






















































































Agenda ltem 9 - Internal GSP Reviews
SJREC GSP Analysis

Potential Deficiencies of the Delta-Mendota GSP’s

SJREC GSP:

e Numerical MQO’s on water levels were not included in the GSP submittal. Since then, the
monitoring network module has been updated to include numeric values at DWR'’s request.

e  Water Quality SMC was limited. DWR responded to another GSP and indicated that numeric
standards for constituents should be established and management should include not lowering
the water level below historic lows without justification that degraded water will not migrate.

e Impacts to interconnected surface water may need additional supporting documentation. The
subbasin has proposed to fund monitoring wells near the river through the next round of grant
funding. The SIREC GSP will not allow construction of wells that will cause a depletion of SW
from the SJR. A draw-down analysis may need to be done to justify a setback distance from the
river.

e Update Common Chapter to reflect MT for water levels as outlined in the table 39 of the SIREC
GSP. We have Management areas with specific elevations as a trigger.

e Land Subsidence MO should state (0) and MT may need to be a numerical.

e May need more justification on our MT for water levels dropping below historic low by 25%.

COMMON CHAPTER

e DWR has indicated that our (6) GSP’s need to be coordinated together. To date the letters | have
reviewed focus on a few key issues: 1) justified SMC’s on impacts, 2) impacts and mitigation
needed for domestic wells, 3) cannot continue to have declining water levels, 4) need to have
zero subsidence by 2040 or sooner, and 5) cannot rely on projects that may or may not be
constructed, especially when a new water right is needed.

e QOur subbasin is unique in that what Patterson does has no impact to the City of Mendota;
Grasslands is drastically different than Aliso. As such, we have developed unique plans to
address specific areas. We will likely need to take the next step coordinating our water budget
expectations and SMC’s.

e  We will likely need to change our definition of UR to be better coordinated “Significant and
unreasonable ... as defined by each GSP Group”

e Land Subsidence — My suggestion is that we have a subbasin criteria. This is probably the
simplest SMC to be coordinated on. We may need to articulate that subsidence on the eastern
side of the subbasin is caused by extractions from other subbasins.

e Our historic water budget indicates an overdraft of 50 TAF in the upper aquifer and 30 TAF in
the lower aquifer. My gut is that these numbers are low.

o If the water budgets are an accurate representation of what is expected, we are only
overdrafting about 0.1 AF/acre.

o Again if these water budgets are accurate, we should be able to have coordinated SMC
for water levels and groundwater storage.

o CCID has restricted groundwater pumping from our growers in parts of the district when
water levels have declined. These years include: 2013-2016, 2021 and likely 2022.
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