the extent of ISWs and the quantity
of surface water depletions from ISWs.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Monitoring 3-41 | The proposed wells to be used for monitoring groundwater levels | The RMS network in the GSP had to be selected based | The Nature
Network (23 to 3- | are shown in Figure 3-1 and include 11 wells in the Upper Aquifer | upon existing available wells. The limited number (4) of | Conservancy
CCR 8354.34) | 45 and 22 wells in the Lower Aquifer. At present the Upper Aquifer composite wells are located outside of the Corcoran
wells are located in the southwestern part of the Madera GSA. Clay area to try to fill spatial data gaps. Locations
Several of the monitoring wells are missing well construction outside the Corcoran Clay area do not have as well-
information. Four composite wells are listed in Table 3-11 (p. 3- defined Upper and Lower Aquifers as occur within the
44). Please describe how the missing well construction Corcoran Clay area, so use of composite wells outside
information will be obtained, or how data from the wells will be the Corcoran Clay area is less problematic. Nested
used if it cannot be obtained. Please indicate how the composite monitoring well data will be used to both supplement the
wells will be used and whether the proposed nested wells will RMS network (after sufficient water level datasets are
replace them. able to be obtained), and further refine our
understanding of existing RMS locations with unknown
well construction.
Monitoring 3-53, | The GSP states (p. 3-53): “Biological data will be analyzed in The GDE appendix states the following on this topic: The Nature
Network (23 App | conjunction with hydrological data, where available, to assess "Biological monitoring data should be evaluated as part | Conservancy
CCR 8354.34) | 2.B. | potential ecological effects related to changes in groundwater of an adaptive management framework to facilitate
Secti | levels and the relative degree of influence on GDE conditions improvements in the monitoring program and refinement
on5 | exerted by streamflows and groundwater levels associated with of projects and management actions or implementation
each potential GDE.” Appendix 2.B refers to an adaptive of new actions to avoid adverse impacts to GDES."
management framework to facilitate improvements in the Adaptive management could include a variety of actions
monitoring program. Please further describe how adaptive such as adjustments to demand management
management will facilitate improvements in the monitoring strategies, new or expanded recharge projects,
program and refine projects and management actions. increased frequency of biological monitoring, and
installation of new wells to monitor shallow GW in the
Friant, Sumner Hill, and Fresno River Potential GDE
units.
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General Topic
Monitoring 3-55 | The Friant Riparian Potential GDE Unit does not have any wells or | Comment noted. The Nature
Network (23 monitoring points nearby and the true depth to groundwater is Conservancy
CCR §354.34) unknown. “Part of the GSP Implementation Plan will be to further

investigate existing wells in this area for verifying presence of

shallow groundwater (i.e., less than or equal to 30 feet bgs) and

possible inclusion of a well as a representative monitoring station

(RMS), if necessary (p. 19 of Appendix 2.B). If there are no

appropriate existing wells to obtain current groundwater depth

data for this GDE Unit, it is recommended to install one or more

shallow wells to verify the presence of shallow groundwater.
Monitoring 3-55 | The Sumner Hill Potential GDE Unit is located on an unnamed Comment noted. The Nature
Network (23 tributary of the San Joaquin River and includes riparian vegetation Conservancy
CCR §354.34) and a freshwater wetland. This potential GDE has a shallow depth

to bedrock and is close to the Madera Canal, but no groundwater

data are available. If there are no appropriate existing wells to

obtain current groundwater depth data for this GDE Unit, it is

recommended to install one or more shallow wells to verify the

presence of shallow groundwater.
Notice & 2-21 | In Table 2-5 (p. 2-21), please expand the stakeholder list The Environmental and Ecosystem category of interest | The Nature
Communication associated with the Environmental and Ecosystem Uses category | in Table 2-4 has been expanded with the names of Conservancy

to include the appropriate agencies and list of environmental specific groups.

groups. Although environmental agencies and environmental

groups are listed as one of the beneficial users of groundwater in

the Subbasin, no specific uses are given.
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Groundwater 2-20 | The types and locations of environmental uses, species and See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response The Nature
Dependent habitats supported, instream flow requirements, and other Conservancy
Ecosystems designated beneficial environmental uses of surface waters that

may be affected by groundwater extraction in the Subbasin should
be specified. To identify environmental users, please refer to the
following:

0 The NC Dataset
(https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/) which identifies
the potential presence of groundwater dependent ecosystems in
this basin

0 The list of freshwater species located in the Madera Subbasin in
Attachment C of this letter. Please take particular note of the
species with protected status.

0 Lands that are protected as open space preserves, habitat
reserves, wildlife refuges, etc. or other lands protected in
perpetuity and supported by groundwater or interconnected
surface waters should be identified and acknowledged.

Projects and 4-1 The Madera Subbasin includes GDEs and ISWs that are Edits made in Section 4. The Nature
Management to 4- | beneficial uses and users of groundwater, and may include See comment in Section 4 intro (pg. 4-1) and text on pg. | Conservancy
Actions to 52 potentially sensitive resources and protected lands. Environmental | 4-7 which provides an example of benefits of recharge

Achieve beneficial users and uses of groundwater should be considered in | basins.

Sustainability establishing project priorities. In addition, consideration should be

Goal (23 CCR given to multi-benefit projects that can address water quantity as

§354.44) well as providing environmental benefits or benefits to

disadvantaged communities. Please include environmental
benefits and multiple benefits as criteria for assessing project
priorities.
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Projects and 4-1 This section identifies many important projects; the descriptions of | In addition to the proposed projects/management The Nature
Management benefits for these projects only identifies benefits to water level actions in the GSP, the San Joaquin River Restoration Conservancy
Actions to and storage. Because maintenance or recovery of groundwater Program will provide a major source of new water to
Achieve levels, or construction of recharge facilities, may have potential support GDEs along the San Joaquin River and will
Sustainability environmental benefits in many cases it would be advantageous reduce diversions available for irrigation. Edits made in
Goal (23 CCR to demonstrate multiple benefits from a funding and prioritization Section 4.1.1.5.
§354.44) perspective.

o For the projects already identified, please consider stating how
ISWs and GDEs will benefit or be protected, or what other
environmental benefits will accrue.

o If ISWs will not be adequately protected by those listed, please
include and describe additional management actions and projects
targeted for protecting ISWs.

0 Recharge ponds, reservoirs and facilities for managed
stormwater recharge can be designed as multiple-benefit projects
to include elements that act functionally as wetlands and provide a
benefit for wildlife and aquatic species. In some cases, such
facilities have been incorporated into local Habitat Conservation
Plans (HCPs) and Natural Community Conservation Plans
(NCCPs), more fully recognizing the value of the habitat that they
provide and the species they support. For projects that construct
recharge ponds, please consider identifying if there is habitat
value incorporated into the design and how the recharge ponds
can be managed as multiple-benefit projects that have a benefit to
environmental users.

o0 For examples of case studies on how to incorporate
environmental benefits into groundwater projects, please visit our
website: https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/case-
studies/recharge-case-studies/
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Projects and 4-45 | The GSP states (p. 4-45): “Based on preliminary estimates, Comment noted. The Nature
Management approximately 500 acres of Arundo exists in concentrated Conservancy
Actions to stretches of Berenda, Cottonwood, and Dry Creeks. Details on
Achieve acreage of infestation, water use, the potential for reduction, and
Sustainability the cost would be developed before a removal/control plan is
Goal (23 CCR prepared.” We appreciate the citing of TNC's literature review of
§354.44) Arundo evapotranspiration studies and recognizing Arundo
removal as a potential project for the Subbasin.
Sustainability 3-3 The sustainability goal does not specifically mention beneficial Comment noted. The sustainability goal was discussed | The Nature
Goal (23 CCR uses or users of groundwater, including environmental users. It in public meetings and incorporates feedback received Conservancy
§354.24) states “the six sustainability indicators, established measurable by GSAs from stakeholders during public meetings.
objectives, and minimum thresholds will ensure that no
undesirable results of significant and unreasonable economic,
social, or environmental impacts occur...” Please rephrase the
Sustainability Goal to specifically call out beneficial uses and
users of groundwater including environmental users. Please state
how the sustainability of environmental uses will be protected. In
addition, a statement about any intention to address pre-SGMA
impacts should be included.
Sustainability 33 Because potential GDEs have been identified along the Fresno The sustainability goal and GSP primarily relate to The Nature
Goal (23 CCR and San Joaquin Rivers, please include these surface waters in groundwater and surface waters impacted by Conservancy
§354.24) the Sustainability Goal. groundwater pumping after 2015. Fresno and San
Joaquin River surface waters do not fit in these
categories and are not assigned SMC or included
specifically in the sustainability goal.
Undesirable 3-34 | This section only describes undesirable results relating to human | This section, in particular Table 3-8, describes The Nature
Results (23 to 3- | beneficial uses of groundwater and neglects environmental undesirable results in terms of physical groundwater Conservancy
CCR §354.26) | 35 beneficial uses that could be adversely affected by chronic parameters. How these groundwater parameters relate
groundwater level decline. Please add “potential adverse impacts | to beneficial uses of groundwater are described in other
to GDESs" to the list of potential undesirable results presented in sections. The relation to environmental beneficial uses
Table 3-8 (p. 3-35). is described in the sections and appendix that describe
the GDE analysis completed.
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Undesirable
Results (23
CCR §354.26)

3-35

The GSP states (p. 3-36): “The undesirable result for groundwater
levels is defined as more than 30 percent of RMS exceeding their
minimum thresholds for the same two consecutive Fall readings.
The 30 percent criterion was selected to balance the interest of
beneficial use with the practical aspect of groundwater
management uncertainty. Given a total of 37 RMS sites, a total of
12 or more of the initial RMS would need to exceed MTs as
defined above to constitute an undesirable result for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels.” The use of 30 percent to define
an undesirable result does not allow for the occurrence of low
water levels in one area, such as near a GDE, to be an
Undesirable Result, which may impact an environmental beneficial
use. Please consider the use of separate management areas for
the GDE Units, so that Sustainable Management Criteria
protective of GDEs can be established for the GDE Units. Please
elaborate on how the exceedance criteria would be applied in a
way that is protective of significant and unreasonable harm to
GDEs.

The use of Management Areas for small areas of
Potential GDES is not appropriate. GDES are not one of
the six sustainability indicators designated under SGMA
and GSP regulations. However, GDEs were considered
in detail in the GSP and specific GDE RMS sites are
included in the Plan.

The Nature
Conservancy

Groundwater
Quality

3-38

This section describes undesirable results in terms of meeting
drinking water standards, including arsenic, but does not discuss
degradation of water quality that may impact GDEs. Any potential
undesirable results from degradation of water quality that may
impact GDEs and freshwater species in the area should be
discussed in this section

Arsenic is included as one of the key constituents for
which MT and MO have been set. The GSP accounts
for arsenic regardless of the mechanism by which the
concentrations may increase, provided that increase in
concentrations is caused by GSP projects/management
actions.

The Nature
Conservancy

Interconnected
Surface
Waters (ISWs)
(23CCR
§354.16)

3-39

The Fresno and San Joaquin Rivers were connected historically
but are not considered connected under current conditions. The
GSP states (p. 3-39): “The Fresno River and the San Joaquin
River are adjacent to, but not a part of, the Fresno River Riparian
potential GDE Unit and the Friant Riparian and San Joaquin River
Riparian potential GDE units, respectively. Both rivers are in a net-
losing condition, with surface flow likely contributing directly to the
shallow groundwater systems that support the vegetation in these
GDE units.” The analysis for potential depletion of ISWs in Section
3.4.5 should include all beneficial users of surface water that could
be affected by groundwater withdrawals, including environmental
users.

The GSP analysis determined there are no ISW in
Madera Subbasin; thus, beneficial users of surface
water would not be affected by groundwater pumping.

The Nature
Conservancy
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Undesirable 3-39 | The GSP states (p. 2-47) that for the San Joaquin River Riparian | The GSP analysis determined there are no ISW in The Nature
Results (23 Potential GDE Unit, “the adjacent San Joaquin River contains Madera Subbasin; thus, beneficial users of surface Conservancy
CCR §354.26) Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for Chinook salmon which is partially | water would not be affected by groundwater pumping.
dependent on riparian inputs to provide important salmon habitat | These GSP statements are saying that shallow
elements including shade, overhead cover, nutrients, and woody | perched/mounded groundwater is within 30 feet of
material for instream cover and habitat complexity (PFMC 2014).” | ground surface (therefore, a potential GDE Unit is
Further, the GSP states (p. 3-39): “However, the shallow present), but groundwater is disconnected from surface
groundwater system underlying the portion of the San Joaquin water.
River that supports the San Joaquin River Riparian Potential GDE
Unit does have at least the potential (albeit quite muted) to be
affected by regional groundwater pumping.” These statements
illustrate the need to develop Sustainable Management Criteria for
ISWs. Following the discussion presented above for Checklist
Item 26 (Measurable Objectives), please include a discussion of
Sustainable Management Criteria for ISWSs, including Undesirable
Results, in the GSP. Please cite data gaps regarding ISWs and
make plans to reconcile them in the Monitoring Section of the
GSP.
Water Budget | 2-49 | Inthe Land Surface System component of the water budget, ET is | ET of applied groundwater is included in ETaw. For The Nature
to 2- | splitinto ET of applied water and ET of precipitation (Table 2-11, irrigators without access to surface water supplies, Conservancy
56 p. 2-54). ET of groundwater (ETg) is not included. Please include | ETaw is equal to ETg.
ETg in the water budget, or explain where it is included. ET of shallow groundwater extracted by native and
riparian vegetation is minimal in the Madera Subbasin.
This is commented near Figure 2-89 and Table 2-24.
Water Budget | 2-61 | Please clarify how the Integrated Water Flow Model Demand Clarification of the IDC model procedures is provided in | The Nature
to 2- | Calculator (IDC) model of the root zone budget was used to Section 2.2.3.3 (Water Budget Components and Conservancy
64 differentiate ET among the agricultural, urban, and native Uncertainties) and Appendix 2.F.i.
vegetation land uses. Please explain how any native vegetation
present in GDEs was handled in the water budget process.
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Water Budget | 2-77 | The GSP states (p. 2-84): “...for native lands, groundwater Evapotranspiration from groundwater by riparian The Nature
extraction by riparian vegetation was considered to be negligible vegetation is included in the evapotranspiration of native | Conservancy
because of the depth to groundwater in the subbasin.” Because vegetation. Riparian vegetation is not included in the list
there are GDEs in the Madera Subbasin, please quantify the of water use sectors requiring separate quantification by
evapotranspiration from groundwater by riparian vegetation. the GSP regulations. The GSP regulations require that
Please revise the text and budget as necessary. outflow be quantified by water use sector defined as
"categories of water demand based on the general land
uses to which the water is applied, including urban,
industrial, agricultural, managed wetlands, managed
recharge, and native vegetation.
Language/copy | 5-11 | | would remove the word "all" in "comply with all of the GSP revised accordingly. Mark Hutson
edit requirements”
Language/copy | not Implementation of all projects. Remove "all." GSP revised accordingly. Mark Hutson
edit noted
In short - remove the words all, shall, will, etc. These words are
strong assertions and can be left out. This would apply to all
chapters.
Language/copy | not | believe it is very important to strongly state in this chapter and Added paragraph in Section 4 and in Executive Mark Hutson
edit noted | others, that as knowledge, technology + management practices Summary on page 18.
adapt and change, that the methodology of projects will adapt.
This area of operation is so new, what we think is right may be
wrong, and vice-versa. Please leave a wide area to maneuver
within the GSP as GSAs become more knowledgeable. They
need to be nimble and not constrained by a plan that may become
obsolete.
Edits to plan not Update Fig. 1.1 & 1.6 & 1.8 & 1.14 to reflect recent annexation to | All figures with GSA boundaries are updated to reflect Madera County
noted | Root Creek and removal from MID. the changes in GSA boundaries. Water
Edits to plan 1-8 Update 1.3, 1.3, Page 8 with new MADCO Supervisor Board Updated Section 1.3.1.3 to reflect the range of dates Madera County
meeting dates and times when the Madera County Board of Water
Supervisors convenes as the Madera County GSA
(typically the first or second Tuesday of each month, per
the Madera County calendar).
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Edits to plan not I'm trying to read and refer to tables and figures as | read. Can | Many large maps in Chapter 2 are packaged together Bill Diedrich

noted | suggest that they be placed closer to the narrative that refers to separately in a pdf document at the end of the GSP (due
them? Where is figure 2-55? There are numerous figures that are | to file size constraints in hosting the GSP online). These
referred to in Chapter 2 that I cannot find. figures are indicated in the List of Figures under the
Table of Contents.

Demand not CPF was pleased to see that the Draft GSP included recharge See Multiple Comment Subject Area response. California Poultry
Management noted | and conveyance projects. We recommend that the Madera Federation
Subbasin Coordination Committee make supply augmentation its
top priority. CPF commends the Madera Irrigation District in
particular for considering ways to encourage growers to
participate in augmentation. Incentives such as additional
extraction rights would be an excellent method of increasing
landowner support for and participation in supply projects. But we
are concerned that the Madera County GSA appears to be
emphasizing a "substantial demand management" program that
contemplates reducing irrigated acreage by 50% without
explaining specifically how that would be done. Although the Draft
GSP sets out principles for developing any demand management
program such as minimizing economic impact, maintaining
established water rights, and incentivizing investment in water
supply infrastructure, it was unclear how those were applied to
choose the demand management goals and how they would be
applied in the future. The public will need to have meaningful
opportunities to participate in the development of any demand
management measures, which should include adequate time to
evaluate supporting information and submit written comments.
That is especially important in light of the finding (at Draft GSP
page 4-45) that demand management will have direct economic
costs of $53 .9 million per year and additional indirect costs that
currently are unknown. And we would expect all the Subbasin
GSAs to do their best to ameliorate such impacts by adopting
implementation measures that are cost-effective.
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Riparian Water
Rights

1-9,
1-10

| am a landowner. My property is within both the Madera County
GSA and the Madera Irrigation District GSA. Portions of my
property in both of said GSAs receives riparian water-rights
deliveries from the Fresno River. | noticed that riparian rights to
the Fresno River for these GSAs were not mentioned in the draft
of Chapter 1 of the Madera Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability
Plan. The riparian water-rights holders along the Fresno River
use thousands of acre-feet of riparian water rights water annually
and this water is a critical part of the groundwater sustainability of
the Madera Subbasin. There may even be additional riparian
landowners who are not aware that they have surface water rights
to riparian water. The more riparian water-rights water that is
used, the better! Can these important riparian water-rights please
be included in the next draft of Chapter 1 of the Madera Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan? Please let me know if you have
any questions, points of clarification, or if there is someone else, |
need to contact with regard to the above.

GSP revised accordingly.

Anonymous

Riparian Water
Rights

19

There are significant riparian deliveries to landowners within the
Madera County GSA who hold riparian water rights to the Fresno
River. For example see the attached pages documenting riparian
diversions by one landowner diverting over 1,000 acre feet per
year. There are many other land owners diverting riparian water
from the Fresno River. Please update the attached highlighted
paragraph to acknowledge the voluminous Fresno River riparian
water diversions.

GSP revised accordingly.

Anonymous
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Demand
Management

not
noted

Road 20 Farm and Food Commons Fresno are against the
potential of a land retirement policy for the implementation of
demand reduction. Both Road 20 Farm and Food Commons
Fresno are opposed to the potential measure because we
acknowledge the potential for this measure to harm or cease our
operations entirely. Additionally, are agricultural operations and
management provide both a positive economic impact on the local
community, as well as contribute greatly to the biological diversity
and ecosystem health of Madera County. Road 20 Farm employs
over 25 people, and based on the economic multiplier effect,
contribute approximately 2.5-3 million to the local economy.
Environmental benefits of our farm and land management include
providing crucial habitat for pollinators, as well as increasing the
biological diversity of Madera county based on our crop and flora
diversity, and regenerative practice

See Multiple Comment Subject Area response.

Food Commons
Fresno/Road 20
Farm

Minimum
Thresholds (23
CCR §354.28)

XV

Comment on Chapter One of the GSP -Madera Subbasin -
Section -List of Abbreviations: The list should appear with the
abbreviation first, followed by the definition i.e.; ET -
evapotranspiration Reason: If a person is looking up the meaning
of an abbreviation, they would not look it up by the meaning -they
don't know what that is. (it is currently written -definition/meaning
first}

GSP revised accordingly.

Jeannie Habben

Water Budget

App.
3D,

page
5

Looking at Appendix 3 page 5. Just wondering how they
calculated an annual domestic well mitigation program cost of
$277,000. The annual administrative cost is purported to be
$150,000 plus $5,000 per well. This would leave only $127,000 for
wells ($277,000 less $150,000). At $30,000 per well ($25,000 plus
$5,000 admin fee) this would leave enough for only enough
reimbursement for about 4 wells yet there is supposed to be
enough to reimburse for 12 wells per year. (240 impacted wells
divided by a 20 year implementation period) Do | have my math
right? This does not look right! I think 12 wells per year is a little
light! Talked to my well driller Horner and Sons and he drills 2
wells per week for 100 per year.

The database used to estimate the number of wells that
would be impacted was obtained from DWR. The
analysis acknowledges that this database is missing
some wells, however, it was the best source found to be
available. To better understand the number of wells that
may need to be replaced, the GSAs are applying for a
grant to complete an inventory of domestic wells.

James Paul
Provenzano
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Projects and not How do you propose to change types of crops grown by market The GSP does not propose to change crops that will be | Sarb Johal
Management noted | mechanisms? grown. Cropping decisions will continue to be made by
Actions to individual growers.
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Projects and not The plan itself is heavily dependent on the purchase of available The following text has been added to the GSP: The James Paul
Management noted | surface water and the construction of water recharge facilities. GSAs have prioritized implementing projects that Provenzano
Actions to There is substantial risk of either the cost of water increases provide additional surface water supply, thereby
Achieve above a reasonable economic threshold or is simply not available. | reducing groundwater pumping. The GSAs also are
Sustainability In recent years the amount of available surface water available for | committed to adaptive management of projects and
Goal (23 CCR farming and recharge has been cut due to reallocations to management actions. As projects are implemented and
§354.44) environmental purposes. The plan also requires the construction monitored, the project timelines and volume of demand
of recharge facilities. These could quite possibly be delayed or management necessary will be reviewed. If
face hurdles (environmental, economic, or governmental) that are | adjustments are needed to meet the sustainability
quite literally impossible to overcome. In short there is a lot of objective, first project timelines will be evaluated and
uncertainty of the ability to implement this part of the plan. adjusted. The key point being that demand
management will be adjusted if needed due to a shortfall
of purchased or project water.
Projects and ES-3 | Figure ES-1 shows RCWD GSA boundaries incorrectly: This map | All figures with GSA boundaries are updated to reflect Root Creek Water
Management and all other maps in the GSP should reflect the current RCWD the changes in GSA boundaries. District
Actions to GSP boundary.
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Edits to plan ES-7 | The sustainable yield of 441,800 af doesn’t match Figure ES-4 Figures has been updated to reflect sustainable yield Root Creek Water
estimates. District
Edits to plan ES- Table ES-3 Lowering of groundwater levels: The MO and MT are | Comment noted with one correction: The Madera Root Creek Water
10 set via the model. The model is based upon data from wells. The | Subbasin MO and MT are set by a combination of District
RCWD GSP are based upon observed water levels and extending | observed and numerical model results. The RCWD MO
the trends into the future recognizing the implementation of and MT are set by a combination of observed and
projects. analytical model results.
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Minimum ES- | The GSA's intend to mitigate for potential impacts to domestic Comment noted with this observation: the Madera Root Creek Water
Thresholds (23 | 10 wells caused by further decline in groundwater levels: The RCWD | Subbasin GSP has/will implement projects/management | District
CCR 8354.28) GSA has implemented and is operating projects and does not actions, but recognizes some additional groundwater
intend to participate in mitigating impacts to wells in adjacent level declines will occur prior to stabilization and
GSAs. potential rebound of groundwater levels. The domestic
well mitigation program is intended to address
Implementation Period declines. The RCWD GSP also
shows Implementation Period groundwater level
declines for the same reasons they are expected to
occur in the remainder of the subbasin.
Minimum ES- Figure ES-5 - there are limited monitor wells in Southeast Madera | Comment noted. Root Creek Water
Thresholds (23 | 13 basin bounded by State Highways 99 and 145: The RWCD GSA District
CCR §354.28) encourages installation of additional monitor wells at the border of
the GSA’s as well as in the Madera Ranchos as well as between
the Madera Ranchos and State Highway 41 North of RCWD GSA.
Minimum ES- Figure ES-5 — The monitor system proposed in Southeast Madera | The RMS network in the GSP had to be selected based | Root Creek Water
Thresholds (23 | 13 County does not propose discrete sampling by zone. The upon existing available wells. The limited number (4) of | District
CCR §354.28) proposed monitoring program is spatially and temporally composite wells are located outside of the Corcoran
inadequate. One area of considerable interest is the level change | Clay area to try to fill spatial data gaps. Locations
within the Madera Ranchos. No proposed monitor well is outside the Corcoran Clay area do not have as well-
proposed and many of the wells proposed are composite or are of | defined Upper and Lower Aquifers as occur within the
unknown construction. Corcoran Clay area, so use of composite wells outside
the Corcoran Clay area is less problematic. Nested
monitoring well data will be used to both supplement the
RMS network (after sufficient water level datasets are
able to be obtained), and further refine our
understanding of existing RMS locations with unknown
well construction. It is anticipated that other wells (both
new and existing) may be added to the network, and
GSAs would encourage well owners in data gap areas
to come forward to offer their wells for inclusion in the
RMS network (for wells with known construction data
and preferably some water level history).
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Projects and ES- | Table ES-4 RCWD tabulation of surface supplies: See the Table ES-4 contains the projects that RCWD provided to | Root Creek Water

Management 14 attached information taken from the RCWD GSA the joint GSP for modeling. Based on review of the District

Actions to proposed GSP for more information. See Attachment 1 to this RCWD GSP and this comment, it appears that RCWD

Achieve communication. added project(s) that are not included in the calibrated

Sustainability numerical model. A footnote has been added to Table

Goal (23 CCR ES-4 and the table in chapter 4 acknowledging this.

§354.44)

Projects and ES- | Table ES-5 RCWD tabulation of total surface water supplies Table ES-5 contains the total surface supply of the Root Creek Water

Management 15 projects that RCWD provided to the joint GSP for District

Actions to modeling. Based on review of the RCWD GSP and this

Achieve comment, it appears that RCWD added project(s) that

Sustainability are not included in the calibrated numerical model. A

Goal (23 CCR footnote has been added to Table ES-5 and the table in

§354.44) chapter 4 acknowledging this.

Edits to plan 1-4 Figure 1-1 Map incorrect — RCWD GSA boundaries All figures with GSA boundaries are updated to reflect Root Creek Water
the changes in GSA boundaries. District

Hydrogeologic | not Figure 2-47 Spring 1988 Contour Map: It is noted that this Figure | Comment noted. Root Creek Water

Conceptual noted | documents a northwesterly groundwater flow direction similar to District

Model (23 the groundwater flow direction found on Figure 3-22 in the RCWD

CCR §354.14) GSP.

Hydrogeologic | not Figure 2-48 Spring 2014 Contour Map: This map appears to have | Comment noted. Root Creek Water

Conceptual noted | more data points than the 1988 map but much fewer than in an District

Model (23 area of the Madera Ranchos. Compared to Figure 3-23 in the

CCR §354.14) RCWD GSP, it appears that the location of the depression in the

Southeast is located more to the west under the Madera Ranchos.

Hydrogeologic | not Figure 2-49 Spring 2016 Contour Map: It appears that there is Comment noted. Root Creek Water

Conceptual noted | even less data when compared to other maps to prepare this map District

Model (23 in the Southeast portion of Madera County.

CCR §354.14)
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Hydrogeologic | not Figure 2-53 Hydrograph shows level data from 2000 to present: Upon further review of the water level spreadsheet Root Creek Water
Conceptual noted | The hydrograph for well id 11S20E31P001M is in the same associated with this well, notes made regarding various | District
Model (23 proximate area as RCWD well 130 as shown on Figure 3-21 in the | measurements, and additional recent data, the
CCR §354.14) RCWD GSP which indicates a depth to water of approximately hydrograph for this well will be further evaluated and
275 feet in 1998 and continuing this trend to a depth of about 295 | likely revised in upcoming annual and/or 5-year reports.
feet presently. The recovery shown in well P1ZM would be
expected to be in a shallower well.
Hydrogeologic | not Figure 2-56 Change shows ground water level rise in southeast Comment noted. This area will be evaluated further in Root Creek Water
Conceptual noted | Madera basin: As suggested in the document the groundwater upcoming annual and/or 5-year reports. District
Model (23 elevation rise shown in the Southeast area south of State Highway
CCR §354.14) 145 is from a lack of data and interpolations on data.
Hydrogeologic | 2-33 | Paragraph 1 - identifies local depression in southeast: When Comment noted. Root Creek Water
Conceptual looking at more specific data in the Southeast region it appears District
Model (23 that the groundwater depressions are further east than noted on
CCR §354.14) the maps.
Sustainable 3-5 Sustainable Management Criteria: As stated in the paragraph on Comment noted with the following observations: the Root Creek Water
Management measurable objectives (MO) the MO were developed based upon | MO were developed based upon observed data and District
Criteria a model with average hydrology with implementation of projects. numerical model results. Additional data will be available
Since this is a layered model it is important to note that at varying | for refinement of the model during the 5-year update.
depth or layers in the model that vary different water elevations
can be realized. In the Southeastern Madera area as well, there
were fewer wells to calibrate the model. Using historical data over
a long period of time will provide significant insight into the
realization of sustainability.
Monitoring 3-55 | Data Gaps - elevations - lower aquifer and extreme eastern The GSAs will encourage existing well owners to offer Root Creek Water
Network (23 portions of basin: The data gaps mentioned earlier are identified. | their wells for inclusion in the RMS network, and seek District
CCR §354.34) No plan to fill this data gap is offered. funding opportunities for new well installations.
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Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Projects and 4-3 Table 4-1: RCWD is currently purchasing water from partners GSP revised accordingly. Root Creek Water
Management outside the basin and should be added in this category. District
Actions to
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Projects and 4-4 Table 4-2: See Attachment 1 to this communication. Table 4-2 contains the projects that RCWD provided to | Root Creek Water
Management the joint GSP for modeling. Based on review of the District
Actions to RCWD GSP and this comment, it appears that RCWD
Achieve added project(s) that are not included in the calibrated
Sustainability numerical model. A footnote has been added to Table
Goal (23 CCR ES-4 and the table in chapter 4 (4-2) acknowledging
§354.44) this.
Projects and 4-51 | Section 4.7.1 Distribution of Purchased Water for In-Lieu Storage: | GSP revised accordingly. Root Creek Water
Management Since completion over 16,000 af has been delivered through the District
Actions to system. The Madera SB GSP indicates only 8,000AF.
Achieve
Sustainability
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Minimum not Figure 3A-1 Elevation of Minimum Thresholds: Comparison with Comment noted. Root Creek Water
Thresholds (23 | noted | RCWD GSP shows in general range but RCWD GSP shows District
CCR §354.28) slightly lower levels
Measurable not Figure 3A-3 Elevation of Measurable Objectives: Comparison with | Comment noted. Root Creek Water
Objectives (23 | noted | RCWD GSP shows in general range but RCWD GSP shows lower District
CCR §354.30) levels
Minimum not Appendix 3 — Hydrograph MC-RMS-5: It should be noted that this | Comment noted - please provide any well construction Root Creek Water
Thresholds (23 | noted | well is shallow adjacent to the SJR and should be used discretely | data that may be available. District
CCR §354.28) and may not be reflective of shallow groundwater levels.
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. Page Commenter

General Topic

Subsurface not The Madera Subbasin draft GSP indicates there is approximately | The water balance and required projectsimanagement Fresno Irrigation

Inflows noted | 69,400 AF of historical and current inflow with no project actions, | actions for Madera Subbasin do not rely upon net District
the amount of inflow increases to 108,200 in 2040, which the subsurface inflows to reach sustainability. The GSP
Madera Subbasin identifies as their sustainability goal. With describes in detail how Madera Subbasin will achieve
projects implemented and completed, the inflow is reduced to sustainability strictly based on changes to vertical
approximately 21,400 AF between 2040 and 2090. inflows and outflows (i.e., addressing net recharge or
The GSP demonstrates that the Madera Subbasin will not achieve | shortage). Planned refinements of the model in 2025
the sustainable yield or groundwater sustainability within SGMA's | will likely result in more accurate absolute values of net
mandatory 20-year period. [Annual overdraft deficit is subsurface inflow. At this time, the magnitude of current
miscalculated when accounting for inflows, and GSP falils to model calculated inflows is likely conservative (i.e.,
address how the Subbasin will mitigate the overdraft deficit. The overestimated), and it is more useful to utilize model
Madera Subbasin GSP does mention demand management results to understand that significant reductions in
beginning in year one, but details are being finalized. This could subsurface inflow are expected under sustainable
result in demand reduction of about 2%, but not enough to cover subbasin conditions after 2040. See also, Multiple
the total boundary flow.] Comment Subject Area response.

The GSP infers the Madera Subbasin GSAs depends on
approximately 69,000 AF of water per year within NKGSA's
boundary. [NKGSA intends to capture and recapture water that
the Madera Subbasin indicates is flowing into the Madera
Subbasin.]
Water Budget | not An overview of the Gunner Ranch West Project (Project), a Comment noted. GSP edits in Madera County and City | McCormick,
noted | development project, is presented. The project includes a of Madera water budget Appendices. Barstow,
groundwater plan for long-term groundwater sustainability within Sheppard, Wayte
portions of the subbasin that the Project overlies. The Project is & Carruth LLP, on
referenced in other comments. behalf of Gunner
Family

Undesirable not The Project overlays a portion of the subbasin that the GSP The MO/MT for each RMS site are specific to that McCormick,

Results (23 noted | identifies as a more stable area. The GSP describes the disparate | location and well. Barstow,

CCR §354.26) and disconnected nature of the Madera County GSA territory, but Sheppard, Wayte
makes no distinction or difference regarding the range of & Carruth LLP, on
undesirable results or triggers for such results within the subbasin. behalf of Gunner
This is inconsistent with other aspects of the GSP (e.g. separate Family
water budgets for each of the GSAs). The separate water budgets
should allow the GSP to identify more local minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives for undesirable results, but that
approach is not used for the GSP.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Management not The GSP does not make use of separately defined management Formation of management areas under SGMA is McCormick,
Areas noted | areas within the Madera County GSA territory, despite the optional and not required. GSA and consultant team Barstow,
disparate qualities of the underlying geology. The CCR and review of Basin Setting conditions led to a determination | Sheppard, Wayte
DWR's GSA BMP document describe forming these separate that management areas were not necessary. & Carruth LLP, on
management areas. Failure to incorporate distinct management Regardless of the management area decision, MO/MT behalf of Gunner
areas within the Madera County GSA territory creates arbitrary for each RMS site are different for each RMS. Family
treatment of overlying lands that have dissimilar hydrogeology.
Demand not The Project includes a reasonably established Project Sustainable | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response and McCormick,
Management noted | Yield regarding groundwater use, which is a critical component of | GSP edits in Madera County and City of Madera water | Barstow,
the Project's ultimate success. The demand management budget Appendices. Sheppard, Wayte
programs and strategies described do not adequately consider the & Carruth LLP, on
Project because of failure to specify establishment of any specific behalf of Gunner
"credits" that are part of the regulation, failure to adopt distinct Family
management areas within the GSA territory, because of the
limited evaluation of agricultural land classes (which does not
adequately address development entitled lands), and potential
conflicts with Madera County's General Plan. The demand
management strategies have the potential to apply arbitrary and
unnecessary regulatory impositions on land owners.
Minimum Refer | Presents concern about adequacy of GSP to protect Valley Comment noted. Valley Children's
Thresholds (23 | ence | Children's Hospital's Beneficial Uses of Groundwater, on which it Hospital
CCR 8354.28) | s is fully reliant. Undesirable result of "30 percent of wells below
page | minimum threshold for two consecutive fall measurements” has
s3- | potential to impact Valley Children's Hospital's water supply; the
36 GSP should change undesirable results to prevent impacts to
drinking water supply.
Monitoring Refer | Presents concern about adequacy of GSP to protect Valley Comment noted. Valley Children's
Network (23 ence | Children's Hospital's Beneficial Uses of Groundwater, on which it Hospital
CCR§354.34) |s is fully reliant. The proposed "representative monitoring sites"
page | used to monitor sustainable management criteria in the vicinity of
s53- | the Valley Children's Hospital campus (MCE-RMS-9, MCE-RMS-
54 7, MCE-RMS-4) are not representative of the hospital's wells.
Valley Children's Hospital is willing to include their wells in the
representative monitoring network to address this issue.
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GSP
Page

Comment

Response

Organization or
Commenter

Demand
Management

not
noted

The draft GSP's proposed "Demand Management" and "Demand
Reduction" is vague and needs to be clarified. It is unclear
whether the program applies only to Madera County's GSA area
or to all GSAs within the Madera Subbasin. It is also unclear on
whether Demand Management will apply to agricultural users or
all beneficial users. If applied to all beneficial users, it could create
substantial hardship for the Hospital.

See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response

Valley Children's
Hospital

Edits to plan

not
noted

Valley Children's Hospital is located in between the Madera
County GSA area, Root Creek Water District, and North Kings
Subbasin and could be affected by GSPs and groundwater
management in all three areas. The Hospital suggests that
Madera County review and comment on neighboring GSPs and
take a leading role in coordination within the Madera Subbasin
and with neighboring GSAs to implement SGMA in a manner that
protects all beneficial users.

Comment noted. Madera County is currently taking an
active, leading role in coordinating SGMA-compliance
and GSP implementation subbasin-wide.

Valley Children's
Hospital
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Groundwater not Water Level Monitoring Network & Sustainable Mgmt. A thorough analysis of anticipated impacts is provided in | Self-Help
Levels Related | noted | Criteria: The draft GSP does not include a thorough analysis of the GSP, including hydrographs for RMS locations Enterprises
to Domestic impacts to key beneficial users in the subbasin (domestic well included in Appendix 3. However, the impact evaluation
Wells users and members of DACs). The GSP should describe how the | has to consider also the proposed domestic well

proposed approach to developing MOs/MTSs is protective of the mitigation program described in Appendix 3. See also

diverse drinking water users in the subbasin. The GSP should the Multiple Comment Subject Area response.

explain how the proposed monitoring network is adequate to
monitor conditions for these sensitive beneficial users.

The GSP should explicitly describe any future RMS wells and
identify the proposed locations, and when assessing the
monitoring network data gaps, the GSP should consider the
locations of beneficial users, including DACs, small water
systems, and domestic wells.

Given that the subbasin is in critical overdraft, the GSP should
explain how the projected additional water level declines of over
64 feet on average and over 100 feet (up to 130 feet at the MTSs)
near groundwater-dependent communities reliant on domestic
wells will result in sustainable conditions for beneficial users. It is
recommended that the impacts to groundwater gradients at the
proposed MOs and MTs be analyzed and described in the GSP,
as well as impacts to drinking water wells.
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General Topic
Groundwater not Water Level Monitoring Network & Sustainable Mgmt. Criteria | The results of an analysis of domestic well impacts Self-Help
Levels Related | noted | (Domestic Well Mitigation Program): The draft GSP does not using the current database can yield different results Enterprises
to Domestic include a thorough analysis of impacts to key beneficial users in depending on the thresholds and assumptions used in
Wells the subbasin (domestic well users and members of DACs). the analysis. A primary difference in the analysis

Without more specific and clear details about the domestic well conducted for the GSP vs. the analysis conducted by

mitigation program, the public cannot assess the adequacy of this | SHE is that the SHE analysis includes no time factor.

program to address the needs of the communities or provide For example, the SHE analysis of domestic well impacts

productive and meaningful comments on such plan. related to the MO (570 wells) does not consider that

MOs at each RMS site were already exceed historically,

The draft GSP does not present the results of the domestic well S0 essentially no wells will go dry in the future at MO

impact analysis in a clear and transparent manner, illustrating for | levels that have not already gone dry. The GSP

example, 1) where the likely impacted wells are located, 2) what domestic well analysis is intended to address domestic

communities are most affected (including DACs), 3) an estimate of | well impacts during the Implementation Period. It

the size of the population that relies on these domestic wells, or 4) | should also be noted that developing an accurate

if the creation a new or expanded community water system could | analysis of domestic wells is affected by limitations in

address some or all of the population affected by the loss of the current database. The current database from DWR

domestic wells. The analysis appears to significantly has missing well construction data , does not have

underrepresent the likely impacts of the proposed GSP on individual well depths/screen intervals but rather just a

domestic well users. The GSP should present a thorough, robust, | summary of minimum, maximum, and average

and transparent analysis, supported by maps, that identifies: (1) construction characteristics by section, provides no

which domestic wells are likely to be impacted at the MTs and at information on age of wells and current status (i.e.,

the MOs, and (2) the location of the likely impacted wells with active, inactive, destroyed), and likely is biased towards

respect to DACs and other communities and systems dependent | older shallower wells (many of which may already have

on groundwater. been abandoned/destroyed/replaced), and does not

include many recently installed deeper wells. The

The domestic well mitigation program should assess the number | County recently applied for a Prop 68 Grant to conduct a

of domestic wells that will be impacted under projected conditions | domestic well inventory to provide a better database for

and lay out a clear and proactive plan so that the potentially incorporation in the domestic well mitigation program.

affected domestic well users do not lose access to drinking water | See also the Multiple Comment Subject Area response.

when water levels decline, but an UR is not yet triggered.

Note: Nine key considerations for the program are detailed at the

end of the comment letter.
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Groundwater not Water Quality Monitoring Network & Sustainable Mgmt. See Multiple Comment Subject Area response. Self-Help
Quality noted | Criteria: Several clarifications or improvements are recommended Enterprises
for the water quality SMCs and monitoring network presented in
the draft GSP.

Because multiple constituents are present above MCLs and
because they present a clear risk to drinking water beneficial
users of the subbasin and thus do not represent sustainable
conditions, the GSAs should include these constituents in its
monitoring program and establish MOs and MTs for these
constituents. Also, it is not clear what the GSAs intend to use as
water quality MTs, and thus how sustainability for water quality is
defined for the subbasin. Lastly, the draft GSP should include a
description and map of the location of known groundwater
contamination plumes and sites per 23 CCR § 354.16.

It appears that the community water systems in the subbasin are
generally well represented by this network, but that limited
monitoring will be conducted in areas with high densities of
domestic well users, which may constitute significant data gaps in
the monitoring network. Additional sampling taps to fill this data
gap are described in the GSP, but it is not clear based on the
information presented in the draft GSP (1) how many additional
sampling taps will be added to the network, (2) where these wells
will be located, and (3) whether these wells will be included as
groundwater quality RMS wells and evaluated with respect to
MTs/MOs.
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Water Budget | not Water Budget: The description of the water budget in the draft Information used to develop urban pumping estimates Self-Help
noted | GSP is not fully transparent, and it is not clear how drinking water | has been added to Section 2.2.3.3 (Water Budget Enterprises
users will be protected when sustainable yield allocations are Components and Uncertainties). Groundwater pumping
implemented. records from City of Madera were used when available.
The GSP should include information on the methods used to Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds have
estimate urban pumping including reported data (if any), been established to protect domestic wells (see Table 3-
population estimates used, per capita water use estimates used, 8). Furthermore, the domestic well mitigation program
and the areas and users of the subbasin represented by the urban | described in Appendix 3.D provides one further plan for
pumping water budget component. The GSP should include protecting domestic well users affected during the GSP
information on how the changes in urban pumping were implementation period. The projected with projects
determined for the projected water budget and how these changes | groundwater model simulation indicates that the
may impact small community water systems and domestic well schedule for project implementation together with the
users. domestic well mitigation program results in Measurable
Objective values (i.e., groundwater levels, groundwater
The reported urban pumping exhibits more variability than would storage, and water quality) that avoid Minimum
be expected in an urban environment. The GSP should provide Thresholds and associated undesirable results for the
information on the cause of this variability so the public can 2040-2090 projected period.
determine if it is reasonable. The GSP should also discuss how
the urban water demands presented in historical the water budget | Additional detail has been added to Section 2.2.3.2
related to the historical water demands reported by the City of describing the selection of the projected water budget
Madera in its Urban Water Management Plans. period.
The GSP should include additional details on the how the The sustainable yield is specified for the basin, as
hydrologic and water supply periods used for the projected water | required by the GSP Regulations (23 CCR Section
budget were selected and why the selected period are anticipated | 354.18(b)(7)).
to be representative of future conditions. It is also recommended
that the GSP clearly present the water budget results for the
intended conditions in 2040 so that the public may evaluate
whether sustainable conditions will be achieved by 2040.
The GSP should include information on how the sustainable yield
will be allocated to the GSAs and how it will impact the water
budget in these GSAs. The GSP should also clearly identify how
the allocation of sustainable yield will be protective of drinking
water users, including domestic well users and small public water
systems.
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General Topic
Hydrogeologic | 2-7 The GSP should include a more detailed description of the Maps of wells in the subbasin are updated to identify Self-Help
Conceptual region’s diverse groundwater users and DACs’ dependence on SDACs and DACs in the subbasin. Average well depths | Enterprises
Model (23 groundwater for drinking water purposes. Besides listing DACs are included in the Ch. 3 figures, and can be cross-
CCR §354.14) present within the GSAs boundaries, the GSP should provide a referenced with SDACs and DACs.

more comprehensive description of the domestic, irrigation, and

public supply wells that includes the average well-depth for each

group and the amount of groundwater that domestic and public

supply wells are dependent on (we recommend this information to

be included on page 2-7 of the draft GSP).
Description of | not The draft GSP should include a map naming and indicating the Comment noted. GSP regulations do not require the Self-Help
Plan Area noted | location of public water systems serving SDACs and/or DACs as map described. Enterprises

well as domestic well communities (we recommend the map to be

included on subsection 2.1.1 of the draft GSP or adding that

information on figures 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7).
Outreach App. | The GSP should include and describe the methods the Agency See Multiple Comment Subject Area response. The Self-Help
(including 2.C.c | shall follow to inform the public about the progress on Engagement Matrix has been updated. Enterprises
DACs/SDACs) implementing the Plan, including the status of projects and

actions, per 23 CCR § 354.10. The GSP should update the

Engagement Matrix (Appendix 2.C.c) and provide details about

the implementation of each of the communication methods

outlined in the GSP.
Hydrogeologic | not The draft GSP should include a description of the groundwater The GSP provides this well information and DAC/SDAC | Self-Help
Conceptual noted | level conditions in and around S/DACs and show whether locations in various figures in Sections 1 and 2 and Enterprises
Model (23 groundwater levels in these communities have led to dry wells or a | Appendices 2 and 3. In addition to existing wells and
CCR §354.14) decrease in water production. Specific recommendations are: other information; the County had met in person and

Provide the locations and depths of all domestic and public supply | held multiple conference calls with Leadership Council

wells in the GSA area using the best available information. Utilize | to receive and discuss concerns related to DAC/SDACs.

our Focused Technical Review paired with the Madera Subbasin | One outcome of these discussions was moving

Water Budget to develop a more detailed description of the locations of two nested monitoring well locations to the

historical and currently known groundwater challenges impacting | communities of Fairmead and La Vina per the request of

drinking water supplies. Include a description of the impacts LC. Information obtained from these and other new

experienced during the 2012-2016 drought. Include a discussion nested well locations installed specifically in SDAC

of the historical fall groundwater elevation contour maps and how | areas, along with existing wells, will provide substantial

pumping patterns may have and is currently influencing additional information during GSP implementation in

groundwater conditions. DAC/SDAC areas.
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General Topic
Projects and not Recharge Projects: The draft GSP should provide more In Section 4, the description of on-farm recharge Self-Help
Management noted | information regarding how the risks of inadvertent drinking water projects also includes a description of how these Enterprises
Actions to impacts associated with projects, in particular on-farm recharge projects will be monitored.
Achieve projects, will be evaluated and monitored as a part of each
Sustainability identified project and management action.
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
Demand not Demand Management Program: The draft GSP should present | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response Self-Help
Management noted | in a clear and transparent manner that is sufficient for the reader Enterprises

to understand the scope of precautions and assumptions being

considered for drinking water use and users for the development

of the demand management program, in particular for the

allocation framework and the groundwater market.
Management not Water Banking and Recharge: Where possible, GSPs should Formation of management areas under SGMA is Wonderful Citrus
Areas noted | identify management areas that may benefit form additional optional and not required. GSA and consultant team

recharge and banking and develop incentives for public or private | review of Basin Setting conditions led to a determination

investment to expand recharge and banking capacity. that management areas were not necessary.

Regardless of the management area decision, MO/MT
for each RMS site are different for each RMS.

Data not GSAs should develop a coordinated, basin-wide data Consider adding interfacing mechanism between the Wonderful Citrus
Management noted | management system (DMS). DMS and a groundwater market platform. Existing plans
System The DMS should also include, or be capable of interfacing with, a | for DMS are described in GSP Ch. 5.

groundwater market platform.
Demand not If pumping restrictions are required to achieve sustainability, they | Acknowledged. See also Multiple Comment Subject Wonderful Citrus
Management noted | should be implemented with the most gradual ramp-down possible | Area Response

while still avoiding undesirable results. Should allocation of native

yield be a necessary management action, the GSAs should use a

stakeholder-driven process to develop a methodology of allocation

that is consistent with the various legal considerations drawn from

case law.
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General Topic
Edits to plan not We request that the MVWC be specifically identified in the early There are a number of individual agencies within the Madera Valley
noted | chapter(s) of the GSP, as a distinct entity within the County GSA’s | County GSA, and they do not have individual Water Company
area along with the included agencies. We provide the following descriptions. This could be added to an update or an
summary text for inclusion in the plan. annual report, but needs to be done for all individual
“Madera Valley Water Company is located in the County of agencies at that time.
Madera north of the City of Madera and was constructed in 1956.
Located north of Avenue 17 between Road 26 and Road 27. It
encompasses approximately 1,600 acres. The population served
is estimated at 8,900. The majority of the connections are
residential. The lot sizes range from % acre to 1 acre. There are
approximately 50 commercial properties which consist mainly of
small retail stores, restaurants, offices, and several gas stations.
The water system has 5 wells ranging in depth of 543 feet to 770
feet and a 1.5-million-gallon elevated water storage tank. Each of
the wells has a liquid chlorination unit for emergency chlorination.
There are approximately 40 miles of pipeline in the system.”
Monitoring not Because MVWC serves 8,900 residents has been impacted in the | Recommendation noted. The GSP's Monitoring Network | Madera Valley
Network noted | last 3-5 years with unprecedented declines in water levels we includes monitoring wells in the vicinity of MVWC. A Water Company
believe that at least one SGMA-specific monitoring well should be | RMS well for water levels (MID RMS-16) is located very
included in or immediately adjacent to our service area. near to MVWC and has been historically monitored as
part of the CASGEM program.
Subsidence not Having already experienced infrastructure issues due to The GSP does include procedures for adaptive Madera Valley
noted | subsidence to date, and anticipating additional engineering management for subsidence. See also Multiple Water Company
projects may be required in response to additional subsidence, Comment Subject Area Response.
MVWC believes that subsidence is an undesired result of
increased groundwater usage that needs to be specifically
addressed in greater detail in the GSP.
Groundwater not The GSP should address the impacts of the lowering groundwater | The GSP is not intended nor required to be the primary | Madera Valley
Quality noted | levels on groundwater quality in greater detail and identify the means of addressing groundwater quality issues inthe | Water Company
possible mitigation of groundwater quality issues over the planning | subbasin. See also, Multiple Comment Subject Area
horizon of the GSP. response.
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. Page Commenter
General Topic
Projects and not Although it is stated in the GSP that agricultural pumping is the Comment noted. Projects not submitted during the Madera Valley
Management noted | dominant use of groundwater in the Basin, MVWC understands project submittal time period cannot be included in the Water Company
Actions to that we have to do our part to reduce groundwater usage. We GSP due to the need to review and write up the project.
Achieve have recently successfully received recognition as a This project will be considered for addition during the
Sustainability disadvantaged community (DAC) from the state, which will allow five year update.
Goal (23 CCR us to pursue additional funding sources for future projects. We are
§354.44) currently pursuing state funding sources to implement flow meter
installation for each connection in our service area. We anticipate
that once we establish water use for each residence, we can
pursue potential management actions such as conservation
programs and tiered rate structures that will result in a decrease in
per capita groundwater consumption in our service area. We
anticipate that these actions will result in a decrease of at least
30% in our annual groundwater pumping volume. This project
should be included in the GSP.
Edits to plan not MVWC provided more than 30 years of data to the GSA Data provided by MVWC during the preliminary data Madera Valley
noted | consulting team for use in the GSP development, but we see no collection and analysis work for Madera Subbasin Water Company
evidence in the plan that it was considered or utilized. Will there include annual system production values for 1996-2016
be an appendix or some acknowledgement that our data was and sporadic water level measurements for their wells
used in the development of the plan indicated by year (no measurement date or other time of
year provided) between 1996 and 2017. Because of the
lack of indication of measurement date on the provided
water level data, these data were difficult to incorporate
into the GSP analyses. One MVWC well is included as
an identified RMS well being monitored by other
programs (Division of Drinking Water) for groundwater
quality (Well ID 1010010-007), and a separate RMS well
for water levels (MID RMS-16) is located very near to
MVWC and has been historically monitored as part of
the CASGEM program.
Projects and not The GSP utilizes estimates for much of the pumping data The GSP discusses in Chapter 5 that each GSA is Madera Valley
Management noted | collection. The GSP should include a policy or at least a responsible to develop a budget and funding Water Company
Actions to discussion of having all non-de minimis wells metered to ensure mechanism. The Madera County GSA recently passed
Achieve accuracy of the pumping data and for potential use to generate a fee structure to pay for the GSA's activities.
Sustainability revenue to pay for recharge projects based on actual use.
Goal (23 CCR
§354.44)
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-75
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General Topic
Projects and not The GSP should include a policy or at least a discussion on how Stakeholder engagement in GSP development and Madera Valley
Management noted | basin-wide or multi agency projects would be planned and implementation is discussed in Chapters 2, 4, and 5. Water Company
Actions to developed to include all stake holders, including small agencies The GSAs decided to implement projects by GSA. Each
Achieve and DAC's, to ensure that recharge or other mitigation projects project implemented by an individual GSA also benefits
Sustainability are effective and economically feasible. the subbasin and the coordination and administrative
Goal (23 CCR effort is less when a project is implemented by a single
§354.44) GSA. Each GSA is responsible ensure that the
recharge or other mitigation projects they are
implementing are effective and economically feasible.
Plan not Recommend that the implementation chapter include more detail | The GSP will be implemented through project Madera Valley
Implementation | noted | on how the GSP would be implemented and include policy implementation at the GSA level and coordination and Water Company
statements regarding implementation such as those discussed in | review by all GSAs that each GSA is completing the
these comments. projects they are responsible for on time.
Hydrogeologic | not The draft GSP states that the comments from representatives of Maps of wells in the subbasin are updated to identify Clean Water
Conceptual noted | DACs are considered, and examples of DACs are listed in the SDACs and DACs in the subbasin. Average well depths | Action/Clean
Model (23 Table 2-5 Stakeholder Engagement Chart for GSP Development. | are included in the Ch. 3 figures, and can be cross- Water Fund, Local
CCR §354.14) However, the draft GSP does not provide a detailed description of | referenced with SDACs and DACs. Government
how the DACs were identified, the names and locations of all of Commission,
the communities, or any further details of the population in the Audubon
communities or how they use groundwater. Without this California,
information, it is not clear how the GSP can identify and consider American Rivers,
the needs of these DAC beneficial users. It is recommended the The Nature
GSP provide a map of all DAC areas. Conservancy
Stakeholders not The GSP should modify the stakeholder list associated with the Comment acknowledged, stakeholder list updated Clean Water
noted | Environmental and Ecosystem Uses category to include the Action/Clean
appropriate agencies and list of environmental \groups. Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-76
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Monitoring not Providing maps of the monitoring network overlaid with location of | Maps of wells in the subbasin are updated to identify Clean Water
Network noted | DACs, domestic wells, community water systems, GDEs, and any | SDACs and DACs in the subbasin. Average well depths | Action/Clean
other sensitive beneficial users will allow the reader to evaluate are included in the Ch. 3 figures, and can be cross- Water Fund, Local
the adequacy of the network to monitor conditions near these referenced with SDACs and DACs. Government
beneficial users. Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Groundwater not Based on the information presented in the draft GSP, it is not clear | A thorough analysis of anticipated impacts is provided in | Clean Water
Levels Related | noted | how representative the monitoring network is for domestic well the GSP, including hydrographs for RMS locations Action/Clean
to Domestic users. The GSP should therefore explain how the proposed included in Appendix 3. However, the impact evaluation | Water Fund, Local
Wells monitoring network is adequate to monitor conditions for these has to consider also the proposed domestic well Government
sensitive beneficial users mitigation program described in Appendix 3. See also Commission,
the Multiple Comment Subject Area response. Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Monitoring 3-47 | The draft GSP proposes “a potential for future addition of up to 21 | Proposed nested monitoring well locations were shown | Clean Water
Network monitoring wells from the 2019 nested well installation program” in the GSP on various maps, including Figures 3-1and | Action/Clean
but does not identify the location of these potential wells on maps | 3-2. Two of the seven nested well site locations were Water Fund, Local
(Section 3.5.1.1).The GSP should explicitly describe any future changed based on recommendations from Leadership Government
representative monitoring wells and identify the proposed Council. The final depths and screen intervals could Commission,
locations and depths. When assessing the monitoring network only be determined after results for pilot hole drilling are | Audubon
data gaps, the GSP should consider the locations of beneficial obtained at each site. However, the domestic well California,
users, including DACs, small water systems, and domestic wells. | depths at each location are one of the key criteria American Rivers,
reviewed for designing each nested well. All of the The Nature
nested wells were located within or immediately Conservancy
adjacent to SDAC areas.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-77
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Groundwater not The GSP should provide clear evidence of hydraulic disconnection | Perched groundwater is discussed in the GSP, and Clean Water
Conditions noted | where shallow groundwater is considered perched or identify available data clearly show the lack of hydraulic Action/Clean
hydraulic connection as a data gap. In addition, the GSP should connection between perched zones and the regional Water Fund, Local
consider perched water as a shallow aquifer, because even aquifer where groundwater pumping occurs. Perched Government
though it may not be pumped at present, it could be in the future. | aquifers lack sufficient permeability and aquifer Commission,
thickness to allow for pumping for water supply Audubon
purposes. California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Groundwater not Areas with depth to groundwater greater than 30 feet can serve as | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Clean Water
Dependent noted | a water source to some plants, e.g. oak trees, in the dry part of the | Comment noted. Where DTW was greater than 30 feet, | Action/Clean
Ecosystems year. The depth criterion of 30 feet is presented as a criterion for other criteria such as river hydrology (flow permanence | Water Fund, Local
inclusion, not a standalone criterion for exclusion. In other words, | and gaining vs. losing reaches) and dominant vegetation | Government
if groundwater is within 30 feet of the ground surface, then a GDE | were used to determine whether potential GDEs should | Commission,
can be identified. If it is not, then further analysis must be be considered as final GDESs. Screening of potential Audubon
conducted. GDEs also included field evaluation of potential GDEs California,
where initial uncertainty was high. American Rivers,
Edits made in Section 2.2.2.6 to further explain and The Nature
clarify. Conservancy
Groundwater 2-43 | Figures 2-71 and 2-72: the GSP should provide more details on GSP revised to describe contouring process. Clean Water
Conditions how depth to groundwater contour maps were developed. Action/Clean
Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-78
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Groundwater not The GSP uses depth to water maps from 2014 and 2016; 2016 is | The GSP was revised to describe contouring process. Clean Water
Dependent noted | after the SGMA benchmark date of January 1, 2015. It should Additional description and rationale for using Action/Clean
Ecosystems focus on groundwater condition data prior to the SGMA groundwater levels for 2014 and 2016 was added to the | Water Fund, Local
benchmark date instead. The GSP should use depth to GSP. The depth to groundwater contouring presented Government
groundwater data from multiple seasons and water year types in the draft GSP was conducted as requested in this Commission,
(e.g., wet, dry, average, drought) to determine the range of depth | comment. Also see Multiple Comment Subject Area Audubon
to groundwater around NC dataset polygons. It should refer to Response. California,
TNC'’s guidance on Identifying GDESs Under SGMA ( American Rivers,
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/public/uploads/pdfs/TNC_NC The Nature
dataset_BestPracticesGuide_2019.pdf ) for best practices for Conservancy
developing depth to groundwater contours. If insufficient data are
available to describe groundwater conditions within or near
polygons from the NC dataset, include those polygons in the GSP
until data gaps are reconciled in the monitoring network.
Groundwater not The GSP should further explain how NC Dataset polygons Comment acknowledged. There is no potential GDE unit | Clean Water
Dependent noted | adjacent to the San Joaquin River were retained or removed as in light green ("kept") at that location on Appendix 2.B, Action/Clean
Ecosystems potential GDEs. On Appendix 2.B, Figure 1 polygons are shown Figure 1. The shading at that location is light blue, Water Fund, Local
as removed based on depth to groundwater greater than 30 feet, | indicating DTW less than or equal to 30 feet in either Government
but the groundwater depth contours (Figures 2-71 and 2-72) do 2014 or 2016. This has been verified using the source Commission,
not show enough detail to make this distinction. The GSP should | data and GIS-derived mapping layer. Also see Multiple | Audubon
also consider retaining all NC Dataset polygons adjacent to the Comment Subject Area Response. California,
San Joaquin River due to the essential ecosystem function that American Rivers,
the riparian vegetation community performs for the critical habitat The Nature
of the Chinook salmon. As shown on Appendix 2.B, Figure 1, it Conservancy
appears that there is one potential GDE unit in light green on the
far western border of the Subbasin. The GSP should describe
further and clarify if this is indeed a polygon from the NC Dataset
that was kept as a potential GDE. It is recommended that the GSP
should obtain groundwater data before concluding that there are
no adverse impacts to the GDE Unit and make plans to address
this data gap in the Monitoring section of the GSP.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-79




JANUARY 2020

APPENDIX 2.C.e. Responses to Comments

GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

MADERA SUBBASIN

Comment

Category/ GSP Comment Response Organization or
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Surface Water | not ISWs are best estimated by first determining which reaches are See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Clean Water
- Groundwater | noted | completely disconnected from groundwater. This approach would Action/Clean
Interaction involve comparing groundwater elevations with a land surface Water Fund, Local
DEM that could identify which surface waters have groundwater Government
consistently below surface water features, such that an Commission,
unsaturated zone would separate surface water from Audubon
groundwater. Groundwater elevations that are always deeper than California,
50 feet below the land surface can be used to identify the above American Rivers,
ground reaches as disconnected surface waters. The GSP should The Nature
provide further evidence, such as a cross-sections or Conservancy
corresponding hydrographs, to show the relationship between the
river channel and the depth to groundwater at wells near the
Fresno River and San Joaquin river to improve ISW mapping.
Where data gaps exist regarding the existence of ISWs, make
plans to reconcile them in the Monitoring section. It should also
provide estimates of current and historical surface water
depletions for the San Joaquin River, quantified and described by
reach, season, and water year type. Provide a discussion of the
expected effect of the San Joaquin River Restoration Program
(SJRRP) on flows, GDEs and ISWs along the San Joaquin River.
To improve ISW mapping, it should reconcile data gaps (shallow
monitoring wells, stream gauges, and nested/clustered wells)
along surface water features in the Monitoring Network section of
the GSP to address the temporal connectedness of ISWs with
groundwater.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-80




JANUARY 2020

APPENDIX 2.C.e. Responses to Comments

GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
MADERA SUBBASIN

Comment GSP Organization or
Category/ Comment Response
. Page Commenter
General Topic
Water Budget | not Given the uncertainties of climate change, it is appropriate to The GSP considers climate change as a sensitivity Clean Water
noted | analyze the impacts of climate change for a range of scenarios model run and analysis, and uses a specific set of Action/Clean
(e.g., a mild effects scenario and a high (worst case) effects climate change parameters specified by DWR. The Water Fund, Local
scenario). Therefore, it is recommended the GSP also includes intent is to show the magnitude of effects on Government
the DWR-provided 2070 climate change factors to represent a groundwater due to a given reasonably foreseeable Commission,
high climate change scenario. scenario of potential climate change impacts on Audubon
precipitation, evapotranspiration, and surface water California,
supply. The GSP does not evaluate multiple potential American Rivers,
climate change scenarios because there are an endless | The Nature
number of possibilities for future climate change. Conservancy
Ultimately, the GSAs will have to do adaptive
management and adjust the projects and the amount of
demand management to address the climate change
that actually occurs. This is now reinforced in the
Executive Summary (ES-2, Water Budget section).
Water Budget | not The GSP also does not provide specifics on drinking water Information used to develop urban pumping estimates Clean Water
noted | demands separated by large urban water systems, domestic well | has been added to Section 2.2.3.3 (Water Budget Action/Clean
users, or community water systems in the historical, current or Components and Uncertainties). This includes Water Fund, Local
future water budgets. This information should be provided for full information on drinking water demands. Government
transparency of the assumptions, data, and results of the water Commission,
budgets. Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Water Budget | not The GSP should include information on the methods used to Information used to develop urban pumping estimates Clean Water
noted | estimate urban pumping including reported data (if any), has been added to Section 2.2.3.3 (Water Budget Action/Clean
population estimates used, per capita water use estimates used, Components and Uncertainties). Groundwater pumping | Water Fund, Local
and the areas and users of the subbasin represented by the urban | records from City of Madera were used when available. | Government
pumping water budget component. The GSP should include Information regarding projected water budget Commission,
information on how the changes in urban pumping were development is also described in Chapter 2. Audubon
determined for the projected water budget and how these changes California,
may impact small community water systems and domestic well American Rivers,
users. The GSP should also discuss how the urban water The Nature
demands presented in historical the water budget related to the Conservancy
historical water demands reported by the City of Madera in its
Urban Water Management Plans.
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-81
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GSP
Page

Comment

Response

Organization or
Commenter

Identifying and
Mapping GDEs
(23 CCR
§354.16)

not
noted

Due to the presence of GDEs in the Madera Subbasin, the GSP
should quantify the evapotranspiration from groundwater by
riparian vegetation. It should also include ET of groundwater in the
water budget or explain where it is included

Water use for native vegetation is included. SGMA does
not require riparian vegetation to be accounted for
separately from native vegetation. ET of groundwater is
included in ET of applied water.

Clean Water
Action/Clean
Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy

Management
Areas

not
noted

Tables 1-1 and 1-6 identify that management areas are discussed
in Section 2.2.4. However, Section 2.2.4 does not appear to be
included in the GSP and there is no other section discussing
management areas. Therefore, it is assumed that the GSAs have
not identified any management areas.

Section 2.2.4 Management Areas had been added to
the GSP. Formation of management areas under
SGMA is optional and not required. GSA and consultant
team review of Basin Setting conditions led to a
determination that management areas were not
necessary. Regardless of the management area
decision, MO/MT for each RMS site are different for
each RMS.

Clean Water
Action/Clean
Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy

Management
Areas

not
noted

If management areas are defined in the future, care should be
taken so that they and the associated monitoring network are
designed to adequately assess and protect against impacts to all
beneficial users, including GDEs and DACs.

Comment acknowledged.

Clean Water
Action/Clean
Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy

GSP TEAM

A2.C.e-82
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Groundwater not There are no upper aquifer or composite RMS wells located in the | A thorough analysis of anticipated impacts is provided in | Clean Water
Levels Related | noted | northern, central or southeastern portions of the subbasin, the GSP, including hydrographs for RMS locations Action/Clean
to Domestic indicating that current monitoring network lacks adequate included in Appendix 3. However, the impact evaluation | Water Fund, Local
Wells coverage for domestic wells in those areas, including those in the | has to consider also the proposed domestic well Government
communities of Fairmead and Chowchilla (both DACs), Storey, mitigation program described in Appendix 3. The RMS | Commission,
Lake Madera Country Estates, and the area north of Madera. network will be expanded in the future with new nested | Audubon
Therefore, based on the information presented in the draft GSP, it | monitoring wells and other potential well locations. See | California,
is not clear how representative the monitoring network is for also the Multiple Comment Subject Area response. American Rivers,
domestic well users. The GSP should therefore explain how the The Nature
proposed monitoring network is adequate to monitor conditions for Conservancy
these sensitive beneficial users.
Monitoring not The GSP should discuss whether there are data gaps in the Maps of wells in the subbasin are updated to identify Clean Water
Network noted | monitoring networks for DACs and provide maps showing the SDACs and DACs in the subbasin. Average well depths | Action/Clean
monitoring network in relation to locations of the DACs and GDEs, | are included in the Ch. 3 figures, and can be cross- Water Fund, Local
so that the public may review the adequacy of the monitoring referenced with SDACs and DACs. Government
network to monitor for impacts to these beneficial users. Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Undesirable not Based on the presented information, domestic well uses are Nested monitoring wells are being installed and are Clean Water
Results (23 noted | considered under URs and for the development of water level anticipated to be added to the RMS network in the Action/Clean
CCR §354.26) MOS and MTs, but DAC members are not explicitly considered. future. See also other responses to similar comments Water Fund, Local
More detail and specifics regarding DAC members, including above. Government
those that rely on smaller community drinking water systems, not Commission,
only domestic wells, is necessary to demonstrate that these Audubon
beneficial users were adequately considered California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-83
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Groundwater not If water levels reach the MOs, water levels would increase by an See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Clean Water
Levels Related | noted | average of approximately 22 feet across all RMS wells in the Action/Clean
to Domestic subbasin compared to current conditions (2016), with localized Water Fund, Local
Wells water decreases as much as 72 feet below current conditions. At Government
the MTs, water levels at the RMS wells would decrease by an Commission,
average of approximately 64 feet from current conditions. In Audubon
several communities, this decline is estimated to be over 100 feet California,
from current conditions (COM RMS-2, MCE RMS-2, MWD RMS-1, American Rivers,
COM RMS-1). Given that the subbasin is in critical overdratft, the The Nature
GSP should explain how the projected additional water level Conservancy
declines of over 64 feet on average and over 100 feet near
groundwater-dependent communities will result in sustainable
conditions for beneficial users.
Groundwater not The draft GSP sets the MTs for water quality constituents as the The GSP is not intended nor required to be the primary | Clean Water
Quality noted | MCLs or the recent concentration plus 20 percent when existing or | means of addressing groundwater quality issues inthe | Action/Clean
historical concentrations already exceed the MCL. However, Table | subbasin. That being said, the RMS groundwater Water Fund, Local
3-7 shows the MT values for all wells as MCLs, and includes a quality monitoring program in the GSP is quite robust Government
note that “Values will be confirmed and/or adjusted as needed compared to GSP requirements. See also, Multiple Commission,
based on results from initial sampling for constituents. If existing Comment Subject Area response. Audubon
levels exceed the MCL, then the MT is set at the existing California,
concentration plus 20 percent” even for the existing RMS wells. American Rivers,
This appears to be inconsistent with the MT methodology The Nature
described in Section 3.3. Therefore, it is not clear what the GSAs Conservancy
intend to use as water quality MTs, and thus how sustainability for
water quality is defined for the subbasin.
Groundwater not The draft GSP defines the undesirable result for groundwater See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Clean Water
Dependent noted | levels is defined as more than 30 percent of RMS exceeding their Action/Clean
Ecosystems minimum thresholds for the same two consecutive Fall readings. Water Fund, Local
The use of 30 percent to define an undesirable result does not Government
allow for the occurrence of low water levels in one area, such as Commission,
near a GDE, to be an Undesirable Result, which may impact an Audubon
environmental beneficial use. California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-84
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Groundwater not The GSP should present a thorough, robust, and transparent See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response and Clean Water
Levels Related | noted | analysis, supported by maps, that identifies: (1) which domestic updates to: Ch. 3 maps, Appendix 3.D. Action/Clean
to Domestic wells are likely to be impacted at the MTs and at the MOs, and (2) Water Fund, Local
Wells the location of the likely impacted wells with respect to DACs and Government
other communities and systems dependent on groundwater; (3) Commission,
how small water system production wells will be affected by MOs Audubon
and MTs; and (4) clearly identify the increased well operation California,
costs for domestic well users and public water systems associated American Rivers,
with water level MOs and MTSs. The Nature
Conservancy
Groundwater not The GSP should similarly analyze the potential impacts of setting | See Multiple Comment Subject Area response. Clean Water
Quality noted | minimum thresholds that exceed water quality objectives on Action/Clean
domestic wells and community water systems. Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Groundwater not The draft GSP should include more detailed information about the | See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response and Clean Water
Levels Related | noted | potential impacts on sensitive drinking water users, such as 1) updates to: Ch. 3 maps, Appendix 3.D. Action/Clean
to Domestic where the likely impacted wells are located, 2) what communities Water Fund, Local
Wells are most affected (including DACs), 3) an estimate of the size of Government
the population that relies on these domestic wells, or 4) if the Commission,
creation a new or expanded community water system could Audubon
address some or all of the population affected by the loss of California,
domestic wells. American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-85
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Groundwater 3-37 | The GSP should add “potential adverse impacts to GDES” to the See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Clean Water
Dependent list of potential undesirable results presented in Table 3-8 and Action/Clean
Ecosystems consider the use of separate management areas for the GDE Water Fund, Local
Units, so that Sustainable Management Criteria protective of Government
GDEs can be established for the GDE Units. It should also Commission,
elaborate on how the exceedance criteria (30% of RMSs) for Audubon
chronic lowering of groundwater levels would be applied in a way California,
that is protective of significant and unreasonable harm to GDEs. American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
Groundwater not The GSP should also discuss any potential undesirable results See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response. Clean Water
Dependent noted | from degradation of water quality that may impact GDEs and Action/Clean
Ecosystems freshwater species in the area. Water Fund, Local
Government
Commission,
Audubon
California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-86
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Groundwater App. | The draft GSP states that a temporary domestic well mitigation See Multiple Comment Subject Area Response and Clean Water
Levels Related | 3.D. | program is under consideration to address groundwater level updates to Appendix 3.D. Action/Clean
to Domestic declines that are expected to occur during the GSP Water Fund, Local
Wells implementation period. Appendix 3D of the draft GSP presents an Government
economic analysis of the effects of implementing the GSP, Commission,
including estimated costs to replace domestic wells that will be Audubon
dewatered “with [Sustainable Groundwater Management Act] California,
SGMA" and “without SGMA.” According to the draft GSP, 87 American Rivers,
domestic wells will be impacted prior to 2020, 43 more will be The Nature
impacted under GSP implementation, and an additional 185 Conservancy
domestic wells would be impacted if the GSP was not
implemented (i.e., if there were no
changes as a result of SGMA). The draft GSP does not, however,
present the results of this impact analysis in a clear and
transparent manner, illustrating for example, 1) where the likely
impacted wells are located, 2) what communities are most
affected (including DACs), 3) an estimate of the size of the
population that relies on these domestic wells, or 4) if the creation
a new or expanded community water system could address some
or all of the population affected by the loss of domestic wells.
Several of these aspects are listed as potential mitigation
measures under Section 3.2.4 of Appendix 3D and thus are
important not only for the public to understand and review, but for
the GSAs to understand in the development of their domestic well
mitigation program.
Projects and not The likely benefits and impacts to DAC members by the proposed | This information is generally provided in the GSP by Clean Water
Management noted | projects and management actions are not clearly identified in the | comparison of data in Appendix 3 to maps showing DAC | Action/Clean
Actions to GSP. A discussion should be added for each project or areas. Water Fund, Local
Achieve management action to clearly identify the benefits to DAC drinking Government
Sustainability water users and potential impacts to the water supply. For all Commission,
Goal (23 CCR potential impacts, the project/management action should include a Audubon
§354.44) clear plan to monitor for, prevent, and/or mitigate against such California,
impacts. American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-87
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Projects and not The GSP should evaluate any potential impacts of projects and The hydrographs in Appendix 3 provide the requested Clean Water
Management noted | management actions on groundwater levels near surface water information. Action/Clean
Actions to bodies. Water Fund, Local
Achieve Government
Sustainability Commission,
Goal (23 CCR Audubon
§354.44) California,
American Rivers,
The Nature
Conservancy
GSP TEAM A2.C.e-88
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4 DOCUMENTATION OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

All comments received are included in this section exactly as they were received.
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