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Potential Actions to Correct the

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

describe the
impacts from
groundwater
level decline
that would
constitute a
“lack of access
to water
supplies.”

undesirable result was defined as the “lowering of the
groundwater elevation below the MT at an RMS in any
given GSA for the area and beneficial uses and users
associated with the RMS.” As DWR notes in their 2022
Inadequate Determination, the GSPs indicate that 776
wells would be impacted if groundwater levels declined to
MTs, so it is not clear how the GSP quantifies “lack of
access to water supplies.”

Board additional issues:

None.

Deficiency What SGMA Requires Deficiency Summary Deficiency

Deficiency The GSP Regulations require a GSA | DWR Inadequate Determination summary: Potential Action GL-1 — Clearly |GL-1 Response and Action — ETGSA
Groundwater | to describe the “Potential impacts on . o . . describe the impacts from addresses Deficiency GL-1 by setting forth a new
Levels (GL)-1 | the beneficial uses and users of The“rews_ed qualltatlye unde§|rable result was defined as groundwater level decline that definition for significant and unreasonable

— The 2022 groundwater, on land uses and the “continued chronic lowering of groundwater levels would constitute a “lack of access |upper aquifer groundwater level conditions as
GSPs plain- property interests, and other potential | Pelow those needed to accommodate continued pumping | {5 water supplies” in the definition  the “[ljowering of groundwater levels from
language effects that may occur or are during the transitional period of temporary overdraft...” or | of undesirable results. groundwater pumping that results in
undesirable occurring from undesirable results” “...lack of access to water supplies for all beneficial uses unmitigated impacts to beneficial uses and
results do not | (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.26, and users due to lowered groundwater levels...” (2022 users.” (2024 GSP (“GSP”) section 5.5.1.2.1.)
clearly subd. (b)(3)). Coordination Agreement, Section 4.3.1). The quantitative GSP section 5.5.1.3.1 explains the process for

identifying what constitutes “unmitigated
impacts”, i.e., a process for identifying what
constitutes a “lack of access to water supplies.”
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Potential Actions to Correct the

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

result definition
is unclear and
inconsistent
with the
Coordination
Agreement.

subd. (b)(2)). Moreover, GSAs
choosing to develop multiple GSPs
“shall enter into a coordination
agreement to ensure that the Plans
are developed and implemented
utilizing the same data and
methodologies and that elements of
the Plans necessary to achieve the
sustainability goal for the basin are
based upon consistent interpretations
of the basin setting” (Cal. Code Regs.,

tit. 23, § 357.4, subd. (a)).

defined in the Addendum differs from the qualitative
undesirable result in the Coordination Agreement.

Board additional issues: None.

Deficiency What SGMA Requires Deficiency Summary Deficiency
. : , o ) Potential Action GL-2 — The Tri- | GL-2 Response and Action— ETGSA defers
gf_f'z‘"e'}f]y Thte (.BSfP Re%“'a.t'ogf’ require g‘e DWR Inadequate Determination summary: County Water Authority GSP to the Tri-County Water Authority GSA to
=" —1he fn eria for undesirable resulls be The 2022 TCWA GSP Addendum does not include a should include a quantitative correct this deficiency.
Tri- County based on a quantitative description of o : L . . .
Water the combination of MT exceedances | duantitative undesirable result definition. It is not clear undesirable result. Tule portion of
, I that the 2022 TCWA Addendum adopts the GSA should be managed by GSP

Authority GSP | that cause significant and Coordination A ¢ titati desirabl it consistent with Tule subbasin

quantitative unreasonable effects in the basin” dofc_)r_t_lna 'gn greetmhen qul."f[mt.' a |vedun_est,)||ra © thsu '

undesirable (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.26, elinition, because the qualitalive undesirable resu

Tule Subbasin

Probationary Hearing

March 2024 Draft Staff Report
ETGSA August 2024 Responses




Deficiency What SGMA Requires Deficiency Summary (F;otential Actions to ETGSA Response and Adopted Action
orrect the
Deficiency
. . : Ny Potential Action GL-3
Dc_erfrl]c%nscg GL-3 | The GStI?] R;zgulat.lotr)s f DWR Inadequate Determination summary: _ Use observed 2015 GL-3 Response and Action — ETGSA addresses
modzled rafhl;?e Li%ﬂ;?rab?e ree;(jlrtlg ilr?(r:}uode The GSPs use modeled, rather than observed, 2015 _grour_ldwater levels to Deficiency GL-3 by using data on obser\_/ed S_pring_2915
than observed discussion of the “potential groundwater elevations to. estimate the number of wells that |dent|fy wells may have | groundwater levels to serve as the basis for identifying
2015 effects on the beneficial would have already been impacted before SGMA. The been impacted before wellg that may be been mpacted before _SGMA. GS_P
groundwater uses and users of .GSPS identify thgse wells as part of the@r.analysis of the SGMA. segtlon 5.5.1.3.1 summarizes that aqaly3|s, the details of
levels to identify | groundwater” (Cal. Code impacts of undesirable results on beneficial uses and users which are located in Attachment 4, Figure 8 of the
wells that were | Regs., tit. 23, § 354.26, of groundwater. Coordination Agreement.
already impacted | subd. (b)(1)), “based on
before SGMA. information described in the . ]
basin setting, and other Board additional issues: None.
data or models as
appropriate” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, § 354.26,
subd. (b)(1)).
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GL-4 —
GSPs do not provide
a reasonable path to
achieve
sustainability goal by
2040.

The GSP Regulations
requires for “an explanation of
how the sustainability goal is
likely to be achieved within 20
years of Plan implementation
and is likely to be maintained
through the planning and
implementation horizon” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.24).
The sustainability goal is “the
existence and implementation
of one or more groundwater
sustainability plans that
achieve sustainable
groundwater management by
identifying and causing the
implementation of measures
targeted to ensure that the
applicable basin is operated
within its sustainable yield.”
(Wat. Code § 107.21 subd.

(u)).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

DWR finds that the 2022 Coordination Agreement describes
expected groundwater pumping to exceed 400,000 acre-feet
per year after the 20-year implementation period for SGMA

(2020-2040). This exceeds the subbasin’s 130,000 acre-feet

per year sustainable yield, which means that the current GSPs

do not provide a reasonable path to achieve sustainability by
2040.

Board issues:

e While Board staff acknowledge and appreciate the
substantial efforts of the Tule subbasin GSAs to

establish groundwater allocations, Board staff also note

concerns with the subbasin’s allocation plans: It does
not appear to Board staff that allocation plans rely on
adaptative management. Allocations appear to be
scheduled over time based on modeled transitional

pumping.

e Eastern Tule GSA’s Groundwater Accounting Action
includes a Precipitation Credit based on a running
long-term average of precipitation in the ETGSA
area, which may overestimate precipitation as
climate change increases the frequency, duration,
and intensity of drought.

e The Groundwater Accounting Action applies to the
Greater Tule Management Area, and the ETGSA
2022 GSP states that a groundwater accounting
management action is “to be determined” for the Kern
Tulare Water District Management Area.

Staff note that the only pumping reductions planned for the DEID
GSA area apply to the Western Management Area, which
consists of 7,554 acres of“white lands”. The DEID 2022 GSP
does not propose transitional pumping or demand reduction
actions in the DEID Management Area.

Potential Action
GL-4a — Further
investigate the water
budget and update
the GSPs
accordingly.

Potential Action
GL-4b — Update
GSPs with details
necessary to
evaluate the
feasibility of
proposed supply
augmentation
projects.

Potential Action GL-
4c — GSPs should
identify groundwater
levels at key indicator
wells in each aquifer
that will trigger specific
demand management
actions, ensuring
sufficient spatial
coverage to represent
beneficial uses and
users in each aquifer.

Potential Action GL-4d
— Track how allocation
and trading may be
affecting achievement of
the sustainability goal or
beneficial uses or users.

GL-4a Response and Action — ETGSA along with the
other Tule Subbasin GSAs address Deficiency GL-4 by
setting forth a revised water budget, which includes
updated current, historical, and projected water budgets for
ETGSA'’s jurisdiction (located in GSP sections 3.4.3, 3.4 .4,
and 3.4.5, respectively). Those sections reference
sections 2.3.3, 2.3.4, and 2.3.5 of the Tule Subbasin
Setting (Coordination Agreement, Attachment 2) for details
concerns the water budget.

GSP section 3.4.2.6 sets forth the sustainable yield for the
Subbasin and references chapter 2.3.2.6 of the Tule
Subbasin Setting.

GL-4b Response — ETGSA addresses Deficiency GL-4 by
revising its GSP to include three categories of project and
management actions aimed at augmenting water supply.
(GSP section 6.3.) Those action categories include (a)
surface water development, (b) managed aquifer recharge
and banking, and (c) agricultural land retirement. (GSP
sections 6.3.1, 6.3.2, and 6.3.3, respectively.) Each of
those sections describes the process for pursuing projects,
the potential water budget impact, anticipated benefits,
costs and funding, and prerequisites for accomplishing a
given project.

GL-4c Response — ETGSA collaborated with the other
GSAs in the Tule Subbasin to address Deficiency GL-4 by
revising (1) the Tule Subbasin Monitoring Plan (TSMP), (2)
the methodology for determining the Water Budget,
Sustainable Yield, and water allocations, (3) ETGSA’s
SMC for the chronic lowering of GWLs, and (4) ETGSA’s
Projects and Management Actions. The TSMP establishes
a monitoring network for each of the groundwater
sustainability indicators present in the Subbasin (GSP
section 4.2.2) and consists of sufficient spatial density to
protect all beneficial users (GSP section 4.2.2.2).
Adjustments to the groundwater water budget (GSP

section 3.4.2) and sustainable yield methodologies (GSP

Tule Subbasin

Probationary Hearing

March 2024 Draft Staff Report
ETGSA August 2024 Responses



section 3.4.2.6) provide a basis for improved management
actions that ramp down groundwater overdraft allocations
to achieve sustainability by 2040. (GSP sections 6.2.1 and
6.2.2). To account for allowable overdraft during the ramp
down period, ETGSA has calibrated GWL SMCs to protect
against undesirable results to beneficial uses and users.
(GSP sections 5.5.1.2 and 5.5.1.3.1.) ETGSA’s Eleventh
Amended Rules and Regulations section 4.03 provides the
methodology for allocating groundwater, including the fees
and restrictions concerning groundwater overdraft

pumping.

GL-4d Response: ETGSA addresses Deficiency GL-4 by
developing a groundwater accounting system, BasinSafe,
to track the use and allocation of groundwater. (GSP
section 6.2.1.) ETGSA’s allocations are adaptively
managed on an annual basis allowing the GSA’s technical
consultants to refine and adjust allocations as needed
based on current conditions. (GSP section 6.2.) BasinSafe
provides the data that ETGSA'’s technical consultants need
to assess the affects of groundwater transfers. (GSP
section 6.2.1.8.) Since the adoption of BasinSafe and the
ramp down schedule (described in ETGSA’s Eleventh
Adopted Rules and Regulations, section 4.03), ETGSA has
observed substantial reductions in overdraft pumping.

Tule Subbasin
Probationary Hearing

March 2024 Draft Staff Report
ETGSA August 2024 Responses



Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions
to Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GL-5
— The 2022
GSPs Minimum
Thresholds do
not clearly
represent
undesirable
results.

The GSP Regulations require that MTs “for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels shall be the
groundwater elevation indicating a depletion of supply
at a given location that may lead to undesirable
results” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.28, subd.

(€)(1)).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

The 2022 defined minimum thresholds do not clearly
represent undesirable results, as the 2022 GSPs do
not clearly define undesirable results. Instead, MTs
often represent projected, future groundwater
elevations.

In 2020 Incomplete Determination, DWR noted that
MTs were based on groundwater modeling results
rather than elevations that indicated “depletion of
supply... that may lead to undesirable results”.
DWR’s Inadequate Determination noted that GSPs
still often established MTs based on groundwater
projections.

Board additional issues:

Board Staff concur and further clarify that model
results or other projections can be used to
establish MTs that represent realistic water
surfaces provided that the MTs clearly represent

Potential Action
GL-5 — Set
Minimum
Thresholds that
represent
undesirable
results rather
than projected
groundwater
elevations.

GL-5 Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency GL-5 by defining
minimum thresholds for upper aquifer
groundwater elevations as the occurrence of
either (1) or (2) as follows: (1) Groundwater
levels drop below the minimum threshold in
any three reference monitoring site wells in any
given year and more than 38 domestic wells
require mitigation in any given year or (2) a
GSA is unable to meet mitigation needs. (GSP
section 5.5.1.2.2.) However, as to (1), if 38
wells require mitigation for multiple years, no
more than 257 wells shall be impacted
cumulatively by 2040. (/d.)

Minimum thresholds lower aquifer groundwater
elevations are the same as for land subsidence
because the significant and unreasonable
effect of chronic lowering of groundwater levels
in the lower aquifer is land subsidence.
IAccordingly, see the actions pertaining to the
land subsidence deficiencies below for further

the depletion of supply that may cause \ _ : .
undesirable results. information on how ETGSA is addressing
minimum thresholds for the lower aquifer.
Tule Subbasin A-5 March 2024 Draft Staff Report
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GL-6
— The number of
impacted wells
differs between
the Coordination
Agreement and
the Delano-
Earlimart
Irrigation District
GSP.

The GSP Regulations require multiple agencies
producing GSPs for a subbasin to enter into a
coordination agreement “to ensure that the plans are
developed and implemented utilizing the same data
and methodologies, and that elements of the Plans
necessary to achieve the sustainability goal for the
basin are based upon consistent interpretations of the
basin setting” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.

23, § 357.4, subd. (a)). The GSP Regulations also
require that MTs “for chronic lowering of groundwater
levels shall be the groundwater elevation indicating a
depletion of supply at a given location that may lead
to undesirable results” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.28, subd. (c)(1)) and that description of
undesirable results include “potential effects on the
beneficial uses and users of groundwater” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23,

§ 354.26, subd. (b)(1)).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

GSPs and the Coordination Agreement should
consistently present estimates of wells that may be
dewatered at groundwater levels corresponding to
sustainable management criteria. The revised 2022
DEID GSP indicates that MTs would impact 28 wells,
the revised Coordination Agreement indicates the
MTs would impact only 8 wells. Furthermore, while
the DEID GSP distinguishes between upper and
lower aquifer wells, there is no such distinction in the
Coordination Agreement, exacerbating the
discrepancy.

Board additional issues:

Potential Action
GL-6 — Resolve the
discrepancy
between the
Coordination
Agreement and the
Delano- Earlimart
Irrigation District
GSP.

GL-6 Response and Action — ETGSA defers
to Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District GSA to
correct this deficiency.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted
Action

Deficiency GL-7 —
The Tri- County
Water Authority
GSP does not
explain how it
chose the 90
percentile threshold
for well completion
elevations as the
Minimum Threshold
for upper aquifer
wells.

The GSP Regulations require that the
description of MTs includes “the
information and criteria relied upon to
establish and justify the minimum
thresholds for each sustainability
indicator” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.28, subd. (b)(1)). Furthermore, there
should be description for “how the
Agency has determined that basin
conditions at each minimum threshold
will avoid undesirable results for each of
the sustainability indicators” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, § 354.28, subd. (b)(2)).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

The DWR Inadequate Determination noted
that the Tri-County Water Authority GSA does
not explain why it uses a 90" percentile
threshold to establish MTs. The 90" percentile
threshold means that MTs would protect at
least 90 percent of wells completed in the
upper aquifer). Because the GSP does not
clarify the qualitative undesirable result, it's
not clear why a 90" percentile threshold is
used.

Board additional issues: None.

Potential Action GL-7a — Clearly describe
the impacts from groundwater level decline
that would constitute a “lack of access to
water supplies” in the definition of
undesirable results.

Potential Action GL-7b — Set MTs that
represent undesirable results rather than
projected groundwater elevations.

GL-7 Response and Action — ETGSA
defers to the Tri-County Water Authority
GSA to correct this deficiency.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct
the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GL-8 —
The well mitigation
framework provided
in the GSPs lacks
necessary detail.

Although SGMA and the
GSP Regulations do not
require development of a
well impact mitigation plan,
many GSAs have proposed
to couple such plans with
MTs to allow for greater
groundwater level declines
while avoiding undesirable
results. The 2022
Coordination Agreement
states that “during the
transition period between
2020 and 2040, each GSA
will adopt a Mitigation
Program or Programs”
(2022 Coordination
Agreement, p. 49).

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:

The mitigation framework included in the
2022 GSPs and Coordination Agreement

does not provide enough detail about
how and when impacted wells would be

mitigated. DWR also expresses concern

that the mitigation framework may rely
on modeled rather than observed pre-
SGMA groundwater elevations to
potentiallyexclude wells.

Board additional issues:

Board staff notes that some wells are
excluded from mitigation. Wells
should not be excluded from
mitigation unless they have been
continuously impacted since before
SGMA. Board staff clarify, however,
that it may be reasonable for GSAs to
use imperfect estimations of wells
impacted before SGMA to inform cost
or impact analyses, so long as these
estimations are not used as a basis
to deny mitigation.

Potential Action GL-8 —
Establish accessible,
comprehensive, and
appropriately funded well
impact mitigation programs
that mitigate impacts to wells
affected by lowering of
groundwater levels and and/or
degradation of water quality.
Develop well mitigation
programs with clear triggers,
eligibility requirements,
metrics, and funding sources.

GL-8 Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency GL-8 by
setting forth a well mitigation program that applies to all wells within the
ETGSA for both domestic and agricultural use. Criteria for well mitigation
does require an applicant to show he or she has not contributed to
overdraft conditions, specifically if seeking mitigation for ag wells.
Elimination of wells contributing to overdraft conditions will further support
the ETGSA's efforts to achieve sustainability.

ETGSA’s Mitigation Program (“Program”) provides a framework for (1)
informing the public of the program, (2) identifying impacted wells, (3)
providing interim drinking water (drinking water wells only) or meeting
between claimant and GSA staff (non-drinking water well only), (4)
assessing requests for mitigation, (5) assessing qualifications for funding,
(6) selecting and agreeing upon a mitigation plan or technical assistance,
(7) GSA Board approval of mitigation funding award, (8) funding of the
mitigation award or entry into a technical assistance and indemnification
agreement, and (9) educating recipients of mitigation awards concerning
well stewardship or funding of technical assistance by GSA. (Program
section 3.0.)

The Program relies on observed pre-SGMA groundwater elevations as
part of the assessment of which wells qualify for mitigation. (Program
section 4.0.)

The Program does not exclude any wells from being eligible for mitigation,
although the Program does distinguish between drinking water wells and
non-drinking water wells (Program, section 1.3) and require that the need
for mitigation arise from groundwater overdraft (as opposed to seasonal
factors) (Program section 3.1, Step 5 and section 3.2, Step 5.).
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GL-9 — There are
inconsistencies in the description
of the proposed groundwater
level monitoring network between
the text, tables, and maps of the
2022 Coordination Agreement.
Questions we have:

Which wells?
Which aquifers?
Adequate?
Composite?
Rationale?

O O O O O

The GSP Regulations
require that all GSPs
include description of the
“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” (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 23, § 354.34, subd.

(h)).

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:

None.
Board additional issues:

Board staff notes that there are
discrepancies between the text,
tables, and maps in the description
of the groundwater level monitoring
network in the 2022 Coordination
Agreement.

Board staff notes that GSAs are using
composite wells as RMSs. Composite
wells that contain screen perforation
intervals across multiple aquifers are
not ideal groundwater level RMSs and
may degrade groundwater quality by
providing conduits for constituents to
travel between aquifers.

Potential Action GL-9 — Resolve
monitoring network discrepancies int the
Coordination Agreement text, figures, and
tables.

GL-9 Response and Action — ETGSA is
addressing GL-9 by revising its GSP section 4.0 in
light of changes to the Tule Subbasin Monitoring
Plan (TSMP), which is Attachment 1 to the
Coordination Agreement. The monitoring network
in place now represents the best available data,
which includes historical data. (TSMP Tables A1-1
— A1-5.) ETGSA is continuing to work with other
GSAs in the Subbasin to refine the monitoring
network to improve representative monitoring.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency Land
Subsidence (LS)-
1-The 2022
GSPs do not
clearly describe
subsidence
conditions that
would reasonably
be expected to
cause undesirable
results.

The GSP Regulations require a
GSA to “describe...the processes
and criteria relied upon to define
undesirable results applicable to the
basin.” This description must
include the cause of past or
potential undesirable results, “the
criteria used to define when and
where the effects of the
groundwater conditions cause
undesirable results,” and the
potential effects of undesirable
results on groundwater uses and
users, land uses, and property
interests (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.26).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

The 2022 Coordination Agreement indicates that ongoing
subsidence at current rates would not cause undesirable
results for “low priority land uses” and therefore fails to
establish reasonable subsidence SMC. The GSAs
“determined that the forecasted land subsidence during the
transition period, which was of a similar magnitude to what
had been historically measured, was not anticipated to result
in undesirable results to land uses or critical infrastructure
because no undesirable results had previously been
reported as a result of historical land subsidence in those
areas.”

This is problematic, because the 2022 GSP used this
determination to establish quantitative undesirable result
definitions and associated MTs that allowed continued
subsidence at near-current rates. In addition to not
quantifying the undesirable results for areas of the
Subbasin not adjacent to the Friant-Kern Canal, “the

GSAs have also not defined the criteria for when
undesirable results occur in the Subbasin”.

Board additional

issues: None.

Potential Action
LS-1 —Clearly
define the
subsidence
conditions that
would result in an
undesirable result
for the basin and
provide enough
detail that
associated MTs can
be determined
(Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 23 § 354.28).

LS-1 Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency
LS-1 by defining undesirable results (“‘URs”) for land
subsidence (“LS”) to include descriptions of significant and
unreasonable effects for each type of surface land use that
LS may impact, including canals, water delivery pipelines,
flood control, wells, roads, buildings, other infrastructure,
and a definition specific to the Friant-Kern Canal (“FKC”).
(GSP section 5.5.4.2.1.) Based on those definitions, ETGSA
set corresponding MTs to prevent the occurrence of URs.
(GSP section 5.5.4.2.3.) The GSP contains precise MTs at
RMSs across its jurisdiction that protect against URs. (GSP
section 5.5.4.3.1, Table 5-9.)

Importantly, to accommodate DEID’s request that
ETGSA revise its definition of significant and
unreasonable effects of LS along the FKC to better
protect DEID infrastructure, ETGSA GSP’s definition of
significant and unreasonable effects of LS along the
FKC differs from the definition contained in the LS
Technical Memorandum (“LSTM”) attached as an
Appendix to the GSP. ETGSA’s definition is as follows:

Land subsidence that occurs during the transition
period from 2020 to 2040 will be considered
significant and unreasonable if damage and/or loss of
functionality of the FKC, including the Middle Reach
Capacity Correction Project', occurs to the extent
that the FKC cannot reasonably operate without
either repair or replacement, as determined by the
GSA where the FKC is located or where beneficial use
is impacted due to the damage and/or loss of
functionality of the FKC.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency LS-2 - The
GSAs did not set
Minimum Thresholds
in accordance with
DWR Regulations.

e Deficiency LS-2a
— Minimum
Thresholds were
not established
based on avoiding

e Deficiency LS-2b
— Some MTs
appear to exceed
subsidence limits
set in other pre-
existing
agreements and
there are MT
discrepancies
between
documents.

undesirable results.

The GSP Regulations state that
MTs for land subsidence should
identify the rate and extent of
subsidence that substantially
interferes with surface land uses
and may lead to undesirable
results. These quantitative
values should be supported by:

The identification of land
use or property interests
potentially affected by
land subsidence

An explanation of how
impacts to those land
use or property interests
were considered when
establishing minimum
thresholds

Maps or graphs showing
the rates and extents of
land subsidence defined
by the minimum
thresholds (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, § 354.28,
subd. (c)(5)).

MOs for land subsidence must be
based on the same metrics and
monitoring sites used for MTs. MOs
must “provide a reasonable margin of
operational flexibility under adverse
conditions” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.30, subd. (c) & (d)).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

The DWR Inadequate Determination found that “the
Plan does not quantify the amount of land subsidence
that would result in undesirable results for areas not
adjacent to the [Friant-Kern] Canal’.

e LS-2a- The DWR Inadequate Determination
found that “the GSAs have not identified a
cumulative amount of tolerable subsidence that,
if exceeded, would substantially interfere with
groundwater and land surface beneficial uses
and users in the Subbasin” Instead, the 2022
GSP established MTs for areas not adjacent to
the Friant-Kern Canal based on the unsupported
claim that the current rate of subsidence could
continue through 2040 without causing
undesirable results. Moreover, the GSPs MTs for
“low priority land uses,” which they define as
“highways and bridges, railroads, other pipelines,
wastewater collection, utilities, and buildings,”
are based on the unsupported claim that “low
priority land uses” would not be impacted by
ongoing subsidence at current rates. These “low
priority land use” MTs are therefore based on
projections of anticipated subsidence through
2040 at near-current rates rather than on
avoiding significant and unreasonable impacts.

e LS-2b - The DWR Inadequate Determination
notes that MTs for multiple RMS appear to
exceed the maximum subsidence allowed along
the Friant-Kern Canal (3 ft), according to the
agreement between Friant Water Authority and
Eastern Tule and Pixley GSAs.

Board additional issues:

e LS-2a - None.

e LS-2b — The Eastern Tule GSA GSP lists
different subsidence MTs than those listed in
the WY 2022 Annual Report, making it difficult
for Board staff to evaluate MT values and
subsidence conditions.

Potential Action LS-
2a — Define and
clearly list Minimum
Thresholds based on
the level of
subsidence at each
RMS that would
cause the undesirable
results conditions that
the GSAs are trying to
avoid.

Potential Action LS-
2b — Ensure Minimum
Thresholds conform
with current
agreements with
other agencies and
match between
documents.

LS-2a Response and Action - ETGSA addresses
Deficiency LS-2 by providing precise MTs at RMS
across its jurisdiction that protect against LS
undesirable results. (GSP section 5.5.4.3.1, Table
5-9.) The LS technical analysis supporting the MTs
is located in Attachment 6 to the Tule Subbasin
Coordination Agreement. Figures 10 and 11
attached to the LS Technical Memorandum (GSP,
Appendix A, Coordination Agreement, Attachment
7) show the MTs for LS along the FKC and model-
predicted cumulative LS along the FKC from 2020
to 2040 based on the realization of the 50"
percentile of Sustainable Yield, respectively.
ETGSA’s URs for LS along the FKC provide a
framework sufficient for ETGSA to limit LS along the
FKC to an amount that does not exceed the amount
of LS contemplated by the Settlement Agreement
between the Friant Water Authority (“FWA”), Alvin
Edison Water Storage District (“AEWSD”), and
ETGSA.

LS-2b Response and Action —-ETGSA addresses
Deficiency LS-2 by amending its MT for LS affecting
the FKC to protect against significant and
unreasonable effects to the FKC. (GSP sections
5.54.21and 5.5.4.3.1.)

Importantly, with regard to the conformance of the
GSP’s MT for subsidence affecting the Friant-Kern
Canal and the maximum subsidence on which the
Settlement Agreement between the FWA, AEWSD,
and ETGSA is based, at no point in the Settlement
Agreement does ETGSA commit or obligate itself to
any MT for any portion of ETGSA or the Subbasin.
(Settlement Agreement is attached to Section 5 of
GSP.)

The MTs at RMS located in the Land Subsidence
Management Area (along the FKC) fulfill ETGSA’s
obligations under the FKC Settlement Agreement by
limiting additional subsidence along the middle
reach of the FKC. (Settlement Agreement, section
4(A).) Further, through monitoring and
management actions, ETGSA’s Land Subsidence
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Monitoring Plan ((“LSMonP”; attached to Section 6
of GSP) and Land Subsidence Management Plan
(“LSMP;” attached to Section 6 of GSP) provide
ETGSA with the tools to protect against MT and MO
exceedances in the Land Subsidence Management
Area. For example, under the LSMP, as
subsidence approaches 3 feet in a given Land
Subsidence Management Zone, ETGSA
incrementally increases restrictions on overdraft
pumping (Tier 1 Penalty Allocations as defined in
the ETGSA Eleventh Amended Rules and
Regulations, section 4.03, subd. (b)). (LSMP at pp.
3-4.) If and when LS reaches 2.5 feet in a given
Land Subsidence Management Zone (Tier 4
Land Subsidence), the LSMP forbids any
amount of overdraft pumping. (LSMP at p. 4.)
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency LS-3 —
The GSPs do not
provide adequate
implementation
details and are not
on track to avoid
serious impacts to
the Friant-Kern
Canal.

Each GSP is required to
include a description of the
projects and management
actions the GSA has
determined will achieve
groundwater sustainability
in the basin. The
description must include
project management
actions, summary of data
used to support proposed
actions, and a review of the
uncertainty associated with
the basin setting when
developing projects or
management actions (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.44).

In reviewing GSPs, DWR
must consider, among other
questions, “whether
sustainable management
criteria and projects and
management actions are
commensurate with the
level of understanding of
the basin setting, based on
the level of uncertainty, as
reflected in the plan” and
“‘whether the projects and
management actions are
feasible and likely to
prevent undesirable results
and ensure that the basin is
operated within its
sustainable yield” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 23, § 355.4,
subd. (b)(3), (5)).

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:

The 2022 DWR Inadequate
Determination notes that the 2022
Coordination Agreement provides
little detail about projects and
management actions to slow
subsidence. DWR also notes that
subsidence along the Friant-Kern
Canal has already exceeded 1.5 feet
since 2020.

DWR further notes that the lack of
adequate project and management
detail indicates that the GSPs do not
appear to have plans to prevent
monitoring sites from exceeding
their MT of three feet of subsidence.
DWR staff notes that the 2022 GSP
“has not indicated the rate at which
land subsidence will be abated” and
is concerned that the plan is “not on
track to meet its goals”

Board additional issues:

Board staff note that the 1.5 feet of
subsidence identified by DWR may
indicate thatthe Eastern Tule GSA
Land Subsidence Management Plan
is not adequately slowing subsidence
rates. Recent INSAR data spanning
June 2015 to October 2023 indicate
land subsidence ranging from zero to
a maximum of 3.4 ft (near Terra
Bella) in one mile buffer areas
adjacent to the Friant-Kern Canal.
The rates of subsidence along the
Friant-Kern Canal are especially
concerning given that the 2022 GSPs
MTs may not avoid undesirable
results and appear to violate existing
agreements to protect the canal in
some areas.

Potential Action LS-
3a — Develop and
implement a plan to
trigger sufficient
management actions
when subsidence
exceeds defined
thresholds, especially
near critical
infrastructure/facilities.

Potential Action LS-
3b — Reduce
pumping and do not
allow new wells in
areas where
subsidence threatens
critical infrastructure.

Potential Action LS-
3c — Develop
infrastructure mitigation
programs with clear
triggers, eligibility
requirements, metrics,
and funding sources.

LS-3a Response and Action — ETGSA is addressing Deficiency LS-3 by implementing
many GSP revisions concerning the Friant-Kern Canal. In addition to the Land
Subsidence Monitoring Plan (attached to Section 6 of GSP), ETGSA set its MTs for the
RMS along the FKC to protect the results of the Middle Reach Capacity Correction
Project (‘“MRCCP”), per a 2021 Settlement Agreement with Friant Water Authority and
Arvin-Edison Water Storage District. (2024 GSP section 5.5.4.3.1, Table 5-9.)
ETGSA'’s Land Subsidence Management Plan restricts a landowner’s annual allocation
of groundwater pumping when certain and definite subsidence thresholds are met.
(2024 GSP, section 5.5.4.1; ETGSA, Land Subsidence Management Plan at pp. 3-4
(attached to Section 6 of GSP).) As subsidence increases, so do the restrictions.

LS-3b Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency LS-3 via amendments to
ETGSA’s Rules and Regulations incorporated in the 2024 GSP to require metering of
groundwater extractions in all 48 Management Zones within the Land Subsidence
Management Area (“LSMA”) along the FKC. (ETGSA Eleventh Amended Rules and
Regulations, section 4.05, subds. (d)-(e) (June 2024).) The metering requirements include
monthly reporting to ETGSA staff. (/bid.) The ETGSA Land Subsidence Monitoring
Plan sets forth a monitoring network within the LSMA that provides the basis for the
management actions necessary to avoid exceedances of MTs and MOs in the LSMA.
(2024 GSP, sections 5.5.4.3.1, 5.5.4.4; ETGSA, Land Subsidence Monitoring Plan, section
4.0 (attached to Section 6 of GSP).)

In addition to the Land Subsidence Monitoring Plan, ETGSA set its MTs for the RMSs
along the FKC to protect the results of the Middle Reach Capacity Correction Project
(“MRCCP”; 2024 GSP, section 5.5.4.2.1.), per the 2021 Settlement Agreement with Friant
Water Authority and Arvin-Edison Water Storage District. (Settlement Agreement,
section 4(A) (attached to Section 5 of GSP.) ETGSA’s Land Subsidence Management
Plan restricts a landowner’s annual allocation of groundwater pumping when
certain and definite subsidence thresholds are met. (GSP, section 5.5.4.1; ETGSA,
Land Subsidence Management Plan at pp. 3-4 (attached to Section 6 of GSP).) As
subsidence increases, so do the restrictions.

Finally, the GSP requires ETGSA to review well permit applications submitted to Tulare
County. (GSP, section 6.2.6.) “The program will directly address the impacts of the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels, land subsidence, and degraded groundwater quality by
improving data on groundwater extractions within the GSA to inform implementation of
projects and management actions to avoid undesirable results.” (GSP, section 6.2.6.2.)
While ETGSA does not have the authority to authorize or reject well permit applications
(Tulare County has that authority), ETGSA will use the data from well permit application
review to protect the sustainable management of the Subbasin. (GSP, sections 6.2.6.6 and
6.2.6.12.)

LS-3c Response and Action —ETGSA is addressing LS-3 by implementing a Mitigation

Program that provides clear triggers, eligibility requirements, metrics, and funding
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sources for groundwater wells experiencing impacts from land subsidence.
(Coordination Agreement, Attachment 8 (Mitigation Plan).) Because any given impact to
critical infrastructure is unique relative to impacts to other critical infrastructure,
ETGSA—and the Tule Subbasin as a whole—will mitigate impacts to critical
infrastructure on a case-by-case basis. (Tule Subbasin Mitigation Plan section 4.3.2.).
To qualify for mitigation, a critical infrastructure owner must “provide sufficient data and
evaluation as evidence that land subsidence may be causing the claimed impact.”
(/bid.) ETGSA is entering into a Memorandum of Agreement with the other Tule
Subbasin GSAs that will define each GSA’s obligations regarding “initial reserve funding
contribution amounts, requirement reimbursements to the reserve fund for impacts
attributed to a GSA’s authorized management activities, and details regarding GSAs
mitigation funding mechanism.” (Tule Subbasin Mitigation Plan section 6.2.1.) In
essence, the GSAs will maintain the mitigation reserve fund at a minimum balance and
an individual GSA will make reimbursements to the reserve fund when deductions occur
due to that GSA’s management actions. (/bid.)
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency LS-4 —
The Tri- County
Water Authority GSP
does not define
Undesirable Results
and Sustainable
Management Criteria
consistent with the
Subbasin
Coordination
Agreement.

Agencies choosing to develop
multiple GSPs “shall enter into a
coordination agreement to
ensure that the Plans are
developed and implemented
utilizing the same data and
methodologies and that
elements of the Plans necessary
to achieve the sustainability goal
for the basin are based upon
consistent interpretations of the
basin setting” (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 23, § 357.4a).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

The Tri-County Water Authority GSP’s
definition of an undesirable result and SMC
differs from the Subbasin Coordination
Agreement and other GSPs within the
subbasin.

Board additional issues:

The Tri-County Water Authority is located in both
the Tule and Tulare Lake basins, and it appears
that the Tri-County Water Authority GSP for the
Tule basin defined its undesirable result and
SMC consistent with the 2022 Tulare Lake GSP.
It is therefore unclear whether the subbasin is
coordinated.

Potential Action LS-4 —
Define undesirable results
consistently throughout the
subbasin.

LS-4 Response and Action — ETGSA defers to the Tri-County
Water Authority GSA to correct this deficiency.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency LS-5 —
The GSPs do not
address
undesirable results
caused by land
subsidence after
2040, and instead
allow for residual
subsidence to
continue after
2040.

SGMA requires that basins
achieve their sustainability
goal within 20 years of plan
implementation (Wat. Code §
10727.2 subd. (b)(1)), which
requires operating the basin
within its sustainable yield
(Wat. Code § 10721 subd. (u))
while avoiding undesirable
results (Wat. Code

§ 10721 subd. (v)). SGMA
does not differentiate between
total and residual subsidence,
so GSPs must also consider
residual subsidence when
avoiding undesirable results.

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

The 2022 Coordination Agreement states “residual
land subsidence resulting from historical
groundwater conditions may occur after 20407, yet
the GSAs do not ensure this continued subsidence
will not cause undesirable results. DWR’s 2022
Determination Letter notes that “SGMA and the
GSP Regulations does not differentiate residual
subsidence; therefore, GSAs should assess total
subsidence impacts causes by groundwater
pumping” and that “SGMA requires GSAs to avoid
or minimize subsidence and the GSAs have not
demonstrated the Plan’s intent to accomplish this”.

Board additional issues: None.

Potential Action LS-5 —
Do not allow land
subsidence to occur past
2040.

LS-5 Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency LS-5 by
including plans to prevent land subsidence from occurring past 2040.
The plan calls for setting the subsidence rate to zero feet per year by
2035 to account for residual subsidence in the years immediately
preceding 2040. (GSP section 5.5.4.4.)

With regard to subsidence along the Friant-Kern Canal, Reclamation
published a study of land subsidence in the Tule Subbasin, which
estimates that one foot of displacement from the current condition will
occur in the Middle Reach of the Friant-Kern Canal between 2040
and 2070. (GSP section 5.5.4; Stantec Technical Memorandum
(attached to Section 5 of GSP).) Because land subsidence is a
regional issue and groundwater management in other parts of the
basin and subbasin may impact whether subsidence occurs within
ETGSA'’s jurisdiction, to account for Reclamation’s projection, ETGSA
will continue to collaborate with other GSAs within the basin to design
SMC that eliminate subsidence from occurring after 2040.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct
the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency Groundwater
Quality (GWQ)-1 — The 2022
GSPs do not clearly define the
conditions that would be

considered an undesirable result.

The GSP Regulations require a GSA to
“describe...the processes and criteria
relied upon to define undesirable results
applicable to the basin.” This description
must include the cause of past or
potential undesirable results, “the criteria
used to define when and where the
effects of the groundwater conditions
cause undesirable results,” and the
potential effects of undesirable results on
groundwater uses and users and land
uses and property interests (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, § 354.26).

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:

None.

Board issues:

The 2022 GSPs and coordination
agreement defines an undesirable result
as “the significant and unreasonable
degradation of groundwater quality due to
groundwater pumping and recharge
projects such that the quality of
groundwater is no longer generally
suitable for agricultural and/or domestic
use” (2022 Coordination Agreement,

p. 53). GSPs do not clearly describe
how the subbasin would determine if
SMC exceedances are “due to the result
of groundwater pumping and recharge
projects” as opposed to other factors.

Potential Action GWQ-1 —
Add information about the
impacts of basin
management on
groundwater quality.

Explain how they

would determine the

water quality impacts

of:

e Projects and
management actions

e Subsidence

e Continued pumping

GWQ-1 Response and Action - ETGSA is
addressing GWQ-1 by defining significant and
unreasonable effects relating to groundwater
quality as “Degraded groundwater quality that does
not meet state and federal regulatory standards
resulting in impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users
that are not mitigated.” (GSP section 5.5.3.2.)
Further, ETGSA defines undesirable results for
degraded groundwater quality as, “[a]n undesirable
result occurs if any single groundwater quality
RMS well experience a minimum threshold
exceedance resulting from a GSA’s groundwater
management for 2 consecutive years, and cannot
be mitigated by a GSA.” (GSP section 5.5.3.3.)
Groundwater Quality degradation from GSA
authorized groundwater management criteria will
be determined based on the management action
and by source of contaminant. (Coordination
Agreement, Attachment 5 section 5.3.1.) The Tule
Subbasin Technical Memorandum concerning
groundwater quality (GSP, Appendix A,
Coordination Agreement, Attachment 5) describes
various groundwater management actions that
may impact groundwater quality, including
infiltration ponds, injection wells, agricultural
managed aquifer recharge, flood-managed aquifer
recharge, water trading, new pumping, and
abandoning wells. (/d.)
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to
Correct the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GWQ-2 —
Minimum thresholds
set by the 2022 GSP
are not consistent with

GSP Regulations.

e Deficiency GWQ-
2a — The 2022
GSPs do not define
minimum thresholds
consistent with
prevention of further
degradation of
groundwater quality
where pre-2015
undesirable results
occurred.

e Deficiency GWQ-
2b — The GSPs do
not consider all
constituents with
known
exceedances.

e Deficiency GWQ-
2c¢c — Minimum
Thresholds based
on agricultural
standards are
applied to domestic
wells.

The 2022 GSPs use
historical data to establish
MTs when pre-2015
conditions exceeded
MCLs or SMCLs. Board
staff understand that
GSAs do not have to
address undesirable
results that occurred
before 2015, and Board
staff understand that this
is why GSAs are
establishing MTs from
historical data. But Board
staff note multiple
deficiencies concerning
how these historical data
are used and the resulting
MTs. These deficiencies
are summarized below as
GWQ-2a, GWQ- 2b,
GWQ-2c.

The plan may, but is not
required to, address
undesirable results that
occurred before, and have
not been corrected by,
January 1, 2015.

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:

None.

Board issues:

GWQ-2a — The 2022
Coordination Agreement for
setting MTs states that “for
RMS wells that already have
historical exceedances of the
MCLs or WQOs... [MTs will be
set at] pre-2015
implementation
concentration.” The 2022
GSPs therefore establish MTs
that exceed primary MCLs or
upper SMCLs yet does not
demonstrate that exceeding
health- or quality-protective
standards is not an
undesirable result.

GWQ-2b — The GSPs do
not consider all the
constituents with
exceedances (This is
based on the SGMA
Groundwater Quality
Visualization Tool).

GWQ-2¢ — MTs for RMS
in agricultural areas are
based on Water Quality
Objectives rather than
MCLs. This means that
water quality in
domestic wells could
degrade below drinking
water standards without
being considered an
undesirable result.

Potential Action GWQ-
2 — Update minimum
thresholds to be
consistent with GSP
Regulations.

e Potential Action
GWQ-2a - Establish
RMS within areas of
known regulatory
threshold
exceedances and set
SMC consistent with
the GSP Regulations.

e Potential Action
GWQ-2b — Use the
best available data
when defining
constituents and set
SMC for all
constituents in the
basin that may impact
beneficial uses and
users.

e Potential Action
GWQ-2c — Revise
criteria to categorize
RMS and describe
potential impacts to all
beneficial uses and
users.

GWQ-2a Response and Action — ETGSA is addressing Deficiency GWQ-2
by working to expand the existing groundwater quality monitoring network to
include RMS in areas of known regulatory threshold exceedances. (GSP
section 5.5.3.6.) As of now, in addition to RMS well data, ETGSA is relying
on Tule Basin Water Quality Coalition’s groundwater trend monitoring
program and Safe Drinking Water Information System data to characterize
and monitor groundwater quality. (Coordination Agreement, Attachment 5
section 4.0.) As ETGSA compiles data of known groundwater quality
regulatory exceedances, ETGSA will expand the monitoring network to
include wells where exceedances of groundwater quality constituents occur.
(GSA section 5.5.3.6; Coordination Agreement, Attachment 5 section 4.3.)
ETGSA’s SMC for groundwater quality SMC are consistent with GSP
regulations. (GSP sections 5.5.3.6.1 and 5.5.3.6.2.)

GWQ-2b Response and Action — ETGSA addresses GWQ-2 by selecting
constituents of concern for which exceedances of the SWRCB'’s Division of
Drinking Water Standards for Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) may
present significant risks to beneficial users and uses of groundwater. (GSP
section 5.5.3.4.) To determine which constituents present risks, ETGSA
considered existing data and efficacy to determine degradation in
groundwater quality via chronic lowering of groundwater levels over time.
(/d.) ETGSA has set SMC for all constituents in its jurisdiction that may
impact beneficial users or uses. (GSP sections 5.5.3.5 and 5.5.3.6.)

GWQ-2c Response and Action — ETGSA addresses GWQ-2 by requiring
that all current and future RMS locations will be monitored for all regulatory
drinking water standards COCs and setting SMC to be protective of the most
vulnerable users and uses at a particular RMS. (GSP sections 4.2.3.4 and
5.5.3.1; Coordination Agreement, Attachment 1 section 2.4 and Attachment 5,
Figures 1a and 1b.) ETGSA describes the potential impacts to all beneficial
uses and users. (GSP section 5.5.3.) ETGSA applies the MCL standard to
all RMS. (GSP section 5.5.3.5.)

Tule Subbasin
Probationary Hearing

March 2024 Draft Staff Report
ETGSA August 2024 Responses




Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct
the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

Deficiency GWQ-3 — The Tri-
County Water Authority GSP
does not define Undesirable
Results and Sustainable
Management Criteria consistent
with the Subbasin Coordination
Agreement.

e Deficiency GWQ-3a — The
Tri-County Water Authority
GSP defined undesirable
result is inconsistent with the
subbasin wide definition of an
undesirable result.

e Deficiency GWQ-3b — The
Tri-County Water Authority
method of setting SMC is not
consistent with the goals of
SGMA or the Tule Subbasin
Coordination Agreement.

Agencies intending to develop and
implement multiple Plans pursuant to
Water Code Section 10727(b)(3) shall
enter into a coordination agreement to
ensure that the Plans are developed and
implemented utilizing the same data and
methodologies and that elements of the
Plans necessary to achieve the
sustainability goal for the basin are
based upon consistent interpretations of
the basin setting (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
23, § 357 .4a).

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:
None.

Board issues:
The TCWA GSA is located in both

the Tule and Tulare Lake subbasins.

The Tule TCWA GSP is consistent
with the Tulare Lake TCWA GSP
rather than the 2022 Tule
Coordination Basin.

Potential Action GWQ-3 -
Update SMCs to be
consistent with the Subbasin
Coordination Agreement.

e Potential Action GWQ-3a
— Define undesirable
results consistent with the
goals of SGMA and the
Tule Subbasin
Coordination Agreement.

e Potential Action GWQ-3b
— Define SMC
methodology consistent
with the goals of SGMA
and the Tule Subbasin
Coordination Agreement.

GWQ-3 Response and Action — ETGSA defers to
the Tri-County Water Authority GSA to correct this
deficiency.
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct the

Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

@)
@)
@)
@)

O

Deficiency GWQ-4 — The water
quality monitoring plan in the
2022 GSP is not consistent with
GSP regulations.

e Deficiency GWQ-4a — The
proposed monitoring network
in the 2022 GSPs is
inconsistent with the 2022
Coordination Agreement
defined RMS wells. Questions
we have:

Which wells?
Which aquifers?
Adequate?
Composite?
Rationale?

e Deficiency GWQ-4b — The
proposed monitoring
frequency is insufficient to
detect short-term and
seasonal trends.

The GSP Regulations require GSPs to
include a description of the monitoring

network objectives for the basin,

including how the GSA will “monitor
impacts to the beneficial uses or users of
groundwater” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.34, subd. (b)(2)). The monitoring
network must be “capable of collecting
sufficient data to demonstrate short-term,
seasonal, and long-term trends in

groundwater and related surface

conditions, and yield representative
information about groundwater conditions

as necessary to evaluate [GSP]

implementation.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.
23, § 354.34, subd. (a)). Data collected
must be of “sufficient quality, frequency,
and distribution” to characterize and
evaluate groundwater conditions (Cal.

Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.32).

GSAs “may designate a subset of
monitoring sites as representative of
conditions in the basin or an area of the
basin...”, known as RMSs (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, § 354.36). GSAs identify
MTs, MOs, and IMs at these sites. “The

designation of [an RMS] shall be

supported by adequate evidence
demonstrating that the site reflects
general conditions in the area” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.36, subds. (a)

& (c)).

DWR Inadequate Determination
summary:

None.

Board issues:

GWQ-4a — The monitoring
network described in the 2022
Coordination Agreement differs
substantially from the
monitoring networks described
in the GSPs. The Coordination
Agreement indicates there are
76 RMS; GSPsindicate there
are 26. It's not clear: 1) which
wells are being monitored; 2) if
the GSAs know which aquifers
the wells monitor; 3) if the
monitoring network adequately
monitors key aquifers; 4) if the
network relies on composite
wells; and 5) whether the
scientific rationale for selecting
RMS is adequate.

GWQ-4b — The GSAs
propose to collect only
annual summer
groundwater samples
from RMS wells

Potential Action GWQ-4 — Update
the water quality monitoring plan in
the 2022 GSP to be consistent with

GSP regulations.
e Potential Action GWQ- 4a
— Ensure the monitoring

networks described in GSPs

are consistent with the
monitoring network
described in the 2022
coordination agreement.

®)
@)
@)
@)

©)

List wells
List aquifers
List information

No composite
wells

Describe rationale

e Potential Action GWQ- 4b
— Increase the sampling
frequency for the
groundwater quality
monitoring network.

GWQ-4a Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency GWQ-4 by aligning
the monitoring network described in its GSP
with the Coordination Agreement. (GSP
section 5.5.3; Coordination Agreement,
Attachment 1.) ETGSA’s GSP includes a
section that lists wells, aquifers, information
regarding constituents of concern, and
rationales. (GSP sections 5.5.3.4, 5.5.3.5,
and 5.5.3.6.) ETGSA’s monitoring network
consists of no composite wells. (GSP
section 5.5.3.6.)

GWQ-4b Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency GWQ-4 by working to
enhance its ability to conduct more frequent
sampling via the expansion of its
groundwater quality monitoring network.
(GSP, Appendix A, Coordination
Agreement, Attachment 1, section 4.1.2.)
Currently, groundwater quality monitoring is
occurring once per year (Coordination
Agreement, Attachment 1, section 2.4.7),
but the GSP includes plans to increase
monitoring frequency to detect short-term
and seasonal trends (Coordination
Agreement, Attachment 1, section 4.1.2).

A process is underway to identify areas
within ETGSA’s jurisdiction as data gaps
that will be prioritized for future groundwater
quality RMS locations. (/d., section 4.1.2.)
ETGSA is re-evaluating monitoring sites
from existing monitoring programs for use
as RMS as well as coordinating with
landowners to utilize domestic wells as
monitoring sites. (/bid.)
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct the Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted
Action

Deficiency GWQ-5 —

degradation.

Management actions are not
responsive to water quality

e Deficiency GWQ-5a —
Additional sampling is not
triggered when Minimum
Thresholds are exceeded.

e Deficiency GWQ-5b — Well
mitigation plans don’t address
water quality degradation.

Each GSP is required
to include a
description of the
projects and
management actions
the GSA has
determined will
achieve groundwater
sustainability in the
basin. The GSAs
must include projects
and management
actions “that may be
utilized to meet
interim milestones,
the exceedance of
minimum thresholds,
or where undesirable
results have occurred
or are imminent” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 23, §
354.44, subd. (b)(1)).

DWR Inadequate Determination

summary: None.

Board issues: NA

Potential Action GWQ-5 — Update management

actions to be responsive to water quality degradation.
Potential Action GWQ- 5a — Plan additional

sampling when water quality is degraded.

Potential Action GL-8- Develop well
mitigation programs with clear triggers,
eligibility requirements, metrics, and funding

sources. (This action supports addressing both

Deficiency GL-8 and Deficiency GWQ-5b.)

GWQ-5a Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency GWQ-5 by requiring
additional water quality sampling upon the
submission of the claim for mitigation.

(GSP, Appendix A, Coordination Agreement,
Attachment 8 section 3.2, Step 2.)

GWQ-5b Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency GWQ-5 by instituting
a Mitigation Plan that provides clear
triggers, eligibility requirements, metrics,
and funding sources. (Coordination

Agreement, Attachment 8, sections 3.2 and
6.2.1.)
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Deficiency

What SGMA Requires

Deficiency Summary

Potential Actions to Correct the
Deficiency

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

data.

Deficiency Interconnected
Surface Water (ISW)-1 — The 2022
GSPs claim that there is no ISW in
the Tule basin, but the analysis is
limited and relies on incomplete

The GSP Regulations
require GSAs to
provide an
“Identification of
interconnected surface
water systems within
the basin and an
estimate of the
quantity and timing of
depletions of those
systems, utilizing data
available from the
Department, as
specified in Section
353.2, or the best
available information,’
(Cal. Code Regs., tit.
23, § 354.16, (f)).

DWR Inadequate Determination summary:

None.

Board issues:

The 2022 GSPs do not provide adequate
technical justification to demonstrate ISW are not
present in the subbasin. The 2022 Coordination
Agreement Basin Setting uses a depth to
groundwater raster to conclude that there are no
continuously occurring ISWs within the basin,
however, Board staff notes that it is unclear which
datasets or wells were used to generate the depth
to groundwater raster, making it difficult to assess
the accuracy of the raster in areas near streams.

Moreover, although using groundwater depth as a
proxy to determine the presence of ISW may be a
sufficient method, groundwater-surface water
interconnection varies within and across years. A
single month in a multi-year drought, even a winter
month, not provide sufficient technical justification
to demonstrate the absence of ISW.

Finally, the GSAs do not describe how they
considered available stream gage data in
determining the potential presence of ISW in the
subbasin.

Potential Action ISW-1a — Use the best
available data for identifying
interconnected surface waters in the
subbasin.

Potential Action ISW-1b — Explain
which groundwater level monitoring
network was used to justify the absence
of ISWs with the basin.

ISW-1a Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency ISW-1 by using the
ICONS database to identify potential
interconnected surface water within
ETGSA's jurisdiction. (GSP section 3.3.6.)
Still, ETGSA notes that the best available
data suggests that no interconnected
surface water exists within ETGSA’s
jurisdictional area. (GSP section
5.5.5.2.2.)

ISW-1b Response and Action — ETGSA
addresses Deficiency ISW-1 by
acknowledging that, while groundwater
level data from shallow groundwater wells
near Tule River, Deer Creek, White River
were the basis for justifying the absence of
interconnected surface water with
ETGSA'’s jurisdiction, ETGSA is now using
the ICONS database as the basis for
recognizing the potential existence of
interconnected surface water within
ETGSA's jurisdictional area. (GSP section
3.3.6.)
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Deficiency What SGMA Requires Deficiency Summary z;t%n:;ia(:i,:ﬁgms L) (S, ,EES;: dRzzEg:se Lite
Deficiency ISW-2 — The 2022 The GSP Regulations state that ISWs DWR Inadequate Determination summary: Potential Action ISW-2a — ISW-2a Response and Action
GSPs do not correctly define refer to “surface water that is Reevaluate ISWs within the — ETGSA addresses Deficiency
Interconnected Surface Water. hydraulically connected at any point by a None. basin using the ISW-2 by analyzing the potential
continuous saturated zone to the understanding that ISWs may |existence of interconnected
underlying aquifer and the overlying Board additional issues: be intermittent. surface waters with the
e Con e 25, | Board sl nots ral he GSAS undorstanding f ISV Potntial Action SW2b— ["CSendra 0t
351, (0)). within the basin is |ncon§|stgnt with SGMA’s defmltlon Remove the reference to may be intermittent. (GSP
’ of ISW. The 2022 Coordination Agreement Basin subterranean streams. Aopendix A. Coordination ’
Setting uses a depth to groundwater raster to conclude App t’Att h (7
that there are no continuously occurring ISWs within greement, Attachment 7,
the basin. However, the Coordination Agreement section 3.2.)
contradicts this finding by stating that there are periods .
where groundwater is within the 25 ft below ground Lsgéggzzz?;ssseesagia?éfcn
surface threshold from the ground surface, which ISW-2 b ) I y
would allow for ISW to occur. As a result, the GSAs y removing a
failed to identify potential ISWs in accordance with references to subterranean
SGMA regulations. streams from the GSP.
Furthermore, Eastern Tule GSA conflates ISW with
subterranean streams. SGMA statute clearly defines
ISWs as groundwater and any occurrence of surface
water that are hydraulically connected at any point
(Cal. Code Regs, tit. 23, §351, subd. (0)). The
definition of ISW does not refer to subterranean
streams.
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Potential Actions to Correct the

ETGSA Response and Adopted Action

(Conditional)

— If depletions of
Interconnected Surface
Water occur in the
subbasin, the GSAs must
set Sustainable
Management Criteria for
depletions of
Interconnected Surface
Water and establish a
shallow water monitoring
network.

management criteria
and projects and
management actions
shall be
commensurate with
the level of
understanding of the
basin setting, based
on the level of
uncertainty and data
gaps, as reflected in
the Plan” ((Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 23, §
350.4, (d)).

summary:

None.

Board additional issues:

Board staff recognize that the
GSAs did not establish ISW
SMC under the assumption that
depletions of ISW are not
occurring in the subbasin or are
not likely to occur in the
subbasin. However, if in address
Deficiencies ISW-1 and ISW-2,
the GSAs find evidence of the
presence of depletions of ISW,
then GSAs will need to develop
SMC, create a monitoring
network, and identify associated
projects or management actions
for the depletion of ISW.

Deficiency What_SGMA Deficiency Summary Deficiency
Requires
Deficiency ISW-3 “gystainable DWR Inadequate Determination | Potential Action ISW-3a — Create an ISW-3a Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency ISW-3

ISW monitoring network near established
surface monitoring stations to fill data

gaps.

Potential Action ISW-3b — Use the ISW
network to model if surface water is

hydraulically connected to the underlying
aquifer via a continuous saturated zone.

Potential Action ISW-3c — Identify
wells where excessive groundwater
pumping could lower the hydraulic
gradient, reduce the surface water
supply, and impact nearby vegetation
and ecosystems.

Potential Action ISW-3d — Develop SMC
for the depletion of interconnected
surface water.

by establishing a monitoring plan for interconnected surface water.
(GSP section 3.5.3.) In addition to the stream gages and interim
monitoring wells along the Tule River, White River, and Deer Creek
(GSP, Appendix A, Coordination Agreement, Attachment 1 section
3.1.6), EGSA has identified monitoring well locations along those
waterways to make the collection of groundwater level data in those
areas more robust in order to inform interconnected surface water
conditions (/d. section 4.1.5).

ISW-3b Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency ISW-3
by planning for the development of additional interconnected surface
water monitoring wells, the data from which ETGSA will use to
establish a model of the hydrologic connection between surface and
groundwater via a continuous saturated zone. (/d.) Notably, DWR’s
release of the Best Management Practice for establishing monitoring
for depletions of interconnected surface water will support ETGSA’s
modeling efforts. (GSP section 4.2.3.6.)

ISW-3c Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency ISW-3
by developing its monitoring network for interconnected surface water
along reaches of Tule River, Deer Creek, and White River, areas that
the ICONS database identifies as potentially supporting interconnected
surface water. (GSP section 3.5.3; Coordination Agreement,
Attachment 1 section 3.1.6.) Itis in these areas where excessive
groundwater pumping could lower the hydraulic gradient, reduce the
surface water supply, and impact nearby vegetation and ecosystems.

ISW-3d Response and Action — ETGSA addresses Deficiency ISW-3
by establishing a monitoring network to identify potential
interconnected surface water. (GSP section 3.5.3; Coordination
Agreement, Attachment 1, section 3.1.6.) Once DWR releases
guidance on monitoring interconnected surface water and if ETGSA
identifies such water, ETGSA will establish SMC for the depletion of
interconnected surface water. (GSP, Appendix A, Coordination
Agreement, Attachment 7, section 10.)
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