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Preparation Checklist
for Groundwater Sustainability Plan Submittal






Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin
Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal

SGMA
Regulations
Section

Water Code
Section

Requirement

Description

Relevant GSP Section

Article 3. Technical and Reporting Standards

352.2

Monitoring Protocols

e Monitoring protocols adopted by the GSA for data collection and management

e Monitoring protocols that are designed to detect changes in groundwater levels, groundwater quality,
inelastic surface subsidence for basins for which subsidence has been identified as a potential problem,
and flow and quality of surface water that directly affect groundwater levels or quality or are caused by
groundwater extraction in the basin

Chapter 4, Monitoring Networks in Appendix A,
Monitoring Protocols for Groundwater Level
Monitoring Network

Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle

1. Administrative Information

354.4 General Information e Executive Summary e Executive Summary
e List of references and technical studies e References section of each Chapter
354.6 Agency Information e GSA mailing address e Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
e Organization and management structure Communication in Section 1.1, Introduction and
. . Agency Information
e Contact information of Plan Manager
. e Chapter 8, Implementation Plan
e Legal authority of GSA
e Estimate of implementation costs
354.8(a) 10727.2(a)(4) Map(s) e Area covered by GSP Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
e Adjudicated areas, other agencies within the basin, and areas covered by an Alternative Communication in Section 1.2, Plan Area
e Jurisdictional boundaries of federal or State land
e Existing land use designations
e Density of wells per square mile
354.8(b) Description of the Plan Area e Summary of jurisdictional areas and other features Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
Communication in Section 1.2, Plan Area
354.8(c) 10727.2(g) Water Resource e Description of water resources monitoring and management programs Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
e Description of how the monitoring networks of those plans will be incorporated into the GSP Communication in Section 1.2, Plan Area
354.8(d) Monitoring and Management e Description of how those plans may limit operational flexibility in the basin Chapter 4, Monitoring Networks
354.8(e) Programs e Description of conjunctive use programs
354.8(f) 10727.2(g) Land Use Elements or Topic Categories e Summary of general plans and other land use plans Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
of Applicable General Plang ® Description of how implementation of the GSP may change water demands or affect achievement of Communication in Section 1.2, Plan Area
sustainability and how the GSP addresses those effects
e Description of how implementation of the GSP may affect the water supply assumptions of relevant land
use plans
e Summary of the process for permitting new or replacement wells in the basin
e Information regarding the implementation of land use plans outside the basin that could affect the ability
of the Agency to achieve sustainable groundwater management
354.8(g) 10727.4 Additional GSP Contents Description of Actions related to: Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
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Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin
Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal

SGMA Water Code
Regulations Section
Section

Requirement

Description

Relevant GSP Section

Control of saline water intrusion

Wellhead protection

Migration of contaminated groundwater

Well abandonment and well destruction program
Replenishment of groundwater extractions
Conjunctive use and underground storage

Well construction policies

Addressing groundwater contamination cleanup, recharge, diversions to storage, conservation, water
recycling, conveyance, and extraction projects

Efficient water management practices
Relationships with State and federal regulatory agencies

Review of land use plans and efforts to coordinate with land use planning agencies to assess activities
that potentially create risks to groundwater quality or quantity

Impacts on groundwater dependent ecosystems

Communication in Section 1.2, Plan Area in Table 1-2:
Plan Elements from Plan Elements from CWC Section
10727.4

354.10 Notice and Communication

Description of beneficial uses and users
List of public meetings

GSP comments and responses
Decision-making process

Public engagement

Encouraging active involvement

Informing the public on GSP implementation progress

Chapter 1, Agency Information, Plan Area and
Communication in Section 1.3, Notice and
Communication

Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle 2. Basin Setting

354.14 Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

Description of the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model
Two scaled cross-sections

Map(s) of physical characteristics: topographic information, surficial geology, soil characteristics, surface
water bodies, source and point of delivery for imported water supplies

Chapter 2, Basin Settings in Section 2.1, Hydrogeologic
Conceptual Model

354.14(c)(4) 10727.2(a)(5) Map of Recharge Areas

Map delineating existing recharge areas thatsubstantially contribute to the replenishment of the basin,
potential recharge areas, and discharge areas

Chapter 2, Basin Settings in Section 2.1.9,
Topography, Surface Water, and Recharge

10727.2(d)(4) Recharge Areas

Description of how recharge areas identified in the plan substantially contribute to the replenishment of
the basin

Chapter 2, Basin Settings in Section 2.1.9,
Topography, Surface Water, and Recharge

354.16 10727.2(a)(1)
10727.2(a)(2)

Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions

Groundwater elevation data
Estimate of groundwater storage
Seawater intrusion conditions

Groundwater quality issues

Chapter 2, Basin Settings in Section 2.2, Groundwater
Conditions
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Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal
Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan

SGMA Water Code Requirement Description Relevant GSP Section
Regulations Section
Section

e land subsidence conditions
e [dentification of interconnected surface water systems

e [dentification of groundwater-dependent ecosystems

354.18 10727.2(a)(3) Water Budget Information e Description of inflows, outflows, and change in storage Chapter 2, Basin Settings in Section 2.3, Water Budget
e Quantification of overdraft
e Estimate of sustainable yield

e Quantification of current, historical, and projected water budgets

10727.2(d)(5) Surface Water Supply e Description of surface water supply used or available for use for groundwater recharge or in-lieu use Chapter 2, Basin Settings in Section 2.3, Water Budget
354.20 Management Areas e Reason for creation of each management area e Chapter 4, Monitoring Networks
o Minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for each management area e Chapter 5, Minimum Thresholds, Measurable

e Level of monitoring and analysis Objectives, and Interim Milestones

e Chapter 7, Projects and Management Actions in
Section 7.2, Management Areas

e Explanation of how management of management areas will not cause undesirable results outside the
management area

e Description of management areas

Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle 3. Sustainable Management Criteria

354.24 Sustainability Goal e Description of the sustainability goal Chapter 3, Undesirable Results in Section 3.1,
Sustainability Goal
354.26 Undesirable Results e - Description of undesirable results Chapter 3, Undesirable Results

e Cause of groundwater conditions that would lead to undesirable results
e (riteria used to define undesirable results for each sustainability indicator

e Potential effects of undesirable results on beneficial uses and users of groundwater

354.28 10727.2(d)(1) Minimum Thresholds e Description of each minimum threshold and how they were established for each sustainability indicator Chapter 5, Minimum Thresholds, Measurable
10727.2(d)(2) . . TR Objectives, and Interim Milestones
e Relationship for each sustainability indicator

e Description of how selection of the minimum threshold may affect beneficial uses and users of
groundwater

e Standards related to sustainability indicators

e How each minimum threshold will be quantitatively measured

354.30 10727.2(b)(1) Measurable Objectives e Description of establishment of the measureable objectives for each sustainability indicator Chapter 5, Minimum Thresholds, Measurable
18;;;;53:3 e Description of how a reasonable margin of safety was established for each measureable objective Objectives, and Interim Milestones
10727:2(d)(2) e Description of a reasonable path to achieve and maintain the sustainability goal, including a description of

interim milestones
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Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin

Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal

SGMA
Regulations
Section

Water Code
Section

Requirement

Description

Relevant GSP Section

Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle

4. Monitoring Networks

354.34 10727.2(d)(1) Monitoring Networks Description of monitoring network Chapter 4, Monitoring Networks
10727.2(d)(2) Description of monitoring network objectives
10727.2(e)
10727.2(f) Description of how the monitoring network is designed to: demonstrate groundwater occurrence, flow
directions, and hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers and surface water features; estimate the
change in annual groundwater in storage; monitor seawater intrusion; determine groundwater quality
trends; identify the rate and extent of land subsidence; and calculate depletions of surface water caused
by groundwater extractions
Description of how the monitoring network provides adequate coverage of Sustainability Indicators
Density of monitoring sites and frequency of measurements required to demonstrate short-term,
seasonal, and long-term trends
Scientific rational (or reason) for site selection
Consistency with data and reporting standards
Corresponding sustainability indicator, minimum threshold, measurable objective, and interim milestone
Location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and reported in tabular
format, including information regarding the monitoring site type, frequency of measurement, and the
purposes for which the monitoring site is being used
Description of technical standards, data collection methods, and other procedures or protocols to ensure
comparable data and methodologies
354.36 Representative Monitoring Description of representative sites Chapter 4, Monitoring Networks
Demonstration of adequacy of using groundwater elevations as proxy for other sustainability indicators
Adequate evidence demonstrating site reflects general conditions in the area
354.38 Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network Review and evaluation of the monitoring network Chapter 4, Monitoring Networks

Identification and description of data gaps
Description of steps to fill data gaps
Description of monitoring frequency and density of sites

Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle

5. Projects and Management Actions

354.44

Projects and Management Actions

Description of projects and management actions that will help achieve the basin’s sustainability goal
Measurable objective that is expected to benefit from each project and management action
Circumstances for implementation

Public noticing

Permitting and regulatory process

Time-table for initiation and completion, and the accrual of expected benefits

Expected benefits and how they will be evaluated

How the project or management action will be accomplished. If the projects or management actions rely
on water from outside the jurisdiction of the Agency, an explanation of the source and reliability of that

Chapter 7, Projects and Management Actions
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Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin

Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal

SGMA Water Code Requirement Description Relevant GSP Section
Regulations Section
Section
water shall be included.
e Legal authority required
e Estimated costs and plans to meet those costs
e Management of groundwater extractions and recharge
354.44(b)(2) 10727.2(d)(3) e Overdraft mitigation projects and management actions Chapter 7, Projects and Management Actions

Article 8. Interagency Agreements

357.4

10727.6

Coordination Agreements - Shall be submitted to the
Department together with the GSPs for the basin and, if
approved, shall become part of the GSP for each
participating Agency.

Coordination Agreements shall describe the following:
e A point of contact

e Responsibilities of each Agency

® Procedures for the timely exchange of information between Agencies

e Procedures for resolving conflicts between Agencies

e How the Agencies have used the same data and methodologies to coordinate GSPs
e How the GSPs implemented together satisfy the requirements of SGMA

e Process for submitting all Plans, Plan amendments, supporting information, all monitoring data and other
pertinent information, along with annual reports and periodic evaluations

e A coordinated data management system for the basin

e Coordination agreements shall identify adjudicated areas within the basin, and any local agencies that
have adopted an Alternative that has been accepted by the Department

The Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin does not need
a coordination agreement because the basin is using a
single GSP.
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CUYAMA BASIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

1901 Royal Oaks Drive, Suite 200 Sacramento, California 95815
December 1, 2017

Trevor Joseph, GGM Section Chief
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 94236

Sacramento, CA 94236

Subject: Notification of Intent to Develop a Groundwater Sustainable Plan (GSP)
Dear Mr. Joseph:

Pursuant to California Water Code Section 10727.8 and California Code of Regulations Section 353.6, the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) is hereby given notice that the Cuyama Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (CBGSA) intends to commence with the development of a Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP). The CBGSA will have a single coordination agreement compliant with Section
10727.6.

The CBGSA Board of Directors (BOD) meetings are held regularly the first Wednesday of every month at
the Family Resource Center, 4689 CA-166, New Cuyama, CA 93254. Special Board meetings will be held
as needed and noticed through the website and local posting. The public is encouraged to attend and
participate in the GSP development and implementation process.

Additionally, the CBGSA has formed a Standing Advisory Committee (SAC) comprised of members falling
within the categories of interested persons or representatives of interested entities as described in the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). The SAC will specifically engage on issues related
to GSP preparation and implementation. The SAC may also be involved in other outreach efforts to
encourage participation from diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population in
development and implementation of a GSP. The SAC is a public meeting and interested parties are
encouraged to attend. The SAC meetings are held the Thursday immediately before the Board of
Directors monthly session.

Meeting notices and materials are posted online on the Santa Barbara County website at
http://www.countyofsb.org/pwd/gsa.sbc and at the Family Resource Center, 4689 CA-166, New
Cuyama, CA 93254,

The CBGSA looks forward to working collaboratively with DWR on developing and implementing a GSP.
Should DWR have any questions about this notice, please contact Jim Beck by email at
jbeck@hgcpm.com or by phone at (661) 333-7091.

Sinc_e rely, y
QM oA

Jim’égck, CBGSA Executive Director

[
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Notice of Decision to Form
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RESOLUTION OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE CUYAMA BASIN WATER DISTRICT

RESOLUTION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE )
FORMATION OF A GROUNDWATER )
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY PURSUANT )
TO THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER )
MANAGEMENT ACT FOR THE CUYAMA )

VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN

)
) RESOLUTION NO. 2017-003
)
)

WHEREAS, the California legislature passed a statewide framework for sustainable
groundwater management, known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(California Water Code § 10720 et seq.) as amended, which became effective January 1,
2015; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA),
sustainable groundwater management is intended to occur pursuant to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSP) that are created and adopted by local Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies (GSA); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code §10723(a), a Local Agency or combination of
Local Agencies, as defined in Water Code §10721(n), may decide to become or form a
Groundwater Sustainably Agency; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyama Basin Water District, Santa Barbara County Water Agency,
the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, the County of Kern, and Cuyama
Community Services District are "Local Agencies" as defined in Water Code §10721(n),
and collectively include all of the lands within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyama Basin Water District was formed in part to provide a vehicle
for landowners in the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin to directly participate in the SGMA
process; and

WHEREAS, the District desires to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency in
conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the
County of Ventura, the County of Kern, and Cuyama Community Services District, and which
may include at a later time other Local Agencies and other legally authorized entities; and

WHEREAS, a notice of a public hearing to consider whether the District should elect
to become a GSA for the basin in conjunction with the Local Agencies listed above was
timely published in the Santa Barbara News Press, San Luis Obispo Star and Ventura County
Star pursuant to California Government Code §6066; and

WHEREAS, the District held a public hearing on May 22, 2017, in Ventura, San Luis



Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties, to consider election to become a GSA for a portion of
the Basin; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: that the Board of Directors
of the Cuyama Basin Water District declares and directs as follows :

1. That the Board of Directors of the District herein decides to form a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency in conjunction with the County of Santa Barbara, the County of San
Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, the County of Kern and Cuyama Community Services
District known as the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (Agency), and
which shall have all the powers granted to a groundwater sustainability agency pursuant to
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.

2. That the Agency hereby created shall consider the interests of all beneficial uses
and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater
sustainability plans, as required by California Water Code §10723.2.

8 That the Agency hereby created shall establish and maintain a list of persons
interested in receiving notices regarding plan preparation, meeting announcements, and
availability of draft plans, maps,. and other relevant documents, as required by California
Water Code

§10723.4.

4. That the President of the Board of Directors of the District shall be authorized to
execute a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement with the County of Santa Barbara, the County
of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, the County of Kern, and Cuyama Community
Services District, and cause notice to be given to the California Department of Water
Resources of the decision of the Board of Directors of the District in conjunction with the
County of Santa Barbara, County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, the County of
Kern, and Cuyama Community Services District to create the above referenced Groundwater
Sustainability Agency.

5. As provided by said Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, each of the Directors of the
District are designated as a Director of the Agency, and General Manager, Matt Klinchuch is
hereby appointed as an alternate, if any Director is absent from a meeting of the Agency, and
Board Secretary, Brad DeBranch is appointed as a second alternate, if any Director is absent
from a meeting of the Agency, subject to modification by the Board of Directors from time to
time.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Cuyama Basin
Water District, on this 22" day of May, 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Directors Albano, Bracken, Cappello, Wooster & Yurosek
NAYS: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

20308-4\00058376.001 2



SECRETARY’S CERTIFICATE

I, BRAD DEBRANCH, Secretary of the Cuyama Basin Water District, do hereby
certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Resolution of the Board of
Directors of the Cuyama Basin Water District, duly and regularly adopted by the Board
of Directors of the Cuyama Basin Water District in all respects as required by law and the
Bylaws of the Cuyama Basin Water District, on this 22nd day of May, 2017, by the consent

in writing of all members of the Board of Directors of the Cuyama Basin Water District to

G280 03 (|

BRAD DEBRANCH, Secretary

the adoption of said resolution.
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A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE CUYAMA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
TOWN SITE OF NEW CUYAMA
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE )
FORMATION OF A GROUNDWATER )
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY PURSUANT )
TO THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER )
MANAGEMENT ACT FOR THE CUYAMA )
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT )
AREA OF THE CUYAMA VALLEY )

)

)

)

GROUNDWATER BASIN RESOLUTION NO. 17-2

WHEREAS, the California legislature passed a statewide framework for sustainable
groundwater management, known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(California Water Code § 10720 et seq.) as amended, which became effective January 1,
2015; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA),
sustainable groundwater management is intended to occur pursuant to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSP) that are created and adopted by local Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies (GSA); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code §10723(a), a Local Agency or combination of
Local Agencies, as defined in Water Code §10721(n), may decide to become or form a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, the Cuyama Basin Water
District, the Cuyama Community Services District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County
of Ventura, and the County of Kern are “Local Agencies” as defined in Water Code §10721(n),
and collectively include all of the lands within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyama Community Services District desires to form a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water District, the Santa Barbara
County Water Agency, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, and the County
of Kern, and which may include at a later time other Local Agencies and other legally
authorized entities; and

WHEREAS, a notice of a public hearing to consider whether the District should elect to
become a GSA for a portion of the basin was published in the Santa Maria Times and
Bakersfield Californian press pursuant to California Government Code §6066; and



WHEREAS, the Cuyama Community Services District held a public hearing on
May 23, 2017 to consider election to become a GSA for a portion of the basin; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: that the Board of Directors of the
Cuyama Community Services District declares and directs as follows:

1. That the Board of Directors of the Cuyama Community Services District herein decides
to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water
District, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County
of Ventura, and the County of Kern, known as the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (Agency), and which shall have all the powers granted to a groundwater sustainability
agency pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.

2. That the Agency hereby created shall consider the interests of all beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater
sustainability plans, as required by California Water Code §10723.2.

3. That the Agency hereby created shall establish and maintain a list of persons interested
in receiving notices regarding plan preparation, meeting announcements, and availability of
draft plans, maps, and other relevant documents, as required by California Water Code
§10723.4.

4. That the Chair of the Board of Directors of the Cuyama Community Services District
shall be authorized to execute a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement with the Cuyama Basin
Water District, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, the County of San Luis Obispo, the
County of Ventura, and the County of Kern, and cause notice to be given to the California
Department of Water Resources of the decision of the Board of Directors of the Cuyama
Community Services District in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water District, Santa
Barbara County Water Agency, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, and
the County of Kern to create the above referenced Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Céuyama
Community Services District, Town Site of New Cuyama, State of California, on this 23" day of
May, 2017 by the following vote:

AYES: F. Paul Chounet
John Coats

Malcolm Ricci
Deborah Williams

NAYS: None

ABSENT: Linda Proeber



ABSTAIN: None

ACCEPTED AND AGREED:
CUYAMA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

. iy
/ *
z

4ir, Board of Directors

FPaul Chounet,Vice Chair,Board of Directors

ATTEST:

VIVIAN VICKERY,

OFFICE ADMINISTRATOR/BOARD SECRETARY
Cuyama Community Services District

Board Secretary

By: ’/M/&Q&/ %@/@/&y’/’






County of Santa Barbara
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Minute Order
May 9, 2017

Present: 5 - Supervisor Williams, Supervisor Wolf, Supervisor Hartmann, Supervisor Adam, and
Supervisor Lavagnino

PUBLIC WORKS, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, WATER AGENCY File Reference No. 17-00341

RE: = HEARING - Consider recommendations regarding Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency Formation, First and Fifth Districts, as follows:
(EST. TIME: 1 HR))

Acting as the Board of Directors, Water Agency:

a) Approve and authorize the Chair to execute the “Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, Cuyama Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency” to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency in the Cuyama Valley
Groundwater Basin;

b) Adopt the Resolution entitled “Resolution to Participate in the Formation of a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency Pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act for the Cuyama Valley
Groundwater Basin”;

c) Appoint by Resolution Supervisor Das Williams as a Director of the Groundwater Sustainability Agency,
with Chief of Staff Darcel Elliot as an alternate;

d) Appoint by Resolution Fifth District Chief of Staff Cory Bantilan as a Director of the Groundwater
Sustainability Agency, with an alternate to be designated by Mr. Bantilan; and

e) Determine that the proposed actions are not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act,
pursuant to Guidelines Section 15378(b) (5), organization or administrative activities that will not result in
a direct or indirect physical change in the environment.

COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION: APPROVE
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County of Santa Barbara
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Minute Order
May 9, 2017

Received and filed staff presentation and conducted public hearing.

A motion was made by Supervisor Williams, seconded by Supervisor Lavagnino, that this matter
be acted on as follows:

a) Approved; Chair to execute;

b) Adopted;

RESOLUTION NO. 17-97

c¢) and d) Adopted, amended as follows:

Appoint by Resolution Fifth District Chief of Staff Cory Bantilan as a Director of the Groundwater
Sustainability Agency, with Supervisor Lavagnino as an alternate.

RESOLUTION NO. 17-98
e) Approved.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 4 - Supervisor Williams, Supervisor Wolf, Supervisor Hartmann, and Supervisor
Lavagnino

Recused: 1- SupervisorAdam

County of Santa Barbara Page 2



RESOLUTION OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION TO PARTICIPATE IN THE )
FORMATION OF A GROUNDWATER )
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY PURSUANT )
TO THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER )
MANAGEMENT ACT FOR THE CUYAMA )
VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN )

) RESOLUTION NO. __ 17-97

)

)

WHEREAS, the California legislature passed a statewide framework for sustainable
groundwater management, known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(California Water Code § 10720 et seq.) as amended, which became effective January 1,
2015; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA),
sustainable groundwater management is intended to occur pursuant to Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSP) that are created and adopted by local Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies (GSA); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code §10723(a), a Local Agency or combination of
Local Agencies, as defined in Water Code §10721(n), may decide to become or form a
Groundwater Sustainably Agency; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, the Cuyama Basin Water
District, Cuyama Community Services District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of
Ventura, and the County of Kern are “Local Agencies” as defined in Water Code §10721(n),
and collectively include all of the lands within the Basin; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency desires to form a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water District, Cuyama
Community Services District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, and the
County of Kern, and which may include at a later time other Local Agencies and other legally
authorized entities; and

WHEREAS, a notice of a public hearing to consider whether the County should elect to
become a GSA for the basin in conjunction with the Local Agencies listed above was
published in the Santa Maria Times and Santa Barbara News Press pursuant to California
Government Code §6066; and

WHEREAS, the County Water Agency held a public hearing on May 9, 2017 to
consider election to become a GSA for a portion of the basin; and



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: that the Board of Directors of the
Santa Barbara County Water Agency declares and directs as follows:

1. That the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency herein decides
to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water
District, Cuyama Community Services District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of
Ventura, and the County of Kern, known as the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (Agency), and which shall have all the powers granted to a groundwater sustainability
agency pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.

2. That the Agency hereby created shall consider the interests of all beneficial uses and
users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater
sustainability plans, as required by California Water Code §10723.2.

3. That the Agency hereby created shall establish and maintain a list of persons interested
in receiving notices regarding plan preparation, meeting announcements, and availability of
draft plans, maps, and other relevant documents, as required by California Water Code
§10723.4.

4, That the Chair of the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency
shall be authorized to execute a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement with the Cuyama Basin
Water District, Cuyama Community Services District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the
County of Ventura, and the County of Kern, and cause notice to be given to the California
Department of Water Resources of the decision of the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara
County Water Agency in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water District, Cuyama
Community Services District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, and the
County of Kern to create the above referenced Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara
County Water Agency, State of California, on this 9th day of May , 2017 by
the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Williams, Wolf, Hartmann, and Lavagnino

NAYS: None
ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: Supervisor Adam



ATTEST:

MONA MIYASATO,

COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Ex Officio Clerk of the Board Directors

of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency

B)Q%/Cl/—%il//&f‘*

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI
COUNTY COUNSEL

oy, Al pm e %#&M@(
/" Deputy d

ACCEPTED AND AGREED:
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

By: \,maé“ PTN———==

Cjan Hartmann, Chair, Board of Directors







RESOLUTION OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION TO APPOINT DIRECTORS )
AND ALTERNATES TO THE CUYAMA )
BASIN GROUNDWATER )
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY BOARD OF )
DIRECTORS PURSUANT TO THE )
SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER )
MANAGEMENT ACT FOR THE CUYAMA )
VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN )

)

RESOLUTION NO. 17-98

WHEREAS, the California legislature passed a statewide framework for sustainable
groundwater management, known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(California Water Code § 10720 ef seq.) as amended, which became effective January 1,

2015; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency (County Water Agency) is
entering into a Joint Powers Agreement to form the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency in conjunction with the Cuyama Basin Water District, Cuyama Community Services
District, the County of San Luis Obispo, the County of Ventura, and the County of Kern, and
which may include at a later time other Local Agencies and other legally authorized entities;

and

WHEREAS, the Joint Powers Agreement for the Cuyama Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency specifies that the County Water Agency shall appoint two Directors and
their two alternates, each of whom shall be an elected official or member of management; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin lies within the County of Santa
Barbara’s First and Fifth Supervisorial Districts; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: that the Board of Directors of the
Santa Barbara County Water Agency declares and directs as follows:

1. That the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency hereby
appoints First District Supervisor Das Wiliams as a Director of the Cuyama Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, and appoints First District Chief of Staff Darcel Elliot as an

Alternate Director.

2. That the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency hereby
appoints Fifth District Chief of Staff Cory Bantilan as a Director of the Cuyama Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency, and appoints Fifth District Supervisor Steve Lavagnino as
an Alternate Director of the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency.



PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Santa Barbara
County Water Agency, State of California, on this 9th day of __ May , 2017 by
the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Williams, Wolf, Hartmann, and Lavagnino
NAYS: None
ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None

ATTEST: ACCEPTED AND AGREED:

MONA MIYASATO, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Ex Officio Clerk of the Board Directors

of the Santa Barbara County Water Agency

Deputy Joan artmann Chalr Board of Directors

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI
COUNTY COUNSEL

By: W(M‘/W/L \j / Wé&‘

/ Deputy




IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of San Luis Obispo, State of California

Tuesday, May 23, 2017

PRESENT: Supervisors Bruce S. Gibson, Adam Hill, Lynn Compton, Debbie Arnold, and
Chairperson John Peschong
ABSENT: None

RESOLUTION NO. 2017-145

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT CREATING A JOINT POWERS
AGENCY (JPA) TO SERVE AS THE CUYAMA BASIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY,
APPOINTING THE DIRECTOR AND ALTERNATE DIRECTOR REPRESENTING
THE COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO TO THE JPA BOARD OF DIRECTORS,

AND FINDING THAT THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM SECTION 21000 ET SEQ.

OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE (CEQA)

H The following Resolution is hereby offered and read:

WHEREAS, in 2014, the California Legislature adopted, and the Governor signed into law, three
bills (SB 1168, AB 1739, and SB 1319) collectively referred to as the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) (Water Code §§ 10720 et seq.), that became effective on January 1, 2015, and
that have been subsequently amended; and

WHEREAS, the intent of SGMA, as set forth in Water Code Section 10720.1, is to provide for the
sustainable management of groundwater basins at a local level by providing local groundwater agencies
with the authority, and technical and financial assistance necessary, to sustainably manage groundwater;
and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires the formation of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) for the
purpose of achieving groundwater sustainability through the adoption and implementation of
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for all medium and high priority basins as designated by the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR); and

WHEREAS, SGMA requires that a local agency or a collection of agencies through a joint powers
agreement or memorandum of agreement decide to become a single GSA or that multiple local agencies
decide to each become a GSA for all medium and high priority basins on or before June 30, 2017 and that
the GSA or GSAs for basins DWR has designated as “subject to critical conditions of overdraft” develop a
GSP or coordinated GSPs on or before january 31, 2020; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) has been designated by DWR as a
medium priority basin subject to critical conditions of overdraft; and
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WHEREAS, the County of San Luis Obispo, the Santa Barbara County Water Agency, the County of
Ventura, the County of Kern, the Cuyama Basin Water District, and the Cuyama Community Services
District are each a “local agency” within the Basin as defined in Water Code Section 10721(n), and thus are
eligible to collectively form a GSA for the Basin through a joint powers agreement under the authority of
Water Code Section 10723.6(a) (collectively, Local Agencies or Members); and

WHEREAS, the Local Agencies have determined that management of the Basin will best be
achieved through the creation of a joint powers agency (JPA) to serve as the GSA for the Basin pursuant
to the terms and conditions set forth in the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement attached hereto as
Exhibit A and incorporated herein (Joint Powers Agreement); and

WHEREAS, Article 3.1 of the Joint Powers Agreement provides that the JPA is a public entity
separate from the Members and shall be known as the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency; and
v WHEREAS, Article 7.1 of the Joint Powers Agreement provides that the JPA shall be governed by a
board of eleven (11) directors (JPA Board) comprised of representatives from each of the six (6) Members;
and

WHEREAS, Article 7.2 of the joint Powers Agreement provides that the directors and alternate
directors representing each Member shall be appointed by the governing body of the Member with the
exception that all five (5) Cuyama Basin Water District Board members shall serve as directors on the JPA
Board; and

WHEREAS, the Members are committed to the sustainable management of groundwater within
the Basin and intend to consider the interests of all beneficial users and uses of groundwater within the
_Basin through establishment of an advisory committee as more specifically set forth in Article 8 of the
Joint Powers Agreement; and

WHEREAS, Article 5.2 of the Joint Powers Agreement acknowledges that SGMA expressly reserves
certain powers and authorities to and preserves certain powers and authorities of cities and counties,
including, without limitation, the issuance of permits for the construction, modification or abandonment
of groundwater wells, land use planning and groundwater management pursuant to city and county
police powers in @ manner that is not in conflict with the GSP; and

WHEREAS, the County of San Luis Obispo published a notice of public hearing consistent with the
requirements contained within Water Code Section 10723(b); and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors conducted such a public hearing on May 23, 2017.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of

San Luis Obispo, State of California, that:

Section 1:

Section 2:

Section 3:

Section 4:

Section 5:

Section 6:

Section 7:

The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein by
reference.

The County of San Luis Obispo hereby decides to participate in and jointly form the
JPA known as the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency, the boundaries
of which are depicted in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein, to serve
as the GSA for the Basin by approving and authorizing the Chairperson of the Board
of Supervisors to execute the joint Powers Agreement.

The Director of Public Works of the County of San Luis Obispo, or designee, is
hereby authorized and directed to submit notice of adoption of this Resolution in
addition to all other information required by SGMA, including but not limited to, all
information required by Water Code Section 10723.8, to the Santa Barbara County
Water Agency in accordance with Article 3.2 of the Joint Powers Agreement and/or
to DWR, and to support the JPA’'s development and maintenance of an interested
persons list as described in Water Code Section 10723.4 and a list of interested
parties as described in Water Code Section 10723.8(a)(4).

The Director of Public Works of the County of San Luis Obispo, or designee, is
hereby authorized to take such other and further actions as may be necessary to
administer the County of San Luis Obispo's participation in the Joint Powers
Agreement as set forth therein.

The Board of Supervisors finds that the adoption of this Resolution is exempt from
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources
Code 88 21000 et seq.) (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA
Guidelines.

The Environmental Coordinator of the County of San Luis Obispo is hereby directed
to file a Notice of Exemption in accordance with the provisions of CEQA.

The Board of Supervisors hereby appoints the District 4 Supervisor, Lynn Compton,
as the director and the District 5 Supervisor, Debbie Arnold, as the alternate director
to represent the County on the JPA Board.

30f23



Upon motion of Supervisor Compton, seconded by Supervisor Arnold, and on the following roll
call vote, to wit:

AYES: Supervisor Compton, Arnold, Gibson, Hill and Chairperson Peschong
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAINING: None

the foregoing Resolution is hereby adopted on the 23" day of May, 2017.

John Peschong
Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

TOMMY GONG
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

‘By: Annette Ramirez
Deputy Clerk

[SEAL]
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL EFFECT:

BITA L. NEAL
€ounty Counsel

By: /s/ Erica Stuckey
Deputy County Counsel

Dated: May 10, 2017

L:\Water Resources\2017\May\BOS\Cuyama Basin GSA Formation\Cuyama GSA rsl per eas.docxCB.mj

éTATE OF CALIFORNIA, )
‘ ) ss.

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO )

I, Tommy Gong, County Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, in and for the County of San
Luis Obispo, State of California, do hereby certify the foregoing to be a full, true and correct copy of an order made
by the Board of Supervisors, as the same appears spread upon their minute book.

WITNESS my hand and the seal of said Board of Supervisors, affixed this 23" day of May, 2017.
Tommy Gong

County Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk
of the Board of Supervisors

-'('S EAL)
{ By:

Deputy Clerk
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Exhibit A

JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT
CUYAMA BASIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

This Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (*Agreement’) is made and entered
into as of , 2017 (“Effective Date”), by and between the Cuyama Basin
Water District (“CBWD"), the Cuyama Community -Services District (“CCSD"), the
County of Kern (“Kern”), the County of San Luis Obispo (“San Luis Obispo”), the Santa
Barbara County Water Agency (“Santa Barbara”), and the County of Ventura
(“Ventura”), also each referred to individually as “Member” and collectively as
“Members,” for the purposes of forming a joint powers' agency to 'serve as the
groundwater sustainability agency for the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin. This joint
powers agency shall hereinafter be known as the Cuyama Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (“CBGSA” or “GSA”).

RECITALS

A. WHEREAS, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014
(“SGMA”) Water Code §§ 10720 et seq., requires the formation of groundwater
sustainability agencies to manage medium and high priority basins by June 30, 2017,
and the adoption of groundwater sustainability plans (“GSP”) by January 31, 2020 for
high and medium priority basins that are subject to conditions of critic_alﬂ'oyerdra_ft;:an,d

B. WHEREAS, the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin (also referred to as
the “Cuyama Groundwater Basin”), as identified and defined by the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) in Bulletin 118 (as Basin 3-13), has been
designated by DWR as a medium priority basin subject to conditions of critical overdraft;
and

C. WHEREAS, all Members:to this Agreement are local agencies, as defined
in SGMA, located within the Cuyama Groundwater Basin and duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of California; and

D. WHEREAS, pursuant to SGMA, specifically Water Code § 10723.6, and
the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Government Code §§ 6500 et seq., the Members are
authorized to create ‘@ joint powers agency to jointly exercise any power.common to the
Members together with such powers as are expressly set forth in the Joint Exercise: of
Powers Act and in' SGMA upon successfully becoming a GSA for the Cuyama
Groundwater Basin; and

E. WHEREAS, in accordance with Water Code § 10723(b), all members
have held a publlc hearing regarding entering into this Agreement and complied with the:
noticing provisions in SGMA; and

F. WHEREAS, the Members desire to create a joint powers authority to:
sustainably manage the Cuyama Groundwater Basin-as required by SGMA.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms, conditions, and covenants
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contained herein, the Members hereby agree as follows:

~ ARTICLE1
INCORPORATION OF RECITALS.

1.1 The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein by
reference.

ARTICLE2
DEFINITIONS:

The following terms shall have the following meanings for purposes of this
Agreement;

21 “Agreement’ means this Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement forming the
Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency over the Cuyama Valley
Groundwater Basin.

; 2.2 “Basin’ means the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin, also referred to as
the Cuyama Groundwater Basin, as identified and defined by DWR in Bulletin 118 (as
Basin 3-13) as of the Effective Date or as modified pursuant to Water Code Section
10722.2.

2.3 “Bulletin 118" means DWR's report entitled “California Groundwater:
Bulletin 118" updated in 2016, and as it may be subsequently updated or revised in
accordance with Water Code § 12924,

2.4 “Board of Directors” or “Board” means the governing body ‘of the GSA as
established by Article 7 (Board of Directors) of this Agreement.

25 “CBGSA” or “GSA” means the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agency formed as‘a separate entity through this Agreement.

2.6 “Director(s)’ and “Alternate. Director(s)’ means a director or alternate
director appointed by @ Member pursuant to Articles 7.2 (Appointment of Directors) and
7.3 (Alternate Directors) of this Agreement.

2.7  “DWR” means the California Department of Water Resources.

2.8  “GSP" means a Groundwater Sustainability Plan, as defined by SGMA in
Water Code §§ 10727 et seq.

2.9 “Joint Exercise of Powers Act” means Government Code §§ 6500, et seq.,
as may be amended from time to time. ‘
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210 “Member(s)” means a local agency eligible under SGMA to be a
groundwater sustainability agency and included in Article 6.1 (Members) of this
Agreement or any local agency that becomes a new member pursuant to Article 6.2
(New Members).of this Agreement.

211 “Officer(s)” means the Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary, Auditor or Treasurer
of the GSA to be appointed by the Board of Directors pursuant to Article 9.2
(Appointment of Officers) of this Agreement.

, 212 “SGMA” means the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, Water
Code §§ 10720 et seq., as may be amended from time to time.

213 “State"'meansthe State of California.

ARTICLE 3
CREATION OF THE GSA

- 341 Creation of a Joint Powers Agency. There is hereby created pursuant to

the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, Government Code §§ 6500 et seq., and SGMA, Water
Code §§ 10720 et 'seq., a joint powers agency, which will be a public entity separate.
from the Members to this Agreement, and shall be known as the Cuyama Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (‘CBGSA” or “GSA"). The boundaries of the
CBGSA shall be coterminous with the boundaries of the Basin as determined by DWR
in Bulletin 118 or as modified by DWR pursuant to Water Code Section 10722.2.

3.2 Notices. Within 30 days after the Effective Date of this Agreement, and
after any amendment hereto, Santa Barbara, on behalf of the GSA, or the GSA, shall
cause a notice of this Agreement or-amendment to be prepared and filed with the office
of the California Secretary of State containing the information required by Government
Code § 6503.5. Within 30 days after the Effective Date of this Agreement, Santa
Barbara, on behailf of the GSA, shall cause a statement of the information concerning
the GSA required by Government Code § 53051, to be filed with the office of the
California Secretary of State and with the County Clerk for the County of Santa Barbara,
and any other County in which the GSA maintains an office, setting forth the facts
required-to be stated pursuant to Government Code § 53051 (a) Within .30 days after
the Effective Date of this Agreement, Santa Barbara, on behalf of the GSA, shall inform
DWR of each Parties’ decision and intent to undertake sustainable groundwater
management ‘within the Basin through the GSA in accordance with Water Code §
10723.8.

3.3 Purpose of the CBGSA. The purpose of the CBGSA is to implement and
comply with SGMA in the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin by serving as the Basin's
groundwater sustainability agency, developing, adopting, and implementing a GSP for
the Basin, and sustainably managing the Basin pursuant to SGMA.
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ARTICLE 4
TERM

4.1 This Agreement shall become effective on the date on which the last
Member listed in Article 6.1 (Members) signs this Agreement (“Effective Date”), after
which notices shall be filed in accordance with Article 3.2 (Notices). This Agreement
shall remain in -effect until terminated pursuant to the provisions of Article 17
(Withdrawal of Members) of this Agreemient.

ARTICLE &
POWERS

5.1 The GSA shall possess the power in its'own name to exercise any and all
common powers of its Members reasonably necessary for the GSA to implement the
purposes.of SGMA and for no other purpose, together with such other powers as are
expressly set forth in the Joint Exercise -of Powers Act and in SGMA subject to the
limitations set forth therein.

52 SGMA expressly reserves certain powers and authorities to and preserves
certain powers and authorities of cities and counties, including, without limitation, the:
issuance of permits for the construction, modification or abandonment of groundwater
wells, land use planning and groundwater management pursuant to city and county
police powers in a manner that is not in conflict with the GSP. The Directors
representing the counties of San Luis Obispo, Kern and Ventura do not have the ability
to authorize the GSA to exercise or infringe upon any such reserved powers and
authorities, without the GSA first seeking and receiving authorization by formal action of
the Boards of Supervisors. Furthermore, this' Agreement shall not be intérpreted as
limiting or ceding any such reserved -or preserved powers and authorities. In addition,
to the extent that a Member other than a county independently possesses any of the-
powers-or authorities expressly preserved by SGMA, the GSA does not have the ability
or authority to exercise or infringe on such preserved powers and/or authorities of such
Member without the GSA first seeking and reoelvmg authorization from such Member's
governing board, unless specifically enumerated in this. Agreement.

53  For purposes of Government Code § 6509, the: powers of the GSA. shall
be exercised subject to the restrictions upon the manner of exercising such powers as
are imposed on the Cuyama Basin Water District, and in the event of the withdrawal of
the Cuyama Basin Water District-as a Member under this Agreement, then the manner
of exercising the GSA's powers shall be exercised subject to those restrictions imposed
on the Cuyama Community Services District.

54 As required by Water Code § 10723.2, the GSA shall consider the
interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the Basin, as well as those
responsible for implementing the GSP. Additionally, as set forth in Water Code §
10720.5(a), any GSP adopted pursuant to this Agreement shall be consistent with
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Section 2 of Article X of the ‘California Constitution. Nothing in this Agreement modifies
the rights or priorities to use or store groundwater consistent with Section 2 of Article X
of the California Constitution, with the exception that no extraction of groundwater
between January 1, 2015 and the date the GSP is adopted may be used as evidence
of, or to establish-or defend against, any claim of prescription. Likewise, as set forth in
Water Code § 10720.5(b), nothing in this Agreement or any GSP adopted pursuant to
this Agreement determines or alters surface water rights or groundwater rights under
common law orany provision of law that determines or grants surface water rights.

55 The GSA may define within the GSP ‘one or more management areas
within the Basin in-accordance with 23 CCR § 354.20.
ARTICLE®6
MEMBERSHIP
6.1 Members. The Members of the GSA shall be:
(@) Cuyama Basin Water District;
(b) Cuyama Community Services District;
(c) County of Kem;
(d) County of San Luis Obispo;
(e) Santa Barbara County Water Agency; and
(A -~ County of Ventura

as long as they have not, pursuant to the provisions hereof, withdrawn from this
Agreement.

6.2 New Members. Any local agency, as defined by SGMA, that is not a
Member on the Effective Date of this Agreement may become a Member upon all of the
following:

(a) The approval of the Board of Directors as specified in Article 12.3
(Decisions of the-Board);

(b) Amendment of the Agreement in accordance with Article 18.2
(Amendments to Agreement); and

() Payment of a pro rata share of all previously incurred costs that the

Board of Directors determines have resulted in benefit to the local
agency, and are appropriate for assessment on the local agency.
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~ ARTICLE7
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

7.1 Formation of the Board of Directors. The GSA shall be dgoverned by a
Board of Directors (“Board”). The Board shall consist of eleven (11) Directors consisting
of representatives from each of the Members identified in: Article 6.1 (Members) as

follows:
(@)
(b)
(©)
(d)
(e)
()

Five (5) Directors.representing CBWD;

One (1) Director representing CCSD;

One (1) Director representing Kern;

One (1) Director representing San Luis Obispo;
Two (2) Directors representing Santa Barbara; and

One (1) Director representing Ventura.

7.2  Appointment of Directors.  The Directors shall be appointed by the

governing body of the Members as follows:

@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

()

(f)

The Directors representing CBWD shall be the Directors of CBWD's
Board of Directors, provided if the CBWD Board is ever expanded,
then CBWD's Board will appoint the five Directors from CBWD's
Board representing CBWD by resolution.of CBWD’s Board.

The Director representing CCSD shall be appointed by resolution of
the CCSD’s Board of Directors.

The Director representing Kern shall be appointed by resolution of

Kern's Board of Supervisors.

The Director representing San Luis Obispo shall be appointed by
resolution of San Luis-Obispo’s Board of Supervisors. '

The Directors represénting Santa Barbara shall be appointed by
resolution of Santa Barbara’s Board of Directors.

The Director representing Ventura shall be appointed by resolution of
Ventura's Board of Supervisors.

Subject to Article 7.2 each Director shall be an elected official or member of
management.of the Member.

7.3  Alternate Directors. Each Director shall have one Alternate to act as a

substitute Director for that Director. All Alternates shall be appointed in the same
manner as set forth in Article 7.2 (Appointment of Directors). Altemate Directors shall
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not vote or participate in any deliberations-of the Board unless appeanng as a.substitute
for a Director due to absence or conflict of interest. If the Director is not present, or if
the Director has a conflict of interest which precludes participation by the Directorin any
decision-making process of the Board, the Alternate Director appointed to act in his/her
place shall assume all rights of the Director, and shall have the authority to-act'in hisfher
absence, including casting votes on matters before the Board. An Alternate Director
shall be an elected official or member of management of the Member.

7.4 Regquirements. Each Director and Alternate Director shall be appointed by
resolution as noted in Article 7.2 (Appointment of Directors). Directors and Alternate
Directors shall serve at the pleasure of the governing body of the Member that
appomted him/her. No individual Director may. be removed except by the vote of the
governing body of the Member that appointed him/her.

7.5 Vacancies. Upon the vacancy of a Director, the Alternate Director shall
serve as Director until a new Director is appointed as set forth in Article 7.2
(Appointment of Directors). Members shall submit any changes in Director or Alternate
Director positions to the Board or Executive Director by providing a copy .of the
executed resoiution.

7.6 Duties of the Board of Directors. The business and affairs of the GSA,
and all of its powers, ‘including without limitation all powers set forth in Article 5
(Powers), are reserved to and shall be exercised by and through the Board of Directors,
except as may be -expressly delegated to the Executive Director or others pursuant o
this Agreement, Bylaws, GSP, or by specific action of the Board of Directors.

7.7 Director Compensation. No: Director shall be compensated by the GSA for
preparation for or attendance at meetings of the Board or meetings of any committee.
created by the Board. Nothing in this Article is intended to prohibit a Member from
compensating its representatives. on the Board or on a committee for -attending such
meetings.

ARTICLES
ADVISORY COMMITTEES

8.1  Standing Advisory Committee. A Standing Advisory Committee is hereby
established as a group of representatives to advise the GSA, and shall be appointed by
the Board.

(a) Purgose The Standing Advisory Committee shall advise the Board
concerning, where legally appropriate; implementation of SGMA in the
Basin and review the GSP before it is approved by the Board.

(b) Membership. The composition of and appointments to the Standing.
Advisory Committee shall be determined by the Board.
(c) Brown Act. All Meetings of the Standing Advisory Committee, including
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special meetings, shall be noticed, held, and conducted in accordance with
the Ralph M. Brown:Act {Government Code §§ 54950 et seq.).

(d) Compensation. No Advisory Committee member shall be compensated by
the GSA for preparation for or attendance-at meetings of the Board or at any
committee created by the Board.

8.2  Additional Advisory Committees. The Board may from time to time
appoint one or more additional advisory committees or establish standing or ad hoc
committees to assist in carrying out the purposes and objectives of the GSA. The
Board shall determine the purpbse and. need for such committees and the necessary
qualifications for individuals appointed to them. No committee member shall be
compensated by the GSA for preparation for or attendance at meetings of the Board or
at-any committee created by the Board.

ARTICLE 9
OFFICERS

9.1 Officers. Officers of the GSA shall be a Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary,
Auditor and Treasurer. Additional officers may be appointed by the Board as it deems
necessary.

(@) Chair. The Chair shall preside at all meetings of the Board of
Directors.

(b) Vice Chair. The Vice Chair shall exercise all powers of the Chair in
the Chair's absence or inability to act.

(c)  Secretary. The Secretary shall keep minutes of the Board of Director
meetings.

(d) Auditorand Treasurer. The Treasurer and Auditor shall perform such
duties and responsibilities specified in Government Code §§ 6505.5
and 6505.6.

9.2 Appointment of Officers. Officers shall be elected annually by, and serve
at the pleasure of, the Board of Directors. Officers shall be elected at the first Board
meeting, and thereafter at the first Board meeting following January 1st of-each year. A
Director appointed by Santa Barbara shall be desighated as the Chair Pro Tem to:
preside at the initial meeting of the Board until a Chair is elected by the Board. An
Officer may serve' for multiple consecutive terms, with no term limit. Any Officer may
resign at any time upon written notice to the Board, and may be removed and replaced
by the Board. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Treasurer and Auditor shall be
appointed in the manner specified in Government Code §§ 6505.5 and 6505.6. Until
such time as the Board determines otherwise, the GSA’'s Treasurer shall be the
Treasurer of Santa Barbara.
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9.3  Principal Office. The principal office -of the GSA shall be established by
the Board of Directors, and may thereafter be changed by the Board.

ARTICLE 10
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

10.1 Appointment. The Board may appoint an Executive Director or other
designated manager (“Executive Director”) of the GSA, who may, but need not be, an
officer, employee, or representative of one of the- Members.

10.2 Compensation. The Executive Director's compensation shall be
determined by the Board.

10,3 Duties. The Executive Director shall serve at the pleasure of the Board
and shall be responsible to the Board for the property-and efficient administration of the
GSA. The Executive Director shall have the powers designated by the Board, or
otherwise as set forth in the Bylaws.

10.4 Termination. The Executive Director shall serve until he/she resigns or
the Board terminates his/her appointment.

ARTICLE 11
GSA DIRECTOR MEETINGS

11.1 Initial Meeting. The initial meeting of the GSA Board of Directors shall be
called by Santa Barbara and held within the boundaries of the Basin, within sixty (60)
days of the Effective Date of this Agreement.

11.2 Time and Place. The Board of Directors:shall meet at least quarterly, ata
date, time and place set by the Board within the Basin, and at-such othertimes as may
be determined by the Board. Meetings may be held via teleconferencmg to:the extent
allowed by law and teleconferenced meetings shall be conducted in -accordance with
the Ralph M. Brown Act (Government Code §§ 54950 ef seq.).

11.3 Special Meetings. Special meetings: of the Board of Directors may be
called by the Chair or by a simple majority of Directors, in accordance with.the Ralph M.
Brown Act (Government Code §§ 54950 ef seq.).

11.4 Conduct: All meetings of the Board of Directors, including special
meetmgs shall be not noticed, held, and conducted in accordance with the Ralph M. Brown
Act (Government Code §§ 54950 ef seq.).

11.5 Local Conflict of Interest Code. The Board of Directors shall adopt a local

conflict of interest code pursuant to the provisions of the Political Reform Act of 1974
(Government Code-§§ 81000 et seq.).
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ARTICLE 12
VOTING

12.1  Quorum. A quorum of any meeting of the Board of Directors shall consist
of a majority of the Directors. In the absence of a quorum, any meeting of the Directors
may be adjourned By a vote of the simple majority of Directors present, but no other
business:may be transacted.

12.2 Director Votes. Voting by the Board of Directors shall be made on the
basis of one vote for each Director weighted as follows:

@)
(b)
(©)
(d)
)

®

Directors representing CBWD- each Director’s vote shall be

weighted by 6.667%;

Director representing CCSD- Director's vote shall be weighted by
11.111%;

Director representing Kern- Director's vote shall be weighted by
11.111%;

Director representing San Luis Obispo- Director's vote shall be
weighted by 11.111%;

Directors representing Santa Barbara- each Director's vote shall be
weighted by 11.111%; and

Director representing Ventura- Director's vote shall be weighted by

11.111%.

A Director, or an Alternate Director when acting in the-absence: of his/her Director, may
vote on all matters of GSA business unless disqualified.

12.3 Decisions of the Board.

(@)

(b)

Majority Approval.  Except as otherwise specified in this

Agreement, all decisions of the Board of Directors shall require the
affirmative vote of more than 50% of the weighted vote total in

accordance with Article 12.2, provided that if a Director is

disqualified from voting on a matter before the Board because of a
conflict of interest and no Alternate Director is present in the
Director's place or if the Altemate Director is also disqualified
because of a conflict of interest, that Director shall be excluded
from the calculation of the total number of Directors that constitute
a majority.

Supermajority Approval. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 75% of the
weighted vote total in accordance with Article 12.2 shall be required

14 of 23



to' approve any. of the following: (i) the annual budget; (iiy the GSP
for the Basin and any substantive amendment thereto; (jii) any
stipulation to resolve litigation; (iv) -addition of new Members
pursuant to Arlicle 6.2 (New Members); (v) establishment and
levying any fee, charge or assessment; (vi) adoption or amendment
of Bylaws: or (vii) selection of consultant to prepare the GSP.

ARTICLE 13
BYLAWS

13.1 The Board of Directors may approve and amend, as needed, bylaws for
the GSA.

ARTICLE 14
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES

14.1 General. The Board of Directors shall establish and maintain such funds
and accounts as may be required by generally accepted public agency accounting
practices. The GSA shall maintain strict accountability of all funds and a report of all
receipts and disbursements.of the GSA. The GSA shall hire an independent auditor to
audit its funds and accounts as required by law. '

14.2 Fiscal Year. Unless the Board of Directors decides otherwise, the fiscal
year for the GSA shall run from July 1% to June:30%".

14.3 Records. The books and records of the GSA shall be open to inspection
by the Members.

ARTICLE 15
BUDGET AND EXPENSES

15.1 Budget. The Board of Directors shall adopt an annual budget for the GSA.

15.2 GSA Funding and Contributions.

(@) For the purpose of funding the expenses and ongoing operations of
the GSA, the Board of Directors shall maintain a funding account in
connection with the annual budget process:

(b) The GSA shall pursue and apply for grants and/or loans to fund a
portion of the: cost of developing and implementing the GSP as the
Board shall direct. '

(c) The Board of Directors may fund the GSA and the GSP as provided
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in SGMA at Water Code § 10730 ef seq., from voluntary Member
contributions, and/or from any other means allowable by law.

15.3 Return of Contributions. In accordance with Government Code § 6512.1,
repayment or return to the Members. of all or any part of any contributions made by
Members and any revenues by the GSA may be directed by the Board of Directors at
such time and upon such terms as the Board of Directors may decide; provided that (1)
any return of contributions shall be made in proportion to the contributions paid by each
Memberto the GSA, and (2) any capital contribution paid by a Member voluntarily, and.
without obligation to make such capital contribution pursuant to Article 15.2 (GSA
Funding and Contributions), shall be returned to the contributing Member, together with:
accrued. interest at the annual rate pubhshed as the yield of the Local Agency
Investment Fund administered by the Califomia State Treasurer, before any other return
of contributions to the Members is made. The GSA shall hold title to all funds and
property acquired by the GSA during the term of this Agreement.

15.4 Issuance of Indebtedness. The GSA may issue bonds, notes or other
forms of indebtedness, provided such issuance is approved ata meeting of the Board of
Directors by 100% of the weighted vote total in accordance with Article 12.2.

ARTICLE 16
LIABILITIES

16.1 Liability. In accordance with Government Code § 6507, the debts,
liabilities and obligations of the GSA shall be the debts, liabilities and obligations of the:
GSA alone,; and notthe Members.

162 Indemnity. The GSA, and those persons, agencies and instrumentalities
used by it to perform the function authorized herein, whether by contract, employment
or otherwise shall be exclusively liable for any injuries, costs, claims, liabilities, damages
or whatever kind arising from or related to activities of the GSA. The GSA: agrees to
indemnify, defend and hold harmless each Member, their respective governing boards,
officers, officials, representatives, agents and employees from and against any and all
claims, suits, actions, arbitration proceedings, administrative proceedings, regulatory
proceedmgs losses, damages, Judgments expenses.or costs, including but not limited
to attorney's fees, and/or liabilities arising out of or attributable to the GSA or this
Agreement (“Claims”).

Funds of the GSA may be used to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the
GSA, each Member, each Director and Alternate Director, and any officers, officials,
agents or employees of the GSA for their actions taken within the course and scope. of
their duties while acting on behalf of the GSA against any such Claims.
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The Members do not intend hereby to be obligated either jointly or severally for
the debts, liabilities, obligations or Claims of the GSA, except as may be specifically
provided for in Government Code § 895.2. Provided, however, if any Member(s) of the
GSA are, under such applicable law, held liable for the acts or omissions of the GSA,
such parties shall be entitled to contribution from the other Members so that after said
contributions each Member shall bear an equal share of such liability.

16.3 Insurance. The GSA shall procure appropriate policies of insurance
providing coverage to the GSA and its Directors, officers and employees for general
liability, errors and omissions, property, workers compensatlon and any other coverage
the Board deems appropriate. Such policies: shall hame. the Members as -additional
insureds.

ARTICLE 17
WITHDRAWAL OF MEMBERS

17.1 Unilateral Withdrawal. Any Member may. unilaterally withdraw from this
Agreement without causing or requiting termination of this Agreement, effective upon
sixty (60) days written notice to the Executive Directorand all other Members. -

17.2 Rescission or Termination of GSA. This Agreement may be rescinded
and the GSA terminated by unanimous written consent of all Members, excep’c during
the outstanding term of any GSA-indebtedness.

17.3 Effect of Withdrawal or Termination. Upon termination of this Agreement
or unilateral withdrawal, a Member shall remain obligated to pay its share of all liabilities
and obligations of the GSA required of the Member pursuant to terms of this
Agreement, but only to the extent that the liabilities and obligations. were incurred or
accrued prior to the effective date of such termination or withdrawal and are the
individual Member’s liabilities and obligations as opposed to the GSA’s obligation and
liabilities in accordance with Article 16. Any Member who withdraws from the GSA shall
have no right to participate in the business and affairs of the GSA or to exercise any
rights of a Member under this Agreement or the Joint Exeércise of Powers Act, and shall
not share in distributions from the GSA. Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothmg
contained in this Article 17.3 shall be construed as prohibiting a Member that has
withdrawn from the GSA to become a separate groundwater sustainability agency within
its jurisdiction.

17.4 Return of Contribution. Upon termination of this Agreement, where there
will be a successor public entity which will carry on the functions of the GSA and
assume its assets, the assets of the GSA shall be transferred to the successor public
entity. If there/i is no successor public-entity which will carry on the functions of the GSA,
then any surplus money on-hand shall be returned to the Members in proportion-to their
contributions made. The Board of Directors shall first offer any property, works, rights
and interests of the GSA for sale to the Members on terms and conditions determined
by the Board of Directors. If no such sale to Members is consummated, the Board of
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Directors shall offer the property, works, rights, and interest of the GSA for sale to any
non-member for good and adequate consideration. The net proceeds from any sale
shall be-distributed among the Members in proportion to their contributions made.

ARTICLE 18
MISCELLANEQUS PROVISIONS

18.1 Notices. Notices to a Member shall be sufficient’if delivered to-the: clerk-or
secretary of the respective Member's governing board or at such other address or to
such other person that the Member may designate in accordance with this Article,
Delivery may be accomplished by personal delivery or with postage prepaid by first
class mail, registered or certified mail or express courier.

18.2 Amendments to Agreement. This Agreement may be amended or
modified at any time only by subsequent written agreement approved and executed by
all of the Members.

18.3 Agreement Complete. The foregoing constitutes the full and complete:
Agreement of the Members. This Agreement supersedes all prior agreements and
understandings, whether in writing or oral, related to the subject matter of this
Agreement that are not set forth in writing herein.

18.4 Severability. Should any part, term or provision of this. Agreement be
decided by a court of competent jurisdiction to be illegal or in conflict with any-applicable
federal law or any law of the State of California, or otherwise be rendered unenforceable
or ineffectual, the validity of the remaining parts, terms, or provisions hereof shall not be
affected thereby, provided however, that if the remaining parts, terms, or provisions do
not comply with-the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, this Agreement shall terminate.

18.5 Withdrawal by Operation of Law. Should the participation of any Member
to this Agreement be decided by the courts to be illegal or in excess of that Member's.
authority or in conflict with any law, the validity of the Agreement as to the remaining
Members shall not be affected thereby.

18.6 Assignment. The rights and duties of the Members may not be assigned
or delegated without the written consent of all other Members. Any attempt to assigh or
delegate such rights or duties in contravention of this-Agreement shall be null and void.

18,7 Binding on Successors. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and
be binding upon, the successors of the Members.

18.8 Dispute Resolution. In the event that any dispute arises among the
Members relating to this Agreement, the Members shall attempt in good faith to resolve
the controversy through informal means. If the Members cannot-agree upon a resojution
of the controversy, the dispute may be submitted to mediation prior to commencement
of any legal action, if agreed to by all Members. The mediation shall be no more thana
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full day (unless agreed otherwise among the Members) and the cost of mediation shall
be paid in equal proportion among the Members.

18.9 Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of
which shall be deemed an original and together shall constitute one and the same:
instrument.

18.10 Singular Includes Plural. Whenever used in this Agreement, the singular
form of any term includes the plural form and the plural form includes the singular form.

18.11 Member Authorization. The governing bodies of the Members have each
authorized execution of this Agreement and all signatories to this Agreement warrant
and represent that they have the power and authority to enter into this Agreement in the
names, titles and capacities stated herein and on behalf of the:Members.

18.12 No_Third Party Beneficiary. Except as expressly set forth herein, this
Agreement is not intended to benefit any person orentity not a party hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Members have executed this:Agreement to be effective
onthe date executed by the last Member as noted on Page1.

ATTEST: CUYAMA BASIN WATER
Clerk of the District DISTRICT:
By: By:
Deputy Clerk Chair, Board of Directors
Date:
Address:
ATTEST: CUYAMA COMMUNITY SERVICE
Clerk-of the Board DISTRICT:
By: By:
Deputy Clerk Chair, Board of Directors
, Date: |
Address:
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ATTEST:
Clerk of the Board

By:

Secretary

Address;

ATTEST:
Clerk of the Board

By:

Deputy Clerk

Address:

APPROVED AS TO LEGAL FORM
AND EFFECT

Rita L. Neal

County Counsel

Rt~ do o
nty Counsel

Heputy Cou
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COUNTY OF KERN:

By:

Chair, Board of Supervisors
Date:

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO:

By:

Chair, Board of Supervisors
Date:




ATTEST:

Mona Miyasato

County Executive Officer

Clerk of the Board, Ex Officio Clerk of

the Santa Barbara County Water Agency

By:

Deputy Clerk

Address:

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL:
Santa Barbara County Water Agency

By:

Scott D. McGolpin
Public Works Director

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Michael C. Ghizzoni
County Counsel

By:

Deputy County Counsel
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
WATER AGENCY:

By:

Joan Hartmann, Chair
Board of Directors

Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Risk Management
Ray Aromatorio, ARM, AIC

By.

Risk Management

APPROVED AS TO ACCOUNTING
FORM:

Theodore A. Fallati, CPA
Auditor-Controller

By:

Deputy



ATTEST: COUNTY OF VENTURA:
Clerk of the Board

By: By:

Secretary Chair, Board of Supervisors
Date:

Address:
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BOARD MINUTES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF VENTURA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SUPERVISORS STEVE BENNETT, LINDA PARKS,
KELLY LONG, PETER C. FOY AND JOHN C. ZARAGOZA
June 6, 2017 at 2:30 p.m.

Public Hearing Regarding a Joint Powers Agreement to Form a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency to Manage the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin; Adoption of
the Resolution Authorizing the County to Enter a Joint Powers Agreement Creating the
Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency and Appointment of a Director and
Alternate Director of the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

(Public Works Agency)

(X) Al Board members are present.

(X)  The Board holds a public hearing.

(X)  The following persons are heard: Glenn Shephard, Byron Albano. and Jeff Pratt.

(X)  The fallowing document is submitted to the Board for consideration:
(X) Exhibit 2 - Cuyama Valley Basin Maps

(X) Upon motion of Supervisor Bennett, seconded by Supervisor Parks, and duly carried,
the Board hereby approves recommendations and appoints Glenn Shephard as the
Director and Ame Anselm as the Alternate Director.
| hereby centify that the annexed instrument is a

true and corract copy of the document which is
on file in this office.

Dated:  MICHAEL POWERS
‘Q \ o] |—-’ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
County of Ventura, State of Califomia B
y: .

\ . ,l._- 2/ 4
9"/\-’ i E! PN Bfan Palmer
By: LA« =~ & Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board

Deputy Clerk of the Board

Item #28
6/06/17



RESOLUTION NO. D_" 0 (2 0

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
VENTURA AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT TO
CREATE THE CUYAMA BASIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY AND

APPOINTING DIRECTOR(S) TO CBGSA BOARD

WHEREAS, California enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014
(California Water Code § 10720 et seq., SGMA), which authorizes local agencies to
manage groundwater in a sustainable fashion; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the SGMA, sustainable groundwater management is intended to
occur pursuant to Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP) that are created and adopted
by local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code §10723(a), a Local Agency or combination of Local
Agencies, as defined in Water Code §10721(n), may decide to become or form a
Groundwater Sustainably Agency; and

WHEREAS, the Cuyama Basin Water District, the Cuyama Community Services District,
the County of Kern, the County of San Luis Obispo, the Santa Barbara County Water
Agency, and the County of Ventura (Member Agencies) are Local Agencies as defined
by the Water Code and wish to enter into the attached proposed Joint Exercise of P owers
Agreement (JPA) to create the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(CBGSA or GSA) to manage all of the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin (basin number
4-3-13 in the California Department of Water Resources CASGEM groundwater basin
system (Basin);

WHEREAS, the JPA requires the governing board of the County of Ventura to appoint a
Director to the CBGSA Board of Directors;

WHEREAS, a notice of a public hearing to consider whether the County should enter into
this JPA Agreement to form the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency to
manage this Basin was duly published pursuant to the requirements of California
Government Code §6066; and

WHEREAS, the County held a public hearing on June 6, 2017 to consider whether to
enter into the JPA to form the Cuyama Basin GSA to manage all of this Basin;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Ventura County Board of Supervisors
hereby:

1 Approves the attached JPA to form the Cuyama Basin GSA (Exhibit 1) and
authorizes the Chair to execute the JPA on behalf of the County of Ventura;

2y Declares the County’s commitment, as a Member Agency to the GSA, to
assist the GSA in considering the interests of all beneficial uses and users



of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater
sustainability plans, as required by California Water Code §10723.2.

B. Declares the County’s commitment, as a Member Agency to the GSA, to
assist the GSA in establishing and maintaining a list of persons interested
in receiving notices regarding plan preparation, meeting announcements,
and availability of draft plans, maps, and other relevant documents, as
required by California Water Code §10723.4; and

4. lzereby ap ints%]\ﬂﬁ&h#hﬂ( as a Director, and appoints
ne SUw\ as an Alternate Director, to the Cuyama

Groundwater Sustainability Agency Board of Directors to represent the
interests of the County of Ventura on the CBGSA Board.

Uﬁon motion of  Supervisor MQIL seconded by  Supervisor

, and duly carried, the Board hereby approves and adopts this

resolution on the 6" day of June, 2017. /

air, Board of upegﬂdﬂrs
ounty of Vérftura

ATTEST:

Michael Powers,
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
County of Ventura, State of California.

By:% W'M

Deputy Clerk of the Board




BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF KERN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the matter of: Resolution No. 2017-108

RESOLUTION ELECTING TO BECOME A
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
FOR A PORTION OF THE

CUYAMA GROUNDWATER BASIN

I, KATHLEEN KRAUSE, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern, do
certify that the following resolution, on motion of Supervisor Cd;uch, seconded by Supervisor
Gleason, was duly passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors at an official meeting this
23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:

AYES: Gleason, Scrivner, Maggard, Couch, Perez
NOES: None
ABSENT: sty None

KATHLEEN KRAUSE
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
County of Kern, State of California

Cl e fil VoS0

“~“~Deputy Clerk

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS:

(a) The comprehensive groundwater legislation referred to as the “Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act” (SGMA) was signed into law on September 16, 2014 with an
effective date of January 1, 2015, and codified at California Water Code sections 10720 et
seq.; and

(b)  The stated purpose of SGMA, as set forth in California Water Code Section
10720.1, is to provide for the sustainable management of groundwater basins, and subbasins,
as defined by the California Department of Water Resources at a local level by providing local .
water supply, water management and land use agencies with the authority and technical and - -
financial assistance necessary to sustainably manage groundwater; and
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(c) SGMA further provides for and anticipates that eligible local agencies overlying
basins that are designated by California Department of Water Resources (DWR) as “high or
medium priority” will form Groundwater Sustainable Agencies (“GSAs”) for the purpose of
achieving groundwater sustainability through the adoption and implementation of Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (“GSPs”); and

(d)  Water Code section 10723(a) authorizes local agencies with water supply, water
management or local land use responsibilities, or a combination of those local agencies,
overlying a groundwater basin to elect to become a GSA; and

(e) The County of Kern falls within the SGMA definition of local agency and it
overlies the entirety of the unadjudicated groundwater subbasin known as Cuyama
Groundwater Basin (Basin).

() The Basin, which is defined in DWR Bulletin 118 as Basin No. 3-13, has been
designated as a high priority basin in critical overdraft; and

(g0 Many of the express powers set forth in SGMA were previously held exclusively
by the County through its constitutionally granted policy power over groundwater and as such
the ability of a local water purveyor to now also exercise these powers through the formation of
a GSA is a significant expansion of the authorities granted to local water purveyors. Prior to
SGMA, the powers and authorities afforded to a of a local water purveyor were expressly set
forth, and limited by, the purveyor’'s enabling act; and

(h) SGMA anticipates and expressly provides the statutory authorities for GSAs to
operate as enterprise funds through the imposition of fees on those that are benefited by the
GSA'’s operations. As such, any initial outlay of general funds by the County may be recouped
once the GSA is formed; and

(i SGMA does not allow a local agency to impose fees or regulatory requirements
on activities that are outside of the boundaries of the local agency and therefore in order to
ensure uniformity in the implementation of SGMA and its effects on all lands within the Basin
the County of Kern should elect to become a GSA or be a member of all GSA’s in the Basin;
and

() - Water Code section 10735.2(a) provides that the State Board may designate the
Basin as probationary if any portion of the Basin is not covered by a GSA before June 30,
2017; and

(k)  Staff has reviewed this matter and determined that this matter is exempt from
further CEQA review pursuant CEQA Guideline section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen
with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant
effect on the environment and CEQA Guideline section 15378(b)(5) because the matter is an
organizational activity that will not result in a direct or indirect physical change in the
environment; and
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U] As required by Water Code section 10723(b), the notice of public hearing to
consider this election to become a GSA for the Basin was published pursuant to Government
Code section 6066 in the Bakersfield Californian; and

(m) On May 9, 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved a Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) Agreement with the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency; and

(n)  All members to the JPA Agreement are local agencies, as defined in SMGA,
located within the Basin and duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of
California; and

(0) On May 23, 2017, the Board of Supervisors properly held the noticed public
hearing required by Water Code section 10723(b) at 2:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors
Chambers.

~ Section2. IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern,
State of California, as follows:

1 This Board finds that the recited facts are true and that it has the jurisdiction to
consider, approve, and adopt this Resolution.

2. This Board incorporates and makes all the findings recommended by staff,
whether verbally or in their written reports.

3. This Board finds and determines that the applicable provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (“CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Kern County
Guidelines have been observed in conjunction with the hearing and the considerations of this
matter and it is exempt from further CEQA review pursuant Sections 15061(b)(3) and
15378(b)(5).

4. As set forth in the DWR’s Groundwater Sustainability Agency Frequently Asked
Questions dated January 7, 2016, the GSA formed by the County of Kern shall consider the
desires of other eligible agencies to join this GSA or form other GSA’s with the participation
and membership of the County of Kern.

5. As required by Water Code section 10723.2, the GSA formed by the County of
Kern shall consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as
those that are responsibie for implementing groundwater sustainability plans.

6. As required by Water Code section 10723.4, the GSA shall establish and
maintain a list of all persons interested in receiving notices regarding the GSP preparation,
meetings, announcements, and the availability of draft plans, maps and other relevant
documents.
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7. Staff is directed to ensure that the notice of GSA formation, and all supporting
documentation, is submitted to California Department of Water Resources by no later than
June 30, 2017.

8. Staff is further authorized and directed to engage in discussions with other
qualified local agencies that wish to be a part of the GSA established herein.

9. The Clerk of this Board shall cause a Notice of Exemption to be filed with the
County Clerk.

10.  The Clerk of this Board shall transmit copies of this Resolution to the following:

Planning and Natural Resources
County Counsel

Cuyama Basin Water District

c/o Cuyama Valley Family Resources Center
4689 Hwy 166

New Cuyama, CA 93254

COPIES FURNISHED:
See abgpe

L/2/2017 (7))
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APPENDIX D
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This appendix documents public input about the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency’s
(CBGSA’s) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and their responses. Input was received in the
following ways:

e At CBGSA Board and Standing Advisory Committee (SAC) meetings
e At community workshops
e Comments sent directly to the CBGSA

e Comments made on the draft GSP chapters or sections that were provided for public comment prior
to release of the final draft GSP. These are shown in Attachment 1.

e Comments made by technical staff and consultants on Technical Forum conference calls. These are
shown in Attachment 2.

Public Comments and Responses at CBGSA and SAC Meetings

Questions and responses noted below are from the minutes of the CBGSA Board meetings, joint meetings
of the CBGSA Board and SAC meetings. Complete minutes for these meetings are available online at
www.cuyamabasin.org.

CBGSA Board Meetings

Questions and answers recorded in the minutes for CBGSA Board meetings are listed below in
chronological order, from oldest to newest.

April 4, 2018

Question: How recent is the collected data? Why do we not go back to the USGS sites for data?

Answer: Woodard & Curran have all of the data that the Santa Barbara County Water Resources
Agency and USGS had.

Question: Has someone been hired to go out and collect that data proactively?

Answer: The more data received, the better.

Question: What about data consistency? How will it be vetted for accuracy?

Answer: A request for data was sent out to the four counties, CBWD, and CCSD. Wells on different
sides of a geological fault will be looked at to determine if that data is valid.

Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan D-1

Agency Information, Plan Area, and Communication June 2019
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Question: Will Woodard & Curran report the data that is not used?
Answer: Woodard & Curran plan on doing that.

May 2, 2018
The minutes for this meeting included no questions from the public.

July 11, 2018

Question: Clarify the review period of the GSA plans by DWR?

Answer: DWR will begin reviewing the plans in 2020, and it may take up to two years to complete the
review period.

Question: What will the GSAs be doing while the GPSs are being reviewed?
Answer: The GSAs may begin implementing GSP programs.

Question: Can Woodard & Curran identify who is making comments from the technical forum?

Answer: Woodard & Curran can do this.

August 1, 2018

Question: How do the groundwater level maps correlate to the USGS studies since they do not show the
same drops (in groundwater levels).

Answer: The graph represents a different time frame.

Question: How well does the USGS data compare?

Answer: It compares very well and is represented in the model. The current integrated water flow
model (IWFM) that Woodard & Curran are using is very good.

Question: Will the stakeholders be informed of the Board and SACs definition of sustainability?

Answer:  This information is coming. The sustainability goals and criteria will be developed and
available in the September to November time period. The CBGSA Board has not been
presented with the criteria for drafting their definition of sustainability, and this composition
will be drafted in the fall.

September 5, 2018

Question: Will the public comments made on parts of the draft GSP sections be seen by the SAC.

Answer:  All of the comments received by Woodard & Curran will be compiled so the SAC will see
everyone’s comments.
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October 3, 2018

Question: When will the Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) be developed?

Answer: In a month or two.

Question: If the CBGSA chose not to have management areas, would they still need boundaries for
thresholds?

Answer: Boundaries would still be required.
November 7, 2018

Question: If some wells exceed their thresholds in the same area but are less than the required percentage
triggering State intervention, will this trigger anything.

Answer: No.

Question: Are there enough monitoring wells in each area to set thresholds?

Answer: We are working with the data we have. Splitting up the western area will reduce the amount of
data and will result in dubious results:

January 9, 2019
The minutes for this meeting included no questions from the public.
February 6, 2019

The minutes for this meeting included no questions from the public.

Joint Meetings of the CBGSA Board and SAC

Questions and answers recorded in the minutes at joint meetings of the CBGSA Board and SAC are listed
below in chronological order, from oldest to newest.

February 7, 2018
The minutes for this meeting included no questions from the public.
March 7, 2018

The minutes for this meeting included no questions from the public.

June 6, 2018

The minutes for this meeting included no questions from the public.

Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan D-3

Agency Information, Plan Area, and Communication June 2019



A

-

-
WOODARD
&CURRAN

February 13, 2018

Question: How can you set minimum thresholds and measurable objectives without the water budget as
you would have to go back and redo those numbers if they do not match with the water
budget.

Answer: You do not have to resubmit the GSP but update the annual report.

March 6, 2018

Minutes for this meeting were not available as of this writing.

SAC Meetings

Questions and answers recorded in the minutes for SAC meetings are listed below in chronological order,
from oldest to newest.

March 1, 2018

Question: Will the GSP team stay until the conclusion of the Spanish workshop at 8:30 pm?

Answer: The GSP consultants will remain for both the English and Spanish language workshops.

Question: Why is an efficient surface interface option a benefit with the IWFM model when Cuyama
Valley does not have surface water.

Answer: The Cuyama Valley does have surface water in different forms. The groundwater basin is
recharged through surface streams (and upstream fingerlings), as well as irrigation percolation.

March 29, 2018

Question: Is the data going into the model going to be shared publicly?
Answer: - Yes, either on the CBGSA website or through DWR’s SGMA portal website.

Question: When are the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives determined.

Answer: They will be determined after the conceptual model is developed.
April 26, 2018

Question: [s ground truthing is being done on the data.

Answer: The technical team confirmed that they are spending significant time to do this.
May 31, 2018

Question: Is the GSA aware of the IRWM grant to the Cuyama Community Services District (CCSD)?
Answer: The GSA is aware of the grant.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Will reports be available on the GSA website for public review?
Yes.

Why is the baseline shown as January 1, 2015?
The baseline is the ending point for data collection that was provided by DWR.

What is the timeframe for deciding WMASs?

By the end of summer. The modeling results will assist in determining if WMAs exist.

Who will determine the financial component of achieving measurable objectives.

The SAC will determine the financial component, and Woodard & Curran will develop a
portfolio of options to achieve the measurable objectives the group decides on. Potential
projects and management actions for meeting measurable objectives will be discussed in the
near future.

Why doesn’t the SAC have data for pumping levels?

Landowners do not always like to provide pumping levels. Woodard & Curran will estimate
pumping levels. The lack of pumping data could be a data gap that is identified in the GSP and
that the GSA should formulate ways to improve this data going forward.

Will climate change be factored into the GSP?
Yes, DWR will provide climate data for this variable.

June 28, 2018

Question: Aren’t groundwater pumping numbers a critical component of verifying the model?

Answer: The GSA can decide pumping limits, but DWR does not require any pumping data.

Question: If groundwater dependent vegetation is negatively impacted by water diversions, these areas
should be monitored. Can the SAC put a caveat in the GSP to add monitoring areas that are
not currently monitored if changes in the water use occur?

Answer: This is something that can be updated during the 5-year update cycle or during the annual
review of the monitoring data.

Question: Can the next CBGSA newsletter explain the difference between monitoring wells and the
monitoring network.

Answer:  Yes.

Question: Are community members unaware of their current pumping rates, how will they know if they
go over their limit?

Answer: It will be determined how landowners will report on their data.
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Question: How will the definition of sustainability be decided?

Answer: The CBGSA Board will develop the definition with stakeholder input.

July 26, 2018

Question: Where will the water budgets for the ten recent years be coming from and when will they be
available?

Answer: The water budgets will be developed by the numerical model, and the initial results are
anticipated to be available at the September 5, 2018 meeting.

Question: Under SGMA, does the water budget take climate change into account?

Answer:  Yes, it will.

Question: How big of an area will be reported on?

Answer: Woodard & Curran will report potentially on four areas. The CBGSA Board will determine
this number.

Question: What is the typical range that the regional scale is based on? Is there a standard range?

Answer: It is based on irrigation efficiency. It is a general range, but the number will be updated in the
model to be specific for Cuyama.

Question: Will there ever be a number on all the wells detailing what is being pumped or will it be
estimated?

Answer: That decision will be made as the implementation plan is developed. There are several ways to
calculate future use, one way being satellite imagery like evapotranspiration. The California
DWR will accept pump meters and satellite imagery that can calibrate appropriately. If
pumping meters are used, they will need to be installed during the implementation period
starting in 2020.

Question: Ifin five years from now, if the GSP is not being achieved, how precise is the data

to point out where we are missing the mark, and can it be pinpointed to the 40-acre grid.

Answer: The actual evapotranspiration modeling is on a 30 meter by 30-meter pixel; therefore, the
cropping pattern should be fairly visible and accurate.
Question: Will the urban demand estimate factors in the efficiency and age of the system?
Answer: It will.
Question: Will the data from the 12 wells provided by Grapevine Capital be included?
Answer: Woodard & Curran will confirm this.
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Question:

Answer:

Will Woodard & Curran study storage loss based on subsidence? Dol1 inches equate to lost
storage? Does the model does not incorporate subsidence?

Not sure. We need to get further information.

August 30, 2018

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

For domestic water use, how would the model be used for areas not in the Cuyama
Community Services District.

The model will be based on estimated using recent census information that is being developed.

Can you clarify the1967-2017 date range for the model, is the model going to go back that far?

The model is looking at 50 years of data for precipitation and resulting runoff and recharge.

Has Woodard & Curran looked into moving groundwater from plentiful areas to areas that are
lacking?

We will investigate this.

Are some of the wells are drilled below the groundwater basin as Grapevine Capital said they
have drilled their wells to bedrock.

This question will need to be answered by Grapevine Capital.

September 27, 2018

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Why is the Cuyama Community Services District (CCSD) was listed as a management area?

It is shown for jurisdictional reasons.

Who makes the final decision on management areas. Will the interests of New Cuyama be
impacted?

The CBGSA Board.

Can subsidence can affect storage differently in areas that are a mixture of sand and clay?

There is not a lot of space being lost in those areas.

November 1, 2018

Question:

Answer:

Does Woodard & Curran think Tritium and the age of water is an issue?

No, since the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) is about regional water
management and the Tritium study focuses on a few localized wells. The presence of Tritium
does not mean deep well percolation is not occurring.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Is the Vadose zone being tracked?

Woodard & Curran has not tracked the Vadose zone because it is very expensive, and those
costs could be avoided by tracking groundwater levels.

Why was five years of storage was chosen for the Margin of Operational Flexibility?

Five years is the approximate length of a drought period; however, this is a

subjective value that can be changed.

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Is the same rationale is needed for every representative well?

No and that is why they are looking at suggesting the use of management areas.

Can the minimum threshold be set based on how much water is in each well?

That is possible. Using the “shallowest well method” for setting minimum thresholds does not
work as well in canyons or areas with elevation changes.

Is there a potential that the GSP can be produced by 2020 without management actions?

Management actions will be addressed in the GSP.

What minimum thresholds will be applied to each representative well?

Woodard & Curran will present recommended thresholds for the SAC to review, which will
ultimately go to the CBGSA Board for approval.

November 29, 2018

Question: When discussing minimum threshold numbers, how was the 20 percent number was decided
on for the range? Is it an industry standard?

Answer: It is a value based on professional experience.

Question: Would the California DWR approve a minimum threshold of 100 percent of range.

Answer: Yes, because it does not cause undesirable results and it would not dewater wells in that area.

Question: Was this (rational options for the central region of the basin) applied to some wells that have a
steeper drop.

Answer: The example (Opti Well 421) is actually a fairly steep drop but does not appear that way due
to the hydrograph scaling.

Question: How does setting thresholds in the Cuyama Basin affect overdraft?

Answer: Regardless of where the minimum thresholds are set, they must not go down and need to
flatten out. In explaining the differences between the threshold options, if you believe there are
no undesirable results in the central region, you likely want to keep the minimum threshold
low, however, if you think there have been, you likely want to keep it higher.
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Question: When can minimum thresholds be changed?

Answer: DWR requires updates every five years, but the GSA can update yearly.
January 8, 2019
No questions from the public were noted in the minutes for this meeting.

January 31, 2019

Question: Has Woodard & Curran discussed implementing mini rainfall models in the different regions
(of the Cuyama Basin)?

Answer:  Woodard & Curran are using 30-40 sub-watersheds, and each one simulates the inflows and
outflows for each section of the Cuyama Basin.

Question: Did the average annual precipitation come from a database or the model?

Answer: It came from the PRISM database which is actual data that is extrapolated.

Question: How did the applied water value change from the December 3, 2018 community workshop?

Answer: The December 3 value was a very rough first cut and improvements have been made to the
model since them.

Question: What do the terms appropriative and correlative rights relate to?

Answer: They apply to surface water and groundwater rights. Appropriative rights are based on historic
use, and correlative rights determine rights in groundwater based on ownership of land.
Prescriptive rights are obtained through the adverse possession of someone else's water rights.

Question: Has the option to only allocate pumping in the problem areas been considered?

Answer: This can be done, but it can be difficult to determine the fringe of impacts. More than one
allocation can be created.

Public Input and Response Received at Community Workshop

From March 2018 through May 2019, six community workshops were held in both English and Spanish.
At the request of the Spanish-speaking community, the Spanish language workshops were held in a
separate room at the same time and location as the English language workshops. The following
summarizes the questions asked and the responses provided at each workshop.

March 7, 2018, Community Workshops

Two community workshops, one in English and one in Spanish, were held on March 7, 2018, in New
Cuyama, CA. Questions received, and the responses provided are grouped below by workshop topic.
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Topic 1 — Sustainable Groundwater Management Act and Groundwater Sustainability

Plan

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Aren’t the solutions for the Cuyama Basin groundwater problem simply more rain and less
use? What other options do we have?

The GSP will include projects and management actions to assist the Cuyama Basin in reaching
sustainability by 2040. The projects and management actions will potentially include actions
to reduce pumping and projects to increase water supplies.

How many aquifers are there in the Cuyama Basin?
The available data from the USGS indicated that the Basin included three aquifers.

Question: What do the concepts of Measurable Objectives, Minimum Thresholds, and Interim Milestones

mean?

Answer: Each of these SGMA -related terms were further clarified in accordance with SGMA definitions.

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

What is the difference between Minimum Threshold and Measurable Objective?

The minimum threshold is the value below which undesirable results occur. The Measurable
objective is a specific, quantifiable goal for Basin conditions.

Under SGMA, is there a timetable requirement for meeting the Minimum Threshold?
By 2040.

Question: If we create a reasonable GSP that is accepted by DWR, what happens if there are droughts that

result in failure to meet the objective?

Answer: The GSP includes an implementation plan that will drive the monitoring program. Every five
years update to the GSP is required. The monitoring for undesirable results will allow the GSA
to know if the GSP is on track or not and can work with the GSA Board and DWR to make
adjustments to the GSP as needed. The intent is to look at long-term sustainability and set
minimum thresholds that allow for fluctuations that may occur as a result of droughts.

Question: There are naturally occurring calcium and magnesium levels in the water; how are these
addressed under SGMA?

Answer: The GSP address constituents that are shown to have a causal nexus between potential GSP
actions and constituent concentrations.

Question: Who evaluates the GSP and who reports to DWR?

Answer: DWR will evaluate the GSP. The GSA staff will respond to inquiries about the GSP from
DWR.
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Question: Ifthe GSP is a “living” document, with interim reporting milestones, then can the plan be
adjusted or changed?

Answer: Yes. The GSP will be updated every five years. Adjustments will be proposed as needed.

Question: SGMA requires the identification of projects and management actions; most of the examples
shown won't work; what options will be available for the Cuyama Basin?

Answer: In a few months, the GSP team will have more information to present workable projects and
management actions for consideration for inclusion in the GSP.

Topic 2 — Data for Use in the Hydrologic Model

Question: What public data are being used to develop the plan?

Answer: Public data is being accessed from the four counties with jurisdiction in the Cuyama Basin,
U.S. Geological Survey, California Data Exchange Center, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring, and others.

Question: What data will the team use from private wells?

Answer:  Well construction information and historical groundwater levels

Question: How will the team be filling in the data gaps?

Answer: The team is collecting any available data from wells in the basin and developing a proposed
plan for establishing a robust monitoring network to fill data gaps.

Question: How will the team validate the data?

Answer: A comparison will be made between private landowner data and publicly available data.

Question: How will the team address discrepancies?

Answer: Data that appears to be anomalous when compared to the overall dataset will be removed for
purposes of the technical analysis.

Question: What does relevant timeframe mean (referring to a statement that the team is collecting data
for the relevant timeframe)?

Answer: = The team is using the period from 1995 to 2015 to validate the groundwater model.

Question: What will future pumping allocations be based on, a 20- to 30-year historical amount?

Answer: There are several approaches for allocating groundwater pumping, which will be discussed as
part of projects and management actions.

Question: What is the difference, for the effectiveness of the model, if the team receives generic water
data versus specific data from basin growers/farmers/ranchers (referring to a prior statement
about the availability of data from private sources)?

Answer: Specific numeral data is more useful for model development.
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Question: Will the team accept water data from growers/farmers/ranchers that USGS did not include in
their study?

Answer:  Yes.

Question: Will the team use the monitoring data that USGS is still gathering?

Answer:  Yes. All data that is provided by June 2018 will be used in development of the GSP.

Question: Does the team know the pumping capacity for the production wells identified?

Answer:  No. Groundwater pumping is estimated based on crop types and water demand for those crops,
rather than on pumping capacity.

Topic 3 — Cuyama Basin Plan Area Description Elements

Question: For the geology, will the team use core samples to validate the geology?

Answer: No, that would be costly. The team is using available published geologic reports.

Question: Can the team get the changes in land use from satellite imagery? For land use changes since
2014, Sunrise Olive Ranch, on the road to Ventucopa, should be included. Since 2014, more
than the normal amount of land has been fallowed due to drought conditions.

Answer: Yes. Data that was provided on current land uses will be incorporated into modeling analyses
for current and projected conditions.

Question: Will the team refer to the same geographic zones as USGS did: Ventucopa Uplands Zone,
Main Basin Zone, and Foothill Zone?

Answer: Geographic regions will be developed for relevancy to the GSP.

Question: Has there been subsidence from oil pumping? USGS says there has been no subsidence at
Russell Ranch.

Answer: - There is no evidence of subsidence in that area.

Question: s there a different evapotranspiration rate for the valley portion of the basin?

Answer: The model calculates the evapotranspiration based on the data provided by the Irrigation
Training & Research Center at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo.

Question: Who is paying for this?

Answer: Funds from the four counties that have jurisdiction in the Cuyama Basin along with state grant
funds.

Question: On the CBGSA Board of Directors, there are five representatives from the Cuyama Basin
Water District (CBWD) and only one from the Cuyama Community Services District. Does
CBWD pay more?

Answer: Yes, the CBGSA Board has developed a cost allocation formula for the participating entities.
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Question: What can New Cuyama residents do to stop the decline in groundwater use? Water
consumption is minimal now with people using bottled water; irrigation is limited. People are
doing their part. What else could the community do?

Answer: Continue to provide input to the development and implementation of a balanced GSP for the
Cuyama Basin.

Question: Water bills are very high; how will this project affect the water bills?

Answer: The GSP does not address the cost of water for the community. The GSP will consider
projects, such as a new well for New Cuyama.

Question: What will be the economic impact on agriculture and jobs in the community? What are the
impacts of potential changes in water use?

Answer: The economic impacts on agriculture are not yet known. As the GSP development progresses,
more information about the pumping allocations will better inform options for sustainability.

Discussion about Existing Basin Conditions

The workshop included an interactive discussion that focused on individual ranchers/farmers talking
about their observations and experiences with water in different geographic areas in the Cuyama Basin.
Attendees discussed their experience with water in distinct geographic areas of the Cuyama Basin
including Upper Ventucopa (Apache Canyon), Lower Ventucopa, the foothills of the central portion of
the basin, the valley floor, and Cottonwood Canyon/northwest basin. The information provided a better
understanding of the changes in water levels and pumping capacities over time as well as the importance
of understanding the influence of fault lines on the aquifer.

June 6, 2018, Community Workshops

Two community workshops, one in English and one in Spanish, were held on June 6, 2018, in New
Cuyama, CA. Questions received, and the responses provided are grouped below by workshop topic.

Topic 1 — Overview of Physical Conditions of the Cuyama Basin

Question: What happens if the Cuyama Basin does not reach the minimum threshold by 2040?

Answer:  The Cuyama Basin GSP is reviewed every five years, from 2020 to 2040, and adjustments to
the GSP would be made if progress toward the minimum threshold is not occurring.

Question: How will the existing water quality contamination, specifically from salinity and arsenic, be
addressed in the GSP?

Answer: These are described in the groundwater conditions section of the GSP.
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Question: How can water quality help understand the flows and barriers of groundwater and help with
the geologic modeling?

Answer: Water quality can be significantly different on one side or another of a groundwater barrier
that impedes or diverts groundwater flows, so water quality analyses can help identify barriers
and how groundwater flows. However, water quality testing can be expensive, so it should be
considered carefully.

Question: Can you define groundwater plumes?

Answer: Plumes are areas of contamination that can move through and spread in groundwater. Plume
fronts determine the direction and speed of spreading contamination.

Question: What is the depth to groundwater levels on the three Cuyama Basin hydrogeology layers?

Answer: In the center of the Cuyama Basin, the deepest groundwater level is at 1,000 feet; followed by
the middle layer at 800 feet; followed by the top layer at 600 feet.

Question: Regarding the two faults (Russell Fault and Rehoboth Fault), why are they of such interest?

Answer: The two faults are of interest because there is less recorded data regarding the faults and how
these faults generally affect groundwater flows. The published studies are not consistent
regarding the impact of faults on water flow.

Question: Is more research going to be done on Santa Barbara Canyon fault and its effect on the aquifer?

Answer: The existing published data is consistent for Santa Barbara Canyon fault, so it is a low priority
for further research at this time.

Question: What is the significance of “basement” rock?

Answer: Basement rock is a catch-all term for rock formations that generally do not hold water and are
a barrier to water movement. If you consider the basin a bathtub filled with sand and water, the
basement rock is the porcelain bathtub. In some cases, the rock can be fractured, which allows
some movement of water through basement rock.

Question: Do we know if the “bathtub” or basement rock leaks?

Answer: Most basement rock in most basins does leak, but that cannot be measured. The model
includes this as an estimate.

Question: On the ground surface and groundwater elevation profile, does it consider the sides of the river
as opposed to just the river end-to-end? Have you done anything to look at the sides of the
Cuyama Valley? Are you identifying water-bearing layers of wells?

Answer: The groundwater conditions section of the GSP considers the sides of the river, i.e., how the
groundwater levels change from the edges of the Cuyama Basin to the Cuyama River. The
next phase of work looks at the data to estimate the elevation contours and use existing reports
to understand groundwater movement. USGS looked at groundwater layers. They found them
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not to be consistent from well to well. Over time, the Cuyama River has deposited fine sand
and coarse rocks in varied ways in the Cuyama Valley.

Question: Have you given thought to water management areas based on the hydrology and geology?

Answer: Water management areas are a possible consideration, based on the hydrology and geology.
However, there is no decision at this time; there is more work to be done: Management areas
are going to be discussed at future meetings.

Question: Are you looking at well logs to identify geologic layers?

Answer: Yes, if provided.

Question: When was the last USGS study done?

Answer: The latest data from the USGS study was 2014. More recent data is being used to understand
current conditions.

Question: How and when will data gaps be addressed? Before and after the draft plan?

Answer:  While developing the GSP, the unknowns are documented. Moving forward, data gaps are
addressed as more data is gathered. Activities to address data gaps and reduce uncertainty will
be included in the GSP and used to refine the GSP at the 5-year updates.

Topic 2 — Sustainability and Role of Water in the Future of Cuyama Basin

Following a general introduction about sustainability and what it means in SGMA, the following question
asked of participants What does sustainability of the Cuyama Valley mean for you? The responses are
summarized below:

Balanced Water Use: Balance water use among all water users to allow everyone (farms and residential)
to remain in the Cuyama Basin. Water needs to be balanced, and water needs to be used wisely by all
users. The water table is replenished and fills to levels that do not fall to dangerous levels even in drought.

Economic Productivity and Stability: Current Perspectives: Without water, how can we survive and
maintain our livelihood? The community is already subject to greater impacts now with the high cost of
water ($160 to $200 per household per month) and the water contamination (salinity and arsenic) that has
come as a result of the increase in farming. The farmers/ranchers can pack up and leave the area if they
want to, leaving the community with no jobs and no community; the people in the community can’t just
pick up and leave.

Future Perspectives: Water and jobs are directly connected. The Cuyama economy should continue to
grow. Economic productivity and quality of life are necessary. Solutions to water issues have to be
economical. Cuyama needs an economy that keeps people employed. Water use by homes is negligible
compared to agriculture. Access to affordable quality water is the only thing that can support people and
the economy in the Cuyama Valley.
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Water Equality: Need to fix the current water inequality in the future. (people have bad water with
salinity and arsenic, and farmers pump all day). Regulate the amount of farming and irrigating so that
residents can have clean water, affordable water. Water needs to be used wisely by all users. All water
users must evaluate their use and determine where they can cut back — individuals must have enough
water to maintain good health, and large and small farms must evaluate their use and change their
practices to be more conservation oriented.

Local Ecology: We would like to see more plant growth along the riverbed and improvement to local
ecology (e.g., trees). Utilize trees for windbreaks. Restore habitats for migratory birds as well as insects
and wild animals.

Farming Management Practices: Farms have to change how they do business. Consider crop shift and
value-added processing. Grow crops that are more permanent to reduce tilling and soil drying. Maintain
the dry rangeland that is sustainable in parts of the valley. Farmers need to change what they are growing
to use water more wisely. Use hedge-rows around fields. Rebuilding soil for moisture retention (no-till
and cover crop).

Water Delivery Infrastructure: The Community Services District pumps break, the wells go down now;
this didn't happen 5 to 10 years ago.

Water Quality: The water has not been drinkable for at least 28 years (number of years the speaker has
lived near the intersection of 166 and 33). The water is better at Maricopa, so they go there to get water.
Three to four times per year the water is brown. The salinity has gotten worse. The people need better
water sources in the future, with no salinity. Better drinking water, some wells not drinkable, total
dissolved solids. Increased salinity from overdrafting on large farms leads to more overdrafting to
remediate the problem which leads to dust and poor air quality.

Groundwater Depth: 10 years ago, when there were fewer farms, the depth to water was okay. Now
with more farms, the water depths are worse — have to drill deeper now to find water. Depth to water was
bad during the drought, but it is even worse now since even more farming (North Fork Vineyard) has
come into the Valley. Need to stop wells from going dry.

Additional Comments: Sustainability means the return of environmental and groundwater conditions to
rates that were previous to the adverse effects taking place. Sustainability means improving water quality,
the reverse of land subsidence, and decreasing well depths. Sustainability is maximizing resources and
increasing quality of life for members of the community. Sustainability is not just water, rebuild soils in
the area. Sustainability means survival of the community and wildlife through drought periods, that mega-
farming is not expanded beyond current levels, and no additional residential development. Sustainability
means that people, animals, and crops must be able to survive without using more water than is
replenished in an average year; this requires re-evaluation of current practices. The water connection to
the natural and human environment is essential — e.g., water retention can support natural and human
communities. The future has to be different — we are at a change point. Consider that there are longer
cycles of wet and dry in the future. Re-establish reservoirs. Use a 60-year cycle to accommodate for a full
wet and dry cycle of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (we entered a wet cycle in 2014).
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The next question asked of participants was, Water is important for the future of the Cuyama Valley.
What do you see as important challenges or undesirable effects for the future of water in the Cuyama
Valley for the following:

e Water and jobs

e Water and community/households
o  Water and small farms

e Water and large farms

e Water and natural resources

e Water and the economy

Water and Jobs: The water used for farming is okay, but the water for the community is still bad. Jobs
go if the water goes. We want water for all — a balanced approach. We want to keep jobs in the Valley for
people that live here. For homeowners, the value of the homes will drop drastically if there is no water
and no jobs. With most farms, worker housing has been removed causing families with children to move
away, which has impacted the schools. Family housing needs to be addressed. Affordable, quality water
supports jobs. The only jobs are farming jobs, so some people live here, but don't work here. Need
increased population to work at both small and large farms — keep the money in the Valley.

Water and Community: Water of good quality must be available for people and animals at an affordable
price. Cuyama Community Services District (CCSD) needs to provide safe and affordable water. Are the
problems with the town water (low pressure, salinity, brown color at times, arsenic, unreliable delivery
system) because of the nearby over-pumping? Can there be a way not to pump at all within a certain
proximity to the town? We want water for the community pool, for community recreation. Grimmway
should pay the CCSD water bills, which are between $160 and $200 a month. Increasing arsenic, salinity,
and carcinogens. The town well is drying, need functioning wells in town. Don’t want to have to decide
between washing clothes or taking a shower like it is now in New Cuyama. Need to educate children now
about how to use water wisely, how to conserve water. With most farms, worker housing has been
removed causing families with children to move away which has impacted the schools. Family housing
needs to be addressed. Groundwater pumping could turn the Cuyama Basin into a desert, making homes
impossible to sell, making it impossible to move elsewhere.

Water and Small Farms: Many small farms are gone now. Generational farming is phasing out. Small
farms have been and continue to be affected because as the water is deeper; farmers can't afford to drill
deeper while the big farms can. Deeper wells to reach water makes more expense for the small farmer;
this is not sustainable. A bad impact would be that the community and small farms are unfairly punished
for the negligence of the responsible parties of the negative effects. Small farms need to be protected from
wells going dry and crops going dry.

Water and Big Farms: No Water = No Jobs. Bad water quality impacts crops negatively — the crops will
not be as good. Big farms should operate sustainably with the amount of water to keep water use balanced
for everyone. Farming needs to reevaluate water use and crop choice. Can farmers grow crops that use
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less water? Regulate the water, so farmers change what they are growing. Big farms don't care about how
much water they use, and they don't care about the community. They have the money to drill new wells.
They have the money to pick up and leave; the people don't. Large farms operated by industrial ag-
corporations appear to be blind to the damage that they do to the environment and the community. Shrink
industrial agriculture by at least 50 percent. Wells are going dry, crops going dry. Agriculture must pay
for water based on the actual amount that they use.

Water and Natural Resources: Chemicals are being sprayed onto the crops and then going into the
groundwater. If there is no water, big agriculture leaves, and they leave a polluted dustbowl full of the
sprayed chemicals. Air quality is bad because of big agriculture operations. Animals like deer and rabbits
will be left with no water. There are fewer deer and rabbits now probably because they've been eating and
drinking the sprayed chemicals. If there is no clean water for animals, then there will be no animals. Need
diversity of species. Build organic matter into the soil. Forty-five years ago, streams ran year-round, not
just as torrents after rains. With a sustainable water table, the streams could run again. Over pumping has
already destroyed much of the natural environment that drew people here years ago. Sustaining riparian
areas, supporting wildlife habitat.

Water and Economy: Cost of water needs to be affordable. Economic stability through boom and bust.
We want affordable water. Affordability of well drilling to depth. Economic impact: agriculture and urban
—need to connect with uses. It is undesirable for long-term management if the whole valley is treated the
same. We need a diversified economy; we are over-reliant on certain industries. Changes in farming
practices are important to the economy. If the GSP fails, there will be no economic stability.

General Undesirable Results: Everyone will get less water. It is a closed system. What if the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan doesn't get the outcomes we want? Well infrastructure is old and falling
apart, which contributes to poor water quality. Groundwater pumping could limit access to water for the
community. Land subsidence could be a problem that leads to infrastructure issues, less recharge for
children to take on business and have a positive experience in Cuyama.

September 5, 2018, Community Workshops

Two community workshops (English and Spanish), were held on September 5, 2018, in New Cuyama,
CA. Questions received, and the responses provided are grouped below by workshop topic.

Topic 1 — Modeling Cuyama Basin Groundwater Conditions

Question: Explain primary and secondary axes and what are the Average Annual Volume numbers on
slide 26, Groundwater Budget: Basin-Wide.

Answer: The left axis shows the groundwater gains (e.g., recharge) and losses (e.g., pumping) each
year. The right axis depicts the cumulative change in groundwater storage, as shown with the
black line on the graph. The average annual volumes are the estimated average annual gains or
losses from the groundwater basin, as calculated by the model.
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Question: The numbers shown as model results today are not calibrated, right? The community should
not assume the numbers fully depict the historical conditions or trends.

Answer: Yes, the model is not yet fully calibrated; the numbers are preliminary and are likely to
change.

Question: When mentioning domestic use, the population you used was in the thousands?

Answer: No, the estimated population for the Community Services District is approximately 800. This
estimate will be updated with new information when available.

Question: The point is there is a downward trend in groundwater storage, and the point is to figure out
how to get it not to go down? It looks like we are down 200 feet, but the water budget graph
makes it look like there is the same amount of water coming in as is going out.

Answer: The annual water budget is balanced on the graph by the amount of change in water storage
(purple). Most years, there is a decline in water storage.

Question: What is the definition of “developed land?”

Answer:  Anything with agricultural and urban use on it.

Question: Why is evapotranspiration the only thing used to estimate pumping demand and not direct
evaporation from spray irrigation or ponded water?

Answer: Evapotranspiration includes estimates for direct evaporation.

Question: Is there a way to measure/monitor deep percolation?

Answer: There is no easy way to measure that.

Question: On most of the graphs on slide 28, the actual groundwater levels look like they are deeper than
what the model has estimated.

Answer: Yes, the model still needs to be calibrated to develop closer alignment between modeled
results and actual measurements. The team is working in the next several months to
understand local irrigation practices better and calibrate the model.

Question: There may be different depths of screens in wells that could affect the well depth monitoring
that the model has not captured. How hard is it to go back in and add layers for well?

Answer:  If we have data on it, then it can be added, but we do not want to break up existing layers into
sublayers just to “brute force” the model.

Question: How is the pumping value calculated when the pumps do not have meters on them?

Answer: We estimate the pumping demand based on domestic and agricultural uses and calculate
pumping amounts based on those needs.
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Question: Plants need water in the ground, and there is water above ground, puddling, etc. How is this
water considered in the model calculations?

Answer: We capture the total irrigation water demand through the evapotranspiration calculations,
which included direct evaporation.

Question: How is climate change incorporated into this model?

Answer: The CBGSP team will include scenarios that estimate future changes resulting from climate
change (e.g., changing rainfall patterns, increased irrigation demand).

Question: Does the model take into account the changes in the basin as it narrows? It may be more than
the model currently covers.

Answer: We have implemented what the USGS implemented in their model for the shape of the basin,
based on well logs (water and oil) and satellite data.

Question: Recently the Government proposed selling leases for oil drilling (federal land in the foothills).
Oil operations could use additional groundwater, particularly if fracking is involved. How
would that be considered?

Answer: Future water demands in the Cuyama Basin can be considered. We can look into how likely
additional pumping from the Cuyama Basin would be.

Question: Is 90 percent irrigation efficiency realistic?

Answer: Irrigation efficiency is based on evapotranspiration and not on other irrigation practices. The
CBGSP team will further clarify these calculations.

Question: How do subsidence and the loss of storage due to subsidence fit into the model?

Answer: There are no simple, cost-effective ways to model subsidence. Subsidence and the potential
loss of storage are discussed and addressed in the GSP.

Question:How do you estimate and calibrate surface water flows if there are no good surface water
gauges in the basin.

Answer: The land surface component of the model simulates surface water flows based on available
precipitation, soil, and land use datasets. Then we compare the results with the available
streamflow observations to make adjustments.

Question: Did the USGS study include surface flow in their model?

Answer:  USGS has limited information about surface flows, which the team is reviewing and
comparing.

Question: How are you looking at groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) and all the wildlife that
depends on that.

Answer:  We have a biologist who is reviewing and checking available data regarding groundwater
dependent ecosystems in the basin. A memo summarizing the findings will be prepared.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

How does the model take into consideration how some wells have declined, and others have
remained relatively stable?

The model calculates water budget and elevation levels for each cell in the model based on the
conditions in that cell. The calibration effort is getting the calculations to replicate real-world
measurement.

With so many factors calculated in the model, it is important to understand the level of
certainty that underlies the factors and model results. Can that uncertainty be quantified?

The GSP includes a discussion of uncertainty and recommendations for reducing uncertainty
in the future.

The presenter asked for information about the causes for the Cuyama Community Services
District groundwater levels to drop after 2011. The commenter noted that this was the year
that Duncan Family Farms started farming irrigated land near the CCSD well — could there be
a correlation?

There may be a connection. This will be investigated as part of numerical model calibration.

I'd like to know the implications of water being removed from the older alluvium (beneath the
aquitard) and being put into the newer alluvium (above the aquitard)? It is called "deep
percolation"” in the model but it different/distinct from that water not being pumped and
remaining in the deep alluvium.

This is not likely to significantly affect the overall groundwater budget.

How does the pumping in one area affect others (cone of depression)? Does the heavy
agricultural pumping make domestic wells have to be deeper? Who should bear these
consequences if this occurs?

If groundwater levels fall below minimum thresholds, the Board will determine the proper
action to make in response.

Cuyama Community Services District had two wells. One went out of service a couple of
years ago. I am wondering if your model is using data from two different wells?

The numerical model assumes that pumping for the CCSD is taken from the remaining well.

What sustainable options are you exploring? How can the options you are currently presenting
be viable? Are you addressing a model for “sustainability” by proposing a pipeline? How does
that make sense?

A pipeline is an example of a project that might be considered to help the Cuyama Basin

become sustainable by 2040. Some projects and management actions will be presented later in
the GSP development process for further consideration and evaluation.
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Question: Are there underground river flows (data) available?

Answer: This type of data is not available. However, subsurface flows are estimated by the numerical
model.

Topic 2 — Potential Management Actions and Projects for the Cuyama Basin

Question: Are cattle positive or negative in terms of water use? Can they be used to manage vegetation
in rangeland?

Answer: This is not likely to have a significant effect on the overall Basin water budget.

Question: How do we evaluate the sustainability of whatever project(s) we consider when some options
may draw water from other basins?

Answer: The options considered should help sustain the Cuyama Basin; the CBGSA Board and
Standing Advisory Committee may consider many factors in evaluating options.

Question: Do the projects need to be suggested now? And implemented by 2020? Or do they get
implemented later?

Answer: The GSP includes an evaluation of potential actions and an implementation plan for the most
viable approaches. The projects and management actions do not have to be implemented by
2020.

Question: Are we trying to reach 2015 levels? Or are we leveling off whenever we level off in 2040?

Answer: There is no mandate to meet 2015 levels. The thresholds and objectives will define what the
projects and management actions need to achieve.

Question: Given that we are in critical overdraft, have we been in contact with DWR? They implied that
levels could not change from now.

Answer: The Cuyama Basin is not required to return to 2015 groundwater levels. The requirement is
that the basin achieves sustainability, which the GSP will define for this basin.

Question: Explain the glide path. How is it used; is this to help predict the future?

Answer: The glide path is included to establish a predictable plan for how and when the basin might
achieve more sustainable conditions.

Question: Is there a way, when considering purchasing water, to evaluate how demands and supplies and
price may change over time? Can price changes be accounted for in a 20-year purchase plan?

Answer: Evaluation for the inclusion in the GSP includes estimated costs for the projects and
management actions considered.

Question: How would funds would be raised to buy that water?

Answer: The GSP implementation plan will describe how management actions and projects could be
funded.
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Question: What can be learned from other GSAs?

Answer: The team is reviewing ideas being considered by other GSAs.

Question: What can we do as a community to counter these changes (climate change, loss of EPA
regulations, changes in government and legislation) to allow ourselves to flourish?

Answer: The GSP will include modeling for climate change.

Question: The options (for management actions and projects) do not make sense in terms of what is
sustainable. What options are you considering that are regenerative options for water supply?

Answer: Reuse options may be considered by local landowners in response to pumping allocations.

Topic 3 — Concepts for Management Areas

Question: Can we use a combination of those management areas?

Answer: Yes. The GSA could decide to combine concepts or use a different approach not developed
yet.

Question: The blue areas shown (high groundwater levels) are traditionally grazing lands that use very
little water, so why manage them?

Answer: The Board could decide to establish management areas only in areas where groundwater
management is needed.

Question: Why do we have so much area that is outside of the main part of the basin? Why don't we
change the basin boundary?

Answer: Boundary modifications could be considered, but the rules specify when DWR will consider
changes.

Question: Do we need management areas? It's hard to set them if we don't know what they can and
cannot do.

Answer: This presentation is a preliminary presentation of concepts. Having no management areas is
also an option. The GSP team will provide additional information about what can and can’t be
accomplished with management areas at a future workshop.

Question: Could the GSP set management areas based on data gaps, with the purpose of not necessarily
setting thresholds and just trying to figure out what to do there?

Answer: It is possible, but generally, management areas are to help set thresholds and to organize and
implement management actions and projects.

Question: Another data point would be rainfall in the foothills, can you establish management areas by
rainfall patterns?

Answer: It is possible, but generally, management areas are to help set thresholds and to organize and
implement management actions and projects.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

What standard are federal lands under in terms of water use? Are there regulations they must
comply with?

The federal government is not bound by state law.

If there have been grapes planted at the west end of the basin and the basin was in overdraft
before that, who decides for final water cutbacks.

The GSA Board will decide on the management actions, projects, and implementation plan.

Can you accomplish results without management areas?

Yes, management areas are not required. The GSA is the managing and implementing agency,
with or without management areas.

December 3, 2018, Community Workshops

Two community workshops (English and Spanish), were held on December 3, 2018, in New Cuyama,
CA. Questions received, and the responses provided are grouped below by workshop topic.

Topic 1 — Sustainability Thresholds

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

How does the water budget relate to the minimum thresholds?

The water budget and minimum thresholds are not directly related. The water budget doesn’t
influence what is established as minimum thresholds. The water budget and numerical model
are used to guide projects and management actions so that the Cuyama Basin will be
sustainable within 20 years and be above the minimum thresholds.

When in the water budget analysis are the topography of the Cuyama Basin and recharge areas
considered?

The topography of the Cuyama Basin is considered in the water budget and numerical model,
which considers the collection of surface water and infiltration to the groundwater. The
identification of potential recharge areas is a part of the development of projects and
management actions to increase water supplies in the basin.

When setting minimum thresholds, why allow further decline of the groundwater levels? How
is that sustainability? If minimum thresholds are set below 2015 levels and allow further
decline, then how do we get balance? Don’t we have to get the water budget in balance?

The setting of minimum thresholds is designed so that, as a whole, the Cuyama Basin avoids
undesirable results. Undesirable results adversely affect beneficial uses of groundwater — in
some portions of the basins, groundwater levels can decline without causing further
undesirable results, and the minimum thresholds reflect this.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Are there actual undesirable results that can be related to the proposed minimum thresholds in
the different threshold regions? What are we trying to prevent the setting of the minimum
thresholds? Have the undesirable results that are to be avoided been defined for each region?

Part of the rationale for setting minimum thresholds by regions within the basin is to indicate
when a given threshold region might be approaching an undesirable result. Potential
undesirable results have not been identified by region at this time. Five undesirable results
apply in the Cuyama Basin as defined by SGMA: reduction of groundwater storage, land
subsidence, chronic lowering of groundwater levels, depletion of interconnected surface water,
degraded water quality).

How connected is the groundwater between the threshold regions?

Groundwater flow varies among the threshold regions based on the geology, but generally, the
groundwater is connected between the regions.

Are additional monitoring wells planned?

Yes, a monitoring network is established that includes new monitoring wells in areas that
require additional data.

Explain what you mean by “establish range of operation in the groundwater basin.”

On slide #30, “Why Minimum Thresholds” three reasons were given: Required by SGMA,
establish range of operation in the groundwater basin, and protect other groundwater pumpers.
The second reason “establish range of operation in the groundwater basin” is referring to
setting a range of groundwater levels to allow for groundwater pumping through wet and dry
periods.

Did the technical team working on the model consult with other agencies and surrounding
counties for data?

Yes, data was collected from several agencies including DWR, U.S. Geological Survey, the
counties of Kern, Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, and Ventura, and others.

What do you mean when you say, “protect access to groundwater for the Cuyama Community
Services District?”

This is a good example of how minimum thresholds can help identify when an undesirable
result might occur, such as dewatering the CCSD well. The CCSD access to groundwater
should be protected as it is an existing groundwater user.

When will there be a new well for the Cuyama Community Services District (CCSD)?

A new CCSD well will be evaluated as a possible project in the GSP. It will be up to the
CBGSA Board to decide on the actions that protect groundwater users.
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Question: Does the CBGSA submit the GSP and then find funding for projects and management actions
such as a new well for the CCSD?

Answer: Part of the evaluation of projects and management actions will be identifying potential funding
sources for projects, including grants and/or local funding by the GSA and groundwater
pumpers.

Question: Isn’t it a contradiction to say that we can allow wells to be drilled deeper such a new CCSD
well while working to achieve sustainability in the Cuyama Basin?

Answer: Interim period between 2020 to 2040, while projects and management actions are being
implemented, it is possible that groundwater levels will continue to decline, which may
warrant new wells to maintain access for groundwater pumpers.

Question: Do other GSPs have more or less monitoring wells than in the Cuyama Basin?

Answer: It varies. Each groundwater basin is developing monitoring wells and the right number to
provide a basin-wide measurement of sustainability.

Question: How do you update the GSP every 5-years; what does that look like?

Answer: During the five years, everything is monitored and assessed. The update is a chance to relook
at conditions with new and better information, refine and update sustainability thresholds,
check-in on how project and management actions are doing, and determine if new projects or
actions are justified or needed.

Question: What is an example of a management action that is implemented, and then needs to be
changed or modified during the 5-year GSP update process?

Answer: For example, new monitoring wells will be installed around the faults. During the 5-year
update, it may be learned that more monitoring wells are needed to further understand the
conditions. Another example would be where a recharge project was implemented with good
results, and a decision might be made to expand it.

Question: If a goal is to increase water supplies, how will that be done?

Answer: The team will be evaluating projects and management actions, which is a topic for future
workshops.

Question: As the GSP is updated every 5-years, will the actions get stricter to achieve sustainability by
2040?

Answer: The GSP contemplates phased implementation of projects and management actions as well as
water allocations. The 5-year updates may show that more projects and management actions
are needed if progress toward sustainability by 2040 is not matching expectations.
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Question: For the rationale that sets the minimum threshold at 2015, is the idea then that the well doesn’t
go below that level even without undesirable results?

Answer: This is still to be determined. The team will use rationales selected with input from the
community, SAC, and the CBGSA Board to develop specific minimum thresholds for each
threshold region and interim milestones. In some cases, the interim milestones may go below
2015 levels with the goal of recovering by 2040.

Question: How do threshold regions or rationales relate to the existing 30 percent overdraft?

Answer: The rationales are intended to develop the minimum thresholds to monitor against undesirable
results. 30 percent represents the over-pumping across the entire basin. Projects and
management actions are developed to address over-pumping.

Question: 20 thousand acre-feet (TAF) must be cut back, but how can that happen if we keep declining
groundwater levels?

Answer: There will be a transition period between now and 2040, during this time there may be further
lowering of groundwater levels, but the overall intent of the plan is to get the basin in balance
by 2040 and beyond. Beyond 2040, inputs have to match the outputs.

Question: Groundwater levels must flatten completely to be sustainable; is that rationale correct?

Answer: Sustainability boils down to two things: inputs must match outputs, and undesirable results
must be avoided. The inputs must match the outputs on a long-term average, not each year, so
there may still be fluctuations in groundwater levels.

Topic 2 — Numerical Model Update and Initial Water Budgets

Question: What direction does groundwater flow?

Answer: Like surface water, groundwater movement in an unconfined aquifer is dictated by gravity — it
flows downbhill. Groundwater flows from areas of higher hydraulic head to areas of lower
hydraulic head. In the Cuyama Basin, that is generally from the south to the north, and from
the east to the west.

Question: How much water is an acre-foot?

Answer: = An acre-foot of water is 43,560 cubic feet, or to 325,851 U.S. gallons, enough water to cover a
football field with a foot of water.

Question: How does the model calculate deep percolation?

Answer: The model calculates deep percolation as the potential quantity of recharge to an aquifer.
Recharge is the amount of water leaving the active root zone (deep percolation). Recharge is
derived from precipitation, irrigation, evapotranspiration, and soil hydraulic properties.

Question: How does the water budget change in different parts of the Cuyama Basin?

Answer: The water budget is developed for the entire Cuyama Basin.
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Question: What is the total groundwater depletion in the Cuyama Basin over the past 20 years?

Answer: Since 1995, the total decline in basin storage is approximately 400,000 acre-feet.

Question: Was the age of the wells recorded?

Answer: The monitoring well data that was collected had a wide variation in its level of detail. Some
wells had an installation date, and some did not.

Question: How does the plugging of well screens affect groundwater level readings?

Answer: If monitoring well screens are plugged, it is less likely that measurements in the well will
represent conditions near the well.

Question: Is the model developed enough to depict the size of storage or what is left in storage?

Answer: The total amount of storage in the basin is unknown because there is uncertainty about the
depth of the groundwater basin throughout the whole area.

Question: How does the model calculate evapotranspiration?

Answer: The model calculates the evapotranspiration based on the data provided by the Irrigation
Training & Research Center at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo.

Question: How much water is nature using?

Answer: Native vegetation consumptive use is approximately 182,000 acre-feet per year out of a basin-
wide total of about 223,000 acre-feet.

Question: How much water is left after native plants and agriculture?

Answer: Deep percolation to the groundwater is approximately 32,000 acre-feet per year and 11,000
acre-feet per year is runoff.

Question: Have you forecasted full groundwater depletion?

Answer:~ No. The GSP is looking at how to get the basin back in balance, not how long it would take to
use all the water in the basin.

Question: What about groundwater dependent ecosystems, are they taken into account in the model?

Answer:  Groundwater dependent ecosystems are not represented directly in the model; instead their
water consumption is lumped in with other native vegetation.

Question: What influences the groundwater ranges?

Answer: Location, geologic conditions, topography, precipitation, and several other factors.

Question: What about groundwater quality, is that addressed in the GSP?

Answer:  Salinity is included in the GSP.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Is climate change included in the model?

There will be projected hydrologic conditions under a climate change scenario provided by
DWR.

What does "reconstructed stream flows" mean? Isn't it an estimate?

Streamflows leaving the Cuyama Basin are estimated using the reconstructed historical
precipitation data.

When looking at earlier studies conducted in the Cuyama Basin, how do they compare with
the model and the resulting water budgets?

The results are not directly comparable because no previous model covered the entire Cuyama
Basin.

If the model can calculate storage loss, how much is left, how close to empty are we?

The total amount of water stored in the basin is unknown due to uncertainties in the depth of
the basin. The GSP is looking at how to get the basin back in balance, not how long it would
take to use all the water in the basin.

What science can show what happens to deep percolation when the vadose zone is 500 feet of
empty, de-watered dry zone above the groundwater level but below the land use? Where in
California has this ever been studied? What procedure can predict this? What certainty exists
as to whether the deep percolation ever makes it back down to usable groundwater?

The lowering of groundwater levels at very high rates has a significant impact on the recharge
of deeper aquifers when a thick clay layer exists. As a result of lower pressures, the pore space
between the clay particles get smaller and slow the vertical flow. Without such thick clay
layers, the most significant impact is the delay in time for the recharge occurrence to reach
saturated groundwater level rather than the volume.

March 6, 2019 Community Workshops

Two community workshops, one in English and one in Spanish, were held on March 6, 2019, in New
Cuyama, CA. Questions received, and the responses provided are grouped below by workshop topic.

Topic 1 — SGMA Background and GSP Development Overview

There were no questions.

Topic 2 —

Question:

Answer:

Cuyama Basin Water Budget

What is the sustainable yield of the Cuyama Basin?

Total sustainable yield in the Basin is about 21 thousand-acre-feet (taf)
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Question: The concept of regions is confusing because the conceptual model is detailed while the
defined regions are fairly blocky. How defined will be boundaries of these regions be?

Answer: The CBGSA previously approved regions to be used for developing groundwater level
thresholds; however, these regions will not be used as Management Areas. As determined by
the CBGSA Board, management area boundaries will be estimated using numerical modeling
results.

Question: Is the Ventucopa Management Area set in the town? What is the Ventucopa Area?

Answer: On March 6, 2019, the Board approved using preliminary Management Areas defined by
groundwater level changes estimated by the Cuyama Basin numerical model of greater than 2
feet per year.

Question: When will the model runs that include Climate Change be available?

Answer: Modeling results that incorporate climate change will be shown at the April CBGSA Board
meeting.

Question: Is climate change included in the model?

Answer: Not yet, but the model will be run with climate change assumptions provided by DWR.

Question: Why is the word “draft” on a number of the slides?

Answer:  The analysis is not quite completed so the word draft was added where appropriate.

Question: What is the “Woodward & Curran technical team”?

Answer:  This is the consultant team developing the GSP for the Cuyama Basin under contract with the
CBGSA.

Question: In New Cuyama, how far down is the water?

Answer:  The well is about 800 feet deep and the groundwater level is around 200 feet deep.

Question: Will the water quality improve if the aquifer is recharged?

Answer: We don’t know.

Topic 3 — Projects and Management Actions

Question:  The pumping reduction numbers seem high? I am not convinced by the pumping reductions-
only scenario. There are roughly 16,000 irrigated acres, 3 feet = 8,000 acres. Half of those
taken out = balanced.

Answer: The projected pumping reductions needed to reach sustainability reflect the best estimate of
the numerical model given the current available information. The model is not perfect as there
are data gaps. It should be noted that the required pumping reduction will be greater than the
projected overdraft. Need to take into consideration the reduction from deep percolation.
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Question: Will taking crops out of production (fallowing land) be a primary tool to become sustainable?

Answer: Yes.

Question: If the Department of Water Resources (DWR) will take 2 years to review the GSP, what
happens in those 2 years?

Answer: The assumption is that the Cuyama Basin GSP will be implemented on the schedule submitted
with the GSP. The DWR will have to review annual reports as well.

Question: Who is paying to implement projects?

Answer: The CBGSA Board will have to determine this and the funding strategy is likely to be
reflective of a philosophy that the costs should be paid by the beneficiaries.

Question: Has cloud seeding been tried over the Cuyama Basin?

Answer: No, but it has been used in Santa Barbara County and other locations.

Question: s there a risk of toxicity for fruits and nuts that are being grown?

Answer: There is no significant toxic effects as measured thus far.

Question: What is the history of cloud seeding? How long has this technique been used and monitored
for toxicity? Has toxicity been measured?

Answer: Cloud seeding has been performed over many decades in many watersheds across California.
For example, cloud seeding has been utilized in the Kern River area for over 30 years. These
other basins have not experienced major issues with toxicity.

Question: How to test effectiveness (of cloud seeding)?

Answer:  Once cloud seeding is implemented, it is difficult to estimate exactly how much additional
precipitation results because there is no opportunity to test with and without conditions for the
same year.

Question: Someone did a master’s thesis on Cottonwood Canyon runoff potential. Did Woodward &
Curran use information from canyons that run when there is over 1 inch of rain?

Answer: The model simulates water flows from the canyons. The Woodward and Curran team would
be glad to look at the person’s master’s thesis.

Question: Do cost estimates include annual costs?

Answer: The cost estimates include both implementation and annual costs.

Question: Since the Central Region is so overdrafted, would those in the Central Region pay for
potential projects?

Answer: Most likely project costs would be paid by those landowners who derive the greatest benefit.
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Question: Silting has shutdown projects in Ventucopa, could this be a big issue here?

Answer:  Yes.

Question: Have you considered streambed restoration to slow water? Sounds like the natural function of
a stream is being described.

Answer: There is a component of natural recharge, but the concept of stormwater capture is to divert
water than would otherwise be lost downstream due to high flows in the river.

Question: Can you increase seepage in the river bottom?

Answer:  This would need to be studied to assess the benefits and whether there would be any negative
environmental impacts.

Questions: Do you have to do projects?

Answer: SGMA requires that sustainability be reached, and projects can help bring the Cuyama Basin
into balance by 2040. You don’t have to do projects, but it is prudent because every acre of
farming that you lose has an economic impact associated with it.

Question: If pumping increases outside of the Central Region and Ventucopa Area, could more
management areas be created?

Answer: Yes.

Question: Currently, there is not much requirement to measure your water use, with the GSP will there
be required metering?

Answer:  Not for those with private wells using less than 2 acre-feet per year, but metering may be
required in other locations—the exact mechanism for tracking water use still needs to be
determined by the CBGSA Board.

Question: Why are the groundwater conditions in the Central region and the Ventucopa area so different.

Answer: The Central Region has more pumping and the Ventucopa area has more recharge;
additionally, wells in Ventucopa are much shallower than those in the Central region.

Question: How will the new community wells be paid for?

Answer:  We hope to get grant funds.

Question: With cloud seeding, how do you measure for toxicity?

Answer: Toxicity has not been a problem in other areas using cloud seeding.

Question: If the projects proposed do not work, then what happens?

Answer: Pumping would have to be further reduced.
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Question: Which is implemented first, is it projects followed by pumping reductions?

Answer: Pumping reductions would be implemented first followed by projects.

Question: Is there information on every well in the Cuyama Basin? If not, why not?

Answer: No. Not every well was added to the State’s database.

Question: How soon will monitoring start, is there a deadline for when it must begin?

Answer: There is not a specific schedule. Developing the detailed monitoring network and monitoring
plan will be part of the initial work to be done.

Question: The Cuyama Community Services District (CCSD) well is not impacting the Cuyama Basin
like agricultural pumping is, right?

Answer: Correct.
Topic 4 — GSP Implementation Plan

Question: Do less aggressive pumping reductions mean lower levels of groundwater?

Answer:  Yes, less aggressive pumping reductions would result in lower groundwater levels initially;
however, the CBGSA will need to bring levels above the minimum thresholds approved by the
CBGSA Board by 2040.

Question: Are the monitoring wells new wells or converted ag production wells?
Answer: Both.

Question: What is an assessment?

Answer: SGMA gives GSA’s the authority to implement assessments which will likely be property
assessments based onacreage, or they could be based on something else. The CBGSA Board
of Directors will decide the strategy. An assessment that includes pumping is a likely
component of any future assessment.

Question: How are the socio-economic impacts being evaluated? With pumping reductions by the large
ag growers, looking at the socio-economic impacts is crucial.

Answer: = An economic assessment will be performed prior to any project or pumping allocation
implementation.

Question: Can the CBGSA staff talk to the large employers in the Cuyama Basin and ask them to
encourage their employees to be involved as this process continues to go forward over the
coming years? The employees don’t seem to know about what is needed to achieve
sustainability in the Cuyama Basin. The employers and employees need to be encouraged to
talk about what is coming.

Answer: The GSA has an active outreach process that is designed to try to include as many local
residents in the process as possible.
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Written Comments Received at March 6 Workshops

It seems that an aggressive implementation of pumping reductions would be best for keeping the
native ecological balance in the riparian areas with the least loss of the rich natural areas that provide
quality of life for the inhabitants of the region.

The pumping reductions might mean financial loss for some, but most of the financial gain from the
use of the valley’s water does not stay in the valley to provide benefits for the local population, but
rather it goes to communities outside of the valley.

Can a program to educate/provide more efficient irrigation systems like improved water delivery
equipment or means to reduce evaporation be developed?

Is there a way to use a little less technical language and simplify things by using more general terms
with more diagrams? Some of the text slides need simplification.

May 1, 2019 Community Workshops

Two community workshops, one in English and one in Spanish, were held on May 1, 2019, in New
Cuyama, California. The following is a summary of comments received at the workshops, and comments
are grouped by topic. Responses to these comments are in Attachment D-1.

Summary of Comments Received Regarding the Draft GSP

Regarding SGMA, the GSP should include the following:

Clarification that the development and implementation of the GSP is a government mandate under
SGMA, but implementation will be paid for by landowners in the Cuyama Basin.

Clarification that SGMA was not enacted to improve water quality or increase water flows.

Explain what happens if the GSP fails -- what does state control look like?

Regarding economic analysis and impacts, the GSP should include the following:

Economic impact analysis.

Explanation of economic impacts from the groundwater cutbacks. The cutbacks could destroy the
entire Valley’s economy. The economic analysis needs to address the fact that the people who live in
the Cuyama Basin work on the agricultural lands or support those that do.

Explanation of how the economic impacts will be addressed as an offer on a ranch was withdrawn
after the need for an 80 percent reduction in pumping was announced.

Detailed plan for the cost for implementation taking into account that if the costs are put on the
smaller landowners, they will go out of business. Protection for small landowners from unreasonable
costs.
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Regarding implementation costs and funding, the GSP should include the following:

e Define who is paying for what, what are the costs to residents.

e [Explanation of how the disadvantaged communities in the Cuyama Basin can afford to continue this
effort, year after year at $1 million plus per year.

o Consideration that when identifying funding for implementation, given that the Cuyama Basin is so
severely overdrafted, decreasing water consumption will severely impact the finances of all those in
the Basin whose livelihood depends on water use. Sacramento needs to find a way to pay for changes
required by the GSP for the benefit all of California.

e Appropriate agencies should be seeking grant funding now for implementation.
¢ Information about how long grants will be available.

e Provide funding for houses that have to drill deeper for groundwater.
Regarding the water model and data, the GSP should include the following:

e Data gathering methods that are consistently updated so there is a consistent view provided.

e Explanation of why long-term economic decisions are being made on uncertain groundwater
modeling.

e Explanation that decisions are being made based on model results without a clear understanding of
how wrong the predictions might be. There are ways to quantitatively express the uncertainty in the
model, and this should be included. Every model has uncertainty.

e C(larification of the quantitative sensitivity analysis (of the model) to identify parameters that have an
outsized effect on hydraulic heads and overdraft/water balance.

e (larification of uncertainty inputs (to the model) in terms of the range of probably outcomes.
e  What the three biggest data gaps in the model are.

e More information that validates if new groundwater users are impacting Cuyama Basin groundwater
or not.

e Account for domestic water use.
Regarding the Russell Fault, the GSP should include the following:

e C(Clarification of whether the Russell Fault restricts groundwater flow or if that is still “up in the air.”

e Additional studies to validate if the fault is in fact restricting groundwater movement.
Regarding minimum thresholds/interim milestones, the GSP should include the following:

e Explanation as to why minimum thresholds are set too low to achieve sustainability before the
groundwater is further severely depleted.

e Improved explanation of the interim milestones. They should be set higher than the minimum
thresholds.
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e (larification of the minimum thresholds and undesirable results in Chapter 3 — setting the percentage
of wells that fall below minimum threshold at 30 percent is a problem if all wells in a management
area go below the minimum threshold yet do not exceed the 30 percent measure for determining
undesirable results.

e Explanation of why the minimum thresholds do not protect for continual overdraft.

e Explanation of why the interim milestones are set the same as the minimum thresholds. What
happened to the margin of operational flexibility, this GSP is looking to do nothing better than the
very worst that is acceptable.

Regarding the glide path, the GSP should include the following:

e Better clarification of the glide path.

e Setting reasonable undesirable results that reflect the glide path.

e Connection of undesirable results to the glide path.

e Consideration of starting the pumping allocations/reductions sooner than 2023.

e Implementation of the allocation plan by 2038.
Regarding the monitoring network, the GSP should include the following:

e Data gathering methods that are consistently updated so there is a consistent view provided.
o Agreement that the counties will play an active role in the monitoring network.

e Validation that the monitoring network is truly representative.

e Water quality monitoring so it can be dealt with, include water quality planning.

e Standardization of monitoring wells.

e Monitoring wells are not representative of local production.

e Better monitoring network and stream gauges.

e Who pays for the new groundwater monitoring wells?
Regarding water quality monitoring, the GSP should include the following:

e Monitoring of other water quality constituents that are of great concern for human and animal
consumption, such as nitrates, arsenic, etc. Explain why total dissolved solids (TDS) are the only
constituent considered. To avoid the consequences of water quality getting worse as pumping
continues, more than just TDS should be monitored.

e Track groundwater quality with age date of multiple constituents.
e Water quality data from other agencies; it already exists.

e Explanation of why all wells cannot be monitored.
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Regarding environmental issues, the GSP should include the following:

Planning for potential for degradation of the environment (e.g., increased dust due to fallowing of
land during implementation).

Further analysis of the potential for destruction of native habitat, which is already occurring.
Increased effort to protect groundwater-dependent ecosystems (GDEs).

Protection for GDEs — The GSP does not recognize, quantify, or protect GDEs and it should. Basin
overdraft has dried up most of the GDEs, the GSP must protect those that remain.

Regarding water conservation, the GSP should include the followng:

Information about conservation by all groundwater users in the Cuyama Basin. All water users in the
Cuyama Basin need to be encouraged to change their water use practices. Growers need to be
encouraged to change to crops that use less groundwater, change watering systems to conserve more
groundwater, let some fields remain unplanted. Private citizens should be encouraged to greatly
reduce their water waste, i.e. showering, hand washing dishes, watering gardens.

Clarification that if residents conserve water use, their bills do not go down.

Clarification about the GSA’s role in recommending growers grow a different crop that uses less
water.

Regarding pumping allocations, the GSP should include the following:

Allocation methodology that provides equity among all groundwater users.
Allocation methodology that is basin-wide.
Protections for residential groundwater users.

Definition of and exclusion of de minimis groundwater users from being subject to GSP
implementation.

Information/determination of how the CBGSA will treat a well that is used for irrigation and
residential use.

Information/determination of how the CBGSA will treat new well water users.

Address the vulnerability of areas to new wells and/or increased pumping where there is no allocation
planned currently.

Regarding projects, the GSP should include the follwoing:

What are the impacts and risks associated with cloud seeding?

Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan D-37

Agency Information, Plan Area, and Communication June 2019



A

-

.
WOODARD
&CURRAN

Regarding future well drilling, the GSP should include:

e Explanation of how future well drilling will be addressed.
e Discussion of a possible moratorium on well drilling permits issued by the counties.

o Confirmation that it is a requirement for all new wells to be reported to the CBGSA.
Other comments received at the workshops are summarized below.

e Fees set by the CBGSA will go toward the five-year reporting requirements.
e  “Analysis paralysis” could keep the CBGSA Board from taking action.

e There needs to be a commitment on the part of the CBGSA Board to implement the GSP instead of
business as usual.

e  We were told that the CBGSA Board members do not care — this is worrisome.

e During CBGSA Board meetings, the board members need to listen rather than being on their
smartphones during the meetings.

o There needs to be transparency by all parties during GSP implementation.
e Long-term implementation should engage the upcoming generation.

o Ensure that the GSP works for (1) groundwater levels, (2) water quality, and (3) allows for an
adequate environment in the Cuyama Basin.

e Better trust that the pumpers will cooperate, report and pay.

e This is the eighth groundwater report done in the Cuyama Basin. We have known about the overdraft
problem for the last 50 years. This is nothing new. How are we going to change business as usual
behavior? If this plan is not improved drastically, we will know SGMA to mean same old
groundwater mining activities.

Comments Made Directly to the CBGSA

The following letter was received by the CBGSA via email on March 3, 2019, and is quoted below.
OPEN LETTER TO CBGSA

If any entity was to craft a responsible long term business plan which relied on one key input or
commodity naturally present but limited, in the region of operation, common sense would stress the fact,
if the key commodity, commonly called a resource, was limited and would maintain it at the highest
possible level to insure a viable business. If responsibly envisioned, this would require, among other
things, taking into account patterns and trends regarding the limitation, continual degradation, and
increased extraction expense of that input. It would make less sense to argue over the fine points of the
remaining commodity and one's allotment within a narrow speculative margin than to plan and do
everything possible to use with greatest efficiency and to augment through whatever means possible that
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key commodity. One must ask, to be blunt, what are the real objectives and contradictions behind CBGSP
word play, and actual resource conservation and business as usual?

In the present example, there is a consortium of interests (Cuyama Basin Water District) determined to
implement a probable short-to-medium-range plan that prefers to maximize output (capital) at the expense
of adequate or perhaps even minimum maintenance of the commodity. This is at odds with the stated
purpose of the GSP. This convoluted approach is justified by a perception of a-right-by-law of the
dominant users, without acknowledgement of any responsibility to maintain the commodity and the fact
that the depletion of it has had considerable adverse impacts on the region's character and potential long
term availability for other users.

The science of and historical concern with the issue of water extraction in the Cuyama Valley Basin point
to ongoing degradation by agricultural industry on a scale beyond the available water commodity in this
basin. The patterns of verifiable depletion were just beginning to be noted in the 1951 USGS study. The
basin had been essentially in equilibrium until 1946, a date that coincided with the arrival of electricity to
the valley. By 1970, USGS reported that the estimated cumulative dewatering was in the range of
400,000 acre feet for the Basin.

The County of Santa Barbara's own studies at ten year intervals indicated by 1987 the total annual water
demand in the basin was between 48,882 and 48,982 acre feet. Beyond a number of recommendations for
grower conservation and a tax incentive proposal that never materialized, nothing more was done by
agency action and the can was kicked further down the road. By the inception of the most recent USGS
study in 2008, the county's water agency, taking all previous reports as more or less accurate, determined
that the basin had already irrecoverably lost an estimated 1,500,000 acre feet in addition to the ongoing
overdraft per year.

Pumping cost has motivated increased irrigation efficiency and production of less demanding crops since
the late 1980's, and diminished the annual deficit to the 30,000 range that is currently being debated as the
Groundwater “Sustainability” Plan is being formed. Still, and most importantly, every partisan in this
issue does acknowledge a significant annual water deficit, yet among the consortium of major extractors
there is no intention to diminish pumping to a level that would stabilize the water commodity in the basin.
Instead the intention appears to be to drag out the maximum possible output (pursuing maximum capital
return on basically “free” water). Thus the real preferred plan and expectation is to misrepresent the
situation as much as the current legislation allows. This, at least in theory, is poor business practice from
any perspective. In the short term, the major extractor beneficiaries seek to avoid full responsibility and
continue production to the fullest possible extent while the irreversible desertification of the valley
continues.

This myopic misuse of the groundwater of California is what SGMA intends to counter. Each of the
groundwater basins in the State has unique conditions that require real and forthright solutions. In the
Cuyama Basin, the excessive extraction of a sole source commodity is particularly irresponsible and
damaging to the individuals and communities that call the valley's basin their home, to the future
generations who will have to live with less of that much-needed commodity, and to the grace and modest
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bounty of a natural landscape that has already suffered irreparable damage from agriculture. It is long past
time for a groundwater recovery plan that runs counter to the normal business bottom line, and takes an
honest look at a bigger reality.

Most Sincerely,
John Mackenzie

Former Vice-Chairman CCSD
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Cuyama Basin Description of Plan Area - April Draft
Summary of Comments and Responses

June 22, 2018
Paragraph's
Comment # Section Section Paragraph # Sentence # Sentence Starts with, "... Comment Proposed Response
1 1.1 2 1 This document will... Comment: Would imagine this sentence isn't necessary in the final G5P? This is correct, the sentence will be removed from final GSP
2 1.3 1 3 The Basin also encompasses.. Comment: Since referencing the creeks, it would be helpful to label ereeks like Fig 1-14 Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1
3 1.3 3 4 The San loaguin Valley Basin... Comment: Figure spells 'Potera’ Spelling will be corrected in the Figure
4 1.3 5 1 Figure 1-5 shows... Comment: Why is [Figure 1-5] this map at a differentn scale than the others? The scale of Figure 1-5 will be modified to show full basin.
5 1.3 5 1 The CBWD covers.., Insert: .. .west of Wells Creek to # miles east of the intersection of ..." Comment accepted.
[ 1.3 & 1 Figure 1-6 and 1-7... Comment “Figure 1-6": If data in this figure is all from the Counties, why say DWR land survey? The figure depicts land use resulting from surveys performed by DWR
These figures depict historical land use from before the Grapevine Capital
development, For modeling purposes, assumptions about current and future
7 13 6 1 Figure 1-6 and 1-7... Comment "... 2014..": How is the Grapevine Capital land use going to be included in this effort? pment & purp i :
land use will include the Grapevine Capital development as well as other recent
changes in land use.
Text Edits ", Craps are generally rotated regularly, and some agricultural area is idle. —BetsAreas that
8 13 6 Crops are generally... are in active agru:u-ll:ural use prudu-ce are primarily miscellanen-us truck crops, carrats, potatoes am.:l Comment accepted.
sweelt potatoes, miscellaneous grains and hay, and grapes. Various other crop types are produced in
the Basin as well, such as fruit and nut trees, though at smaller production scales.
O " Col ifF ] irri T k | h i 4,
g 13 7 4 Much of the surface water.. Comment "figure.": Color scheme between the legend and map appear to be different. Some irrigated | The current bac groundl map shows land uses that were not present in 201
lands appear to not have a water use The backeround map will be replaced to avoid calor confusion,
DWR provides average values, and average is the commaon statistical
10 1.3 8 1 Figure 1-9... Comment "average depth": Would median be a better indicator per square mile? P . & B
representation of groundwater depths
Applicable data provided on or before 5/31/2018 will be incorporated, if
Comment "10": Is there potential for this figure to change if more data comes in by 5/317 pp. ) prove /31 . P
11 13 4 1 Fimure 1-10 possible, in to the groundwater model. However, this data may not be
’ & h Legend in figure still ‘Domestic’ instead of Producti incorporated into this Plan Area figure.
FBENG In Tigure still says Domestie: Instead of Froduction The figure's legend will be updated to say "Domestic” in place of "Production”,
12 13 9 1 Figure 1-10... Comment "density": Suggest using a different color spectrum, i.e. “coal to hot' as the density goes up Comment accepted.
DWR provides avera al and 3| ;s the com statistical
13 13 9 1 Figure 1-10... Comment "average depth": Would median be a better metric? provi _Eb VEIAEE VEILES, ANd average (s the tommaon statish
representation of groundwater depths
The information represented in Figure 1-11 is what is included in DWR's well
campletion report database, which contains information an the majority of
i . wells drilled after 1947. However, some wells may not have been reported to
14 1.3 10 2 The Basin contains... Comment "three”: Really only 37 CC5D only has 1 well?
¥ only v DWR [potentially up to 30%), and therefore are not included in the database or
this summary
15 1.3 11 3 The Las Padres Natianal... Insert: "... then runs outside the Basin's western and southern boundary... Comment aceepted
16 13 12 1 Figure 1-13... Comment "13": Why is Santa Maria watershed more prominent than Cuyama? The Figure will be modified to make the Cuyama watershed more prominent.
Comment "part of the Cuyama Basin's northeastern arm located in the Estrella River Basin,"; Should
. . A sentence will be added to the paragraph that explains why this area does not
17 1.3 12 1 Figure 1-13... add some discussion/explanation why Cuyama Basin doesn't recelve water from watershads on the ) ,
. flow into the Cuyama Basin.
west side
" i I5g i ifi i h ins..": f "t sh Thi i is fi i i
18 13 12 3 The figure also identifies... Fomment igure also identifies the various other groundwater basins...”: Seval of these aren’t shown |This sentence WI|! be remaved as this figure is not intended to show
in the map groundwater basins.
19 1.4 1 4 The USGS has two active... Comment "deactivated gages": Discuss history coverage of deactivated gages The text will be modified to discuss the deactivated USGS gages
Comment "and ancther gage downstream of the watershed but above Twitchell reservoir on the
20 14 2 4 and another gage... R Bag This sentence will be revised for clarity
Cuyama River.": What?
Comment "Existing groundwater monitoring programs in the Basin collect data on groundwater
elevation, groundwater quality and subsidence at varying temporal frequencies”: Should have a
- . . B . N . v N . rvine P q ) Figures depicting existing groundwater monitoring wells will be included in the
21 15 1 2 Existing groundwater monitoring... figure(s) to help with the discussion in this section and following sub-sections. . ,
Maonitoring Metwark section of the GSP.
Figures may also help identify data gaps
Comment "Full construction information is not available for voluntary wells because SBCWA does not
WEC will fioll th Matt ¥, f ta Barb [ ty t ify thi
22 151 8 5 Full construction Informatian... hawve permissian to release available construction information.": Is this still valid? Thought there were nfirm:lllﬁ: oW Up wi att Young of Santa Barbara County to verify this
on-going conversations on these. !
This discussion of data gaps will be removed from this section of the G5P and
23 151 ] 3 This known data gap... Comment "Monitaring Plan": SBCWA's monitorng plan?
Eap & EP added to the Maonitoring Network section of the GSP
Comment "= Spatial gaps in the northwestern and southeastern areas of the Santa Barbara County
. partion of the Basin. This discussion of data gaps will be removed from this section of the GSP and
24 151 ] bullets Spatial gaps... ) ) ) ) Lo )
» Data gaps in the area north of Highway 166 and in the center of the Basin between Bell and added to the Monitoring Network section of the GSP
Kirschenmann Roads. ": Figures would be helpful
i ) Comment "at least one well per 10 square miles": Should focus an this more and or earlier. Could help |This discussion of data gaps will be remaved fram this section of the G5P and
25 1.5.1 9 bullet Horizontal spatial gap... ) o ; o )
develop gaps and projects far monitoring wells going forward added to the Monitoring Network section of the GSP
%6 152 0 headin Comment an heading 1.5.2: Figures showing the temparal and spatial availability of the data would A figure showing this information will be inlcuded in the Monitoring Network
o & help facilitate discussion and also highlight the gaps and needs moving forward section of the GSP
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Summary of Comments and Responses

June 22, 2018
Paragraph's
Comment # Section Section Paragraph # Sentence # Sentence Starts with, "... Comment Proposed Response
27 15.2 5 3 In the Cuyama basin... Comment ", six DDW™; Are these not public? That would be mare than three portrayed earller WEC will review the information and determine if any of these wells need to be
categorized as public wells
28 153 1 2 There are no known.. ;::;:;L;no known extensometers”: Are these different than the stations mentioned in the following ¥es, all current subsidence manitoring stations within the basin use GPS.
29 157 0 heading CorrTment an heading 1.7: Recommend .diECus.S.il'lgln same arder from section to section. Previous The order of the subsections in 1.7 will be reordered and corrected
section went SB, SLO, Ventura, Kern. This section goes Kern, 5L0, 58, Ventura.
- . . . i Mo, this section of the G5P documents current well permitting programs.
30 L8 1 bullet (g} |Well Construction policies rC;z;nr:;t. Will this cover how well permits are granted or denied for new or replacement wells going Potential changes to these programs could be considered In the Project and
Management Actions seetion of the GSP,
31 19 0 heading Comment on heading: Are these all cited in text? Yes
Comment "To the southwest, and more distant from the Cuyama Basin, are the Santa Maria, San
Antanio Creek Valley and Santa Ynez River Valley Basins, which are located about 10 to 15 miles
32 1.3 3 4 Ta the southwest... southwest of the Cuyama Basin.": The distance to these other basins is not accurate. San Antonio Creek |Text will be madified for clarity
is at least 35 miles away as the crow flies, and much futher by highway. The 5anta Ynez basin is even
further,
Comment an whole paragraph:
- These maps do not show range land which dominate the western area of the valley and should be
included as an agricultural land use.
- Recent agricultural land development is not included which are significant increases in relation to Land use for additional years, including 2016, is currently being processed and
groundwater use in the Basin: specifically the 870 acres of vineyard planted in the western portion of will be shown in the next revision of the Plan Area document. These land use
13 13 & 1 Figure 1-6 and 1-7.. the Basin; and the intensive olive cropping along Hwy 33 are not included. If the map cannot be datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do not include non
updated to 2016, then these additions/changes should at least be mentioned in the narrative. irrigated range and pasture land. However, water use from these other land
- Potatoes and sweet potatoes are not grown at any scale any longer, making it pretty clear that the areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water budget as part of
crop types the report refers to are based on old data. Hay, which is a rain-fed crop, is hardly farmed the GSP.
anymare. However, alfalfa, which is an intensively irrigated crop, and was a cause of the early
overdrafting, is still grown along Highway 33. A drive across the Valley today shows large plantings of
beets, braccoli, garlic and salad greens, along with carrots,
Comment "The Los Padres National Forest covers most of the Basin’s narthwestern arm, then runs
outside the Basin's western boundary, where it enters the Basin again and covers most of the Basin east . )
i i ) T |Comment noted. Flgure 1-13 shows the portions of the Los Padres Mational
34 1.3 11 3 The Los Padres National... of Ventucopa": Los Padres National Forest also is the boudanry and part of the watershed for the entire ) i
_ i Forest that run off into the Cuyama Basin.
sputhern compenent of the Basin. A watershed focus should be used since these arms, even though
they are located outside the physical basin itself, are feeder streams into the basin,
Comment "The only COEC gages in the Cuyama River watershed are at Lake Twitchell which is
downstream of the Cuyama Basin. The USGS has two active gages that capture flows In the Cuyama
River watershed upstream of Lake Twitchell... Although neither of these stream gages is located within
the Cuyama Basin, they can be used ta monitor the inflow and outflow of surface water through the Comment noted. Figure 1-14 shows the portion of the watershed upstream of
Basin.": The gages located near Twitchell Reservair are only partially fed by stream flow from the upper |Twitchell Reservoir that flows into the Cuyama River within and downstream of
35 14 1-2 3 The Only CDEC gages... basin. Multiple tributaries flow into the Cuyama River to the west of the Basin. Some of these streams  |the Cuyama Groundwater Basin, as well as the location of gage 1136800. As
include: Miranda Pines Creek, Alamo Creek, and many other smaller creeks. A drive along Highway 166 |part of developing the water budget, WE&C will estimate the portion of the gage
from the western end of the Basin at Rock Creek to Twitchell Reservair shows multiple cases of creeks  |1136800 flow that originated from the Cuyama Basin area.
or washes with riparian vegetation (Sycamore, Cottonwood, Willows, etc.) leading into the Cuyama
River, all indications of significant groundwater movement. Thus, we guestion how accurate a reading
these gages would provide for stream flow exiting the Cuyama Basin as defined by Bulletin 118,
Comment: Is this the section where past studies of groundwater in the Cuyama Basin would be
mentioned? If so, we recommend including this summary chart of past studies prepared by Dennis
Gibbs, Yulalona Hydrology, as part of a report for Santa Barbara Pistachio Company, December 7, 2017,
We feel that the Plan Description should more clearly summarize the historic overdraft of the
groundwater in the Basin that has been documented for many decades. This really should be the
starting point for any future management plan.
36 General Comment oy of ol madern Hyduologic Ansiyses of the S & These will be discussed in the Water Budget section of the GSP
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Comment # Section Section Paragraph # Sentence # Sentence Starts with, "... Comment Proposed Response
Comment: We also questian if oil wells and pumping have been examined in terms of potential water
7 General Comment use. [tis known that water must be injected into some oils wells to ald in the oil extraction process, 15 |This will be addressed in the Water Budget section of the GSP. No information
there any of this going on, have water wells been drilled to supply this water, and if so, how much has been provided for the water use for oil production.
water is being used?
Camment: We also believe that the report should include a list of all the new water wells that have . . ) .
i i o o i i Recently installed groundwater wells will be included in the well database
been drilled and put into operation in the Basin since the passage of SGMA, including where they are, e o . ’
38 General Comment i dewveloped for the G5P if information is provided for them. However, these will
how much water they can pump, and for what crops they will be used. A lot of water development - .
. L not be identified separately.
and water use changes have occurred in the Basin in the past 3-4 years,
Camment "It s beneath the Cuyama Valley, which is bounded by the Caliente Range to the northwest i )
39 1.2 1 2 It is beneath the Cuyama... ) _v ¥ Wil ,,I ¥ B ) Labels for these ranges will be added to Figure 1-1
and the Sierra Madre Mountains to the southeast™: these 2 ranges should be shown on the figure.
40 1.3 1 4 The Basin also encompasses... Comment "Wells Creek™ not labeled on figure Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1
41 1.3 1 4 The Basin also encompasses... Camment "Quatal Canyon drainage": not labeled an figure Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1
42 13 1 4 The Basin also encompasses... Comment "Cuyama Creek”: not labeled on figure Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1
43 13 2 1 Figure 1-2... Comment "CBGSA": not mentioned in legend The legend will be updated to note the CBGSA boundary
its "V eneampasses has jurisdict rth h fth i i
44 13 a 7 its jurisdictional coverage... Edits "Ventura County . as jurisdiction over the southeastern area of the Basin (covering Comment accepted
120 square miles), including the area east of Ventucopa "
Edits "Creps £ i b there is regular rotation of cropsretstedresalark—andwith some
E ltural area s left idledsst. areas Areas that a active agricultural use produce primaril
45 1.3 & 3 Crops are generally... ag.rlcu . e Ei el Frews firaas Hhat are in active dgrlcu- tratuse p u Rrimarlly Comment accepted
miscellaneous truck crops, carrots, potatoes and sweet potatoes, miscellanecus grains and hay, and
grapes. Various other crop types are produced in the Basin as well, though at smaller production scales.
i : hasT i R ith i i i i 1l
46 13 10 Figure 1-10 ZOI‘I';I'I:EHI on Figure: Legend has Township & Rarige with Domestic Wells but figure is production wells The legend will be updated to say "Domestic” in place of "Production”
ensity
Definition will be added to the text for "Production”, "Domestic” and "Public"
47 13 10 1 Figure 1-10... Comment: define production well wells
Comment an Figure: L d has T hip & Ra ith D stic Wells but fi is ducti Il
48 13 11 Figure 1-11 d::]: ten an Fgure: LegEn ownship ngE Wi nmestie WeTs bul Nigure 15 praguction Wels e legend will be updated to say "Domestic”™ in place of "Public”
iy
DWR's well completion database shows a public well at this location. Initial
49 1.3 11 2 The Basin contains... Comment; Which well is this? Our database does not show a municpal well in Cuyama Basin research suggests that this well is located at a fire station, but this has not been
canfirmed.
Edits: The Las Padres National Farest covers mast of the Basin's northwestern arm, then runs just
outside the Basin's western boundary—whers-H-anters-the-Basin-again-and-soves e e B
until the Forest boundary turns east at abouteasé-ef Ventucopa where it covers the southern part of the
. basin. A portion of the Basin north of Ventucopa, as well as an area nearby that is immediately outside
50 13 12 3 The Los Padres National... Comment accepted
the Basin, is designated as the Bitter Creek National Wildlife Refuge. The Bureau of Land Management P
{BLM) has jurisdiction over a large area thetrars-outside the Basin, and along the Basin's northern
boundary—sad-ceversincluding small parts of the Basin north of the Cuyama River. Most of the
northeastern arm of the Basin is designated as State Lands.
C t fi :Wh is the C Watershed the fi ? Needs t bwious. It
51 13 13 1 Figure 1-13... amimEnt an fgure sre s the Luyama Tatershed an ) ¢ figure? Needs to be more obvious The Figure will be modified to make the Cuyama watershed mare prominent.
would also be helpful if the areas of different colors were included in the legend
Comment on last commentfinsertion: Figure would be mare helpful if it did not include all the extra This sentence will be remaved as this firure is not intended to show
52 13 13 after 2 basins. Also, are they basins or watersheds. Ventura is labeled at the bottom but that’s not the county roundwater basins 8
boundary or the Cuyama basin boundary) & el >ins-.
Edits: "Existing surface water monitoring in the Cuyama Basin is extremely limited. EsstrgsSurface
water monitoring in the basin is limited to DWR’s California Data Exchange Center (CDEC) program, and
) monitaring performed by the United States Geological Survey (USGS). The only CDEC gages in the
53 1.4 1 1 Existing groundwater manitoring... Comment accepted
HSUNE & ikoring Cuyama River watershed are is at Lake Twitchell which is downstream of the Cuyama Basin . The USG5 i
has two active gages that capture flows in the Cuyama River watershed upstream of Lake Twitchell, as
well as four deactivated gages (Figure 1-14). "
54 1.4 1 Comment on Figure showing Twitchell: Not ¢lear where this Is on the map A label will be added for Twitchell Reservolr on Fleure 1-14
Yes, the figure only shows USGS gages. There are no other surface flow gages
<5 1.4 1 Comment on Figura 1-14: Are the gages that are labeled on the figure only the USGS gages? What is the |within the basin. As describad in the legend, the hatched area shows the
) area with the diagonal lines? portion of the Cuyama River Watershed that contributes to the Cuyama River
downstream of the Cuyama Walley Groundwater Basin
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Comment # Section Section Paragraph #  Sentence # Sentence Starts with, "... Comment Proposed Response
Edits: "The two active gages include one gage on the Cuyama River downstream of the Basin (1D
#111368&00), which is located just upstream of Lake Twitchell. This gage has 58 years recorded-yeats of
recorded streamflow measurements from 1959 to 2017. The other active gage is south of the city of
Wi | B I #11136600) and h P f
6 1.4 2 entucopa along Santa Barbara Canyon C!'eek ( 3 ) and has seven VEars o Comments accepted
recarded streamflow measurements ranging from 2010 to 2017, and another gage downstream of the
watershed but above Twitchell reservair on the Cuyama River. Although neither of these stream gages
is located within the Cuyama Basin, they can be used to monitor the inflow and cutflow of surface
water through the Basin.
57 14 2 Caomment "The two active gages...": USGS? Yes, the document will be clarified to be clear that these are USGS gages
g 1.4 2 Comment "The other active gage is south of the city of Ventucopa...": town not labeled on map, Also  |A label will be added for Ventucopa to Figure 1-14. The document will be
) Ventucopa has been called a community, 2 town and not a city in this report update to consistently refer to Ventucopa as a "town"
Comment "and another gage downstream of the watershed but above Twitchell reservoir on the
59 1.4 2 o BaE ! Text will ke modified for clarity
Cuyama River.": 772
60 151 1 2 Data is submitted... Comment: What s SBOWA? SBOWA was previously spelled out in Section 1.3
Edits "WeHswere-rroftared-Hr2arwith-rrest-Most of the wells that were monitored in beirg 2017
61 151 3 L} Wells were montiored... N Comment accepted
hawe been maonitared since 2008, although a few have measurements dating back to 1983, P
WELC will fall th Matt Yoo f Santa Barbara County t fy th
a2 1.5.1 7 [ Full Construction information... Comment: canstruction information is no longer confidential i W . ollow up Wi ung o santa Karbara Lounty to venly this
information
Insertion
"Wentura County Plan's Update
The Caunty of Ventura is working on a comprehensive update to its General Plan for the first time in
almost 30 years, The County’s current General Plan expires im 2020 and it has not been
comprehensivel dated since 1988, Since that t th h b i mpartant changes t
63 1.7 Addition, last paragraph of 1.7 omprenensive _‘t' HpEatE s?n = " e |m.e, ere have een many impartant changes to Insertion accepted
state law that dictate what issues must be included in a general plan. As a part of the General Plan
Update, the existing elements may be recrganized and the County will develop three additional
elements to address issues related to agriculture, economic development, and water. The General Plan
Update will also incorporate the topics of health and climate change. "
DWR's well completion database shows a public well at this location. Initial
) Comment: Figure 1-11 shows public wells with a public well at the south end of the basin, We don't P ) . P ) ) )
1] Figure 1-11 ) research suggests that this well is located at a fire station, but this has not been
hawve a municipal well in Cuyama Basin in our database.
canfirmed.
Camment:
# The two wells that are being reported to the CASGEM program are not the two described in section
1.5.1 Groundwater Elevation Monitoring, Ventura County Watershed Protection District CASGEM
Maonitoring Plan (page 20). The well Ventura reports are:
O7N24W13C035 has b itared si t least April 1 d h ] leti
&5 o 3C035 has been monitored since at least April 1989, and we have a well completion This section will be reviewed and clarified
report on it 5o we do have canstruction information.
o 07N23IWLER01S has been monitored since at least March 1972, We do not have a well
completion report so no well construction information.  Our database has the well depth as 73 feet but
I don't know where the information came from. Casing diameter is 10 inches.
C t: Th i t that shows th IIs th ing fi t | ti t lit
a6 d:::men re 1s nat map that shows the wells they are using Tor water elevation ar water quality This infarmation will be provided in the Monitaring Network section of the GSP
&7 Comment on Figure 1-12, Fed and state lands: The state lands in the n/fw should be labeled “Carrizo Carrizo Plains Ecological Reserve will be added to Figure 1-12 where the map
plain ecological reserve” as the wildlife sustainability issues will be important, label "State Lands" is currently located
Camment:
The San Luis Obispa 2014 IRWM Plan presents a comprehensive water resources management
approach to managing the region’s water resources, focusing on strategies to improve the sustainability
8 162 of current and future needs of San Luis Obispo County (County of San Luis Obispo, 2014), see note A sentence will be added to Section 1.6.2 to note that the IRWM Plan Update
- below. was based on the 2012 Master Water Report.
+ MNote that the IRWM Plan was heavily based on the 2012 Master Water Report --
https://slocountywater.org/site/Frequent?20Down|cads/Master¥20Water%20Plan/
59 1.2 Camment: Add labels on figure for Caliente Range and Sierra Madre Mountains Labels for these ranges will ba added to Figure 1-1.
70 1.3 Comment: combine Figure 1-1 and 1-27 Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1
71 1.3 Label Wells Creek, Santa Barbara Creek, Quatal Canyon, and Cuyama Creek on Figure 1-1 Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1
72 1.3 2 3 The CBGSA was created.. Edit: Remove "E” from "JERA" WEL will confirm the correct acryonym.
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Comment on Figure 1-2; Figure 1-4 shows County Boundaries? Flgure 1-2 Mot Needed Combined w/ The Figures have been organized to clearly show compliance with SGMA
73 1.3 Figure 1-1. requirements and therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will
not change.
24 13 3 Figure 1-3 shows... Comment on entire paragraph: P. 3 coss draft 2018 SGMA Prioritization. High Priority Figure 1-3 will be .updared to reflect the new prioritization of the Cuyama Valley
Groundwater Basin
The Figures have been organized to clearly show compliance with 5GMA
75 13 4 Comment on Figure 1-4: Move to Figure 1-2A requirements and therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will
not change.
The Figures have been organized to clearly show compliance with SGMA
76 13 5 Comment on Figure 1-5: Figure 1-2b requirements and therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will
not change.
These land use datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do
- 13 B Comment on Figure 1-6 and 1-7: Show all Ag? Cattle Grazing, pastures, and federal and state land. From |not include non-irrigated range and pasture land. However, water use from
Landuse, New Figure? these other land areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water
budget as part of the G3P. Federal and State Lands are shown in Figure 1-12,
These land use datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do
78 1.3 7 Figure 1-8 shows... Comment an whole paragraph: Capture all ag? Any diminimis users? not include non-|rrlgated. range and pasture I.and. Howe'.re.r, water use from
these other land areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water
budget as part of the G5P.
These land use datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do
79 13 7 Figure 1-8 shows... Comment "Pastureland, which may not be...": Can you add this infor? New figure? not include non—|rrlgated_ range and pasture I.and. Howeve.r. water use from
these other land areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water
budget as part of the G3P.
Camment at end of paragraph™:
80 13 8 The number in each... Add table Atable is not necessary to represent this information
QAQC discuss. This data is the Figure 13 head to follow
a1 13 between & and 9 Comment: Geolagy and well screen level? FEEDID[-.:V |nfnr.rnation will be provided in the HCM section of the GSP. Screen
interval data is not widely available.
a2 13 5 Figure 1-10 shows... Comment on paragraph: QAQC discuss Langf.;ag.e will_be added to describe the reliablility and completeness of DWR
well information.
Camments:
& 13 Figure 1-1 - add "creeks" to make the label "streams/creeks" Creek labels will be added to Figure 1-1. Background imagery will be revised to
- label from page 1 provide mare clarity.
- if showing parcels/ ag areas show the entire basin,
Comment: Background imagery will be revised to provide more clarity, The Figures have
84 13 Figure 1-2... - Combine w/ Figure 1-1 been organized to clearly show compliance with SGMA requirements and
- Too busy w/ all the roads therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will not change.
The Figures have been organized to clearly show compllance with SGMA
85 1.3 Figure 1-4 Comment: Figure 1-27 requirements and therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will
not change.
86 1.3 Figure 1-5 Comment: Suggest using entire Basin Scale? Instead of 200 median The scale of Figure 1-5 will be modified to show full basin.
. i . ) o Figure 1-3 will be updated to reflect the new prioritization of the Cuyama Valley
87 13 Figure 1-3 Comment on Medium or all Pricrities: 5till correct> Draft 2018 SGMA Plan is High i
Groundwater Basin
Land use for additional years, including 2016, is currently being processed and
will be shown in the next revision of the plan area document. These land use
8 13 Figure 1-6 Comment: Does this include Harvard? All ag? .da.tasers only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do not include non
irrigated range and pasture land. However, water use from these other land
areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water budget as part of
the GSP.
Figure 1-12 does nat show land use but rather the boundaries of State and
Federal lands. Land use for additional yvears, including 2016, is currently being
Comments: processed and will be shown in the next revision of the plan area document.
89 1.3 Figure 1-7 - Move state and federal land use figures to ag land use to another figure These land use datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do
- show all ag? not include non-irrigated range and pasture land. However, water use from

these other land areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water
budget as part of the G5P.
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Comment # Section Section Paragraph #  Sentence # Sentence Starts with, "... Comment Proposed Response

Land use for additional years, including 2016, is currently being processed and
will be shown in the next revision of the plan area document. These land use

Comments datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do not include non

90 13 Figure 1-8 -shaw all ag? irrigated range and pasture land. However, water use from these other land

- Any de minimis usars? areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water budget as part of
the GSP.
De minimis user data is not availble.
"Mumber of Damestic Wells by T ship and Range” will b d in F 19

a1 13 Flgure 1-3 Edit to legend: Remove "Township & Range with" to just make it "Domestic Wells® timber ot Jammestic HETS By fownship @n nge Wil e used In Fgure 13,
and similar changes will be made to Figures 1-10 and 1-11.

a2 13 Figure 1-10 Edit to legend: Remove "Township & Range with" and change to "Production” to just make it "Number of Domestic Wells by Township and Range” will be used in Figure 1-9,

) 8 "Praduction Wells" and similar changes will be made to Figures 1-10 and 1-11
Comment: Background imagery will be revised to provide more clarity, The Figures have
93 13 Figure 1-11 - Google show all ag? been erganized to clearly show compliance with SGMA requirements and
- Cicled well with "280" and called it "Strange” therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will not change.
"Number of Domestic Wells by Township and Range” will be used in Figure 1-9,
a4 13 Figure 1-11 Edit to legend: Remowe "Township & Range with" to just make it "Domestic Wells" ; e . ¥ Tew . par B ) . it
and similar changes will be made to Figures 1-10 and 1-11
Geology information will be provided in the HCM section of the GSP. Screen
terval data is not widely availble.

95 1.3 General comment, might be for Figure 1-10 and 1-117: Well Screen level? Geology? " erw. : n_o W EV_ U.I ® ’ .
Screen interaval information is not currently availble for most wells. Text will be
updated to reflecty why screen levels are not included
The Figures have been organized to clearly show compliance with SGMA

a5 13 Figure 1-12 and 1-13 Comment: Suggest move up ahead or behind Ag land use on or before. requirements and therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will
not change.

a7 1.4 1 Comment: Approximate amount? This is described in the subsequent paragraph.

a5 1.4 2 Comment: How is this data QAJQC? The USGS performs QA/QC on their data prior to posting.

99 15 1 Comment: When was the CC5D and CBWD formed? This infarmation will be added to the paragraph that references Figure 1.5
References to the numbers of wells will be removed from this seciton and

100 1.5 1 Comment "There are 101 wells...; Approximate? discussed in the Monitoring Network section of the G5P along with appropriate
figures

101 1.5 1 Comment: Figures? Figures will be added to the Monitroing Metwork section of the GSP

102 1.5.1 2 1 SLOFCEWCD has.. Insertion: "has two CASGEM wells in the service area.." Comment accepted

103 151 4 4 ‘Wells ware monitored in 2017... Comment an "with most being monitored isnce 2008.": Revise, awkward, Sentence will be revised for clarity

) This section of the GSP describes the program in general terms. More details

104 1.5.1 4 Camment: Tables/figures?

' /11 will be provided in the Monitoring Metwark sectian of the GSP
Th i f th P i | . il

105 151 5 Comment: Table/figures. _|5 section of t _e G5 d?sc_rlbes the program ln_g?nera terms. More detailes
will be provided in the Monitoring Network section of the GSP
Maonitoring programs often overlap which is why the wells are mentioned

106 151 B Comment: 5LO County so the well is mentioned previously and these wells are voluntary i ' .gp g pwihich £ ¥ :
multiple times

107 1.5.1 9 Comment on paragraph header: Volunteer Program for 5LO Comment noted. No change needed
Geology references will be remaoved from this section of the GSP and will be

108 1.5.1 9 Comment on "One well is screened in the Younger Alluvium....": Go over Geolog of Basin. Does not fit? | &Y A w' ) ' ! : : I
included in the HCM section of the GSP

109 15.2 1 Sand6 Constituents maost frequently... Comment: General minerals? Nitrates? Comment noted. No change needed

110 15.2 5 Comment on whole paragraph: Add new requirement for ILRF order. Title | to Title 11l Comment noted. This level of detall is not needed in the GSP document.

This will be updated during the development of the Monitoring Network

111 153 Comment an Placeholder for other USGS Subsidence Monitoring: CORS stations if in area? : ) up g P e
section of the G5P.

The text will be modified so as to not state or imply that the GSA is adoptin

112 1.7 Comment on Section: Need to State G5A’s goal then how each Plan Aligns wy them. i " Py ! Pring
goals from the General Plan.

Thi ill fi imply that th i i

113 171 1 Comment: GSA Board shauld decide? e text will be modified so as to not state or imply that the G54 is adopting
goals from the General Plan.

114 171 3 Comment/edit: Remowve |ast sentence starting with "Due to the complementary nature...." GSA decides. |The text will be modified so as to not state or imply that the GSA is adopting

o Should b a combo of all General Plans goals from the General Plan.
115 171 a 3 Given the small portion of the... Comment/edit: Remaove ", and ':hle G5P's alignment wit hthe Genral Plan's goals” Goals need to be The text will be modified so as to not state or imply that the GSA is adopting
vhetted with GSA Board and Public. goals from the General Plan.
The text will be medified so as to not state or imply that the GSA is adoptin
116 172 3rd to last Paragraph Comment an last sentence: Need to vett goasl w/ G5A Board and Public ! P pHng

goals from the General Plan,
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Comment: This section uses a variety of indexes to describe the Basin but misses others. Numerous
secondary streams flow into the valley and contribute to the flow of the Cuyama River but only 2
couple are mentioned. What about Cottonwood, Aliso, Branch, Salisbury, Ballenger, Burgees, Apache
and Reyes Creeks. And what can be done to monitor the sometimes significant contribution these
) L _ |The streams and other surface water features shown on the figures will be
creeks have to the basin. The lack of surface water flow manitoring on any of these secandary stream is o . .
] E o revisited when the surface water modeling approach for the G5SP is developed.
117 13 a potentially problem for developing a water budget or model. Also no mention is made about the i i )
; . ) i i A map will be developed that shows the wetlands contained in state and
variety of surface water features other then streams and rivers, Cuyama is notorious for its Seeps,
. ) ) ) federal databases.
Springs, Wetland meadows and Cienegas. There are Federal and State agencies which have wetland
tracking maps for these Groundwater Dependent Ecosystemns and they characterize a significant portion
of the valley. There should be a map representing these wetlands and a monitoring program to
understand their conditions.
Comment: Figure 1-5 is at an unnecessarily odd scale and it would be helpful to see it combined with The scale of Figure 1-5 will be modified to show full basin. The Figures have
118 13 Figure 1-5 Figure 1-4 so as to see which county is responsible for the parts of the Basin which are outside of the been organized to clearly show compliance with SGMA requirements and
Water District therefore, the contents and numbering of each figure will not change.
Land use for additional years, including 2016, is currently being processed and
Comment: Figures 1-6 & 1-7 regard land use changes up to 2014, however significant changes have will be shown in the next revision of the Plan Area document. These land use
119 13 Flaures 16 and 1-7 happenad across the valley with regards to land use and crop changes. How can the changes at Harvard |datasets only show irrigated agricultural lands and therefore do not include non
) 8 Vineyard, Sunridge Nursery, Duncan Farm, Sunrise Olive, the Salar Farm and others be accounted for as |irrigated range and pasture land. However, water use from these other land
they all are recent major land use changes on a large portion of the valley? areas will be accounted for in the numerical model and water budget as part of
the GSP.
120 13 Floure 1.8 Comment: Figure 1-8 is incarrect or miss-keyed. Some Irrigated lands are unmarked and no lands are The current background map shows land uses that were not present in 2014,
’ e irrigated by surface water as appear to be indicated on the map by the wrong color key. The background map will be replaced to avoid color confusion.
Comment: The section on existing monitoring of surface water is telling in its brevity. There are not
8 N L " E . v Comment noted. For the water budget development, flows will be estimated
121 15 enough flow gauges to make real measurements. This will be a critical issue with the water budget and .
using precipitation records
model development.
Comment: No mention is made of historic Groundwater use or of the many studies made of the Basin,
It seams relevant to present the histary of peer reviewed studies and the cammoenality of all their
conclusions; mainly historic & chronic overdraft.
summary of all modern Hydrologic Analyses of the Cuyama Groundwater Basin
Year Agency Overdraft Method
2014 USGS-5BCWA 34,500 AFfy Finite Difference Model
122 General Comment 2005 UCSB Bren School 30,500 AFfy Mass Balance These will be discussed in the Water Budget section of the GSP

19598 CDWR 14,600 AF/y Specific Yield
1992 SBCWA 28,000 AF/y Mass Balance
1988 CRCD 30,300 AFfy Mass Balance
1977 SBCWA 38,000 AF/y Mass Balance
1970 USGS 21,000 AFfy Mass Balance
1851 USGS "Steady State” Observations

123 1.4 2 4 and ancther gage... Comment: Sentence structure issue The text will be modified far clarity
124 1.4 2 5 Although neither of... Comment: 11136600 is within the DWR GW Basin Boundary The text will be modified for clarity
C t: May b leadi hi idering the dewvel t of a GSP and itoring infl d
omment: May be misleading when considering the development of a G3P and monitoring inflow an The usefulness of this gage for monitaring will be assessed when the surface
125 14 2 5 Althaugh neither of .. outflow from Basin, 11136800 is 15 miles downstream with a falrly large contributing watershed above o X .
. ] ) ) . i water monitoring approach is developed. No change needed for this document.
it and outside the basin. Then again, suppose it's better than nothing at all.
Groundwater level data is currently being assessed and the records of wells
126 15 1 There are 101 wells Comment: A general NWIS datapull has double this number of wells with historic data. Passible with historical data will be confirmed. References to the numbers of wells will
) referring to active pragram? be remaved from this seciton and discussed in the Maonitoring Network section
of the GSP.
127 15 1 There are 101 wells... Comment: Monitored by whom? USGS and 3BCWA and the water district? The agencies that perform the monitaring are described in the sections below,
Data is submitted to the WDL from ... Camment: Not that I'm aware of. We (WA) do provide data to DWR for the CASGEM program only. The discussion on the entities who perfarm monitaring will be reviewed and
[
128 1.5.1 1 1 Santa Barba County Flood Contrl and Probably what they're referring to here.-although there's a CASGEM section below. | have a feeling that darified P B
‘Water Conservation District.. DWR may mine data from the NWIS webpage,
Comment: 7272722727277 Also what makes me think DWR pulled data out of NWIS. Discrete values in
179 151 3 3 The USGS provides historical data for 48 |NWIS are coded CAD42 for for Flood Control. The WA submits CASGEM and voluntary CASGEM data for |The discussion on the entities who perform monitoring will be reviewed and

wells from 1946 to 2009..,

wells to DWR. USGS has never directly provided data to DWR.

clarified
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Paragraph's
Comment # Section Section Paragraph #  Sentence # Sentence Starts with, "... Comment Proposed Response
Groundwater level data is currently being assessed and the records of wells
Camment: ?? Historically there are 200+ th historical data will be confirmed. References to the numbers of wells will
130 151 4 2 In the Cuyama Basin, there are 23 wells... ' ¥ W fetore ",w ) i , “ _m'E E u_' v w_l
be removed from this seciton and discussed in the Monitoring Network section
of the G5P.
Wells are monitored by the USGS in The discussian on the entities who perfarm monitaring will be reviewed and
131 1.5.1 4 3 C t: Wat Pragra
SBECAWCD's.. omment: Water Agency Program clarified
i ) ) . ! : . Groundwater level data is currently being assessed and the records of wells
132 151 4 3 with most being monitored since 2008... |Comment: Ignaring historic data set e ) ) v & :
with historical data will be confirmed
133 151 a 3  hack to 1983 Fomment: And earlier Gr.Dunr:lwat.El‘|E\te|da.ta|scurrenl|y being assessed and the records of wells
with historical data will be confirmed.
Groundwater level measurements at these
) Groundwater level data is currently being assessed and the records of wells
134 151 4 3 wells are taken approximately ance per Comment: Only during the study
rter with historical data will be confirmed.
quarte|
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Hanson, R.T., Flint, L.E., Faunt, C.C., Gibbs, D.R., and Schmid, W., 2014, Hydrologic models and analysis of water availability in Cuyama Valley, California: U.S
Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2014-5150, 150 p., http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/<ir20145150.

Hanson, R.T., and Sweetkind, D.5., 2014, Water Availability in Cuyama Valley, California: 1.5, Geclogical Survey Fact Sheet FS2014-3075 4p.

Hanson, R.T., Boyce, 5.E., Schmid, Wolfgang, Hughes, 1.0, Mehl, 5.M., Leake, 5.A., Maddock, Themas, Ill, and Miswenger, R.G., 2014, MODFLOW-One-Water
Hydralogic Flow Model [OWHM): U.S. Geological Survey Technigues and Methods B-A51, 122 p. (http://pubs. usgs. gov/tmftmbas 1))

Parsons, M.C., Kulongoski, 1.T., and Belitz, Kenneth 2014, Status and understanding of groundwater quality in the South Coast Interior groundwater hasins,
2008 —California GAMA Priority Basin Project: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2014-5023, 68 p., http://dx doi.org/10.3133/sir20145023,
Mathany, T.M,, Kulangski, 1.T., Ray, M.C_, and Belitz, Kenneth, 2009, Groundwater-quality data in the South Coast Interior Basins study unit, 2008: Results fram
the California GAMA program: U.5. Geological Survey Data Series 463, 82 p. Available at http://pubs.usgs.gov/ds/463.

Sweetkind, D.5., Faunt, C.C., and Hansan, R.T., 2013, Construction of 3-D geologic framework and textural models for Cuyama Valley groundwater basin,
California: U.5. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2013-5127, 46 p.

Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
# Section Paragraph#| Sentence # " Comment Response to Comment
| understand that this draft does not yet constitute the complete Basin Setting Description, but of the three reguirements of an HCM by COWR, | find this draft
addresses only the first item comprehensively.
. 31 Glabal 1. An understanding of the general physical characteristics related to regional hydralogy, land use, geology and geclogic structure, water quality, principal The G5P will use the HCM for guiding water budget development and HCM components will be
aguifers, and principal aquitards of the basin setting; elaborated upon during cutreach activities
2. A context to develop water budgets, mathematical (analytical or numerical) models, and monitaring networks;
3. A tool for stakehalder outreach and communication.
In order to facilitate and serve as the basis for the development, construction, and application of a mathematical (analytical or numerical) model and water
budget, maore narrative would be needed regarding the sources of recharge, and the consumptive use by existing native rangeland and phreatophyte vegetation,
as well a5 a better description of the complexity of the “cascading basin® that results from hydrogeologic barriers that separate the Ventucopa Uplands fram the
2 2.1 Global Main Zane, the Main Zone from the Cottonwood subarea and the Cottonwood subarea from the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin, The suggested base period This will be addressed in later chapters.
does not span one or more of the major climatic cycles know as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation [PDO), nor does it include the major period of dewatering of the
basin in the 1970's & 1980°s when much of the groundwater storage was lost, [see USGS, Cuyama Valley, Califarnia Hydrologic Study: An Assessment of Water
Availability)
In order to better serve as a tool for stakeholder outreach and communication it would be necessary to more adequately “provide often highhy-technical
information in a fermat more easily understood te aid in stakeholder gutreach and communication of the basin characteristics to local water users™ [DWR). This L ) . : " .
3 2.1 Global should include a graphic three dimensional interpretation of the Basin characteristics, “The breadth and level of detail of the basin conditions should be :Efi:z:::l:f!:::lIlr;i:zjfi:‘:;:_;Zizroglcm?l and Water Budget sectian. There is 2 general
sufficient to capture long-term changes in groundwater behavior” [DWR). | find there to be a deficiency of detail in this regard. | will provide examples in the '
specific comments below.
Data Gaps that are not mentioned include infarmation about:
- Santa Barbara Canyon Fault
- pumpage data
4 31 Global - Stream-flow gauge on the Cuyama River The Data Gaps section of the HCM has been updated. Some of thess items will be addressed in the
- Seasonal land use practices like frost protection and drench leaching for salinity, varieties of irrigation methods, multiple crepping's in the same year on the Groundwater Conditions section.
same fleld
- Discrepancies between whare water is extracted and where it is applied such as the well at Bell and Foothill roads that pumps groundwater for several miles
eastward across the Rehoboth Fault
5 2.1 Global Subsidence data is not mentioned Subsidence will be discussed in the Groundwater Canditions Section
] 2.1 Global There is no Groundwater Elevation Contour Map Groundwater elevation contour maps will be presented in the Groundwater Conditions Section
Mot all of these citations are from published sources that are considered Peer Reviewed Journals. There should be a consistent citation format that could make
that distinction. How will QC/0A be addressed? Some USGS citations are incorrect. The format is inconsistent and some citations are missing. Here are a few
examples:
Deeds, DA, Kulongoski, 1.T., Mihle, 1., Weiss, R.F., 2015, Tectonic activity as a significant source of erustal tetrafluoromethane emissions to the atmosphere:
Observations in groundwaters along the San Andreas Fault: Earth and Planetary Science Letters, Vol. 15, pp. 163-172,
{https://doi.org/10.1016/].eps|.2014,12,016 )
Everatt. R.R., Hanson, R.T., and Sweetkind, D 5., 2011, Kirschenmann Road multi-well monitoring site, Cuyama Valley, California Hydrologic Study: An Assessment
of Water Availability, Fact Sheet 2014-3075, 2014 Cuyama Valley, 5anta Barbara County, California: U.5. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2011-12392, 4 p.
(http://pubs.usgs. gov/of/2011/1292/)
Everett, R.R., Gibbs, D.R., Hanson, R.T,, Sweetkind, 0.5, Brandt, J.T., Falk, 5.E. and Harich, C.R., 2013, Geology, water-guality, hydrology, and geomechanics of the
Cuyama Valley groundwater basin, California, 2008-12: U.5. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2013-5108, 62 p.
7 2,110 |Global Gibbs, D., 2010, Cuyama Groundwater Basin: Department of Public Warks, Santa Barbara County, 8 p. The reference list was reviewed and updated.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
Please note that this is only one section of many that is devoted to describing groundwater conditions
in the Basin. The 30 graphic {and model) will be discussed in Section 4 (Basin Model and Water
| understand the great pressure that the Woodard & Curran team is under to satisfy the statutory deadlines presented by SGMA. This is a complex and Budget) graphic { ) {
canvaluted Basin a long way from Sacramento and under these circumstances information is hard to acquire and verify with ground truthing given the time &
ints, F £ us livi . his d el thi . .
& 2110 cc.lnstr.alntsl or those of us living and wolrlurlg in Cuyama this is more than a little frustrating. However, t’hl? document is meant to pmwdg a current and *|the Groundwater conditions Section will discuss:
historical picture of groundwater dynamics in a conceptual framework that can be used to understand the issues as they relate to a sustainable future. As such it GDEs
nesds some additional data and narratives. A 30 graphic is missing. A description of the changes to GDEs, water quality & availability due to groundwater \Water qualit
extraction in recent history is needed. How, why and for how long has Cuyama been considered a critically over-drafted basin? N v R
Groundwater availability
Histarical groundwater storage & use
It would be very helpful to maintain some consistent descriptive format. Some formation descriptions lack important information that is pravided for the athers. | The inconsistency in description formats, particularly for the faults, is a result of the discrepancies in
9 213 Global In particular their water bearing relevance to the Basin or its boundaries and to the model itself would be good to include in each formation description. Some  |the amount of data and reparts. Some faults are well studied and have numerous resources to cite
do, some don't, while others (like the Marales fault) lack infarmation,
The syncline has Descriptions of structural features (i.e. faults & synclines) should be more consistent in format with more reference to their relevance to the hydrology in
folded water and nondgeneral. Far example if the Cuyama Syncline “is favorable ta the transmission of water fram the southeast end of the valley” why would it then have "no
10 2.1.4 3 & i ¢ F " v . . . h ¥ v o . MNoted. Will discuss details of tectonic features in Data Gap section.
water bearing pronounced effect on the occurrence of groundwater in the basin®? The syncline near Santa Barbara Canyon Fault has little or no description of its relevance to
formations... groundwater movement. If its cecurrence Is significant but its relevance is unknown this should be noted as a data gap for further Investigation.
Due to the lack of = | appreciate the last paragraph of the Russell Fault description for its acknowledgment of the known-unknowns of this formation with respect to its permeability
11 2.1.4 10 1 consensus as o to groundwater flow. This honesty is refreshing and should be encouraged elsewhere. |tis at least as important to identify what we don't know as to Noted.
acknowledge what we do.
The USGS in 2013 also concluded that the SBCF was a barrier to groundwater flow: “Relatively small
The fault is What is the significance of the Santa Barbara Canyon Fault being a barrier to groundwater flow? “The SBCF was not represented as a barrier to flow in the . ) B ¥
R _ ) . . N ) . ) amaunt of vertical offset in the SBCF indicates changes in water levels across the fault dacumented in
12 2.1.4 12 5 considered a barrier |younger alluvium in the model cells that represent the Cuyama River channel in the CUVHM"[D.Gibbs). How might this impact the Model or Budget? What more . ) e . . -
n ) . previous studies are perhaps the result of distinct fault-zone properties rather than juxtaposition of
to would we need to know about the fault to adequately address the management decisions to come? How can we discover what it is we need to know? ) ) ) e .
units of differing water-transmitting ability” {USGS, 2013a).
13 214 20 1 The Marales fault is a | The Morales Fault is used as the northern boundary of the Basin but very little is mentioned as toits type, or hydrologic permeability. 1s its only relevance and Because the Morales Fault bounds the basin sediments and basement rocks. Basement rocks are
- 30-mile.... justification for being a boundary that it was used as such in the bulletin 1187 impermeable. Impermeable rocks are a basin boundary.
|2t The presence of these|As for the outcrops of bed rock in the western part of the Basin; how can we quantify that the autcrops “likely restricts groundwater maovement by limiting the | The characteristics of the formations in the outcrops indicate that they are non-water bearing. They
14 214 aragranh 4 nan-aquifer materials |extent of permeable materials in this portion of the basin”? Again, how can we learn what we need to know to understand this impact on the model and water  |could be further studied with well installation and pump testing to improve understanding of their
paragrap in this area.... budget as a whole? permeability.
Mot all of the faults being used to set the Basin's Lateral Boundaries have been described as impermeable to groundwater flow. |5 it important to provide any . , .
. . . . . Because the faults bound the basin sediments and basement rocks, Basement rocks are impermeable,
15 2.1.5 2 supporting sclence behind the Bulletin 118 delineation? Might there be some Issues here like the fingers that are in the Basin but outside of the watershed and .
. } Impermeable rocks are a basin boundary.
boundary faults that may or may not constitute barriers to groundwater flow?
The bottam of the . o . . o L
16 2.1.5 5 1 Cuyama Basin Please cite the claim “the bottom of the Cuyama Basin is generally defined by the base of the upper member of the Morales Formation®, A citation has been added,
17 215 Glabal Be consistent when referring ta the aguifer. It is defined as ending at the upper member of the Morales Formation but throughout the section the entire Morales | A sentence has been added at the beginning of the section clarifying that when referring to the
o Formation is referenced as the aquifer aguifer, we are referring to alluvium layers through the top of the Morales Formation.
How can you claim “There are no major stratigraphic aguitards or barriers te groundwater movement, amongst the alluvium and the Morales Formation”, and
There are na major then describe those formations as "consisting of interbedded |ayers of sand and gravel and thick beds [of] clay ranging from 1 ta 36 f1."? That 2™ description There are no continuous clay layers that cover a large area of the Basin in the reviewed literature.
18 216 1 5 stratigraphic defines an aguitard and is evidenced by the many “exceptions of locally perched aquifers resulting from clays in the formations " These clays and aguitards have |Individual clay lenses are not considered a regional aquitard. The extent and nature of clay lenses is
profound effects on the lateral and vertical movement of groundwater within the Aquifers, | cannot believe that “the aquifer is considered ta be continuaus and |net well understood in Cuyama and could be investigated as a data gap.
unconfined” in the presence of so many thick clay layers! How can this inconsistence be reconciled?
This is also evidenced by the “estimates of horizontal hydraulic conductivity ranging from 1.5 to 28 feet per day (ft/d)". That's quite a range to be considered
18 216 5 3 Using aquifer tests unconfined, and would render the average and/or median values to be statistically irrelevant. The wide ranges in the estimates for all the Aguifer Properties Discussion of model and water budget methodology will be discussed in the Water Budget & Basin
o fram &3 wells... show the great variability of groundwater movement within the aquifers due to these aguitards. How will the mathematical model and the budget handle this Model Sections
kind of spatial differentiation?
This map shows that there are no Aguifer Test Wells anywhere in the Veatucopa Uplands south of the SBCF. This data gap contributes to a lack of understanding |How aguifer tests (or lack thereof) will be used in the groundwater model will be described in the
0 216 Figure 2-12 of the Ventucopa area, the region respansible for most of the groundwater recharge into the main basin. Similar data gaps exist for Cottonwood area west of the | Basin Model section. The limited amount of conductivity data will be identified as a data gap that can
Russell Fault. How will these gaps be addressed before developing the Model and Budget? potentially filled by studies at the direction of the G5A in the future.
These cross sections need a legend and should trace the current & historic groundwater levels similar to the way the USGS did with their cross sections. The cross
21 216 |Figures 2-8to 2-11 sections should also indicate where one intersects another and should show the locations of the major faults and synclines as they intersect these sections as The cross sections have been updated.
shown in the USGS charts of the same cross sectiens. If these cross sections are from the USGS Study why are they redacted and without citations?
No reference is made of the USGS GAMA reports and related sampling. No discussion of age dating, tritium isotopes, or trace metals. Can the historical data from Additional discussion of water quality (including historical water quality and age dating) is discussed
22 217 Singer and Swarzenski (1970) be compared to the more current data by Hanson et al (2013) as part of the USG5 Cuyama studies and the GAMA project to provide q ¥ J Guiality E e

the relevant water guality trends? Why is the age dating data ignored as it relates to poor water guality and the lack of recent recharge?

in the Groundwater Conditions section.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
The USGS Geachemistry and isotope dating indicate little to no recharge in the Cuyama Main Basin, Deap percolation of artificial recharge from inefficient
2 318 3 irrigation practices is additionally hampered by clay |layers, distance to the zone of saturation and compaction due to dewatering and subsidence. Consequently  |If a groundwater recharge program is selected by the GSA, further study will need to be conducted as
o loaking at soil properties from the SAGBEI database may not be representative of the subsurface properties that potentially contral recharge and runoff. How can |part of the program.
this potentially high margin of error be verified?
GDEs will be discussed in the Groundwater Conditions section. Available spring reference material
24 218 3 No mention is made of the many Graundwater Dependent Ecosystems; springs, seeps and wetland meadows, Historical evidence should be presented and - pring
. . . X was presented in Figure 2-16,
current conditions quantified for these groundwater discharge areas. How or where will they be presented?
arf; r i arf r {including runoff and recharge) will [ in further detail in th r Bu
25 21.8 384 surface Water Bodies A more complete deseription of the surface water activities, with regards to runoff & recharge throughout the basin is needed. 5 lace water (including runoff and recharge] will be discussed in further deta the Water Budget
& Areas of Recharge section.
Surface Water Bodies [How can we evaluate and determine the volume or rate of surface water depleticn as it relates to groundwater extraction? An evaluation of the uncertainties i . . L )
26 21.8 3&4 arf rowill iscu in her ilin th r t ion
B Areas of Recharge |and the margins of error within the data sets and HCM compenents will be needed before any assumptions can be made by using them in the Modal or Budget, Surface water will be discussed in further detail in the Water Budget sectio
This map does not reflect the “approximately 25 miles of the eastern portion of the Cuyama River [that] is categorized as a wetland by the U5, Fish & Wildlife X . i . . .
_ o, . - _ . o ) ) Recharge will be discussed in the Water Budget Section. Wetlands will be further discussad in
27 2.1.8 Figure 2-16 Service’s National Wetlands Inventory”. Where is that data being presented? What about the remaining 75% of the valley including the river channel and .
. . . Groundwater Conditions,
rangelands? How will recharge be calculated for the majority of the Basin?
This map and the supporting text do not Include many of the major contributing drainages that we have been talking about: Apache Canyon, Ballinger Canyon,
: Salisbury Creek, Branch Canyon, Alisos Canyon and Cottonwoad Canyon, There are alsa many artificial standing bodies of water pumped from the groundwater
28 21.8 |Figure 2-15 ¥ I v ) Y o ¥ v ; 8 F p B A location map will be developed, surface water is a part of the water budget.
that are used for irrigation, frost protection and salinity abatement. They should be adequately described as part of the HCM. How will these surface waters be
routed into the groundwater Modal and the Water Budget?
Does is meet the requirements for SGMA and help address the DWR BMP's: https://water.ca.gov/LegacyFiles/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/BMP_HCM_Final_2016-12-
29 2.1 Global 23 pdf q P ps:f/ gov/Legacy /e fsgm/pdfs/ - - - The G5P will be compliant with Regulations and will consider the BMPs, as appropriate
30 21.1 Suggestion labeling all the faults mentioned er approximate location on a separate figure. Cuyama is complex and a visual map would help Please see Figure 2-6
31 2.1.2 Suggestion labeling all the faults mentioned or approximate location on a separate figure. Cuyama is complex and a visual map would help Please see Figure 2-6
32 2.1.2 Label ranges that are menticned in the text, Please see Figure 2-1
33 216 Figure 2-12 | suggested adding another figure and showing the location of the areas with Bulletin 118 The Basin boundary has been overlain over the USGS map
EL] 213 Figure 2-3 Add timeline scale under Epoch, such as Helecene approx. 11,700 years A timeline scale has been added to Figure 2-3
35 2.1.6  |Figures 2-9 to Figure 2-11 Figures 2-9 to 2-11: Add legend: formation type, location markers to help the public, fault names, etc.... Please discuss what these figures mean These cross sectiens have been removed. Revised versions will be included in a later draft.
i6 213 a 4 The older alluvium is |Label on map (TTRF & GRF) Please see Figure 2-6
The Morales
7 213 & 8 i Label on map - Cuyama Badlands Please see Figure 2-2
Formation
38 213 2 2 Layers of volcanic ash |Label on map - Caliente Follow-up. May cansider labeling geclogic units on the figure.
39 2.1.3 Figure 2-2 Label on map - La Panza and Sierra Madre ranges No change made to map because these ranges are located outside of the Basin,
40 213 Figure 2-2 Label on map - Cuyama Badlands and La Panza Range No change made to map because these ranges are located outside of the Basin,
Outerops of . . - :
41 2.1.4 22 3 baserment Supgest to add a footnote to help explain to the public what this is. The text has been revised.
The highest vieldin Mot sure if this is for the main basin or basin wide, | suggest clarifying it up front. If basin -wide add the methodology and/or assumptions of how this is
42 2.1.4 8 1 I & ¥ g projected to the entire basin, such as hydraulic conductivity is from 63 wells in one basin saction, so how does this reflect the entire basin with all of the differing | A description of conductivity that is available currently has been added.
wells
geology: faults, formations, and etc...
Using aquifer tests . . i
43 2.1.4 12 2 from 63 wells How was this determine, maybe showing the formula to explain in a footnote? This is referenced from U5GS, 2013c who did not reference their calculations
Wells screened in
44 21.4 12 6 bc:‘hs eene Similar to elder alluvium, | suggest adding an explanation for the similarity. Thisg is a USGS, 2013¢ interpretation and was made by them, based on their work.
Using groundwater
45 2.1.4 12 7 |E.".'E|gg values are highest in the central portion of the valley and decline to the west because (geology/faults, ete.....) The text has been revised for clarification
46 21.7 4 2 In 2013, the USGS Suggest adding a footnote to define the primary and secondary MCL's for the public. The text has been revised for clarification
47 2.1.8 Figure 2-15 Add recharge and discharge map with labels, seeps, and etc. Springs and seeps are mapped in Figure 2-16
48 21.8 5 Global Areas of Recharge Add water budget This will be discussed in the Water Budget section
Nao. Multiple maps were reviewed during HCM development. The Dibblee map was selected for the
49 213 Figure 2-2 5o, essentially the only map we have of the basin formatians is from T. Dibblee? P P 8 P P

figure due to its robust detail.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
Water bearing units  |What does this mean: "Water bearing units on the western {upthrown) side of the Russell fault are thinner than the water bearing units to the east of the Russell
30 2.1.4 3 3 ring uni R - & un {upthr }si . ne uni The fault has offset deposits so that one side is thicker than the other.
on the western fault due to this uplift"?
Evidence of the faults
51 21.4 14 6 and their no-flow The Singer reported that water was slow to replenish along the faults - was based on what? The Singer report did not state why.
boundaries
32 2.1.4 Figure 2-6 Will consideration be given to minor faults? Where data is available regarding the nature of faults, they aref/will be considered in the G5P.
Yes, this map was released In June 2012 but some notation should be made of when it was drawn. 50 this is the best map you have? What do the colors ) i ) ) §
’ . R i ) . ) N . . ) Multiple maps were reviewed during HCM development. The Dibblee map was selected for figure use
53 2.1.5 Figure 2-8 represent? It is highly likely that this map was drawn even before the basin boundaries were established, So this is the best information and most recent info ) ) ) )
. due to its robust detail. The legend from Figure 2-2 was added to Figure 2-8.
available?
Figures . ) . . . ) ) § ; ;
54 21.5 2.9 311 Are these maps a continuation of Figure 2-87 It is unclear how these maps relate, These cross sections have been removed. Revised versions will be included in a later draft.
SAGBI provides an
index for The infa from the Soil Ag Groundwater Banking Index seem rather unnecessary in an area where an annual rainfall rarely is enough to reach past plant roots, ) . ) B . . ;
35 2.1.8 & 3 & ] ) E Y . _ ¥ £ paste Aquifer recharge options will be considered as part of the Actions and Projects evaluation.
groundwater unless you plan on collecting flood water which | thought had already been examined by Twitchell.
recharge for....
The Morales thrust
36 2.1.4 20 2 fault os adip of | know what a dip is - does this mean 30 degrees? Text is revised to state "The Morales thrust fault has a dip of approximately 30 degrees."
approximately
We already have subsidence, which means that certain areas will not recharge. 50 how is water getting below those compacted levels to recharge the aguifers
57 Global the deep wells are drawing fram? It would seem that the water that does not run off the surface or is absorbed by the plants would run downhill an top of the  |Noted. Mo change needed to HCM.
impermeable layers, i.e. in a generally westward pattern away from Cuyama Valley, NOT down into the aquifer.
What is the definition of "successful implementation of the GSP." Population growth in the rest of the county has nothing te do with population growth in
58 Global Cuyama Valley unless some small, nan-polluting company decided to mowve here and create employment for local people. That appears to be unlikely unless the |Successful implementation of the GSP is determined by the GSA with input from the stakeholder
county has a plan to attract people who want to live here, rather than extractive Big Ag commuters, With 35 students in the high school this coming year, we're |advisory committee and local stakeholders.
certainly not gaing to attract families any time saon.
59 pE- 5 og- 5 - Does Old Cuyama ne longer have a well? Unknown,
The "Best Management Practices (BMP) for the Sustainable Management of Groundwater: Hydrological Conceptual Model” document fundamentals indicate
Hydrogealogic that a HCM can be used for "stakeholder outreach and communication”. Without clear explanations, a glossary, definitions, clear citations, the document in its ) . i § ) . i
60 2 2 1 The GSP will be compliant with Regulations and will consider the BMPs, as appropriate.
Conceptual Model current form has limited use in stakeholder outreach and communication. Further, the BMP document recommends that the HCM for a basin’s GSP should P ! Eulat perop
include a 3-0 model of the basin. The draft HCM for the Cuyama Basin does not include such a model.
All data submitted by non-public entities should be noted assuch and flaggedin the HCM and throughout the final GSP. Their contributions (data, input, maps,
€1 31 Global quotes) to the GSP should be noted as provided by entities that are affiliated with a private interest in the valley. Further, the HCM and the GSP should contain a |Data and knowledge about the geology in this Basin is deficient in details. Any available data or
’ listof all non-publicagencies that have submitted data, with notations on their affiliations. Specifically, Cleath-Harris is affiliated with the Morth Fork praperty; reports were reviewed and formally cited if used.
Ekl is affiliated with the Cuyama Basin Water District.
All maps and charts that do not include data from the current 850 acres of Morth Fark planting should be flagged and noted as not including the current planti
62 2.1 Global P n_ netincide - © cuirren resatie i planting should be Tlage nd note natincluding the current planting The HCM is limited to geclogy. Comment noted for other sections.
and wells drilled.
63 314 4 1 There is a syncline in |It should be noted that this information has not been verified through independent review and has been provided by an entity affiliated with a grower that has | Comment noted, A link to the referenced document has been provided in the references section of
o the western vosted interest in outcomes that may result from including this information in the HCM and the GSP. the HCM section.
The Russell faultisa |According to Sweetkind et al., the Russell il Field is located at the western edge of the valley, not "in the center of the main basin”. If the location is referring to B
64 2.1.4 3 1 . R ) The text has been revised,
subsurface center” on a north-south axis, please state as such.
A fault located . ) . ) . ) - . i . ] . .
85 314 21 1 <outhwest of the Refer to #1 above. This material appears to have been provided by Cleath-Harris. Please include citation, and flag that this information has not been verified by  |Comment nated. A link to the referenced document has been provided in the references section of
o an independent, public entity, the HCM section.
Russell
The lower member of
the Morales As noted in 2.1.10 References of the Draft HCM, the Cleath-Harris study "Groundwater Investigations and Development, Marth Fork Ranch, Cuyama, California” ) )
1] 215 4 2 o . ) ) o . . Citation has been revised.
Formation is did not appear to address the main basin. Is this citation correct? Or should an earlier reference be cited?
composed of clay..
The dewatered
alluvium has an How conductivity reference infarmation will be used in the groundwater model will be described in
&7 216 10 3 e The wide ranges of specific yield appear to be prablematic in estimating an average specific yield of 15%. Please note how these wide range will be addressed. ) R . B
average specific yield the Basin Model section.
of 15 percent
The dewatered
68 316 10 3 alluvium has an Please explain why the HCM refers to a specific yield cited in 1370, yet, as written, seems to imply that the average specific yield is correlated to data noted by |Properties of the subsurface geology do not change over time, because subsurface materials (sand,

average specific yield
of 15 percent

the USGS 35 years later. If this is a sound hydrogeological practice, please elaborate

silt, rock) do not move.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
In 2013, the USGS . , . . .
Additional groundwater guality information will be included In the Groundwater Conditions section. A
collected Before submitting the G5P, these readings should be updated at minimum to 2018, five years following the initial readings, and that these readings should be ) ) groundw auat 's'l. : ' : . I '
(] 2.1.7 4 1 A K . . ) field study on groundwater quality could be chosen by the G3A as a plan action. GSP development
groundwater from 39 |taken at regular intervals going forward. Please state in the text how and when these readings will be updated. A ! . .
does not include field werk due to budget and time constraints.
wells and two...
Groundwater is used |/Te Statement should be updated to include the North Ferk plantings. Further, in section 4€ of the G5P emergency Regulations
70 317 5 rimarily far [{https:/fwater.ca.gov/LegacyFiles/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/G5P_Emergency_Regulations.pdf], pg. 14 states that the HCM shall include the following regarding The statement has been revised to also discuss domestic and municipal uses and add a statement
o iri atio: the aquifer/aquitards; "ldentification of the primary use or uses of each aquifer, such as domestic, irrigation, or municipal water supply." While not 'primary’ use, |regarding irrigation in the west, along the river,
Ll . A . - .
& the description above does not include domestic and municipal use by the CCSD.
An additional suggested reference is “Tertiary Tectonics and Sedimentation in the Cuyama Basin, San Luis Obispo, 5anta Barbara, and Ventura Counties,
California, Book 59, April 1988"
71 2.1.10 ‘ Noted. We will review this document,
http:/wrww worldeat, org/title/tertiary-tectonics-and-sedimentation-in-the-cuyama-basin-san-luis-obispo-santa-barbara-and-ventura-counties-
california/oclc/19296307
This figure states that faults were obtained fraom the Dept of Conservation webpage yet there are many faults on the figure which are not part of the interactive
72 2.1.2 Figure 2-1 = eur P . : pagey Y taure whi note racti Second source of fault information was added to figure
map. If there are ather sources for the faults they should be listad,
In 2015, the USGS
7 214 g 2 identified the-Russell This lis nf:il accurate, Tl:le faultw.as used as a no-flow boundary for l:he-sake.nlf madel E.Dm[-)utatit.:ll'l. It was newver identif.ied as a barrier; in fact, it is identified in the The USGS has contradicted itself in its characterization of the Russell fault across multiple reports.
fault as a barrier to  |publications as not being a barrier to groundwater flow. The wording in this instance is misleading needs ta be reconsidered.
flow...
Based on the ot . .y
74 21.4 9 5 conclusions of the My observation is that this [“Standing moisture near the fault. ] s all Green Canyon flow fraom Caliente Ranch Noted. Mo change needed to HCM.
1
In addition, Cleath- : ) . . Comment noted. A link to the referenced document has been provided in the references section of
75 2.1.4 9 6 ) This document should be made available for review by members of the Technical Forum ) F
Harris.... the HCM section,
76 214 9 1 Is this illustrated in Figure 2-67 Yes, the fault is shown in Figure 2-6.
The recent and
ounger alluvium is  |Appears ta be referencing much older publications when younger alluvium actually was the primary source of groundwater on the western side of the basin.
77 216 3 2 yaung: PP Emt P younger a Y primary £ Noted. Mo change needed to HCM.
the primary source of |Now there are 850 acres of vineyard and wells as deep as 900 feet, (primary pumping wells ranging from 450 to 730 feet),
groundwater...
78 2.1.6 |Figures 2-9to 2-11 Figures 2-2 through 2-11 need a legend, showing what formation each unit represents. These cross sectiens have been removed. Revised versions will be included in a later draft.
7 218 3 5 Peak flows through  |Reference to peak flows, What gage and where is it? Upstream Ventucopa gage (period of record?) or downstream Buckhaorn gage 15+ miles outside of the Gages were shown in the Plan Area section and more surface water data will be part of the Water
o the Cuyama River basin? Budget Section.
This looks very good to me. | applaud the ehoice to verify fault barriers to water flow by well monitoring and not to rely on theoretical madelling of the geology.
&0 21.4 Global The modelling that has been done is understandably biased by the interests of a major user who has also employed two of the consultant firms listed as having  |Noted. Mo change nesded to HCM.
modelled these faults and their impacts. This needs to be publicly disclosed in the interest of transparency.
81 214 Fimure 7-6 Fault maps an pages b and 16 show the Whiterock/Russell Fault zone as a broken line, which does not match the continuous lines used an the The Russell fault line on a map is indicative of the fault's general area. The figure is revised to show a
o B maps.conservation.ca.gov (referenced source) or the map on page 13 or Dibblee’s map on page 20. cantinuous line.
Pages 24 and 25; Cross-section A-A" crosses the bedrock high's mapped by Dibblee and DeLong, which are shown on page 20, The page 25 interpretation
a2 2.1.6 |Figures 2-9to 2-11 incorrectly leaves bedrock far below the surface. If this cross section was meant to cross the river bed, it is not based on available data as permeable sediments | These cross sections have been removed. Revised versions will be included in a later draft.
average only the top 50 feet below the surface across this section of the fault zone.
The deposits thicken
to th pa't tynicall The younger and recent alluvium are the principal water-bearing formations in the Cuyama Basin. Since the alluvium is so much thinner on the western portion
o the east; typl ) ) A ) I ) )
83 2.1.3 2 B rangin fromvspto 5; of the valley, would this not imply that the actual amount of stored groundwater would be much less, and that any calculations (for example the estimate of the |Water budget details will be prepared in the Water Budget Section,
feetg B amaunt of water in the Cottonwood sub-area where Harvard's vineyard is located) of how much actual groundwater is available needs to be verified?
In 1970, Singer and , . . . .
Swarzenski Ee orted It is unclear to what extent and which faults are being called into question as limiting
&4 213 B 7 the Morales P the lateral extent of the Morales Formation, For some faults there is good data on this limiting effect, and on others it is unclear or disputed (for example the Noted. No change needed to HCM.
Formation Russell Fault), and for others, how much depth of the Morales Formation there might be over some of the more inactive faults.
To the east, the
Vagueros Formation What about the so-called Vagueros cutcrop near the confluence of Cottonwood
85 213 12 3 r:des into the lower Creek? There is no evidence that this outerap is part of a continuous below-ground formation, or an isolated uplifted portion of the formation that is now Noted. Mo change needed to HOM.
& independent of the below ground material,
g€ 313 Figure 2-3 The figure seems to represent the upper member of the Morales Formation to only be made up of gravel cenglomerate. Our understanding is that it is actually Moted. Sedimentary rock is typically deposited in layers.

layered sediments that include gravel, but also layers of silt, clay, and sand, morea like the lower member. |5 this true?
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
There is a syncline in o . . : . o A ’ ) ; ) ’
27 214 5 1 the western portion This citation is from unpublished, non-peer reviewed work produced for a stakeholder with specific interests. If this information is to be part of the HCM it needs |Comment noted. A link to the referenced document has been provided in the references section of
- ) " to be made publicly available and peer reviewed, or stated that it is not. the HCM section.
of the basin.
The full extent of this Fleld study could be chosen by the G54 as a plan action to fill data gaps. GSP development does not
38 214 5 2 . Presence or absence of this extension needs to be ground-truthed. i ) Y ¥ : P i gap a
syncline.... include field work due to budget and time constraints.
Based on the . e _— e . . .
conclusions of the It should be nated that DWR rejected the boundary modification based on conflicting scientific evidence that claims that the Russall Fault is buried under at least
i
89 2.1.4 9 5 USGS. Dudek stated 1000 feet of Lower and Upper Alluvium and Morales Formation, all of which are water bearing and probably allowing permeability at the Fault. This should be | Discussion of the DWR's rejection of the basin boundary medification has been added to the text.
' mentioned in the HCM draft.
that the fault...
In addition, Cleath- . . . ' S . . ’ I ) ) : ) )
50 214 3 & Harris determined For all information submitted by Cleath-Harris: This is cited fraom unpublished, non-peer reviewed work produced for a stakeholder with specific interests. Itis  |Comment noted. A link to the referenced document has been provided in the references section of
o alsa in conflict with the previous comment we make above, the HCM section.
that the..
Furthercomment on Russell Fault: The fault has been inactive for 4 million years and since then has had 1000 feet of deposition of Morales formation on top of
it of which several strata are water bearing. Agricultural wells on both sides of the fault are less than 1000 feet deep. Hence, there is a high likelihood of water
The Russell fault has |movement in both directions abowve the fault. (Citation: Yeats, R.5., LA, Calhoun, B.B. Mevins, H.F. Schwing, and H.M. Spitz. 1989, Russell Fault: Early Strike-30i i § :
21 2.1.4 9 1 } A [ . . ) E F Y P MNoted. We will review this document.
been analyzed Fault of the California Coast Ranges. The American Association of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin, Vol, 73 (9): 1089-1102.)
Therefore we agree with the conclusion for further investigating that needs to include the strata on top of the Fault. This could be an appropriate area for more
test wells,
A fault lacated
southwest of the .
92 214 21 1 This is lacking a citation. Text as been revised to include a citation
Russell fault runs
southeast....
A fault lacated
a3 214 21 1 southwest of the Please include; There is no evidence that this Fault is a barrier of water flow from south to noerth and no evidence that it prevents water use in the north from Preexisting reports disagree about the fault's nature and the fault's characteristics to flow are
o Russell fault runs impacting wells to the south, especially in the Cottonwood Canyon area. considerad a data gap.
southeast....
94 214 Figure 2-7 Is this figure included in the draft? What is the source of this figure? Yes, Figure 2-7 is included in the draft - data sources are listed in the top left carner.
The presence of thase . X . - . The characteristics of the farmations in the outerops indicate that they are non-water bearing. They
last . | There is no hydrologic data to back this up, so itis important to not infer any . . . . ; ) . .
95 2.1.4 4 non-aguifer materials . . could be further studied with well installation and pump testing to improve understanding of their
paragraph o attributes of permeability, -
in this area.... permeability.
The lower member of - . o : : : ) .
the Morales If Cleath-Harris is citing work done by other authors, those authors should be cited as the eriginal source of the information. Also, since the cited Cleath-Harris
96 215 5 2 Eormation s study is an unpublished, private report prepared for stakehalders with interests in access to water in the Cuyama Valley, it needs public vetting and validation Noted. This document will be made publicly available.
1
from other experts in the field before being given any weight in the HCM.
composed of clay....
The top of the ) . ) .
97 215 5 4 , This infers that everything above 750 feet at a minimum is potentially water bearing sediments. s this correct? The Morales Formation thickness is variable.
Morales Formation...
Using aquifer tests . Lo
98 2186 9 3 from 63 wells Does this vary seasonally and/or frem wet year to dry year? Conductivity is not connected to above ground seasons,
) It is mot clear what these yield numbers mean. Are they a percent? Why is the value
The USGS estimated _ A ) ' .
99 216 10 4 the specific for dewatered alluvium a percentage, and the ranges for recent alluvium not listed as Text has been revised for consistency.
w percentages? How does the dewatered yield relate to these ranges?
Comment: What is A-A", B-B", C-C", It would be helpful for the figures to have captions. Where are the faults on these sections and the differentiation between
100 216 |Figures 2-9to 2-11 ’ ‘ P 8 P These crass sections have been removed. Revised versions will be included in a later draft.
upper and lower Marales?
o ) . ) , There are no eontinuous clay layers that cover a large area of the Basin in the reviewed literature.
Within this section there is no mention of aquitards. It is important to know about o ) . . B
101 2.1.6 Global i ) - . - . Individual clay lenses are nat considered a regional aquitard. The extent and nature of clay lenses is
aquitard presence especially clay layers in the Morales since they can significantly restrict water movement, Rk ; .
not well understood in Cuyama and could be investigated as a data gap.
216& It woiild be helpful to clarify what the baundary line is in these figures. It appears ta exclude the western portion of the Basin. If the drawn boundaries are not
102 Figures 2-12 & 2-13 . B w ; ! i ¥ & PP s Basin boundary has been overlain over the USGS map
217 aligned with Bulletin 118 boundaries, can that be overlayed?
. r ity si r lacking i m rii f
103 216& Figures 2-12 & 2-13 Water guality sites appear to be lacking in both the western and eastern portion o Noted. There is very limited data in these areas.

217

the Basin.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
In 2013, the USGS ’ . . , . . .
collectad All of these constituents need to be monitored aver time, especially nitrates. Since Additional groundwater guality information will be included In the Groundwater Conditions section. A
104 2.1.7 a 1 roundwater from 29 | of the proposals for increasing recharge rates is through percolation through ag land use, these soils which will most likely continue to increase nitrate levels [field study on groundwater quality could be chosen by the GSA as a plan action. GSP development
¢ even from organic farming. does not include field werk due to budget and time constraints.
wells and two...
The majority of This statement does not take into account the new intensive viticulture in the western
105 217 5 2 ) Jority - ' X ) : . ! : ! el The text has been revised to include western area.
agricultural activity  |portion of the Basin,
The river is perennial |Based on historic records of streamflow we know that year-round surface flow has become rare, especially in dry years. Even in normal years, the Cuyama River
106 218 3 3 with most dry no longer has surface flow all year. The loss of riparian vegetation Is a good Indication of the reduction of perennial streamflow. We think this change should be  |Surface water flows will be discussed as part of the historical Water Budget.
SEASONS mentioned,
There are
107 2.18 3 5 approximately four  |Wells Creek should be changed to Aliso Creek Wells Creek has been remamed Aliso Canyon Creek
main....
Downstream an the | Twitchell Reservoir is completely dry in most summers and completely dry all year i . ) )
108 218 4 2 ) . P Y _F‘# . . \f_ vav . . . ) Surface water flows will be discussed as part of the historical Water Budget.
Cuyama River during drought years, demonstrating how limited surface stream flow is for the entire Cuyama River. This should also be included.
109 218 Figure 2-15 Wells Creek should be changed to Aliso Creek Wells Creek has been remamed Aliso Canyon Cresk
Comment: Thrusting reactivated older faults, particularly in the western basin. The upper and lower Marales are unconformable (percom with EEB Natural
Thrust and Resources and Ellis 1994), visible in seismic lines available in Ellis 1994 thesis. Lower Morales is fine grained, and generally predates or dates to very early
campressive stage. The low gradient in the system leads to deposition of finer grain size material. As compression beging/continues you get first uplift and
110 2.12 4 5 compression p v ¢ : W gradient Y . p : ner grain s ', pr I_ #! "l (85 YOL EEL FIrst upl Comment noted. Thank you. No change needed in HCM,
continued erosion (the unconformity) followed by coarser-grained deposition of Upper Marales as slopes increase (maountain range rise), Upper Morales often shows some
- degree of angular unconformity as well. Studies have also looked at compaosition and sources of gravels in Morales (Ellis 1953,777) which help firm up this
timing. The western valley shows extensive Morales deformation, particularly echelon falding as was noted by Nevins, 1983, Schwing 1984, Calhoun 1985,
111 213 4 5 Qlder alluvium is Comment: Western area is more gypsiferous than east of Russell, Add citation/description from DeLong of this unit for western area as cited paper does not Comment accepted. Description from Delong and Hill, etc. has been reviewed and incorperated as
o typleally 400 address this area. See also Hill 1958, appropriate.
The contact between Comment: Older alluvium is much thinner than this in the Western Valley (much |ess than 100' typically). The USGS 2013a report did not address the western
112 2.13 [+ 4 the upper valley. When using this report to address generalized conditions for the valley, generalizations are often not applicable west of the Russell fault (out of the report| Comment accepted.
PRET... study area). This means that if this source is used, western valley needs to be addressed separately.
The Morales is Comment: This paper is East of the Russall fault only, There are areas in the western basin where Morales is less than this, particularly near the western .
113 2.13 [ 4 . pap ¥ P y Comment accepted. Text has been revised per the USGS report extent.
massively bedded...  |boundary.
114 313 g 6 The formation Comment: Unconformably underlies the Maorales Formation [uncenfarmity reparted by Hill et al. 1958). Other marine units unconformably underlie Morales Comment accepted. Description from DeLong and Hill, ete. has been reviewed and incorporated as
Y underlies the.... Fm. in the western area as well based on Dibbles, Hill, Delong, etc.. appropriate,
Comment: Should be an unconfarmity between Upper and Lower Morales. In most of the valley this unconformity is buried. It is not highly apparent in well o .
) . _ ) L ¥ - PR ¥ o . ¥ - € V i Comment accepted. Description of upper/lower Marales unconformity and reference has been added
115 213 - Figure 2-3 - logs, but is very obvious in seismic sections. As most papers have addressed only well log data, this is not widely reported. See seismic sections for the Eastern 1o the text per Ellis 1994
Valley (in Ellis 1994). ] P )
The full extent of this |Comment: Dibblee mapped back in the 1940's and 1350's in this area, John Minch did the editing and digitization around and after Dibblee's death in 2004,
116 214 4 2 X o ) PP E B Comment accepted. Citation has been edited to refer only to Dibblee.
syncline.... Minch is the editor, not the mapper.
hi i 1 InSA) i i f i fici . Thi | i . is i
117 1.4 8 3 The ll.JSGSIn 2013 Cotnmerlt nSAR report n.utes that deformation did not extend far enough west to be truncated by fault (insufficient data). They concluded without data. This is Comment noted, Thank you. No change needed in HCM.
studied the fault... an important caveat to this statement.
Figure 2-7 shows an
118 214 23 3 oferlasr Edit: "Figure 2-7shows an overlay..” (space needed) Comment accepted.
The Whiterock fault is Comment; This fault forms part of the boundary to the basin but also extends under the basin (under the Cuyama River and Highway 166) (see Yates et al 1989,
1-} 1l Uit e
119 2.14 12 4 a barrier Calhoun 1985, Schwing 1984, Nevins 1983, This portion of the white rock (along with the TTRF and GRF) help to impede N-5 infiltration of river water into the Comment noted. References have been reviewed regarding Whiterock fault.
main (central) basin east of the Russell fault. This should not be neglected in either the HCM or the groundwater model.
As shown in Figure 2 Comment; It is important to note that these outcrops occur west of the area in Figure 2-7 as well (See mouth of Cottonwood Canyon, and other areas mapped by
120 2.14 23 5 7 Outcroms Dibblee). They are very common in the entire western basin, but have not been well mapped or well structurally constrained. The focus has been in the area Comment noted, Thank you. No change needed in HCM,
: F terrace mapped by Delong as this is pretty much the best data available. It is not comprehensive.
The USG5 in 2013 ) . I . . .
121 214 17 B alsa condluded Comment; Oil well data across this fault (See Ellis 1994 and others) addresses this as well including structure and offset. Comment accepted.
EKI reviewed the Comment: Except at the river, alluvium is abowve the water table along the fault. This can clearly be seen in mapping of the area, Only the Marales Formation
122 |2.14 8 7 P B N PRIng Y Comment noted. Thank you. Mo change needed in HCM,

USGS's work in...

need be truncated for this to be a barrier ta flow. The river channel is a spill point between the east and west subbasins.
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Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
Comment; This map does not show the Russell fault as continuous across the Valley, To my knowledge, every published geologic map of the area does: USGS
2013, Dibblee, Delong, Smith and Jennings, Jennings and 5trand, Yates et al, Vedder and Repenning, English, Singer and Swarzenski, Upson and Worts. 18 miles
of offset along this fault does not occur without a continuous fault plane.
123 2.14 - Figure 2-6 - Comment accepted, Data from Ellis 1994 has been reviewed and incorporated as appropriate.
When one of the key issues in the valley is both the continuity and offset of this fault to ignore well established maps on the cantinuity of the fault (all the way
acrass the valley, no gaps) will lead to a LOT of misunderstandings. | realize this is likely a GIS translation issue, but another GIS shapefile which shows the
cantinuous fault across the valley should to be used.
124 2.1.4 Figure 2-6 - Comment: Work in Ellis 1994 pulls the SBCF into Ballinger Canyon and establishes a minimum degree of offset, This line should extend further east, comment accepted
Syncling in the . )
125 2.14 4 Heading Formatting Edit: Move header onte next page comment accepted
Northwestern....
The highest values in Comment: Mast of the fault discussions in the technical forums have suggested to dealing with faults using a reduction in conductivity. How will this by reselved
126 2.16 10 7 the Mgrales both in the model and in the conceptual model given that the values would be expected to deviate significantly from average, and given limited pump test data. |Maodel development will be discussed in the Basin Model section.
Hydraulic conductivity across fault zones is an important issue,
) Comment: There is a major difference between surface mapping (Dibblee and others) and this section line. See annotation (below). " )
127 2.16 - Figure 2-9 ! PRing { ) ( ) The figure has been reviewed and updated.
Comment: Again, this doss not reflect TDS conditions in the western basin which show a sharp change across the Russell fault based on historic data (the USGS
Alone the eastarn water quality series that was used to develop Singer and Swarzenski circa 1965-1970). If you are going to cite this study then you should lock at the data the
128 2.17 2 7 ed egof the USGS collected in the western area [same time span) that shows the quality shift and address both the cross fault quality change and more broadly conditions in |Comment noted. Groundwater quality will be discussed further in the Geologic Conditions section.
& ” the west, Water quality (both historic and current) across the Russell fault is a KEY discussion point in the basin as it is a metric for helping to define both
potential subbasins and management areas.
The basin is located i " .
129 2.11 1 1 at the south Edit: "...north of the Western Transverse Ranges (Figure 2-1Hgure2-1) Comment accepted
Following a period of i L . . L
130 212 5 1 orogeny Comment: Suggest adding general ranges of time in Ma after epoch names Noted. Text has been revised to include ranges of time in Ma.
This period also s _ . ; . ] -
131 212 5 2 correlated Edit: "This peried alse correlated with two transgressive-regressive cycles, when the sea advanced and retreated over the area that is now Cuyama Basin”. Comment accepted
The transition to a
132 212 & 3 Edit: "The transition to a predominantely...” Comment accepted
predominately...
The Cuyama Valle Edit: "...nonmarine deposits of Pliocene to Pleistacene age unconformably overtaying consolidated marine and nonmarine sedimentary rocks of late Cretaceous
133 213 1 5 v ¥ . . P ) . g" ¥ ¥ Comment accepted
Groundwater, .. to middle Cenozoic age on top of svedayisg Mesozoic.....
The Paso Robles
134 213 5 1 . Edit: The Pase Robles Formation is part of the Quaternary.... Comment accepted
Formation part...
Recent alluvium is Edit: "Recent alluvium is active fluvial channel deposits associated with the Cuyama River and other active channels.”
135 2.13 2 2 i - N i i o ] " Comment accepted
active fluvial .. Supggest header "Stratigraphic Units Within the Main Cuyama Basin Aguifer
It is identified by an
136 213 5 2 ) ¥ Comment: How identified? Unconformity is at top of unit? Bottom of unit? Comment accepted
uncanformity...
The Paso Roble Edit: The Paso Robles Formation is a gray, crudely bedded alluvial gravel derived from Miocene rocks and basement rocks of western 5an Emigdio Mountains
137 213 5 3 X Comment accepted
Formation is a gray.. |east of the San Andreas Fault
A generalized N ) N
138 213 1 5 . i Edit: "...of the Valley is mapped-n shown on Figure 2-3."(space needed) Comment accepted
stratigraphic..
Comment; Suggest breaking Marales into separate paragraphs for Upper Morales and Lower Morales, then arate by header "Stratipraphic Units Below the
139 2.1.3 6 Marales Formation X EE N i g * *=p & paragrap PP & * e ¥ he 5 Brap Comment accepted.
Main Cuyama Basin Aquifer
Comments on Figure:
- Suggest marking intervals of young alluvium - Morales Formation as "Cuyama Basin aquifer” or something similar and everything below the Morales Formation
140 213 - Figure 2-2 - as "Bedrock (below groundwater basin' or similar Comment accepted.
- Younger Alluvium
- Pliocene highlighted - confirm the unconformity is Pliocene aged
Comments on Figure:
- A-A"does not match USGS (2013a
141 213 Figure 2-4 . = ) ; (20132) Comment noted. Bulletin 118 Basin boundary has been added for context.
- B-B' is not discussed in text
- Confusing. "Study Area boundary is not the same as the Basin Boundary - the basin is the facus of the study.”
There is a syncline in i Text has been edited to remowe (NW) acrenym after west-northwest and move to the first instance of
142|214 5 1 Edit: "...that roughly follows a west-northwest (WNW) C '
the western... northwest.
The South Cuyama
143 2.1.4 ptween 14 & 1 Eault ¥ Comment: Missing header format: South Cuyama Fault Comment accepted
Major Faults and i . ;
144 214 1 2 ! Edit: Major Ffaults and synclines are... Comment accepted
synelines are..
The fault dips
145 2.14 13 2 a Comment: Wide variation in orientation? Or does it just dip mostly NE? The text has been revised.

southwest by narth...
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
The Morales fault is a |[Comment & Edit: The Morales thrust has a dip of approximately 30 degrees and has a large amount of offset.”
146 2.14 12 2 ) i I ! " .r . pRrox ¥ ! ' i & . " Comment accepted,
30-mile.... Unclear, Suggest .. dips approximately 30 degrees north, and has been mapped with offsets of approximately XXX feet (reference, date)...
Both faults are Comment on Figure: Turkey Trap Ridge, Graveyard Ridge, and Santa Barbara Canyen Faults should be clearly differentiated as likely barriers to GW flow on the .
147 |2.1.4 14 5 g v irap Rice v £ v v Y Comment noted. Thank you, No change needed in HCM,
considered to be....  [structural map.
148 3.1.4 5 7 EKI reviewed the Comment: EKI (2017} concluded that the Russell Fault as implemented in the CUVHM was not consistent with its characterization in the USG5 study. We did not Comment accepted
o USGS's work in... make the conelusion you stated. Instead, we recommended further investigation of the hydraulic properties of the fault. pled.
Comments on Figure: In the Legend -
- Remaowe "reverse faults”"; no reverse faults shown in map
149 2.1.4 - Figure 2-& |- - Explain SBCF, TTRF, GRF Comment accepted.
- Show plunge direction on syncline
- Use different linetype, halo, or other graphic means to represent faults considered to be GW flow barriers.
The top of the ) i . . :
150 215 5 3 , Comment: Suggest a map of depth to basin bottom or basin/agquifer thickness Comment nated, Thank you, No change needed in HCM,
Marales Farmation...
151 2.16 2 6 E:;;::;ﬂlons WETE Comment: Need batter description of the relationship between basin & model layering. Maodel layering is described in the model development portion of the report
There are no continuous clay layers that cover a large area of the Basin in the reviewsd literature.
In the west, younger |Edit: "...thick beds wg-of clay (ranging from 1 to 36 ft. thick)...” . ey : ) B - .
152 2.16 4 3 i _ . i . . . . ) Individual clay lenses are not considered a regional aquitard. The extent and nature of clay lenses is
alluvium... Comment; 36-ft thick beds of clay sounds like at least a local aquitard, which contradicts assertion of no aguitards on previous page. .
not well understood in Cuyama and could be investigated as a data gap.
153 216 6 5 In mast regions of the|Comment: °...of the basin, the top of the saturated zone (the water table] is either..." Comment accepted, Text is revised to "...of the basin, the top of the saturated zone (the water table)
o basin, the.... {or just use water table alone) is either..."
Inth : Thit ion is the fi i itti i ki | i i " | defi " h
154 316 7 5 n the east and Comme.nt This seFtlonlllst .F.' irst time water transmitting pro?emes are mentioned. It seems contradictory to state properties are "not well defined,” yet the Comment nated, Thank you. No change needed in HCM.
sautheasten... hydraulic conductivity "varies greatly laterally and with depth.
- Using aquifer tests Comment accepted. Text is revised to state "Using aguifer tests from 63 wells-serssslocated primaril
155 2.16 12 2 & aq Comment: The distribution of test locations is limited, and wells with data are not located "across the valley." ) P ) B &0 P ¥
from 63 wells... in the central portion of the valley.
f
156 2.16 12 6 Data from the 51 Comment: What 51 wells? Different from the 63 wells discussed abowea? Comment accepted, The text is revised to "63 wells "
wells were not...
) Using groundwater
157 2.16 12 7 B Comment: Transmissivity exhibits spatial variability. "Fluctuate" conveys oscillation with time. Comment accepted.
level contours...
Comments on Figure:
158 216 - Absolutealy nathing on east side? 5o no hydraulic data for Morales Fm? Or are wells avallable W of Russell Fault with P/T data? The DWR Boundary has been overlayed on the figure. Detalled data on this Basin is not widely
- - Need to show data from west of Russell Fault. available and not widely, spatially distributed.
- Show DWE Basin Boundary as overlay on all maps to avoid cenfusion. Especially maps from USGS {2013).
: i f for TDS, Cl, B, NO3. Incl lizati i ify shallow, ) il hi ilable. M
158 3.1.7 B Comme.nt Sulggest polntlul past maps 0. W data for TDS, Cl, B, NO3. Include symbolization to identify shallow, moderate, deep well data where available. May Comment noted. Groundwater quality is further discussed in Groundwater Conditions,
help to identify both horizontal and vertical data gaps.
Peak flows thraugh
160 2.18 3 5 B Comment: suggest mentioning the period of record. Comment accepted
the Cuyama...
The basin is
161 2.18 5 2 comprised mostly Edit: "...comprised mostly of fine- to coasrse-loamy solls.." Comment accepted
of...
Approximately 25 Comment: Wetlands are typically discharge arcas - they are GW fed. What is going on here {what is feeding the wetland - perennial SW flows)? The wetlands e . - .
162 218 7 2 Pp ¥ vpicatly g v going { & P ) Citation from US Fish & Wildlife wass incorrectly located and has been removed.
miles of the... should be shown on a map.
SAGBI data shown in
163 218 a 5 ) . i Edit: "5AGE| data shown in #figare Figure 2-168-Recharge-Areas—beepsamd-Sprngs..." Comment accepted
figure Figure...
Figure 2-18 shows the| _ i -
164 218 9 3 & . Edit: "Figure 2-186 shows the |ocation...” Comment accepted
location of ...
The springs shown in _ ] - : "
165 218 9 3 Figure 2-18 Edit: "The springs shown in Figure 2-186 shows the location... Comment accepted
Comments on Areas of Recharge Section:
- Wh is the di i f infl 1l ics?
The springs shown in Where is the dlﬁtlISSIDF: ern E?WS and DUF ows and f-‘p'f-FE'l'n dynamics . L Comment noted. These items will be discussed in the Groundwater Conditions and Water Budget
166 2.18 9 3 Fizure 3-18 - Conceptual 3-D block diagram is needed, in fact it is eritical for supporting outreach activities. sections
8 - Wissing land use - processing it is part of IDC work and is surely available. '
- Groundwater Elevation map - USG5 provides for part of the basin.
167 2.18 Comment: Section describes topagraphy, surface water, soil, and recharge potential but not sourcas of recharge. . Include description of sources of recharge? Comment nated. The amount of recharge will discussed in the Water Budget section.
Comment on Figure: Incomplete per 23 CCR §354.14 (d)
168 2.18 - Figure 2-16& - need to graphically show recharge areas in addition to these SAGEBI soil data. Comment noted. The link is to GDE data, which is discussed in Groundwater Conditions secticn.
Maore data available at https://gis.water ca gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/
Comment: Need to develop 3D cartoon diagram, conceptual components of water budget. Mot all water budget components are identified, e.g. river ) ) .
169 General Camment Comment noted, Water Budget compaonents are discussed in the Water Budget section.

relationship to GW, others.

170

General Comment

Comment: Need to mention uses of GW, inflows, outflows; main basin outflow is pumping.

Comment noted. Water Budget components are discussed in the Water Budget section.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
" Paragraph #| Sentence & .
171 General Comment Comment: Spatial component of hydraulic properties is not presented, Same far water level measurement density and water quality data density. Suggest maps|Comment nated, Groundwater Conditions components are discussed in the Groundwater Conditions
showing these data densities ar gaps. section.
172 General Camment Comment: Statement re no imported water? Comment accepted.
The Paso Robles
173 212 5 5 Formation s Edit: "It rests waeemiarably-unconformably below the alder alluvium..." Comment accepted.
sandwiched..,
Comments on Figure:
174 2.12 - Figure 2-1 . - P Comment accepted. Figure 2-2 has been revised.
B The label for the Santa Ynez Fault appears to have been misspelled {"Yenez"), "Transerverse Ranges" is misspelled (Transverse) P &
175 314 11 4 The USGS determined|Comment: Subsidence is mentioned in discussion of the Rehoboth Fault as a barrier to GW flow, then it is never mentioned again. Has subsidence been Comment noted. Subsidence will be discussed further in the Groundwater Conditions secticn of the
o the fault to... documentad in the Basin? |s it potentizlly problematic? Consider including a brief paragraph discussing subsidence later in the GW conditions discussion. GSP.
Comment: “The presence of these non-aguifer materials in this area likely restricts GW movement...”. I'm not sure | agree with this statement. Does an island of
The presence of these|bedrock In an alluvial aguifer restrict GW flow? The GW flows around it, correct? When | think restricting flow, | think of faults, barriers, ete. This ceems ta
176 2.14 last paragrap & . i o . , o N ) L o Comment accepted,
non-aguifer... include a debatable statement where it isn't necessary. Consider simplifying to the "presence of these non-aguifer materials in this area limits the extent of
permeable materials in this portion of the basin.”
177 2.14 - Figure 2-6 Comment: If possible, provide direction arrows for strike-slip faults and up/down symbals for normal faults. Comment accepted
The Cuyama and Comment noted, A map of the Cuyama Basin and neighboring subbasins was developed znd included
178 2.15 3 2 . y i Comment: Consider including the neighboring basins [Carriza Plain too) on one of the figures. : : R 3 ) B & "
Carrizo Plain., in the Plan Area section, please see Figure 1-3.
In the east and
179 2.16 ] 5 southeastern parts Edit: “...where the Morales Formation ewkereps crops out, the formation...” Comment accepted
af...
Figure 2-9
180 2.16 - Flgure 2-10 Comment: Include legend identifying strata depicted in cross sections. Comment accepted.
Figure 2-11
With the excention of Comment: This is an overly broad statement: “._groundwater quality is...typical of alluvial basins.” What is typical of alluvial basins? TDS here is pretty high, not
181 2.1.7 2 3 L P typical of the alluvial basins | have worked in to date, Comment accepted,
spikes in nitrate..
Marine rocks produce o " i _ " ) ) ) _ _ o ’
182 2.17 3 2 . Comment: This is an overly broad statement: “Marine rocks produce brackish water...” Maybe these marine rocks produce brackish water, and if so, identify the |Comment noted. Citation is a direct quote from author,
brackish water.. . . . .
specific formations that produce brackish water here, but there are plenty of marine rocks that don't produce brackish water.
Nitrate
. Edlit: "....to 45.3 mg/L, exceeding the SMCL (10 mg/L) in..."
183 217 q 7 cancentrations . Comment accepted.
Nitrate is a primary standard with an MCL, not a secondary standard with SMCL.
ranged from...
Comment; Strongly suggest including a map with groundwater level hydrographs, along the lines of the attached figure for 5LO Basin, You discuss historic
184 2.17 #1-3 - groundwater quality, but no historic groundwater levels. This is the crux of the biscuit and why the basin is in critical overdraft. A figure with hydrographs can Comment noted, Groundwater levels are discussed in the Groundwater Conditions section.
cammunicate at a glance areas that have significant declines and areas that do not.
The InSAR data is only an indicator that a combination of factors were not present to create differential deformation across the fault. These factors include large
enough water-level declines to cause deformation along with a fault the can truncate the transmission of those declines across the fault. Althaugh the InSAR
images show no obvious differential deformation there is no evidence that it is still not a barrier to or partial barrier to groundwater flow and that the water
level declines in proximity to the fault and on either side of the fault were enough to cause a signal of 10mm or more of deformation to be seen in InSAR image
he Russell fault ha [which is the lower resolution when differencing radar reflection images as InSAR). The Russell Fault was treated as a no flow boundary in all layers except far Comment noted, Reference provided was inaccurate, correct reference is USGS, 2003c. On pg. 55 the
2 Husse au 5 N - N N - . . . - - . . .
185 2.14 9 1 just one cell in the youngest alluvium (layer 1) and a pair of cells in the Marales and Older alluvium directly below the Cuyama River in the Greek Ranch. Sothe USG5 states "Similar to the other faults, the Russell fault did not appear to be acting as a barrier to

been..,

Russell Fault was treated as a flow boundary in the CUVHM madel with the concept of potential re-incised channels that could allow some groundwater
underflow directly beneath the Cuyama River, "MiniVibe” seismic profiles across the fault on both sides of the River with short receiver spacing's (<1 meter
spacing) would probably be needed to better determine the structural integrity and geometry of this potential flow barrier and fault in all three geologic units.
The truncation of the geologic units is also indicated by Sweetkind and others (2013). The EKI conclusion is suspect as the hydraulic gradients are generally
unknown in the recent alluvium and may well be closer to perpendicular to the river except near the river channel.

groundwater flow. " The text has been updated to include this statement.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's |5entence Starts with,
Section - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph #| Sentence # .
The USGS determined L ’ - ) ] . .
186 2.14 11 4 the fault to Comment: The Rehoboth Fault was treated as an HFB barrier in the younger, older alluvium and Marales in the CUVHM Comment noted. Will review CUVHM literature regarding Rehoboth Fault.
he fault i 1 Th Faul i f inth luvi inth | h
187 3.1.4 18 5 The .au tis . Cd.}rnmerlt T El'SHI'Il'E Barbara Canyon Fault was not represented as a barrier to flow in the younger alluvium in the model cells that represented the Cuyama Comment accepted. Data fram Ellis 1894 will be reviewed and incorparated as appropriate.
cansidered a barrier...|River channel in the CUVHM.
188 214 Comment: The entire Cottanwood area is poorly defined including potential faults that could be groundwater flow barriers that are not shown on maps, Comment noted. Data and reports on this area are sparse, and details in this area will be noted as a
" described, and are not implemented in the new model. data gap.
189 314 Fipure 2-6 Comment on Figure: Missing faults sueh as Russell and Santa Barbara Canyon Faults as well as athers in the Cottonwood area. These are likely transform faults Comment noted. Russell fault and Santa Barbara Canyon Fault {SBCF) are shown on Figure 2-6.
- E that create flow barriers along with the other normal and thrust faults in the Cuyama Valley. acranyms have been defined on this figure
The Cuyama Basin is ) . . ' I -
190 2.15 2 1 g?oloslallv Comment: Lateral boundaries lack infarmaticn from USGS studies and research drilling in Cuyama Valley Comment noted. Thank you. No change needed in HCM,
Comment noted, The 5th sentence of Section 2.1.6 notes that "There are no major stratigraphic
191 2.16 1 Comment: What aquitards? There is no mention of them or physical data to support such a discussion _r ! ‘. I " ! erap
aquitards ar barriers to groundwater movement..,
Rocks older than the . . )
192 2.16 3 2 upper Comment: Need citation on "rocks older than the Morales...." Comment accepted. Text has been revised to include reference to USGS, 2013a.
In the east and . . i
193 2.16 3 5 Comment: Most of it is far abowve the zone of saturation Comment noted. Thank you. No change needed in HCM,
southeastarn,.,
The highest values in ) _ ) : . .
194 2.16 11 7 the Morales Comment: Not sure the statement about yields on the west end is accurate...perhaps different in 1970 when there was more saturated thickness. Comment noted. Thank you. No change needed in HCM,
The dewatered Comment: Specific ylelds from the 1998 CDWR work states 10-15% used in calibration. Please reference properly. USGS had additional estimates from their Tect
195 2.16 11 3 ! K water . ' pec! I, ¥ . v H ! st Properly : : ' ' ! Comment noted. Text has been revised
alluvium has an.... files and was published in Everett and others (2013).
196 2.16 Comment: Do not use information from USGS studies Comment noted. Thank you. Mo change needed in HCM.
The Cuyama Valley is |Comment: Aguifer use section does not give reference for claim that this is one of the most productive agricultural regions in Southern California, Groundwater
197 2.1.7 5 1 ) X . X Comment accepted.
known for... has alsa been used in support of ail-well drilling and secondary recovery technigues,
Comment: Water guality section did not reference the USG5 GAMA reports and related sampling. No discussion of age dating, tritium isotopes, trace metals. The
N ) " v ) . i p Fine . . B & p_ _ Comment noted. Groundwater guality, including discussion of GAMA data will be further discussed in
198 2.17 #1-4 citations from Singer & Swarzenski (1970) are interesting] but the section Recent Groundwater Quality uses little to none of the water chemistry, water quality the Groundwater Canditians section
or isotope geochemlistry published by the USGS as part of the Cuyama studies and the GAMA praject. '
There are
199 318 3 5 aporoximately four Comment: Missing/misstating major drainages: should have Upper Cuyama, Rancho Nuevo, Apache Canyan, Berges Canyon, Quatal Canyaon, Ballinger Canyon, Comment nated, The GSP identifies the main sources that feed the Cuyama River, only select streams.
- mp::n v Santa Barbara Canyon, Branch Canyon, Alisos Canyon, and Cettonweod, as well as the Cuyama River were listed.
No standing bodies of . i - . . B . L
200 2.18 q 1 water Comment: Surface water bodies section does not catalogue the man-made ponds used as storage for irrigation water Comment noted. Man-made ponds could be inventoried as a GSP implementation action item.
Comment: Several Data Gaps not mentioned including pumpage data, annual-seasonal land use and irrigation methods, linkages between where water is
"] iti ied for irri i ]l | F ill ichi il
201 3.1.9 1 1 HC datla gaps are ext.racted and where it is applied for IFFISHI!GH such as tlhe well at Ble I and r:loth|ll .roacls that pumps groundwater wthh l? transported miles eastward Fo th.e Comment noted. Water Budget components are discussed in the Water Budget section.
present in the... main zone across the Rehoboth Fault. Subsidence data is not mentioned and additional streamflow data such as reactivating the gage on the Cuyama River is a
huge data gap.
General comment: The report seems more like a compendium of compiled infermation rather than a "conceptual model.” There is no discussion of routing Comment nated. Groundater conditions companents. water budeet components, and the
. I il ¥
202 General Camment surface waters into the Cuyama GW Basin nor a discussion of how the different components of the Integrated Water Flow Mode| will work together to synthesize P B P

accurate output numbers

groundwater modeal will be discussed in the appropriate upcoming sections.

Comment: Use of Kellogg should be done with caution as our understanding is that this work was largely a compilation of previous studies and had limited field

203 General Comment T . ! - Comment noted. Thank you. Mo change needed in HCM.
verifications. We recommend that you check with Kellogg before using any of his maps. ¥ 2
mment; HCM report usas and cites old reports such as Upsan et al. and Singer et al a lot but does not use much of the infermation fram any of th G
204 General Camment Comme =P ses CE =P 5 has b ® : Singer e ot b _g 5 e, ¢ . ¥ & USGS Comment noted. Thank you. No change needed in HCM,
reports Hanson et al. and somare are not even cited such as the USGS Kirschenmann Road Monitoring well site Open File Repart,
205 References Comment: Some USGS citatians are incorrect, the format is inconsistent and some references are missing. The references have been reviewed and updated.
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Section Paragraph| Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section ion Paragrap raErap " ' Comment Response to Comment
it Sentence # -
1 General NJA A NJA The tex? is overtly understated regarding significante conditions depicted with conclusive data sets & trends. There is a need to "state the abvious™ when viewing Comment noted. No change required in document.
conclusive data sets,
2 General A ik NJA No hislcrita? basEling is established for the discussion Ff measurable o.hjr-_'c'ti\.les. The contextual perspective of past or current conditions is not generally available. Comment noted, Mo change required in document.
The uncertainty of this will not be helped when a algorithm generates it in the model,
3 General NJA " NJA Data Gaps are recngniz{ad as a significant challenge to fully understanding the groundwater conditions and drive a higher degree of uncertainty when making
assumptions & conclusions
A ted in the d th sections der devel t and will b
4 2.2 1 NjA Bullets #4 5 & 6of 7 |Three intended objectives outlined in the first paragraph of section 2.2, have not been addressed = note !n N ncumer.'l, s .wc n:l_n:. are unger development and wil be
available in a future version of this section
. . Caliente Range and Apache Canyon have been added to Figure 2.2-1.
5 2.21 NI N/& Fig. 2.2-1 Landmarks - Caliente Range - Ventucopa Uplands (Badlands) - Apache Canyon ,
k d e k pa Ll ( )-hp v Wentucopa Uplands are not specifically discussed in this section
B 223 MN/A NjA Fig. 2.2-16 to18 If the screening intervals and perforation depths of these three multi completion wells are know and presented here, then why are they not in the Opti DMS? This information will be added to the Opti DMS for these well locations
7 323 NJA " Fie 2219 Text should explain that the blue arrows indicate the direction of the downward horizontal groundwater flow. These arrows are helpful and should be used in Thee text referring to this figure has been updated. There are no other figures
o &< other Groundwater Contour maps. in this section for which these arrows would be appropriate
8 323 A it Fig. 2.2-20 ustrates a classic example of 3 Bullseye depression. Speak to the significance of these conditions. Speak also to the Data Gaps representing the missing Comment noted, The document notes that the depth to water is up to 600
- g & northeast area, near the intersections of 166 & 33. How big or deep is the zone of depression? feet deep.
While changes in groundwater storage can be inferred from changes in
roundwater levels, storage quantities cannot be directly measured with the
g 224 1 M8 Bullet #1 Storage loss is a significant groundwater condition that should be measurable, but we are going to maodel it first. The cart is before the horse! Brounchw: ' E quantit 3 . ! ¥ M '
available data. The numerical model will provide the best available estimate of
proundwater starage.
10 336 3 1 Subsidence Subsidence at a rate of » 0.5" / year should not be dismissed or diminished by comparison to the collapse of the San Joaguin. This is a critical Data Gap with only  JComment noted, The need for additional subsidence monitoring is discussed
- one monitor site in the central basin. It may or may not be anomalows without anything to compare it to in the Monitoring Networks section.
i1 2.2.7 Literature & 1 The USGS reparted the | The USGS, SBOWA & the GAMA data files all indicate constituante levels (TDS, Nitrate, Sulfate, & Arsenic] above MCL in the central basin implicating a causal Comment noted, The data is insufficient ta make a definitive conclusion about
Review following nexus with localized excessive groundwater extraction. the relationship between groundwater extraction and water quality.
The available data is inconclusive in establishing any trends in conditions aver time, stable or otherwise. How can we quantify a minimum threshold and how can o - - :
Toward the northeast ) k . : X Comment noted. The data is insufficient to make a definitive conclusion about
12 227 5 2 we monitor this causal nexus between groundwater extraction & groundwater quality degradation?
end af the basin... the relationship between groundwater extraction and water quality.
11 337 NiA s Groundwater Qualit Avallable groundwater age & temperature data should be used to help determine flow rates over faults, intermixing of aquifer layers, and recharge rates of deep As discussed at the November 1 SAC metin
- ¥ percolation. The response to this same comment on the Draft HOM was that it would be presented in this section of the GEP. What section will it be in next? E-
When this section is developed it should additionally include the following: 1.)Consideration of the causal nexus between declines in ephemeral and intermittent
14 128 A NA InterconnectedSurface |streams, and SGMA related activities. 2.)Estimates of the ecelogical services and emergent benefits of interconnected surface water systems. 3.)Literature Review |Comment noted, This will be taken into consideration when this section is
' Water Systems of the historic loss of the riparian habitats through the valley. 4.)Consider potentials far river channel modification to slow, spread & sink stream discharge for developed.
enhanced recharge.
Groundwater When this section is developed it should additionally include the following: 1.)Estimates of Evapotranspiration needs of existing GDEs and the stream discharge
15 229 N/A NA Dependent requirements to satisfy their dependance, 2 JAssessment of the Beneficial Uses and emergent benefits of the biology associated with the GDEs. 3] Consider the Comment noted, This will be taken into consideration when this section is
' Ecosystems causal nexus of desertification and the loss of native wetland habitats due to SGMA related activities. 4)Consideration of enhancing GDEs to facilitate stormwater |developed.
¥ ) capture and recharge by the reduction of flash runoff
Recognised Data Gaps include: 1) Recent groundwater level & guality data in the Ventucopa upland & river corridar, 2) Historical groundwater data from the
Cattonwood subarea. 3) More multi-completion wells in the main basin to better understand the zone of depression. 4) Data for Groundwater elevations in the Commeant noted. This will be taken into consideration when this section is
16 2.2.10 A M Data Gaps north and west of the basin. 3) Well Completion Data with perforation intervals, Available from down hole video logging. 6) More CGPS Subsidence monitors in developed !
the main basin. 7) Current Groundwater quality data basin wide. 8) Surface water flow gauges on the Cuyama in the Basin, at bridges on Hwy 33 in Ventucopa eveloped.
uplands and Hwy 166 In the central basin, 9) Data concerning GDEs in the basin,
Major Data Gaps continue to generate the concern for the uncertainty of any conclusions made from the assumptions needed to develop a numerical model.
17 2.2.10 N/A N/A Data Gaps I p_ e E ) ' o v et umpd P Comment noted, No change required in document,
Greater uncertainty requires a more conservative approach to model assumptions.
Inv its current form, the draft GWC chapter s incomplete relative to 23 CCR §354.16 because several GWC elements identifled above [groundwater storage
18 General MN/A NSA N/A ' h e P P : § ) . : le 8 Comment noted, No change required in document,
changes, interconnected surface water systems, and groundwater dependent ecosystems) are included in the chapter only as placeholders and are not complete
2.2.2GW . . . 1 .
Hydrographs The GWC chapter does not adequately reference the hydrogeologic conceptual madel (HCM). The discussion of groundwater contour figures lacks any mention of
19 .,.2 2 agG':t MiA N/A M the hydraullc effect of faults, For instance, the HCM documents that SBCF s a barrler to groundwater flow. This significant fact should be used to Interpret water  [Comment noted, No change required in document,
- level ohservations (“Groundwater Hydrographs® [2.2.2]; “Groundwater Contours® [2.2.3]).
Contours
222 GW
Hydrographs The GWC chapter does not adequately reference the hydrogeclogic conceptual model {HOM). Similarly, the HOM discusses varying hydraulic conductivities
20 2.2.3 Vertical N/A Nin NJA between the younger alluvium, older alluvium, and Morales ForTa.Lion. The effects of hvdrnftratigraplrw should be :onsiﬁlered-in cllliscussions of vertical gr:dienu. Comment noted. No change required in document.
Gradients hydrograph comparisens, and groundwater elevation contours {"Groundwater Hydrographs” [2.2.2]; "Vertical Gradients” [2.2.3]; "Groundwater Contours
2236GW [2.2.3]).
Contours
C t noted. E fter devel t of th dated model, data
. . 1947 to 1966 The chapter cites results from the outdated CUVHM maodel. Cited CUVHM results (Y1947 to 1966 Groundwater Trends" [2.2.3]) may be unreliable and obsalete gmment note \'\E'I'I atier development o _EUP # e- model, data _mm
21 2.23 the USG5 study will still be a primary source of information for the earlier

Groundwater Trends

given that WC is developing a new model.

period from 1247-1966.
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Comment #

Section

Section Paragraph
i

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Comment

Response to Comment

Figures 2.2-11 to

Hydrograph figures lack organization and their interpretation is insufficiently clear [2.2-11 to - 15). Partial overlap and repetition of hydrographs make the figures
confusing, Figures should be revised so that each one exclusively covers a portion of the basin with unique hydrographs, Well 620 should be discussed under
“central portion” because it is north of SBCF and follows the pattern of decline in that region. South of the fault to the Ventucopa area is showing a largaly

22 § X The figure and text hawve been made consistent, Title corrected.
2.2-15 consistent pleture of long-term steady elevations (Wells 40, 41, 85) with the exception of dedline in Well 62 since the 1990s. The area of decling in the western
portion of the basin extends to Well 70, just west of Bitter Creek. Regarding the statement that "all monitoring wells in [the central portion of the basin] show
consistent declines, consider that Well 28 has elevations leveling off in the 19505 and then starting to recaver in the 2000s.
Referenced hydrographs are missing, or more useful selections are available, Hydrographs for Wells 40, 316, and 640 are discussed in the text but not included in
23 323 the.Figlures. Consider adding h\rdrcgrauhls far Well.s 70, 107, 110, 112, and 114, because they have significantly long data records, fill spatial g.aps. and preserve the The figure and text have been made consistent, Title corrected.
variation in water level trends cbserved in the basin, Consider remaving hydrographs for Wells 108, 121, 571, 830, 840, and 846 because their data records are
too short to reveal much about water level trends.
24 H:élz'uagz‘:hs fﬂi?{:::ﬂ:mer fevels The GWC chapter contains unsupported statements. The statement, "Groundwater levels followed dimactic patterns” [ “Groundwater Hydrographs” [2.2.3]) s Comment noted. No change reguired in document.
ambigucus, If it refers to cycles of wet and dry years, a hyetograph of monthly or annual rainfall totals should be included to support it
25 2.2.7 Data Analysis The spikes of TDS The GWC chapter contains unsupported statements, The statement, "The spikes of TDS increases correspond with Cuyama River flow events” (“Data Analysis” Flgu_ms showing the climactic varizbility will be included in the Water Budgets
|(2.2.7]) should be supportad by showing a river hydrograph on the same plat. sectian.
2,2.1 Useful
Terminology Wells that are screened in different intervals are not differentiated. In two mentions of wells having different depths (“Useful Terminology™ [2.2.1), “Vertical L
26 : Comment noted, Mo change required in document,
2.2.3 Vertical Gradients” [2.2.3]], language should be precise that perforations are at different depth intervals
Gradients
Improvements are needed in vertical gradient hydrographs and interpretation (“Vertical Gradients” [2.2.3]). The hydrographs should have finer x-axis label
resolution than annual, because seasonality is discussed in the document. Regarding their interpretation, hydrographs that behave similarly lend themselves into
27 2.2.3 vertical being grouped by geographic subareas when possible. This type of grouping is one consideration when defining potential groundwater management areas. It is The scale of the hydrographs have been modified to show greater vertical
Gradients therefore impartant that these assessments accurately represent the data, Uncertainty must be clearly communicated by (for example) use of hydrographs which [detail
reflect the variability observed in a spatial grouping. Some specific examples include:
28 E‘.éf;:'izr:;;al a. [CVFR) “There 15 no vertical gradient.” At the scale of the hydrograph figure, we cannot discern whether there is no gradient or a small gradient. ;::lcale of the hydrographs have been madified to show greater vertical
2.2.3 Vertical b. (CVER) We cannot dismiss the contribution of horizental recharge; the CVFR site shows the basin is not vertically driven, at least not everywhere. Also, given the
29 depth to water it is speculative ta conclude vertical recharge exceeds horizontal, Furthermore, the hydrographs show “shallow”™ wells are influenced by seasonal | The text has been revised for clarity.
Gradients conditions just as much as “deep” wells.
. [CVKR) “The hydrograph of the four completions shows that at the deeper completions are slightly lower than the shallower completions in the spring at each
30 2';1::.:;;&' completion, and deeper completions are generally lower in the summer and fall.” This statement seems to say groundwater levels decrease with depth in the in  |The text has been revised for clarity.
the spring, surmmer, and fall, Why is winter excluded—no measurements ¥
2.2.3 Vertical - - . . . L ) - . . N
il Gradients d.(CVER] "This likely indicates that...the vertical gradient is significantly smaller at this lecation in the spring measurements.” Or does it indicate that there is no The text has been revised for clarity,
wertical gradient during unpumped conditions?
223 Errors and overgeneralizations exist in the mapped groundwater elevation cantours (including Appendix ¥). The text analyzing the contour figures (including in the
32 Appendix ¥ appendices) contains interpretive errors (“Groundwater Contours” [2,.2.3]). For instance, “In the southeastern portion of the basin near Ventucopa, groundwater  |The text has been revised for clarity.
is mostly between 100 and 150 feet bgs” should be “between 150 and 200 feet bgs.”
. The same discussions of contour maps in Appendix Y seem to be reused for each season/map, ignoring or smoothing over distinctions between them. For
33 prze.f'u:ix ¥ example, an area of low groundwater elevation is deseribed as "northeast of..Cuyama® for Figures ¥-1, -3, -5, and -7, yet the figures show that area shifting The text has been revised for clarity.
between the north and northwest of Cuyama.
34 223 In several instances, “groundwater levels rising” should be replaced with “depth to water decreasing” because the topic is DTW contours. Contour labels an Figure ¥-4 has been corrected.
Appendix Y Figure ¥-4 neither match values pasted on wells nor represent a 50-ft contour interval.
Due to the regional nature and large topographic and groundwater depth
233 Explanation of the maps should specify that they “improve understanding of recent horizontal trends in the basin.™ The inferred contours are unnecessary, ranges in the Cuyama Basin, the 50 foot contour interval was chosen to
35 speculative, and often seem to be physically unreasonable. The small contour interval relative to low well density causes several occurrences of a “target” effect, |capture trends while not ignoring conditions that are shallower than 100 feet
Appendix Y where a single well drives the appearance of a dramatic groundwater mound (like a “bullseye®). In some cases, the actual cause of the large head differential Like many presentation figure decisions, this one is a compromise. Mo change
appears to be the SECF, Larger contour intervals would decrease this effect, made fo contour maps.
Explanation of water quality constituents is needed. An explanation of why TDE, nitrate, and arsenic are selected for mapping and discussion would be helpful _ThESE consitusnts were salacted because they wr.e-re IdEI‘I‘tI.fIEd a-s being of
36 2.2.7 Data Analysis N o interest during the stakeholder pracess, Very limited data is available for
["Data Analysis” [2.2.7]). R .
analysis of other constituents.
7 2.2.7 Data Analysis Anincarrect Nitrate MCLis cited. The nitrate MCL is cited as 5 mg/L ("Data Analysis” [2.2.7]). It actually is 10 mg/L as M. The MCL value has been corrected
38 Figure 2.2-25 Consistent time scales in Figure 2.2.25 should be used for clarity. The plot time scales are inconsistent, which makes interpretation unnecessarily difficult. The time scales on the plots have been set to allow readers to clearly see the

data.
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Wells symbolized in the maps incorporated into Appendix X incomperate all “OFT|
Wells.” These inchudes bolh groundwater level mondtoring and groundwater quality
wells that are incheded in the source dalasets. This means that some wells on the map
will not have a hydrograph associalad with them. Additionally, some of the wells may
el th Jy 15 i unable | label
. The hydrograph appendix contains errors and omissions. Many wells are symbolized in the map but not labeled. Many wells labeled in the map do not have fvertap one and er_sa? l:l?se:-' het GIS lo u ai.:k: to automate eyery wel rumber labe
30 Appendix X X ) X i ) ) X on the map. These limitations are not affected in the onfne DMS, bul Appendix X is
hydrographs included, Data axis label intervals are inconsistent (one year vs, three years), For Wells 90 and 639, the y-axis minimum is too high. N . . . i
intended to provide as much informalion a5 reasanable in print farm.
Hydrograph label axis intervals are automated, Labels still effectively show GWE and
DTW.
The Y-axis in the hydrographs have been adjusted to show all data in wells 90 and
B30,
The subsidence appendix requires further explanation. Regarding the statement, “This loss of aquifer is limited to the water that was stored in the compressed
40 Appendix 7 This loss of aguifer clays, and storage capacity lost is limited to the water that was stored in clays that were compressed” [“How Subsidence Occurs”), what daes WC intend to The text has been revised for clarity.
communicate regarding the difference between loss of aguifer and loss of storage capacity? Aren't they effectively the same thing?
The proundwater Chapter scope. The statement, “The groundwater conditions section is intended to...Define measurable objectives to maintain or improve specified groundwater
41 2.2 GW Conditions 1 1 CI:II'I;;tI-Dns caction conditions™ {“Groundwater Conditions™ [2.2]) is more accurately worded in the following paragraph: “The groundwater conditions described in this section..are  |The text has been revised for clarity,
used elsewhere in the GSP to define measurable objactives,”
2.2.1 Useful Terms not used in the document. Two defined terms {"Useful Terminology™ [2.2.1)) are not used elsewhere in the document, and their purposes should be stated: L .
az . " . These definitions have been remaoved from the section.
Terminology “historical high groundwater elevation” and “historical low groundwater elevation.”
Fiaures 2.2.1 & 2.7 Map symbology, Figure 2.2-1 has nen-intuitive and inconsistent symbology, Purple lines and points represent an eclectic set of “landmarks”. All the canyons are  |Comment noted, The purpose of Figure 2,2-1 is to show the locations of
43 & 2 i labeled, but most of the creeks are not. Bitter Cresk is referenced many times in this document, but it is not shown on any subsequent figures. In Figure 2.2-2, glacted landmarks in the Basin to assist in discussion of conditions in the
Bitter Creek and SBCF are mentioned in the text discussion but not shown on the figure. section. Itis not necessary to repeat each landmark In subsequent figures,
123 GW Unclear sentences, There are several incomplete and/or confusing sentences in the document, “In the western area west of Bitter Creek are near the surface near . .
44 In the western area X X X ) N . The text has been revised for clarity.
Hydrographs the Cuyama river, and deeper below ground to the south, uphill from the river, and have been generally stable since 1966" ("Groundwater Hydrographs" [2.2.3]).
2.2 3 Vertical The hydrograph of the Unclear sentences. There are several incomplete and/or confusing sentences in the document. “The hydrograph of the four completions shows that at the deeper ) )
45 Gradiants four completions completions are slightly lower than the shallower completions in the spring at each completion, and deeper completions are generally lower in the summer and  |The text has been revised for clarity,
d fall™ {"Vertical Gradients™ [2.2.3]).
2236GW Measurements from  |Unclear sentences. There are several incomplete andfor confusing sentences in the document. “Measurements fram wells of different depths are representative i i
46 . ' . ) . N . . R . The text has been revised for clarity.
Countours wells of different of conditions at that location and there are no vertical gradients” should say *...assumes there are no vertical gradients™ {"Groundwater Contours™ [2.2,3]}
TOS in the cantral . . w o "
47 2.2.7 Data Analysis portion Unclear sentences. There are several incomplete and/or confusing sentences in the document, "TOS in the central portion of the basin” [“Data Analysis” [2.2.7]).  |The text has been revised for clarity,
48 2.2.7 Data Analysis The chart for Well 85 Unclear SE-nl‘EI'.II:ES. There are several in:omple‘te.and.fc-vr cuniusing- sentencis in the dn}l:um-eTt. "The chart for Well 85 at the intersection of Quatal Canyon and the The text has been revised for dlarity,
Cuyama River |5 generally below 800 mg/L TDS with spikes of TDS increases™ ["Data Analysis” [2.2.7]).
. [Subsidence is] not Unclear sentences. There are several incomplete andfor confusing sentences in the decument, “[Subsidence is] not restricted in rate, magnitude, or area invalved” . .
49 Appendix £ . ) The text has been revised for clarity.
restricted [Appendix Z).
2.2.7 Reference Links and sources identical. Twa different DWR data source links (“Reference and Data Collection” [{2.2.7]) share the same web address.
50 and Data The link for the CNRA dataset has been updated
Collection
It seems that there has been no examination of faultsfaquitards down stream (\West) from the basin berder. While it is acknowledged that the G5A has no
51 General A m N4 authority beyond the deiineFI basin, it would seem that knowing what the fun:her.extent of pooled ground water ils present and .where.n'whl,' that water is held back Comment noted, This is sutside of the scope of the GSP.
wousld be important for making management decisions in that segment of the basin. It may well be that the basin's western limit was drawn for exactly to account
for this but that does not seem to be clearly spelled out.
52 Figure 2.2-1 On Figure 2.2-1 the location of the Russell Ranch Oil Field is not too accurate....it is alse wrong on OFTIHID (Jane to send Brian a map). Russell Ranch Oil Field has been remaved from the figure.
The maps and data in Appendix X are intended to show the groundwater level
. In the hydrographs (appendix X}, many of the wells on our place are no longer there. It is misleading because some wells were drilled, tested once and that was |, ! p, . ! ,pp " I . ! ) . o grou .w “
53 Appendix X ) . infermation that is available historically in the Basin. Because of this, many
it. 1 guess they give info about water depth. o
wells that no longer exist will be included.
54 Fiaures V-4 & ¥-6 Just based on what | know the stats were on our wells, it looks like Figures ¥-4 and ¥-6 are over-generalized. Some places we saw differences and some places the |Comment noted, The contour maps represent estimates based on the
& 'Wells didn't fluctuate all available information in each period.
Thi st h detail f t in the section. Fi 2.2-1i
55 General On all maps, in every section, please show the major faults and major streams as landmarks for easier location of what is being shown on the specific map. 15 TEpresents tao much detall far most maps in the section. Figure =

intended to provide geographic locations of features for reference.
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. . . - . L . This is incorrect. Tritium analysis can provide some useful information about
Age dating of water is an important component of groundwater conditions since it indicates sources and recharge. Any claim for surface recharge of the R L
56 General ) " ) groundwater recharge, but is not a conclusive method for determining
zroundwater needs to be validated by tritium analysis.
whether surface recharge has occurred.
. - . Cormment noted. Potential locations of new monitoning wells is discussed in
57 General The Cuyama Basin needs dedicated test wells at critical locations in order to better understand groundwater availability and movement o
the Manitoring Networks section.
While the maps dearly show the decades-long dowrward trend of the central basin [Figure 2.2-7), the narrative just mentions specifics and does not give enough
of a full watershed overview of how there are records since 1950 of extraction without replenishment which has created a record of a severe downward trend of . . A .
58 2.2.3 GW Trends X B o . o ) A ~ Comment noted. This level of detail is not needed in this section.
approximately 500 feet over 6+ decades. This owerview is key to establishing minimum thresholds far the GSP since this downward trend needs to stop with no
continued depletion. We recommend adding a summation overview to this section,
<q 2.2.4 Change in The determination of groundwater storage from the model seems backwards, since the model is highly dependent on how much water there is ta pump. Isn't The model provides the best estimate currently available of the quantity of
GW Storage there data available to inform the groundwater storage available in certain areas? Without such data the accuracy of the model seems much more uncertain, groundwater storage available,
Any subsidence can negatively affect groundwater storage. The very limited measurements to date don’t adequately determine if current subsidence has been - . T
2.2.6 Land N ) R . o N K o B Comment noted. The need for additional subsidence monitoring is discussed
&0 . occurring for a long period of time or is just beginning. This creates a data gap that adds more uncertainty to the model znd therefore more monitoring sites are | o .
Subsidence in the Manitoring Networks section
needed to determine both rates and extent of subsidence
61 2.2.7 GW Qualit This section on groundwater quality reports on various constituents’ histerical conditions, but does not develop a foundation for a baseline for future monitoring |Manitoring is addressed in the Monitoring Networks section. There is not
- ¥ nor identify what constituents are recommended far monitoring. enough existing historical data to "establish a baseline in this basin,
In reviewing the information in this section, plus in discussing this in meetings as well as with the CCSD and ather hydrolegists invelved in monitoring wells in the o . N .
' . - ) . . i ) What is a 'baseline’ for TDS, arsenic, nitrates and metals? This i< not a term
62 2.2.7 GW Quality Cuyamia Basin, we would recommend that current baselines be established for TD3, nitrate levels, and specific heavy metals such as arsenic relevant to different . . . .
typically used in conjunction with water quality
areas of the basin
The relationship between depth te groundwater and the concentration of
. . . . water quality constituents is not known in this basin due to limited
Monitaring be established that relates depth of groundwater extraction ta constituents present and monitors for changes over time. Water quality analysis .
B3 2.2.7 GW Quality ) " ) ) ) o . . groundwater guality monitering information - therefore - the relation
should also include tritium analysis to determine the age dating of water and verify if recharge from the surface is ocourring. . .
between depth and constituent concentration cannot be developed
accurately, and is a data gap that should be filled during G5P implementation
GSAs domot h thority t lat icultural fertili tices -
Bd 2.2.7 GW Quality Howe will nitrogen loading from both agricultural applications and groundwater use be monitored ? seon aue suthority toregulate agricultural fertilizer practices
therefore, the GSA will not be monitaring them.
Itwon't be performed as a part of the initial GSP - the relationship between
depth to groundwater and the concentration of water quality consituents (like
ic) is not ki t this time. The G5A board deride to establish
65 2.2.7 GW Quality Howe will arsenic induction by extraction of ancient water be monitored? arsenic) is not known at this time ° ORI may declde to establish an
arsenlc monitoring program as part of GSP implementation and expansion of
the water quality monitoring grid, but existing monitoring is erratic, spatially
inaedquate and not useful for this purpose.
5 2.2.7 GW Quality Daes CCSD have a time series of arsenic level in their wells to see if changes have oceurred? The CCSD has not provided water quality data
228
Intereonnected ) . ) . . . Comment noted, Historical information on surface water loss is not available
67 This section will also need a historical component of surface water loss through looking at riparian habitats.
Surface Water except through model estimates.
Systems
- . Iti ek ) . ' . ’ .
. 229GDE A r_'sponslu: o the study being conduc.wd by a consulting blolgglst. this study should be done when GDEs are most biologically active and engage ground-truthing Commeant noted.,
by accessing local knowledge of the different areas of the Basin.
ca 22,10 Dats Gaps Throughout this section data gaps are referred to, but are not listed here, The fact that there are sa many data gaps in this section is very disconcerting, since most|Comment noted, The model will be developed based on the best available
o P of these gaps provide critical data to inform the model. Mot having these data introduces greater uncertainty in the validity of the model. information that is currently available, but can be updated in the future,
. This document . . -
70 Ch 2 Intro 1 1 includes the It looks lke some the GSP regulations for § 354.8 is missing or maybe part of another chapter. Other GSP Regulations seem ta be included but not listed, As noted, this is just one sectlon that will satisfy the reguirements of § 354.8
2,2.1 Useful BACL - Maximum .
71 /A N/& i Suggest defining the Primary and Secondary MCL which is discussed in the document, but not defined These terms are not used in the document
Terminology Contaminant
2.226W
b Elevation Data Bullet list NSA MN/A Please verify if any wells are duplicates and/or reported to multiple agencies? This was performed prior to development of the section.

Processing
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2.2.2GW Data eollected alsa This infarmation is provided by monitoring agencies to indicate when
73 Elevation Data 2 2 eluded Please clarify the meaning of “questionable measurement cade” conditions at a well effect the quality of a measurement, This level of detail is
Ir i
Processing : not needed in this document.
Figure 2.2-2 & 2.2- . . .
74 p MN/A NjS M/A Please label [Bitter Creek] on figure, The location of Bitter Creek is shown in Figure 2.2-1
2,2.1 Useful
75 Terminalogy MN/A N/& Figure 2,2-1 Add faults te acronym list (missing GRF and TTRF) These have been added to the acranyms list
. This change is not needed as the purpose of this figure is to highlight wells
76 Flgure 2.2-2 MN/A NjS M/A Suggest remaoving the word Earlier from flgure and adding actual years, if passible ) g purp g ghitg
with recently measured data.
7 General MN/A NAA M/A Suggest showing State and Federal lands on all of the figures. This may help the public understand why some areas have no wells or water quality data These are shown on the figures in the Plan Area section,
78 General MN/A NjS M/A Suggest adding stream/fcreek names toe all figures that mentloned streams/creeks in the description of the figure, The stream names have been added to Figure 2.2-1
These are names that are provided for the wells, We assume they are
79 Figure 2.2-3 MN/A NjA Suggest adding on figure abbrev. or defining terms in the description of Figure 2.2-3 far CVKR, CVFR, CVBR abreviations, but have not come across definitions, and thus cannot provide
that information,
20 Figure 2.2-5 /A Njh Suggest - Label on figure (Russell Ranch Qilfields, Cottonwood Canyon, & Aliso Canyon) These are labeled on Figure 2.2-1
a1 Figure 2.2-11 Bullet list N Round Springs Canyon, near Ozena Fire Station & Springs Canyon, near Ozena Fire Station - Please label on figures. These are labeled on Figure 2.2-1
%2 2.236W Figure 2.2-12 shows Suggest stating your in?erpretation of why this area is having a quick recovery (for example - stream influence provides recharge to this basin area [ fault) etc.), if Comment noted, This is beyond the scope of this section,
Hydrographs knawn of is additional Investigation required?
Mear Vent s . ) . - ) . .
2136w =ar venturopa . . . Figures showing the climactic variability will be included in the Water Budgets
83 hydrographs for Wells |Suggest defining climatic patterns. )
Hydrographs section.
25
) The hydrograph for , . ) i i
34 Figure 2.2-12 well 40 Missing: Suggest adding well hydrograph to the Figure 2.2-12. (for wells 40 & 316) Thee text has been revised for clarity.
2.5 GW The hydrographs in
a5 H c.lr-u raphs 9 2 this area show Suggest adding your interpretation of why this area shows consistent decline and little to no responses, if known or is additional investigation required? Comment noted. This is beyond the scope of this section.
yarograp consistent
Levels remain lowered . . .
a6 Figure 2.2-14 10 3 along Missing: Suggest adding well hydrograph to the Figure 2,2-14, (well 640) The text has been revised for clarity,
2,23 GW Groundwater levels I . . |
a7 10 4 . Suggest adding your Interpretation of why this area shows consistent decline, If known or Is additional investigation required? Comment noted, This is beyond the scope of this section.
Hydrographs are higher to the west
a8 Figure 2.2-15 M/A Njb Please detine G5E and WSE = located on hydrographs These hawe been added to the acronyms list
2.2.3 vertical CWFR s d af A sent has b dded ta th tion to define "multipl leti
an . _er . Bullet list N/A = tomPrnse ° Flease clarify term “completion”. |s this a cluster of monitoring wells? 5e.|,1 gnee s heen adged to fhe section to define “multiple campietion
Gradients four completion well
2.2.3 Vertical i _ _ - . ) -
50 Gradlents Bullet lists Njb /A Suggest showing the map location for CWVFR, CVEBR, and CVER if possible. The locations of these wells are shown in Figure 2.2-3
2.23GW Due to the limited
91 i Bullet List N/A He to e Amike Flease explain more of the process to generate the contours in this section or in an appendix, number of wells used, etc. Comment noted. Additional information is not needed.
Countours spatial ameunt
Suggest adding: do not account for topography or foults .
2.23G6W Th t
92 Countours D?c::c::':aps are The faults are discussed in detail in the GCM section.
Y 1 14 '
ko fotnciativ A short discussion on faults would be helptul to the public with the groundwater contours.
93 Figure 2.2-20 Bitter Creek - Place label on figure This is labeled on Figure 2.2-1
2.2.3 GW Contour maps for
94 ) : a Suggest explaining the difference between the years from all of these figures, to help the public understand what they are reviewing. The text has been added to the document
Countours spring 2017
Figure -1, ¥-3, ¥-
95 5 .7 Suggest adding groundwater flow arrows ta the figure Groundwater flow arrows have been added to these figures
36 Figure ¥-1 Ozena fire station - place label on figure This is labeled on Figure 2.2-1
2.2.3GW The contour map
97 F The contaur map shows a steep gradient nerth  of - Suggest verifying the direction The text has been revised for elarity,
Countours shows a steep
2,26 Land . The current figure shows all 3 station locations, The data for PS21 05 shown
98 . MN/A N/#& N/A Suggest showing and discussing the entire basin area, as well as showing the three stations (P521, OZST, and BOWR) on a figure with graphs, if possible, s By " o ' ¥
Subsidence because it is the most relevant.
. In 1966, TDS was _ _ . .
2] 2.2.7 Data Analysis 2 2 above the MCL Please list and discuss all of the secondary MCL standards far TDS (500 mg/L; 1,000 mgfLand 1,500 mg/L) and why 1,500 mg/L i< being recommended. Comment noted. No change needed.
100 Figure 2.2-23 N/A N/& MN/A Place label an figure (Ozena Fire Station, Santa Barbara Camyon, and upper Quatal Canyon) These are labeled on Figure 2.2-1
. In the 2011-2018 . . .
101 2.2.7 Data Analysis period, TDS was In the 2011-2018 period, TDS was above the MCL in over 50% of measurements, - Suggest listing which MCL standard ¥ Comment noted. No change needed.
102 Figure 2.2-24 N/A N/& Place label on figure (Quatal Canyon, and aleng the Cuyama River between Cottonwoaod Canyon and Schoalhouse Canyon) These are labeled on Figure 2.2-1
103 Figure 2.2-25 NiA Mo Place label on figure [Quatal Canyon) This is labeled on Figure 2.2-1
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Figure 2.2 26 shows that data collected in 1966 was below the MCL of 5 mg/L throughout the basin, with some measurements above the MCL in the central
Figure 2,2-26 shows ortion of the basin where irrigated agriculture was operatin
104 2.2.7 Data Analysis thit the F I g € F g Mitrate MCL has been corrected to 10 mg/L
Suggest adding number of samples: #% samples out of #9 total samples & Suggest adding the primary MCL for nitrates to be consistent with the rest of the page
Figure 2.2-27 shaws Figure 2.2 27 shows that data collected over this period was generally below the MCL, with two measurements that were over 20 mg/L.
105 2.2.7 Data Analysis l‘hit the. Mitrate MCL has been corrected to 10 mg/L
Suggest adding number of samples: #% samples out of #9 total samples & Suggest adding the primary MCL for nitrates to be consistent with the rest of the page
Figure 2.2 28 shows arsenic measurements from 2008-2018. Data was not available prior to this time period in significant amounts. Figure 2.2 28 shows arsenic
105 2.2.7 Data Analysis Figure 2.2-28 shows  |measurements were below the MCL of 10 ug/L where data was available. Text has been revised for clarity.
that the
Sugzest adding number of samples, ## samples out of #4# total samples
107 Figure 2.2-31 Place label on figure (Ballinger, Quatal, and Apache Canyons ) These are labeled on Figure 2.2-1
2.2.7 Literature 97% of samplcs had
108 .Rewew Bullet List concentrations greater |Is this the MCL for each concentration? If so, please add the MCL in the bullet point These are not the MCL Mo change needed.
than
This section as a whole requires significant revision. The description of wells needs to be revised to be clear what entity conducted the meonitoring, not what
database WAC gathered the data from, For a discussion of SBOWA menitering pregrams in the basin, the SBOWA contract with the USGS, and its relationship ta
108 General CASGEM, please contact Matt Scrudata. This section contains minimal analysis of groundwater conditions, just reporting of selected hydrographs, with little The section has been revised for clarity,
explanation or interpretation. The water quality section is confusingly structured and Incomplete. Finally, although we understand the time sensitivities in
preparing the GEP by spring 2019, it would save reviewers quite a bit of time if a technical editor or senior WE&C staff member reviewed these sections prior to
distribution.
110 General Most of the wells in the basin are not dedicated monitoring wells, but are freguently deseribed in this section as such Text has been revised for elarity.
2.2.1 Useful . There are twao versions |Consider breaking identification of gw elevation and depth to water info out into a separate bullet point. GW elevation and depth to water are not just used on §
111 Bullet list Text has been revised for clarity.
Terminology of contour maps contour maps, they are used in hydrographs as well.
Please change "collected” to "compiled" throughout this sectlon. Itis potentially confusing to the reader to describe gathering data from varlous sources as )
112 General ) . R ! Text has been revised for clarity.
collecting data. Typically collecting well data refers to taking measurements
2.22G6GW
, Groundwater well . "
113 Elevation Data 1 1 infarmation and collected from local stakeholders” - These appear to be included in the 8 major sources, Teut has been revised for clarity,
Processing
222GW ‘Well and groundwater
114 Elevation Data Bullet List & ‘Was data collected from the CSD7? If so, include in list. Mo data was collected from the CSD
. elevation data were
Processing
2.2.2GW
115 Elevation Data Bullet List list of data Include references for publically available data sources; Any available info on data validation, and collection would be useful for these. Reterences are included in the Data Management GSP section
Processing
2,22 GW Data collected Data accuracy section is neaded. What standards/protacols are each of these data collection entities following?
116 Elevation Data included well How is ground surface elevation being determined. DGPS like the original USGS model? Off a map with +/-20 foot accuracy? This has been addressed in a footnote.
Processing Information Please elabarate
Figures should be titled differently. These are not DWR wells, They are wells with data pulled from the DWR database. The DWR database | assume is CASGEM,
'which was ultimately collected by SBOWAJUSGS. The database that Woodard and Curran compiled the data from is ultimately less important than how it was
Fi 2228232 thered.
117 lBure 3 BatnEre Figure titles have been revised for clarity.
Weed to make distinction in the title (which is different on the actual figure) of what this is supposed to show. Where they got the data and/or who collected it?
Actusal title on figure says “DWR Wells” which is not an accurate statement
2.22GW R hly half of th
K ouBhly att o , N Please provide context for why this is important in the text. "measured in 17-18 is mentionad throughout without context. This is a plan that will be issued in
118 Elevation Data wells from DWR's ) ) Tent has been revised for clarity,
h 2020. Why 17-18 is the focus needs to be explained.
Processing database
2.2.2GW o .
) Data collected from  |This is confusing. Data was perhaps collected by Woddard and Curren from DWR, but the data was not collected by DWR. _ )
119 Elevation Data Text has been revised for clarity.
Processing the DWR Clarify data recelved (how [ where did they locate the data) vs collected (who and how collected.
2,22 GW _ . .
) Data collected from one measurement in the spring, and one measurement in the fall ™ - If this refers to the CASGEM wells this is not entirely true — most wells monitored Loyear with
120 Elevation Data Text has been revised for clarity.
the DWR a few 2uyear
Processing
Wells included in Fi 2.2-3hi b i d and it has b fil d
121 Figure 2.2-3 This list of wells is mastly accurata, but is missing some wells like Spanish Ranch on far west end. Elsine u < !n Bure Ave DEEN reviewes and [t ias been coniirme
that the Figure includes all well data provided by the USGS
Data collected from
2226w USGS has been
122 Elevation Data typically measured b Mot entirely true. And there is data overlap here with CASGEM program. Again, describe SBCWA/USGS menitaring program. Text has been revised for clarity.
plcally Ll |
Processing

annually
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Section Paragraph| Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section ion Paragrap raErap " ' Comment Response to Comment
it Sentence # -
222 GW Santa Barbara wells
123 Elevation Data are concentrated in This dees not include all wells monitored by the County. The County does not own these wells, and manitars far mare than just these wells. The maps show the wells and data that had been provided as of June 2018,
Processing the western portion
22.2GW
- Diata collected fram . . " . f i
124 Elevation Data the countles measured bi-annually” - Currently making quarterly measurements. Appear to be missing wells. Were a few select wells chosen? Text has been revised for clarity.
Processing :
Missing a few. Difficult to determine how many,
125 Figure 2.2-4 ; . . L The maps show the wells and data that had been provided as of June 2018.
8 At some paint need to should describe whyhow these are different from DWR/CASGEM and USGS program. For example, Matt Scrudate is monitoring in the " P
west end because there is a lack of data in that area — something SBCWA apreed to do to help with GSP development.
2,2.2 GW
126 Elevation Data Need to add a section somewhere that describes QA/OC process, whao does it (USGS, SBOWA), who doesn’t (Bolthouse/Grimmway/Grapevine), and why. This has been addressed in a footnote.
Protessing
2.22GW The locations of ) " i Wellz included in these figures have been reviewed and it has been confirmed
. What is the difference between these wells and the wells referenced in Figure 2,2-47? SBOWA should be taken off Figure 2.2-5 for several reasons (we don't own . .
127 Elevation Data SBOWA well data are s . . - that the Figure 2.2-4 includes all well data provided by the SBCWA and that
the wells shown, we're not & private company, we're not ag, etc). All of wells measured by Matt Scrudato should be in Figure 2,2-4 . . i .
Processing located Figure 2.2-5 includes all well data provided by private landowners.
2.22G6W .
K The locations of - ) .
128 Elevation Data SHCWA The locations of SECWA well data are located west of Cottonwood Canyon” - West of Aliso Canyon would be mere accurate Text has been revised for clarity.
Processing
122 GW The date of
129 Elevation Data measurement varies  |Explain why this is important as context for the reader, Text has been revised for clarity.
Processing significantly by year.
2.2.2 GW
130 Elevation Data “Diata provided by Grapevine Capital Partners is bi-annual " - quarterly Text has been revised for clarity.
Processing
This graph is mare confusing than helpful. Please reomwve. Well locations are already identified previously and hydrographs are better described in later sections.
The need for this statement and graph appears to be validation for the quality of water level data provided by Grimway and Balthouse, This should be done in a
separate data validation section.
Please remove the statement “accurate measurements” from this paragraph. At best, the statement can note that data “match ing tracking historical trends within o . . .
- “ - p N The figure is included because of interast expressed during public meetings
a 4-mile area”, but In no way should refer ta these data as "accurate measurements”. Then again, what is the definiticn of an “accurate measurement”? The USGS ) . - :
K i . . . regarding how data provided by private landowners compares with data
131 Figure 2.2-7 states that discrete water level measurements made with graduated steel or electric tapes are accurate to 0.01 foot. What standard is Woodard & Curran using?
provided by public agencies, The text describing the figure has been revised
. . . . . . fiar clarity.
If this graph is kept in the document, the graph should start in about yvear 1977 when there is a comparison between the data sets. The data prior to this is by
irrelevant. It is not clear which well relates to which line on the graph.
1. Were there any wells which were monitored by BOTH Grimway/Baolthouse and the USG5 where data can be compared for a single lacation? Are these all the
Grimway/Bolthouse wells where data are available or only a select few?
2.0WR are not collecting well data In Cuyama
2.22GW
K Figure 2.2-7 shows a
132 Elevation Data . MNeed context to explain why this comparisen s being done Text has been revised for clarity,
h comparison of data
Processing
2.2.2GW
X Figure 2.2-8 shows a _ _ . . _ _ y
133 Elevation Data Meed context to explain why this comparison is being done. Text has been revised for clarity.
. comparison of data
Processing
The need for this statement and graph appears to be validation for the quality of water level data provided by Grapevine Capital Partners. Please remaove both
the discussion {page 2.2-11) and the graph as these data illustrates nothing at all.
1.Mwa of the Santa Barbara County wells are not even part of the network. | don't even think these wells exist in the Valley. It is unclear where these data came
trom.
2.¥au appear to be comparing very shallow wells to a & of the 12 deep production wells,
3 Are these discrete static water level measurements used for the Grapevine data or select points from the continuous 5-minute data sets? The figure is included because of interest expressed during public meetings
134 Figure 2.2-8 regarding how data provided by private landowners compares with data
i -
B SBCWA has been making periodic discrete water level measurements at the 12 productions wells on the Harvard property. A comparisan af 26 measurements provided by public agencies. The text describing the figure has been revised
shows differences between discrete water level and computed water levels ranging from -47.9 feet to 150,35 feet. These are large outliers when compared to all  |for clarity,
the measurements, but would be a better indication of the data guality {see chart below). SBOWA has measurements from 32018 to compare as well, There
'would be some variation of only a few feet in this comparison bazed on equipment P51 {most likely higher PSI baing used due to large level changes and therefor
reduced accuracy), MF elevation choice, computation procedures, ete. Please contact Matt Scrudate to discuss specifics.
The figure is included because of interest expressed during public meetings
2.2.26W A long term 'Eu ‘ ' ¥ Ep B
. . . - . . § regarding how data provided by private landowners compares with data
135 Elevation Data comparison is not The wells are in different locations, what value does this provide?
provided by public agencies, The text deseribing the figure has been revised
Processing possible

fior clarity.
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Section Paragraph| Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section ion Paragrap raErap " ' Comment Response to Comment
it Sentence # -
Again, misleading title here vs, actual figure which states “Owners and Operating Entities”
138 Figure 2.2-5 SBCWA does not own or operate the wells assigned ta us in this graph, We only own and maintain CVFR, CVKR, and CVBR, Further this map does not include mast | The figure title has been revised for clarity
of the wells measured by the SBOWA
This section needs major regrganization. There is a time based section, then a number of other sections without a designated timeframe.
137 2.2.3 GW Trends Thee text has been revised for clarity.
Also, the wording in this section needs a thorough review by a technical editor,
2.2.3 1947 to 1966 1947 to 1966 Hydrographs illustrated are all through 2018, Are you trying to differentiate between times or is the next section a separate concept? If so, there neads to be . .
138 y ‘E_ . & ) yeutrying P d ' The text has been revised for clarity,
GW Trends Groundwater Trends  |discussion on more current trends following 1966,
2.2.3GW G dwats
139 roUnEwater This is confusing. The previous section is about a specific time period. If this is 1966-present you should say so. The text has been revised for clarity.
Hydrographs Hydrographs
Groundwater
2,23 GW hydrographs were
140 VETORTAPNS W ) What indicators? Don't the hydrographs just show trends? Thee text has been revised for clarity.
Hydrographs developed to provide
indicators
223 GW Hydrographs faor all
141 ” c'“_u ranhs menitoring wells with |There can be a big difference between a monitoring well and a well that is belng monitored. Be more clear, The text has been revised for clarity.
yoroersn elevation
1) This has been fixed by increasing vertical scale
Connens on g e S e e
1)Bome graphs extrapalate off the hydrograph = is this in error or is there a data point(s) not shown? - ! ¥ & hycrograph wa revery '
2)Bimilarly, some graphs don’t show any data paints therefore some do not ave [evel data.
. o ' 3) This has been addressed in #1. The graph scales were selected to show the
142 Appendix X 3)5cale issues
depth to water of all wells on the same scale,
#INo need for one per page, consider 4 4)0ne figure per page allows greate detail to be seen in the graphs, as some
S)Aydrographs don't identify data source, wha and how collected and whether data has been QA/QC. Consider adding an index of all wells, like a lookup table, have a ;’E“ F:ntpdrio st of jam paints Eraphs.
] ifi u ints,
th OPTI ber, USG5 ber, and well b t , etc. L N "
e numBer number, and well number owner/operator uses, etc 5) This information is available through QPFTI for those who would like to
review it.
2.2.3GW Figure 2.2-11 shows
143 H cllru ranhs Hydrographs in Please describe in the text why these wells were chosen. Are they representative of the areas? The text and figure have been revised for clarity.
yereeran different partions
32.3GW In the area southeast |Flease edit for clarity and grammar. Also, if you are going to describe the hydrographs, you should describe all of them
144 u cllru ohs Bullet list of Round Springs The text has been revised for clarity.
ycragraph: Canyon If they want te generalize then make the graph mimic these areas, pick 5 representative hydrographs. Right now there are 7 an the Figure which looks cluttered.
145 Figure 2.2-11 Bitter Creek area - lllustrate on map as a reference This is labeled on Figure 2.2-1
2.23GW Fi 2.2-12 sh
148 leure shaws ‘Why is this section in a different format than the previous, Please make consistent. Comment noted. Mo change needed.
Hydrographs selected hydrographs
147 Figure 2.2-12 Well 40 & 316 - where? Not shown in map The text has been revised for clarity.
Figure 2.2-13 shows
2,2.3GW hydrographs of
148 v’ 3_ P Then need to explain why they were selected, The text has been revised for clarity,
Hydrographs discontinued
mienitoring wells
Stick with one descriptor = either elevation or depth to water.
149 General ) . b ' . . Pt The section consistently discusses depth to water
Mixing elevation and depth to water is confusing to the reader.
150 Figure 2.2-14 ‘Well 640 - where? Mot shown in map The text has been revised for clarity.
Figure 2.3-15 shows The discussion on west end hydrographs and the related Figure 2.2-15 is misleading. Continuous data sets from the 12 wells indicate water levels drops as large as
151 2.2.36GW hEdm r:a h; of 100 feet in CHG-14 since data collection started in June 2017, This well is the extreme, where other production wells on Harvard vineyard property show water Wells shown in Figure 2,2-15 show a range of conditions in the western edge
Hydrographs YOrogran level drops of 25-50 feet. The trends indicate the yearly hydralogic minimum continues to drop. of the Basin, OFTI Well 840 shows conditions see in part of the Basin.

monitoring wells
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Section Paragraph| Paragraph’s | Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section ion Paragrap raErap " Comment Response to Comment
it Sentence ¥ -
Well 571 (USG5 Code 345847119534501) only has two measurements as
shown in the hydrograph
2.2.36W Hyd aphs fo 15 https://groundwaterwatch. A AWLSites asp?5=345847119534901&nc
152 YEraerapns TOrWET | earlier discrete data located in NWIS. Ihttps://groundwaterwatch.usgs.gow/AWLSites.asp?5=345 - "
Hydrographs 571and 108 d=]

Well 108 has 8 measurements. Individual points are difficult to destinguish
due to hydrograph size, but the hydrograph s correct.

153 Figure 2.2-11 Suggest illustrating hydrographs using same scale / minimize white space for all Figures in this section Al hydrographs on each figure are the same scale

154

Figure 2.2-12 &

Actual Figure has typa in tithe

The figure and text have been made consistent. Title corrected.

2.2-13
Also for all Figures in this section, suggest only showing hydrographs referred toin text.
Enowledge about
2.2.3 Wertical . 8 k . . . " y
155 Gradients vertical gradients is Please cite the regulation for the reader. Thee text has been revised for clarity.
required by regulation
Figure 2.2-16 shows A . . .
2.2.3 Vertical State that these wells were installed by USGS as part of the Cuyama Valley Water Availability Study in cooperation with the SECWA. Multiple completion wells are
156 ) the combined This text has been added,
Gradients owned by SBONA.
hydrograph
The data used to determine there is no vertical gradient as illustrated in the figure 2.2-16 (page 2.2-27) appear to be discrete measurements. At times, there were
anly twa discrete measurements in a year with the remainder of the year interpolated. This is not enowgh data for an elevation comparison, The USGS used
continuous 15-minute unit value data for this nested well and concluded the following (from page 33, Scientific Investigations Report 2013-5108)
CWFR.....did show similar seasonal and longer-term changes. Similar to CVER and CVBR, the vertical hydraulic gradients were upward during the winter months and
reversed to downward gradients during the irrigation season; however the gradients at the CVFR site were notably smaller.
USGS conclusion supported by water chemistry samples showing increased tritium with depth which may result from younger water from shallow sytem. fvailable Continuous Data has been added. Continuous data is only available
from 7/21/201 through 11/28/2012 as it has been “Approved,” &ll ather
157 Figure 2.2-16, 2.2- ‘Woodard & Curran should review the full continuows data set prior to making a conclusion about vertical gradients. Data are available on NWIS. This is data for "Provisional” data is only available in summary form, which is the data that
17, 2.2-18 3B2- was being shown in the hydrograph.
Mewly added continuous data follows the trend that was already shown on
https://nwis. waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/uv?ch_72019=on&format=gif_default&site_no=345351119323102&pericd=&begin_date=2010-09-04&end_date=2012-|hydrograph.
05-01
1.The scale used in these graphs {2.2-16, 17 and 18} mask the trends and makes any analysis impossible. Please change the graph scale for all three graphs (2.2-
16-18],
2 The x-anis date scale for Figures 2.2-16 and 17 follow an unusual interval. Is this done for any specific reason (see figure below)?
A graph with a scale that mazks everything that is happening. A 600 ft axis for 3 graph with an 80 ft range.
The hydrograph periods were selected to show the change over the most
Groundwater contour N a . :
158 2,2.3GW maps were prepared  |Where Is 2016 recent period of 3 years for which data was available in the Spring (from 2015
Countours tarp prep to 2018) and from the Fall {from 2014 to 2017). Therefore, a figure far 2016
Wwas not necessary
223 GW These years wers Explain in the text the importance of this date in relation to SGMA. ) )
159 Countours solected The text has been revised for clarity.
ko c Why? Explain. | may have missed this in earlier sections but are they choosing Jam 1 2015 as their baseline?
2.2.3GW Each contour map is
160 ! v Pl Labels and symbols should be abvious on the map without having to describe in the text Comment noted. Mo change needed.
Countours contoured at
2,2.3GW Due to the limited
161 ' Nan-pumping and statlc measurements? What was the selection of wells based on? It appears wells are missing The maps are based on avallable data during the period in question,
Countours temporal amount
22.3GW Th ti
162 eS8 assLUMpLons Explain in the text which wells aree used and why? Howe was data interpolated ? The maps are based on available data during the period in question.
Countours make the contours
163 Figure 2.2-19 Carrect typo in text on lawer right of map - “limitated” The figure has been corrected.
The hydrograph periods were selected to show the change over the most
. recent period of 3 years for which data was available in the Spring (from 2015
164 Appendix ¥ Where are contour maps for 20167 )
i * ! P to 2018) and from the Fall {from 2014 to 2017). Therefore, a figure far 2016
Was not necessary
2.23G6W . . . . . . . .
165 These descriptions are not useful with the maps in the appendix. The descriptions should be with the maps, either here in the text or back in the appendix. Comment noted, No change needed.

Countours
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Section Paragraph| Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section ion Paragrap raErap " ' Comment Response to Comment
it Sentence # -
2.2.3G6GW Fi -1 th h
166 tgure roug Explain reason for changes in seasonal contours., Comment noted, Mo change needed.
Cauntours Figure ¥-8
Change in
2.2.4 Change in 8 A -
167 proundwater storage  [Why 107 SGMA requires 10 years of data for historical water budgets
GW Storage
for the last 10 years
The paper mentions that the USGS determined 0.2 feet of subsidence in 10 years. This appears to be the change in daily land surface elevation starting in about
May 2007 (0.00 mm) and ending in April 2012 {-68mm). This would be a S-year period of record for analysis. The full 12 year period of record from 2000-2012 is
0.4 feet of subsidence and the 10-years mentioned in the W&C paper (2000-2010] is 0,26 feet of subsidence, Woodard&Curran used data from 1999 to 2018 to
2.2.6 land determine 1 foot of subsidence. ) ) .
168 The subsidence estimate in the first paragraph has been corrected,
Subsidence
The brief and general summary of the USGS data and analysis from 51K 2013-5108 does not seem to correlate to what is written in this paper, Please expand on
the first paragraph related to the USGS data. This will help the reader determine what was completed prior to your analysiz of these data.
Appendix Z adds little value to the document, appears to be st least partly taken directly from Wikipedia, only focuses on subsidence effects on agriculture, and o
) Pr re party v " y € Comment noted, The appendix is included because some readers are
169 Appendix Z appears to have been written prior to W&C contracting with the GSA. It is unclear why this was included in the document. Background educational materials data interecter in this cantent
on, &g, water level data collaction, water quality, and other topics is not provided, so why provide this for subsidence. Please delete. )
A summary of the conclusions drawn about water quality would be very useful. As written, the section is quite disjointed. There is a smattering of datza analysis, . . .
. Some additional explanation has been added, including an explanaticn has
170 2.2.7 GW Quality and review of other studies, but no conclusions about what groundwater quality conditions are in varicus regions of the basin. There is no explanation of why ; -
) . . . ) i ) been added for why these constituents were included.
constituents were selected for analysis. The literature review might be better placed before the data amalysis to provide context,
2.2.7 Reference ‘Why was age dating data not considered in this analysis and discussion? The C50 did not provide water quality data. Age dating does not provide
7 and Data Why na data from the C5D? Iinfermation on water quality conditions in the data. The USGS data does
Collection Does this (UGS include MWIS? include MWIS.
2.2.7 Reference Data used in reference
172 and Data studies was not This is not correct, ALL data used in USGS and SBCWA studies (3 out of the 4 referenced in this section) are available and are therefore represented in the data, The text has been revised for clarity.
Collection generally available
Collected data was
173 2.2.7 Data Analysis analyzed for TDS, Explain in the taxt why only these constituents were selected. Explain for the lay reader what the possible sources of these constituents are The text has been revised for clarity.
nitrate, and arsenic
Figure 2,2-24 shows , Comment noted, Due to budget and schedule constraints, data provided after
174 2.2.7 Data Analysis| & Note: Additional data for west end collected July 2018 will be available soon - ; & . - P
TDS of groundwater June 2018 will not be incorporated into the current version of the plan.
Where Is the comparison?
Multiple years of . . -
The text does not make a direct comparison because there is insufficient data
175 2.2.7 Data Analysis collected data were Figure 2.2-23 (1966 data) shows high (>2000mgL) TDS for wells on west end N of river. These are very shallow and recharged by the river, Figure 2.2-24 shows . . ' -p I .
. to make specific conclusions regarding how TDS may have changed over time.
used wells directly 5 of river with low TDS. These are new deep wells. They shouldn't be compared as the same unit. The map aludes to the fact that they are, That
possibly the guality has improved
176 Figure 2.2-25 Include a line showing the MCL on the figure MCL lines have been added to the figure.
. USG5 data indicate 4 of the 33 wells were =10
Figure 2.2 28 shows o
177 2.2.7 Data Analysls| R Only 25 wells used in this study. The text and figure have been reviewed and updated
Why the discrepancy and why were the 4 wells with >10 not used? Please elaborate on data selection used for this analysis.
Fi 2.2-28 sh
178 2.2.7 Data Analysis| Igur!j shows ‘What about the CSD7 They treat for arsenic. The C5D did not provide any arsenic data.
arsenic measurements
Figure 2.2-29 shows
179 2.2.7 Data Analysis that most of these Describe for the reader what this means —leaks from storage tanks? The text has been revised for elarity,
sites
180 2.2.7 Literature 1 1 In 1970, 5i|r1§er and “TDS was as high as 1,500 to 1,800 mg/L TD5" - contradicts following sentence; "and higher {3,000-8,000 mg/L ) in wells " - This is much higher than the first The text has been revised for clarity,
Review Swarzenskl reported  |sentence says.
2.2.7 Literature They state that the
181 Relvierw ure 1 hig‘:.lTDS 'i-s g;nerated “weater from marine rocks" - Confusing if you don't identify them geclogically Comment noted. Mo change needed.
3.2.7 Uterature The study identified
. I
182 Review Y 2 that specific In the text, please provide context for why this is important and what this means in the context of groundwater quality. The text has been revised for clarity.
conductance
2.2.7 Literature In 2013, USGS
183 —— rEporleJd Please discuss any vertical gradients in constituent concentrations in the multicompletion wells The text and figure have been reviewed and updated
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Comment . Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
1 General The Manitoring Networks spatial density around the faults of interest is Comment nated, These areas have been included in the groundwater lavel

insufficient,

data gaps.

General - Well Data

The insufficient Quality Control / Quality Assurance compounds the uncertainty

Comment noted. Manitoring protocols will be set up to ensure consistent

2 with Completion
reports P due to the scarcity of data. Qa/0c for monitoring in the future,
3 General (Well 1D #) Will any cross reference table for well ID#s be made available? This can be provided separate from the document.
The text has been changed to note at first usage that salinity is measured in
4 |clobal salinity) Please use the term TDS i * f ehang : & ity Is measured |
The MN must asses all causal nexus between groundwater quality and
R 5 5 . £ _u L fuality . Comment noted. This can be accomplished in the implementation phase by
5 General groundwater extraction, such as constituents migrating into areas with lower . L
. filling in the monitaring data gaps.
pressure heads due to heavy groundwater extraction.
P 4.2 Basin Conditions Fig 4-2 Combined The text should clearly articulate that groundwater elevations have declined The taxt has been revised for clarit
[Pg. 4-11) Hydrograph consistently over 5007 since pumping started in 1947, v
Other wells that have been monitored by DWR - CASGEM, USGS and/or The
. 4.3 Existing Monitoring Wentura County Watershed Protection District (WMCWPD) in the Ventucopa Uplands |Comment noted. Additional wells can be added during the G5P
Used (Pg. 4-13) river corridor should be reconcidered for selection as a monitoring site for the implementation phase,
GSP.
Table 4-5: Cuyama
B Basin WOWPD Wells (Pg. Table is mislabeled as; Number of SLOCFCEWCD wells The table has been corrected.
4-27)
Table 4-%: Cuyama
Basin NWAMC, l_.ISGS, The texts suggests “The NWOMC database provides data on 47 water quality _ -
] IRLP Water Quality - o - : The text has been revised for clarity.
A . manitoring sites”, but the table indicated there are 176 sites,
Maonitoring Sites [Pg. 4-
29)
age dating and If freshwater recharge is assumed to be happening, then where is it going if not
I . P u a =
10 GAMA { DWR (Pg. 4-31) groundwater . E e & going Comment noted, This is not relevant to the Monitoring Network section.
. into the productive wells of the area?
movement trending
4.3.5 Surface Water i Mot one stream gauge exists on the Cuyama River within the basin. Can we get a o ) h ) -
11 Fig 4-14 This will be discussed in Section 4,10 when it is developed.
Maonitoring (Pg. 4-37) & Plan to fill this Data Gap? Flow Gauges at the 3 bridges over the Cuyama? ! P
4.5.5 Representative The major Data Gaps area in Fig 4-18 are also the fault zones of interest and the
12 Monitoering {Fig 4-16 likely boundaries to proposed Management Areas (or Threshold Regions). What is | This will need to be addressed during the GSP implementation phase.
thru Fig 4-18) the plan to solve this uncertainty?
4.6 Groundwater All of the data gaps for the groundwater level monitoring network will now N . :
o . . ) Maonitoring protocols will be set up to ensure consistent procedures for
13 Storage Monitaring compound the uncertainty of the Groundwater Storage calculations. How will monitor the fut
il ngin [} ure,
Network [Pg. 4-53) calculations made from uncertain data be verfied for QA/QCT E
The best available science suggests a causal nexus between SGMA related
4.8 Degraded activities like groundwater extraction and the migrations of constituents into areas|
14 Groundwater Quality with lower pressure heads due to unsustainable extraction.[See Appendix A, page | The text has been revised to describe the rationale for establishing the
Maonitering Network 21-29) Boron, Arsenic & Nitrites should be monitored along with age dating to monitoring network only for salinity.
[Pe. 4-53) determine the movement of bodies of groundwater and the rates of any
freshwater recharge.
4.9 Land Subsidence
Is it possible to use ather avaliable technologies (like InSAR to match the USGS
15 Monitering Network t posst . Y . 4 ) €l . i X The can be explored by the GSA during the G5P implementation phase,
data set) while we wait for mare CGPS installztions to come online?
[Pg. 4-B0)
"New stations will
4.9.5 Manitoring require downloading i B .
| lish! f ,
16 Protocols (Pg. 4-62) the data as quipment Garbled englis The text has been revised for clarity
starage...”
4.10 Depletions of
IntEn:D:Inetled curface The last of the Cuyama River Cottonwood trees stand as testament to the
17 Water Manitorin depletion of interconnected surface waters. Try to count them before their dead  |Comment noted. No change needed in the Monitoring Metwork section.
Network (P, 4-6i] limbs crack and fall to the dry sands of their former wetlands.
On page 4-22 the first line of the table is incorrect (not SLOCFCE&WCD)). It should
18 Pg. 4-22 npag & Hirstfine = table bs Incorrect (no N ol The table has been corrected.
read VOWPD wells,
The map in Figure 4-7 the title for VC wells in the legend for VOWPD should be
19 mare descriptive - Ventura County Watershed Protection District database wells to] Tha figure title has been changed.

Figure 4-7

be consistent with the ather maps.
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Comment . Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
" Paragraph # | Sentence # .
This section was
20 Intro prepared ta meet the |Consider listing the GSP regulations for thiz chapter The regulation has been added.
requirements
4 - i . ) . . . I . .
21 2 anlturu'!g 1 1 his section describes FDnsnder.addlng ? comment or footnote on seawater intrusion to reinforce why it Thic is discucsad In the Undesirable Results GSP Sectinn.
Networks Obj. the Cuyama is not being monitored.
) - There are no major L _ . ) ) . - -
4.2.1 Basin Conditicns . ) . Suggest clarifying this sentence. The basin has faults, maybe adding a figure of the | The text has been revised for clarity. A figure of the Morales Formation is
22 2 3 stratigraphic aquitards . ) .
Relevant or Morales Farmatian, shown in the HOM Section.
4.2, in iti T ifer
23 2.1 Basin Canditions 2 4 he aguifer ranges : . i The text has been revised for clarity.
Relevant from Consider adding the top and bottom basin range.
4.2, i it T S t addi table of th tire basin for land use, iles, and
34 2.1 Basin Conditions 1 { he Iargest uggest adding a table o e entire basin for land use, square miles, an This is discussed in the Plan Area saction.
Relevant |groundwater percentage, such urban, rural, open space, and etc.
4.2.1 Basin Conditions (Generally, Consider guantifying the decrease in years, such as ... decreasing by approximatel
25 N 4 2 groundwater . 9 ving Vears, & 3y ape 5 | The text has been revised for clarity.
Relevant . X¥ft from the 1940s and 19505 to the present
alevations
(Generally,
4.2.1 Basin Conditions
26 Relevant 4 2 groundwater Suggest verifying if the figure is missing. The figure is included in the GSP section.
elevations
4.3.1 Groundwater ,
27 . 4 1 (CASGEM allows locally [Editorial: "CASGEM allows deeally local apendies to be designated” The text has been revised for clarity.
Level Monitoring
4.3.1 Groundwater There are currently six |Clarification - The twa 500 County CASGEM wells are volunteer wells {County
28 L B _ The text has been revised for clarity.
Level Monitaring (CASGEM agreement with private owner|
: (Cuyama Basin Suggest adding the Federal and State areas to the monitoring network to help . : o .
29 Figure 4-3 These are shown in the Plan Area section and are not needed in this section.
g DWR/CASGEM Wells  |show why groundwater wells are not located in several basin areas. ! !
Cuyama Basin USG5 |Suggest verifying if duplicate wells exist between all agencies, such as County, o . .
Table 4- 4.3,
30 able4-2 well Statistics DWR, and USGS. This is addressed in Section 4.3.2
Cuyama Basin USG5 |Suggest adding the Federal and State areas to the monitoring netwark to hel
31 Figure 4-4 ¥ EE & & P These are shawn in the Plan Area section and are not needed in this section,
Wells show why groundwater wells are not located in several basin areas.
i ifying if li ] i I i h
13 Table 4-3 Cuyama El!asm SBOWA, |Suggest verifying if duplicate wells exist between all agencies, such as County, This ic addressed in Section 4.3.2
‘Well Statistics DWR, and USGS.
) (Cuyama Basin SBCWA |Suggest adding the Federal and State areas to the monitoring netwark to hel . : o .
33 Figure 4-5 Y se & . _g P These are shown in the Flan Area section and are not needed in this section.
Managed Wells show why groundwater wells are not lecated in several basin areas.
SLO County = the two CASGEM wells are in the Caunty’s volunteer program
4.3.1GW Lavel SLOCFCRWCD also ¥ ) ¥ p_ 8 Comment nated, Agreements can be sought during the GSP implementation
34 o 1 2 (agreement between the County and owner). If using these 2 wells in the GSP, the
Maonitering - 5LO reports the data for . . phase.
CBGSA will need agreements with the owners.
: (Cuyama Basin Suggest adding the Federal and 5State areas to the monitoring netwark to help . i .
35 Figure 4-6 This is addressed in Section 4.3.2
& SLOCFCERWCED Wells  [show why groundwater wells are nat located in several basin areas.
Basin WOWPD st adding the Federal and State to the itori t k to hel
36 FigUIE a-7 Cuyama Basin SUSRE‘: adding the rederal an State areas g, = mon! GFIII'IS netwark to help This iz addressed in Section 4.3.2
Wells show why groundwater wells are not located in several basin areas.
Cuyama Basin Suggest adding the Federal and State areas to the monitoring netwark to hel
. . . | | - - .
37 Figure 4-8 (Community Services c8 & . _g P This is addressed in Section 4.3.2
o show why groundwater wells are not located in several basin areas.
District Wells
) Cuyama Basin Private |Suggest adding the Federal and State areas to the monitaring network to hel . . .
38 Figure 4-9 ¥ - £ : _g P This is addressed in Section 4.3.2
Landowner Wells show why groundwater wells are not Jocated in several basin areas.
This is included in the monitoring network. Regulations for IRLP progam can
10 4.3.3 GW Quality 5 3 Initial water guality Could this data be leveraged for the GSP? If so, please add the regulations be found here:
Monitering - NWQMC data for the Cuyama  |pertaining to the lIRLP, such as water quality sampling. https:/ fwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_jssues/irrigated_lands
/
(Cuyama Basin
) NWOMC, USGS, IRLP  |Suggest adding the Federal and State areas to the monitoring netwark to hel . . .
40 Multiple figures ) EE N _ _‘E F These are shown in the Plan Area section and are not needed in this section.
(Water Quality show why groundwater wells are not located in several basin areas.
Monitoring Sites
4.3.3 GW Quality .
) ) Private landowners , , , ,
41 Monitoring - Private 1 1 Consider verifying if these owners are in the IRLP, included in GAMA? Comment noted. This can be dane during the GSP implementation phase.

Landowners

within the
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Comment . Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
4.4 Monitoring Monitoring networks
42 1 2 Suggest adding — “Cuyama Basin GSP” The text has been revised for clarity,
Ratianales in the Cuyama GSP EE & " v
4.4 Monitorin The schedule and . i " . .
43 & 3 2 suggest adding —a period “G5P, The text has been revised for clarity,
Rationales costs assoclated
Mumber of Wells SBCWA - Suggesting verifying that well are not being counted twice between
: EE A g vine A g. ) o The table has been updated ta note that the total does not equal the sum of
44 Table 4.13 Selected for agencies and verifying that the programs are centinuing, if leverage existing i i . i
L the rows due to wells being duplicated in multiple databases.
Monitoring Network  |programs
Number of Wells SLOCFCEWCD - Clarification - The two 5LO County CASGEM wells are volunteer
45 Table 4.13 Selected for wells [County agreement with owner), not menitoring wells. The CBGSA will need |Coemment noted. Mo change needed to text.
Monitoring Network  |agreements with the well owners for additional sampling beyond CASGEM
"S-inches” is based on values provided in Table 4-14, which is from the
Maonitoring Networks and Identificotion of Data Gaps Best Mongement
4.5, itori T ini P ices, " S-inches" al itati | . Thi
46 5.3 Manitoring 5 1 he Ba§lr| isan . Where did the § inches per year come from? .rm:nlceﬁ S-inches” refers to the l:!llal'll'ltatlk'e value of annual recharge. This
Freguency unconfined aguifer value is output from the model, which currently models an annual recharge
of # inches. Although this value is subject to change based an model
calibration efforts, it is not expect to increase above S-inches per year.,
Suggest that the CBGSA Board review the cansultant economic benefit cost
a5 4.5.3 Monitoring 5 5 Based on the datain  |analysis on monthly, guarterly, and semi-annual groundwater sampling to Comment noted, The specific time frame will need to be selected by the
Freguency Table 4-14 determine what is feasible? Suggest the Consultant reviews the sampling CBGSA Board going forward.
timeframe with the CBGSA Board.
Based on Hopking
48 4.5.4 Spatial Density 3 . P Suggest adding reference The reference has been added to the text.
well density
" ; i The reference has been added to the text in the section and to the references
49 4.5.4 Spatial Density 3 Based on Heath Suggest adding reference )
at the end of the section,
Entities with current monitoring programs were attempted to be contacted.
Of those that responded to our ingqueries, most were non-committal with the
continuation of their pregrams, however, this non-committal response was a
result of not knowing specifics about the wells in Cuyama and not wanting to
be responsible for missinformation.
This is also why criteria for inclusion in the monitaring netwark is so broad. In
the event some wells are discantinued, it is the hope that other wells will be
able to provide sufficient data. If this is not the case, the G5A will have to
The Groundwater i . . i ) determine if additional wells will need to be constructed.
50 4.5.6 GW Level 1 1 Level Monitoring Suggesting verifying that well are not being counted twice between agencies and
Maonitoring Network rif that th ams are continu if | a xisting programs.
onitoring Netwar Network veritying & progr ré continuing, [ leverage existing program A review of the monitoirng network was conducted and no duplicates were
found. Wells that appear in Figure 4-17: Cuyama GW Basin Groundwater level
and Storage Manitoring Metwork Wells that have multiple labels for what
appears to be the same site are actually multi-completion [aka multi-depth)
wells, Each individual casing is considerad an independent well due to the
output of GWL measurements.
Note: Due to revisions to the Monitoring Network and Representative Wells
through Board direction, the Table and List of wells has been updated.
The Groundwater .
51 4.56 GW Level 1 1 Level Monitoring Does the CBGSA have to form agreements with the well owners for volunteer Yes, this will need ta be done gaing forward during the GSP implementation
1l
Manitoring Network FOgrams? hase,
B Network Prog P
Suggest that the CBGSA Board review the consultant economic benefit cost
53 4.5.6 GW Level 3 1 The praposed analysis on monthly, quarterly, and semi-annual groundwater sampling to Comment nated, The specific time frame will need to be selected by the
Maonitoring Network monitoring frequency |determine what is feasible? Suggest the Consultant reviews the sampling CBGSA Board going forward.
timeframe with the CBGSA Board.
Appendix K is Best Management Practices for the Sustainable Management
53 Appendix K 1 1 General Suggesting verifying that this follows SGMA G5P protocols. af Groundwater Monitoring FProtocols, Stendards, and Sites published by
DWR and provided on the SGMA website,
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Comment . Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment

# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
Article 3, Section 352.4, (c] describes the standards to apply to the wells.
Althaugh it outlines the information that should be included under Part (1),
Part (2} states that either the GSA create a schedule for acquiring the
necessary information, or describe why the information is not necessary to

€4 4.5.8 Data Gaps 1 { ‘Well construction Suggesting verifying if there is a SGMA GSP standard for well construction. If so, |undersand and manage groundwater in the basin.

o P information is not does this monitaring network meet these standards? Due to the extremely limited amount of data within the Cuyama Basin, an
attempt to use all valuable data was made. To understand the limitations of
the data, the Tiering System was utlized and discussed within the section.
Additionally, within Project and Management Actions, there will be additional
information about pursuing projects to obtain additional well information.

4.5.9 Plan to fill data New wells drilled b Comment noted. This will be considered if DWR approves the TS5 befare
55 3 3 X ! v Suggest updating this secticn when DWR approves the TS5 for new wells . PP
gaps DWR's completion of the GSP.
Due to the This needs to be vetted by the CBGSA Board for any constituent to be monitored _ . . o
4.8 Degraded GW v The text has been revised to describe the rationale for establishing the
56 . 1 1 relationship of and sampled. Is sampling for salinity meeting SGMA G5P regulations? Supgest o .
Quality . e . . ) ) mohitoring network only for salinity.
undesirable providing a discuss of why other constituent are not being monitored
4.8.2 Monitoring Sites Mote that due to . . )
57 & 1 4 [ Consider updating the table (4-17) with the correct values. The table has been updated.
Selected duplication of wells
- 4.8.3 Monitoring 3 3 The Basin, in This needs to be vetted by the CBGSA Board for any constituent to be monitored, |Comment noted. The specific time frame will need to be selected by the
Frequency coordination sampled, and frequency of sampling. CBGSA Board going forward.
59 4.8.6 GW Quality 1 3 A1l 64 wells are Suggest verifying if these are duplicate wells and if leveraging data from existing  |Cemment noted. This will be dane during the implementation phase going
Maonitoring Network representative programs to verify that the program is continuing. forward,
All management
60 4.8.8 Data Gaps 4 3 ertitias agre Suggest verifying that this assumption is true The text has been revised for clarity.
61 4.8.9 Plan to fill data 3 2 Downhole video Suggest verifying that you can perform downhele video logging in existing wells This will be verified as specific wells are identified for video logging by the
gaps logging with casings. DWR TS5,
4.9.7 Plan to fill data Although there are
62 saps 1 3 ml.lll:ipli Suggest reviewing the prosfcons and cost associated with recommendation The rationale for this recommendation is provided in the text.
It is quite difficult to determine the appropriateness of the proposed monitaring
a3 General network without know what the management areas will be. Suggest Comment nated, This can be considered by the G5A Board.
revising/recirculating once they have been identified.
Well completion Depth to Bottom of Well should/could be reworded to match the what is written
G4 Figure 4.1 ) . R / Updated Figure
diagram under useful terms - Total Well Depth
& 4.1 Useful Terms Subsidence (referto  |Suggest deleting appendix Z for reasans described in comments to Groundwater  |Comment nated, The appendix is included because some readers are
4 aiu m
appendix Z Conditions Section interested in this content.
4.2.1 Basin Conditions There are na major ; . -
66 2 3 . ) ]_ Fault lines? The text has been revised for clarity.
Relevant stratigraphic aquitards
4.2.1 Basin Canditions The aquifer ranges Specific values are unavailble in this summary sentence. Therefore, numbers
67 er.‘lql’.'\rant 2 fraom 10°s to 100's of |Mot a very useful, give #s. have been removed. For details on aquifer thickness, refer to the HCM
feet section.
4.2.1 Basin Conditi Median reported
68 sin Landitiens 2 el n_ Eporte Median or a range? Median, as shown in Table 2.1-1.
Relevant hydraulic
4.2.1 Basin Conditions Figure 2.1-2 shows - o ;
69 2 2 Do we have that? This figure is in the HCM section.
Relevant the extent
Based on the most
4.2.1 Basin Conditions asedion the mos . ; ) .
70 Relevant 3 recent data from Sentence is somewhat confusing. The text has been revised for clarity,
) 2016,
——
71 Figure 4-2 Eznmtrh?nsgsm with Label wells on map The figure has too many wells to effectively label them.
4.3 Existing Monitorin This section discusses |As mentioned in comments to the groundwater conditions section, this is a list of .
72 & & 1 1 ) B o ' L The text has been revised for clarity.
Used current groundwater |databases from which W&C pulled data, it is not a list of menitoring programs.
| like how each monitoring entity is mentioned in a separate section below. &
general summary of how these data were collected should be included for each
entitry to include information such as: . ’
73 4.3.1 Groundwater 1 rorucnls Users can refer to the metadata provided by each data source for this
Level Monitoring P information. This level of detail is not neaeded in this GSP section.
2-accuracy

F-equipment used
4-0a/aC
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Comment . Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
431G dwat
mu_n V,Ja & (CASGEM Wells — Wells [Many of the voluntary wells have publically avallable well construction Info. This : i
74 Level Monitaring - ) o The text has been revised for clarity.
with well distinction is not carrect,
DWR, Statewide...
4.3.1 Groundwater Maost wells were . .
This is not correct, most wells are measured annually. Some were measured semi-
75 Level Monitoring - measured on a semi- annually during the USGS stud The text has been revised for clarity.
DWR, Statewide... annual v E v
Summary Statistics for [Mo CASGEM program in 1946, |t started in 2000. Mo big deal. These wells are now : .
76 Table 4-1 CASGEM Wealle CASGEM. The table header has been revised for clarity.
77 Figure 4-3 Cuyama Basin As commented on the groundwater conditions section, these are not DWR wells. | The figure title has been changed
& DWR/CASGEM E : : E Bed.
4.3.1 Groundwater USGS has
L _ Meeds to be much clearer. USGS doesn't “have” these wells. They happen to _ .
78 Level Monitoring - 5 1 approximately 25 . The text has been revised for clarity,
appear in the USGS database.
USGS approved
# of provisional wells - This is unclear. There may be some provisional data from
79 Table 4.2 (Cuyama Basin USGS  [the last few months that re currently not approved. Standard to approve data The distinction between provisional and approved USGS wells has been
' Well Statistics within 150 days. This statement leads one to believe that these data are not removed,
useable.
Cuyama Basin USG5
80 Figure 4-4 W:Ils These are not USGS wells, They are wells that are in the USGS database. The text has been revised for clarity.
Summary of SBOWA monitoring programs:
USGS network for entire basin was 32 wells.
+About 14 of these 32 wells are overlapped on the west-end with our quarterly
netwaork.
- rlyn rk i | | nsider r i
4.1 Grounehuater e santa garbara_ [ aronucton wells ity sl montor e
a a I -
81 Level Monitoring - 1 1 County Water Agency - . . v Text and Table has been updated
SBCWA (SBCWA) manages  |Periodically verify.
& *Mandatory CASGEM is 3 and Voluntary CASGEM is 13. These are also part of the
USES total of 32 wells.
* The USGS has stopped monitoring wells in the basin, The entire network we will
start to monitor will be about 52 in total (or 63 if we want to consider the 11
Harvard production wells).
4.3.1 Groundwater Many of these wells || didn't see any in the DWR database. Some are in NWIS. Important to clarify that
B2 Level Manitoring - 1 3 are included in the wells may be in database and maps, but our data for the last couple of years is not |Unecessary detail removed from document
SECWA DWR |ocated in the database.
f - fl i A,
a3 Table 4-3 Mumber of SBCWA, 29 shauld be 55 Numberslre ect data provided by SBOWA, Mumbers have been updated to
wells reflect this.
Number of SBCWA
B4 Table 4-3 wells included inthe |30i0s 7 Numbers have been updated.
Monitering Network
85 Figure 4-5 Cuyama Basin SBCWA |As mentioned, this does not include all the wells monitored by SBCWA Figure has been updated
4.3,
31 Grou?dwater Private landowners Mearly all the wells mentioned previously are owned and “managed” by private ) )
B6 Level Monitoring - 1 1 . . ) _ i The text has been revised for clarity.
. 'within the Basin landowners. The terminology is very confusing.
Private Landowners
Are these private wells that are measured by USGS, Ventura, SLO, and SBCWA? Or
43, s fi i ?H 1 wil
31 Grou?dwater Summary statistics for are thE.tE-E overlap wells found in separate datablases ard to tell without The text has been clarified to note that these are additional wells beyond
87 Level Monitoring - 1 3 shapefiles. If there are 99 wells measured by private landowners, there would a . . B .
i these N ) , ) those included in the previously described datasets,
Private Landowners serious issue with data quality and accuracy and should not be the foundation of
the model.
‘Well data was not altered during this duplicate identification processing.
Sources were either combined (i.e. one source had GSE and anather had RPE)
or the source with the more accurate information was utilized (i.e. once
dsource only had 1D and general coordinates whereas another may have had
4.3.2 Overl: and Duplicat
B8 verlapping an 2 1 HPIIEEtEs were Were similar MP elevations, accuracy standards, and methodology used? well construction info and general coordinates).

Duplicate Data

identified and then

Sources where there were conflicting data, such as Well Depth, were
addressed one by one and researched and professional determination was
made. All elevation values were ultimately corrected using a singular DEM
dataset to standardize all elevation values.
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Comment Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
Some wells had two names. For example, OFTI Well 834 has a state well
number, a well name of "Mustang Production” and local well name of
“Spanish WM-1". In an effart to include as much well information as possible
Explain how Local Name is different from MName? "two" well name categories were included.
a9 Table 4-8 MSC cal
=nie eeiumn Explain haw is USGS ID different from MSC2
The USGS ID and MSC are two unique identification serial numbers, For
example, OPTI well 134 has a SWN of 07N23W20M0015 and a USGS Site Code
of 344115119202001.
Data provided by the SBCWA in indivudal spreadsheets did not include
CASGEM D, and thus a check mark was not included in the CASGEM 1D
| f in Table 4-8_ Table 4-8 is i h
The table needs to include all SBOWA-monitored wells, which includes all of the ,W umn ,Or the SE_'CW# ro'-lv inTah E, 8. Table 8 is intended to s-lh.uw what
a0 Table 4-8 SBOWA row R . information was included in the orginal data provided to W&C to illistrate the
CASGEM Wells in the basin within 58 County. ) ) ! :
necessity of finding duplicates and data processing. Although those wells may
have CASGEM IDs, these were associated with the wells during data
processing.
M ing Entit
a1 Table 4-8 (;::ing nHty Change heading to Database The heading has been changed to "Data Maintaining Entity"
4.3.3 GW Qualiv This section discusses
92 . Quality 1 1 _' i Confusingly worded — the programs were "collected”? The text has been revised for clarity.
Maonitaring existing groundwater
4.3.3 GW Quality , The data downloaded form the NWQMC includes NWIS data. The text has
a3 Why is NWIS not mentioned?extensive wate ality data available.
Maonitoring - NWQMC ¥ : e Water quality ' been revised for clarification.
4.3.3 GW Quality ) " .
4 | ? f | .
9 Monitoring - NWOMC What sample constituents and parameters Text has been editted for clarity
as 4.3.3 GW Quality 3 3 IRLP was initiated in  |Are these data collected by the landowner? Explain in text who does this data ‘Wha collects this data is unknown and not included in the data provided by
Monitering - NWQMC 2003 collection? the management enetities
%6 Table 4- Median period of Is this accurata? Yes. A considereable number of sites only took 1-2 samples during a single
recaord VEEr.
4.33GW lit
- Quality . . Clarification has been added to the text, detail about consituents was not
a7 Maonitoring - Explain in text what sample constituents and parameters. added due to nexus of causality in wate alty result
GAMA/DWR u LI usality in water qualty ult.
4.3.3 GW Qualit GAMA started in 2000 ‘While this comment is correct, the intent of this section is to summarize the
ag M:Iu.nitnrin _ ! Earliest measurement |Many of these data are historic USGS data from NWIS. data that is available, and was downloaded, and could be downloaded, from
GAMMDV.F;R date year The database WERC pulled the data from is not indicative of what program or each of these sources and to show the processes WEC took to processes and
agency collected the data. collect data for the Cuyama Basin.
4.3.3 GW Quality
99 Monitoring - Ventura Meed to add a section on the CSD. A new section has been added to include data provided by the CSD.
County Watershed
4.33G6W lit
L Quality ) Clarification has been added to the text, detail about consituents was not
100 Maonitering - Ventura What sample constituents and parameters? -
added due to nexus of causality in water qualty result,
County Watershed
4.3.3 GW Quality
101 Maonitering - Private What sample constituents and parameters? The text addresses that only TDS is utlized by this data source.
Landowners
102 4.3.4 Subsidence Appendix 2, a As commented on groundwater conditions section, suggest deleting this white Comment noted. The appendix is included because some readers are
Wonitaring subsidence white paper. interasted in this content.
103 4.3.5_ Surfacr: Water Perhaps assess whether there is more needed? Where? This will be addressed in Section 4,10
Monitoring
4.4 Monitorin The maonitarin
104 . taring 2 1 B Be specific - levels? Storage? The text has been revised for clarity.
Ratianales networks were
SBCWA knows af currently available wells to fill these data gaps for monitoring.
L Also, a few wells, which are also currently available, should be monitored in the
4.5.2 Monitoring Wells ) . i .
L Ventucopa Uplands and east uplands. We don't need the network density here, Comment noted. In the GSP implementation phase, the G54 should
105 Selected for Monitoring

Network

but maintaining a baseline dataset is important. |t is unwise to completely

overlgok these areas because there's currently little to no and use. Please contact

Matt Scrudate for information on wells available

coordinate with SBOWA staff to identify appropriate wells to fill data gaps.
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Comment Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
4.5 2 Monitoring Wells Tier 1 encompaseas
106 Selected far Monitoring 2 1 I ) P Are there any in the Basin? None show up on the figure Mo, there are no Tier 1 wells in the Basin
wells with the maost
Network
4.5.2 Monitoring Wells
& Table 4-13 & following |This is not useful and unnecessarily confusing due to the overlap between the top
107 Selected for Monitoring o S The paragraph has been removed.
Netwark paragraph three monitoring groups. The database that WEC found the well in is irrelevant.
(Cuyama Basin
108 Figure 4-1&6 Groundwater Level Mo Tier 1 Wells? Mo, there are no Tier 1 wells in the Basin.
and Storage
fonitoring
4.5.3 Monitarin The Basin is an Large withdrawals are not consistent across the basin. Mention where the large
109 taring 5 1 _I : ) -rg ! w ! : ar & The text has been revised for clarity.
Freguency unconfined aguifer  |withdrawals accur,
110 4.5.3 Monitoring 5 3 Based on the datain  |If there are management areas, may not need monthly monitoring this across all - |Comment nated. This can potentially be updated in the Public Draft if the
Freguency Table 4-14 areas, A good reason to wait until MAs jave been decided. GSA Board pravides direction on management areas,
" A The manitoring wells correspond to the wells used to develop threhalds,
111 4.5.4 Spatial Densi Should be done by management area.
pat ke v E which have been selected by threshold region.
Maonitoring wells in Many of the wells in the basin are themselves pumped. There are very few
112 4.5.4 Spatial Density 1 5 rart E’ ) : ,v “ - ! pump very Comment noted. No change needed to text.
clase proximity dedicated monitoring wells,
) The GSA will need access agreements with private landowners to monitor nearly
4.5.5 Representative o . )
113 Monitorin all of these wells, These ability to get these agreements may drastically alter which | Comment nated. No change needed to text.
& wells are selected.
455R i itori -
114 Mi:it;::lhr;sentatlve :)qtir:::;gs :‘:: “Supplemental wells” may be a less confusing description. The text has been changed accordingly.
Adequate Spatial
4.5.5 Representative Distribution —
115 . ',:” : i i Awkward phrasing, please restate for clarity The text has been revised for clarity.
Manitoring Representative
monitaring
The Groundwater
4.5.6 GW Level
116 - v 1 1 Level Monitoring Sum of Table 4.13 is 151 wells. Not useful. Paragraph was removed.
Maonitaring Network . ’
Network is comprised
| ! il T i , This i Il
117 Table 416 Column: Managing hese are not the managing agency, This is the database WE&C pulled the data The column has been renamed "Data Mantaining Agency"
Agency as of 2018 from
118 Table 4-16 ATl D Add Bittercresk, Appears ta be a discrepancy between managing agency ‘We are unclear what "Add Bittercresk” means, With mare clarificatian, we
mentioned here and menitoring agency mentioned on the OPT| webpage can make a change in the Public Draft
|’ i i i 1
119 Table 4-16 2* SB County This well appears to be located in Ventura in OPT Table has been updated
This data is published in NWIS. Not confidential. Depth of well 500 feet. Depth of
120 |rables16 105 - confidential published! ential, Do . The table has been updated.
hole 750 feat.
. Data provided to W&C was plotted in the Ocean. This well has been removed,
121 Table 4-16 109 Plot: th 3 Ch 2| |slands.
able ota I the acean near Lhannel lslanes and and the carrect well/lat/long was added to the network as OPTI Well 833
Data provided to WE&C did not indicate the well was collapsed. Instances like
122 Table 4-16 120 Collapsed well. Not a good choice. recent collapses that happened after data collection will be addressed in the
GSP implementation phase.
(Groundwater Level
N Fi | i b
123 Figure 4-17 and Storage Big data gaps in this map. SBOWA can assist in providing better spatial coverage. ':,OI'I"IFI'.IEI'II not.ed n the 65 |mp.emerl1tarlon pha.se. the G3A s. ould
i coordinate with SBOWA staff to identify appropriate wells to fill data gaps.
Representative
LSD accuracy standard?
What is the required accuracy for the WL data?
. N v . As mentioned before about Appendix K (Best Management Practices for the
4.5.7 Monitoring May want to refer to USGS publication Groundwater Technical Procedures of the o
124 Protocols 1 1 USGS if this is the reguired standard Sustalnable Monagement of Groundwater Monitoring Protocols, Standerds,
q ' and Sites] the GSP cites DWHAs published material far sampling pratocols.
https://pubs.er usgs gov/publication/tm1A1
4.5.7 Monitorin Maonitoring protocals
125 toring 1 1 inep The attached appendix is titled Appendix A, The text has been revised for clarity,
Protocals far the groundwater
d | ||
126 4.5.8 Data Gaps 1 1 Gruu.n -.\-al:er FUels awk - delete sentence and 2 bullet points balow The text has been revised for clarity.
manitoring data gaps
4.5.9 Plan to fill data The CBGSA has
127 2 1 Provide context (Proposition 1, etc) The text has been revised for clarity.

gaps

already been
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Comment . Section Paragraph's | Sentence Starts with,
Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
" Paragraph # | Sentence # .
128 4.5 9 Plan to fill data 3 3 'll'histlalskil:u:ludes El:(plain where? Why? What will this illustrate and how will it help? Better than The text has been revised for clarity.
gaps identification discrete monthly measurements?
DWR provides
4.5.9 Plan to fill data " _ o ) .
129 aps 3 1 Technical Support This needs context and has no basin-specific info. The text has been revised for clarity.
gap Services (TSS) to
See Figures 4,10 and 4-4, There appear to be wells available to fill data gaps.
130 Figure 4-18 Groundwater Levels C\."CRIEE PP gap Comment noted, WE&C will coordinate with SBOWA staff to identify
Maonitering Network RELA and 3 appropriate wells to fill data gaps.
Due to the Elaborate. This need a lot more justification.
4.8 Degraded GW The text has been revised to describe the rationale for establishing the
131 _ B 1 1 relaticnship of Why only salinity? What is the standard? What would cause this to change? Mo o o &
Quality ) monitaring network anly for salinity.
undesirable other parameters needed at all?
The manitoring network identified in the document anly includes wells that
132 4.8.2 Monitoring Sites Too many in NMorth Fork. Large data gaps. No west end monitoering? Poor are currently being moenitored for salinity. Wells for filling the data gaps
Selected distribution when other wells are available. identified in the document will be idenfied In the future during GSP
implementation,
4.8.2 Monitoring Sites MNote that due to Itidentifies the role that these entities currently play in managing and
133 toring 51 1 4 L Why show this if there are overlaps? What value does it add? ! R _I ', . . H . rently play Sine
Selected duplication of wells maintaining water quality data in the Basin,
- o ) USGS always in July, except during the recent basin study. They collect these i : . :
4.8.3 Monitoring Monitering agencies Y v M € . . . ¥ ) ¥ Text has been editted for clarity. Text reflects the conversation with USG5
134 1 1 samples for the SBOWA, The SBOWA will likely discontinue this program ance the
Frequency such the USGS i X staff and WEC.
GSP s submitted.
Monitoring agencies
4.8.3 Monitarin ) This is irrelevant. Explain what the G5A is going to do first, then explain how it will ; .
135 & 1 such the USGS (entire P E s P The text has been revised for clarity.
Frequency leverage samples collected by other agencies,
paragraph)
The Basin, in
4.8.3 Monitarin o _ . § . )
136 & 2 2 coordination with This should come first The text has been revised for clarity.
Frequency .
partnering
4.8.3 Monitorin Representative wells
137 8 2 2 P 7" Mot necessary, it was already stated that all are representative wells. The text has been revised for clarity.
Freguency those with sufficient
Y -
138 Table 4-12 Ofaznnalgéng Agency as See pravious caomment. The text has been revised for clarity.
Department of Water | Wells 710-758 are DWR. This managing agency should stay consistent and use
139 |Tabled-18 g BINE apEney ¥ The table has been revised for clarity.
Resqurces DWR,
Last M t M fth fi the USGS Stud t t of | itari
140 Table 4-12 ast Measuremen ANy ol inese a_m “?,m = ] _u ¥» NGL par u 3 feguar manitaring "Managing entity" has been changed to "Data Maintaining Agency™
Date program. There is no "managing entity as of 2018",
4.8.7 Monitorin Existing groundwater |Irrelevant. G5A will be establishing its own network and using its own protacols.
141 e _ E& - L ) € € i The text has been revised for clarity.
Protocols quality menitering Existing programs may not continue,
Additicnal
Coemment noted, This can be considered during the G5P implementation
142 4.8.8 Data Gaps 3 infarmation about Use the three wells completed at different depths. hase J P
how . )
The entire Basin is o . L . .
143 4.8.8 Data Gaps 4 1 identified a5 77?7 The basin is the data gap?? Please restate to explain what data is missing. The text has been revised for clarity.
4.8.9 Plan to fill data The CBGSA will fill the ) . . ) .
144 1 1 Explain (DWR's TS5 program. ta perform downhole logging.... | The text has been revised for clarity.
gaps temporal
145 Flure 4-20 Wells are avallable, SBCWA can help find them. SBOWA are actually measuring Comment nated. The GSA can coordinate with SBCWA to incorporate these
& them and collecting water quality samples, wells during the GSP implementation phase.
Subsidence
40, - o
146 9.3 Monitoring 1 1 manitoring State clearly in the beginning of the section what the G5A will do. The text has been revised for clarity.
Freguency fraquendies should
capture
- ; The current spatial . . - . . . o . ) .
147 4.9.4 Spatial Density 1 1 ) . With 2 stations within the basin as mentioned in 4.9-27 Yes, this is based on the 2 stations currently in the Basin.
density of subsidence
(Current Subsidence
148 Figure 4-21 Legend daes not include symbols for the sites. Stations are labeled on map, and thus are not needed in the legend.

flonitering
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Sentence Starts with,

Comment

Response to Comment

Is there equipment calibration needed? There needs to be a written standard. This
needs to be elaborated on.

There are some standards already developed which may be useful as a guide and
refarance. These are as fallows:

(far GNSS surveys)
USGS-
149 4,95 Monitoring https://pubs.usgs.gov/tm/11d1/tm11-D1.pdf Comment noted, This can be considered during the GSP implementation
Protocals MOAA phase.
https:/fwww.ngs.noaa.gov/PUBS_LIB/NGS-58.html
https:/ fwww.ngs.noaa.gov/PUBS_LIB/NGS552008069FINAL2 pdf
USG5 reports have information about "future monitoring” which may be a useful
refareance when establishing the standards and pratocols. Here's an example:
https://pubs.usgs.gov,sir/2014/5075/ pdf/sir2014-5075.pdf
) —
150 9.5 Monitaring 2 1 Data should be saved Where? Central databze? The text has been revised for clarity.
Protocols an
g5y |97 Planto fill data Should we create a baseline dataset set now since it may take time to establish Comment noted, This can be considered during the GSP implementation
gaps permanent sites? DEPS biannually? phase.
) . Why USGS? Are they running the current stations or have we determined that . . . . .
152 4.9.7 Plan to fill data 3 1 Theses stations can be they will do this monitaring? If so, M Sneed {USGS) should elaborate on the Comment noted, This can be considered during the G3P implementation
gaps managed phase.
protocols and methodology.
Representativeness of wells for water level monitoring. Wells used within a
manitoring network must not only meet standards for sufficient well construction
and monitoring data, they also must be representative of local hydrogeologic
conditions. “The designation of a representative monitoring site shall be
e ! el ', P ,W : ”_‘g : Comment noted. These factors can be considered when the monitoring
153 General supparted by adequate evidence demanstrating that the site reflects general

conditions in the area.” [§ 354.36(c)]. The process for selecting candidate wells for
the water level Maonitaring Metwork is explained based an well construction and
manitering frequency criteria, but the chapter is unclear on how selected wells
were determined to be representative of certain areas of the basin.

network is finalized during the GSP implementation phase.

154 General

Representativeness of wells for water guality monitoring. The process used to
select wells as representative for water quality monitoring also Is not transparaent.
All available wells apparently were included in the water quality Manitoring
Metwork, but this section (e.g., Page 4-54) lacks discussion of basin groundwater
quality characteristics. A Fiper diagram with data from all wells, or maps with well
by-well 5tiff diagrams could highlight spatial differences (and redundancies) in
water quality. |f only TDS data are available, a figure showing side-by-side
historical TDS data boxplots for all wells would allow identification of wells with
statistically-distinet (or redundant) historical data.

Comment noted. The available water quality data is discussed in the
Groundwater Conditions chapter. This level of detail is not needed in this
chapter.

155 General

General determination process, In general, a systematic process for selecting
representative wells is not discussed. The basis used to identify the various wells
as represantative is not clear.

The criteria used to select representative monitoring wells are given in
Section 4.5.5

156 General

Optimization. It alsa is unclear whether an effort was made to simplify the
network to increase efficiency, and reduce cost (i.e.,, have the same wells be used
for water levels, water quality menitoring, etc). The chapter needs a discussion of
network optimization, including (a) coordination of menitoring with ather
agencies or entities to potentially share costs and eliminate redundant manitoring,
and (b} identification of clustering and spatial redundancy within the netwark, via
comparison of water level, well canstruction, and water guality data (see
preceding comment #2), to eliminate wells that are not both unique and
representative.

Comment noted. This can be addressed when the monitoring network is
finalized during the GSP implementation phase.
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# ection Paragraph # | Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Comment

Response to Comment

157 General

Clustering effects. The potential effect of data clustering on conclusions drawn
from parts of the network with very high well densities also is not discussed. The
well density discussion needs to consider the potential effects of data clustering
on conclusions drawn from aggregation of water level data, For example, if
Undesirable Results are defined as a certain percentage of monitoring network
wells experiencing water levels below their Minimum Threshalds, clustering of
wells through intentional “selection of additional wells

in heavily pumped areas” may artificially magnify the apparent portion of the
basin affected, increasing the likelihood of it being judged as out of compliance
with sustainability criteria.

Comment noted. This can be addressed when the monitoring network Is
finalized during the GSP implementation phase.

158 General

Sustainability Criteria. The Monitoring Metwerk section does not include
“guantitative values for the minimum threshold, measurable objective, and
interim milestones that will be measured at each monitaring site”, as required
[5354.34 (g](3)]. We understand that these sustainability criteria are currently
under development, and anticipate that, when final, the appropriate values will be
incorporated into this chapter

This will be provided in the Sustainability Thresholds GSP chapter.

159 General

Data gaps. Discussion of plans to fill data gaps is very general, with no description
of “steps that will be taken to fill data gaps before the next five-year assessment,
including the lecation and purpose of newly added or installed monitoring sites.”
[§354.38 (d)]. Regulations specify that each GSA identify data gaps wherever the
basin does not contain (a) a sufficient number of monitoring sites, (b) does not
manitor sites at a sufficient frequency, ar [c) utilizes monitoring sites that are
unreliable, including those that do not satisfy minimum standards of the
manitoring network adopted by the agency. There is no reason therefore to
create minimum well acceptance standards to match what is currently available,
and instead eriteria should emphasize the capacity to reliably monitor and track
basin efforts to maintain sustainability.

Comment noted, The specific plan to fill data gaps will be developed during
the GSP implementation phase.

160 General

Acquisition of wells to mest network deficiencies. Regulations regarding
minimum requirements for monitoring netwerk wells state "If an Agency relies on
walls that lack casing perforations, borehole depth, or total well depth
information to monitor groundwater conditions as part of a Plan, the Agency shall
describe a schedule for acquiring menitoring wells with the necessary information,
or demonstrate to the

Department that such information is not necessary to understand and manage
groundwater in the basin.” [§352.4). Additionally, DWR's Best Management
Practices #2 = Monitoring Networks & Identification of Data Gaps states that
agricultural or municipal wells may be used in place of monitoring wells, but that
“If not using a dedicated monitoring well, the GSA must provide a rationale and a
schedule for acquiring one.” The Monitoring Network section does not assert that
the information available for existing wells is adequate to understand the basin,
nor does it suppart or refute the need for a rationale and schedule for acquiring
manitoring wells.

Comment noted. This can be addressed when the monitaring network is
finalized during the GSP implementation phase.

161 General

Access for future monitoring. DWR's Best Management Practices #2 — Monitaring
Metworks & ldentification of Data Gaps also states, "Monitoring wells shauld be
secured by a long-term access agreement ta ensure year-round site access.” No
discussion is provided in the Manitoring Network section regarding negotiation
goals ar procedures ta ensure access to wells on private property far monitoring in
the future.

Comment nated, This can be addressed when the monitaring network is
finalized during the GSP implementation phase.

162 General

Implementation. Explanation of how the Monitoring Network will be developed
and implemented is deferred to a later G5P section [Projects and Management
Actions), although it is required in the Monitoring Network section [5354.34(b)].

This can be revisited for the Public Draft version of this section when the
implentation section is available
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163 General

Areas with known data gaps. Very few wells were selectad for the Monitoring
Metwork within the southeastern part of the basin (near and upstream of
Ventucopa). Ventura County Watershed Protection District maintains 51 wells in
the area (Table 4-11, Figure 4-12), and private landowners have indicated they
provided data to WC for additional wells in this area. It may be useful to
reconsider inclusion of some of these wells into the network, to obtain better
representation in this area of the basin. A pre-existing well with known
construction data and some measurements is preferable to nothing, as long as the
well is in acceptable condition,

Additional wells have been added to the monitoring network in these region.

General

Field confirmation of selected Network wells. Anecdotally, some older historically
gauged wells under consideration for inclusion within the network may have
failed, allowing annular or aquifer materials into the casing, and altering their
effective screened intervals. We recommend field-confirmation of total depths
and general condition of wells selected for the network, particularly in areas of
sparse well data density where each well reprezents large areas of the basin.

Comment noted. This can be addressed when the monitoring network is
finalized during the GSP implementation phass.

165 General

Surface water monitoring. Discussion of interconnected surface water maonitoring
is deferred until after numerical modeling is complete.

Comment nated,

166 |pg.4-14

Places where the relationships between sets of wells and databases is confusing:
The distinction between California State Groundwater Elevation Monitoring
(CASGEM) and other Department of Water Resources {DWR) wells is confusing.
The text refers to Figure 4-3 as CASGEM wells, but the map labels say "DWR
Database Wells." There appear to be 222 wells an the map, not 113. Terminalogy
between text, table, and figure is inconsistent.

The text has been revised for clarity.

Pg. 4-28

Places where the relationships between sets of wells and databases is confusing:
“IRLP [sic] water quality measurements are sampled from surface locations.” Why
are Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP) sites included in the groundwater
guality database [see label and caption for Figure 4-10)7 It is unclear whether all
the sites in Table 4-9 are groundwater sites,

ILRP stations were utlized in the guality monitoring because surface flows
within the basin, except during signifincantly high flow events, percolate into
the groundwater system. These water gulaity measurements may be useful
ta provide information ta the G5A as to the guality of water that enters the
groundwater system.

168 Pg. 4-29

Places where the relationships between sets of wells and databases is confusing:
The relationship between databases from ILRP, California Environmental Data
Exchange Network (CEDEN), U.5. Geological Survey [USGS), and National Water
Quality Monitoring Councll (NWAMC) is confusing. We suggest clarifying this
point, perhaps using a Vienn diagram or a similar graphic.

The text has been revised for clarity.

169 Pg. 4-40

Monitoring netwoark selection issues: Proposed Monitoring Netwoark tiers reflect
priorities in the following arder: (i) recent data, (i) frequent data, [ill) known
construction infarmation. This is reasonable if monitoring is limited only to
acquisition of data from existing programs. Howewer, if the network is selected to
meet SGMA reguirements and menitor specifically for the GSA, then construction
information and future well access is more important than frequency of past
measurements and (to an extent) mare impaortant than the date of the most
recent measurement, Additionally, no discussion was provided of data by which
the wells were determined to be representative of the basin.

There is not adequate information on well construction and well access ta
base well selection on these criteria. These will nead to be considered as the
monitoring program is developed during the GSP implementation phase.

170 Pg. 4-35

Monitaring netwark selection issues: How were private landowner TDS values
obtained? What was the context of the monitoring? Will landowners be enlisted
to continue monitaring? How will this be accomplished if so?

Comment noted. This can be addressed when the monitaring network is
finalized during the GSP implementation phase.

171 Pg. 4-45

Monitaring network selection issues: “Wells with multiple depths..” The vertical
distribution of representative wells is not discussed. It appears here as a goal, but
there is no indication of the depth distribution of the representative network.

Criteria Updated.

172 Pg. 4-53

Monitoring network selection issues: " Established to monitor for salinity.” What
about other constituents
from the groundwater conditions GSP chapter?

The text has been revised to describe the rationale for establishing the
monitoring network only far salinity.
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Section grap - Comment Response to Comment
# Paragraph # | Sentence # ;
Monitaring network selection issues: *.. Unlikely to be monitored again by that
manitoring agency.” Will the G5A rely on the agencies to continue maonitoring?
; E agency : . v. . E ) B Comment nated, This can be addressed when the monitaring network is
173 Pg. 4-53 Will the G5A attempt to share monitoring activity with the agency, ensure the - . ) _
. - ) finalized during the GSP implementation phase.
netwaork is monitored through their own
funding?
Monitoring network selection issues: "Well/measurement depths for three-
) ; " .; . P Mot directly. We anticipate that the GSA will first need to focus on filling
174 Pg. 4-58 dimensional constituent mapping.” Was this considered in the section discussing _ _ o
spatial data gaps in the monitoring network.
groundwater level data gaps?
Text issues: Section 4,34 discusses CGPS stations on Figure 2.2-22, The
Monitoring Metworks section needs its own figure showing subsidence monitorin
g ) g e g The figure in Chapter 2 is sufficient. The white paper is an appendix to the
175 Pg. 4-37 stations, including CGPS stations. Also, on the same page an unreferenced . . .
“ . ) - . I e ) Groundwater Conditions chapter - the reference has been revised for clarity.
subsidence white paper” is attributed to Appendix Z, which likely is a placeholder,
The paper needs a complete reference.
Text issues: Section 4,5.1, discussing Management Areas, may be out of date.
A . " E B i This section will be developed when the Board provides direction an
176 Pg. 4-39 Several other sections discussing Management Areas also may no longer be _ .
management areas in the Basin,
accurata.
Text issues: The subsidence monltoring network section should at least mention
177 Pe. 4-62 critical or subcritical infrastructure likely to be affected by subsidence. If none The data gaps section identifies areas that may be critically affected by
) exists, it may be helpful to state this and cite as the reascn that limited subsidence |subsidence.
manitoring will be requirad.
Table Issues: Shouldn't "Number of SBOWA wells included in the Monlitoring
Metwork” be less than "Number of SBCWA wells"? The distinction between these
178 Pg. 4-18 o . ) ) ) The text has been revised for clarity.
categories is unclear. There is no discussion of why some are included, and others
are not.
Table issues: CCSD well table shows two wells with longest perlod of record 37
179 |pg 224 pes: L0 w G D0 WeTs WIth longest per Table has been updated
years and median 11 years, This is not possible given only two wells,
Table issues: Suggest adding a table number and identification on each page of the )
180 Pg. 4-47 - 4-49 B £e & pag The table format has been revised
multi-page table.
Figure issues: When map figure discussions in the text name geographic features, ; .
181 General The text has been revised for clarity,
those features should be shown and labeled on the map (e.g., Pages 4-14, 4-18). ¥
Figure issues: Are all the hydrograph wells within this oval? Why focus onsucha  |Yes, A single area was selected for presentation purposes as using all wells
182 Figure 4-2 small part of the basin? This cannot be the extent of agriculture. Wells shown on |within the central basin wiould create a hydrograph that would not be useful
hydrographs should be labeled on the map. ar legible.
Figure issues: As discussed above, the selection scheme values a manthly
manitoring record over knowledge of critical well construction data (screened or | Suggestion noted but not included. Every well with data from 2017-2018 was
183 Figure 4-15 perforated interval). We rather suggest swapping the eriteria for Tier 2 and Tier 3. |included in the montioring network regaurdless of well construciton
Also, text explaining the criteria for each tier needs to be increased in size for information ar frequency of measurement.
readability.
Figure issues: Faults should be included an this figure (and on most if not all water
184 Figure 4-17 level monitoring network figures), especially since they were discussed in the Faults have been added ta 4-16 and 4-17
monitoring well selection rationale.
Figure lssues: What are "Non-Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network Wells™?
185 Figure 4-19 Igf st . . Quality toring ‘Wells have been remowved from figure.
This should be explained in the text,
Figure issues: This map distinguishes between Representative Wells and Active
186 Figure 4-20 Groundwater Quality Monitoring Network Wells, The text says that all water Figurue and text has been updated.
guality network wells are representative wells.
187 Pe_4-20 Mise/Minor: “East of Highway 33" should be “west of Highway 33 Thig has been fixed.
188 Figure 4-2 Misc/Minor: Data series labels on the plot should be clearer or larger, This has been fixed,
Misc/Minor: “Landowners have provided data on 99 wells.” Needs discussion of _ .
189 Pg. 4-26 g R The text has been revised for clarity.
how the data were requestad and obtained,
Mise/Minor: Throughout the document, Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program is ) .
190 |rg 428 /M rougha ment, lrrig Bulatory Frogram | This has been fixed.
abbreviated as “IRLP" rather than “ILRP,
191 Pg. 4-44 Misc/Minor: “Proximity te other prominent features such as faults...” Based on The text has been revised for clarity.

this statement it is unclear - should manitaring wells be near or far from faults?
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Comment # |Section ction aragraph s ® em:e'l arts wi Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
Comments on DMS Section
1 General § : Comment noted. No change required in document.
The GSF chapter and DMS appear to fulfill the basic requirements of GSP Regulation § 352.6 - Data Management System. ge red
2 Table 62 All c?lata types within the DMS_are listed in Table &-2, but it is unclear which data are minimum required information (e.g., latitude and longitude) and which are The table and text have been revised to indicate required fields.
optional parametears (e.g., casing perforations),
The chapter states “In many cases, there were discrepancies between ground surface elevation (GSE) of the well from different sources. In these cases, the
ground surface elevation of the well was updated using the USGS digital elevation model.” This might cause problems with calculation of water-level elevations,
as the USGS DEM iz less precize than surveyed GSE values, and based on a 30 meter by 30 meter horizontal resolution. DEM elevation values are interpolated . . o
. . e ) Comment noted. The data used in the model can be re-evaulated in the future as the monitoring
3 6.3 3 2 In many cases .. and averaged within each model element. The use of DEM elevation data could affect assumed groundwater flow directions in areas with shallow groundwater L ) )
) . . . . . . ) ) network is implemented and more data is available.
gradients. More information should be provided to demonstrate the adequacy of this approach over evaluating and selecting the most likely of the elevations
published in original data sources for the wells. At the least, wells with groundwater elevations calculated using DEM values should be flagged clearly in
hydrographs, piezometric surface maps, and other interpretations.
Comment noted. The Opti User Guide is a 17 page user manual for data managers and is provided
For “more detailed” instructions on DMS use, the user is referred to a sparse one-page user guide. Some pertinent details of user interaction and function limits P . P _g ) ) . B p )
4 General ) o ) ) ] separately from the 1 page Opti Quick Start Guide. The User Guide will be linked to the DMS Section
could be provided, for example restrictions on data downloads for review of well construction details. )
upan finalization,
The text has been revised for clarity. Sites (wells, gages, etc.) and their associated data (whether
6.2.1 User and Data Private data is Please clarify, it is unclear if private data can be edited by ANY private user. Also, how is this performed? For example, is the private data associated to the user ) ) - Sites | &35 . ) ( .
5 L ) ) private, shared, or published) may only be edited by Administrators and Power Users associated with
ACCess.., monitoring data.. type with parcel/well id ) .
the Managing Entity.
. ) The text has been revised for clarity. The system runs some validation checks to alert users to
6.2.2 Data Entry and The data is validated . . . " . . o Y ) ?. . L L
[ Validation 1 3 usin Please clarify -Who is performing and verifying the guality control checks? potential data quality issues. The data is validated by the Managing Entity's Administrators or Power
E-- Users.
6.2.2 Data Entry and In the Data Entry tool, The text has been revised for clarity to match the existing conditions. If process changes are required
7 Validation - Data 1 2 new sites may be Please explain who is verify the data entry? |s the data being flagged as new, so it can be reviewed later by the GSA Board? for G5A Board review, the DMS can be configured to meet those needs during the implementation
Collection.. added by.. phase,
6.2.2 Data Entry and The text has been revised for clarity, Quality flags are associated with individual measurements and
B Validation - Monitoring Quality Flag Please explain the term “Quality Flag” and how is it used and by whom include quality assurance descriptions (e.g., "Pumping”, "Can't get tape in casing”, etc.). The quality
Data. .. flags should be documented by the person taking the measurement.
6.2.2 Data Entry and : ) ) ; - . .
. Users may access L . ) ) ) The text has been revised for clarity. Partially completed logs are currently identified as incomplete in
9 Validation - Data 3 2 , Y Consider adding a note to the bottom of the page to reference that this is a partially completed import validation, in case of data discrepancies. ) ¥ ¥ P g ¥ P
. partially completed... the DMS import logs.
Validation
. Groundwater . ' .
6.3 Data Included in the ) ) - . ) . . The text has been revised to list parameters. The list of parameters can grow as the needs of the G5A
10 2 Elevation (2 Please list these parameters. The GSA Board may need this information to resolve any data discrepancies. Can the list of parameters grow? )
Data... change over time.
parameters)...
6.2 Functionality of the For more detailed
11 ¥ 2 3 . ) Provide a hyperlink to the user’s guide here Comment noted. Hyperlink will be included upon finalizing and posting the User Guide.
Data.. instructions on ...
This possibly helps maintain consistency but how do these tools improve data quality? Data quality is a function of training, following protocols, and eguipment
6.2.2 Data Entry and To encourage agency |calibrations combined to create defensible data.
12 . ¥ 1 1 52 agency : : : Comment noted. The text has been revised for clarity.
Walidation and user
participation... It even mentions below in Data Validation that these data may not be accurate,
Comments on topics separate from the DMS Section
Clustering effects. The potential effect of data clustering on conclusions drawn from parts of the network with very high well densities also is not discussed. The
well density discussion needs to consider the potential effects of data clustering on conclusions drawn from aggregation of water level data. For example, if
) t ) ) P o & o EETER o p_ This was accounted for in the selection of wells included in the Representative Monitoring Metwark,
13 General Undesirable Results are defined as a certain percentage of monitoring network wells experiencing water levels below their Minimum Thresholds, clustering of ) ) . i
. N o i " ) ) and will be addressed in the Sustainability Thresholds GSP section.
wells through intentional “selection of additional wells in heavily pumped areas” may artificially magnify the apparent portion of the basin affected, increasing
the likelihood of it being judged as out of compliance with sustainability criteria.
A number of properties including well construction details and measuring-point (MP) and ground surface (G5) elevations cannot be queried in the public “Opti®
) prop E ) ) Ep IMP) g o { ) ) ) ) 1 P ) P __ |Comment noted. Mo change required in document. Will evaluate as enhancements to Opti query tool
14 General interface. Some of the data can be viewed on a well-by-well basis, but the use of tables and gueries is very limited. This lack of transparency makes guantitative L ,
. . during implementation phase.
evaluation by outside parties difficult,
Queries seem to hang without producing consistent results depending on the browser used to access the website, For example, the Opti system seems to , ,
15 General € P & P e P P Y Comment noted. No change required in document. Will evaluate Opti query tool performance.

produce better results using Google Chrome than Mozilla Firefox, and Microsoft Internet Explorer is stated as not compatible at all.
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Secti P h's | Sentence Starts with,
Comment # |Section ction aragraph s emtence , arts wi Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # -
Could not reproduce results described. A query for all wells with Managing Entity = "Cuyama Basin
A few queries to test the site’s functions revealed some potential structural problems with the DMS, In ane example, a query for all wells with Managing Agency |GSA" and subsequent Excel export produced expected results. More information is needed to try and
16 General = Cuyama Basin GSA returns an extensive list of wells but when the data are downloaded to an Excel format file, only subsidence data for two sites (not wells, identify the issue described.
apparently) are produced. |In another example, a query for Reference ET > 0 appears to be coded inte the menu system but running the query produces no
records, The system is coded for more data types (e.g., Reference ET) than are currently collected for future
expansion of data efforts.
6.2 Functionality of the Please clarify - Does the G5A need agreements with well owner for the information they are supplying? For example, if someone is adding a new well to the ) _ ) ) .
17 ¥ v E ) ) L ) EY pEIYINg H E These issues will be addressed during the GSP implementation phase.
Data... DMS, can the board use the well data in their monitoring network? What is the GSA process to approve a new groundwater well for the DM5?
6.2.1 U d Dat The dat d and iated with t data ent dification is stored in the DMS
18 ser and Data Please clarify - Does the DMS track what data was changed and by what user? e data recor anl user a.ssucua ed with measurement data entry/modification is stored in the
Access.., but not currently viewable in the tabular data output.
6.2.1 User and Data System Administrator i : ) . Currently, the Consultant team is the System Administrator. The GSA can designate a System
19 ¥ Please clarify - Who is the system administrator? Does the GSA need to designate someone? ) ¥ , ¥ & ¥
Access.., users manage,,, Administrator as desired,
20 6.2.1 User and Data The Cuyama Basin Please clarify term “Cuyama Basin GSA™ — Do you mean G5A Board members, Executive Director, or both? Do you need the Board to address this and list who is [It is currently the Executive Director and G3A consultants. The GSA Board will decide on the
Access... G5A is... the managing entityl(ies)? appropriate party for managing the DMS in the future,
31 Table 6-2 Data Collection Site Is there a way to rank the groundwater well locations/elevations on accuracy? For example, rank (1) — accurate with little risk to location/ elevation to rank 3 = | That ranking does not currently exist in the DMS, but can be added is needed during the
Information not as accurate, considering surveying the groundwater well to verify location/elevation implementation phase.
6.2.2 Data Entry and Monitoring data
Land use is currently not included in this dataset. Additional data needs can be evaluated and
22 Validation - Monitoring 1 1 including but not Would Land Use data be included in this data set? o v ) ) ]
o potentially included during the implementation phase.
Data... limited to...
6.2.2 Data Ent d
: .a 3 Entry an : : ) The data record and user associated with measurement data entry/modification is stored in the DMS
23 Validation - Data To help address data guestions, is there a column to note who revised or entered the data? ) ,
. but not currently viewable in the tabular data output.
Validation
6.2.2 Data Entry and The entities that
24 Validation - Data 1 2 maintain the Who will keep the DMS maintained and updated? DMS maintenance and update will be determined by the Cuyama Subbasin GSA Board.
Validation monitoring data...
6.2.2 Data Entry and The entities that Zl:ase list all assumptions made for the database, such as locations of each well and how they were verified, such as by a GPS survey, lats/logs, google maps, and
25 Validation - Data 1 2 maintain the ’ Comment noted. A disclaimer window has been added upon logging into the DMS.
Walidation menitoring data...
E Consider approaching the G5A Board with a disclaimer on the DMS for data and accuracy.
6.2.2 Data Entry and Upon saving the data s . . .
L Y ) P € . ) — Comment noted. No change required in document. Will work with Cuyama Subbasin G5A to evaluate
26 Validation - Data 2 1 in the data entry Can the G5A Board increase the list of data validation checks? . . N .
o ) need for additional data validation checks during implementation phase.
Validation interface...
5.2.3 Vicualization and Transparent There are many options for integrating different DMS systems and functionalities. These options and
27 -\5.- %I . 1 1 visualization and Can it be incorporated into their own DMS system? the exact requirement would need to be identified and evaluated for inclusion during the
is
nasts analysis implementation phase,
Consider asking the G5A Board, if they would like a list of recommendations ta this chapter, such as below,
6.4 RECOMMENDATIONS
6.3 Data Included in the Using the DMS data  |Recommendation to survey each groundwater well, as discussed on Page 7 of the DWR BMP Groundwater Monitoring Protocols, Standards, and Sites Best . . . .
28 5 2 _ E o A v B & E Comment noted. This can be addressed by the G5A Board during the implementation phase.
Data... viewing capabilities... |Management Practice, December 2016.
skhe elevation of the Reference Paint [RF) on the well casing of each well must be surveyed to the Narth American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDEE), or a local
datum that can be converted to NAVDEE. The elevation of the RP must be accurate to within 0.5 foot. It is preferable for the RP elevation to be accurate to 0.1
fool or less,
Comment noted. The DMS will be updated to display wells in the Monitoring Network once the
The Data Management System has been developing with steady improvements being made over time. Howewer, several issues with functionality and the need Monit Network has been f l,p d. State W p” : mbers and Obti |Ds [Sgt Name) are cr
(elpliCelgly} WO 2N nnalizea. L = u i n ] e 2 re Cross
29 General for more complete data inputs still persist. The wells in the Monitoring Network are not in a viewable layer. And a search by State 1D #s is not cross referenced B i

with the Opti 1D #s, challenging the users ability to find a particular well.

referenced in the Site List. Cansultant team will evaluate updating the Query tool to reflect the cross
reference and update functionality as needed during the implementation phase.
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Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # M
Comments noted. Additional data may be added during the implementation phase.
Although some of the critically important data has be entered, many of the data parameters on table 6-2 are completely blank throughout the DMS. The fields
that are most important to understanding the aquifer a particular well might represent is the depth and casing perforation intervals. None of this is available in -~ |The DMS will be updated to display wells in the Monitoring Metwark once the Monitaring Netwaork
Opti, yet. I'm told much of this data is in WE&C's hands, but are not able to be input due to time & budget. has been finalized.
30 6.2.2 Data Entry and Why can’t the wells selected for the Groundwater Level Monitoring Network be viewed as a subset or a seperate layer? Same for any of the other sites in the The QC/QA checks performed by the DMS are listed in Section 6.2.2 and include:
\alidation, page 6-2 Meonitoring Network? Which wells are the representative Groundwater Quality Monitoring wells? » Duplicate measurements: The database checks for duplicate entries based on the unigue
combination of site, data type, date, and measurement value,
If “The data is validated using a number of quality control checks prior to inclusion in the DMS5.” What are the QC/OA checks? As we move forward, in order to * |naccurate measurements: The database compares data measurements against historical data for
help promote user confidence in the data stored and published in the DMS, some ground truthing and well site canvassing will be required by a licensed the site and flags entries that are outside the historical minimum and maximum values.
hydrogealogist to verify and complete the understanding of the Monitoring Netwoark wells and their data. * |ncorrect data entry; Data field entries are checked for correct data type, e.g., number fields do not
include text, date fields contain dates, etc.
The guery tool does not allow a well to be searched by the various other |D#s like the State Well ID, USGS Code, or CASGEM 1D, even when this data is present. :Emnl;laen;::t:it::;Lr::lluer-.- tool will be evaluated and implemented as neeed during the plan
" 6.2.4 Query and This is unnecessarily cumbersome. A cross reference table should be made available if the DMS can't search for it.
Reporting, page 6-5 The Analysis Tools and the toolbox mentioned sounds very helpful but it is not part of the DMS. Will the DMS ever actually offer any of these analysis tools, The tools discussed in tl.'-e PMS seFt.lun of the f.SSP arelcurrentlv available for non-puklnlfc users: Accgss
including contouring, total water budget visualization, and management area tracking? will be granulzd for Monitoring En.t|t|e5 arlwd their assoc.mted users to these tools. Additional tools will
be made available as needed during the implementation phase,
12 6.1 Overview of the 3 3 The site may be Where will this site ultimately reside? It shouldn't be in the system of W&C, nor should their name be part of this URL. Does the GSA own the DMS and will it To be determined by the Cuyama Subbasin GSA Board. W&C can direct the DMS to a domain of the
Cuyama Basin.... accessed here: have access once WEC's contract ends? G5A's choosing,
6.2.2 Data Entry and In the Data Entry tool,
33 Validation - Data 1 2 new sites may be May not want to provide access to create new sites to tao many users, This could create issues with overlap, Comment noted, Access will be determined by Cuyama Subbasin GSA Board,
Collection... added by...
6.2.2 Data Entry and Existing sites may be
34 Validation - Data 1 3 updated using the Edit |A feature should be added (similar to the CASGEM portal) which automatically tracks ALL edits to data and site information to include date/time/user/edit. Comment noted. Will evaluate feasibility and address during implementatian phase.
Collection... Site...
6.2.2 Data Entry and The information that Many of these items could use additional clarification for the user and entity inputting these data. Examples include...........
35 Validation - Data 2 1 . . 1)-Lat/Long-accuracy and how was the information obtained. Cell phone, GPS, DGPS, etc, NAD27 or NADS3, of....... ? Comment noted. Will evaluate feasibility and address during implementation phase.
Collection.. is collected for sites. . 2)-Accuracy of GSE and how was the information obtained? NAVD29 or NAVDES or....?
Can we add a function to upload photos and measurement field notes? Storing this original data and viewing changes to the well head over many years will be
useful.
| can't tell if these are options, but additional things to add to this list are......
6.2.2 Data Entry and 1)-Time of measurement.
36 Validation - Monitoring 2)-Status (pumping, nearby pumping, dry, flowing, etc) Comment noted. Will evaluate feasibility and address during implementation phase,
Data... 3)-Accuracy of measurement
4)-Equipment used to make the measurement (steel tape, electric tape, etc.) and was this equipment calibrated? Calibration paperwaork should be loaded to this
data portal for reference.
5)-Things noted in Supplemental Info are mentioned in Table 6.2 and linked to the well. These shouldn’t be changed during measurements unless the reference
point changed as a result of breaking or modification,
Data validation is a huge issue in the basin, but we understand this section is strictly related to the DMS. Possibly a footnote explaining this issue with data
guality should be provided to the user. Possibly verification/statement that certain protocols were followed when making the measurement? Additionally, data
6.2.2 Data Entry and Quality control helps quality can be better verified by adding entries which..........
37 Validation - Data 1 1 ensure the integrity 1}-indicate data accuracy (0.01 ft, 0.1 ft, 0.5 ft, to the nearest foot, etc). Comment noted. Will evaluate feasibility and address during implementation phase,
Validation " 12)-equipment calibration
J}-where two consecutive measurements completed?
4)-availability of field notes
38 3;;;::?;:?;:;“" 5 Imn::l?:::tr:entsz The Many of_the hist.orical da_ta w_ere cu_llrf-cted by private entities with no QA/Q processes in place. In addition, in a declining basin, one would expect to continually Comment noted. No change required in document.
o see entries outside the historical minimum values.
Validation database...
5'2:2 D.ata Entry and This allows 3 second There should be confirmation that 2 individuals reviewed these data. Possibly an aption for a second user to login and initial that the data have been visually i — L )
35 Validation - Data 3 3 person to also access Comment noted. Will evaluate feasibility and address during implementation phase,
Walidation the... confirmed.
40 General Where there are multiple data sources for one site that the most negative data be assumed as the most accurate pending implementation of the monitoring Comment noted. Will evaluate feasibility and address during implementation phase.

system
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Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's 5&ntence“51arts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # -
23 4 Water Because there is no
- basis to assume any . . . . The Water Budget section on sustainable yield now includes an analyses that incorporates
1 Budget...Current and 1 . Consider adding projects to the projected water budget. . .
) changes in Cuyama potential projects.
Projected Basi
asin
"As defined by the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) regulations promulgated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), the
water budgets section is intended to quantify the following:
(5) If overdraft conditions oceur, a quantification of overdrafl over a period of years during which water year and waler supply cenditions
approximate average conditions."
2 General Comments These are the only two times the word "overdraft” is used in this whole chapter, yet the data indicates that of the 60 TAF extracted every year from A note has been added that reduction in storage is overdraft,
the Cuyama Groundwater Basin for agriculture, 23 to 26 TAF of it is in excess of available recharge, otherwise known as “overdraft”, That's 44%
overdraft, almost ¥ the amount that is being extracted. That is before climate change or GDEs are factored into the budget. Yet there is not one
mention of the word overdraft! Change in Storage is an unclear euphemism that must be qualified with another disassociating term, such as
positive/negative or gainfloss. In a basin that is designated by DWR as critically overdrafted, the GSP should not be hiding the problem behind
misleading terminology that downplays the issue. Call it by its real name; Overdraft.
2.3.5 Water Budget The terms used for the components of the surface and groundwater budgets should be clearly defined in a Useful Terms section, What is
3 E.stlimates 8 specifically meant by these terms and how are they calculated estimated or measured; A Useful Terms section has been added
Evapotranspiration, Deep Percolation, Applied Water, Runoff, Stream Seepage, Subsurface inflow, Reduction in storage
The Basin average ) , . - ) .
2.3.6 Historical Water annual historical Th|s_, sounds like chronic uverdraf_l_ To aocu_ralel_'_.r quantify "‘!“?”"’ be to compare it to the Iﬂtal pumping dem_and. .23 TAF/Y has no reference o the Required pumping reductions to eliminate overdrafl are now quantified in the sustainable
4 basin as a whole. 44% overdraft is a quantification. The decision makers who are charged with balancing this basin are not well served when the . .
Budget groundwater budget roblem is not clearly stated yield section.
has greater P ¥ :
The water budget considers native vegetation within the surface water system of the water budget. Mative vegetation evapotranspiration (174,000
AFYYis a significant portion (60%) of the average annual surface water budget. Because the section of the report related to Groundwater
2'3'.? Current and Dependent Ecnslystems is n-::-llyet avallabllelfor review, it is unknown if some poruonl of thel r?allve vegeltahon coulld be utilizing groundwater as II'[S GDEs are now discussed in the Groundwater Conditions section. The rangeland
5 Projected Water water source. It is also recognized that this is one of the many real data gaps, as this Basin's hydrelogic connection to the native ecosystems is management praject is not included in the GSP per direction from the Board
Budget poorly understood. The Project of Rangeland Management fits in here with a possible winfwin between ecological services and a water Budget. 9 proj p
Fire, as a management strategy for maintaining a more mature natural ecosystem, can augment groundwater recharge in the main basin. Where
is the Data Gap section to help refine this understanding to help improving these Thresholds into the future.
The text incorrectly identifies Figure 2.3-9 and Figure 2.3-10 as historical when they are current and projected numbers. The text also fails to
2.3.7 Current and quantify the overdraft of 42% by only stating that the “budget has greater cutflows than inflows, leading to an average annual decrease in . . . -
6 Projected Water groundwater storage of 25,000 AF" By presenting only the value of the imbalance, the degree of overdraft is not conveyed and the severity of the T'J::E;;S?: t?\eee;uz?;ﬁ:ttﬁ:- I};Tgt:::ﬂfnumpmg reductions to eliminate overdraft are now
Budget situation is avoided and misrepresented. This is an unacceptable disservice to contextual understanding, which misleads and decontextualized the q v '
situation to decision-makers and stakeholders.
7 Table 2.3-4: Current What is meant by these Water Year Types? How many inches of rain per type of water year? This table could be informative if it had maore Water year types were developed for the Cuyama Basin based on historical Basin
and Projected reference or context. What is the % of normal or average? precipitation.
DWR requires an estimate of sustainable yield for the basin. Why is this incomplete? This section can be developed without the projects and
8 2.3.8 Sustainable management actions modeling analysis. Why not estimate the Sustainable Yield for the baseline condition before projects and management Sustainable vield information is now included in the section
Yield Estimate actions? Some amount less than the sum of Deep Percolation + Stream Seepage + Subsurface Inflow would be a Sustainable Yield. That's < L ’
35,000 AF or 56% of currant pumping. Quantify what we do already know.
It is disingenuous to present alarming data without reference or context for the understanding of its severity, DWR requires the quantification of the
overdraft. W&C has not enly failed to clearly quantify the degree of overdraft, but they refrained from even using the term at all. For the sake of Lo .
9 General Comments stakeholder understanding and effective decision making it is critical that all information is presented in full context. Complex issues need their A note has been added that reduction in storage is overdraft.
significance and their implications explained clearly.
2.3.1 Water Budget ) . . _— . , . .
10 Information 3 It would be useful to be more specific which regulations are binding than the entire California Code of Regulations. A footnote has been added as suggested below.
) Please double-check the cumulative departure calculations. Based on visual inspection, the calculations appears to be off in places (e.g., 2003
" Figure 2.3-2 received 12 inches below average precip, but the cumulative departure only drops about 8 inches) The figure has been updated
2.3.4 Water This baseline uses . . . L . . .
12 Budget...Current and 1 current land and This is not accurate bfased on previously pre_senl_;ed |nfurmatlu_n in the Technical Forum. It was previously understood that you are varying The text has been revised for clarity.
. assumed land use going forward to match histerical changes in annual crops.
Projected water use
13 General Comments There does not appear to be a placeholder for a projected groundwater budget considering climate change. A section on climate change has been added.
2.3.1 Water Budget In this document Suggest citing in footnote:
14 Ir;fc;n'n ation 9 3 consistent with Ih'e California Code of Regulations, Title 23. Waters, Division 2. Department of Water Resources, Chapter 1.5. Groundwater Management, This has been added.
Subchapter 2. Groundwater Sustainability Plans
15 Figure 2.3-2 Align and standardize vertical scales to allow direct comparison for a given year or set of years. The figure has been updated




Cuyama Basin Water Budget Section
Summary of Public Comments and Responses
April 22, 2019

Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's 5entencelstarts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # -
The IWFM was calibrated for the period 1995-2015. The historical budget is for the period 1998-2017. Presumably the 2016 and 2017 periods are ,
16 General Comments predicted by the model. Where is the post audit of those results? These can be made available to the Tech Forum members
17 234 Water . 1 2 Th?f hydrologic This results in cumulative removal of 18 inches of water relative to the long-term average. Comment noted. No change required in document.
Budget, .. Historical period of 1998
TTIE TONOWINTY
2.3.5 Waler Budget components are . R . -
18 Estimates included in the Are spring flows negligiblelignored? Spring flows are negligible compared to the overall water budget.
- &, bt b
Average Annual
19 Table 2.3-2 Land Surface Waler Incorporate "20-yr" and "50-yr" in table title These have been added as footnotes to the table
Budget
Average Annual
20 Table 2.3-3 Land Surface Water Move tables closer to text where they are discussed. The section has been re-formatted
Budget
21 Table 2.3-4 "Runoff* cell Is this flow out of the basin? Yes
Cell with 25,000
22 Table 2.3-3 value in 3rd column  Rounding error? Why not 26,000 AFY as with land surface deep percolation? Yes, this difference is due to ronding.
for Deep Percolation
Historical Land
23 Figure 2.3.4 Surface Water Meed to be rigorous about land surface and groundwater budgets; do not refer to basin budget components. The text has been revised as recommended.
Budget
N The Basin
2.3.6 Historical Water ! I , - ) ) .
24 Budaet experiences about  "Basin” - The unsaturated soil zone, not the basin; groundwater is part of the basin water budget. The text has been revised as recommended.
9 285,000 AF
N The Basin
25 E.li.‘sglsluncal Water experiences about  "inflows” - Land surface inflows The text has been revised as recommended.
9 285,000 AF
236 Historical Water About 225,000 AFY Yes, the evapotranspiration estimales are reasonable given the available land use data. The
26 - is consumed as These amounts make sense? stream seepage and deep percolation estimates are reasonable given the data that is

Budget

evapotranspiration

available.
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Comment #

Section

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Comment

Response to Comment

5.1 Useful Terms

Sustainability Goals
— The culmination

The definitions are almost verbatim from the regs but could use some translation for a general audience, esp Sustainability Goals

To make sure that we are consistent with the Regulations, we have kept the definitions as is.

The northern

5.2.1 Threshold boundary of this Although correct, the intention was o say the "eastern” because lo the west of the boundary
2 Regions...Southeaste region is the "and the eastern boundary” - You mean western boundary? of the Basin and to the west is the Badlands Management Area, The intention was to
m Threshold narrows at the destinguish the boundary between the two management areas.
Cuyama river,
5.2.1 Threshold The Eastern
. Threshold Region L
3 Regions...Eastern L ...lies just southeast? Text has been updated
Threshold lies just east of the
central part of the
5.2.1 Threshold Hydrographs in this Text has been updated to provide more clarity to destinguish this region from the Central
4 Regions.. Eastern region indicate that  Mention other aspects of Eastern Region: More variability in water levels? Locally important shallow production wells? Region by discussing differences in water level. Also mentioned in this section is the Santa
Threshold groundwater Barabara Canyon Fault, which is discussed in more detail in the HCM.
5.2.1 Threshold The eastern
5 Regions...Westem boundary is defined Brief explanation of which land uses are differentiated Text has been updated
Threshold by the Russell Fault,
5.2.1 Threshold PG Southeaste
6 Regions...Northweste differentiate Suggest "southern border” or border with the western region”™; also, which land uses differentiated? Text has been updated
m Threshold be n the
Figure 5-1: Cuyama . . . Lo )
7 GW Basin Level Map Suggest text callout labels on the map to make it easier to tell which region is which The figure has been updated
8 23: rgai}:l:li :);Tma Map Change Legend to say "Representative well with OPTI well ID number” The figure is clear enough without this change.
$.2.2 Minimum Placehalder for IM
9 Thresholds...Southea calculation Show and reference example hydrograph (use real one) with example of trend and MT & MO calculation Since the document has been changed to make all IMs equal to MTs, this is not needed
stern Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum Levels will be
10 Thresholds...Southea . An embedded table to summarize monitoring frequency would be useful Monitoring frequency is discussed in the Moenitoring Networks chapter
measured using
stern Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum The MT for this
1 Thresholds...Eastern region intends to Suggest combined hydrograph with multiple wells to illustrate trend Hydrographs with threshelds are provided in an appendix
Threshold protect
5.2.2 Minimum This 20% of the
12 Thresholds,..Eastern range was then State period of historical range used (1995-2014, or entire range of data?) Updated text for clarity
Threshold added below
5.2.2 Minimum The MT values
13 Thresholds. Eastern calculated by the Update method of setting MT & MO per 3/6/2019 GSA Board Meeting Text has been lupdated. Board provided final approval for update to MTs and MOs at the
two methods were 4/5/2019 meeting
Threshold
then compared, and
5.2.2 Minimum If no measurement
14 Thresholds...Central was taken during State period used to evaluate range Updated text for clarity
Threshold this 4-month period
The MT was
calculated by taking
5.2.2 Minimum the difference
15 Thresholds,..Western hetween the total 2018 or 20157 Explain reason for change in assumed baseline Updated text for clarity
Threshold well depth and the
value closest to mid-
February, 2018
3.2.2 Minimum This value was then
16 Thresholds. . Northwe In other words, an allowable loss of 15% of the estimated saturated thickness of the aquifer was proposed. This is correct.

stern Threshold

set as the MT.
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Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's 5&ntence“51arts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # -
Table 5-1 -
17 Representative 2030 1M IM227? IM = Interim Milestone
Monitoring
Table 5-1 - TTIIESTIUIUS TIave UeeTl CailUiaied U De pruleclve O CeldnT areas On Ui oasin ana e
18 Representative OPTI well 77, How do the MT's agree across the Basin? Table shows significant difference in parameter ranges in different Threshold Regions. Are we going to  conditions within those portions of the Basin while also considering beneficial uses of GW. In
Mozitoring Final MO 400 have some agreement across the Basin or will it bust? The Central Region has a range of 600 feet, Western 130 feel, and Eastern 70 feet. other regions, they have been calculated to achieve sustainability over the planning horizon.
AA T Al bl | A A FE. H A el S A% bon Ah
Table 5-1 - OFTI well . . . . . N . . . . . .
19 Representative 324 Final MT Suggest using a contour or symbolic post map to illustrate overall basin MTs and MOs, May show some discontinuities that you will want to Spatial density of wells may not be sufficient to provide a map that is accurate to represent
- ' address in the text. the MOs across the entire basin. When more data is available, this may be an option.
Monitoring 3
Reduction of
20 5.3 Reduction in 5 1 grnundwater storage | kinda thought this was the main concemn, aclulally. Might want tﬁ: re-word this a little. Maybe something like "Separate monitoring of groundwaler Text has been updated for clarity
Groundwater is not a concern for  storage changes apart from groundwater levels is not proposed...
the Basin
Second, because
21 5.3 Reduction in 3 1 ?he primary s_nqunfer Storage also is linear with waler levels in confined systems, you just have a much smaller storage coeflicient. Comment noted. No change needed.
Groundwater in the Basin is not
confined
Because the Suggest clarifying this.
22 5.5 Degraded Water 3 1 undesirable result Maybe "Because undesirable water quality results are defined under SGMA only as those chemical constituents which are influenced by SGMA-  Text has been updated for clarity
Quality for degraded water o . : . . )
uality related groundwater management activities, not all chemicals of concern in Cuyama Basin groundwater will be monitored or regulated by the GSA.
4 Total dissclved solids (TDS) will..."
23 Table 5-2: MOs Table MO column Suggest making a symbolic post map, color "heat map" or contours to illustrate the basin as a whole, or maybe by threshold region, even though  Spatial density of wells may not be sufficient to provide a map that is accurate to represent
' you aren't using those for WQ. Still people have gotten used to them and now think along those lines, the MOs across the entire basin. When more data is available, this may be an option.
Because current
24 63 Minimum 1 1 subsidence rales o4 o o iside the basin. VCST is in the basin Updated text for clarity
Thresholds are not believed to ’ )
be significant and
Thus. the MO for Text has been updated for clarity.
25 5.6.3 Minimum 5 2 subsildenoe is set Isn't CUHS subsidence ~11 inches? More than zero Although approximatly 225 mm of subsidence has occurred in the last 14.5 years (estimated
Thresholds for zero by taking -5mm arcund mid 2002 ti -300 around Jan 2017), the rate of subisdence has been
about 0.8 inches per year.
In January 1, 2015
5.7 Depletions of surface flows ' ; 5 Thi - - o - ; '
26 Interconnected 2 2 infiltrated into the Are you talking about a single 1-day flood event? This sentence is unclear if you are describing general conditions or a specific event. Updated the text for clarity
groundwater
57 Depletions of Conditions have not
27 . p 2 changed since How does this correspond to the water budget showing significant surface water outflows? Updated the text for clarity
Interconnected
January 1, 2015
28 General Comment Mo e)EpIarTeI\tlon is offered for the alb'sence uf Intt:zrlm Milestones. How and when mll'these be calclulgted? Placeholders fortlhese |mpf:-rtant The updated draft sets all IMs for water levels and water qualities to equal MTs
sustainability goals represent a critical gap in this chapter and need some explanation as to the timing and process for their completion.
Minimum Thresholds for the Eastern Region are being reconsidered and adjusted by the GSA and are not accurately reflected in this draft for Text has been updated. Board provided final approval for update to MTs and MOs at the
29 General Comment ) :
review. 4/5/2019 meeting
The sustainability criteria of subsidence, loss of storage, water guality and the depletion of interconnected surface waters are underemphasized to
30 General Comment the point of misrepresenting the undesirable results that are currently being experienced by beneficial users and uses other than agriculture in the Comment noted. No change needed.
basin.
There is a dismissive approach to addressing the undesirable results of the Sustainability Criteria and to the setting of MTs. All the available data
indicates conditions of overdraft in the basin but many MTs allow for continued declines in groundwater elevations and groundwater quality. The
31 General Comment perspective towards SUStall"lablllt}‘,l' appears !0 be coming from the viewpoint Of'thl? commercial .?grlcultural beneﬁclgl user alnd dismissive of thle Comment noted. No change needed.
needs of others, such as domestic and environmental users. Many water quality issues are avoided, such as arsenic and nitrates and domestic
supply needs. Subsidence is dismissed and increasingly tolerated. Interconnected surface walers and GDEs are assumed to be irrelevant without
the responsibility for protection. This is unexceptable to this stakeholder and | would hope and expect that the DWR would agree
Of the six Threshold Regions that were defined for specific MT/MO/IMs, only two specifically note protection of environmental uses: Southeastern
Threshold Region, and Eastern Threshold Region. However, W&C has defined likely GDEs in the Northwestern region and parts of the Central
1 5.2 Chronic Lowering region. Without the associated maps and GDE report, it was unclear if these wells with MTs and MOs are protective of these likely GDEs. Most Well locations relative to GDEs can be assessed when Monitoring Network data gaps are

MTs/MOs in these wells (Table 5-1) are really deep; a few wells have MTs < 100ft and MOs <50 ft. It would be important for be able see where
those wells overlay with the potential GDEs (both original NC dataset potential GDEs and the W&C likely GDEs). How is it demonstrated that the
lowering of groundwalter levels with these thresholds won't adversely impact these beneficial uses?

addressed during the GSP implementation phase.
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Comment #

Section

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Comment

Response to Comment

5.2.1 Threshold

This subsection does not discuss the strategies used to calculate the MOs, MTs, and Milestones for each Threshold Region, as stated in the text,

33 Regions but only describe the characteristics and location of the regions. Strategies are presented in subsection 5.2.2, Text has been updated for clarity
34 ?’hzrfshmc:?r;?l.jgouthaa The' MT is intepded to be “protective of domestic, private, public, anrd environmenta,l uses”, y:et for one uf the only two monitoring wells in this MT is set at levels date:rml'lnad and approved by the GSA Board. If levels drop below MTs,
stern Threshold region the MT is set only one foot above the bottom of the well (Opti well #2). How is that being protective? the Board can take action in the future.
35 .?.hzz Minimum It has been noted that these rationales do not work well for this region and that the menitaring wells are not representative of the wells in this Text has been updated. Board provided final approval for update to MTs and MOs at the
resholds.. .Eastern . . : . . . ) . . )
Threshold region. The rationales for this region need to be reconsidered by the GSA and then this subsection rewritten before review. 4/5/2019 meeting
5.2.2 Minimum This sentence makes no sense; “This would allow users in this Threshold Region to utilize their groundwater supply without increasing the risk of
36 Thresholds.. . Western running a dry well beyond acceptable limits, and this methodology is responsive to the variety of conditions and well depths in this region.” A well  Text has been updated for clarity
Threshold running dry would surely constitute an Undesirable Result.
5.2.2 Minimum
37 Thresholds...Western OPTI Well 474 is not in this region, why is it mentioned here? Well 474 is in the western region
Threshold
Very little publicly verified information is available for this region which until recently had never been developed for irrigation. Only two years of
data exists from the new wells in the region. How was the "total average saturated thickness for the primary storage area of the region” determined
5.2.2 Minimum with any validity? With such limited historical data available, how was 50 feet determined to be 5 years of storage? Local landowner input is Information about this region was provided in two memerandums emailed to the Cuyama
38 Thresholds...Northwe suspect to be biased in the interest of their recent commercial development and is therefore questionable at best. In the case of such uncertainty it mailing list on 12/13/2018. The GSA Board was able to take this information into account
stern Threshold seems imprudent and risky to set MTs so far below current conditions in a critically overdrafted basin. Were the “Far-west Morthwestern” wells put  when setting MTs for this region.
into a newly designated Threshold Region, moved into the "Western” region, or just “reclassified” because the rational is inappropriate? |s this an
appropriate solution? This was never discussed by the SAC or GSA,
Reduction of groundwater storage is certainly a concern for the Basin for obvious reasons. A lack of sufficient monitoring data in several areas of
the Basin (western, northwestern, far west northwestern, eastern, and southeastern) inadequately represent conditions of groundwater storage.
19 5.3 Reduction in Chronic groundwater elevation declines in many areas of the Basin indicate significant reduction in storage. The historic and current condition of ~ The text has been revised to just note that direct measurement of storage is nol needed,
Groundwater overdraft (-26 TAF/Y) has reduced groundwater storage in the basin by well over 1,000,000 AF, and is projected to continue until some substantial while removing reference to storage not being a concern.
changes are made to the management of this resource. The reduction of groundwater storage caused by continued overdraft is an undesirable
result experienced by every beneficial user in the basin
Direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval of the Monitoring Networks
Because of the causal nexus between excessive groundwalter extraclion and degrading groundwater quality, the GSA is responsible for monitoring GSP seclion) to only include TDS for monitoring and sustainability in the GSP. As slaled in
40 5.5 Degraded Water the changes in concentrations of any constituent that would represent an undesirable degradation of water quality due to groundwater extraction.  the text, other contamination sites are regulated by the RWQC, nitrates are unde the
Quality These include Arsenic, Nitrates and TDS. Limiting the GSP to monitoring TDS alone is not sufficient and does not satisfy the requirements of jurisdiction of the ILRP, and the GSA does not possess land use authroity to incluence
SGMA with regards to monitering groundwater guality. fertlizer use. Additionally, Arsenic occurs at specific depths in the Basin and is not managed
a the GSA regional scale,
High TDS in the Basin, as stated in the text (Sustainability Thresholds Sectio nand
TDS levels in the groundwater detrimentally impact the agricultural economy of the Basin because crops like potatoes, beets and leafy greens, GroL.jndmraler Conditions} |slnaturally ocouring w1th|nl the Basin. The GSA has voted to
g . . K ; ' monitor TDS, but may only influece TDS concentrations through groundwater levels, through
formerly a much larger part of local production, are no longer commercially viable. Carrots may tolerate the high TDS, but they suffer in guality, . - ) . ) - "
- . . additienal inputs. These inputs travel through highly saline rock, contributing to additional
M 5.5.3 Minimum taste and sweetness. It slhould be poted that to defend poor water qulallly and talsteless produce does Innt serve the Ioca-l agricultural ecnnpmy well TDS in the groundwater.
Thresholds and the GSP should not include this sort of language. Further, there is no mention made of the undesirable effect experienced by domestic and Per SGMA regulations, the GSA s also only required to maintain water quality conditions
Ii!.restock users due to th,a. poor water quality. It should be noted that carrcl_pn_:duclion is not the only bgneﬁcial u_sernf groundwater in the basin. that exist as of Januar;' 1, 2015.
Disadvantaged communities in the valley are not well resourced to treat drinking water sources or redrill domestic wells. The GSA may choose to refine these thresholds later as more data is collected.
How is it that all the Interim Milestones set for TDS have progressively higher concentrations over time? For example Opti well 99, with a MT of
1562, has an IM of 1490 - 1508 mg/L for 2025, 1490 - 1526 mg/L for 2030, and 1490 - 1544 mg/L for 2035. This appears to be getting worse not ' , '
42 Table 5-2: MOs better]! Why is it that many wells in the table (all of the last 17) have MO the same as the MTs, with IMs that have no range or change? For ilrl:tt:rrlrr;shﬂllestone calculations have been updated such that IMs equal the MTs at all
example; Opti well 845 has an MO of 1250 and an MT of 1250, and all three IMs are 1250 - 1250 mg/L. This data table implies worsening TDS :
concentrations over time and needs further clarification.
With the current accelerating rate of subsidence of approximately 0.5 inches per year, what is the rationale of a MT of 2 inches per year? This is
) far too permissive and clearly allows for up to 10 inches of collapse in 5 years at four time the current rate. Ground surface instability and ) ] ) ' '
43 5.6 Subsidence assnciaplzd storage loss of thsits caliber is n?}t achieving sustainal_z:ry ands:uould constitute a significant undesirable result. There neezs tobea No undesirable result has been identified for subsidence of up to 2 inches per year
clearer explanation of why this undesirable result is allowable
Riparian habitat and phreatophytes in the Cuyama River have been drying up and dying since long before January 1, 2015, as groundwater levels
decline and the river bank storage is lost. Conditions continue to degrade with the depletion of interconnected surface water as less of the river
a4 5.7 Depletions of experiences surface flows due to declining groundwater elevations. Deforestation and riparian habitat loss is an undesirable result due to the Comment noted. Please review the GDE report for additoinaly information
Interconnected adverse effects of continued overdraft. Groundwater dependent ecosystems are similarly adversely impacted by this undesirable result. SGMA i ’
requires GSAs to identify, quantify and manage these beneficial uses to avoid any undesirable results. This GSP fails to recognize that
reguirement or manage for these undesirable results.
45 5.7 Depletions of Without the baseline information in the Groundwater Conditions, especially in the newly developed Northwestern region, it is difficult to justify the Comment noted. The MTs and MOs reflect the values approved by the Board.

Interconnected

decision to allow for the continued decline of groundwater levels with these MT/MO.
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Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # M
| believe it is inaccurate to describe this Region as having groundwater levels that are “generally high in this area, with levels around 50 feet or
less below the ground surface which indicates that this region is likely in a “full’ condition.” If the GSP is going to characterize this region like that,
then it needs to point out that it is based on limited history from two wells in the southern headlands half of the region, and that little or no data
exists for the areas north toward the narrows.
5.2.1 Threshold Data does, however, exist, and | think it should inform our understanding and description of the region. At the request of staff, | have twice sent
46 Region... 3rd party documentation in the form of various well drilling reports as well as additional information about the significant fluctuations in static water Text has been updated to add additional language
Southeastern levels that have occurred historically within this region. Those documents , well videos and air-line measurements show that static water levels in '
Threshold this region have fluctuated significantly during drought periods to at least as low as 108" bgs.
| believe there needs to be a recognition of the historical fluctuation of water levels in this region, and that this section should include something
like the following wording: “Groundwater is generally high in this area with levels around 100 feet or less below ground surface. Groundwater
levels in this region are subject to significant declines during drought periods but have typically recovered to within 50" or less of ground surface
during historically wet periods.”
The Eastern Threshold Region description should include a little more information: It only mentions conditions during the past 20 years, whereas
our understanding of the reliability and availability of water in this region relates to a much longer time horizon, Our historical modeling is informed
5.2.1 Threshold by 50 years of dala, and | think we should at least descriptively recognize what's happened in this region over a longer history.
47 Region...Eastern Example is OPTI Well 85. Text has been updated for clarity.
Threshold | think we should include wording to the effect that "Hydrographs in this region indicate that groundwater levels have ranged widely and repeatedly
over the past 50 years. Hydrographs in the Ventucopa area indicate that groundwater levels have been, in general, declining for the past 20
years.
5.2.2 Minimum Although the charts and thresholds are all good, | believe the threshold description rationale is in error. It reverses the use of the terms MO and
48 Thresholds...Southea MT ' ' Text has been updated to correct this error.
stern Threshold i
5.2.2 Minimum The MT for the
49 Thresholds...Southea 2 1 Southeastern It should read: “The MO for Southeastern Region...." Text has been edited
stern Threshold Threshold Region...
5.2.2 Minimum To provide an
50 Thresholds...Southea 3 1 operational flexibility Sentence should read “To provide an operational flexibility range, the MT was calculated by adding 5-years of groundwater storage to the MO.” Text has been edited
stern Threshold range, the...
The section seems to say that the TDS levels in the water need to be better measured and understood, and that we can't do much about them,
and they're not necessarily impacling the economy that much, but then goes on to set Minimum Thresholds at very strict levels sometimes just
above a recent historical level. At least some of the OPTI wells in the DMS have very limited data associated with the TDS, or even just two data
points, sometimes with the same date (OPT| 83) and have a falsely narrow range of readings. Under the MT formula, this results in an
54 5.5.3 Minimum exceptionally strict MT such as in OPTI 83 where the MT is set at just & ppm over the only reading on the well which was August of 2011. Comment noted. The Board can reassess the thresholds in the future as more data is
Thresholds collected.
TDS levels vary broadly over short distances, and can vary significantly from year to year. My own sampling results show TDS results varying by
as much as 800 ppm from one well to the next and by similar amounts en an individual well over time. If water quality readings that violate MTs
will be an issue, then | believe the propesed MTs should be rethought and not expressed in terms of historical ranges, but rather as a percentage
factor over recent values.
52 5.1 Useful Terms Final Typo in use of Ml instead of IM. Text has been updated
These conditions
53 ESQ?D::MSMId 1 are influenced by This sentence is confusing and needs revision Text has been updated
geoqraphic. ..
5.2.1 Threshold
54 Regions...Southeaste Typo "southeaster” Text has been updated
rn Threshold
5.2.1 Threshold
55 Regions.. Southeasle Describing groundwater levels is sufficient, no need to editorialize about “full” condition”, or at least state that it is currently in a full condition. Text has been updated
rm Threshold
5.2.1 Threshold Hydrographs in this
56 Regions...Central region indicate that Should note that the levels have been substantially declining, or give a sense of the average rate of decline. Comment noted. This is shown in the Groundwater Conditions section.
Threshold groundwater levels
have been...
5.2.1 Threshold Mention types of land use to distinguish it from NW Region Also, describing groundwater levels is sufficient, no need to editorialize about “full®
57 Regions...Westemn ' ' Text has been updated

Threshold

condition™, or at least state that it is currently in a full condition.
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Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's 5&ntence“51arts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # -
5.2.1 Threshold The Northwest?m . Please be more specific and revise to something like: * The Morthwestern Threshold Region is at the western edge of the Cuyama Basin and has
. Threshold Region is N B - R . . }
58 Regions...Northweste the bottom of the undergone changes in land use from grazing to irrigated crops over the past 4 years.” Also, describing groundwater levels is sufficient, no need toe  Text has been updated
m Threshold Cuyama editorialize about “full" condition”, or at least state that it is currently in a full condition.
5.2.1 Threshold There is no
59 Regions...Badlands monitoring in this Revise to “... and no sustainability criteria were developed for this region.” Text has been updated
Threshold region, and this
60 5.2.2 Minimum General MTs were established for wells, not regions. So the text should state that MTs were calculated for wells in a given region, Text has been updated
Thresholds Comment
61 52.2 Minimum Ganaral Include additional reasoning why the various threshold rationales were chosen. Comment noted. This will be included in the Undesirable Results Narrative.
Thresholds Comment
5.2.2 Minimum The MT for the
62 Thresholds...Central Central Threshold  Typo "The MT for the Central Threshold Region was calculated by taking finding..." Text has been updated
Threshold Region
5-2.2 Minimum OPTI Wells 74, 103, Please explain the reason for this in the text (e.g., “Because OPTI Wells 74, 103, 114, 568, 609, and 615 did not have sufficient The text has been updated. These wells did not have measurements to within the specified
63 Thresholds...Central 114. 568 609, and 15...") time range to represent January 1, 2015 conditions and thus utlized a linear trendline to
Threshold ' ) » N measurements... extroplate and estimated value.
5.2.2 Minimum QPTI Well 474
64 Thresholds,..Western utilizes a modified  Please explain why in the text, Text has been updated
Threshold MO calculation
Reduction of
R groundwater slorage . . L . . . . .
5.3 Reduction in : Reduction of groundwater storage may be able to measured using levels as a proxy. but it is inaccurate to say that it is not a concern. Even areas The text has been revised to just note that direct measurement of storage is not needed,
65 2 is not a concern for " . ) . . L ) ; : .
Groundwater the Basin for two that may be currently “full" may suffer reductions in groundwater storage going forward. Suggest deleting this discussion. while removing reference to storage not being a concemn,
reasons.
Because the
66 gialﬁfgraded Water 3 undesirable result  Explain in text why TDS will be monitored. Current discussion is only about constituents not to be monitored. Text has been updated
Y for degraded
Arsenic occurs at
67 55 pegmded Water 3 SDBGII—ICI depths in If arsenic increases with depth, then managing declines in groundwater levels would manage arsenic concentrations. Text has been updated
Quality the basin, but the
location
Due to these factors
5.5.3 Minimum the MT for Please give an example of how this is calculated with an example well for clarity in the text. Also provide the calculations in Table 5.2 or in an
68 Thresholds 3 1 representative well  appendix. Columns with the total range and the 90th percentile of measurements would be useful. Text and Tabie has been updated
sites are set
69 Table 5-2: MOs Table shpuld state that these concentrations are for TDS. Include units for MO and MT as they are for the IMs. For ease of table reading, could Table has been updated
maove units to the header.
70 :izjtt?:r?gresentawe It's not just water-related infrastructure that is impacted by land subsidence. It can be roads, bridges, etc. Text has been updated
71 Figure 5-4 Meeds to be referenced Text has been updated
In January 1, 2015
72 5.7 Depletions of 2 5 surface flows This statement, and this whole section is confusing and should be revised. | think that the intent is to say that there has been no change in surface Text has been updated
Interconnected infiltrated into the water depletion since 2015, but the wording is quite awkward and would not be coherent to a reader without significant background knowledge. P
groundwater
In general, the Central Coast Water Board recommends that the number of chemical constituents included in the Minimum Threshaolds (MT),
Measgrable Ob]ec'twe_s (MO}, anq Interim Milestones (_II'-.I'I) bt_e increased. T_he Central lGDast_\"nl_'ater Bl_:ard agrees thE_lt_MTs, MOs and IMs should be Direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval of the Monitoring Networks
established for total dissolved solids (TDS), however, including only that single constituent is insufficient for determining whether a groundwater GSP section) to only include TDS for monitoring and sustainability in the GSP. Therefore
73 General Comment basin is being managed sustainably with respect to water quality or for determining if undesirable results are being addressed, Land use in the Y g ¥ ’ y

Cuyama Valley is dominated by commercial agriculture, an industry that utilizes a variety of chemicals and practices that pose threats to
groundwater quality. Therefore, the Central Coast Water Board recommends expanding the list of chemical constituents in the MT, MO, and IM to
include nitrate, arsenic, and major dissolved ions. The reasoning for this recommendation is described in detail below.

this Section will only include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate
direction is provided by the Board.
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Comment # |Section Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with, Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # M
Mitrate: Nitrate contamination of groundwater from agricultural activities is widely documented in the Central Coast region, including within the
Cuyama Valley. Approximately 9% of on-farm domestic wells in the Cuyama Valley exceed the human health standard for nitrate concentration in
drinking water1. The draft chapter states that the Cuyama Valley groundwater sustainability agency (G3A) does not have the authority to
influence fertilizer use, and we are not suggesting the GSA should undertake such a regulatory role, However, the GSPs are required to Direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval of the Monitoring Networks
74 General Comment implement thresholds and monitoring that can identify when undesirable results are oceurring. Given the current impairment from nitrate in the GSP section) to enly include TDS for monitoring and sustainability in the GSP. Therefore,
basin and ongoing agricultural activity, it is appropriate to require thresholds and monitoring for nitrate in the Cuyama Valley groundwater basin. this Section will only include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate
Mitrate monitoring is not unusual in agriculturally-dominated basins, for example, the Salinas Valley GSA is recommending an expanded suite of  direction is provided by the Board.
chemical constituents for its thresholds and monitoring. The recommendation in their most recent draft includes up to 25 different chemical
constituents, including nitrate and arsenic, Finally, we recommend that nitrate be reported as nitrogen (nitrate as N), because this convention
allows for easy comparison and summaltion (e.q., calculation of total nitrogen).
Arsenic; Arsenic is a toxic chemical compound that occurs naturally in relatively high concentrations in many of the sediments that form California
groundwater basins, including those of the Central Coast. Groundwater data from the Water Board's GeoTracker GAMA website indicates that
12% of the wells in the Cuyama Valley groundwater basin exceed the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for arsenic in drinking water. The
highest concentration recorded in the basin occurred in 2011 and was more than six times greater than the MCL, Furthermore, recent studies in  Direction was provided by the G3A Board (through approval of the Monitoring Networks
75 General Comment the Cenltral Valley of California and the Mekong Delta in Thailand have demonstrated that ground subsidence associaled with groundwater over-  GSP seclion) to enly include TDS for monitoring and sustainability in the GSP. Therefore,
pumping can mobilize arsenic by 'squeezing’ it out of subsurface clay layers. The resulting mobilized arsenic can then enter groundwater and this Section will only include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate
increase arsenic concentrations in nearby water supply wells. Because there is documented overdraft and subsidence in the Cuyama Valley, direction is provided by the Board.
there is the potential risk of anthropogenically-induced arsenic contamination of groundwater due to arsenic mebilization from clay layers in the
Cuyama Valley basin, Lastly, in addition to sediment related sources, arsenic is a component in many pesticides commonly used on various
crops. These factors suggest that arsenic should be included in the MTs, MOs, and IMs for the Cuyama Valley basin.
Major Dissclved lons: Major dissolved cation and anien composition in groundwater reflects the source of recharge water, lithological and
hydrological properties of the aquifer, groundwater residence time, and chemical processes within the aquifer. As such, major dissolved ions are  Direclion was provided by the GSA Board (through approval of the Monitoring Networks
76 General Comment valuable for identifying different groundwater types (via Piper or Stiff diagrams) and for "fingerprinting” source wate_r from individual wells. In GSP section) to only include TDS for monitoring and_sustainability in the GSP. Therefore,
addition, ionic charge balance provides quality assurance that all the major ions are actually included in the analysis and that TDS concentrations  this Section will only include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate
are accurate. Finally, collection and analysis of major dissolved ion samples is easy and inexpensive, and the cost of the analysis is well worth the direction is provided by the Board.
data provided, particularly if the well is already being sampled for other constituents,
Suggest that the GSA Board is aware that the representative wells are theoretical until an agreement between the GSA and well owner is ) )
h . . 3 N . All the wells that could be used as representatives wells are included, and thus no
77 5.1 Useful Terms executed. Does the Consultant have a list of other potential representative wells in case a well is not operational, or an agreement cannot be A . .
executed? alternative list is available. The text has been updated for clarity
5.2.1 Threshold
78 Regions...Southeaste 1 1 1:;3:;‘(;1:15;%'“ Spelling Text has been updated
rm Threshold
5.2.1 Threshold Groundwater is
79 Regions.. Southeasle 1 2 I hiah Consider adding a timeframe or date to when this area was defined as full. Text has been edited for clarity
m Threshold generally hig
5.2.1 Threshold The northern
&0 Regions...Southeaste 1 3 boundary of this Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Southeastern Threshold Region. Text has been updated
m Threshold region is the
5.2.1 Threshold The northern
81 Regions.. Eastern 1 4 boundary of this Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Eastern Threshold Region. Text has been updated
Threshold region
5.2.1 Threshold The south-eastern
82 Regions...Central 1 3 boundary is defined Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Central Threshold Region. Text has been updated
Threshold by
5.2.1 Threshold The Western
83 Regions...Westem 1 1 Threshold Region is Consider adding a timeframe or date to when this area was defined as full. The text has been updated.
Threshold characterized
5.2.1 Threshold The eastern
84 Regions.. Westem 1 3 boundary is defined Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Western Threshold Region. Text has been updated
Threshold by
5.2.1 Threshold Hydrographs in this
85 Regions...Northweste 1 2 . Consider adding a timeframe or date to when this area was defined as full. The text has been updated.
portion of the
m Threshold
5.2.1 Threshold
86 Regions...Northweste 1 3 The southeastern Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Northwestern Threshold Region. Text has been updated
m Threshold border was drawn to
5.2.1 Threshold The northern
87 Regions...Eastern 1 3 boundary of this Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Eastern Threshold Region. Text has been updated
Threshold reqgion is
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5.2.1 Threshold The south-eastern
&8 Regions...Central 1 3 boundary Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Central Threshold Region. Text has been updated
Threshold
5.2.1 Threshold The Western
89 Regions...Westemn Threshold Region is Consider adding a timeframe or date to when this area was defined as full. The text has been updated.
Threshold characterized
5.2.1 Threshold The eastern
90 Regions...Westemn boundary is defined Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Western Threshold Region. Text has been updated
Threshold by the
5.2.1 Threshold Hydrographs in this
9 Regions...Northweste 1 2 . .~ Consider adding a timeframe or date to when this area was defined as full. The text has been updated.
portion of the Basin
rm Threshoald
5.2.1 Threshold
X The southeastern . . N .
92 Regions,..Northweste 1 3 harder Consider defining all four boundary directions for the Northwestern Threshold Region, Text has been updated
m Threshold
5.2.1 Threshold .
93 Regions...Badlands 1 2 There are I_‘ew active Consider removing the word little and adding an estimated value of groundwater from the groundwater model, The text has been edited.
g wells and little 9 9 9 g
Threshold
94 ;:g? n:;“_-_e;rﬂfands 1 3 ;Zz?lj;:n?in this Consider d:_aﬁning the geology of the Badlands area, such as adding Ballinger, Quatal, and Apache Canyons. This will help explain why this area This is in the HCM section.
Threshold region has few active wells
5.2.2 Minimum . ' . ) o oo ' .
95 Threhsolds 1 1 Consider adding a summary of why each region may have a different MT and MO. This information is provided in the text
5.2.2 Minimum
96 Thresholds...Southea Consider adding a hydrograph figure to help explain each threshaold region for MO & MT. Hydrographs with thresholds are provided in an appendix
stern Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum
a7 Thresholds. .. Eastern Consider adding a hydrograph figure te help explain each threshaold region for MO & MT. Hydrographs with threshelds are provided in an appendix
Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum
98 Thresholds...Central Consider adding a hydrograph figure to help explain each threshold region for MO & MT. Hydrographs with threshelds are provided in an appendix
Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum
99 Thresholds,..Western Consider adding a hydrograph figure to help explain each threshold region for MO & MT. Hydrographs with thresholds are provided in an appendix
Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum
100 Thresholds...Northwe Consider adding a hydrograph figure to help explain each threshold region for MO & MT. Hydrographs with thresholds are provided in an appendix
stern Threshold
5.2.2 Minimum The Badlands
101 Thresholds...Badland Threshold Region  Page 5-8 states that the area has few active wells, please clarify or correct. Text has been updated
s Threshold has no
102 523 Selected Consider adding a summary table for MO / MT, such as the cne shown in the GSA Board agenda packet on March 6th. Summary table is provided - Table 5-1
Minimum Thresholds !
5.5.3 Minimum Much of the crops . . ) . . . . . . . ) )
103 Thresholds 2 3 grown Consider referencing the crop types or adding a figure on crop types to support this statement. This information would be inlcuded in the plan in the Basin Settings section
Consider adding adaptive management as a section in this chapter to provide flexibility to the GSA Board for MO, MT, and interim milestones.
104 General Comment Revisions to the MO, MT, and interim milestones could be based on the data collected and analyzed from the GSP menitoring and overall plan Addaptive management will be included in the Projects and managmeent action section.
effectiveness.
California
105 Refernces EVZ pl:rm;:srguarfces Wrong agency? Text has been updated
(DWR),
rrigated Land
106 Refernces Regulatory Program Correction - ILRP Text has been updated

(IRLP),
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Comment # |Section ction aragraph s ® em:e'l arts wi Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
1.2.8 Plan Elements The plan elements
1 from CWC Section 1 1 fton‘lp The text has been revised
10727.4 Suggest revising language in 1.2.8 - first sentence
2.2.4 Change i
2 gein 1 5 The color of bar... Consider revising the river nama The year type index has been clarified.
Groundwater Storage
3 2.2.10 Data Gaps 1 Consider adding a table on all the data gaps mentioned below in 2.2.10, including data gaps required by DWR G5P regulations. This is not needed
5 General Overdraft continues to be hidden within confusing language. Clarity with this issue is paramount and should not be at all ambiguous. The text has been revised to note that negative change in storage is overdraft
Comment noted. A more detailed analysis of GDEs can be performed during implementation if the
6 General Some shake up in classifying GDEs has made two unrealistic elimination of either 56% or 82% potential GDEs. I L P uring imp font
Board chooses to do so.
7 General Additional Data Gaps for the Groundwater Conditions we noted. The data gaps section has been edited.
Due to the absence of any stream gauges in the Cuyama in the basin the model is calculating all the amounts and the relationships between the surface and
8 General groundwater. This interpreted Interconnectivity of surface waters with the groundwater in not well reflected from the model anto the Figure. Mare inter- Comment noted.
relativity in the presentation is needed.
2 1.10 Hydrogealogic It has been recognized that the interconnectivity between Groundwater and surface water is poorly understood, and represents a significant Data Gap in the
9 C;::r;ce t:al hﬁodel%ata HCM and throughout this GSP. Many historic seeps, springs and wetlands indicate a complex cascading basin in the three main aquifers with perched Comment noted. A more detailed analysis of GDEs can be performed during implementation if the
Gans P groundwater elevations on top of clay layered aguitards. This affects the Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems across the basin and needs further Beard chooses to do so.
P understanding.
A I
2.2.4 Change in VErage ANMUATUSE o rext does not express the degree or severity of the overdraft. The sentence is incorrect and misinforming. It does not even use the euphemism “change in : ,
10 1 4 over the twenty-year . - " " The text has been revised to note that negative change in storage is overdraft
Groundwater Storage ) storage”, the word “use” should read "overdraft”.
period was...
. Historical change in . ) — ; " : ;
2.2.4 Change in ) The text does not express the degree or severity of the overdraft. In this sentence, at least the first “change in storage” could be replaced for clarity with ) . . .
11 1 1 storage in the Cuyama N o . ) ) N The text has been revised to note that negative change in storage is overdraft
Groundwater Storage Basin “owerdraft”. At the very least quantify it as "negative change in storage”.
in...
12 2.2.4 Change in The water year tvpg shculd be correlated to a Cuyama Basin type of water year, not the central valley. Please define what is designated by the water year type The year type index has been clarified.
Groundwater Storage as a percent of deviation from an average or normal year,
2.2.8 Interconnected , . . . ' - . .
13 5urface‘l.'\:atenr Systems Is this the same Appendix X as the GDE Report Appendix X7 The text has been revised to clarify that this is referring to the IWFM model appendix.
P bly, the C Basin IWFM Maodel b dt | dwater int ti bet Il th f; ter fl in the Basin. Fi 2.2 onl
2.2.8 Interconnected resumably, the u'.rar'na. asin paslcan be used to analyze grouncwater |r?| ractions between all the suriace water flows in the asn? |gur.e ony While runoff from all watersheds is simulated in the model, these are the only reaches explicitly
14 represents the Cuyama River, and four of the creeks. Are these the only reaches being analyzed from the model? And can we get more analysis of this data? ) _
Surface Water Systems simulated as creeks in the model.
Show amounts and percentages of gain and loss by reach.
2.2.8 Interconnected
15 As is noted in the Section 4-10 below, this modeling is being done without any stream gauge data points, because there are no stream gauges, yet, Comment noted,
Surface Water Systams
16 rable 2-1 This table needs a couple of additional rows on the bottom for Totals & Averages by Reach, This would illustrate the patterns better than the Total column does An average annual row has been added
and it would be helpful to overlay on Figure 2-2 (which needs relabeling). Range of data and the % of Total would also be informative additional rows to this chart B )
How and why did we go from reducing to 497 acres from the 2700 acres of GDEs in the DWR's Natural Communities Commaonly Associated with Groundwater
[NCCAG) dataset, to these 123 “probable GDEs” and 275 "probable non-GDEs"? What happened to acreage? It is not reasonable to eliminate such a large %
17 2.2.9 Groundwater [82% & 56% respectively) of possible GDE acres from a desktop analysis of aerial imagery and such little field study (1 & ¥ days and only six discreet sites). All of |Comment noted. A more detailed analysis of GDEs can be performed during implementation if the
Dependent Ecosystems the GDEs up Santa Barbara Canyon are on public land and are full of seeps, springs & wetlands. You just have to walk in to verify them, not drive, Why are they  |Board chooses to do so.
classified as non-GDEs? Figure 2-5 misspelled “Likely Wetlands” and shows no discernable wetlands at all. This report drastically underrepresents the remaining
GDEs and risks the continued loss of this impartant beneficial use of the groundwater resources.
The NCCAG dataset ) )
2.2.9 Groundwater ) Is this true? | thought it was CWDR, The text and Figure 2-3 should credit DWR, not The Nature Conservancy. And that is all the more reason to ground truth )
18 2 2 was compiled by the . . The text has been revised.
Dependent Ecosystems verify the data before tossing it out
Nature Conservancy...
Additional Data Gaps in the Groundwater Conditions include the following: All the major faults are not well understood with regard to the degree they represent . )
19 2.2,10 Data Gaps ™ P & ’ ! € € ¥ rep The data gaps section has been edited.
a barrier to flow and at what depth below the surface,
Additional Data Gaps in the Groundwater Conditions Include the fallowing: The wells in the database and in the Monitaring Network are not well known and
20 2.2.10 Data Gaps " o . I .I . N € : noring The data gaps section has been edited.
must be canvassed to verify well depth, perforation interval and current status.
Additional Data Gaps in the Groundwater Conditions include the following: The size of the Basin with regard to groundwater in storage is not well known and
21 2.2.10 Data Gaps N pal ™ N g The sl L repard ta grou gel The data gaps section has been edited.

after 40 years of chronic overdraft and the loss of owver 1 MAF, what remains in storage?




Cuyama Basin Placeholder Sections
Summary of Public Comments and Responses
April 22, 2019

. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # |Section , Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # -
4.10 Depletions of Monitoring Networks
2 Interconnected Surface for depletions of Itis appreciated by this reviewer that the lack of any surface water gage stations on the Cuyama River in the Basin is recognized as an impediment to accurate Comment noted
Water Monitoring surface water cannot |modeling. No amount of numeric estimating can make up for the lack of real data points. When can we see these new stream gages installed? '

MNetwork

This Technical Memorandum could have been more informative with a brief Publication Review. Historical reference with field verification and local experience
23 Appendix X would have yielded different conclusions. With only six actual field sites visited, this was not a significant field verification and the aerial imagery analysis was
inadequate to identify the many existing GDEs that were disqualified in this report.

Comment noted. A more detailed analysis of GDEs can be performed during implementation if the
Board chooses to do so.




Cuyama Basin Sustainability Section
Summary of Public Comments and Responses - General

June 24, 2019
. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
Transparency of decision making during implementation of the Plan: The Draft Plan could be improved with a clear description of how, moving The CBGSA. Board of D|(ector.s holds respon3|b|||ty.for pla_n |mp|ementat|op. Decisions about
1 forward. there will be transparency in imolementation and decision makin implementation and funding will occur through publicly noticed board meetings. Groundwater
' P y P 9 monitoring data will be available publicly through the CBGSA data management system.
Develop a 20-year GSP implementation timeline, including individualized pumping management plans, detailed incentives for sustainable During the first f|ve_ years of |mplementat|on, the CBGSA will develop ar_]d approve th?
2 . groundwater pumping allocations and the enforcement measures, consistent with their
management, and enforcement measures to ensure compliance. i,
authorities under SGMA.
Soil and water conservation measures are available from many sources to all water users in
3 Include soil health and soil conservation tools as Best Management Practices in the GSP, including cover cropping, mulch application, and other  the Cuyama Basin. The GSP does not include these as required actions for water users. The

well document NRCS conservation practices. water management tools included groundwater pumping allocations, which will be
implemented over the next five years.
Include a reference list of State and Federal funding programs to assist land managers in adopting groundwater Best Management Practices,
4 including the CA Healthy Soils Program (HSP), the State Water Efficiency and Enhancement Program (SWEEP), the NRCS Environmental Quality
Incentives Program (EQIP) and the USDA Farm Bill Funding.

The CBGSA and the Cuyama Basin Water District may make this information available to
water users during implementation to assist water users subject to pumping allocations.

The development of the GSP has been funded by a grant from the Department of Water
SGMA, the GSP should include: Clarification that the development and implementation of the GSP is a government mandate under SGMA, but Resources and local matching funds from the 6 local organizations represented on the
implementation will be paid for by landowners in the Cuyama Basin. CBGSA board (counties, water district, and community services district). The CBGSA board
continues to discuss costs funding approaches for implementing the GSP.

The SGMA requirements for achieving sustainability for the Cuyama Basin are described in
6 SGMA, the GSP should include: Clarification that SGMA was not enacted to improve water quality or increase water flows. the GSP, in the Checklist included as an Appendix to Chapter 1, which lists the requirements
specified by DWR. Additional discussion of this topic could be held with the GSA Board

While SGMA and the GSP resulations provide general information on what would happen if
the GSP fails, there are many uncertainties regarding that outcome. Therefore, it would not

7 SGMA, the GSP should include: Explain what happens if the GSP fails -- what does state control look like? be helpful to include this in the GSP document, but this topic can be discussed in future
GSA meetings
8 Economic Analysis & Impacts, the GSP should include:Economic impact analysis. An economic analysis will be performed and the results will be presented to the Board

Economic Analysis & Impacts, the GSP should include:Explanation of economic impacts from the groundwater cutbacks. The cutbacks could
9 destroy the entire Valley’s economy. The economic analysis needs to address the fact that the people who live in the Cuyama Basin work on the ~ An economic analysis will be performed and the results will be presented to the Board
agricultural lands or support those that do.
Economic Analysis & Impacts, the GSP should include: Explanation of how the economic impacts will be addressed as an offer on a ranch was

10 ) L : An economic analysis will be performed and the results will be presented to the Board
withdrawn after the need for an 80% reduction in pumping was announced.

11 Economic Analysis & Impacts, the GSP should include:Detailed plan for the cost for implementation taking into account that if the costs are put on  The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the
the smaller landowners, they will go out of business. Protection for small landowners from unreasonable costs. GSP.

. . . . ) . . . The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the

12 Implementation Costs and Funding, the GSP should include: Define who is paying for what, what are the costs to residents. GSP

13 Implementation Costs and Funding, the GSP should include: Explanation of how the disadvantaged communities in the Cuyama Basin can afford The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the
to continue this effort, year after year at $1 million plus per year. GSP.

Implementation Costs and Funding, the GSP should include: Consideration that when identifying funding for implementation, given that the
14 Cuyama Basin is so severely overdrafted, decreasing water consumption will severely impact the finances of all those in the Basin whose
livelihood depends on water use. Sacramento needs to find a way to pay for changes required by the GSP for the benefit all of California.

The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the
GSP, including potential state grants.

The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the

15 Implementation Costs and Funding, the GSP should include: Appropriate agencies should be seeking grant funding now for implementation. GSP, including potential state grants.
16 Implementation Costs and Funding, the GSP should include: Information about how long grants will be available. ;’C;Igggmatlon is not available as it is unknown what future grant opportunities will be
The groundwater monitoring and minimum thresholds for groundwater levels included in the
17 Implementation Costs and Funding, the GSP should include: Provide funding for houses that have to drill deeper for groundwater. GSF_’_are mtenc_ied_to protect waFer users. Dgrmg _th_e first five years of |r_nplementat|0_n,
additional monitoring and pumping information will improve understanding of what will be
needed to maintain groundwater levels.
18 Model/Data, the GSP should include: Data gathering methods that are consistently updated so there is a consistent view provided. Data collection methods will be developed during GSP implementation.
The groundwater model is the best available information on Basin groundwater conditions.
19 Model/Data, the GSP should include: Explanation of why long-term economic decisions are being made on uncertain groundwater modeling. Implementing the GSP will adapt to new information and updated modeling forecasts as

pumping allocations are implemented.
Model/Data, the GSP should include: Explanation that decisions are being made based on model results without a clear understanding of how
20 wrong the predictions might be. There are ways to quantitatively express the uncertainty in the model, and this should be included. Every model Uncertainty information has been added to Chapter 2 and to Appendix C.
has uncertainty.
Model/Data, the GSP should include: Clarification of the quantitative sensitivity analysis (of the model) to identify parameters that have an outsized
effect on hydraulic heads and overdraft/water balance.
22 Model/Data, the GSP should include: Clarification of uncertainty inputs (to the model) in terms of the range of probably outcomes. Uncertainty information has been added to Chapter 2 and to Appendix C.

21 Uncertainty information has been added to Chapter 2 and to Appendix C.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
23 Model/Data, the GSP should include: What the three biggest data gaps in the model are. Model data gaps are described in Appendix C.
24 Model/Data, the GSP should include: More information that validates if new groundwater users are impacting Cuyama Basin groundwater or not. ~ The numerical modeling includes all current groundwater users.
25 Model/Data, the GSP should include: Account for domestic water use. Domestic water use is included in the numerical model.
26 Russell Fault, the GSP should include: Clarification of whether the Russell fault restricts groundwater flow or if that is still “up in the air.” The best avaﬂaplg information on. '.(h|s |§sue IS p.resgnted in Chaptgr 2. Undgrstandlng Of. the
Russell Fault will improve as additional information is gathered during GSP implementation.
27 Russell Fault, the GSP should include: Additional studies to validate if the fault is in fact restricting groundwater movement. The best avaﬂaplg information on '.(h|s ISSue Is p_res«_anted n Chaptgr 2. Undgrstandlng Of. the
Russell Fault will improve as additional information is gathered during GSP implementation.
The groundwater monitoring and minimum thresholds for groundwater levels included in the
28 Minimum Thresholds/Interim Milestones, the GSP should include: Explanation as to why Minimum Thresholds are set too low to achieve GSP are intended to protect water users. During the first five years of implementation,
sustainability before the groundwater is further severely depleted. additional monitoring and pumping information will improve understanding of what will be
needed to maintain groundwater levels.
29 Mlnlmlum Thresholds/Interim Milestones, the GSP should include: Improved explanation of the interim milestones. They should be set higher than Interim Milestones have been adjusted per direction from the CBGSA Board
the minimum thresholds.
Mln!mum Thresholds/Interim Milestones, the GSP should include: Clarlflcgtlon of the Mlnlmum Thresholds and Undesirable Results in C;hapter 3- This issue was discussed at the CBGSA Board meeting on 6/5/2019, where the Board
30 setting the percentage of wells that fall below minimum threshold at 30% is a problem if all wells in a management area go below the minimum . L o
- . determined to maintein the 30% of wells criteria.
threshold yet do not exceed the 30% measure for determining undesirable results.
31 ZA\,IZE;?Z Thresholds/Interim Milestones, the GSP should include: Explanation of why the minimum thresholds do not protect for continual The minimum thresholds do limit future overdraft potential in the Basin.
Minimum Thresholds/Interim Milestones, the GSP should include: Explanation of why the interim milestones are set the same as the minimum
32 thresholds. What happened to the MoOF (margin of operational flexibility), this GSP is looking to do nothing better than the very worst that is Interim Milestones have been adjusted per direction from the CBGSA Board
acceptable.
The glide path describes the progressive implementation of pumping allocations to bring the
33 Glide Path, the GSP should include: Better clarification of the glide path. Basin into balance. During the first five years of implementation, additional monitoring and
pumping information will improve understanding of necessary pumping allocations and the
glide path.
34 Glide Path, the GSP should include: Setting reasonable Undesirable Results that reflect the glide path. E;ZrEjSSP reflects minimum thresholds and a glide path that were determined by the GSA
35 Glide Path, the GSP should include: Connection of Undesirable Results to the glide path. 'é’k;zgSP reflects minimum thresholds and a glide path that were determined by the GSA
36 Glide Path, the GSP should include: Consideration of starting the pumping allocations/reductions sooner than 2023. The §chgdule for_ pumping allocatlons‘m the plaq was determlr\ed by the GSA Board,
considering the time needed to establish allocation and pumping monitoring procedures.
37 Glide Path, the GSP should include: Implementation of the allocation plan by 2038. The glide path relfects pumping allocations to achieve basin balance by 2038.
38 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Data gathering methods that are consistently updated so there is a consistent view provided. GSP. |m'plementat|on '.nCIUdes five year updates of the GSP to incorporate improved
monitoring and reporting.
39 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Agreement that the counties will play an active role in the monitoring network. The poqnhes are representgd on the CBGSA board and have played an active role in
monitoring and data collection.
40 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Validation that the monitoring network is truly representative. Egﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁiﬂl expand and review the monitoring network through the first five years of
41 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Water quality monitoring so it can be dealt with, include water quality planning. The C.BG.SA Wlll'lmplement monltorlng for total dissolved solids to identfy if groundwater
pumping is altering groundwater quality.
42 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Standardization of monitoring wells. i-ll::[?IeCrr?g?aﬁi:)vr:” expand and review the monitoring network through the first five years of
43 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Monitoring wells are not representative of local production. i-lr-m:];?IeCrr?gfaﬁigvrI\” expand and review the monitoring network through the first five years of
44 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Better monitoring network and stream gauges. i-lr-m:];?IeCrr?;?aﬁigvrI\” expand and review the monitoring network through the first five years of
45 Monitoring Network, the GSP should include: Who pays for the new groundwater monitoring wells? Options for f'”?”c'“g are included n Chapter.s. The CBGSA board continues to discuss
costs and funding approaches for implementing the GSP.
Water Quality Monitoring, the GSP should include: Monitoring of other water quality constituents that are of great concern for human and animal
46 consumption, such as nitrates, arsenic, etc. Explain why TDS (total dissolved solids) are the only constituent considered. To avoid the The rationale for TDS monitoring for water quality is described in Chapter 4.
consequences of water quality getting worse as pumping continues, more than just TDS should be monitored.
. - . . Lo . . The monitoring plan does not include constituents related to age dating of water because
47 Water Quality Monitoring, the GSP should include: Track groundwater quality with age date of multiple constituents. this is not required by SGMA. This could be added if desired by the CBGSA Board.
48 Water Quality Monitoring, the GSP should include: Water quality data from other agencies; it already exists. The GSA can utilize data collected by other agencies in decision making going forward.
49 Water Quality Monitoring, the GSP should include: Explanation of why all wells cannot be monitored. Monitoring all wells is cost prohibitive
50 Environment, the GSP should include: Planning for potential for degradation of the environment, e.g., increased dust due to fallowing of land Additional monitoring of groundwater dependent ecosystems is included in the

during implementation.

implementation plan.
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Environment, the GSP should include: Further analysis of the potential for destruction of native habitat, which is already occurring.

Environment, the GSP should include: Increased effort to protect Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDES).

Environment, the GSP should include: Protection for GDEs -- The GSP does not recognize, quantify, or protect GDEs and it should. Basin
overdraft has dried up most of the GDEs, the GSP must protect those that remain.

Water Conservation, the GSP should include: Information about conservation by all groundwater users in the Cuyama Basin. All water users in the
Cuyama Basin need to be encouraged to change their water use practices. Growers need to be encouraged to change to crops that use less
groundwater, change watering systems to conserve more groundwater, let some fields remain unplanted. Private citizens should be encouraged to
greatly reduce their water waste, i.e. showering, hand washing dishes, watering gardens.

Water Conservation, the GSP should include: Clarification that if residents conserve water use, their bills do not go down.

Water Conservation, the GSP should include: Clarification about the GSA’s role in recommending growers grow a different crop that uses less
water.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Allocation methodology that provides equity among all groundwater users.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Allocation methodology that is basin-wide.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Protections for residential groundwater users.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Definition of and exclusion of “de minimus” groundwater users from being subject to GSP implementation.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Information/determination of how the CBGSA will treat a well that is used for irrigation and residential use.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Information/determination of how the CBGSA will treat new well water users.

Allocations, the GSP should include: Address the vulnerability of areas to new wells and/or increased pumping where there is no allocation
planned currently.

Projects, the GSP should include: What are the impacts and risks associated with cloud seeding?

Future Well Drilling, the GSP should include: Explanation of how future well drilling will be addressed.

Response to Comment

Additional monitoring of groundwater dependent ecosystems is included in the
implementation plan.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

Water conservation measures can be considered by private landowners in response to
pumping allocations. Water conservation measures are available from many sources to all
water users in the Cuyama Basin.

Residential water use is a very small proportion of groundwater pumping in the Basin.
Mechanisms for GSP funding will be determined during GSP implementation.

Changes in crop mix can be considered by private landowners in response to pumping
allocations.

The CBGSA will develop the allocation methodology in the first three years of GSP
implementation.

The CBGSA will develop the allocation methodology in the first three years of GSP
implementation. Currently, per Board Direction areas outside of the management areas are
not given allocations. However, allocations for other parts of the Basin could be implemented
if desired by the Board.

The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during the
first three years of GSP implementation.

The Board has not provided specific direction on de minimis users. This will be determined
during GSP implementation. Under SGMA, the GSA can establish pumping allocations for
de minimus users (pumping of less than 2 acre-feet per year for residential use), but cannot
require monitoing of pumping.

The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during
GSP implementation.

Water Code section 10725.6 authorizes a GSA to require registration of a well within its
management area. Additionally, section 10726.4(a)(2) authorizes a GSA to control pumping
by regulating, limiting, or suspending extractions from individual wells or extractions from
wells in the aggregate, construction of new groundwater wells, enlargement of existing wells,
or reactivation of abandoned groundwater wells, or otherwise establishing groundwater
extraction allocations. However, that same subsection provides that any limitation on
pumping by a GSA shall not be construed to be a final determination of rights to pump
groundwater. So whatever controls on pumping a GSA implements needs to address
current and projected conditions, and be adaptive over the life of the GSP. The GSA will
need to decide as data is developed and the model is refined which of these tools should be
employed and for how long.

The CBGSA will develop the allocation methodology in the first three years of GSP
implementation. Currently, per Board Direction areas outside of the management areas are
not given allocations. However, allocations for other parts of the Basin could be implemented
if desired by the Board.

This is discussed in Chapter 7

Water Code section 10725.6 authorizes a GSA to require registration of a well within its
management area. Additionally, section 10726.4(a)(2) authorizes a GSA to control pumping
by regulating, limiting, or suspending extractions from individual wells or extractions from
wells in the aggregate, construction of new groundwater wells, enlargement of existing wells,
or reactivation of abandoned groundwater wells, or otherwise establishing groundwater
extraction allocations. However, that same subsection provides that any limitation on
pumping by a GSA shall not be construed to be a final determination of rights to pump
groundwater. So whatever controls on pumping a GSA implements needs to address
current and projected conditions, and be adaptive over the life of the GSP. The GSA will
need to decide as data is developed and the model is refined which of these tools should be
employed and for how long.
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Water Code section 10725.6 authorizes a GSA to require registration of a well within its
management area. Additionally, section 10726.4(a)(2) authorizes a GSA to control pumping
by regulating, limiting, or suspending extractions from individual wells or extractions from
wells in the aggregate, construction of new groundwater wells, enlargement of existing wells,
or reactivation of abandoned groundwater wells, or otherwise establishing groundwater
66 Future Well Drilling, the GSP should include: Discussion of a possible moratorium on well drilling permits issued by the counties. extraction allocations. However, that same subsection provides that any limitation on
pumping by a GSA shall not be construed to be a final determination of rights to pump
groundwater. So whatever controls on pumping a GSA implements needs to address
current and projected conditions, and be adaptive over the life of the GSP. The GSA will
need to decide as data is developed and the model is refined which of these tools should be
employed and for how long.
Water Code section 10725.6 authorizes a GSA to require registration of a well within its
management area. Additionally, section 10726.4(a)(2) authorizes a GSA to control pumping
by regulating, limiting, or suspending extractions from individual wells or extractions from
wells in the aggregate, construction of new groundwater wells, enlargement of existing wells,
or reactivation of abandoned groundwater wells, or otherwise establishing groundwater
67 Future Well Drilling, the GSP should include: Confirmation that it is a requirement for all new wells to be reported to the CBGSA. extraction allocations. However, that same subsection provides that any limitation on
pumping by a GSA shall not be construed to be a final determination of rights to pump
groundwater. So whatever controls on pumping a GSA implements needs to address
current and projected conditions, and be adaptive over the life of the GSP. The GSA will
need to decide as data is developed and the model is refined which of these tools should be
employed and for how long.
68 Process/Other: Fees set by the CBGSA will go toward the 5-year reporting requirements. This can be considered during GSP implementation
69 Process/Other: “Analysis paralysis” could keep the CBGSA Board from taking action. Comment noted.
70 Process/Other: There needs to be a commitment on the part of the CBGSA Board to implement the GSP instead of business as usual. Comment noted.
71 Process/Other: We were told that the CBGSA Board members do not care — this is worrisome. Comment noted.
72 Process/Other: During CBGSA Board meetings, the board members need to listen rather than being on their smartphones during the meetings. Comment noted.
The CBGSA Board of Directors holds responsibility for plan implementation. Decisions about
73 Process/Other: There needs to be transparency by all parties during GSP implementation. implementation and funding will occur through publicly noticed board meetings. Groundwater
monitoring data will be available publicly through the CBGSA data management system.
74 Process/Other: Long-term implementation should engage the upcoming generation. Comment noted.
Process/Other: Ensure that the GSP works for (1) groundwater levels, (2) water quality, and (3) allows for an adequate environment in the Cuyama
75 Basin. Comment noted.
76 Process/Other: Better trust that the pumpers will cooperate, report and pay. Comment noted.
Process/Other: This is the 8th groundwater report done in the Cuyama Basin. We have known about the overdraft problem for the last 50 years.
77 This is nothing new. How are we going to change business as usual behavior? If this plan is not improved drastically, we will know SGMA to mean Comment noted.
Same old Groundwater Mining Activities.
This is now a single document, and should be better integrated. Along those lines, please include a cover page for the GSP. Please include be a
78 glossary and acronym list for the GSP as a whole, rather than chapter by chapter. Finally, the chapter introductions declaring the chapter to be a  These changes have been made to the document.
part of the GSP are no longer necessary.
The discussion of water budgets and groundwater in the GSP focuses on the entire basin
79 Overall any statement or description that is about the Central Basin Area needs to be identified as such not the entire CBGSA, it is misleading and because that is what is required by SGMA. Discussion of regional differences within the

disingenuous t

o the reader of the report and plan.

Basin are included in many sections of the GSP, which make clear that the primary issues
are in the Central Basin.
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First, as mentioned in the last meeting, it is our hope that water allocation will be based on water/acre rather than historical usage. This not only se

ems more fair but incentivises careful use while some are watering a lot in hopes it will be based on historical usage. Second, we want assurances

that once water allocations are in place there would be a plan for redistribution of water if some ranches left or shut down. This is opposed to just

adding this to further restriction of water in the Cuyama Valley. Our Story: We adopted twin boys who have special needs from SLO county 22 ye

ars ago. We bought land and built a home 12 years ago here in the Valley. We planted 35 acres of Pastaccio trees 3 years ago. We are careful wi

th our water irrigation. However, the demands for those trees will increase over the next few years. We have put all our funds and retirement into t

his property and the trees were to be our support on retirement in the next few years as well as support for our kids. When we heard about the wat The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during
er restrictions we accepted an offer on our property that was below it's value. We would then have left California in order to financial suevive. The GSP implementation.
n the "80 percent" restriction was announced. The next day the offer was withdrawn. Now we are trying to find a way to survive, save our ranch, pl

an for our future with all the controls and associated costs that are coming. Dave is a Civil Engineer, who worked for SB county, is is now working

on Bakersfield. Karen is a Physical Therapist at Marian Reginal Medical Center in Santa Maria. We hire locals and teens when we need help. Thes

e water restrictions may destroy our future finances and leave our two young men to be cared for by government sources. | was told that someone

on the board said they do not care about the impact this plan may have on ranchers. Every family has a story. Most are not big money ranchers

but hard working individual ranches. Please consider the best plan to help sustain the valley and not just the water reserves.

The Cuyama Basin is a relatively poor region financially. To cut back water usage and at the same time financially support an agency (the GSA) to

implement the GSP will be a great financial strain. The GSP does not successfully address the problem of how it will financially implement the The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the
GSP over the next 20 years. In the interest of real change for the benefit of the Cuyama Region and California as a whole, | would suggest that the GSP, including potential state grants.

state offer financial assistance to the Cuyama Basin so that a refined GSP, when finally adopted, can be successfully implemented.

We the SMVWCD were formed under the “New” California Water Code, and specifically designed to investigate, identify, develop solutions and
maintain a balanced conveyance to Recharge Groundwater and conducts the primary Flood Control component in concert with the other Sister
Elements that manage the other Elements, that serve the water users of the Santa Maria basin (3-012). SMVWCD is the operator of record, paid
the original loan off in 2007 making Twitchell Dam (TD) a transitional Facility, we have been the only operator of this facility and remain
accountable and in communication within our chain of Command and Communication. Recent changes have been the Adjudication of Twitchell
Yield making those waters a primary component and should be central to the foundation of your Project. Our District should have been considered
and central to your Formation, Mission and Continuing Operation. Adding SMVWCD to your active mailing list will go a long way to keeping us
informed. “Other Water Partners” should be added to your mailings as to keeping all parties informed and keep you in compliance with all
“Necessary Parties” having ownership in the waters a.k.a of Twitchell Yield (TY). SMVWCD does not own or use water, it's our task to Operate the
TD Facility, Manage Inflows, Cuyama and other inflows, report and take action to maintain “the Proper Function and Flow of the TY they only
conveyance of water from TD is through the DWR Diversion under the “use of water”, the only acceptable extraction is from a water well.

Water Users of the Santa Maria Basin (3-012 and interconnected sub-basins) have shared the surface and sub-surface flows from the Cuyama
Basin (3-013) and beyond to and including the Watershed beyond 3-013 forever, the “Project Area” of the subject GSP is the Primary Water
Supply for everyone up and downstream from your Project. It would be an understatement to say we collect just the benefits that come with the
surface and sub-surface water flows that gravitate to the Pacific Ocean. We have accumulated many millions of yards of sediment from the
Cuyama Valley and Federal Properties.

The discussion of stormwater capture in Chapter 7 notes the need to consider downstream
water rights.

The SMVWCD was formed after a long process that started in the 1920’s by a dedicated group of Community Members, Elected and Appointed
Members that used 1928, 29 and 1930 Water Law that is the foundation to the now named California Water Code. to create an Agency A.K.A.
SMVWCD in 1936, to help develop laws and processes to finance and bring under control the flows of the Cuyama River at Twitchell Reservoir
(you call it Twitchell Lake) in 1954. Much the same path as any other water user. Our operation predates yours and the conditions of the
Adjudication further alters water use of “Twitchell Yield” We at SMVWCD thank you for the great document and look forward its development and
implementation.

The SMVWCD along with the Water Users and Purveyors in our Basin along with the South Santa Barbara County Agencies support the “Weather
Modification Process” to “supplement” Cuyama and Huasna River meteoric flow into Twitchell and all the other water storage Reservoirs.
SMVWCD uses a Diversion Permit to directly recharge the groundwater in Basin 3-012 and beyond, this is the Primary water supply many water
users that vour document fails to recoanize.

| haven't read the Draft GSP but | hope the water table in the Cuyama valley rises. One thing | notice when | ride my bike past the farms is that
sometimes there are sprinklers blasting full water in the middle of a hot summer day and it seems that a lot of this water evaporates before it even
touches the ground. Here's what | recommend: Hire a person or company that knows how to install efficient irrigation systems and make the
farmers install these systems. The State of California would be wise to help farmers pay for these efficient irrigation systems. Also, if this hasn't
already happened, put a meter on all wells in the Cuyama valley to measure the volume of water being pulled out of the ground by farmers, charge
the farmers a nominal fee based upon usage, and give this money to Cuyama Community Services District to help pay for their water operation.

During the first five years of implementation, the CBGSA will develop and approve the
groundwater pumping allocations and monitoring and enforcement measures, consistent
with their authorities under SGMA.
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...l wanted to presence a number of shortcomings with the Draft GSP. | want to start by saying that | live in a place (Quail Springs) whose impact
on our spring has been positive, as more and more water flows each year since our arrival and the banishment of the grazing operations that had
deforested the spring and drained the wetland. This is an example of a human impact that has not been negative or neutral but rather positive. We
as humans have the power to continue doing harm by being an extractive force or we can be regenerative and live with an ethic of fair share for
all, including the voiceless. How can farming continue given this new water budget? This would seem

to imply, to the industrial carrot farmers of this valley, a change that would be incompatible with their financial interests. This is far from the

case. There are examples in this valley of dry farmed grapes and olives, whose sale is earning a high desert premium, and whose water usage per
acre is little to nothing once the crops are established (the result of which is also carbon sink and healthier soils as opposed to the tilling operation
that most ofthese farmers employ year after year). This feels like a win for all involved, it just requires that farmers turn away from crops with
unsustainable irrigation requirements towards perennial crops like goji berries, grapes, olives, jujubes, pistachios etc that can earn more money
per acre and will at the same time be in accordance with the 2040 plan for sustainability (of which little sustenance has been heard). Innovation is
key - the ecosystem of people, plants, animals, and soil in this valley cannot afford more groundwater mining in this area. Their lives depend on a
change toward a more regenerative usage of groundwater. As the rest of California looks to the Cuyama Valley as an example, we must keep in
mind our grandchildren and the communities of flora and fauna 100 years from now and beyong that depend on our actions today.

The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during
GSP implementation. Changes in crop mix can be considered by private landowners in
response to pumping allocations.

The GSP does not specify a plan or roadmap to achieve Sustainability with in the 20 year timeline; No Pumping Management plan, No plan to
achieve the “Glide Path” approach to significant reductions, No Funding mechanism, No Incentives or Enforcements for compliance. No “nuts and
bolts”...This Plan still needs the major components of a roadmap to achieving sustainability.

Filling the Data Gaps need urgent attention during the first few years: Better Representation in the Monitoring Wells, Understanding the major
Faults in the basin , Installation of Stream flow gauges on the bridges, More than one Subsidence monitor, and there is no recognition or
monitoring for the loss of wetlands, seeps, springs and surface flow.

There is no plan to ever strive for the Measurable Objectives. No Interim Milestones were set above the Minimum Thresholds, some of which are
below current conditions. This GSP appears to be tolerant of further dewatering with no achievable drought buffer and no recovery of the historic ~ The Interim Milestones have been revised per direction by the GSA Board
losses of groundwater from storage.

The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during
GSP implementation.

Additional information will be developed during GSP implementation as the Monitoring
Network is developed.

Groundwater Quality is of enormous importance to the Cuyama community. It is widely known that the water quality is poor in the Cuyama Valley,
and will only worsen with continued overdraft. Not enough is known about the sources and flow rates of groundwater in the basin. Arsenic, Boron, Comment noted.
Nitrates and lons should be studied to help inform the Hydrologic Model and protect from any further Undesirable Results.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

This Plan does not adequately address the desertification of the Basin as an Undesirable Result of groundwater overdraft. The declines of
Interconnected Surface water with Groundwater and the resulting losses of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems is a trend that must reverse.
More data and protections are needed to ensure the vitality of the environmental beneficial users.

This GSP is a reasonable compilation of the many published reports on Cuyama Groundwater in the last 50 years. Analysis of the geology and
available monitoring data is sufficiently addressed to present the current conditions of overdraft in the Basin. However, the lack of sufficient time
and/or money has been repeatedly used to excuse the lack of sufficient policy development and implementation directives to achieve
Sustainability.

Very little new and revealing data was developed for this Plan, as little if any on-the-ground evaluations or investigations were involved. This Plan
does not contain the ways and means to achieve the necessary reduction of groundwater use of 50 to 67%. No Allocations, restrictions, incentives
or fee assessments are presented. No well canvassing or ground truthing, no field tests, no installation of monitoring facilities, no additional

measurements were made. The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during

GSP implementation. An economic analysis will be performed and presented to the GSA
Board. The SAC and CBGSA discussed and revised the sustainability goal at the May 30
and June 5 meetings. Other comments are addressed as specific comments in each
chapter.

The Economic analysis, which was suggested would contain crop evaluations, employment analysis, land value considerations and other
stakeholder impacts, is inexplicable omitted.

No Sustainability Goal was ever discussed at the SAC or GSA level to help build consensus on the goal of this whole Plan. There was no
discussion about Undesirable Results that were pre-existing in 2015.

Data Gaps continue to drive up the Model uncertainty and hamper GSA decision making. No connection has been made between the setting of
Minimum Thresholds and basin-wide Sustainability or the connection to the “glide slope” approach to pumping restrictions.

As vice-chair of the Standing Advisory Committee, | am grateful for all the very hard and time consuming work that has been put into the
document. We have come a long way, under acknowledged constraints, and limitations. This GSP clearly conveys the need for urgent action, but
fails to provide a viable Implementation Plan to take that action. This is good work done, but the job is not yet done.
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In general, the Central Coast Water Board recommends that the number of chemical constituents included in the Minimum Thresholds (MT),
Measurable Objectives (MO), and Interim Milestones (IM) be increased. The Central Coast Water Board agrees that MTs, MOs and IMs should be
established for total dissolved solids (TDS), however, including only that single constituent is insufficient for determining whether a groundwater
basin is being managed sustainably with respect to water quality or for determining if undesirable results are being addressed. Land use in the
Cuyama Valley is dominated by commercial agriculture, an industry that utilizes a variety of chemicals and practices that pose threats to
groundwater quality. Therefore, the Central Coast Water Board recommends expanding the list of chemical constituents in the MT, MO, and IM to
include nitrate, arsenic, and major dissolved ions. The reasoning for this recommendation is described in detail below.

The Central Coast Water Board recommends expanding the list of chemical constituents in the MT, MO, and IM to include nitrate: Nitrate
contamination of groundwater from agricultural activities is widely documented in the Central Coast region, including within the Cuyama Valley.
Approximately 9% of on-farm domestic wells in the Cuyama Valley exceed the human health standard for nitrate concentration in drinking water1.
The draft chapter states that the Cuyama Valley groundwater sustainability agency (GSA) does not have the authority to influence fertilizer use,
and we are not suggesting the GSA should undertake such a regulatory role. However, the GSPs are required to implement thresholds and
monitoring that can identify when undesirable results are occurring. Given the current impairment from nitrate in the basin and ongoing agricultural
activity, it is appropriate to require thresholds and monitoring for nitrate in the Cuyama Valley groundwater basin. Nitrate monitoring is not unusual
in agriculturally-dominated basins; for example, the Salinas Valley GSA is recommending an expanded suite of chemical constituents for its
thresholds and monitoring. The recommendation in their most recent draft includes up to 25 different chemical constituents, including nitrate and
arsenic2. Finally, we recommend that nitrate be reported as nitrogen (nitrate as N), because this convention allows for easy comparison and

summation (e.g., calculation of total nitrogen).

The Central Coast Water Board recommends expanding the list of chemical constituents in the MT, MO, and IM to include arsenic: Arsenic is a
toxic chemical compound that occurs naturally in relatively high concentrations in many of the sediments that form California groundwater basins,
including those of the Central Coast. Groundwater data from the Water Board’s GeoTracker GAMA3 website indicates that 12% of the wells in the
Cuyama Valley groundwater basin exceed the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for arsenic in drinking water. The highest concentration
recorded in the basin occurred in 2011 and was more than six times greater than the MCL. Furthermore, recent studies in the Central Valley of
California4 and the Mekong Delta in Thailand5 have demonstrated that ground subsidence associated with groundwater over-pumping can
mobilize arsenic by ‘squeezing’ it out of subsurface clay layers. The resulting mobilized arsenic can then enter groundwater and increase arsenic
concentrations in nearby water supply wells. Because there is documented overdraft and subsidence in the Cuyama Valley, there is the potential
risk of anthropogenically-induced arsenic contamination of groundwater due to arsenic mobilization from clay layers in the Cuyama Valley basin.
Lastly, in addition to sediment-related sources, arsenic is a component in many pesticides commonly used on various crops. These factors
suggest that arsenic should be included in the MTs, MOs, and IMs for the Cuyama Valley basin.

The Central Coast Water Board recommends expanding the list of chemical constituents in the MT, MO, and IM to include major dissolved ions:
Major dissolved cation and anion composition in groundwater reflects the source of recharge water, lithological and hydrological properties of the
aquifer, groundwater residence time, and chemical processes within the aquifer. As such, major dissolved ions are valuable for identifying
different groundwater types (via Piper or Stiff diagrams) and for “fingerprinting” source water from individual wells. In addition, ionic charge
balance provides quality assurance that all the major ions are actually included in the analysis and that TDS concentrations are accurate. Finally,
collection and analysis of major dissolved ion samples is easy and inexpensive, and the cost of the analysis is well worth the data provided,

particularly if the well is already being sampled for other constituents.

In particular, these comments concern the proposal to enhance Cuyama Basin groundwater yield through the diversion and off-stream recharge of

stormwater flows in the Cuyama River (Draft GSP, Ch. 7, pp. 69-70.)

Any new use of Cuyama River flows will be subject to senior downstream water rights. The potential yield and benefits of any such project for the
Cuyama Basin may be severely limited. Twitchell Reservoir is licensed by the State of California to capture Cuyama River stormwater flows for
subsequent release and recharge of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin (see attached License for Diversion and Use of Water #10416 issued by
the State Water Resources Control Board). In most years, the entire stormwater flow of the Cuyama River is captured in Twitchell Reservoir. Any
proposed new use of the flows of the Cuyama River will be conditioned to have no impact on the operation of Twitchell Reservoir. Given this
constraint, it may be infeasible to develop any new off stream recharge program dependent upon Cuyama River flows. (attached: License for

Diversion and Use of Water #10416 )

The GSP proposes three funding mechanisms to fund planning efforts — fees based upon water usage, fees based upon acreage within the
Basin, or a combination of the two. Fees based upon water use is the most defensible method for funding planning efforts given that current and

historical water use patterns are the primary drivers of Cuyama Basin overdraft conditions.

The GSP does not specify a plan or roadmap to achieve Sustainability with in the 20 year timeline; No Pumping Management plan, No plan to
achieve the “Glide Path” approach to significant reductions, No Funding mechanism, No Incentives or Enforcements for compliance. No “nuts and

bolts”.

Filling the Data Gaps need urgent attention during the first few years: Better Representation in the Monitoring Wells, Understanding the major
Faults in the basin , Installation of Stream flow gauges on the bridges, More than one Subsidence monitor, and there is no recognition or

monitoring for the loss of wetlands, seeps, springs and surface flow.

There is no plan to ever strive for the Measurable Objectives. No Interim Milestones were set above the Minimum Thresholds, some of which are
below current conditions. This GSP appears to be tolerant of further dewatering with no achievable drought buffer and no recovery of the historic

losses of groundwater from storage.

Response to Comment

The rationale for why monitoring for just TDS in the Basin is provided in the Monitoring
chapter. Based on this rationale, direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval
of the Monitoring Networks GSP section) to include only TDS for monitoring and
sustainability in the GSP. Therefore, the Monitoring and sustainability chapters will only
include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate direction is provided
by the Board.

The rationale for why monitoring for just TDS in the Basin is provided in the Monitoring
chapter. Based on this rationale, direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval
of the Monitoring Networks GSP section) to include only TDS for monitoring and
sustainability in the GSP. Therefore, the Monitoring and sustainability chapters will only
include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate direction is provided
by the Board.

The rationale for why monitoring for just TDS in the Basin is provided in the Monitoring
chapter. Based on this rationale, direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval
of the Monitoring Networks GSP section) to include only TDS for monitoring and
sustainability in the GSP. Therefore, the Monitoring and sustainability chapters will only
include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate direction is provided
by the Board.

The rationale for why monitoring for just TDS in the Basin is provided in the Monitoring
chapter. Based on this rationale, direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval
of the Monitoring Networks GSP section) to include only TDS for monitoring and
sustainability in the GSP. Therefore, the Monitoring and sustainability chapters will only
include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate direction is provided
by the Board.

The discussion of stormwater capture in Chapter 7 notes the need to consider downstream
water rights.

The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the
GSP.

The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during
GSP implementation. The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches
for implementing the GSP.

Additional information will be developed during GSP implementation as the Monitoring
Network is developed.

The Interim Milestones have been revised per direction by the GSA Board
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Groundwater Quality is of enormous importance to the Cuyama community. It is widely known that the water quality is poor in the Cuyama Valley, Direction was prowde.d by the GSA Board_(th_rough approvgl of_t_he_Momtonng Networks
101 and will only worsen with continued overdraft. Not enough is known about the sources and flow rates of groundwater in the basin. Arsenic, Boron, G.SP sec_t|on) _to only_lnclude TDS for monltorlng ant_j_su_sta_|nab|l|ty in the GSP. Therefore,
Nitrates and lons should be studied to help inform the Hydrologic Model and protect from any further Undesirable Results. thls S_ectl_on will pnly include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate
direction is provided by the Board.
This Plan does not adequately address the desertification of the Basin as an Undesirable Result of groundwater overdraft. The declines of The gnalyas and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developgd o satisfy SGMA.
102 Interconnected Surface water with Groundwater and the resulting losses of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems is a trend that must reverse. requirements as the_y relatg tp .GDES' The GSP recom.m_ends p|ezometers to monitor f(.Jr
More data and protections are needed to ensure the vitality of the environmental beneficial users groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
' for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.
We ask your Board to ensure that any and all CBGSA funding would exclude any imposition of fees or assessments based on acreage or parcels.
SGMA law regulates groundwater extraction, not land use. Non-irrigated rangeland acres do not contribute to Basin overdraft. Proposition 218
103 requires that assessments, fees or taxes levied on property must provide a direct and special benefit to that property. We urge your Board to The CBGSA board continues to discuss costs and funding approaches for implementing the
prepare a simple GSP chapter with a self- monitoring area for the rangeland-level groundwater users that confirms they will continue to be GSP.
permitted by right, including domestic wells for rural housing, stock water wells, and landscaping around rural housing. The property owners within
the Self-Monitoring area would not need to sign any agreements, lending simplicity and cost- effectiveness to the Plan.
Another critical issue of concern is the Draft Plan’s proposal for cloud seeding to enhance rainfall. Cloud seeding within the proposed target area
as shown in Figure ES-12 would create a rain shadow of drought for those of us Kern County landowners whose property lies directly north and
east of the 'target area. The Los Padres Ngtlonal Fgrest is Fhe mgplflcapt property \{wthln the resulting rain shadow— after flve years of drought the As noted in Chapter 7, additional study will be performed on cloud seeding prior to
104 forest is a tinder box waiting to explode, without artificial rain manipulation making it worse. Cloud seeding also raises serious concerns about . :
. ) ) : P . ; implementation
chemical residue and subsequent toxic exposure to humans and livestock as well as contamination of water. We believe that the many risks and
costs associated with cloud seeding far outweigh any predicted benefit. We respectfully request that you remove the cloud seeding proposal from
the plan. Capturing high stormwater flows in the Cuyama River and diverting it to recharge basins is the logical and less controversial alternative.
The California Legislature clearly states that SGMA is intended to “enhance local management of groundwater.” Therefore, we recognize that the The specifics for how pumping allocations will be implemented will be determined during
105 CBGSA is allowed the discretion and flexibility to craft its non-irrigated, non-districted portion of the SGMA plan to meet the needs of grazing h .
. . . . . GSP implementation.
properties, like ours, which many of us believe have been erroneously included.
Many comments made during the development of the CBGSPd were not recognized or adopted. The Cuyama “technical forum group” (TFG) met
106 monthly by telephone, but it was made clear by WC representatives that the TFG would not serve as “advisory committee” during the process and Comment noted.
development of the GSP and comments would only be selectively addressed.
Previous water investigations of the CGB have indicated an overdraft or imbalance of between approximately 15,000 to 30,000 Acre Feet per
Year. These studies have been completed by CDWR, the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the Santa Barbara County Water Agency
107 (SBCWA) and the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). The studies by the USGS and SBCWA have been peer reviewed and Comment noted
published and are available on-line. Based on the peer reviewed and published Studies the median imbalance is approximately 27,000 Acre Feet ’
per Year. All recent and published studies indicate the imbalance to come from the Main or Central Zone, as denoted by both the USGS (2011)
and Woodard and Curran Consultants (2019).
Hydrographs, water level trends and analyses in the Ventucopa Area show a seasonal depression separated by the Santa Barbara Canyon Fault  The best available information on this issue is presented in Chapter 2. Understanding of the
108 Barrier where static water levels quickly move from near 100 feet below ground surface (bgs) to near 650 feet bgs. In this regards, the Santa Santa Barbara Canyon Fault will improve as additional information is gathered during GSP
Barbara Canyon Fault Boundary needs to be more closely examined. implementation.
Recent data from the far western area of the Cuyama Basin, otherwise denoted the Cottonwood Subarea indicate a shallow and non-recharged
area since the Cuyama River became ephemeral in the 1960’s and 1970’s, when multiple yearly cuttings of Alfalfa were realized, and rejected
109 recharge from the Cuyama Basin ceased. During development of the CBGSP, some overlying extractors in the Cottonwood Subarea have Comment noted.
informally requested an “exclusion” from the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) to be able to further lower groundwater levels
than they were in January 2015, outside the essence of SGMA.
Saltwater intrusion in the Cuyama Valley/Basin is not an issue. Several Faults and Mountainous Barriers stretching from New Cuyama to near Direction was provided by the GSA Board (through approval of the Monitoring Networks
110 Twitchell Reservoir create a barrier to salt water intrusion. Water emanating from the Cuyama Basin is very hard, as most of the geological GSP section) to only include TDS for monitoring and sustainability in the GSP. Therefore,
formations are marine in origin. Total Dissolved Solids by itself is not a good water quality indicator for the Basin, due to background this Section will only include water quality sustainability indicators for TDS, unless alternate
concentrations, and periodic full schedule nutrient sampling needs to be addressed during the CBGSP implementation period. direction is provided by the Board.
111 The chronic Ipwing of ground\_lvater Ic_avels, degrada_ltion of water quality due to “concentration” (over usage), and loss of GDE'’s is significant in the These issues are addressed in the GSP.
Cuyama Basin and needs to immediately be considered as any part of the CBGSP.
Recognized as one of the first developed Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Plans (GSP), the Cuyama Basin must be examined
closely, as well as any objectives included in the plan to alleviate and address overdraft and imbalance. We see no dedicated resolve in the
CBGSPd to alleviate imbalance. That would include pumping reductions or projects to augment recharge: Rainfall/Snowpack augmentation, off All of these actions were considered during CBGSA Board meetings. Pumping reductings,
112 channel retention and/or percolation, Channel projects to increase direct percolation of stream seepage, or most importantly in the eyes of precipitation enhancement and stormwater capture have been included in the GSP in
Yulalona Hydrology LLC Rangeland Management. Since the early 1990’s the United States Forest Service (USFS) has neglected prescription Chapter 7.
burning in California, which has led to the most costly and destructive wildfires in California’s history, including, but not limited to, the Zaca, La
Brea, Thomas Fires and Camp Fires.
Previous studies and collected data indicate that the majority (near 75%) of the recharge to the CGB derive from the Ventucopa Corridor, from
113 near the Santa Barbara Canyon Fault to Frazier Park, the uppermost part of the Watershed. Differing rainfall patterns and snow melt affect the Additional analysis can be performed during GSP implementation.

runoff in the Cuyama River Watershed, sometimes combined, resulting in outlier peak flows such as in 1998 and 2005 when California Highway
166 washed out and lives were lost.
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It is important to note that the Cuyama River Watershed and Drainage is very large; it drains 90 square miles in the upper watershed at Ozena,

866 square miles at USGS Gauging Station Cuyama River below Buckhorn Canyon 11136800 (NWIS Portal, 2019) and 1135 square miles to

Twitchell Reservoir (USBR Portal, 2019). It is also important to note that the Cuyama River is not gauged between the inlet (Ozena) and the Outlet Discussion of the surface water stream gauges is included in Chapter 1.
(USGS Gauging Station Cuyama River below Buckhorn Canyon 11136800) requiring losses or gains to the CGB to be estimated. This serves as a
“data gap” that needs to be addressed during implementation of the CBGSP.

The term “deep percolation” as part of the most recent study conducted by Woodard and Curran has been debated, but ignored in comments
made during development of the CBGSP. Data from previous chemical analyses has indicated “ancient” (tens of thousand years old or older)
water being produced out of the Main or Central Zone of the Basin (GAMA, 2007), with no traces of any anthropogenic tracers, such as, but not
limited to, tritium. Certainly there is some stream seepage and direct percolation of rainfall as a part of “infiltration”, but no recent evidence
suggests any of this infiltration makes it through the vadose zone. This could be further examined utilizing piezometers and should be noted as
another “data gap”.

Additional analysis can be performed during GSP implementation.

During the 2007-2014 USGS-SBCWA collaborative study, hydrologic technicians and analysts were asked to no longer access Grimmway and

Bolthouse properties (by Grimmway and Bolthouse representatives), including monitoring wells in in section 10N-25W sections 21 and 23 (based

on the San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian). This study was initiated by Santa Barbara County Supervisor Joe Centeno, concerned about water As discussed in Chapter 2, the reasonableness of private landowner data was assessed
usage in the Cuyama Valley, far pre dating SGMA. It is interesting that in 2017-18 “private” data (CBGSPd, figure 4-9) has been submitted from through comparison with USGS and DWR well data.

these large agricultural companies, with no oversight, quality assurance or control. It should also be noted that the USGS and SBCWA have

recorded data from these areas during the 1970’s to 2007, which are still helpful when calibrating simulations.

The 1997 Santa Maria Basin litigation, Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District versus the City of Santa Maria, et al (consolidated for all
legal purposes) (1-97-CV-770214) did not adequately address upstream (Cuyama River and Watershed) water rights, leaving the issue of
Cascading Basins unresolved.

In the Cuyama Groundwater Basin (CBG), data gaps have been realized by analysts from multiple agencies working on water budgets. The fact
that large agricultural entities have not acted in good faith since 2007 to produce adequate records of pumpage and static drawdown, combined
with limited scientific peer reviewed data of the interactions between the Main or Central Zone with both the Ventucopa Uplands and Cottonwood
Subarea, demonstrate the need for a “deep” (1200’ bgs minimum) “depth dependent” monitoring well in Section 21 or 23 to adequately derive
hydraulic properties of the deep older alluvium and Morales Formation.

Climatic Fluctuations are addressed as Appendix C of this memorandum to the Hallmark Group pertaining to Water Availability of the Cuyama The GSP climate change analysis was prepared consistent with SGMA guidance from the
Groundwater Basin. With the addition of Methane and Carbon from the melting permafrost (Sigmov, 2019), coupled with Carbon Dioxide being Department of Water Resources. The GSA can consider additional climate change analyses
liberated from the Oceans (Goodridge, 2018) the CDWR tools for evaluating climate change are inadequate. during GSP implementation if desired.

Comment: As written, the CBGSP does not describe an actual Sustainability Goal for the Cuyama Basin and the steps to achieve that goal.

Further, the Draft CBGSP does not explicit name a sustainable yield for the Basin, although the concept has been discussed at CBGSA meetings

and mentioned in Chapter Two of the CBGSA. Essential elements of a concrete, achievable plan have not been established, as mandated by the

Final GSP Emergency Regulations. Source: “354.24 Sustainability Goal: The Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including

information from the basin setting used to establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures that will be implemented to ensure that Chapter 3 includes a sustainability goal approved by the CBGSA Board. Undesirable results
the basin will be operated within its sustainable yield, and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved within 20 years of ~ statements are also provided in Chapter 3, with minimim thresholds and measurable

Plan implementation and is likely to be maintained through the planning and implementation horizon.” Source: “354.30. Measurable Objectives (e) objectives provided in Chapter 5.

Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a

description of interim milestones for each relevant sustainability indicator, using the same metric as the measurable objective, in increments of five

years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation

horizon.

The discussion of stormwater capture in Chapter 7 notes the need to consider downstream
water rights.

The CBGSA will expand and review the monitoring network through the first five years of
implementation.

The Draft CBGSP was developed over nearly two years of meetings and chapter review. However, several essential elements of the Plan were

developed by the plan development consultants out of the public view and without any review, input or vote from the CBGSA or the Standing

Advisory Committee. These sections were first presented to the SBGSA, the SAC in the text of the Draft CBGSA. These include: Setting a 30%

Threshold for all five Undesirable Results in the Basin, without scientific evidence or justification Setting all Interim Milestones for Groundwater

Levels to be identical with all Minimum Thresholds. Setting Minimum Thresholds for: Groundwater Quality Subsidence Interconnected surface All of these issues have either been discussed in CBGSA Board meetings or included in
water Setting a Sustainability Goal for the Cuyama Basin and pre- existing Undesirable Results. This approach is unacceptable and runs counter  draft Chapters that were previously reviewed and commented on.

to the claim that the process encouraged “input, discussion, and questions from both the CBGSA Board of Directors and SAC members as well as

public audience members (Draft CBGSP, Chapter One, P. 58, 1.3.5). On what are arguably the most important elements of the Plan, no “input,

discussion, and questions” were encourage or elicited from the CBGSA, the SAC or the public. Recommendation: These critical sections require

further review by the CBGSA, the SAC and the public.

The process that the CBGSA undertook to apply for a DWR Technical Support Services grant to fund the drilling of three much-needed new

monitoring wells was discontinued halfway through the process, without notification to the CBGSA, the Standing Advisory Committee or the public.

Apparently the initial grant application was submitted, the second portion of the grant application process was not completed and funding three Comment noted.
essential wells to expand the Cuyama Basin’s monitoring network and fill critical data gaps was not successfully secured. No public statement or

explanation has been issued regarding this decision, with all decisions made behind closed doors.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
1 This section is the most likely to be read by ste_:lkeholders_and interested members of the public, and contains confusing wording and organization. Comment noted. It has been reviewed by a technical editor
It could use a thorough read-through by an editor for clarity.
The basin setting map does not show most of the features described in the Basin Setting section, and does not have a legend for the various color
2 P. ES-2 GW basins. The name of the basin in the map (Cuyama Valley) is different than the name of the basin used in the document (Cuyama). The figure has been replaced
Recommend revising.
The Existing Groundwater Conditions section of the ES should focus on more groundwater levels rather than water quality, as water quality is not
3 P ES-3 the primary issue in the basin. The summary should discuss the various regions within the basin, rather than getting into the specific The section has been revised
’ concentrations of water quality constituents. Also, Figure ES-4 is not illustrative of existing conditions in the basin and doesn’t belong in the ES; a
set of representative hydrographs may be more useful.
4 P ES-4 1 Final Please revise the de_scrlptlon of water quality as “not good”. Possibilities include “poor”, “degraded”, or “impaired”. Also, suggest splitting the The text has been revised
sentence up for clarity.
5 P ES-4 Last “The Iowe”rlng“‘of ground\:vater levels has corresponded with degradation of groundwater quality, and particularly levels of TDS.” Add the word The text has been revised
elevated” or “increased” before TDS.
6 P ES-4 Last Also, suggest removing the editorial word word “minor” from the second sentence. The specific amount of measures subsidence could be stated to The text has been revised
make the sentence more clear.
“Since there are no projected changes in land use or population in the Basin, the projected annual decline in groundwater storage is estimated to
7 P. ES-7 3 be the same as under current conditions.” Please revise to “Assuming no changes in land use or population in the Basin, the projected annual The text has been revised
decline in groundwater storage is estimated to be the same as under current conditions.”
8 P. ES-7 Suggest moving the description of the modeling in the second to last paragraph further up in this section for clarity. The text has been revised
9 P. ES-7 Last Suggest changing “annual water budget of minus 25,000 acre-feet...” to “overdraft of 25,000 acre-feet”. The text has been revised
The “summary of existing wells” table should be removed from the ES. It is not relevant to the plan going forward, and the numbers in it are
10 P. ES-9 misleading without explanation. The description of existing monitoring is also not particularly useful in the ES. Suggest replacing with a description The table has been changed.
of the proposed monitoring plan (number of wells, frequency of monitoring, etc.).
11 P. ES-11 Please edit the first paragraph for clarity. “Projects that increase water supply” are management actions, not some separate category. The terminology used in the ES is consistent with Chapter 7
12 P. ES-11 There are three separate places where it is stated that the reductions will be reevaluated. The current version of the ES only states this once.
TDS Section - This section needs to be rewritten for clarity and appropriate descriptions. This states that there is a California water quality
standard the is exceeded but does not say for what? Drinking water? Most water is used for agriculture this comparison does not have merit.
13 Overall using the TDS measurements and stating that there 'high' levels only has meaning if it is in relationship to a use of the water, without Comment noted. The text has been revised to note that the MCL is for drinking water
showing a use it is has no meaning and is ambiguous. Since TDS in any particular situation can not be fixed' why is this being used? How will it be
defined as an Undesirable outcome?
The graph is showing data for the entire Basin (consistent with the scale of data reporting in
14 Groundwater Graph is misleading, it seems to represent the Entire CBGSA area, but is really just for the central area. Chapter 2). It is noted in the text that the central basin contains most of the overdraft in the
Basin.
The subsidence statement needs clarification, this seems like speculation, do you know why this occurred and do you know if it has contributed in
15 any way to any other 'undesirable’ situations, this is stated as reality, also, the actual measurement is insignificant and could have occurred simply The sentence has been revised
because the school put to much water on the ground and caused the soil to settle, ground squirrels, gophers...
Last Water Budget: Move last paragraph to the opening paragraph/statements, Add "Central Part" to all references to "Basin". This is written as if the The data reported is TO( thg entire basin, notjust'for thg central basin. This s consistent with
16 . L . ) the scale of data reporting in Chapter 2. The regional differences are noted in the last
paragraph entire CBGSA is in in crisis, very misleading. paragraph
17 Projects and Management Actions: Should state Central Area Basin or in Proposed Central Area Basin The text nodes that projects will be in the Central Basin where appropriate
Funding: Statement that the funding will be borne by the Landowners is an assumption that needs to be .
18 o . ) . The sentence has been revised
clarified, nothing has been established or determined.
19 ES3 Final The lSan Emigdio Mountains lie along the eastern edge of the basin, the Calient Range lies along the northern edge (maybe northeastern edge), The figure has been replaced
this is unclear
Although current
20 ES1 analysis indicates Acknoyvledges agdltlg_na‘! da“ta and rewe"w of model are needed. What are the “additional efforts to confirm the level of pumping reduction required This is noted in the Water Budget section of Chapter 2
groundwater to achieve sustainability”... “as outlined”? What section & page?
pumping ...
21 ES-2 Figure ES-3 Fig. ES-3 could use an inset map to show location in California The figure has been replaced
22 ES-4 Figure ES_S. 'sa Suggest “...showing modeled annual and cumulative long-term reduction...” The text has been revised
graph showing ...
23 ES-6 Summarize how “5-year drought buffer” was calculated or estimated The sentence has been revised
Analysis of the The basin must be considered as a whole. The Central basin is downgradient of other areas of the basin. Groundwater flow from the western and . . " . P
. . L L } L . Comment noted. While the ES mostly discusses conditions over the entire Basin, it is still
24 ES-7 Basin as a whole southeastern areas into the Central basin is being intercepted, cutting off water that historically has helped to reduce drawdown effects of pumping . ) : .
: . appropriate to discuss regional differences.
shows that much... in the Central basin.
The exact amount of Comment noted. Uncertainty discussion has been added to Chapter 2. The ES text notes
25 ES-11 Acknowledges the effects of uncertainty in predicted overdraft, but suggest a more explicit discussion of uncertainty. that the amount of pumping reductions may be revised as additional evaluations are

required...

performed in the future.
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Comment # Section
26 ES-13 Fig. ES-14
27 ES-15 Fig. ES-16
28 General
29 P. ES.3
30 P. ES.6 & P. ES.9
31 P. ES.6
P. ES.13 Figure ES-
32 14
33
34
35 P.4
36 P.8
37 P.8
38 P. 10
39 P. 13
40 P. 15
41 P. 16
42 P. 17
43 P. 17
a4 ES-2 Pupllc Meeting
Figure
45 ES-2

Section
Paragraph #

P.2,3rd
paragraph

P.2,3rd
paragraph

Existing
groundwater
conditions
Water
budgets, 1st
paragraph
Water
budgets, 3rd
& 4th
paragraphs
Monitoring
Network,
Summary of
Existing
Monitoring
Wells

Last
Paragraph

3rd bullet
point

Figure ES-16

1st paragraph

General

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Interim Milestone?

Groundwater quality
in the Basin is
variable...

these representative
wells and
subsidence...

In general,
measurable
objectives were
established...

the yellow, orange
and red areas
indicating areas ...

The Draft GSP
outlines...

The Draft GSP
outlines...

For budgetary
purposes, the ...

"Public Meeting"
table

The strategy
incorporated
monthly CBGSA...

Comment

Add small well location symbols to the Management Area figure, so the reader can get an idea of the spatial basis of projected drawdown
contours. Since no pumping reductions are required outside of the drawdown-defined Mgmt Areas, whether a well is in or out is a big deal for
landowners in terms of their costs. Consider classifying wells as in or out within the OPTI system.

Suggest enlarging Fig. ES-16 for readability.

Question: What happened to Interim Milestones?

Comment: This Groundwater Quality section makes all the valid points for the need to monitor more than just TDS, and then it fails to mention that

the Plan will only monitor TDS.

Comment: The text fails to mention that the Monitoring Network has significant Data Gaps. No Stream Gauges or Piezometers, only one
Subsidence meter in the center, no Fault characterization. Addition: Mention Data Gaps, even if only just a little. How will this GSP measure for
subsidence in the center of the cone of depression? How will this GSP evaluate stream flow/groundwater interactions? How will this GSP know if

pumping is causing Arsenic or Boron laden waters to migrate into the cone of depression?

Question: If there is no planed intention or Interim Milestones toward the Measurable Objective, how can they serve as a drought buffer? What
part of this GSP aims to achieve the MO? Comment: It would be pure luck or maybe a freak coincidence to ever get back up to the Measurable
Objective. The Sustainability Goal is simply to not exceed the Minimum Thresholds, which will be a big lift as it is.

Correction: The red areas actually indicate groundwater elevation declines in excess of 7 feet of per year, not just 4. Without a legend on Fig.
ES.14 this text is inaccurate and an underrepresentation of the significance of the problem areas.

Addition of the clarification word “basinwide”: Although current analysis indicates groundwater pumping reductions on the order of 50 to 67 percent
basinwide may be required to achieve sustainability, additional efforts are required to confirm the level of pumping reduction required to achieve

sustainability

Comment: The “additional efforts ... required to confirm level of pumping...” referred to in this sentence should include the approximately 30% of
wells in the valley that have not been identified or from which data has been collected. Source, Draft CBGSP, Chapter One, P. 13, 1.2.2

Question: What is the source of the detailed water quality information, specifically the levels of constituents?

Addition: To clarify the Basin’s condition historically, this sentence should be amended (with text in red) to read: “The Basin has been in an
overdraft condition for many years. Overdraft conditions in the Basin were first documented in the 1950s, and the DWR has identified the Basin to

be in “critical overdraft” since 1980.

Addition: Please include a clear explanation of sustainable yield, a critical element of the CBGSP, in this section. While explained in Chapter Two,
the Sustainable Yield belongs in the Executive Summary as well to illuminate the extent of the overdraft and the task ahead to reach sustainability.

Question/Comment: This table is confusing. The Executive Summary indicates on P. 7 that that there are 61 representative wells. Yet this table
(titled Summary of Existing Monitoring Wells) seems to indicate that there are 222 existing monitoring wells (222 Total number of DWR and

CASGEM wells). Please clarify.

Question/Comment: This paragraph refers to the very misleading inclusion of GSA projects that “these include installing new wells to secure
reliability of water supply to residents of Ventucopa, Cuyama and New Cuyama.” What is the GSA's role in these projects? P. 12 of the Executive
Summary, states that funding for three new community wells is the responsibility of the communities. In Chapter 8, (P. 6, 1.1, Fig 8-1), states that
oversight, permitting, installation and operation of the wells is the responsibility of the communities. So if funding, installation and operation of
these wells is the responsibility of the communities, why are they included in the GSP at all? They do not appear to be projects of the CBGSP.

Please clarify.

Change: Basn is misspelled

Change: In the footnote to the overall schedule of activities (*Represents Management Area Activities), please text to read: “Represents Activities
that will take place in any currently identified management area, or area that may be identified in the future.”

Correction: Chapter 8 (P. 9, last paragraph) notes this figure as $1.3 million per year.

Addition: As an Executive Summary document that will be more widely read than the full CBGSP, it seems prudent to include a brief summary of

the consequences of not implementing this plan, and thereby not achieving sustainability.

reference table in text + table caption, such Table ES-1 Number of Public Meetings

Discuss table in text, such Table ES-1 Number of Public Meetings shows the number of....

Response to Comment

The OPTI well database contains monitoring wells, not production wells. Location data on
many production wells is not available and therefore it would be misleading to put them on
the map.

The text has been enlarged

Interim Milestones are shown in Chapter 5 (and adjusted per Board direction), but are not
needed in the ES

The text has been revised to be consistent with Board direction

The text has been revised to note that there are data gaps in the monitoring network

Interim Milestones are shown in Chapter 5 (and adjusted per Board direction), but are not
needed in the ES

The text has been revised

This has been added.

Comment noted. This can be considered in GSP implementation, but this level of detail is
not needed in the ES

This is in the Groundwater Conditions section of Chapter 2

It is noted in the first paragraph of the ES that the basin is in critical overdraft

The Basin sustainable yield is shown in Figure ES-8

The table has been replaced

Financing options for these projects are included in Chapter 8. Financing does not need to
be provided directly by the GSA for the projects to be included in the GSP.

This has been fixed.
The footnote text has been revised

This has been corrected.

While SGMA and the GSP resulations provide general information on what would happen if
the GSP fails, there are many uncertainties regarding that outcome. Therefore, it would not
be helpful to include this in the GSP document, but this topic can be discussed in future
GSA meetings

A reference has been added to the text

A reference has been added to the text
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #

46 ES-3 The United States spelling - Geological This has been fixed.
Geologocal

a7 £S-3 Concentrations of Consider adding the secondary MCLs for chioride and boron Referepces to these constituents have been removed as they are not discussed in detail in
boron at up to... the main document.
Consider adding the

48 £S-3 range of years Consider adding the range of years instead of many years. T_he sentence f'ollowmg this one notes that overdraft conditions have been documented
instead of many since the 1950's
years.
These values The statement needs clarification, please add the secondary MCL and define what a secondary MCL is. For example, secondary MCLs address

49 ES-3 exceed the aesthetic issues related to taste, odor, or appearance of the water and are not related to health effects, although elevated TDS concentrations in ~ The sentence has been revised to note that this is the secondary MCL.
California... water can damage crops, affect plant growth, and damage municipal and industrial equipment.
The Basin has been . . . . . Lo

50 ES-7 in overdraft Consider deleting this sentence since already mentioned earlier in report The sentence has been removed.
Figure ES-9: . . . . . ) . )

51 ES-9 Groundwater Consider removing the bullet point and increasing the figure size to read the legend The figure has been enlarged.

52 ES-14 In 2023, monitoring Consider deleting "in 2023" (repeated) This has been corrected.

in 2023...
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
"Local agencies
1 1.24 2 such as the CCSD CCSD does in fact test groundwater quality every six months and has for years according to employees and contractors involved. The sentence has been removed
and"
2 1.3.1 2nd bullet Here you say CCSD does monitor and report groundwater elevations The sentence in 1.2.4 has been removed
" Look at language RE: SAC. Not true. Delete "primary." During discussions there was never any intent that the SAC would be the "primary" body for
The CBGSA Board - . . . . . ; . . .
3 134 . " providing advice. The GSA is equally interested in comments from the public no matter in what venue the comments are received. Advice and The text has been revised
appointed the ; S
input primarily comes from Woodard & Curran.
Benefits - Beneficial Users: The first statement is very broad. There has not been anything that describes the benefits to water users in the areas
4 131 that are Not in the problem area of the Central Area, assuming that the area can be remedied, this has No benefit to any other area, especially the This section is intended to describe beneficial users of groundwater in the Basin, not just
o Western and North Western areas where the water comes from the water shed in the mountains to the south and Not from the water shed from those that benefit from the GSP projects and actions.
the East (as per your presentations and data)
Introduction and
5 P. 11 Agency Information: Addition: Alternate Members and Affiliations should also be listed here. These have been added
Sec. 1.1 List of GSA
members
Management
6 P. 1.2Sec.1.1.2 Structure: SAC Addition: As designated by the GSA, the SAC is a 9-member committee and a vacancy will hopefully be filled soon. The text has been revised to note that the 9th SAC position is currently vacant.
members

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

P. 1.7 Sec. 1.2.2

P. 1.21&1.22
Figure 1-15 & Figure
1-16

P. 1.26 Sec. 1.2.3
Table 1.1

P. 1.45Sec. 1.3.1

P. 1.45Sec, 1.3.1

P. 1.45Sec, 1.3.1

P. 1.50 Sec. 1.3.4

P. 56 Sec. 1.3.4

P. 1.51 Sec. 1.3.5

P. 1.52 Sec. 1.3.5

Plan Area Setting:
“However, some
wells may not have
been reported to
DWR ...

Production Well
Density & Domestic
Well Density

Deactivated stream
gages

Holders of overlying
groundwater rights,
including agricultural
users ...

Disadvantaged
communities: There
are two
disadvantaged
communities ...
Potential interests
that are not present
in the Cuyama
Basin...

On June 30, 2017,
the CBGSA Board

In March 2018, the
CBGSA Board
expanded the SAC
membership ...

Community input
was encouraged ...

The input was also
used to develop
context and content
for CBGSA
meetings...

Question: How does the GSP plan to account for the 30% of total wells that were not reported to the DWR? Addition: These well should be

investigated and considered for inclusion in the Monitoring Network as Representative wells.

Addition: These wells should be characterized as De minimis, domestic, industrial, rangeland or irrigation users and must also be identified and
incorporated in density mapping. Question: How does this GSP define “de minimus”? Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations, Section
354.8(a) “ (5) The density of wells per square mile, by dasymetric or similar mapping techniques, showing the general distribution of agricultural,
industrial, and domestic water supply wells in the basin, including de minimis extractors, and the location and extent of communities dependent
upon groundwater, utilizing data provided by the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information.”

Addition: Please provide a discussion of the challenge to long term monitoring of stream flow. How critical is this data gap. Suggestion: Install flow

gauge on all brides over the Cuyama River (only 3) and major drainages, ASAP.

| Question: Are there industrial users and industrial wells in the Cuyama Basin? Should they be identified here and in the DMS as such?

Correction: The communities of New Cuyama and Ventucopa have been designated as Disadvantaged Communities; the community of Cuyama
has been designated as a Severely Disadvantaged Community. Source: https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/dacs/

Question: What is the definition of an “Environmental User of Groundwater”? Would this include GDEs? Would this include Wildlife habitat and its
connectivity? Would this include the beneficial uses such as fishing, birding, swimming and living, all of which depend on groundwater?

Addition: Please describe the proportional hybrid weighted voting by CBGSA members, including the criteria requiring a supermajority, as

stipulated by the Joint Powers Agreement which governs the CBGSA'’s authorities.

Comment: The inclusion and active participation of the Hispanic community in the development and implementation of this GSP is critical. Action:

Appoint and maintain a full 9 seat SAC with at least 2 Hispanic members

Comment: Community input was extremely limited at all CBGSA meetings. Time constraints and the need to “keep moving on” were often used to

discourage community input at the public GSA meetings.

Change: The word, “contend” should be “content”

This will be considered during GSP implementation.

These figures depict data from DWR's Well Completion Report database, which is currently
the best available information. This could be potentially updated during GSP implementation.

Text has been added.

Industrial users are not included in the GSP because they do not have a net consumption of
water.

The text has been revised to add Ventucopa

Environmental users have been added to the list of users present in the Basin

This has been added

The text in section 1.1.2 has been revised to note that the 9th SAC position is currently
vacant.

Comment noted. The text has been revised.

The text has been revised.
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) Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # "
The GSP’s list of Correction: The GSP only offers encouragement in support for, but not construction of any new wells. This appears responsive to the . . .
: . . . ) . : " . . . Comment noted. No change needed as the sentence is accurate in that these projects are
17 P. 1.53 Sec. 1.3.5 projects was revised disadvantaged community public comment & real needs while doing and committing to nothing. This GSP only proposes to support the idea of ) . . o
! included in the GSP project list in Chapter 7.
grant funding to construct new wells.
18 P.5 Acronyms list Addition: GDE Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems SAC Standing Advisory Committee SBCWA Santa Barbara County Water Agency These have been added.
1.1 Introduction and
19 P.7 ﬁgsfr;?gg'f:)rmatlon. Addition: As alternates frequently attend meetings, they (and their affiliations) should also be listed here. These have been added.
members
Addition: Section 354.6 of the Final GSP Emergency Regulations includes the following requirement: “(e) An estimate of the cost of implementing
20 p 7 1.1 Introduction and the Plan and a general description of how the Agency plans to meet those costs.” This item is not included in the Appendix A Checklist, nor is it This is discussed in Chapter 8
' Agency Information outlined in Chapter 1, Section 1.1. Question: Will the CBGSP be considered incomplete without this information? Should the Draft CBGSP have
included a placeholder notation here? Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations
1.1.2 Management
21 P.8 Structure: SAC Addition: Please include the existence of one vacant seat in the 9-member committee. The text has been revised to note that the 9th SAC position is currently vacant.
members
Information These figures depict data from DWR's Well Completion Report database, which is currently
22 P.9 presented in Figures Question: How does the CBGSP plan to account for the 30% of total wells that were not reported to the DWR? ; ) . ) : ) op .
1-15... the best available information. This could be potentially updated during GSP implementation.
Addition: De minimis users must also be identified and incorporated in density mapping. How does the CBGSP define “de minimis” user? Is it
consistent with the State Water Board’s definition? The State Water Board Fact Sheet issued in March 2017 "De minimis Extractors: SGMA
defines a de minimis extractor as “a person who extracts, for domestic purposes, two-acre feet or less per year.” A person who extracts two acre-
Figure 1-15: feet or less per year for a non-domestic purpose is not considered a de minimis extractor. Domestic purposes do not include commercial activities.
Production Well A person who extracts more than two acre-feet per year from a parcel is not a de minimis user. De minimis users are exempt from reporting in These figures depict data from DWR's Well Completion Report database, which is currently
23 P.27 & 28 Density Figure 1-16: unmanaged areas. However, the State Water Board may require de minimis extractors to report in a probationary basin if necessary. The the best available information. De minimis users could be potentially be identified and
Domestic Well ~ emergency regulation clarifies how the term “domestic purposes” will be interpreted when determining if an extractor is de minimis. The Final GSP included during GSP implementation.
Density Emergency Regulations, Section 354.8(a) indicate that the CBGSA must show “(5) The density of wells per square mile, by dasymetric or similar
mapping techniques, showing the general distribution of agricultural, industrial, and domestic water supply wells in the basin, including de minimis
extractors, and the location and extent of communities dependent upon groundwater, utilizing data provided by the Department, as specified in
Section 353.2, or the best available information.”
Deactivated stream Addition: Response to public comment #19 (P. 167) requesting explanation of the deactivation of 4 stream gages, was “The text will be modified to . . . .
24 P.82,1.23 gages discuss the deactivated USGS gages.” No discussion appears in the Draft CBGSA. Please provide discussion of the deactivated USGS gages. Information on these gages is provided in Table 1-1
Element (1) (i)
Efficient water
management
practices, as
defined in Section . - . —— — . . . . _— . . _— .
10902, for the Change. Location: Cuyarr_1a Bas_ln_ Irrigation District. Does this eﬂst? Was t_hls s_uppose@ to be the Cuyama I_?>asm Water District? And if so, plelase It was been f:orrected _to say Cuyama Basin Water District. As the represlen_tatlve of many
25 P. 50, 1.2.7 deIiver’y of water explain the (_)BWD’s role |n_“_Eff|C|ent water management practices, as defined in Section 10902, for the delivery of water and water conservation Iandovyners in the Basin, llt is expected that the CBWD would play a role in implementation of
and water methods to improve the efficiency of water use.” potential water conservation measures.
conservation
methods to improve
the efficiency of
water use.
Beneficial Users . . . .
26 P.51,13.1 and Users of Question: Are there industrial users and industrial wells in the Cuyama Basin and have those been included in the Draft CBGSP? w:ttésrtnal users are not included in the GSP because they do not have a net consumption of
Groundwater )
Disadvantaged
27 P.51,1.3.1 ;?emtr\zgnltles. There Correction: The communities of New (_:uyama and Ventucopg have beer.1 desig.;na'ted as Disadvantaged Communities; the community of Cuyama The text has been revised to add Ventucopa
. has been designated as a Severely Disadvantaged Community. Source: https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/dacs/
disadvantaged
communities in ...
08 P.56,1.3.4 GSA Decision Addition: Please add a discussion of the proportional voting by CBGSA members, including the criteria by which specific votes require a This has been added

Making Process

supermaijority, as stipulated by the Joint Powers Agreement which governs the CBGSA'’s authorities.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
Comment: This change was made at the insistence of the public and at the unanimous request of the full Standing Advisory Committee, due the
lack of representation of the Hispanic community, as required by the Final GSP Emergency Regulations. Since the resignation of one Hispanic
SAC member in December 2018, the CBGSA has delayed replacing that committee member for five months, a critical omission during the final
phase of development of the GSP. Reasons have included cost and timing. CBGSA staff quoted an estimate of $913 to initiate and complete the
process of selecting a replacement. It can be accurately stated that the 11-member SBGSA and the original 7- member SAC, had no Hispanic
In March 2018, the representation at all. In the 23 months that the GSP has been in formal development, during 10 of those months, 2 members of the Hispanic . . . . .
. . . . ; ) ; . . Comment noted. Actions taken to outreach to the Spanish community are described in
29 P. 56, 1.3.4 CBGSA Board community were included on the SAC, during 5 of those months 1 member of the Hispanic community has been included. In a community that is )
. . . . . . . . : Sections 1.3.6 and 1.3.7
expanded ... roughly 50% Hispanic, this cannot be even remotely considered to be appropriately representative of the demographics of the community. Section
354.10 (d)(3)of the Final GSP Emergency Regulations states that the GSP must provide “A description of how the Agency encourages the active
involvement of diverse social, cultural and economic elements of the population within the basin.” Aside from translation of meeting
announcements, newsletters, and the Draft GSP Executive Summary into Spanish, and holding workshops in Spanish, the community
engagement process has not actively engaged with the Hispanic or the disadvantaged community. In fact, for all SBGSA and SAC meetings,
unpaid volunteer interpreters have provided live interpretation, utilizing equipment on loan from the local school district.
Comment: Community input was extremely limited at all CBGSA meetings. The Board Chair and Vice Chair were extremely brusque with the
public on multiple occasions and did not permit public comment, even when the public used the required comment process. On multiple
L occasions, requests for comment were rejected citing time restrictions, claimed irrelevancy, or that the process was “moving on”. On several
Community input . . . ’ .
occasions, one comment or question may have been permitted from members of the public, but follow-up questions or comments were not .
30 P.57,1.35 was encouraged . " : . ] : ; . : Comment noted. The text has been revised.
and received permitted. Additionally, following the established board procedure, with public comment following board discussion, even after subsequent
additional board discussion, with additional issues raised, public comment was not permitted on the additional issues raised. Further, on at least
one occasion, the Board Chair and Vice Chair permitted a SBGSA Director to speak harshly to staff and a member of the public. This conduct is
not consistent with the claim “Community input was encouraged and received at all CBGSA meetings.”
How Public
31 P.58,1.35 Comment Was Change: 1st paragraph, “contend” should be “content” The text has been revised.
Used....
Comment: This statement is a misrepresentation of the actual circumstances. See Comments #13 & 14 above. Additionally, the public was NOT
22 P.58, 1.35 All QBGSA—_hosted encouragt_ad to provided input or (ﬁscussmn at CB(_ESA me_etlngs. The ‘publlc was perm_ltted to ask one questlo_n. perhaps two, but NO d|§cu§S|on Comment noted. The text has been revised.
public meetings...  was permitted. However, at meetings of the Standing Advisory Committee and at Public Workshops, the public was encouraged to provide input,
engage in discussion and ask questions.
The_ GSP's list O].c Correction: “The GSP’s list of projects was revised to include support for construction of new wells for these communities.” The GSP did not Comment noted. No change needed as the sentence is accurate that these projects are
33 P.59,1.3.5 projects was revised ) f . ) . . o
to include propose to construct or finance the construction of these wells. It proposes to help seek grant funding to construct new wells. included in the GSP project list in Chapter 7.
The SAC will
34 P. 135 ;::s;enr;?;e the Change: Should the highlighted text (SAC) read “GSA™? The text has been revised.
component...
Department believes that beneficial uses, such as fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement, GDEs and other plant and animal species that
depend on interconnected surface waters occur within the Cuyama Basin [Water Code §10727.4(1), Title 23 California Code of Regulations 8§ 666
and 354.26(b)(3)]. GDEs can rely on groundwater for some or all its requirements, relying on multiple water sources simultaneously and at
different temporal/spatial scales (e.g., precipitation, river water, reservoir water, soil moisture in the vadose zone, groundwater, applied water,
treated wastewater effluent, urban stormwater, irrigated return flow). Several sensitive species known to occur within the Basin that should be . . . .
35 1.3.1 : . - Lo . - } . Environmental users have been added to the list of users present in the Basin
considered in the GSP as beneficial users and are vulnerable to groundwater pumping impacts include (but not limited to): California red-legged
frog (Rana draytonii); tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor); western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), southwestern pond turtle; (Actinemys pallida;
yet\ow warbler (Setophaga petechia ); Arroyo chub Gila orcuttii); least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pUSIIlus); and willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii)
[see Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater dataset (NC Dataset) located at https://gis.water.ca
.qov/app/NCDatasetViewer/].
Prep. Checklist -
36 f\r_tlcle 5-3544 References are not in the executive summary, but listed in each chapter The table has been revised
List of references
and..."
Prep. Checklist -
37 f\rtlc_le 5-3546 Consider adding Chapter 8, which list the estimated cost. The table has been revised
Estimate of
implementation..."
Description of how
38 those plans may Please check to see if this is mentioned in Chapter 4 (maybe Chapter 5). The table has been revised
limit....
39 E;Tg:rm)‘/osf the Please verify that it is in Chapter 1. A sentence has been added to Chapter 1 regarding the permitting process for new wells.
Prep. Checklist - . . . . . . . .
40 Please verify that all of these item are in Chapter 8. It seems that some of these items are briefly mentioned in Chapter 1. The table has been revised

Article 5 - 354.8(9)
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
Prep. Checklist - . . . . . . . .
41 Article 5 - 354.10 Please verify that the items are in Chapter 8. It seems that some of these items are briefly mentioned in Chapter 1. The table has been revised
Prep. Checklist -
42 Article 5 - Please verify, some of these items are in Ch 2.1 (reference to Ch 7 in 2.3) The table has been revised
10727.2(d)(4)
43 Prgp. Checklist - Please check to see if a few of these items are discussed in Chapter 7 The table has been revised
Article 5 - 354.20
Per Section . . . . .
44 1.1.3 10723.8(a) of the Consider adding to whom the notice was given to. This has been added
Consider defining
45 1.2.1 water yielding Consider defining water yielding capacity Don't need to provide a definition since this is a direct quote from a DWR document
capacity
Consider defining
46 1.24 temporal Consider defining temporal frequencies A definition is not needed for this
frequencies
[Checklist item #1]: Significant science-based sources indicate that environmental users of groundwater, known as groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs), as well as other species that depend on interconnected surface waters, exist in Cuyama Basin and therefore should be
identified and described. For any species that are no longer present in the basin, please provide scientific rationale and data to support this claim.
The information on environmental users in the Cuyama basin is readily available and includes the data and data sources. Please refer to the
following:
a7 P 1-45 & 1-46 » Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater dataset (NC Dataset), which is provided by the Department of Water Resources = Comment noted. Environmental users have been added to the list of users present in the

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

P. 1.57 Appendix A
GSP Regulations

P. 65, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 352.2

P. 65, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 352.2
P. 65, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 352.4

P. 65, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.6

P. 65, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.8(a)
P. 65, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.8(a)

and identifies potential GDEs https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/
* In Fall 2018, The Nature Conservancy sent a list of freshwater species located in the Cuyama Basin, which is included as Attachment C of this

letter. Please take particular note of the species with protected status.

« In addition to identifying and describing environmental beneficial users, SGMA requires that beneficial users be considered throughout the plan.
The Nature Conservancy has identified each part of the GSP with this requirement. That list is available here:
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/importance-of-gdes/provisions- related-to-groundwater-dependent-ecosystems-in-the-groundwater-s. Please
ensure that environmental beneficial users are addressed accordingly throughout the plan.

Missing or only Question: Why do many items in this Appendix differ with GSP Regulations list? Some are edited, or omitted? Consistency here with the

selected items regulations seems critical. Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations

Question: Where does highlighted text ("and flow and quality of surface water that directly affect groundwater levels or quality or are caused by
groundwater extraction in the basin") appear in the Final GSP Emergency regulations section 352.2? This highlighted text is not included in the
regulations. Please provide the source for the highlighted text. 352.2 states: “Each Plan shall include monitoring protocols adopted by the Agency
for data collection and management, as follows: Monitoring protocols shall be developed according to best management practices. The Agency
may rely on monitoring protocols included as part of the best management practices developed by the Department, or may adopt similar
monitoring protocols that will yield comparable data. Monitoring protocols shall be reviewed at least every five years as part of the periodic
evaluation of the Plan, and modified as necessary. Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code. Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10728.2,

Monitoring protocols
that are designed to
detect changes ...

10729, and 10733.2, Water Code.

Missing text modified as necessary. Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations

Missing text and wholly missing from this appendix. Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations

Estimate of

implementation Addition: Section 354.6 includes the following requirement: “(e) An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how
costs Chapter 1 the Agency plans to meet those costs.” This item is not included in the Appendix A Checklist, nor is it outlined in Chapter 1, Section 1.1. Will the
Section 1.1 plan be considered incomplete without this information? Should the Draft GSP have included a placeholder notation here? Source: Final GSP
Introduction and Emergency Regulations

Agency Information

Bullet point #4:
Existing land use
designations
Bullet point # 5
“Density of wells per Add: “including de minimis extractors”
square mile....

Regulations 354.8(a)(4)

Addition: Please include: (c) Monitoring protocols shall be reviewed at least every five years as part of the periodic evaluation of the Plan, and

Addition: Please include: 352.4. Data and Reporting Standards This section provides significant guidance on what must be included in the GSP

Should read: “Existing land use designations and the identification of water use sector and water source type.“ Source: Final GSP Emergency

Basin

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.
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Comment #

55

56

57

58

Section Paragraph's

Section
! Paragraph # Sentence #

P. 67, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.8(qg)
Water Code Section
10727.4
P. 67, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.10
P. 68, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.14

P. 71, Appendix A
GSP Regulations
Section 354.30

Sentence Starts with,

Bullet point #2:
Wellhead protection

Bullet point #6
Encouraging active
involvement

Missing or only
selected items

Bullet #3
“Description of a
reasonable path to
achieve and
maintain the
sustainability goal,
including a
description of
interim milestones”

Comment

Should read: Wellhead protection areas and recharge areas. Source: CA Water Code §10727.4 (2017)

Should read: (d)(3): A description of how the Agency encourages the active involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the
population within the basin Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations

Change: Many items in the Final GSP Emergency Regulations Section 354.14 are missing from Appendix A. Please revise to include all items.
Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations

This is incomplete. Please include a more complete description of measureable objectives and interim milestones. 354.30 (a) Each Agency shall
establish measurable objectives, including interim milestones in increments of five years, to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20
years of Plan implementation and to continue to sustainably manage the groundwater basin over the planning and implementation horizon. 354.30
(e) Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a

Response to Comment

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.
Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

The Table in the appendix is based on the Preparation Checklist provided by DWR. The
only change is the addition of the column noting the relevant GSP Section for each row.

description of interim milestones for each relevant sustainability indicator, using the same metric as the measurable objective, in increments of five Additional detail on the requirements is not needed.

years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation
horizon. Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #

1 Groundwater dependent ecosystems: The Plan has a gap concerning GDEs in the Basin that should be addressed in terms of impact and actions Comment noted. Actions for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of
under the Plan. the CBGSA Board.
This chapter would be a go_od place to |ntrod_uce and make the case for the t_hreshold regions and preser_1t conditions b)_/ region. Also, the Per expressed desire by the CBGSA Board, water budget numbers are only shown for the
groundwater level decline figures presented in Chapter 7 would be helpfully introduced here. The executive summary cites a water budget for the - . ) ]

2 ) S ) ) .~ complete Basin, not for sub-regions. The reference to the Central Basin overdraft in the
Central Management area of 25,000 acre-feet per year of overdraft, but that is not in this section at all. Overall, this chapter needs to be better tied .
S Executive Summary has been removed.
in with the rest of the document.

This data was pulled from the USGS report Geology, Water-Quality, Hydrology, and
3 P. 2-38, Figure 2-10 Where are these two westernmost PGE wells? This doesn't look right. The one near the river looks like the Cal Trans well and the other looks like Geomechanics of the Cuyama Valley Groundwater Basin, California, 2008-12

10

11
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

P. 2-43

P.2-117

2.2.8

2.2.9

2.2.10

P. 2-14 Figure 2-3

P. 2-52 Figure 2-21
P. 2-61 Figure 2-26

P. 2-88 Figure 2-43
P. 2-90 Figure 2-44
P. 2-91 Figure 2-45
P. 2-94 Figure 2-46
P. 2-96 Figure 2-47

P. 2-97 Figure 2-48

P. 2-33

P.2-125

The majority of
agricultural activity
occurs"”

Groundwater
occuring near the
ground surface

"The Cuyama River
is not guaged"

In general,
conductivity is
highest near the
center of the
Basin...

The Cuyama River
is not gaged ...

the Caliente Ranch well (private)

Just delete "near the north fork." There is no "north fork." North Fork Cattle Co. was formed in 1970 in San Juan Capistrano and just happened to
buy and own property west of the Russell Fault at one time

Reach 8-School House Cyn. Creek: On figure 2-61 Reach 8 is on the wrong place. You have labeled it School House Cyn Creek but it is actually
Aliso Cyn. Should 8 be changed or should the map be changed?

Interconnected Surface Water Systems: This section seems incomplete. At least some mention should be made that these are only selected
surface water systems. There are other creeks that run longer than those mentioned and surely Branch Creek and Salisbury Cyn are worth
mentioning if only due to the frequency of their flooding

GDEs: what is that supposed to mean? | object to 1) how this data was collected and 2) that a great deal of it is based on supposition and 3) your
unwillingness to come out and state such. What exactly are "remote sending techniques"? Why on Figure 2-63 do you use TNC identified potential
GDE wetlands and TNC identified potential GDE vegetation? Why not use the wetlands and vegetation areas identified in the NCD dataset which
appears to be much more accurate and complete? Furthermore, | was unable to find any site that could identify the 123 probably GDE's on the
275 probable non-GDE's in the Basin. Additionally, it is never actually admitted the no one ever looked at the sites for this data. Your biologist
came to California, came to the Cuyama Valley, but not much effort was made to access the most important ecosystems on the ground. Academic
white wash. In your technical you state "the field study was conducted only on publicly accessible lands." Then you say "Field observations were
,ade pm MCCAG-mapped seeps springs..." inderring that these areas were observed which they weren't as most of them are on private ground or
are inaccessible.

DATA GAP. Third bullet point. That's not even possible. This is enough to invalidate this entire GSP. According to your Appendix C to Ch 2 P. C-7,
"the USGS has two active gages that record flows in the Cuyama River watershed upstream of the Lake Twitchell. These include one gage on the
Cuyama River downstream of the basin (ID 11136800) which is located just upstream of Lake Twitchell. "The other active gage is south of the city
of Ventucopa..." The watershed for Twitchell Reservoir includes a much larger area than the Cuyama Basin. Any estimate from their stream guage
would have to be modeled for areas of flow and results would only be an estimate.

As regards Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems - GDE's: The Nature Conservancy recognized 2000 acres of GDE's in the Cuyama Basin. The
GSP reduced that area to 500 acres, based on a biologist spending a day and a half on a computer, never visiting the sights. The GDE's are
where the native plants, animals, birds and the pollinators still thrive because of the availability of nature springs and seeps. They provide a vision
of how more of the land would look in its recovery. The GDE's need to be protected from further degradation. | feel that the present GSP does not
recognize their importance.

The Upper and Lower Morales are unconformable (Seismic Lines-Ellis 1994)-Figure does not convey this, and text does not reflect this. This
unconformity is the basis for delineating these two units for most seismic work within the valley

South Cuyama Qilfield does not reflect CA DOGGR oilfield shape/location

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DeLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DeLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DeLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DeLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DelLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DelLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

Russell fault is not continuous across the valley, published field maps (Dibblee, Nevins, Schwing, DelLong) show this fault to be continuous across
valley.Fault has 18+ miles of lateral displacement and should be continuous

What is the basis for this conclusion? Show maps of data to confirm this conclusion and relate finding to previous work (e.g., USGS texture

analysis). The distribution of aquifer properties influences the distribution of model-calculated water levels and groundwater storage declines,
which are the basis for defining Management Areas and pumping allocations.

What parameters are most influential on these flows and model-calculated recharge from river leakage?

< https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2013/5108/>. Based on the data provided in this report, these
wells were sampled by PG&E.

The text has been revised

The text has been revised to say Aliso Canyon Creek

The text has been modified to note that these are the stream reaches that are explicitly
simulated in the numerical model.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

The bullet has been revised to note that available precipitation data was used in addition to
downstream surface flow records to estimate flows in the Basin

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

We are unable to find the unconformity between the Upper and Lower Morales Formation in
Seismic Lines-Ellis 1994. This section can be updated with more information during the 2025
GSP update.

The figure has been revised.

The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.
The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.
The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.
The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.
The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.
The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.
The representation of the fault in the figure has been revised.

The center of the Basin near the streambed is made up primarlily of younger alluvium, which
is generally associated with higher conductivity.

Text has been added to Appendix C to discuss these parameters.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section
Paragraph # Sentence # "
Faults are not well
21 P. 2-125 understood with
regard to the ...
shows the outcrops
22 P. 2-28 of bedrock near the
Russell Fault ...
23 P 2.51 Flg_ure 2-22 shows
major faults ...
24 P. 2-52
25 P 2.125 The Cuyama River
is not gaged ...
Piper diagrams are
26 P. 2.8t02.9 useful for
understanding...
DWR’s Groundwater
27 P. 2.32 Sec. 2.1.7 Glossary defines an
aquifer as...
28 P., 2.45 Figure 2.17 Surface Water
! Cuyama Basin
29 P. 2.52 Figure 2.21 Landmarks
30 P. 2.53, Sec. 2.2.1 Useful Terms
31 P. 2.74 Figure 2.36 Vertical Gradients

thru 2.38

Comment

What does model testing show regarding the sensitivity of model-calculated water level and storage changes to the conductivity of these faults?

Beginning of sentence is missing something.

Should be Figure 2-21.
Faults shown are not consistent with faults shown on Figure 2-8 and those represented in the model.
What does model sensitivity testing show regarding these features?

Suggestion: Please list these terms alphabetically. Addition: This Plan should use Piper diagrams from a full schedule of constituents to better
understand basis recharge dynamics. Not just TDS alone.

Question: How does DWR define an Aquitard? Question: What “field tests” were performed as part of this study effort? Or is all this interpreted
from the USGS and other published study? Was there any new ground truthing done in this study?

Addition: Please include major drainages of Ballinger Canyon, Branch Wash & Cottonwood Canyon. Upper Cuyama is misnamed and should be
“Reyes” Creek.

Corrections: Burges Canyon is misspelled and Bitter Creek is misnamed and should be Branch Wash

Suggestion: Please list these terms in alphabetical order.

Comment: These multiple depth compilation wells are of great importance in determining vertical gradients. However since 2014, CVKR, CVBR
and CVFR are missing the high (winter) and low (summer) measurements making the interpretation of vertical gradients less accurate.
Suggestion: Return to quarterly monitoring ASAP. Addition: Install several more of these types of well for monitoring the Vertical Gradient around
the major Faults; SBCF & Russell Faults.

Response to Comment

The calibrated numerical model shows limited flows occuring across these faults. This can
be re-evaluated in the future when more data is available.

The text has been corrected

The text has been corrected
This figure is not intended to show all of the faults in the Basin

Text has been added to Appendix C to discuss these parameters.

Comment noted. These have been re-ordered alphabetically

This has been added to the text.

The figure has been revised.

Burges Canyon label has been updated. The “Bitter Creek” label is what is utilizez in the
National Hydrologic Data Set shapefile. According to USGS Topo maps, Branch Wash is
actually just east of the Bitter Creek line and is therefore correctly labeled.

These have been re-ordered alphabetically

Comment noted. This can be considered during GSP implementation.
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P. 2.81 Sec. 2.2.3
Fig. 2.39

P. 2.99 Sec. 2.2.4

P. 2.99 Sec.2.24
Figure 2.49

P. 2.103 Sec 2.2.7

P. 2.117 Sec. 2.2.8
Fig. 2.61 Table 2.2

P. 2.126 Sec. 2.3

P. 2.132 Sec. 2.3
Table 2.4 & 2.5

P. 2.146 Sec 2.3
Table 2.7

2.1.6

229

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

The gradient
increases in the
vicinity of the SBCF
and flows to an area
of ...

Average annual use
over the 20-year
period was -23,076
acre-feet.

Cuyama
Groundwater
Storage by Year,
Water Year Type,
and Cumulative
Water Volume
DWR GeoTracker
California
Groundwater
Ambient ...

Stream Reaches
Used in Cuyama
Groundwater
Model...

Comment

Comment: This map actually shows that the groundwater under the bridge of 166 has reversed gradient and is flowing southeast, 180* opposite of
streamflow and topographic gradient. Suggestion: Text should point this phenomenon out for the significances it represents. A 600’ deep cone of
depression is more than just an area of lowered elevations. Addition: The title of Figure 2.39 should include “Groundwater Flow Direction”

Correction: The word “use” is incorrect and should be “overdraft”.

Comment: This chart shows 1 million AF lost from storage over the last 20 years! What about the previous 20 years? Question: How much more
storage will be lost before sustainability in 2040? What Undesirable Results does this GSP recognize because of this historic overdraft?

Comment: This GAMA report is referenced for TDS, but does not discuss any of the other conclusive evidence by way of the age dating and
“fingerprinting” water by source. The lack of any tritium indicates there is no recent recharge and groundwater production is sourcing fossil water,
over 30 thousand years old. Addition: Fully utilize GAMA for groundwater quality understanding and protection. Continue to collect similar data
moving forward.

Comment: This attempt to depict the interconnectivity of surface water is much appreciated, yet it could be improved with some clarifications and
additions. Question: How were the reaches determined? Why not Apache? Why Schoolhouse and not Cottonwood? Addition: Please add to Figure
2.61 the values of average annual gain or loss by Reach from Table 2.2.

Suggestion: Please list these terms in alphabetical order.

Comment: The Model and the Budget do not take into consideration the effect of more than 500" of dewatered vadose zone. This can drastically
affect the calculation for “Deep Percolation” from precipitation and applied water. Age dating shows no recent recharge. (See comment 23)
Question: How is deep percolation through the vadose assumed and justified as recharge? What data disputes GAMA'’s lack of recharge?

Comment: It is great to know a number for sustainable yield but this plan lacks a means of getting there! Question: If the sustainable yield for the
basin is 20 TAF, what is the Plan for reducing pumping by 55 to 67%?

The GSP should provide more information on groundwater extraction well depths throughout the basin including how it compares with the depth of
the Morales geologic formation. Wells that extend outside the vertical limits of the basin should be included within the SGMA regulations. Well
depth should be included in the determination of the basin bottom to capture such occurrences.

The GSP identifies that the aquifer is unconfined and continuous, except for locally perched clay aquifers. These perched water resources can
provide essential habitat and sustenance for various wildlife species including plants, aquatic animals and migratory refugia for avian species. To
enhance the effectiveness and utility of the GSP, CDFW requests the following information be included:

a) ldentify where perched aquifers exist with in the basin and describe, by each aquifer, if they: 1) are being used by domestic shallow wells; 2)
support GDEs; and, 3) have interactions with surface water.

b) Document the characteristics of each perched aquifer, including thickness, porosity, hydraulic conductivity, and vertical gradients to more recent
alluvium aquifers.

As described in Section 2.1.7, the GSP identifies that the aquifer is unconfined and continuous, except for locally perched clay aquifers. The model
results appear to support that the entire river is an interconnected surface water system [23 CCR §351(0)]; therefore, GDEs that exist within the
basin rely more on availability and health of the aquifer. The GSP should include additional information on annual average stream depletion by
reach (see Table 2-2), including identifying losing and gaining segments.

Section 2.2.9 does not adequately identify GDEs within the Basin. Mapping GDEs and other beneficial uses/users is an essential component in the
consideration, development and implementation of GSPs (Water Code 810723.2) and in assessing if conditions are having potential effects on
beneficial uses and users of groundwater. GSAs must also include sustainable management criteria and monitoring to detect adverse impacts.
CDFW believes the elimination of a large portion of the data pertaining to GDEs may have been premature. We recommend that best scientific
data on depth to groundwater be included in the analysis of interconnected surface waters before any data is excluded. Other data should include
(but not be limited to): USGS mapped springs/seep and comparing recent groundwater level contours to vegetation root zones. In addition, relying
solely on soils information is not recommended. For example, the presence of sandy, dry, and friable soils, does not mean that existing plant
species do not rely on groundwater for some portion of their life cycle. Capillary fringe associated with root networks from native plants could be
accessing groundwater from deeper depths.

In addition, restoration projects that provide direct benefits to sensitive riparian resources, such as slowing river velocities during high flow events
which benefits the Cuyama Basin by allowing for increased surface water infiltration into the subsurface aquifer, should be identified as GDEs and
mapped in the GSP. Beneficial use in the form of future riparian enhancement projects should be included in the GSP.

Response to Comment

The text has been revised. No change needed to the Figure as Groundwater Flow Direction
is noted in the legend.

The text has been revised

Comment noted. The undesirable results definitions in the GSP are tools to measure future
Basin conditions, not past conditions.

Comment noted. This can be considered in the future if direction is provided by the GSA
Board.

The text has been modified to note that these are the stream reaches that are explicitly
simulated in the numerical model.

Comment noted. These have been re-ordered alphabetically

Comment noted. The numerical model can potentially be revised in the future as additional
data is available.

This is discussed in Chapter 7. Specifics can be determined during GSP implementation.

Data was not available to perform these analyses in advance of the GSP. Additional detail
can potentially be added as additional data is collected in the future.

Data was not available to perform these analyses in advance of the GSP. Additional detail
can potentially be added as additional data is collected in the future.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs and other environmental benefits can potentially be added in the future at the
direction of the CBGSA Board.
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Comment # Section Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # "
The Department has documented populations of several sensitive species on the restoration site and these species should be listed as beneficial
users of groundwater. They are all vulnerable to groundwater pumping impacts and include California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), tricolored  The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), southwestern pond turtle (Actinemys pallida), yellow warbler (Setophaga requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
44 petechia), Arroyo chub (Gila orculttii), and California roach (Lavinia symmetricus). All of these species have benefitted from the restoration project groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
which may eventually provide habitat for the state listed least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii). The for GDEs and other environmental benefits can potentially be added in the future at the
importance of the restoration site is reflected in Figure 2- 63 which shows a high density of GDE elements in the northwestern corner of the Basin. direction of the CBGSA Board.
Beneficial use in the form of future riparian enhancement projects should be included in the GSP.
The change in the . . L . . .
45 2.3 annual volume Please elaborate on if you are also using drought and wet years? This is described when water budget numbers are presented in subsequent sections.
46 2.3 P.2-126 E:’Z:;tzshm Please verify if the right figure is in the text. The listed figure and text description are not matching for Figure 2-64. The figure reference has been corrected
47 23P. 2-126 _Domestic water use _Pl_eas_e clarify what non-potable water is being used in Cuyama Basin for Domestic Water Use (such as is related to collecting rain water for This information is not currently available.
is the volume irrigation)?
48 P. 2-127 Figure 2-65:. Please fix format (extras colon or period). This has been corrected.
49 P. 2-128 ZZSacrtjlr:lgfurhi... Consider revising sentence for clarity, " ...The cumulative departure of the spatially averaged of the rainfall..." The text has been revised.
The estimated
50 P.2-132 average annual Please verify the right table numbers are in the text. The listed tables and text description are not matching for Tables 2-3 and 2-4. The table references have been corrected.
water budgets...
51 Table 2-6 Water Year Type Consider adding more information on water year type, maybe a note under the Table 2-6 to clarify. The water year types are defined in a footnote on the previous page.
[Checklist item #2]: It is currently unclear how existing well depths compare with the depth of the upper member of the Morales Formation.
According to DWRs_ qurogeologm Conceptual Mod_el BMP3, "the definable bottom of t_he basm‘should be at_lea§t as deep as ‘the deepest _ Datawas not available to perform these analyses in advance of the GSP. Additional detail
52 p.2-31 groundwater extractions”. Thus, groundwater extraction well depth data should also be included in the determination of the basin bottom. This will can potentially be added as additional data is collected in the future
prevent the possibility of extractors with wells deeper than the basin boundary from claiming exemption of SGMA due to their well residing outside ’
the vertical extent of the basin boundary.
[Checklist item #3]: In paragraph 1, “The aquifer is considered to be continuous and unconfined with the exception of locally perched aquifers
resulting from clays in the formation”. Please provide more details on:
53 P 2.32 « the location of perched aquifers Comment noted. Additional detail can potentially be added in future versions of the GSP as
' + whether perched aquifers are being used by domestic shallow wells, GDEs and/or are potentially interacting with surface water additional data is collected in the future.
« the vertical gradients between the perched aquifers and the recent and younger alluvium aquifers
« other aquifer characteristics that may be known (e.g., perched aquifer thickness, porosity, hydraulic conductivity)
[Checklist item #4]:
The model results are demonstrating that the entire river is an interconnected surface water system (“surface water that is hydraulically connected
at any point by a continuous saturated zone‘to the underlying aquifer gnd the overlying §urface wgtgr is not completely depleted” 23 CCR §351(0)). Data was not available to perform these analyses in advance of the GSP. Additional detail
54 p.2-117 Based on the annual average stream depletion by reach (Table 2-2), it appears that losing and gaining reaches of the Cuyama can be mapped. . P, - }
L L ) . . X can potentially be added as additional data is collected in the future.
Please distinguish the gaining and losing reaches. The data provides seems to indicate:
0 Gaining: Reach 1, Reach 3, Reach 6, Reach 8, Reach 9.
o Losing: Reach 2, Reach 4, Reach 5, Reach 7
SGMA requires that all beneficial uses and users, including GDEs, be considered in the development and implementation of GSPs (Water Code
§10723.2). The GSP Regulations include specific requirements to identify (map) GDEs and consider them when determining whether groundwater
conditions are having potential effects on beneficial uses and users. SGMA also requires an assessment of whether sustainable management
criteria (including minimum thresholds and measurable objectives) may cause adverse impacts to beneficial uses, including GDEs, and that
monlporlng_ netvyorks are designed to detect such impacts. Therefore, mapping GDEs is a critical first step for incorporating environmental The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
considerations into GSPs. . : .
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
55 P.2-121 s . groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
[Checklist item #7]: for GDEs and other environmental benefits can potentially be added in the future at the
* It appears that the preliminary desktop analysis, completed by Woodard & Curran and documented in Appendix D of the draft GSP, resulted an direction of the CBGSA Board
excessive elimination — totaling two-thirds — of the NC dataset polygons mapped in the Cuyama Basin. In particular, the methods and field '
verification approach described in the draft GSP failed take groundwater levels into consideration. SGMA defines GDEs as "ecological
communities and species that depend on groundwater emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring near the ground surface". We
recommend that depth to groundwater contour maps are used to verify whether a connection to groundwater exists for polygons in the NC
Dataset. Please refer to Appendix D of this letter for best practices for using groundwater data to verify a connection to groundwater.
[Checklist items #8 & 9]: The _analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was develope_d to satisfy SGMA_
) Decisions to remove, keep, or add polygons from the NC dataset into a basin GDE map should be based on best available science in a manner requirements as the_y relatg tp .GDES' _T_he GSP recommends plezometers to monitor fgr
56 Figure 2-64 ' ' groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions

that promotes transparency and accountability with stakeholders. Any polygons that are removed, added, or kept should be inventoried in the
submitted shapefile to DWR, and mapped in the plan. We recommend revising Figure 2-64 to reflect these requirements.

for GDEs and other environmental benefits can potentially be added in the future at the
direction of the CBGSA Board.



Cuyama Basin Sustainability Section
Summary of Public Comments and Responses - Chapter 2

June 24, 2019
. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
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Paragraph # Sentence #
[Checklist item #10]: The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
Groundwater conditions within GDEs should be briefly described within the portion of the Basin Setting Section where GDEs are being identified.  requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
57 Please refer to Attachment E of this letter for details on a new, free online tool that enables groundwater sustainability agencies to assess groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
historical and current trends of growth and moisture content in vegetation using 35 years of satellite imagery for all of the polygons in the NC for GDEs and other environmental benefits can potentially be added in the future at the
dataset. direction of the CBGSA Board.
[Checklist item #16]: . . . . I The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
Not all GDEs are created equal. Some GDEs may contain legally protected species or ecologically rich communities, whereas other GDEs may be . ; .
) o . - A . . . . requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
highly degraded with little conservation value. Including a description of the types of species (protected status, native versus non-native), habitat, ; L i o ) -
58 - L ; . L . groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
and environmental beneficial uses (see Worksheet 2, p.74 of GDE Guidance Document) can be helpful in assigning an ecological value to the . : . )
e . T o Do for GDEs and other environmental benefits can potentially be added in the future at the
GDEs. Identifying an ecological value of each GDE can help prioritize limited resources when considering GDEs as well as prioritizing legally Lo
) ) . h } - - - direction of the CBGSA Board.
protected species or habitat that may need special consideration when setting sustainable management criteria.
59 Appendix D Appendix D lists assessment of aerial photography as a means of assessing GDE, but does not document which datasets were used for this effort Section 2.2.9 notes that the biologist assessed the NCCAG dataset available through the
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P. 2.221 Sec. 2.2.9
Appendix D

Appendix D

Appendix D

Item 4 Conclusions
P.4

Figure 3

C-3

Groundwater
Dependent
Ecosystems

The Cuyama Valley
Groundwater basin
is...

The Technical
Forum held 14
monthly conference
calls over ...

making it difficult to reproduce/assess this effort.

Comment: The elimination of % of the proballe GDEs from the NCCAG dataset by using remote sensing techniques and very few in-field site
inspections is inadequate to identify GDEs or determine whether sustainable management activities may cause adverse impacts to GDEs.

More specific comments related to the desktop analysis approach (as described in Appendix D of the GSP) include:

* Inundation visible on aerial imagery — This method is inappropriate because it is not possible to know whether surface water is connected with
groundwater by visually inspecting it with aerial imagery. For example, in some cases surface water can be completely disconnected from
groundwater, so in this scenario this approach would falsely suggest that NC dataset polygons are connected to groundwater. Similarly, if surface
water is not present, this method would also falsely suggest that NC dataset polygons are not connected to groundwater if plant communities and
the species they support are accessing groundwater beneath the surface. This method also fails to account for the fact that GDEs can rely on
groundwater for some or all its water requirements, which in California often vary by season, and depend on the availability of alternative water
sources (e.g., precipitation, river water, reservoir water, soil moisture in the vadose zone, groundwater, applied water, treated wastewater effluent,
urban stormwater, irrigated return flow).

olf aerial imagery is to be used, a range of dates should be selected to reflect the California’s Mediterranean climate, seasonal variations and
water year types.

oBhreatophytes (groundwater-dependent vegetation) often rely on groundwater that is occurring near the ground surface via their rooting
network. Because these sources of groundwater are not detectable using aerial imagery, the images should be compared with contoured
groundwater levels to determine whether groundwater levels are close enough to vegetation root zones.

oWe suggest the methods be revised and clarified accordingly.

« Saturation visible on aerial imagery could indicate many different conditions, including standing water or saturated soils that may be ephemeral,
intermittent, or permanent in nature. To help verify what the images actually indicate, this method should be coupled with more advanced remote
sensing methods. Please clarify if this was the case.

* Dense riparian and/or wetland vegetation visible on aerial imagery can help identify potential GDEs but is not an appropriate method to screen
for whether a polygon is supported by groundwater and in fact a GDE. The presence of sparse vegetation also does not preclude the possibility
that vegetation are using groundwater. Many desert and semi-arid environments with sparse vegetation can still be groundwater dependent
ecosystems.

More specific comments related to the GDE field validation approach (as described in Appendix D of the draft GSP):

» The removal of Probable Non-GDE 1 and Probable Non-GDE 2 was based on the presence of sandy, dry, and friable soils was not scientifically
justified. The presence of this soil type does not preclude the possibility that the dominant plant species observed are reliant on groundwater at
depths below the earth surface. For example, a rooting depth of 13 feet has been observed for Ericameria nauseosa and >4 feet for Eriogonum
fasiculatum, and the capillary fringe associated with those rooting networks could be accessing groundwater from deeper depths, depending on
the hydraulic conductivity of the substratum. For more rooting depth data, please refer to TNC'’s global rooting depth database, available at:
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/gde-tools/gde-rooting-depths-database-for- gdes/

Further comments on GDEs TM: delete "oil and gas exploration and production, ranching." Was this even written by Woodard & Curran? Shame
on you. You have not been listening to all those hours of public comments. Ranching, i.e. grazing, is a de minimis user of water. Delete ranching.
The oil and gas industry in the valley is a de mimimus user of water. Delete oil and gas industry.

Further comments on GDEs TM: Including this area map and not including the other GDE NCCAG area maps is highly misleading. Your photos
are so few as to be misleading.

Model files not provided for review until 2/18/19 - late in the process.

SGMA data portal at https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

The analysis and discussion of GDEs in the GSP was developed to satisfy SGMA
requirements as they relate to GDEs. The GSP recommends piezometers to monitor for
groundwater levels in the vicinity of critical GDEs. Additional analysis of GDEs and actions
for GDEs can potentially be added in the future at the direction of the CBGSA Board.

The text has been revised

Comment noted. Additional analysis can potentially be performed on GDEs in the future.

Comment noted.
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There should be a discussion of the range of aquifer parameters used in the model and how they compare to measured values.
66 ca CBWRM Include figures showing the distribution by layer. Hydraulic conductivity values used in the model are lower than those reported by the USGS for Ranges of aquifer parameters have been added to the uncertainty section. Additional
Development the Morales formation (layer 3). The calculated groundwater-storage decline within Management Areas is sensitive to the specified values of information can be added in the future as more data becomes available.
hydraulic conductivity. Hence, the recommended pumping allocations are sensitive to hydraulic conductivity.
The CBWRM — S
? ?
67 ca historical model Why were daily time step selected? Does data support daily time steps? A daily time step was selected to allow for simulation of the highly variable surface water
S|mulate_s Basin Version provided for review runs only through September 30, 2015. hydrology in the Basin.
hydrologic ...
No discussion of aquifer properties, no map of aquifer properties, no comparison to measured values.
CBWRM . . . .
68 c-4 Development Basin Setting indicates that subsidence has occurred in the basin. Should subsidence be included in the model, especially for future scenarios Subsidence could be considered in future versions of the model.
with continued WL decline?
The hydrologic . . . .
I Inflow from the small watersheds is an important component of the basin water budget. How were small watershed parameters determined? What
conditions of these . ; . . - o
data were used to constrain these parameters and calibrate/verify small watershed flow? More importantly, how did uncertainty in these
small watersheds . o . )
69 C-7 . parameters influence model-calculated water budgets and the calculated decline in groundwater storage? Was inflow from small watersheds only  The text has been revised.
used to estimate the . o :
subsurface and applied to layer 1? Why? Was the water budget and model-calculated decline in groundwater storage influenced by the lack of recharge to the
deeper layers?
surface flows are...
CBWRM Grid
70 C-7 Cuyama Water There are some areas where the element edges don't follow the CBWD boundary. Comment noted.
District boundary
...and to contain
n c-7 relatlve_ly finer Mesh size doesn't appear to be finer along several stream reaches. Finer elements seem to be along faults more than some of the stream Comment noted. Not all stream reaches are explicitly simulated in the model.
resolution along reaches.
rivers, which ...
...and surface flows
72 C-7 are represented How were these parameters determined? How was flow from the small watersheds calibrated/verified? The text has been revised.
using parameters...
73 C-8 ;reecf;)\i/; t(?(?r? annual Calibration period (1995-2017) was relatively wet compared to long-term average (1967-2017). Comment noted.
74 C-8 Attachment L Labeled as Attachment C-2 in document. This has been corrected.
describes the...
Cuyama Valley
75 C-9 Figure C-2 Groundwater Basin Faults shown are not consistent with faults in the model. The figure has been updated
IWFM ...
76 C-11 Figure C-3 It would be helpful to show precipitation for small watersheds to illustrate the variability in precipitation in these watersheds and its influence on the A table of average annual precip for each watershed has been added to the figure
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C-15

C-15

C-15

C-15

C-17

C-17

C-17

C-18

Spatial land use
data were used to
specify ...

2014 and 2016 data
that were...

2000, 2003, 2006,
2009, 2012 data
The projected
annual land use
The RSRZ Model is
driven by the
Landsat ...

The reference
evapotranspiration

In the CBWRM, ET
represents the net

CBWRM Layering

water budgets.

How was existing data used to interpolate land use for years with no data?

2016 LandIQ data not shown on cited DWR Land Use Viewer

Labeled as Attachment C-1 in document.
This needs more explanation.

This is the only discussion of the RSRZ model. More explanation on the model and how crop coefficients were developed is needed. Crop
coefficients are a key component in estimating crop demand and, therefore, pumping demand and ultimately groundwater storage decline.

Labeled as Attachment C-1 in document.

ET is flux from the land surface/root zone to the atmosphere.

The unsaturated zone not represented in the model, and the existing configuration assumes deep percolation from the root zone reaches the water
table instantaneously. This is not reasonable given the substantial depth to the water table in substantial portions of the basin. Model results will
be sensitive to the time lag between infiltration/deep percolation and interception by the water table. An explanation is needed to justify ignoring
the time-lag effect of the unsaturated zone.

Private landowner data was provided and used for every year in the calibration period. This
represented most of the irrigated land area in the Basin. In other parts of the Basin, data
from the closest available year was used for years when data wasn't available.

Comment noted. LandIQ has completed 2016 land use data for DWR, but the data has not
yet been posted to DWR's land use viewer. It is expectd to be posted by the end of 2019.

This has been corrected.
Additional detail has been added.

An attachment has been added with additional information on how crop evapotranspiration
was determined. The acronym RSRZ has been removed from the document.

This has been corrected.

Comment noted. This is consistent with the text currently in the document.

Inadequate information was available on unsaturated zone parameters to effectively
calibrate the time-lag effect. This can be modified in future versions of the model when more
data is available.
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CBWRM Layering -
85 C-18 The CBWRM Provide maps of layer extents and general statistics on layer thicknesses. New figures have been included to show the layer extents and thicknesses
subsurface
This assumption, . . . . “ — . . g . ) . . ; ) .
. Did uncertainty/errors in the transients represented by the “start-up” initial heads dissipate during the “first few years?” Did analysts confirm errors  Yes, comparison of simulated groundwater levels with observed values confirmed that initial
86 C-22 however, results in . . . . . . . . . .
the use of first did not influence model calibration and the resulting calculation of groundwater storage declines? heads did not affect the calculation of groundwater storage declines.
87 C-22 As d.ISCUSSEd‘In the Was inflow from small watersheds only applied to layer 1 rather than the deeper layers? Why? The text has been revised.
previous section
Therefore, the
88 C-22 model calibration Calibration time period inconsistent with statement on page C-24. The calibration period on page C-22 has been corrected.
period
Calibrate Water . . . . . . . ) . . . N
. What data were used for calibration of water demand? Water demand is a key factor influencing groundwater pumping and the magnitude of An attachment has been added with additional information on how crop evapotranspiration
89 C-23 Demands estimates . . ) ) . “ . ” - )
for agricultural... estimated pumping allocations required to achieve “sustainable” conditions. was determined. The acronym RSRZ has been removed from the document.
Due to uncertainty
90 C-24 in the initial The calibration period reported here is inconsistent with a previous statement of calibration period (1998-2015) on page C-22. The calibration period on page C-22 has been corrected.
conditions...
91 C-24 \Tvgi Ezgzr':ed IDC Inconsistent with daily time steps in model. Comment noted. The monthly time step was adequate for IDC calibration.
The flows from this . . . . .
92 C-24 gage were How were stream flows adjusted to estimate flow at downstream end of basin? Additional text has been added on the small watershed computations.
During this step of Water budget calibration was based on a general understanding of flows in the Cuyama
93 C-25 the ce?libration P What data was used to calibrate the water budget? What constraints were placed on the water budget calibration? Basin (as reflected in the HCM) and on ensuring internal consistency of CBWRM results,
spatially and temporally.
Outflows:
94 C-26 Groundwater GW budget shows there is outflow from GW to the streams (stream gains). This has been corrected.
pumping
95 C-28 \{\Q;h\llcetlrse CBWRM, Far fewer than 139 wells visible on the map. The figure has been updated
The goal of How was the reasonable range determined? There is no discussion of the range of aquifer parameters and how they compare to measured values. A comparison OT CBWRM and USGS hydraulic conductivity values has been added to .the
96 C-29 : o : - uncertainty section. Other parameter values are based on measured values or values in the
groundwater level  Hydraulic conductivity values used in the model are lower than those reported by the USGS for the Morales formation (layer 3) literature
97 C-29 Figure/Table C- Figures C-16 and C- What do figures look like with reasonable changes to aguifer properties? Versions of 'these figures with a range of aquifer parameters were presented at the June 5
16 and C-17 17 show a Board meeting.
To incorporate the . . . . L . e . .
uncertainty that Describe the ensembles of perturbed simulations. More information is needed on uncertainty/sensitivity analysis. Which parameters (IDC, small
98 C-31 originates from watershed, and groundwater) were evaluated and which were the most/least sensitive? A thorough sensitivity evaluation will provide a range of Additional information has been provided in the Uncertainty Assessment section.
vagous plausible groundwater storage declines and provide flexibility in determining Management Actions need to reach sustainability.
99 C-31 nggsrtsarl:gt Need more information on uncertainty/sensitivity analysis. Which parameters were most/least sensitive for both GW and IDC parameters. Additional information has been provided in the Uncertainty Assessment section.
The Tech Forum did not receive the model files for review until 18 February 2019. The model development was essentially complete at this point.
EKI’s brief review of the model identified potential issues of concern such as a lack of agreement between measured and modeled aquifer
GSP stakeholder properties and a lack of sensitivity testing and reporting. Simple sensitivity tests performed by EKI showed that hydraulic conductivity values have
100 c-32 'azggu-;fﬁgcgal asignificant influence on groundwater storage changes in the Management Areas. Comment noted. The text has been revised. Additional uncertainty results have been added
reviewed model As a member of the Tech Forum, EKI did not make the statement that the CBRWM is a “strong analytical tool,” nor do we recall hearing a to the uncertainty assessment section.
development and ... consensus for this statement during any Tech Forum meeting. EKI’s position has been that it is a reasonable tool to use given substantial
limitations in the data available and compressed schedule to develop the model. However, it is critical that results from model implementation
(“using” the tool) include characterizing model uncertainty (in other words, quantify how wrong the result might be).
The following . . _ . “ . P .
recommended Perform a post-audit on the model. A post- audit evaluates how model predictions using actual “future” climate and water availability conditions
101 C-33 actions would compare to measured conditions, and results from the comparisons provide insight into the strengths and weaknesses of the HCM and model The text has been revised.
parameter values.
support ...
These include
102 C-33 eastern art of the Misspelled word This has been corrected.
basin
The most common
103 Attachment C-1; 1 land use in the Is native veg the most common land use? The text has been revised.

Cuyama
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section
Paragraph # Sentence # "
104 Attachment C-1 ; 2 SUMMARY OF
Table 1 DATA SOURCES
Since then, Land 1Q
105 Attachment C-1 ; 2 has completed
statewide
SUMMARY OF
106 Attachment C-1; 5 CROP MAPPING
RESULTS
. SURFACE
107 Attachment C-1 ; 6 ENERGY BALANCE
108 Attachment C-1 ; 10 Crop variety and

irrigation methods
...for the Eastern
San Joaquin
Groundwater
Sustainability Plan.
Guidance for
Climate change...
Groundwater Level

109 Attachment C-2 ; C-1

110 Attachment C-2 ; C-1

111 Attachment C-3
Hydrographs

112 Attachment C-3 Groundwater Level
Hydrographs

113 Attachment C-3 Groundwater Level

Hydrographs

Comment

Was Cropscape data considered when developing land use information?

2016 LandIQ data not shown on DWR land use viewer.

How was land use estimated for years in which no data are available?

How does the RSRZ model described in the main text come into play here?

Figure C-12 shows that there may be declining ag water demand. That is contradictory to this statement. Is total crop acreage declining?

Wrong GSP identified.

Missing text?
Why are hydrographs included for wells with no data? These can't be used as a calibration well.

Include map showing wells with hydrographs.

Model layer is not identified on hydrographs. Does simulated WL differ by layer at these sites?

Response to Comment

Yes, Cropscape was found to be inadequate in the Cuyama Basin region.
Comment noted. LandlQ has completed 2016 land use data for DWR, but the data has not
yet been posted to DWR's land use viewer. It is expectd to be posted by the end of 2019.

Private landowner data was provided and used for every year in the calibration period. In
other parts of the Basin, data from the closest available year was used for years when data
wasn't available.

An attachment has been added with additional information on how crop evapotranspiration
was determined. The acronym RSRZ has been removed from the document.

Crop acreage declined from 2012-2015 but increased in 2016.

This has been corrected.

This has been corrected.
The attachment has been revised to remove wells without observed data

This is shown on the updated Figure C-15.

The model does not show significant deviation between different model layers in most areas
of the Basin. Differences in results can be seen in the model data files provided to Technical
Forum members.
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Comment # Section
1 3.3
2 p. 3-6
3 3.34
4 3.35
5 General
6 General
7 P. 3.5Sec. 3.1
8 P. 3-5, Sec. 3.2
9 Sec. 3.3 Global
10 Global
11 P. 3-11, Sec. 3.3.4

12

P. 3.11 Sec. 3.3.5

P. 3-11 Sec. 3.3.6

Section
Paragraph #

3rd from
bottom

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Undesirable Results

Undesirable Results

To maintain a viable
groundwater
resource for the
beneficial ...

Undesirable Results
are defined for use
in SGMA ...

The Undesirable
Result for the
chronic lowering of
groundwater levels
is considered ...

Potential Effects of
Undesirable
Results: All

Indicators

The Undesirable
Result for the
chronic ...

Chapter 5 discussed
how minimum
thresholds were ...

Because
measurements
show that levels are
notin ...

Comment

Overall, the statements at the end of each sub-section that the Basin is “not in an undesirable condition” does not mesh with the reality that the
Basin has been designated as critically overdrafted and groundwater levels been in decline for decades. The statement at the end of each section
should be revised to more clearly and specifically state that the Basin does not currently meet the specific technical criteria for having an
undesirable result.

The percentage of wells would most usefully be applied by threshold region, rather than basin-wide.

This section does not contain a description of the undesirable result for degraded water quality. It is a direct copy of the section on groundwater
levels.

It seems unnecessary to use the 30% number from previous sections if there are only two stations. It would be clearer to state that if one of the
sites exceeds the threshold an undesirable result would occur. Also, the 2 inches per year threshold has not been discussed by the GSA Board.

Comment: This Chapter was first previewed and public comments was made in August of 2018. Those comments, W&C’s responses and these
revisions were not presented until now in this final public draft. There are substantial policy considerations in this chapter that have never come
before the SAC or the GSA in the 10 months of developing this section. Given this timeline | find it very odd that it was never presented for public
consideration. Question: What happened to public input?

Comment: My comment from last summer remains unaddressed; The data clearly indicates 50 years of chronic overdraft with a historic loss of
over 1,000,000 AF of storage, more than 400’ of groundwater level declines, subsidence rates of approximately 0.8 inches per year, the total loss
of the annual Cuyama River surface water base flow, and the desertification of the many GDEs across the basin. This Plan does not accurately
present today's conditions. Question: How can this Plan justify not recognizing pre-existing, chronic & persistent Undesirable Results today if not
back in 20157

Question: Is this Goal #1 of more items? What is a “viable groundwater resource” in reference to wells going dry, declining GDEs and
Interconnected Surface waters, or domestic drinking water quality? Addition: The Sustainability Goal should include aims to achieve MOs and
determine whether or not any historic conditions are recognized as Undesirable.

Comment: All of the Undesirable Results Statements describe current Cuyama conditions as of 2015. Suggestion: This plan must recognize the
historic impact of chronic overdraft for the perspective of how very out of balance the situation has been and for how long. Cuyama has pre-
existing Undesirable Conditions, why must this be overlooked in the GSP?

Comment: The decision to set the Identification Threshold at 30% was never discussed at the SAC or GSA or had public comments reviewed &
responded to by W&C. Issues include: Monitoring wells are not adequately representative, nor do they have the spatial density to accurately
reflect groundwater conditions in many parts of the basin. The Management Area in the Central part of the basin, where most of the overdraft is
occurring, contains only 15 Representative wells. There are no Monitoring Wells in the Ventucopa Management Area. ( In response to Brenton’s
email below, | have created two quick maps. There are 15 GW Level Representative Wells within the Management Areas - 15 in the Central and 0
in the Ventucopa Area. Additionally, there are 15 GW Quality Representative Wells within the Management Areas - 15 in the Central and 0 in the
Ventucopa Area. -Micah Micah Eggleton Environmental Planner and Scientist Woodard & Curran) Even if 100 percent the monitoring wells in all
the currently overdrafted parts of the basin were to fall below their Minimum Thresholds, no Undesirable Results would be identified by this GSP.
Question: What criteria was used to justify this critical decision? Or must we just assume that we can not call the current conditions a problem, due
to statutory enforcement? Change: The Identification Threshold of 25% Basin wide or maybe 50% if by Region, is a more realistic criteria to define
undesirable results for the Management Areas likely to be experiencing them.

Comment: The current Cuyama conditions represent all the potential Undesirable Results such as de-watering of existing groundwater
infrastructure (Ventucopa townsite well is dry), adversely affected groundwater dependent ecosystems (mostly dead already), caused changes in
irrigation practices, crops grown, and adversely affected property values. Additionally, these Undesirable Results have adversely affected
domestic and municipal uses, including uses in disadvantaged communities, which rely on groundwater in the Basin. Suggestion: If the best
SGMA and this GSP can do is to avoid any additional Undesirable Results (2015?) from occurring then the Plan must at least be honest about the
current conditions to begin with.

Correction: The text should read Degraded Water Quality, not chronic lowering of groundwater levels. Suggestion: This GSP must establishing
minimum thresholds for groundwater levels that are protective of GDEs across the basin. Data Gaps must be filled to know this information.

wran

Delete: The word “is”. Comment: When and by what criteria were minimum thresholds set for anything other than groundwater levels?

Question: What proxy groundwater measurements show that River flow levels are not in an undesirable condition or that depletion of
interconnected surface water is not in an undesirable condition? No such conclusive data exist to make that claim. No gauges, no wetland
monitors, no shallow riverside monitoring. Facts on the ground are that the river does not flow like it did not long ago, and the dying Cottonwoods
speak to the recent depletions of surface water and degraded Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems. Suggestion: State the data gap issues and try
not to speculate that everything is fine when there is no evidence to support that claim, and plenty to refute it.. Historically, flowing springs were
found along the trace of faults that parallel Graveyard and Turkey Trap Ridges in the main basin. (Singer and Swarzenski USGS 1970) It is not
possible to define “significant and unreasonable adverse impacts” without knowing what is being impacted.

Response to Comment

The text has been revised

The CBGSA Board determined to use a Basin-wide standard.
Text has been corrected.

The percentage is included so that it will still be valid if additional stations are added in the
future. The 2 inches per year criteria can be adjusted if directed by the Board.

Comment noted. A review of initial comments indicated that a revised draft would not be
helpful until it could be released in combination with the chapter on sustainability thresholds.

The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board.

The Sustainability Goal has been updated per direction from the CBGSA Board.

The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board.

The Basin-wide 30% criteria was confirmed by the CBGSA Board

The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board. Historical changes in conditions are
shown in Chapter 2.

Text has been corrected. The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum
threshold levels approved for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board.

Text has been corrected. Thresholds for sustainability indicators other than groundwater
levels were included in a previous version of Chapter 5 that was reviewed and commented
on.

The current definition reflects the best understanding given currently available data. The
undesirable results definitions for depletion of interconnected surface can be updated when
better data is available.



Cuyama Basin Sustainability Section
Summary of Public Comments and Responses - Chapter 3

June 24, 2019
. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
I Comment: The decision to set the Identification Threshold at 30% for all five Sustainability Indicators was never discussed or had public
Identification of : ; L . .
) comments reviewed and responded to by W&C. Issues include: Monitoring wells are not adequately representative, nor do they have the spatial
Undesirable Results . o ; . . )
for Chronic density to accurately reflect groundwater conditions in many parts of the basin. The Management Area in the Central part of the basin, where most
14 P. 6-9 ) of the overdraft is occurring, contains only 15 Representative wells, and there are no Monitoring Wells in the Ventucopa Management Area. Even The Basin-wide 30% criteria was confirmed by the CBGSA Board
Lowering of ) o } ] R A
Groundwater if all the monitoring wells in all the currently overdrafted parts of the basin were to fall below their Minimum Thresholds, no Undesirable Results
Levels would be identified by this GSP. Question: Who made this policy decision as it never came to the SAC or GSA? Or must we just assume that we
cannot call the current conditions a problem, due to statutory enforcement?
The Undesirable
15 P. 3-11 Section 3.3.4 Result for the Change: The text should read Degraded Water Quality, not chronic lowering of groundwater levels. Text has been corrected.

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

P. 3-11 Section 3.3.6

P. 3-11 Section 3.3.5

P. 3-26

P. 3-30

P. 3-5

P.3-9

P. 3-10

P.3-11

P.3-11

chronic...
Question: What proxy groundwater measurements show that River flow levels are not in an undesirable condition or that depletion of
interconnected surface water is not in an undesirable condition? No such conclusive data exist to make that claim. No gauges, no wetland
Because . ) ) - . S .
measurements monitors, no shallow riverside monitoring. Facts on the ground are that the river does not flow like it did not long ago, and the dying Cottonwoods

speak to the recent depletions of surface water and degraded Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems. Suggestion: Recognize the already-occurring
depletion of surface water, state the current issue accurately, including issues with data gaps, and present an outline of how the CBGSA plans to
remedy the gaps and reach Measureable Objectives for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water.

show that levels ...

Chapter 5 discussed

how minimum Delete: The word “is”.
thresholds were

) Comment: When and how were minimum thresholds set for this Sustainability Indicator?
selected is. The

minimum...

The Russell fault
offsets the top of Comment: We concur. Our understanding is the Russell Fault has been inactive for millions of years and is most likely overlaying by permeable
bedrock by as much layers of older and more recent alluvium that are at least 1000 feet thick. Recommendation: Pump tests and water quality studies need to be done
as 1,500 feet on both sides of the fault.
(Nevins, 1982), ...

A fault located
southwest of the
Russell fault runs Recommendation: Field study is needed as a test of the existence and importance of this “unnamed fault” to verify the existence of any Santa
southeast to Margarita formation (e.g., by finding sandstone with marine fossils). Otherwise this is probably permeable Morales Formation.
northwest and is
located...

This chapteris a  Consider revising sentence for clarity - "This chapter is a key component of the Cuyama Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency’s (CBGSA’s)
key component of Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), as other GSP components must be developed to set quantitative thresholds on monitoring points that
the Cuyama Basin indicate where Undesirable Results might occur on the monitoring network, and to shape the monitoring network to detect Undesirable Results. "

By setting minimum

thresholds on Please clarify sentence, slightly confusing - "By setting minimum thresholds on shallow groundwater wells near surface water, this gradient is

managed, and in turn, depletions of interconnected surface water are managed."

shallow...

Increased Consider adding a figure to help explain and clarify this sentence - "Increased depletions could result in lowering of groundwater elevations in
depletions could  shallow aquifers near surface water courses, which changes the hydraulic gradient between the water surface elevation in the surface water

resultin... course and the groundwater elevation, resulting in an increase in depletion."

Consider revising this section in this GSP or adding language as an option to be revisited in the DWR interim update in 2025 with an updated
numerical model. This undesirable results should be modeled with different percentages (such as 20%, 25%, and 30%) in different basin areas
and scenarios (such as drought) with projected groundwater recovery time.

Using the method
identified above...

Chapter 5 discussed

- Please clarify sentence
how minimum...

The Undesirable
Result forland  Consider adding how many sites are in the Basin.
subsidence...

The current definition reflects the best understanding given currently available data. The
undesirable results definitions for depletion of interconnected surface can be updated when
better data is available.

Text has been corrected. Thresholds for indicators other than groundwater levels were
included in a previous version of Chapter 5 that was reviewed and commented on.

These recommendations can be considered during GSP implementation.

These recommendations can be considered during GSP implementation.

Text has been revised for clarity.

Text has been revised for clarity.

Text has been revised for clarity.

Undesirable results determinations are made using monitoring data, not with the numerical
model. The Basin-wide 30% criteria was confirmed by the CBGSA Board

Text has been revised for clarity.

This is already included.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
[Checklist items #26-42]:
« Identification of Undesirable Results — significant adverse impacts to GDEs can occur if 30% of representative monitoring wells fall below their
minimum groundwater elevation thresholds for two consecutive years. The proposed approach could work if management areas were established
to “identify different minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, monitoring, or projects and management actions based on differences in water
26 P 3.6 and 3-10 use sector, water source type, geology, aquifer characteristics, or other factors” [23 CCR §351(r)]. But, as it is written now, significant and The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
’ unreasonable adverse impacts to GDEs could occur if the exceedance of minimum thresholds disproportionately occurs in representative for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board.
monitoring wells close to GDEs (e.g., 3 out of the 60 wells minimum thresholds are exceeded for 3 years are causing adverse impacts to GDEs,
but because the definition of undesirable results (18 out of 60 wells) is not met, there is no formal recognition that undesirable results are
occurring). We recommend that groundwater levels that are protective of GDEs be considered when establishing minimum thresholds for
groundwater levels across the basin. Please refer to Step 2 of GDEs under SGMA: Guidance for Preparing GSPs1 for more details.
[Checklist items #26-42]:
*Under the Potential Effects of Undesirable Results subsection, “If depletions of interconnected surface water were to reach Undesirable Results,
groundwater dependent ecosystems could be affected” should also include potential effects on environmental surface water users, land uses (e.g., The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
27 P. 3-9 fishing/hunting, hiking, boating), and property interests (e.g., privately and publicly protected conservation lands and open spaces, including for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board using the information that is currently
wildlife refuges, parks, and natural preserves) [23 CCR §354.26(b)(3)]. Please also provide more details on how these various beneficial users available. They can be revised in the future if additional information is developed.
could be adversely affected. SGMA also requires that depletions of interconnected surface water also consider adverse impacts on beneficial uses
of surface water [23 CCR 354.28(6)].
* In addition to identifying GDEs in the basin, The Nature Conservancy recommends identifying beneficial users of surface water, which include
environmental users. This is a critical step, as it is impossible to define “significant and unreasonable adverse impacts” without knowing what is
being impacted, nor is possible to monitor ISWs in a way that can “identify adverse impacts on beneficial uses of surface water” [23 CCR
§354.34(c)(6)(D)]. !:o_r your convenience, we've provided a list of freshwater species within the boundary of the Cuyama Basin in Attachment C. The chapter reflects undesirable resuits as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
Our hope is that this information will help your GSA better evaluate and monitor the impacts of groundwater management on environmental T, g ) ) .
28 P. 3-9 o . e . . L . : for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board using the information that is currently
beneficial users of surface water. We recommend that after identifying which freshwater species exist in your basin, especially federal and state available. Thev can be revised in the future if additional information is develoned
listed species, that you contact staff at the Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or ' y ped.
National Marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) to obtain their input on the groundwater and surface water needs of the organisms on the freshwater
species list, and how best to monitor them. 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 also provide more details on when, where, and how groundwater changes can adversely affect these various beneficial users. Are there . ) -
; ; : ; . ) . o - The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
particular species, with legal protection, that already have known thresholds that need special consideration? The more specific the definition of L T g ) ) ;
29 P. 3-9 . L . L . s for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board using the information that is currently
what an adverse impact to beneficial users of groundwater and surface water looks like, the easier it is to quantify minimum thresholds, : ; . . - . L
L ) . - . L available. They can be revised in the future if additional information is developed.
measurable objectives, and interim milestones that are protective of that definition.
[Checklist items #26-42]:
30 P.3-11 *» There is a typo, Section 3.1.6 is actually intended to reference Section 3.2.6. The text has been corrected.
* Please be more specific on what measurements were used to show that groundwater gradients along interconnected surface water bodies in the The cgrrent definition rgf!epts the best u_nderstgndmg given currently available data. The
31 p.3-11 . . . o : ) undesirable results definitions for depletion of interconnected surface can be updated when
Cuyama basin are not in an undesirable condition. How were these gradients determined? . :
better data is available.
* Analysis of Interconnected Surface Waters in Section 2.2.8, particularly Table 2.2, demonstrate that depletions of interconnected surface water  The chapter reflects undesirable results as defined by minimum threshold levels approved
32 P. 3-11 are occurring, meaning that adverse impacts to beneficial uses and users could be occurring. Thus, it is inadequate to state that “depletion of for each sustainability indicator by the GSA Board using the information that is currently
interconnected surface water is not identified to be in an undesirable condition” without evaluating potential effects to beneficial users. available. They can be revised in the future if additional information is developed.
The first Undesirable Result listed in the first row of the first column of the table Framework for Developing Sustainable Management Criteria, is
adverse impacts to the viability of agriculture and the agricultural economy.
TABLE: If that is Undesirable Result #1 as indicated, then pumping reduction recommendations must be conservative with respect to their potential impact
. Cuyama Basin to the agricultural economy, especially in the first few years, until enough data can be collected and analyzed to determine whether or not modeled The pumping reduction schedule was determined by the CBGSA Board. Uncertainty
33 Appendix A . ) . R . S . ; . -
Groundwater water level declines are overpredicted, underpredicted, or something in between. information is presented in Chapter 2 and in the modeling appendix.
Sustainability
The potential effects of uncertainty on predicted groundwater elevations and storage depletion should be acknowledged and clearly presented,
and predicted values of water levels and groundwater storage volumes should be presented as ranges of likely outcomes rather than single
values, or time series.
Framework for
. Devel_oplng The framework seems to sugge_st that the conditions |n_2_015 were conS|dgred the in se_ttlr\g of thresholds, yet most MT are below_that and some The MTs developed by the CBGSA Board were defined relative to 2015 groundwater
34 Appendix A Sustainable MO are lower than 2015. Question: How were the conditions in 2015 considered? And is it acceptable to not plan on ever recovering to those . . .
" elevations. SGMA does not require that groundwater elevations are returned to 2015 levels.
Management conditions?
Criteria
Potential causes of
undesirable results . . . . .
?
35 P.3-9, Section 3.2.6 for depletions of What leads you to believe this? For the most part groundwater production has not occurred in the shallowest zones. Furthermore, you imply the The text has been revised.

interconnected
surface water...

connection of surface water and groundwater occurs only in shallow zones which | would question.
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Paragraph # Sentence # "

Monitoring system: The Plan could be improved by recognizing that the wells selected for the monitoring system are not necessarily

1 representative. Over time, and with more data, hopefully the Plan will improve the selection of wells that are truly representative. Moreover, it is The monitoring network will be reviewed during GSP implementation to confirm the inclusion
more logical to have a monitoring system specifically for the Central Basin, separate from the other management areas, since this is the most of wells recommended in the plan and to add additional wells to close data gaps.
critical part of the whole Basin.
This section should better explain for the reader what is meant by the term “causal nexus” and why there is causal nexus between salinity and

2 4.8 GSA actions. If arsenic is primarily found at depth, and maintaining water levels is the primary management responsibility of the GSA, it would The text has been revised.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

P. 4-13, 4-15, 4-17,
etc.

General
P. V.
P. 42 and 4.3

P. 4.21 Sec. 4.3

P. 4.23 Sec. 4.3.2

P. 4.24 and 4.25, P.
4.30 and 4.31 Sec.
4.3.3

P. 4.44t0 4.47 Table
4.5

P. 4.49 Sec. 45.7 &
Sec. 4.5.8

P. 4.52 Sec. 4.8

P. 4.52 Sec. 4.8

P. 4.52 Sec. 4.8

P. 455 to 4.57 Table
4-7

P. 4.60 Sec. 4.8.8

P. 4.62 Sec. 4.8.9

Headers describing
agencies
contributing data

Acronyms
4.1.1 Well-Related
Terms...

Private landowners
in the Basin...

Many of the data
sources used to
compile and create
the Cuyama...

Groundwater Quality

Monitoring:

Wells included in
the Groundwater
Levels and Storage
Monitoring Network

As of Draft GSP
publication...

Furthermore, unlike
with salinity, there is
no evidence ...

Degraded

appear that there is a causal nexus between arsenic and GSA actions.

Suggest spell out headers for general public readability such as done for header on p. 4-6: (‘DWR, Statewide Dataset/California Statewide
Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM)”).

Suggestion: All water wells designated as “monitoring wells” should be thoroughly canvassed and characterized and that data should be in the
DMS.
Addition: OPTI DMS

Suggestion: It would be helpful to list the terms in alphabetical order

Question: Who measures the “private” wells and what methods and QC/QA protocols are used?

Addition: There should be a OPTI — State Well Number (SWN) searchable cross reference in the DMS

Addition: The VCWPD Groundwater Quality Monitoring sites should be distinguished between “active” and “historical”

Addition: This table should have SWN'’s and should distinguish if it is “representative” or “supplemental”.

Comment: Along with proper canvassing, no thorough effort was made to acquire and input construction information on all representative wells,
which can be obtained from owners, permitting agency, CDWR, the driller — or manual sounding for depth. Suggestion: This investigative
canvassing and data entry needs to be completed early on during implementation. Question: What happened to the TSS grant for new depth
dependent monitoring wells & Stream gauge flow meters and down hole video logging? This was supposed to have happened over a year ago.

Comment: | disagree with this statement about arsenic. Overpumping the aquifer can induce arsenic laden “ancient” water to migrate into the cone
of depression. Change: The second instance of the word “salinity”, in this sentence should be changed to “nitrates” or “Boron” or almost anything
else that is being ignored.

Groundwater Quality Addition: The GSP should define a “schedule” of constituents to be sampled annually or periodically.

Monitoring Network:

Degraded

Groundwater Quality trends. Addition

Monitoring Network:

Wells Included in
the Groundwater
Quality Monitoring
Network:

Well construction for

existing salinity
sampling efforts ...
Plan to Fill Data
Gaps:

This correction has been made.
This can be considered as an augmentation to the DMS in the future.
DMS has been added.

This correction has been made.

This data was provided by private landowners in the Basin. While QA/QC protocols were not
provided for past monitoring, they will be specified for future monitoring during GSP
implementation.

This can be considered as an augmentation to the DMS in the future.

Specific information about which sites are active is not available.

This is not necessary as the representative wells are identified in Chapter 5.

This can be considered during GSP implementation.

The sentence has been corrected.

This will be developed during GSP implementation.

Comment: The “background” TDS in the Cuyama drainage is very high, thus on its own does not serve as an ample signal for Groundwater Quality Comment noted

. In order to monitor Groundwater Quality this GSP must sample more than just TDS.

Addition: This Table should cross reference OPTI to SWN

Question: What good is it to pull Water Quality samples from unknown depths? Addition: Collect and input this data into the DMS and Model early
on in Implementation.

Addition: For the sake of greater Basin understanding this GSP needs to monitor for more than just TDS.

This cannot be easily accomplished with the table format. The SWN numbers can be easily
found in OPTI

This can be considered during GSP implementation.

Comment noted.
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Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
- Comment: There are no stream gauges on the Cuyama inside the basin, no shallow wells near the river or piezometers to monitor GDEs. This
The minimum ) . . . ; L .
threshold GSP does not adequately identify or quantify the depletions of interconnected surface waters. Question: How can you quantify what you have not
18 P 468 Sec. 4.10 established for located and have no way to measure? Addition: This GSP needs a description of whether hydrological data are spatially and temporally sufficient The section on GDEs in Chapter 2 has been updated to note that piezometers are needed to

19

20

21
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23

24

25

26

P. 4-15

P. 4-42 & 4-43

P. 4-10

P. 4-10

Figure 4-3

Page 4-28

435

4.8

depletions of
interconnected...

SLOCFC&WCD
also reports theses

Number of
measurement sites

Surface water
monitoring

to monitor groundwater conditions for each GDE unit.Also needed is a description of how impacts to GDEs and environmental surface water users,
will be monitored and which monitoring methods will be used in conjunction with hydrologic data to evaluate cause-and-effect relationships with
groundwater conditions.

Grammar

[Checklist items #43-45]:

*Please identify which representative monitoring wells are capable of monitoring groundwater level conditions that can impact environmental
beneficial users of groundwater (i.e., GDEs) and of surface water (e.g., freshwater aquatic species). Refer to Best Practice #4 in Attachment D to
this letter for technical guidance.

*The improvement of numerical model accuracy for the estimation of interconnected surface waters should also include the installation of clustered
or nested wells and the installation of shallow monitoring wells around GDEs and the Cuyama River to resolve data gaps that were identified in
Section 2.2.10:

ollhe Cuyama River is not gaged inside the Cuyama Basin, so flows of the river in the Basin have been estimated based on measurements at
downstream gages.

oMertical gradients in the majority of the Basin are not understood due to the lack of wells with completions of different depths located near each
other.

0GDEs could be evaluated in greater detail

omformation about many of the wells in the Basin is incomplete, and additional information is needed regarding well depths, perforation intervals
and current status.

oDue to sporadic monitoring by a variety of monitoring entities, a long period of record of monitoring groundwater levels does not exist in many
areas in the Basin.

*Please identify appropriate biological indicators that can be used to monitor potential impacts to environmental beneficial users due to
groundwater conditions. Refer to Appendix E of this letter for an overview of a free, new online tool for monitoring the health of GDEs over time.
This map shows certain wells monitored for which DWR has no access. Interesting. Is data from other agencies sent to DWR for this dataset?
This # refers to CCSD water quality data measurements. At 1.2.4 you state that "local agencies sucas CCSD ... do not conduct routine monitoring"
yet you can see they test every 6 months it would seem.

P. 2-125 states flows of the river have been based on measurements at downstream gagues, then at Appendix C-7 gauge 1D 11136800 is cited.
Gere 4.3.5 admits this gauge receives non-basin water in addition to basin water.

For whatever reason, the water quality in the Cuyama Basin is poor. Perhaps connected with the years of severe overdraft. The GSP is only
required to deal with the problem of salinity. | would like to suggest that the GSA be required to coordinate with the agency responsible for other
issues of water quality to help solve the real problem of water quality for the local residents. State support for this would be very beneficial.

monitor GDEs.

The text has been corrected.

This can be considered during GSP implementation.

Additional information will be developed as the monitoring network is developed during GSP
implementation.

This can be considered during GSP implementation.

Yes, the DWR database includes data provided to DWR from other agencies and private
landowners.

The sentence in 1.2.4 has been removed.

It is noted in Appendix C that the flows on this gage were adjusted to estimate flows at the
downstream boundary of the basin.

Comment noted.
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10

11

12

13

Section

5.2.2 (p. 5-8)

Figure 5.1

Table 5-1 (p. 5-13)

P. 5-7

P.5-7,5-8

P.5-9
P. 5-11 Table 5-1

P. 5-18

P. 5-23

General Comment

P. 5.1Sec.5.1

P. 5-6 Sec. 5.2.2

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

"Monitoring in this
threshold region
indicates"

Eastern Threshold
Region: “The MT

Central TR: “For
Opti Wells 74, 103,
114, 568, 609, and
615, a modified...
Western TR: “Opti
Well 474 ...and
include Opti Wells
830, 831, 832, 833,
834, 835, and 836.

...the MT [for TDS]
for representative

Subsidence is
expected to be

the Basin's
representative sites
will also have IMs...

Useful Terms

The MT was
calculated by
taking...

Comment

We agree with establishing the Western Region as separate from the Northwest Region and establishing a Minimum Threshold for representative
wells "to protect the water levels from declining significantly, while allowing beneficial and surface uses of the groundwater and protection of
current well infrastructure." We especially appreciate the concern shown to monitor and protect our wells in relation to the major change in water
use over the past three years in what is identified as the Northwest Region.

This map shows that 10 representative wells have been selected for the Western Region. We are concerned that only 3 if the 10 representative
wells are in Cottonwood Canyon, especially since the GSP says "levels varied significantly depending on where representative wells were in the
region” (p. 5-8). Cottonwood Canyon is where most of the domestic dwellings and full-time residents live in this region. Of the 3 wells in
Cottonwood Canyon, 2 are directly on Cottonwood Creek. These two wells will be impacted by the year-round flow. We suggest that one of the two
more wells from Cottonwood Canyon be added to the representative wells that can represent the variation of groundwater flow in the Western
Region. Santa Barbara County has been monitoring several more wells in Cottonwood Canyon that could be added to the database.

Shows the Minimum Thresholds, Measurable Objectives, and Interim Milestones for each of the wells in the Monitoring Network. The 3 wells
identified in the Cottonwood Canyon area, all have Minimum Thresholds (MT) that are lower than the current groundwater level by 10-60 feet.
(#117 MT is 10 feet below the current groundwater level; #118 is over 60 feet below current groundwater level; #571 is over 20 below current
groundwater level).Our wells have held steady through over five years of drought. We don't think that by having a MT that will allow water levels to
decrease will protect our wells. We are especially concerned that the Interim Milestones are set over the next 15 years at the level of the MT> This
means the goal for the representative wells in the Western Region and specifically Cottonwood Canyon is to have our well levels go down. We
suggest instead, the Measurable Objective, which is set at actual current groundwater levels, be used for the Interim Milestones in our region.

The minimum threshold established by the GSP: The minimum thresholds as established by the GSP are based on the groundwater levels as
existed in 2015. Over more than 50 years before 2015, various studies have shown that the groundwater usage had exceeded the amount
recovered each year. So the groundwater level in 2015 was already extremely over-drafted. | understand that the various studies did not include
data from a number of properties because some property owners or leasers would not share that information. Nevertheless, basing the minimum
thresholds on 2015 data means that by 2020, "sustainability" would be groundwater levels no better than in the year 2015--extremely over-drafted.

Explain rationale why MTs in the Eastern TR were set 35% below 2015 water levels, but MTs in the Central TR were set 20% below 2015 water
levels.

Explain rationale for why the method of sustainability criteria calculation was modified for these particular wells.

Suggest compiling a summary table of MO, MT, and IM methods and rationales by Threshold Region for comparison and discussion.

Screen bottom for Opti well 72 not consistent with information in other tables.
Using a threshold value for TDS at the 90th percentile of the historical range could quickly become problematic, especially in wells with increasing
TDS trend. Most wells are >90% of their threshold (MT) value, and almost all wells are above their MO.

Suggest using a method similar to that used for water level MTs, where generally a constant was subtracted (added in the case of WQ MTs) from
the minimum (or the 2015 data).

Do the WL and TDS values correlate? Are WLs a potential proxy for TDS in certain Threshold Regions?
Subsidence in most cases is permanent and irreversible. Setting the MO to zero overly constrains the basin. Some subsidence can be tolerated
without noticeable effects - a few inches over 20 years should not be considered significant and unreasonable.

There are many faults in the basin, and tectonic forces are very active in the region. How will the GSA separate measured changes in ground
surface into SGMA-related subsidence versus movement due to faulting?

Comment: No IM calculations were made for any representative wells. All IM are simply set the same as the MT. As a result, IMs will in no way
help to measure progress toward sustainability over the GSP’s planning horizon. The MOs & IMs have no actionable significance in this Plan? The
SAC and GSA never discussed this being the goal. Question: Who decided the goal was only to minimizing the exceedance of MTs between now
and 2040, and who chose not to move toward the MOs or any Sustainability Goal greater than the MTs? Addition: Set IM at 33% intervals in the
MoOF for a goal of the MO. That would seem to be DWRs intent.

Comment: Please list these terms alphabetically

Comment: Conditions in 2015 may have somehow been considered but in the case of the Central Region and the Eastern Region they were
overlooked and forgotten. 20 to 35% of range below 2015 for MTs. The Western and Northwestern did not use 2015 for calculating any thresholds
at all. Question: How did DWR expect 2015 conditions to be considered, as a baseline for sustainability or just a benchmark to measure down
from?

Response to Comment

Comment noted.

Additional wells can be considered during GSP implementation.

Interim Milestones have been revised per Board direction.

The minimum thresholds reflect those approved by the GSA Board.

A sentence has been added to the Eastern Region section

The text has been updated to probide additional clarification on these wells.

This was presented during the GSA Board meeting where the rationales were discussed.

The table has been corrected.

The Board can consider adjusting MT levels in the future if conditions warrant it.

The Board can consider adjusting MT levels in the future if conditions warrant it.

The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.

This change has been made.

The document reflects direction provided by the GSA Board.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
Comment: Groundwater level declines were noted with in two years of establishing the new agriculture in the area (North Fork Vineyard), yet the
Monitoring in this MT was set to allow the water levels to continue declining significantly. The criteria for the MTs in this region was suggested by property owner’s
14 p. 5-8 threshold region unproven science for determining the region’s total average saturated thickness for the primary storage area. That is speculation not science. The document reflects direction provided by the GSA Board.
indicates levels ...  QC/QA Question: Given the unproven geology of this region, how was this done? By who? And why would that be a defensible justification for
lowering groundwater levels in a critically overdrafted basin? By what QC/QA was this determination established?
degraded water Comment: There are several undesirable results stemming from a causal nexus between groundwater pumping & water quality. Not just TDS.
15 P. 5-15 Sec. 5.5 quality is a result Suggestion: Monitor & track changes in other constituents like Arsenic , Nitrites, Boron and lons to better understand recharge rates and sources. The document reflects direction provided by the GSA Board.

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

P. 5-16

P. 5-18 Sec. 5.5.3

P. 5-22 Sec. 5.6.3

P. 5.23 Sec. 5.6.2

P. 5-26

P. 10, 11, 12, 13

P. 18-19 Table 5-1

stemming ...

In the case of
arsenic, all of the
high concentration
measurements ...

It should be noted
however, that TDS
levels in...

Because current
subsidence rates
(approximately ...

storage losses are
small enough they
may be considered
superficial.

Conditions have not
changed since
January 1, 2015,
and surface flows

Recent historical
data and
hydrographs in this
portion

IMs were set to
equal the MT in all
incremental years
between 2020 and
2040. This reflects a
policy goal of
minimizing the
exceedance of MTs
between now and
2040. As a result,
IMs will be a way to
measure progress
toward sustainability
over the GSP’s
planning horizon.

Question: Can the GSP monitor various constituents without having to set MTs?

Comment: This is within the range of pumping and the recharge is horizontal flow coming in from adjacent ancient water high in these constituents
of concern. More than 30% of the MN wells pump from below 700’. (See Table 5.2 on P. 5.19) Suggestion: Monitor for a wider spectrum of
constituents including arsenic, for Water Quality such as was used in CDWRs GAMA program for improving our understanding of recharge rates
and sources.

Comment: Many of the crops grown in the Basin, including carrots, are adversely affected by the kinds of salts in the Cuyama Basin, resulting in
lower yields of lower quality carrots and other row crops, or else acidification inputs are necessary. Undrinkable water adversely affects domestic
and livestock uses. The agricultural economy is not the only factor to consider. Delete: This editorializing is not factual or necessary and should be
deleted.

The document reflects direction provided by the GSA Board.

The sentence has been revised to be less definitive.

Comment: With only one monitoring site on the edge of the central problem area, very little is known about basin wide subsidence issues or their
effect on ground water storage. Suggestion: Please justify the 2 inches MT better and prioritize filling the data gap.

The Board can consider adjusting MT levels in the future if conditions warrant it. The data
gap is identified in Chapter 4.

Comment: Compressed clays and collapsed aluvium may in fact significantly decrease “deep percolation” through the 600’ of dry vadose zone.

. . ; L Text has been revised.
Question: Please justify how you can consider these consequences are superficial?

Comment: It may be true that the Cuyama River is as dry as it was in 2015, but infiltration into a 600’ thick vadose zone is questionably available
for use by local phreatophytes. Suggestion: Address the effects of that much dry alluvium on recharge and deep percolation. The GSP can not
overlook the vadose zone in this basin of complex cascading hydrogeology.

This can potentially be evaluated further in the future.

Comment: This statement appears to be based on data provided by the landowner of this parcel. This data has not been peer reviewed or verified
by any other source. Without qualified, third-party review by an entity that does not have a conflict of interest in the production of this data, the
“recent historical data and hydrographs” cited cannot be considered unprejudiced scientific evidence and should not be the basis of the statement
that this portion of the Basin is “likely currently in a full condition”. Recommendation: Delete this statement, or amend to read “Recent historical
data and hydrographs in this portion of the Basin indicate suggest that this portion is may currently be in a full condition. The CBGSA will conduct
a third-party review of this data to verify this assumption.”

A comparison of private landowner and DWR/USGS data is shown in Chapter 2 that
demonstrates consistency between them.

Comment: This paragraph appears in 5 of the 6 descriptions of Threshold Regions, as rationales for setting MTs, MOs and IMs. This policy was
not discussed or vetted by the CBGSA and no logical or scientific support for this policy was presented to the CBGSA, nor is such evidence
included in the Draft CBGSP. As described in this text and as seen in table 5- 1, the IMs set for every monitoring well make no attempt to
approach the MO previously set for each well and appear to dismiss the notion of Measurable Objectives completely. If this policy is adopted, why
were Measurable Objectives set for any region at all? Per SGMA regulations, this policy is unacceptable and must be changed or substantiated
with verifiable science. The Final GSP Emergency Regulations state: “355.4 When evaluating whether a Plan is likely to achieve the sustainability
goal for the basin, the Department shall consider the following: (1) Whether the assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the
sustainability goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones are reasonable and supported by the
best available information and best available science.” Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations, Section 355.4 (1) Recommendation: Present a
review of this policy decision, supported by science, to the CBGSA, as well as an analysis of the impact this policy will have on reaching
Measurable Objectives and the sustainability goal for the Basin. Change: Missing word in last sentence: “be”

Interim Milestones have been revised per Board direction.

Correction: The identification of a “Far-West Northwestern region” has not been adopted by a vote of the CBGSA and does not appear on any
maps. The locations of these wells is not indicated anywhere else in the GSP. Please correct.

They are described as such in the text on page 5-8 and were discussed in this way at the
Board meeting.
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) Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence # "
Direct measurement
of the reduction of
groundwater storage
in the Basin is not
needed because
monitoring in
several areas of the
Basin (i.e., the Question: Please clarify the location of the highlighted section (portions of the north facing slope of the Cuyama Valley near the center of the
24 P. 19 Section 5.3 2 western, eastern, Basin) referred to as “portions of the north facing slope of the Cuyama Valley near the center of the Basin”. This seems to contradict the data that The text says areas "near the center of the Basin", not in the center of the Basin
and portions of the indicates that the center of the Basin is not “likely near, or at full conditions.”
north facing slope of
the Cuyama Valley
near the center of
the Basin) indicate
that those regions
are likely near, or at
full conditions
Comment: This is not an accurate statement. The CBGSA did not vote to only consider “the undesirable result for degraded water quality is a
result stemming from a causal nexus between SGMA-related groundwater quantity management activities.” No such vote was proposed or taken.
This is an assumption made by the plan consultant. SGMA regulations do not stipulate a “causal nexus” argument for establishing undesirable
results for degraded water quality. Further, the Final GSP Emergency Regulations state: “354.28. Minimum Thresholds (c)(4) In setting minimum
The undesirable fchresholds for degradgd water quality, thg Agency shall 'consider local, state, and federal water qgglity standards applicable to the basin.” Nowhere
result for degraded in the 354.28 sub_sectlon are GSAs per_mltted to determine and solely adgress_ water quality condltlon; that the CBGSA deems to have a so-cglled o » ' .
25 P. 19 Section 5.5 1 water quality is a “causal ngxus” W|th groundwater pumping. Further, a recen.t Stanforq University study recently establlsh'ed a cgusal nexus between overpumping The currqnt plan 'for yvater quallty in the GSP satisfies DWR requirements. This can be
result stemming and_ arsenic Ieygls in groundwater, which refutes the opposite clglm in the' Draft CBGSP. Recommendation: Without futher data, m'onltonng, and a changed if direction is provided by the GSA Board.
from a causal basis in scientific evidence, the CBGSA should not rule out setting undesirable results, MTs, MOs and IMs for all constituents that impact water
quality in the Basin, in particular arsenic. Further, per the Final GSP Emergency Regulations, the CBGSA must “consider local, state, and federal
water quality standards applicable to the basin” when determining the Undesirable Results, MOs, MTs and IMs relative to water quality throughout
the Basin. Please provide proof that “local, state, and federal water quality standards” have been considered in the CBGSP’s plan to prevent
Undesirable Results for the Sustainability Indicator Degraded Water Quality. Please provide scientific, peer-reviewed evidence for the inclusion or
exclusion of any constituent in the CBGSP’s plan to prevent Undesirable Results for the Sustainability Indicator Degraded Water Quality.
Comment: This section offers an incomplete quotation of the relevant statute. The full subsection reads: “354.28 (c)(4) Degraded Water Quality.
The minimum threshold for degraded water quality shall be the degradation of water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes that
impair water supplies or other indicator of water quality as determined by the Agency that may lead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold
The SGMA shall be based on the number of supply wells, a volume of water, or a location of an isocontour that exceeds concentrations of constituents
' regulftlgn_s specify determined by the Agency to be of‘concern for the bgsm. In setting mllnljnur"n thresholds for degraded water qgallw, the_ Agency shall consn_ier The current plan for water quality in the GSP satisfies DWR requirements. This can be
26 P. 19-20 Section 5.5 that, "minimum local, state, and federal water quality standards applicable to the basin.” (highlight added) In the Cuyama Basin, arsenic has long been an issue, changed if direction is provided by the GSA Board
thresholds for so much so that the CCSD maintains an arsenic treatment plant to reach safe levels for arsenic for drinking water. The argument that there is no ’
degraded... “causal nexus” between groundwater pumping and arsenic levels in the aquifer is not grounded in data or science. The Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board recommended that the GSP monitor for TDS, nitrates, arsenic and major dissolved ions, the latter to facilitate
accurate readings. Recommendation: Follow the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s recommendations for constituents that
should be included in determining and preventing undesirable results for the Cuyama Basin.
Comment: The GSP will govern groundwater use in the Cuyama Basin for the next 20 years, and possibly beyond. Due to water allocations and
It should be noted ) f . : L ) o
however that TDS the potential for changes_ln crop patternsl, t_hls sentence may not be relevant in future years. Additionally, as SGMA requires that all beneflglal
. . users and uses are considered in determining and preventing undesirable results, the effect that TDS levels have on current crops and agricultural . i
27 P. 19 Section 5.5.3 levels in ) ; ) ; . s The sentence has been revised to be less definitive.
interests is not the only impact that should be considered. TDS levels affect domestic wells, drinking water and Groundwater Dependent
groundwater do  an . ) I : . .
not... Ecosystems. Recommendation: Strike this sentence or include a scientific analysis that observes the impact of TDS levels on all beneficial users

and uses.
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P. 22,553

P. 27 & 28

General Comment

General Comment

P. 5-8 Section 5.2

P.5-5

P. 10 Section 5.2.2

P. 11 Section 5.2.2

P. 12 Section 5.2.2

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

GSP regulations
require GSAs to
avoid undesirable
results by 2040...

Because current
subsidence rates
(approximately 0.8
inches per year)...

Interim Milestones

Sustainability Goals,
Sustainable Yield

map of
representative wells
by Threshold
Region

The northern
boundary of this
region is the
narrows at the
Cuyama River...

This part of the
Basin has
agricultural pumping

Recent historical
data and
hydrographs ...
IMs were set to
equal the MT in all
incremental years
between 2020...
“IMs were set to
equal the MT ...

“The MT was
calculated by taking
the difference
between the ...

Comment Response to Comment

Comment: This statement is misleading and suggests that “meeting or exceeding the MT is required by SGMA” but that reaching a Measureable
Objective is not also required by SGMA. This is not the case. The regulations state the following: “Measurable objectives shall be established for
each sustainability indicator, based on quantitative values using the same metrics and monitoring sites as are used to define the minimum
thresholds.” (Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations 354.30) Therefore, by definition, measurable objectives are distinct from minimum
thresholds; minimum thresholds are to be avoided and measurable objectives are to be reached, through the application of interim milestones.
Nowhere in the regulations does it state that interim milestones can be set as the same value as minimum thresholds. In fact, interim milestones
must be set to demonstrate that a GSP includes a plan to achieve measurable objectives. Further, the Final GSP Emergency Regulations state
that monitoring networks must “Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives described in the Plan.”(354.34 (b)(1) How can the
CBGSP demonstrate “progress toward achieving measurable objectives” if minimum thresholds and interim milestones to reach measurable
objectives are considered one in the same? The regulations also state that the DWR will consider the following in evaluating the GSP: “(1)
Whether the assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the sustainability goal, undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable
objectives, and interim milestones are reasonable and supported by the best available information and best available science.” It seems unlikely
that the DWR will conclude that completely ignoring measurable objectives and equating minimum thresholds with interim milestones is supported
by “the best available information and best available science.” (Final GSP Emergency Regulations 355.4. Criteria for Plan Evaluation)

The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.

Comment: By setting the minimum threshold for subsidence across the Basin at 2 inches per year, and by not setting interim milestones to reach a

measurable objective of zero, the CBGSP is not complying with SGMA regulations. No plan is identified that will actually bring the subsidence level

to zero. Further, by setting the MT at 2 inches per year, as written, the CBGSP could potentially allow 40 inches of land subsidence by 2040, The Board can consider adjusting MT levels in the future if conditions warrant it.
without consequence. Recommendation: Reduce the MT for subsidence to one inch per year, and set interim milestones to reach zero subsidence
by 2040 as required by SGMA.

SGMA regulations state as follows: § 354.30. Measurable Objectives (e) Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability
goal for the basin within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones for each relevant sustainability indicator,
using the same metric as the measurable objective, in increments of five years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to maintain
sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation horizon. Comment: Throughout Chapter 5 Minimum Threshold is
used for Interim Milestones. Measurable Objectives are not incorporated at all for any of the sustainability goals even when the MT brings the
indicator lower than its current status. The goal is not just to stop lowering the water levels, but to bring them back up to the measurable objective.
Furthermore, if the IMs are set to the MTs, the plan does not provide a safety net for the Basin in times of drought. Recommendation: Set interim
milestones to incorporate Measurable Objectives.

The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.

§ 354.24 Sustainability Goal: The Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including information from the basin setting used to

establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures that will be implemented to ensure that the basin will be operated within its

sustainable yield , and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved within 20 years of Plan implementation and is likely to  Projects and actions to achieve the Sustainability Goal are described in Chapter 7.
be maintained through the planning and implementation horizon. Comment: There is no correlation made in Chapter 5 between Minimum

Thresholds, Measureable Objectives, Interim Milestones and how the Basin will reach it sustainable yield.

Comment: Western Region: Of the 10 representative wells identified in the Western Region, only 3 are in the main rural residential area,
Cottonwood Canyon. Of the 3 in Cottonwood Canyon, 2 are located on Cottonwood Creek which benefit from year-round subsurface flow and
seasonal surface flow. There are more wells in this area being monitored by Santa Barbara County that would more fully represent this area.
Recommendation: Refer to Santa Barbara County Water Agency for their recommendation on wells to be monitored.

Additional wells can be considered during GSP implementation.

Recommendation: Since this boundary borders on federal lands, recommend this be mentioned in the description. Text has been revised.

Comment: During summertime when there is the greatest agricultural pumping in this region, domestic wells go dry and water has to be trucked in.

Recommendation: The above should be incorporated in the description. This is discussed in section 5.2.2

Comment: The Northwestern Region was in a full condition prior to intensive pumping began in 2016. It is now not only no longer in “full condition,” Insufficient data is available to know if recent changes in groundwater elevations are
but is also dropping. Recommendation: This should be clarified in the description. tempory or reflect a long-term change.

Comment: This is the same IMs used throughout the chapter. For the Eastern Region this sets the Milestones at staying near the bottom of some
of the representative wells. This is not an acceptable goal for an area that includes an identified Management Area in the Basin. Recommendation: The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.
Set IMs for this region that aims to reach the Measurable Objective.

Comment: Same IM statement was used as above. The IM here should at least be set to the glide path and include the cutbacks to start in early

2023 The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.

Comment: Why should this region’s MT go below Feb 2018 when these wells have held steady on groundwater through 6 years of drought? The

MT could be set at the 2015 levels, which was the 4th year of drought. The document reflects direction provided by the GSA Board.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
IMs were set to Comment: Interim Milestones are set over the next 15 years at the level of the MT. This means the goal for the representative wells in the Western
39 P. 12 Section 5.2.2 equal the MT in Region is for them to go down. Recommendation: Instead we recommend using the Measurable Objective, which is set at actual current The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.
q """ groundwater levels, be used for the Interim Milestones in this region.
Eu;récl)otr}sse Comments: in the NW region, the MT in this region allows many wells to draw down an additional 20 feet, in some cases more than an additional
40 P. 12 Section 5.2.2 ydrolog 100 feet. Does that mean the IM for the Northwest region is to have a target of lowering the ground level every 5 years? Recommendation: to use The document reflects direction provided by the GSA Board.
conditions, the MT S : .
the Measurable Objectives for the IMs in the Northwest Region.
was set to protect
Direct measurement Comment: This provides an inappropriate description of the Basin. The eastern area, specifically the Ventucopa area, as described in other areas
41 P. 19 Section 5.3 . of Chapter 5, has shown consistent trends toward depletion over the last 20 years. If these areas are full, then it is very likely that GDE’s would be The text has been revised for clarity.
of the reduction of . . : )
negatively impacted if the MT is set at the lower levels than they are now.
- Comment: It is not sufficient to measure only TDS. There are multiple agencies monitoring various constituents and there is pumping taking place
Salinity (measured . ) . :
. . at greater than 700 feet. Recommendation: Incorporate and continue groundwater quality measurements from other agencies (eg. CCSD, the . . . . .
42 P. 19 Section 5.5 as total dissolved - . . ) . This can be considered during GSP implementation.
solids Counties, Central Coast Water Board) into the GSP including so that an overall assessment of groundwater quality can be done at regular
intervals.
Comment: This section proposes that the only constituent being measured be TDS and in all cases, due to its natural occurrence in the
TDS does not have groundwater, it be allowed to exceed California Division of Drinking Water and USEPA secondary standard. Thus, since TDS is not being held to
43 P. 5-22 Section 5.5.3 2 primary maximum conventional standards and since no other constituents are being monitored, there is virtually no water quality sustainability goals being set in the This can be considered during GSP implementation.
P Y GSP. Question: Are any of the identified wells used for drinking water or located near drinking water wells? If so, what standards should these
wells be monitored for? Recommendation: Identify wells near drinking water wells and separate them out for specific monitoring.
Comment: Of the 63 wells listed only 4 are below the 500 mg/L for the Maximum Measurement Value. 32 (more than 50%) are above 1500 mg/L
44 Table 5-2. p. 5.23 for the Maximum Measurement Value. In all cases except 1 the MT is set higher or equal to that well's Maximum Measurement Value. The 1 This can be changed if direction is provided by the GSA Board.
exception is well #703 which has the highest reading for MMV: 4500mg/L and a MT of 4096.8 Would you want your child to drink this water?
Comment: Why if it's 0.8 inches now are we giving latitude to go to 2 inches? How does this translate to loss in storage? Loss of groundwater
the primary storage is not even mentioned. Yet wasn’t there a significant decrease at the CVHS site? This is not mentioned in the narrative, but the graph p.
45 5.6.3 influence within the  5.29 shows a drop of 300 mm (apx 1 foot) between August 99 and 2017. At earlier SAC meetings it was proposed that more monitoring sites This can be changed if direction is provided by the GSA Board.
Basin would be installed. Recommendation: Have the MT be at the current level of 0.8 inches and install additional monitoring sites in the Basin to
establish a representative reading. Provide an estimate of storage loss that occurs with a subsidence of 0.8 inches.
Comment: The Northwest region of the Basin has shown depletion since 1/1/15 when it was at a surface groundwater level. Thus depletion in this
Because current area could impact GDEs. As represented in the groundwater level section of this chapter, the MTs for many of the representative wells in this area
. L are set at a level that would impact GDEs thus these MTs will not “act to maintain depletions of interconnected surface water...” In addition, it was The section on GDEs in Chapter 2 has been updated to note that piezometers are needed to
46 5.7 Basin conditions . h . . ] . S ;
have proposed during SAC and GSA meetings that peziometers would be set up to monitor GDEs, but there is no mention of this in the plan. monitor GDEs.
Recommendation: If the objective is to use groundwater levels to monitor, use the Measurable Objectives for the NW region which are either at
current groundwater level or below.
This reflects a policy
goal of minimizing
a7 P.5.6 the exceedance of  Consider verifying this approach (Minimum Thresholds = Interim Milestones) with DWR. The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.
MTs between now
and 2040
This reflects a policy
48 P.5.7 goal of minimizing Consider verifying this approach with DWR. The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.
the exceedance of
MTs
49 P.5.7 inz;esult, IMs will Consider verifying this approach with DWR. The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.
This reflects a policy
50 P.5.7 goal of minimizing  Consider verifying this approach with DWR. The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.
the exeedance
Monitoring in this
51 P.5.8 threshold region As similar to the other regions text, please verify and add language if this is protective for domestic pumpers. Text has been revised..
indicates levels ...
These wellls have  These wells were reclassified into the Western Threshold Region MOs and MTs, but located within the Northwestern Threshold Regions; please As discussed in the monitoring networks chanter. potential impacts will be detected by the
52 P.5.8 total depths that is  discuss why these wells (Opti Wells 830, 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, and 836) will not be impacted by the Northwestern Threshold Region MTs and o 9 pter, p P Y
Monitoring Network so they can be addressed by the CBGSA Board
shallower MOs.
53 P.5.9 This relfects a policy Consider verifying this approach with DWR. The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.

goal of minimizing
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5.19 Appendix A

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

For this reason, the
IMs for 2025...

Subsidence rates
will be measured...

Hydrographs of
Representative
Wells

Comment

Consider verifying this approach with DWR.

Please remove extra period

- Selecting thresholds by using groundwater elevation measurements closest to (but not before) January 1, 2015 is inadequate for identifying
minimum thresholds or measurable objectives. Relying solely on the SGMA benchmark date (January 1, 2015) or any other single point in time to
characterize groundwater conditions fails to capture the seasonal and interannual variability typical of California’s climate. Hydrology is not static.
Measurable objectives are intended to be set with enough operational flexibility to permit seasonal and interannual fluctuations that occur in
California. We recommend that you consider using a baseline approach to better capture seasonality and water year types.

» January 1, 2015 was at the height of California’s historic drought, a period of time that was characterized by adverse impacts to domestic well
owners (e.g., dry wells), GDEs (e.g., water stress impacts on growth, reproduction, and even mortality due to lack of groundwater), and surface
water users (e.g., lower streamflows). The onus is on the GSAs to determine whether groundwater conditions (due to groundwater pumping)
exacerbated impacts to these beneficial users. And if so, to recognize these impacts and establish thresholds and measurable objectives that can
avoid adverse impacts to beneficial users caused by groundwater in all water year types.

- While total well depth information is helpful in considering adverse impacts to beneficial users of groundwater (e.g., domestic, irrigation, and
municipal wells), it fails to consider adverse impacts to GDEs and environmental beneficial users of surface water in interconnected surface
waters. Environmental beneficial users of groundwater need to be considered when establishing measurable thresholds, measurable objectives,
and interim milestones. Please refer to Step 2 of GDEs under SGMA: Guidance for Preparing GSPs1 for how this can be accomplished.

- Please describe any differences between the selected minimum threshold and state, federal, or local standards relevant to the species or
habitats residing in GDEs, as required [23 CCR 8354.28 (b)(5)].

- It is highly doubtful that January 1, 2015 surface water conditions can be considered “normal” (2nd sentence in 2nd paragraph), please provide
data to back this claim. January 1, 2015 was at the height of California’s historic drought, a period of time that was characterized by adverse
impacts to domestic well owners (e.g., dry wells), GDEs (e.g., water stress impacts on growth, reproduction, and even mortality due to lack of
groundwater), and surface water users (e.g., lower streamflows).

- Please provide more data and an elaborated description on how current basin conditions have not varied from January 1, 2015 conditions.

- Even if current basin conditions may not have varied from January 1, 2015, the onus is on the GSAs to determine whether groundwater
conditions are causing any adverse impacts to beneficial users. And if so, to recognize these impacts and establish thresholds and measurable
objectives that can avoid adverse impacts to beneficial users caused by groundwater in all water year types.

* According to Table 2-2 in the Draft GSP, 5994 AF of surface water was depleted in 2017. Please investigate whether these depletions in surface
water are adversely impacting instream flow conditions and groundwater levels in riparian areas for environmental beneficial users, especially
legally protected species.

* Please describe any differences between the selected minimum threshold and state, federal, or local standards relevant to the species or
habitats residing in GDEs or aquatic ecosystems dependent on interconnected surface waters [23 CCR 8354.28 (b)(5)].

Comment: It is helpful to group the wells by threshold region to get a better understanding of the impact of MTs in each region. The region-based
analysis of the compilation of hydrographs shows the following: There are no wells in the entire Basin where the MT is set to bring the GWL above
current GWL. The identified management area of the Central Region, where the most critical overdraft is and almost all of the wells have a
downward trend, has most of its wells’ MTs set with a goal of keeping them at the GWL where they are now. Most of the Western region wells,
which are characterized as domestic or rangeland wells (i.e. shallow), have MTs 20 feet below current GWL. While the map of representative wells
(p.5.8) does not separate a NW and FarNW region, Table 5.1 (p.5.17) does. Looking at the map, it appears that the wells located in the Far NW
region would generally be ranch and rangeland wells while the Northwestern wells are the recently drilled wells used for irrigating the newly planted
vineyard. Almost all of the wells in the Western, Northwest and Far Northwest regions have MTs set at least 20 feet below current GWL.

Response to Comment

The IMs have been adjusted based on Board direction.

This has been corrected.

Using January 1, 2015 as a reference point is acceptable for development of the GSP MOs
and IMs.

Using January 1, 2015 as a reference point is acceptable for development of the GSP MOs
and IMs.

Comment noted.

No differences have been identified.

Using January 1, 2015 as a reference point is acceptable for development of the GSP MOs
and IMs.

This can potentially be added as more data is available in the future.

This will be performed through monitoring during GSP implementation.

Data does not currently exist to assess this, but it could potentially be assessed in the future.

Data does not currently exist to assess this, but it could potentially be assessed in the future.

The wells are organized by OPTI Well number to make them easy to find.
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Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #

1 Entire Document L/;aeri/j little information in this document specific to Cuyama DMS. Most of this document could apply to any basin where the Opti system has been Comment noted.
As the needs of the ) . . . ) . .

2 P. 6-3 Cuyama Basin Can the GSA re-configure/maintain the DMS in the future or does W-C have to do it? The CBGSA will have the ability to choose how to update the DMS in the future.

3 P. 6-8 6.3 Data Included in Provide some statistics on data in the DMS. Number of wells, average depth, number of wells having perforation data, WL data, WQ data, etc. The t?Xt has been revised to report the number of wells and the number of those that have
the DMS historical GWL and TDS measurements.
In many cases, No, the DEM was used just so that all well measurements could be compared by the same

4 P. 6-10 there were Was it automatically assumed that DEM is more accurate than GSE identified in the other sources? ber’mhmark ! P Y
discrepancies )

Comment: Well identification and locations are hard to correlate with other standardized ID system like the State Well ID. Suggestion: A
5 General OPTI searchable cross reference table with State Well ID # would be very helpful. Correction: All the depth to groundwater charts in OPTI DMS are The depth to groundwater charts have been corrected. Other DMS updates can be

P. 6.4 Sec. 6.2.2
Table 6.2

Table 6-2 lists the
information that is
collected ...

upside down compared to the groundwater elevation chart. It now looks like the depth to water is improving while groundwater levels are declining.
Is this the way this GSP will fix everything?

Comment: Of the almost 40 fields of information on this table, less than 10 are entered for any well site. Of concern are the construction info, well

depth and perforation Intervals and the status or classification(abandoned, domestic, agricultural,etc.). Addition: This investigative Data collection

and entry must be prioritized early in Implementation and loaded into the OPTI DMS.

considered during GSP implementation.

Additional data entry can be considered during GSP implementation.
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
Management areas: The Plan notes that the Central Basin and part of Ventucopa are critically overdrafted, and are a major focus for
1 sustainability. | am concerned that the other areas of the basin may therefore continue to use water in a less than sustainable fashion. The Plan This is addressed in the Monitoring Networks Chapter.
should be clear about the need for all parts of the basin to be closely monitored to ensure sustainable use practices are effected.
2 Prc_)]gcts; While the scale of the problem in the Basin is staggering, the Plan should explore practices and technologies that can help improve The GSA cannot regulate water use efficiency practices under SGMA
efficiencies of water use.
3 The cloud seeding project appears to have inconsistent numbers in terms of number of AF (pg 16 has 1500 AF annually over 50 yrs, while pg 17 The text has been corrected.
has 4200 AF), so please explain the difference.
Pumping Allocations: The Plan should indicate how diminimus users in the basin will be defined, and if they will have allocations. Also, the Plan
4 does not address how additional acres brought into irrigation will affect allocations. It may also be important to consider more strict considerations The specifics for pumping allocations will be determined during GSP implementation.
by CBGSA counties for approving new ag wells in this highly deficit basin.
The text has been clarified that the 2 feet of overdraft standard is based on numerical
Please clarify what happens to areas with more than 2 feet of overdraft over a given timeframe going forward. For example if an area is shown to  modeling, not monitoring levels. While this approach has been used to develop the current
5 pP.7-5 2 . : S )
have a decrease >2ft/year over X number of years, it would be designated as a management area. management area boundaries, it has not been determined whether the same method would
be used in a future update.
6 P 7.5 2 'While the CuyamaﬂCommunlt_y Service _Dlstrlct_ (CCsD) service area also has modeled overdraft exceeding 2 feet, it is not included in the The text has been modified.
management area.” Please briefly explain why it was not included for the reader.
7 P.7-9 Table 7-2 please define what would constitute “groundwater levels decrease sufficiently”. This is an item that should be discussed by the GSA Board. The text has been revised to reflect Board direction on adaptive management
8 75 A figure showing cumulative change in storage with and without pumping reductions as implemented along the proposed glide path (similar to Since we did not do a model simulation of the glide path, model results are not available to
’ Figure 7-3) would be useful for the reader. develop a similar figure.
9 7.5.2 Please change “is intending to implement pumping allocations” to “will implement pumping allocations”. The text has been changed.
10 P. 7-28 “Native sustainable yield”. This would be good to include in a master glossary of key terms. The text has been changed.
11 P 7-31 Adaptive Mgnagement Trlggers.should be d}scusseq by the GSA Board. This section would also be a good place to include policy about areas The text has been revised to reflect Board direction on adaptive management
demonstrating >2 feet/year decline over a given period.
On what basis was the criteria of 2 feet selected? For example, why would 1 foot or 3 feet not be equally acceptable? Why is the Management
Area based on a model-calculated water level decline rather than something like land and/or water use conditions (well density, crop density, high
The CBGSA has . ) )
. water demand crops, etc.) which have much less uncertainty and are not influenced by model errors. For example, the area where model- . . . . .
designated two Lo . - : . L - This crteria was set by the GSA Board, but could be changed if the Board provides different
12 P.7-5 areas in the Basin calculated water level decline is > 2 feet is sensitive to modeled aquifer property values. For example, using the historical run and considering the direction
as entire model domain, the area where drawdown is > 2 ft increased from 17,300 acres to 18,100 acres after increasing the modeled hydraulic ’
conductivity in layer 3 by a factor of 10. This increases the total area outside the Water District with a modeled drawdown greater than 2 ft, so it
has the effect of shifting the boundary of the Management Area.
Was the relationship between pumping changes in areas outside the Central Basin and the benefit of Central Basin Management Area pumping
allocations assessed? Specifically, was it verified that pumping increases in any of the areas outside the Central Basin have no effect on
management actions implemented in the Central Basin? A more conservative approach would employ pumping allocations Was the relationship
13 P. 7-27 Section 7.5.2 between pumping changes in areas outside the Central Basin and the benefit of Central Basin Management Area pumping allocations assessed? Pumping allocations outside the management areas can be considered in a future update of

14

15

16

17

18

20

P. 7-28

P. 7-28

P. 7-30

P. 7-28

P. 7-7 Table 7-1

P. 7-29 Figure 7-4

P.7-31

Because pumping
allocations would
only be imposed on
USETS ...

To the extent
feasible, the
CBGSA would
determine ...
CBGSA has the
authority to develop
a pumping
allocation ...

The CBGSA
anticipates that...

Adaptive
Management

Specifically, was it verified that pumping increases in any of the areas outside the Central Basin have no effect on management actions
implemented in the Central Basin? A more conservative approach would employ pumping allocations in the Central Basin and specify no further
pumping increases allowed in areas outside the Central Basin MA unless it can be verified the additional pumping will not negatively impact the
benefits from Central Basin allocations.

This does not account for recharge to the Central Basin that originates outside the Central Basin. Subsurface flow from areas outside the CBWD is
sensitive to changes in aquifer parameters.

Is a groundwater user that has been pumping for 1 year given the same priority as a user that has been pumping for 20-years or longer?

What about the impact of CBGSA enforced pumping allocations on groundwater rights?

Shouldn’t the new supplies be added to the available supply for those users who paid for the new supply?

Adaptive Management should be done routinely with the aim of verifying the expected benefit from pumpage reductions and adjusting the glide
path accordingly.
The glide path does not account for uncertainty or provide flexibility to manage the basin adaptively.

What happens if the benefit to groundwater storage exceeds the expected benefit for the actual pumpage reduction? Will the pumping allocations
be increased accordingly?

the GSP.

This could be evaluated in greater detail when morer data is available in the future.

The text has been revised to be less definitive. The exact method to determine historical use
will be determined during GSP implementation.

Pumping allocations do not affect groundwater rights, just the quantity of water that water
rights holders are able to pump.

The text has been revised

The adaptive management section reflects direction provided by the Board. This is not
included in the adaptive management policies specified by the Board. The Board can
choose to adjust the glide path as additional data is available in the future.

The GSA Board can choose to adjust the glide path as additional data is available in the
future.

Adaptive management language has been revised per direction from the GSA Board.
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Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
The CBGSA has . . ) . . . . .
21 P 7.5 designated two Why was 2 feet selected? Why not 3, 4, etc? Why base it on an area of water level decline rather than an area of defined land use (for example, This crteria was set by the GSA Board, but could be changed if the Board provides different
' areai well density, crop density, high water demand crops, etc.) direction.
The remaining
22 P.7-5 areas in the Basin ~ What scenario was used to come to this conclusion? This was concluded from results of the 50-year Baseline simulation.
are
Adaptive Adaptive Management should be done routinely with the aim of verifying the expected benefit from pumpage reductions and adjusting the glide This is not included in the adaptive management policies specified in the GSP. The Board
23 P.7-7 Table 7-1 ! : ) - ; ) ;
Management path accordingly. can choose to adjust the glide path as additional data is available in the future.
24 p. 7-28 Sﬁgf;is;nglﬁzllgg Does not account for recharge to the Central Basin that originates outside the Central Basin. This is accounted for in the model simulation used to estimate required pumping reductions.
To the extent The text has been revised to be less definitive. The exact method to determine historical use
25 P. 7-28 feasible, the This may be inconsistent with SGMA’s intent to have no effect on existing water rights, including overlying rights. ; . . : .
CBGSA will be determined during GSP implementation.
26 P 7-31 Adaptive What happens if the benefit to groundwater storage exceeds expectations for the actual pumpage reduction (i.e., what if water levels recover The GSA Board can choose to adjust the glide path as additional data is available in the
’ Management faster, or to a higher elevation than expected)? future.
Figure 7-1 - Cuyama
27 P. 7.6 Sec. 7.2 GW Basin CBGSA Addition: Please show the Foothill and Bell Roads as an background layer for “proximity” The figure has been updated.
Management Areas
Figure 7-1 - Cuyama
28 P. 7.6 GW Basin CBGSA Addition: The Santa Barbara Canyon Fault needs to be examined more definitively to fill data gaps. No change needed in document.
Management Areas
“This project would e o . . o L o
29 P. 7.16 Sec. 7.4.2 target cloud Addition: Text needs a citation for the statement of 10% increase in precipitation This is the average of the 5-15% range cited in the paragraph above.
This management s . - - L . . .
30 P 7.2 Sec. 7.4.4 action would Com_ment. Itis agreed_ Fhat t‘he q!sadvantaggd communities of _Cuy./ama Valley ne(_ed resﬂu_ence and rel|e_1t?|llty for the|r.do_mest|c supply. It is good to Potential financing options are discussed in Chapter 8.
include consider the opportunities, like it's good to wish for luck. Question: What would this look like? Grant writing or well wishing?
A specific approach
31 P. 728 Sec. 7.5.2 for allgcatlon of Question: So if groundwater users must decrease pumping by approximately 67 percent, and we have not determined a way to do that, what is the This will be determined during GSP implementation.
pumping volumes  Plan?
among...
Glide Path for
Central Basin
32 P. 7._29 Sec. 7.5.2 Management Area (_)omment: The Tlmellne for Implementation or “glide slope” is a big expectation. Question: How are we going to accomplish this logistically or This will be determined during GSP implementation.
Figure 7-4 Groundwater financially? What is the Plan?
Pumping
Reductions
Water Code section 10725.6 authorizes a GSA to require registration of a well within its
management area. Additionally, section 10726.4(a)(2) authorizes a GSA to control pumping
by regulating, limiting, or suspending extractions from individual wells or extractions from
wells in the aggregate, construction of new groundwater wells, enlargement of existing wells,
Recommendation: Due to the overdraft determined by the model, and the need to reduce it, it is recommended that a moratorium on new wells be or reac_tlvanon of_abandoned groundwater wells, or (_)thermsg estabhshmg_gr_our_\dwater
33 Global Comment - ! . . : ; . . extraction allocations. However, that same subsection provides that any limitation on
instituted in the Cuyama Valley until a proper allocation system is developed and implemented. Otherwise, the overdraft will only worsen. : . s .
pumping by a GSA shall not be construed to be a final determination of rights to pump
groundwater. So whatever controls on pumping a GSA implements needs to address
current and projected conditions, and be adaptive over the life of the GSP. The GSA will
need to decide as data is developed and the model is refined which of these tools should be
employed and for how long.
The small Comment: This statement does not make sense since it seems to focus only on the population that lives in the valley, not the agricultural firms
34 7.5.1P.7.25 that own or lease the land that is farmed, and definitely have the economic resources to fund projects — especially when their operations stand to  No change needed in document.

population of...

gain the most from management actions that are designed to increase recharge
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Comment # Section
35 7.5.1P.7.25
36 752P.7.27
37 752 P.7.27
38 752P.7.28
39 7.2
40 7.4
41 7.4
42 P.7-13
43 P. 7-13
44 P.7-13
45 P. 7-16
46 P. 7-18
47 P. 7-20

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

management

actions “could affect
the economic health

of the region and on
local agricultural
industry. It would
also consider the
projected changes
to the region’s land

uses and population

and whether
implementation of

these projects would

support projected
and planned
growth,*

Comment is on this
whole section

Outlined here is a
framework for how
CBGSA would
develop and
implement ...

The required
decreases in

pumping volumes...

While the Cuyama
Community...

Projects included in
this GSP

If pursued, the
CBGSA
anticipates...
Once a preferred
alternative

As public water
supply agencies,
any

If a precipitation
enhancement...
The project would
be implemented

Comment

Comment: No studies have been done on what the actual drivers are of economic health in the valley, especially for the resident population, and
how connected they are to groundwater conditions. All groundwater studies done leading up to this GSP have focused on water use by the big
agricultural interests, who obviously stand to suffer economic impact when groundwater use is reduced, but nothing is known regarding impacts on
residents in the valley, especially disadvantaged communities. Part of the issue is related to impacts on jobs in the valley, and part is related to
impacts of domestic wells and water supplies of “de minimis users (which have not yet been defined). Recommendation: The economic analysis
must go beyond the large agricultural interests and include impact on local residents as well as the impact on industry and residents in the Basin if
water use continues without change during the next 5-20 years.

Comment: This section supposedly addresses setting limits on pumping, however the only real comment that says reduction is needed is in the
first paragraph that says “pumping must be reduced 67% if the basin in to come into balance” (where pumping equals recharge). From there on
the focus is on allocation, and without any actual pumpage data, there currently is no way to determine if pumpage reduction takes place. Even the
use of the term “allocation” seems to be incorrect, since the reduction in overdraft is not about how much water users should get, but really about
how much they should cut back. Pumping “reductions” would be the more proper terminology. Recommendation: Data is needed regarding
recharge by aging the water to determine if recharge is happening and, if so, the rate of recharge. Then a more accurate rate of pumping reduction
can occur.

Comment: The issue comes up again as well as to why only the Central Basin Management Area is going to receive “allocations” — aka. pumping
reductions, when the entire Basin is considered in critical overdraft. Is the <2ft drop in groundwater levels an enforceable limit to groundwater
drop? Will MT’s be enforceable limits to how low water levels can go? Should the rest of the Basin be allowed to continue to pump without limits?
Recommendation: Develop a framework that shows the interconnectivity in the Basin between the different parts of the Basin as a whole
watershed so that impacts of pumping in one part of the Basin can be connected to other parts of the Basin.

Comment: This entire section seems like it is just pushing off the inevitable need to reduce pumping. Implementation of reductions will not take
place before 2023, and the process for setting up “allocations” and pumping reductions seems vague and uncertain at this time, that it is really not
a Plan. Meanwhile, groundwater levels will continue to drop since pumpage will not change. In fact, despite the fact that SGMA and DWR require a
Plan to be submitted for how sustainability of groundwater in the Cuyama Basin will be achieved, this section basically says work will begin on
some kind of plan after this GSP is submitted. Other than the Glide Path for % reductions over 20 years, there are no elements of what the plan
will be, how it will be funded, and who will enforce it. Recommendation: This is an incomplete plan. It needs to have these components added
before 2022. Recommend the GSA have as a priority developing these components and submitting the to DWR for review.

Consider discussing why the CCSD is not included in the management area.
Consider adding a new project for updating the numerical modeling to help address the uncertainties in the current model. The update to the
numerical model should include new monitoring data prior to the DWR interim GSP milestone in 2025 or 2030. This project would need to be

discussed in the Chapter 7 Management Actions and Chapter 8 Implementations with associated cost and description.

Consider adding on a volunteer basis to member agencies - "... member agencies on a volunteer basis...."

Consider adding on a volunteer basis to member agencies - "...one of its member agencies on a volunteer basis."

Consider adding on a volunteer basis to member agencies- "...one of its member agencies on a volunteer basis."

Consider text revisions text - "As a public agency, any CBGSA members (on a volunteer basis) has authority to implement the project once land is
acquired and applicable permits are secured."

Consider verifying with Santa Barbara on the the existing permits/EIR, and expanding on the existing SBCWA program (vague language).
Consider adding "one of the member agencies of the CBGSA on a volunteer basis."
Consider adding the following language, if the project is not removed by the GSA Board: "...The current assumption is that any project using direct

recharge through recharge basins will be initiated and owned by the County or GSA Board. This assumption results prevents private ownership of
recharged groundwater from these projects, allowing all recharged groundwater to be available to all groundwater pumpers..."

Response to Comment

An economic analysis of the effects of GSP actions on the Basin will be conducted soon.

This will be determined during GSP implementation.

The GSA Board has not specified pumping allocations for areas outside of the management
areas.

This will be determined during GSP implementation.

Additional text has been added.

This can be considered by the GSA Board in the future.

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4
This would be determined during GSP implementation

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

This limitation has not been approved by the CBGSA Board
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. Section Paragraph's Sentence Starts with,
Comment # Section " Comment Response to Comment
Paragraph # Sentence #
48 P 720 -7-23 Cross out all of section 7.4.3 Th|s is contrary to Board direction. As noted, this action would only be taken in combination
with flood/stormwater capture.
Chanaes to Pending GSA Board action on this item, please clarify this sentence if the project is not removed - "Changes to stormwater capture and recharge
49 P.7-22 9 facilities that may result from this feasibility study would receive CEQA and NEPA coverage under those facilities’ environmental documentation. " As noted, additional study would be required prior to implementation of this action.
stormwater capture . - ) L ] ;
Also, would permit revisions be required by the other facilities, such as Twitchell Reservoir?
50 P. 7-23 In_a_ddltlon tq a well Consider adding the name of the County This has been added.
drilling permit...
In total, these . N . . N . . . . .
51 P. 7-25 improvements Consider adding "....approximately $1,175,000. Projects are funded by the CCSD and VWSC. Financing options are discussed in Chapter 8.
Please add a discussion (if direct by the GSA Board) or option on De Minimis Groundwater Users, such as below. De minimis groundwater users . e I L .
g L s . The Board has not provided specific direction on de minimis users. This will be determined
52 7.5P.7-25 are not currently regulated under this GSP. Growth of de minimis groundwater extractors could warrant regulated use in this GSP in the future. : ) -
} ; L during GSP implementation.
Growth will be monitored and reevaluated periodically.
Water management . . .
53 7.5P.7-25 actions are Consider adding on a volunteer basis to member agencies - "... member agencies on a volunteer basis..." A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added o the
introduction to section 7.4
generally
No pumping . . . L . .
54 7.5.2 P. 7-27 . Please discuss why Ventucopa Management Area is not performing the reduction in pumping. The text has been revised
allocations would
55 7.5.2P.7-27 CCS.D would be_ Please define the historical use for CCSD and why the CCSD is not performing the reduction in pumping. The rationale for not including the CCSD in a management area has been added to section
provided allocations 7.2
56 P 7.28 Develop Allocations Con5|d§rlng crgatlng a I.|st of pqtentlal plans/studies for the 'GSA Board to take future action on, such as remote sensing, pumping allocation plan, This will be determined during GSP implementation.
calculating native sustainable yield for only the Central Basin Management Area, Rate assessment, and etc.
Successful . - .
57 P. 7-30 implementation Consider adding on a volunteer basis to member agencies - "...member agencies on a volunteer basis." A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added o the
would introduction to section 7.4
58 P 7-30 Mechanisms for Consider adding - ...CBGSA or member agencies on a volunteer basis." A note that membelr agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
enforcement introduction to section 7.4
Consider defining and expanding Adaptive Management for the GSA Board, such as the purpose of the Adaptive Management is to provide the
Adaptive final “check and balance” for the GSP to ensure that the overall objectives of the groundwater basin are being met. Adaptive Management is also . . o
59 76 P. 731 Management used to provide guidance on the overall effectiveness of the GSP and to provide a tool with which to modify the programs to better meet the Adaptive management language has been revised per direction from the GSA Board.
overall Basin objectives.
60 7-6 P. 7-31 z;mn?g:_g :ﬁgicélons Consider defining how the 5% is being calculated, such as from the numerical model This will be determined during GSP implementation.
61 7-6 P. 7-31 :fh;h('\eﬂslzsilnn(;? within Consider defining how the 10% is being calculated, such as from the numerical model This will be determined during GSP implementation.
62 P.7-18 Implemgntatlon of Automated High Output Ground Seeding System (AHOGS) This has been added.
this project would...
63 p.7-19 This studied Change "studied" to "study" The text has been revised
evaluated...
64 P. 7-19 Cloud seeding has Change to "...in portions of Santa Barbara County..." The text has been revised
been conducted...
The glide path to sustainability: Because the minimum thresholds are based on 2015 data, they allow continued high usage of water with only a
gradual decrease of usage over each five year period until 2020, when groundwater levelswould have become "sustainable" at the 2015 level. This
65 would mean that groundwater will continue to be depleted as has been the case now for years--until 2020. This seems to be almost business as The glide path reflects the direction of the CBGSA Board. The Board can consider revising
usual. | recognize that the profits of agriculture in the area and therefore the tax profits of the state from agriculture are a real consideration; but the glide path in the future.
the future of 'life' in the Cuyama Basin-- for native plants, animals, birds, and pollinators and for ordinary people and small farmers requires
change that does not allow further depletion of the groundwater for the next 21 years.
*Please describe how the projects described in this chapter and their benefits will help “maintain a viable groundwater resource for the beneficial L . . -
66 7.1 " . . . . . This is reflected in the project descriptions.
use of people and the environment” as stated in the sustainability goal for the Cuyama Basin.
67 741 Flood and Spefics should be included about how Twitchell Reservoir makes this project infeasible or why wou will be able to overcoe that. Twitchell Reservoir As noted in the chapter, this will be determined through additional study during GSP
T stormwater capture holds less than 200,000 AF and water is used to replenish downstream basin. implementation.
68 742 Precipitation This analysis does not address the concernts of organic producers that were raised at GSP meetings nor has it ever addressed the issue of rain ~ As noted in the chapter, these will be addressed additional study during GSP
T enhancement shadow where enhancing rain in one area creates drought in another. This should be addressed. implementation.
69 The plan should consider logical, affordable and easily implemented projectes such as removing certain trees in the river bottom which are Additional actions can be considered and studied during GSP implementation.

invasive species and which use (reportedly) up to 250 gallons of water per day.
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Comment # [Section

10

11

12

P. 8.9, Section 8.4.9

P. 8.4 Sec. 8.2.1

P.51.1

P. 6, 1.1, Fig 8-1

P. 6, 1.1, Fig 8-1

P.7,1.1, Fig 8-1

P.9,821

P. 11, Table 8-2

P. 11, Table 8-2

P.12,8.3.2

8.1.1P.8-1

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

the CBGSA will

develop a financing
plan that will include

one or more of the
following financing
approaches....

Adaptive
management

Implementation
Schedule

Implementation
Schedule

Implementation
Schedule

2nd bullet point:

Stakeholder/Board

engagement:
Quarterly
Stakeholder

Advisory Committee

(SAC) meetings,
bimonthly CBGSA

Board meetings, bi-

monthly calls with
the CBGSA Board

ad-hoc committees,

and semi-annual
public workshops

Project 4: Improve
reliability of Water
Supplies for Local
Communities

Mention of “Member

Agencies” as

Responsible Entity
or Potential Funding

Source

Basin Conditions

Adaptive

management would

only be

Comment Response to Comment

Cost of Plan implementation: The proposed Projects and Management Actions are extremely costly, particularly when you consider the very
sparsely populated basin, the disadvantaged status of the community, and the scale of the problem. The economic analysis should highlight this in
more detail, but it begs the question of how realistic are any of the proposed projects that at first analysis, provide only minimal increases in water
availability and stability.

Coordination regarding Twitchell would most likely be with the Twitchell Management Authority and Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation
District. The Santa Maria basin is in the process of DWR reprioritization to “Very Low” priority, removing SGMA requirements, and the Santa Maria No change needed to document as the existing paragraph is accurate.
Fringe GSA in Santa Barbara County is likely to be dissolved.

All projects would be evaluated in greater detail prior to implementation.

Comment: Pumping Fee or Assessments, Allocations or Restrictions. There may be plenty of ways to approach this difficult policy implementation,
but this GSP make no determination how it will be done. Question: Does the Implementation Plan simply intend to come up with a plan of how to
implement pumping reductions goals? A Plan to make a plan!

As noted, this will be determined during GSP implementation.

Addition: Please define the term “adaptive management” This is discussed in Chapter 7.

The figure is using a standard Microsoft Project schedule format. Task descriptions for local
communities projects have been updated to more closely match the descriptions in Chapter
2.

Change: Figure 8-1 is not adequately labeled. The section spanning years is not labeled at all and the items in the column Task Name do not
correspond to any of the items in the timeline. Please present this timeline in a more understandable format.

Question: It appears that under Project Implementation, Task 4, drilling new wells for CCSD and for Ventucopa is suggested. These processes are
described in Chapter 7, with estimated costs. However, verbally in SAC and GSA meetings, this task is not suggesting that the GSA pay for the
drilling of these wells, but instead would support writing grants to obtain the funds for these wells. The 2019-20 Budget Draft, as presented in the
GSA packet on May 1, 2019, includes $40,000 for Grant Proposals and $15,000 for Grant Administration. Yet it is unclear if those items will be
allocated for seeking grants to pay for these two wells, or seeking grants to fund the GSA and GSP implementation. Please add language to this
task and to Chapter 7 that clarifies the GSA’s actual involvement in these two projects. From the Implementation Schedule and in Chapter 7, the
language is very misleading and does not accurately reflect what has been said verbally in public meetings.

Financing options for these projects are included in Table 8-2. Financing does not need to
be provided directly by the GSA for the projects to be included in the GSP.

Question: It appears that under Management Action Implementation, Task 2, “Determine Sustainable Yield” will be completed by January 2021.
However the Final GSP Emergency Regulations indicate that Sustainable Yield is required to be included in the GSP, which must be finalized by
January 2020. Source: Final GSP Emergency Regulations, Section 354.8 (b)(7)

This line has been removed from the schedule. Sustainable yield is described in Chapter 2.

‘(J:fhtir;gg:B(éhSeXlge Quarterly Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) meetings to Bi- Monthly to reflect the schedule proposed in the May 1 meeting This has been changed.

Delete: Given the current lack of financial resources at the CCSD and VWSC, it is highly unlikely that CCSD and VWSC Operating Costs could be
used to finance the drilling of these wells. These two potential funding sources should be removed from this list. It should be clearly noted that the
CBGSA has no intention of paying for these wells and proposing them as a project of the CBGSA and including them in the Draft GSP is extremely
misleading.

This is listed as one potential financing source. Table 8-2 shows the potential financing
options for these projects. Financing does not need to be provided directly by the GSA for
the projects to be included in the GSP.

Delete: Including any mention of “Member Agencies” is extremely misleading and runs counter to the vote taken by the SBGSA on April 3, 2019
that did not approve Member Agencies, namely the CBWD, to be the responsible Entity or Potential Funding Source for implementation of the
plan. To be consistent with the CBGSA'’s vote, please remove all instances of “Member Agencies” from Table 8-2. Source: 2019-05-01-CBGSA-
Board-Packet-public-1.pdf, P. 11

Since the financing mechanisms for these projects and actions have not been determined,
CBGSA member agencies continue to be a potential financing option

Addition: Unless specified as part of the identified monitoring network, groundwater levels should also be reported on the 20 piezometers proposed The section on GDEs in Chapter 2 has been revised to note the need for piezometers to
to be installed to monitor GDEs across the valley. Please add Groundwater Elevation Data from piezometer network as a separate bullet point. monitor levels for GDEs.

Consider defining and expanding Adaptive Management, such as the purpose of the Adaptive Management is to provide the final “check and
balance” for the GSP to ensure that the overall objectives of the groundwater basin are being met. Adaptive Management is also used to provide
guidance on the overall effectiveness of the GSP and to provide a tool with which to modify the programs to better meet the overall Basin
objectives.

Adaptive management is described in Chapter 7 and reflects direction from the GSA Board.
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13
14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

Table 8-1
Table 8-1

Table 8-1

Table 8-1

Table 8-1

Table 8-1

8.2.1P.8-4

8.2.1P.84

8.2.1P.84

P.8-5

P.8-5

P.8-5

P.8-5

Table 8-2

Table 8-2

Table 8-2

Table 8-2

Table 8-2

Table 8-2

Table 8-2

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Project 3 cost
Project 4: Basin-
Wide Economic...

$75,000 annually for
fiscal years...

$155,000 annually
for FYs...

Additional costs
during initial years...

$800,000 every five
years ...

Stakeholder and
Board Engagement

CBGSA operations
are partially
Although ongoing
operation of

During development
of a financing plan,
the

Combination of fees
and assessments

Pumping fees:
Pumping fees would

Assessments:
Assessments would
charge a

Potential Financing
column, Project 1
Feasibility Study
Responsible Entity
column, Project 1
Project
Implementation
Potential Financing
column, Project 1
Project
Implementation
Potential Financing
column, Project 2
Feasability Study
Responsible Entity
column, Project 2
Project
Implementation
Potential Financing
column, Project 2
Project
Implenentation

Responsible Entity
column,
Management Action
2 - Enforcement

Comment

Correction $600 - $2,800 (missing hyphen)

Does this include data for the rate assessment?

Please clarify activity/estimated cost to justify the cost. This seems like the same work effort as the annual report and Five-Year GSP updates.

Please clarify activity/estimated cost to justify the cost. This seems like the same data and work effort as above.

Please clarify activity/estimated cost to justify the cost. This seems like the same data and work effort as above.

Please clarify activity/estimated cost to justify the cost. This seems like the same data and work effort as above.

Update per direction by the GSA Board, May 1st meeting

Consider adding "...member agencies volunteer funding.

Consider revising the sentence and adding something similar to the CBGSA member agencies to fund the start-up CBGSA administrative cost on
a volunteer basis until the CBGSA funding is in place.

Consider adding a discussion on a option to exclude De Minimis Groundwater Users from the GSP. If excluded by the GSA Board then maybe
stating De minimis groundwater users are not currently regulated under this GSP. Growth of de minimis groundwater extractors could warrant
regulated use in this GSP in the future. Growth will be monitored and reevaluated periodically.

Consider adding a sentence on a option to exclude De Minimis Groundwater Users from the GSP.

Consider adding a sentence on a option to exclude De Minimis Groundwater Users from the GSP.

Consider adding a sentence on a option to exclude De Minimis Groundwater Users from the GSP.

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Response to Comment

This has been corrected.

No. As described in Chapter 7, this will be an economic analysis of the projects and
management actions included in the GSP.

Activities associated with this item are described in the text following the table. These are all
distinct work efforts. A more detailed scope and cost estimate will be developed when the
GSA issues a task order for completion of these tasks.

Activities associated with this item are described in the text following the table. These are all
distinct work efforts. A more detailed scope and cost estimate will be developed when the
GSA issues a task order for completion of these tasks.

Activities associated with this item are described in the text following the table. These are all
distinct work efforts. A more detailed scope and cost estimate will be developed when the
GSA issues a task order for completion of these tasks.

Activities associated with this item are described in the text following the table. These are all
distinct work efforts. A more detailed scope and cost estimate will be developed when the
GSA issues a task order for completion of these tasks.

This has been corrected.

The text has been revised.
The text has been revised.

The Board has not provided specific direction on de minimis users. This will be determined
during GSP implementation.

The Board has not provided specific direction on de minimis users. This will be determined
during GSP implementation.

The Board has not provided specific direction on de minimis users. This will be determined
during GSP implementation.

The Board has not provided specific direction on de minimis users. This will be determined
during GSP implementation.

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4
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33

34

35

36

37

38

39

Table 8-2

8.4.1P.8-8

8.4.1P.8-8

Table 8-1

P.8-5

General

Section
Paragraph #

Paragraph's
Sentence #

Sentence Starts with,

Potential Financing
column,
Management Action
2 - Enforcement

If any of the
adaptive...
If any of the
adaptive...

Implementation
costs

Assessments

Comment

Consider adding CBGSA Member Agencies (Volunteer)

Please expand and clarify adaptive management triggers, see comment in Section 7.6

Please add what chapter/section the adaptive management process is described. If this section is not included please add the discussion or

options.

The Cuyama Valley does not have the resources to pay these costs. Many of these costs were never discussed with the GSA. $46 million for flood
and stormwater capture? Board engagement $195,000 annually? $40,000 for an annual financial statement? These items and many others are

totally unreasonable and came from the consultants who wrote the plan and not from the GSA.

The Board (GSA) decided that amounts “$5-$8 per acre per year" would be removed from the plan. Also when this was presented to the board
(GSA) it said de minimis users would not be charged and grazing would be used as an example of a de minimis user.

When it comes to costs and assessments much of this chapter has been written by Woodard & Curran before any consultation with the Board.
Decisions have not been made and it is premature to include them as part of the plan at this point.

The GSP proposes three funding mechanisms to fund planning efforts: 1) fees based upon water usage; 2) fees based upon acreage within the
Basin; or 3) a combination approach. CDFW believes that fees based upon water use is the most reasonable considering that current and
historical water use patterns appear to be the main cause of overdraft conditions. The historic use and growth of agriculture, including wineries and
legal cannabis cultivation, will continue to place demand on groundwater within the Cuyama Basin.

Response to Comment

A note that member agencies would participate on a voluntary basis has been added to the
introduction to section 7.4

Adaptive management is described in Chapter 7 and has been updated per direction from
the GSA Board.

Adaptive management is described in Chapter 7. A reference is not needed here.

Some adjustments to the cost estimates have been made following discussion with the
CBGSA budget ad-hoc committee. The costs currently in the document are a reasonable
estimate of what is required to meet SGMA requirements.

References to cost ranges have been reemoved.

Because the Board has not determined a policy, Section 8.2.1 notes that a financing plan will
be developed by the CBGSA going forward. The section on costs has been revised to note
that the cost estimates may be revised as more information is available during GSP
implementation.

Comment noted.



