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UKIAH VALLEY BASIN
GROUNWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (UVBGSA)
AND
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) TO THE UVBGSA

Special Joint Meeting
AGENDA

Ukiah Valley Conference Center ¢ 200 S School St. ¢ Ukiah, CA 95482

To participate or view the virtual meeting, go to the following link: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86074412428

Or you can call in using your telephone only:

e Call (toll free) 1-669-444-9171

o Enter the Access Code: 860 7441 2428

¢ To Raise Hand enter *9

e To Speak after being recognized: enter *6 to unmute yourself

July 10, 2026 - 10:00 AM

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2. AUDIENCE COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) Board and Technical Advisory Committee welcome input from the audience. If
there is a matter of business on the agenda that you are interested in, you may address the Board/Committee when this matter
is considered. If you wish to speak on a matter that is not on this agenda that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
UVBGSA Board and TAC, you may do so at this time. In order for everyone to be heard, please limit your comments to three
(3) minutes per person and not more than ten (10) minutes per subject. The Brown Act regulations do not allow action to be
taken on audience comments in which the subject is not listed on the agenda.

3. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ITEMS

3.a.

Discussion and Possible Direction Regarding Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Plan — First Periodic Evaluation: Approach, and Content Preview.

Recommended Action: Staff recommends that the Board of Directors and Technical Advisory
Committee:

* Receive and discuss this status report on the first Periodic Evaluation, including the planned
PE structure, corrective action responses, and key technical improvements;

* Review the DWR Feedback Tracker (Attachment B) and provide any feedback on the planned
approach to individual RCA and non-RCA items;

e Confirm the proposed PE schedule in Table 3-3, including the September 2026 target for
circulation of the draft PE to the TAC for review; and

e Authorize LWA to proceed with the technical work and DWR coordination described herein.

Attachments:

1. Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1
2. Table 3-2

3. Table 3-3
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4. DWR Determination Letter (July 27, 2023)
5. UVB PE DWR Feedback Tracker
6. Draft Updated Hydrogeologic Maps and Cross-Sections

3.b. Discussion and Possible Action or Direction Regarding the Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (UVBGSA) Strategic Plan.

Recommended Action: Confirm the GSA Vision Statement and provide instruction to Stantec on
the Draft Goals and Tactics for the Strategic Plan, either verbally or via written follow-up after the
meeting by July 31, 2026.

Attachments: None

4. ADJOURNMENT

Please be advised that the Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (UVBGSA) Board and Technical Advisor Committee (TAC)
need to be notified 24 hours in advance of a meeting if any specific accommodations or interpreter services are needed in order for you to
attend. The UVBGSA and TAC Members comply with ADA requirements and will attempt to reasonably accommodate individuals with
disabilities upon request. Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the UVBGSA and TAC Members after distribution of the
agenda packet are available for public inspection at the front counter at the Ukiah Civic Center, 300 Seminary Avenue, Ukiah, CA 95482,
during normal business hours, Monday through Friday, 8:00 am to 5:00 pm. Any handouts or presentation materials from the public must be
submitted to the clerk 48 hours in advance of the meeting; for handouts, please include 10 copies.

| hereby certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing agenda was posted on the bulletin board at
the main entrance of the City of Ukiah City Hall, located at 300 Seminary Avenue, Ukiah, California; and at 200 S School St., Ukiah, CA 95482;
not less than 72 hours prior to the meeting set forth on this agenda.

Kristine Lawler, CMC
Dated: 7/1/26
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Agenda Item No: 3.a.
MEETING DATE/TIME: 7/10/2026

ITEM NO: 2026-1185

N UKIAH VALLEY BASIN STAFF REPORT
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (GSA)

SUBJECT:Discussion and Possible Direction Regarding Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan
— First Periodic Evaluation: Approach, and Content Preview.

PREPARED BY: Audra Bardsley, Larry Walker and Associates
PRESENTER: Audra Bardsley, Larry Walker and Associates

ATTACHMENTS:

Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1

Table 3-2

Table 3-3

DWR Determination Letter (July 27, 2023)

UVB PE DWR Feedback Tracker

Draft Updated Hydrogeologic Maps and Cross-Sections

Summary:Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan — First Periodic Evaluation: Approach, Content
Preview and Feedback Request.

Background: This report provides the Board of Directors (Board) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of
the Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (UVBGSA or GSA) with a preview of the first
Periodic Evaluation (PE) of the Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP).

oubhwN-~

The purpose of this report is to:

e Update the Board and TAC on the status of PE preparation and the technical approach being taken to
address each of DWR's five Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs) and additional
recommendations;

¢ Provide an overview of the planned PE structure and content so that the Board and TAC can begin
familiarizing themselves with how the PE will be organized;

¢ Preview several key technical findings and improvements that will be highlighted in the PE, including
updated hydrogeologic maps and cross-sections; and

¢ Seek input from the Board and TAC ahead of the draft PE text being circulated to the TAC for review in
September 2026.

The DWR Feedback Tracker (Attachment 2) provides a more detailed item-by-item summary of how the PE
plans to address each RCA and additional DWR recommendation. The Board and TAC are encouraged to
review the Tracker alongside this staff report.

Ukiah Valley Basin GSP

Ukiah Valley Basin GSPThe Ukiah Valley Basin (Basin No. 1-052) is a medium-priority basin in Mendocino
County covering approximately 37,500 acres in and around the City of Ukiah along the Russian River. The
UVBGSA submitted the Ukiah Valley Basin GSP to DWR on January 28, 2022, in compliance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). The GSP establishes sustainable management criteria
(SMCs), a monitoring network, and projects and management actions to achieve sustainability within the 20-
year planning horizon.

Page 1 of 5

Page 3 of 73



DWR GSP Assessment and Determination

DWR GSP Assessment and DeterminationDWR issued a written determination on July 27, 2023 finding the
GSP in substantial compliance with SGMA. The accompanying 44-page GSP Assessment Staff Report
identified five Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs) — areas where DWR found additional technical detail
or clarification was needed, but not to a degree warranting a finding of inadequacy. The DWR Determination
Letter is included as Attachment A.

PE Requirements and Due Date

Under SGMA (Water Code Section 10728.4), the UVBGSA must submit its first PE to DWR no later than
January 28, 2027. The PE must evaluate progress toward the sustainability goal, review and update the GSP
as necessary, and address DWR's five RCAs. GSA staff and the LWA technical team will meet with DWR on
July 14, 2026 to discuss the PE approach and confirm that the planned updates and clarifications are
appropriate given the distinction between Periodic Evaluations and Plan Amendments under SGMA.

Key Developments Since GSP Submittal
Several significant developments have occurred since the GSP was submitted in January 2022, including:

e Expanded Groundwater Level Monitoring Dataset: Since the GSP was submitted, the UVBGSA has
continued to build the basin's groundwater level record through both periodic manual field
measurements and the installation of high-frequency water level sensors at select monitoring wells.
High-frequency sensors now provide near-continuous water level data, capturing sub-seasonal
dynamics — including responses to pumping, recharge events, and seasonal fluctuations — that periodic
measurements alone cannot resolve. Together, these datasets provide a substantially richer
characterization of groundwater conditions across the basin compared to what was available at the
time of GSP submittal, including improved understanding of vertical hydraulic gradients between
shallow and deeper portions of the aquifer system at locations with nested monitoring wells.

e Well Inventory: Phase | of the Ukiah Valley Basin Well Inventory concluded in July 2025 and focused
on compiling and verifying well location and construction information from publicly available sources for
wells throughout and surrounding the basin. The resulting database provides a foundation for improved
representation of pumping in the UVIHM and will inform monitoring network updates. Phase II, which
addresses identified data gaps, is currently underway.

e Upper Russian River Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem and Interconnected Surface Water
Study: The UVBGSA was awarded $1.36 million in CDFW grant funding to implement the Upper
Russian River Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem and Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) Study,
launched in October 2025.

¢ Updated Geologic Mapping and Subsurface Data: Several significant new datasets have become
available since the GSP was submitted, including California Geological Survey (CGS) Preliminary
Geologic Maps for the three 7.5' quadrangles encompassing the basin (Rubin, 2020; Rubin, 2021;
Rubin, 2022); the U.S. Geological Survey Three-Dimensional Hydrogeologic Framework Model of the
Russian River Watershed (Cromwell et al., 2024); and Airborne Electromagnetic (AEM) survey data.

¢ Ukiah Valley Water Authority (UVWA): Effective January 1, 2025, the UVWA was formed through a
Joint Powers Agreement consolidating five water districts, increasing the GSA's organizational capacity
for coordinated water management.

¢ Potter Valley Project (PVP): PG&E filed to surrender its PVP license in January 2025. The PVP has
historically diverted water from the Eel River to Lake Mendocino, supporting Russian River surface
water supplies in the Ukiah Valley. Ongoing proceedings regarding the future of this supply are
relevant to the basin's long-term water budget.

Discussion: PE Approach and Strategy
The first PE for the Ukiah Valley Basin is being organized around three interrelated objectives:

Objective 1: Address All Topics Required by DWR PE GuidanceDWR's Periodic Evaluation guidance
identifies required elements for every PE, covering the full range of SGMA topics: basin setting, sustainable

Page 2 of 5

Page 4 of 73



management criteria, monitoring networks, projects and management actions, water budget, and the
hydrogeologic conceptual model. The PE will address each of these topics in a structured document organized
into numbered sections (see Section 3.2). This ensures the PE functions as a comprehensive GSP update,
not just a response to DWR's feedback.

Objective 2: Directly Address DWR's Recommended Corrective Actions and Additional
RecommendationsEach of the five RCAs is explicitly addressed in a dedicated PE section, with clear
traceability between DWR's concern and the PE's response. Beyond the RCAs, DWR's Assessment Staff
Report included additional non-RCA recommendations — areas DWR encouraged the GSA to address. The
DWR Feedback Tracker (Attachment B) provides the complete item-by-item mapping between DWR's findings
and the corresponding PE sections for both RCA and non-RCA items.

Objective 3: Incorporate New Data and Developments Since GSP SubmittalWhere new data, studies, or
technical analyses have become available since the GSP was submitted, the PE will incorporate them as
updates to the relevant sections. This includes updated hydrogeologic maps and cross-sections, ISW Study
preliminary findings, new water quality monitoring data, the UVWA agency formation, and the PVP water rights
proceedings. The PE will be explicit about distinguishing what has changed and why.

3.2 PE Structure and Outline

Table 3-1 presents the planned structure of the PE document, with a brief description of each section and its
relationship to DWR's feedback items. Section numbers in this table correspond to the PE Section column in
the DWR Feedback Tracker (Attachment B).

Table 3-1. Planned PE Document Structure

(See Attachment 1 for Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1 - Draft Cross-Section Location Map - Ukiah Valley Basin)

3.3 Recommended Corrective Action Response Summary

Table 3-2 summarizes the five RCAs and the PE's planned response to each. See Attachment 4 for a more
complete, cross-referenced table that identifies the locations of DWR's direction in the 2023 Assessment Staff
Report and the associated PE section where each item will be addressed.

(See Attachment 2 for Table 3-2)
3.4 Selected Highlights from Additional DWR Recommendations

Beyond the five RCAs, DWR's Assessment Staff Report included a range of additional recommendations. The
full list and the planned PE approach to address these is tracked in Attachment B. Two particularly significant
technical improvements are highlighted here.

3.4.1 Updated Hydrogeologic Maps and Cross-Sections

DWR noted discrepancies in the GSP's geologic cross-sections and plan-view hydrogeologic maps, including
inconsistencies in horizontal scale, cross-sections extending beyond the basin boundary, and missing vertical
exaggeration labels. Since GSP submittal, LWA has prepared updated cross-sections and plan-view
hydrogeologic maps drawing on several significant new data sources that were not available when the GSP
was written: the California Geological Survey Preliminary Geologic Maps for the three 7.5' quadrangles
encompassing the basin (Rubin, 2020; Rubin, 2021; Rubin, 2022); the USGS Three-Dimensional
Hydrogeologic Framework Model of the Russian River Watershed (Cromwell et al., 2024); and Airborne
Electromagnetic (AEM) survey data. The updated figures will be presented in PE Section 7.1. A representative
subset of figures is shown in Section 3.2 of this report; the full set is provided as Appendix B of the PE.

3.4.2 Aquifer Characterization — Toward a Zone-Based Understanding
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DWR identified discrepancies in how the lateral extent of Principal Aquifer | was depicted across different GSP
figures. To provide context for the PE's updated approach, it is helpful to recall how the GSP itself
characterized the aquifer system.

The 2022 GSP defined two principal aquifers: Principal Aquifer | (Quaternary Alluvium — highly permeable
unconsolidated sands and gravels along river channels, the primary production aquifer) and Principal Aquifer Il
(Terrace Deposits and Continental Basin Deposits — lower-yield material with a higher proportion of clays).
Importantly, the GSP already noted that no contiguous aquitard or confining layer separates the two, and that
a review of available literature points to hydraulic connection between them — while also acknowledging that
the low transmissivity and discontinuous nature of Aquifer Il may restrict the degree of exchange in some
locations.

Since the GSP was submitted, a combination of new monitoring data and the updated hydrogeologic maps
and cross-sections has deepened the understanding of this system. Available evidence — including
geochemical data showing younger water near the surface and older water at depth and nested well
measurements indicating downward hydraulic gradients — supports characterizing the basin as a single aquifer
system with hydraulic zones of distinct properties: higher hydraulic conductivity channel alluvium adjacent to
the Russian River, and lower hydraulic conductivity unconsolidated and consolidated sediments elsewhere.
This is consistent with the USGS HFM framework (Cromwell et al., 2024), which identifies Channel Alluvium,
Unconsolidated Sediments, and Consolidated Sediments as the primary hydrogeologic units within the Ukiah
Valley.

The PE will present this refined conceptual understanding as a continuation of the initial characterization work
in the GSP - building on the GSP's own recognition of functional connection and hydraulic contrasts between
zones and providing a more complete description of how the system operates as a whole. After additional data
collection, formal recharacterization of the aquifer system and associated Plan Amendment are anticipated at
the next PE cycle (approximately 2032).

This conceptual refinement also informs why separate per-aquifer groundwater contour maps and water
budgets are not being developed for this PE. Presenting separate maps organized around the original two-
aquifer framework would be technically inconsistent with the improved understanding of the system as
functionally connected zones rather than discrete, separable aquifers.

3.5 Schedule
Table 3-3 presents the proposed schedule for completing and submitting the first PE.

(See Attachment 3 for Table 3-3)

Board and TAC feedback received at the July 10 joint meeting and through the September to November
review period will be incorporated into the PE before it is submitted to DWR.

4. Recommended Action
Staff recommends that the Board of Directors and Technical Advisory Committee:

¢ Receive and discuss this status report on the first Periodic Evaluation, including the planned PE
structure, corrective action responses, and key technical improvements;

e Review the DWR Feedback Tracker (Attachment B) and provide any feedback on the planned
approach to individual RCA and non-RCA items;

¢ Confirm the proposed PE schedule in Table 3-3, including the September 2026 target for circulation of
the draft PE to the TAC for review; and

o Authorize LWA to proceed with the technical work and DWR coordination described herein.
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Additional Attachments:

Attachment 4 — DWR Determination Letter (July 27, 2023)

Attachment 5 — UVB PE DWR Feedback Tracker

Attachment 6 — Draft Updated Hydrogeologic Maps and Cross-Sections

Recommended Action: Staff recommends that the Board of Directors and Technical Advisory Committee:
* Receive and discuss this status report on the first Periodic Evaluation, including the planned PE structure,
corrective action responses, and key technical improvements;

» Review the DWR Feedback Tracker (Attachment B) and provide any feedback on the planned approach to
individual RCA and non-RCA items;

+ Confirm the proposed PE schedule in Table 3-3, including the September 2026 target for circulation of the
draft PE to the TAC for review; and

» Authorize LWA to proceed with the technical work and DWR coordination described herein.
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TABLE 3-1

PE Title Description DWR
Section Feedback
Item(s)
1 Introduction & Overview of PE purpose, GSP status, -
Executive Summary | key findings, and document organization.
2 Basin Setting Updates to land use, water use, and the | Non-RCA 8, 9
Updates regulatory and governance context of the
Basin, including UVWA formation.
3 Water Demand Review of current and projected water Non-RCA 9
Update demand based on updated land use and
supply conditions.
4 Key Changes Since Summary of significant new information: | Non-RCA 1, 2
GSP Submittal aquifer recharacterization progress, PVP
proceedings, UVWA formation, ISW
Study launch, new datasets.
5 Sustainable Review MTs, MOs, and interim -
Management Criteria | milestones for all sustainability indicators.
5.1 | Groundwater Levels | Elevation-based SMCs; updated data- RCA 2
capture margin criteria; expanded RMP
network.
5.2 | Groundwater Storage | Review of storage SMCs; no material -
changes anticipated.
5.3 | Interconnected Documentation of ISW Study launch and | RCA 4
Surface Water preliminary coordination framework;
several additional wells incorporated into
ISW network using existing methodology.
Full ISW SMC redevelopment deferred to
next PE cycle.
5.4 | Degraded Water Clarification of regulatory basis for SC RCA 3
Quality SMCs (Title 22 vs. Basin Plan WQO).
5.5 | Land Subsidence Updated subsidence data period of Non-RCA 5
record; no significant subsidence
observed.
6 Projects & Review of P&MA implementation status; | Non-RCA 13
Management Actions | updated implementation and termination
triggers.
7 Hydrogeologic
Assessment & Water
Budget
7.1 | Updated Updated geologic maps and cross- Non-RCA 1, 2,
Hydrogeologic sections; zone-based aquifer 3,4
Conceptual Model characterization using CGS quad maps
and USGS HFM.
7.2 | Updated Groundwater level trends, contour maps, | Non-RCA 4
Groundwater and storage changes since GSP
Conditions submittal.
7.3 | Surface Water Russian River and tributary flows; RCA 1a
Conditions historical surface water delivery records
and reliability analysis.
7.4 | Updated Water All components in graphical and tabular | RCA 1a; Non-
Budget format; updated sustainable yield RCAG6, 7
estimate.
7.5 | UVIHM Update Documentation of UVIHM updates and RCA 1b
calibration improvements since GSP;
current Lake Mendocino boundary
condition representation and pathway for
future model improvements.
8 Updated Monitoring
Networks
8.1 | Network Overview Summary of monitoring network structure | Non-RCA 11,
and changes since GSP submittal. 12
8.2 | Groundwater Level Expanded RMP network; updated RMP RCA 2; Non-
Monitoring selection documentation; removal of RCA 11
pumping-influenced wells from RMP
designation.
8.3 | Water Quality Reconciled network table by RCA 5
Monitoring hydrogeologic zone, entity, analytes, and
schedule.
8.4 | ISW & GDE ISW Study monitoring framework; stream | RCA 4
Monitoring gauge network; biological monitoring
sites.
8.5 | Land Subsidence INSAR and CGPS period of record; Non-RCA 5

Monitoring

monitoring continuity.
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TABLE 3-1

ATTACHMENT 1

PE Title Description DWR
Section Feedback
Item(s)
9 Regulatory Programs | SGMA compliance; SWRCB water rights | Non-RCA 14
& Coordination context; Tribal coordination; ISW agency
coordination.
10 Groundwater GDE mapping updates; ISW Study RCA 4
Dependent biological findings; GDE SMC basis.
Ecosystems
11 Progress Toward Evaluation of annual report data, interim | -
Sustainability Goal milestones, and overall basin trends
against the sustainability goal.
12 Adaptive Climate change considerations; data gap | Non-RCA 15
Management & Next | priorities; commitments for next PE cycle.
Steps
Appendix | UVIHM Technical Documentation of UVIHM updates, RCA 1b
A Memorandum calibration improvements, and current
Lake Mendocino boundary condition
treatment; pathway for future model
refinements.
Appendix | Updated Updated plan-view hydrogeologic maps Non-RCA 1, 2
B Hydrogeologic Maps | and cross-sections based on CGS
and Cross-Sections preliminary geologic maps (Rubin, 2020,
2021, 2022), USGS HFM (Cromwell et
al., 2024), and AEM data.
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Figure 3-1. Draft Cross-Section Location Map — Ukiah Valley Basin

Figure 3-1 shows the plan-view locations of the four updated cross-section transects (A-A' through D-D') overlaid on the basin
hydrogeologic framework. The full set of updated plan-view maps and cross-sections is provided as Appendix B of the PE and

Attachment C to this staff report.
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TABLE 3-2

Table 3-2. Summary of DWR Recommended Corrective Actions and PE Responses

RCA Topic

RCA Water Budget
1

RCA Groundwater
2 Level SMC

RCA Water Quality
3 SMC - Specific
Conductivity

RCA Interconnected
4 Surface Water

RCA Water Quality
5 Monitoring
Network

DWR Direction

Quantify historical surface
water delivery reliability to
the Russian River System
(1a) and document Lake
Mendocino representation
in the UVIHM (1b).

Express SMCs as
groundwater elevations
rather than depth values
(2a). Document technical
basis for margin criteria
(2b).

Clarify how the Basin
Plan water quality
objective (320 uS/cm) is
reflected in the GSP's
sustainable management
criteria.

Develop quantifiable ISW
SMCs (4a); fill data gaps
(4b); document agency
and Tribal coordination
(4c).

Clearly identify all water
quality monitoring wells
by aquifer, entity,

analytes, and schedule.

PE Response Summary

The PE will present a quantitative
analysis of historical surface water
deliveries to the Ukiah Valley and will
note the context of the ongoing PVP
license proceedings. A Technical
Memorandum on UVIHM Improvements
will document all model updates and
calibration changes since the GSP,
including the current treatment of Lake
Mendocino releases, known limitations,
and the pathway for future
improvements. The main body of the
PE will also address Lake Mendocino
representation.

The PE plans to convert all SMC values
to NAVD 88 elevations; wells lacking
accurate reference point or ground
surface elevation data are planned to
be surveyed. The PE puts forth an
adjusted data-capture margin approach
(5% where fall seasonal low observed;
10% where not), consistent with DWR
BMP 6. The RMP network is anticipated
to expand from 5 to 11 active RMPs,
with current pumping-influenced RMP
wells moved to the broader monitoring
network.

The PE will clarify that both standards
are California state standards serving
different purposes: Title 22 (900 uS/cm)
governs groundwater extraction for
public supply; the Basin Plan objective
(320 uS/cm) governs surface water
quality for aquatic life protection. The
MT of 900 uS/cm is appropriate for the
basin's beneficial use. No numeric
values are changing.

The $1.36M CDFW-funded ISW Study
launched in October 2025 addresses all
three sub-items. The PE will document
the study framework, preliminary
findings, and coordination to date.
Several additional wells will be
incorporated into the ISW network using
the existing GSP methodology. Full
redevelopment of quantifiable ISW
SMCs requires study completion
(through March 2028) and will be
addressed in the next PE cycle, at
which time any DWR ISW guidance will
also be considered.

The PE plans to provide a complete,
clearly organized water quality
monitoring network table addressing all
four of DWR's requested data points.
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TABLE 3-3

Table 3-3. Proposed First Periodic Evaluation Schedule

Milestone

Target Date

Notes

Joint Board/TAC meeting — PE approach July 10, 2026
and content preview (this meeting)
Pre-consultation with DWR on PE approach | July 14, 2026 GSA staff and LWA

technical team in
attendance

PE preparation — draft text for all sections

July — September
2026

LWA technical team will
coordinate with GSA staff

on relevant sections

Draft PE circulated to TAC for review September 2026 | Ahead of October 10,
2026 TAC meeting

TAC review — October 10, 2026 TAC October 2026

meeting

Revised draft circulated to Board of Directors | October 2026 Ahead of November 12,
2026 Board meeting

Board of Directors review — November 12, November 2026

2026 Board meeting

PE finalization in response to TAC and November 2026 — | LWA technical team will

Board input January 2027 work with GSA staff on

incorporation of feedback

and final review

PE submitted to DWR

January 28, 2027

SGMA statutory deadline

Page 1 of 1
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 08636DF0-D586-4007-885E-D191627540E9 ATTACHMENT 4

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER
MANAGEMENT OFFICE

715 P Street, 8" Floor | Sacramento, CA 95814 | P.O. Box 942836 | Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

July 27, 2023

Erik Cadaret

Ukiah Valley Basin GSA

340 Lake Mendocino Dr

Ukiah, CA 95482
staff@ukiahvalleygroundwater.org

RE: Ukiah Valley Basin - 2022 Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Dear Erik Cadaret,

The Department of Water Resources (Department) has evaluated the groundwater
sustainability plan (GSP) submitted for the Ukiah Valley Basin and has determined the
GSP is approved. The approval is based on recommendations from the Staff Report,
included as an exhibit to the attached Statement of Findings, which describes that the
Ukiah Valley Basin GSP satisfies the objectives of the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) and substantially complies with the GSP Regulations. The
Staff Report also proposes recommended corrective actions that the Department
believes will enhance the GSP and facilitate future evaluation by the Department. The
Department strongly encourages the recommended corrective actions be given due
consideration and suggests incorporating all resulting changes to the GSP in future
updates.

Recognizing SGMA sets a long-term horizon for groundwater sustainability agencies
(GSAs) to achieve their basin sustainability goals, monitoring progress is fundamental
for successful implementation. GSAs are required to evaluate their GSPs at least every
five years and whenever the Plan is amended, and to provide a written assessment to
the Department. Accordingly, the Department will evaluate approved GSPs and issue
an assessment at least every five years. The Department will initiate the first periodic
review of the Ukiah Valley Basin GSP no later than January 28, 2027.

Please contact Sustainable Groundwater Management staff by emailing
sgmps@water.ca.gov if you have any questions related to the Department’s
assessment or implementation of your GSP.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA | GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR | CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY
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Thank You,

_ Yo, Cosselin

Paul Gosselin

Deputy Director

Sustainable Groundwater Management

Attachment:

1. Statement of Findings Regarding the Approval of the Ukiah Valley Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan

STATE OF CALIFORNIA | GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR | CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY
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DocuSign Envelope ID: EC58E3F9-856C-4463-BE3E-E775366A529D

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS REGARDING THE
APPROVAL OF THE
UKIAH VALLEY BASIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

The Department of Water Resources (Department) is required to evaluate whether a
submitted groundwater sustainability plan (GSP or Plan) conforms to specific
requirements of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA or Act), is likely
to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin covered by the Plan, and whether the Plan
adversely affects the ability of an adjacent basin to implement its GSP or impedes
achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. (Water Code § 10733.) The
Department is directed to issue an assessment of the Plan within two years of its
submission. (Water Code § 10733.4.) This Statement of Findings explains the
Department’s decision regarding the Plan submitted by the Ukiah Valley Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA or Agency) for the Ukiah Valley Basin (Basin
No. 1-052).

Department management has discussed the Plan with staff and has reviewed the
Department Staff Report, entitled Sustainable Groundwater Management Program
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Assessment Staff Report, attached as Exhibit A,
recommending approval of the GSP. Department management is satisfied that staff have
conducted a thorough evaluation and assessment of the Plan and concurs with staff’s
recommendation and all the recommended corrective actions. The Department therefore
APPROVES the Plan and makes the following findings:

A. The Plan satisfies the required conditions as outlined in § 355.4(a) of the GSP
Regulations (23 CCR § 350 et seq.):

1. The Plan was submitted within the statutory deadline of January 31, 2022.
(Water Code § 10720.7(a); 23 CCR § 355.4(a)(1).)

2. The Plan was complete, meaning it generally appeared to include the
information required by the Act and the GSP Regulations sufficient to
warrant a thorough evaluation and issuance of an assessment by the
Department. (23 CCR § 355.4(a)(2).)

3. The Plan, either on its own or in coordination with other Plans, covers the
entire Ukiah Valley Basin. (23 CCR § 355.4(a)(3).)

B. The general standards the Department applied in its evaluation and assessment
of the Plan are: (1) “conformance” with the specified statutory requirements, (2)
“substantial compliance” with the GSP Regulations, (3) whether the Plan is likely
to achieve the sustainability goal for the Ukiah Valley Basin within 20 years of the
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implementation of the Plan, and (4) whether the Plan adversely affects the ability
of an adjacent basin to implement its GSP or impedes achievement of
sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. (Water Code § 10733.) Application of
these standards requires exercise of the Department’s expertise, judgment, and
discretion when making its determination of whether a Plan should be deemed

“approved,” “incomplete,” or “inadequate.”

The statutes and GSP Regulations require Plans to include and address a
multitude and wide range of informational and technical components. The
Department has observed a diverse array of approaches to addressing these
technical and informational components being used by GSAs in different basins
throughout the state. The Department does not apply a set formula or criterion
that would require a particular outcome based on how a Plan addresses any one
of SGMA’s numerous informational and technical components. The Department
finds that affording flexibility and discretion to local GSAs is consistent with the
standards identified above; the state policy that sustainable groundwater
management is best achieved locally through the development, implementation,
and updating of local plans and programs (Water Code § 113); and the
Legislature’s express intent under SGMA that groundwater basins be managed
through the actions of local governmental agencies to the greatest extent
feasible, while minimizing state intervention to only when necessary to ensure
that local agencies manage groundwater in a sustainable manner. (Water Code
§ 10720.1(h)) The Department’s final determination is made based on the entirety
of the Plan’s contents on a case-by-case basis, considering and weighing factors
relevant to the particular Plan and Ukiah Valley Basin under review.

C. In making these findings and Plan determination, the Department also
recognized that: (1) the Department maintains continuing oversight and
jurisdiction to ensure the Plan is adequately implemented; (2) the Legislature
intended SGMA to be implemented over many years; (3) SGMA provides Plans
20 years of implementation to achieve the sustainability goal in the Ukiah Valley
Basin (with the possibility that the Department may grant GSAs an additional five
years upon request if the GSA has made satisfactory progress toward
sustainability); and, (4) local agencies acting as GSAs are authorized, but not
required, to address undesirable results that occurred prior to enactment of
SGMA. (Water Code §§ 10721(r); 10727.2(b); 10733(a); 10733.8.)

D. The Plan conforms with Water Code §§ 10727.2 and 10727.4, substantially
complies with 23 CCR § 355.4, and appears likely to achieve the sustainability
goal for the Ukiah Valley Basin. It does not appear at this time that the Plan will
adversely affect the ability of adjacent basins to implement their GSPs or impede
achievement of sustainability goals.

California Department of Water Resources Page 2 of 6
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1. The sustainable management criteria and goal, which are to maintain
groundwater levels within historical conditions minus a well-specific
margin not to exceed 10 feet designed to account for data uncertainty, are
sufficiently justified and explained. While Department staff have identified
recommended corrective actions that staff believes may be necessary to
achieve sustainability within the SGMA timeframe, because the overall
groundwater level and storage conditions in the Basin are generally stable,
these issues do not preclude Plan approval at this time. The GSP also
includes a framework for improving the GSA’s understanding of
interconnected surface water (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(1).) The GSP identifies
plans to fill key data gaps and relies on the best available information and
science to quantify the groundwater conditions that the Plan seeks to
avoid and provides objective way to determine whether the Ukiah Valley
Basin is being managed sustainably in accordance with SGMA. (23 CCR
§ 355.4(b)(1).)

2. The Plan demonstrates a reasonable understanding of where data gaps
exist and demonstrates a commitment to eliminate those data gaps. For
example, the GSA plans on expanding the monitoring network to fill
significant spatial and temporal gaps to improve basin characterization, as
well as to provide for continuous monitoring and additional stream gage
locations. The GSA plans to incorporate this new data and other
information into the Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model to improve
water budget calculations and increase the understanding of surface water
and groundwater interaction. Filling these known data gaps, and others
described in the Plan, should lead to refinement of the GSA’s monitoring
networks and sustainable management criteria and help inform and guide
future adaptive management strategies and projects and management
actions. (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(2).)

3. The projects and management actions proposed are designed to address
data gaps, help maintain the sustainability goal and avoid undesirable
results. The projects and management actions are reasonable and
commensurate with the level of understanding of the Ukiah Valley Basin
setting. The projects and management actions described in the Plan
provide a feasible approach to achieving the Ukiah Valley Basin’s
sustainability goal and should provide the GSA with greater versatility to
adapt and respond to changing conditions and future challenges during
GSP implementation. (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(3).)

4. The Plan provides a detailed explanation of how the varied interests of
groundwater uses and users in the Ukiah Valley Basin were considered in
developing the sustainable management criteria and how those interests,
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including domestic wells, would be impacted by the chosen minimum
thresholds. (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(4).)

5. The Plan’s projects and management actions appear feasible at this time
and appear capable of preventing undesirable results and ensuring that
the Ukiah Valley Basin is managed within its sustainable yield within 20
years. The Department will continue to monitor Plan implementation and
reserves the right to change its determination if projects and management
actions are not implemented or appear unlikely to prevent undesirable
results or achieve sustainability within SGMA timeframes. (23 CCR §
355.4(b)(5).)

6. The Plan includes a reasonable assessment of overdraft conditions and
includes reasonable means to mitigate overdraft, if present. (23 CCR §
355.4(b)(6).)

7. Atthis time, it does not appear that the Plan will adversely affect the ability
of an adjacent basin to implement its GSP or impede achievement of
sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. The Ukiah Valley Basin adjoins
one very-low priority Basin that at this time is not required to develop a
GSP or manage groundwater for long-term sustainability, and to date no
such plan has been submitted. (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(7).)

8. Because a single plan was submitted for the Subbasin, a coordination
agreement was not required. (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(8).)

9. The GSA’'s member agencies and their history of groundwater
management provide a reasonable level of confidence, at this time, that
the GSA has the legal authority and financial resources necessary to
implement the Plan. (23 CCR § 355.4(b)(9).)

10.Through review of the Plan and consideration of public comments, the
Department determines that the GSA adequately responded to comments
that raised credible technical or policy issues with the Plan, sufficient to
warrant approval of the Plan at this time. The Department also notes that
the recommended corrective actions included in the Staff Report are
important to addressing certain technical or policy issues that were raised
and, if not addressed before future, subsequent plan evaluations, may
preclude approval of the Plan in those future evaluations. (23 CCR §
355.4(b)(10).)

E. In addition to the grounds listed above, DWR also finds that:

1. The Plan sets forth minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels that take into consideration shallow water supply wells
(Ukiah Valley GSP, p. 275). The Plan generally sets minimum thresholds
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at the lowest historical groundwater levels plus a well-specific margin not
to exceed 10 feet and defines unreasonable results as levels at which the
percentage of impacted wells exceeds five percent. The GSP includes a
well impact analysis that indicates that groundwater levels at minimum
thresholds will not lead to significant and unreasonable impacts on shallow
wells, based on the period analyzed from Spring 2014 to Fall 2018. The
Plan’s compliance with the requirements of SGMA and substantial
compliance with the GSP Regulations supports the state policy regarding
the human right to water (Water Code § 106.3). The Department
developed its GSP Regulations consistent with and intending to further the
policy through implementation of SGMA and the Regulations, primarily by
achieving sustainable groundwater management in a basin. By ensuring
substantial compliance with the GSP Regulations, the Department has
considered the state policy regarding the human right to water in its
evaluation of the Plan. (23 CCR § 350.4(g).)

2. The Plan acknowledges and identifies interconnected surface waters
within the Ukiah Valley Basin. The GSA proposes initial sustainable
management criteria to manage this sustainability indicator and measures
to improve understanding and management of interconnected surface
water. The GSA acknowledges, and the Department agrees, many data
gaps related to interconnected surface water exist. The GSA should
continue filling data gaps, collecting additional monitoring data, and
coordinating with resources agencies and interested parties to understand
beneficial uses and users that may be impacted by depletions of
interconnected surface water caused by groundwater pumping. Future
updates to the Plan should aim to improve the initial sustainable
management criteria as more information and improved methodology
becomes available.

3. The basin is not currently in a state of long-term overdraft and projections
of future basin extractions are likely to stay within current and historic
ranges, at least until the next periodic evaluation by the GSA and the
Department. Basin groundwater levels and other SGMA sustainability
indicators are unlikely to deteriorate while the GSA implements the
Department’s recommended corrective actions. State intervention is not
necessary at this time to ensure that local agencies manage groundwater
in a sustainable manner. (Wat. Code § 10720.1(h).)

4. The California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code § 21000
et seq.) does not apply to the Department’s evaluation and assessment of
the Plan.
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Accordingly, the GSP submitted by the Agency for the Ukiah Valley Basin is hereby
APPROVED. The recommended corrective actions identified in the Staff Report will assist
the Department’s future review of the Plan’s implementation for consistency with SGMA
and the Department therefore recommends the Agency address them by the time of the
Department’s periodic review, which is set to begin on January 28, 2027, as required by
Water Code § 10733.8. Failure to address the Department’s recommended corrective
actions before future, subsequent plan evaluations, may lead to a Plan being determined
incomplete or inadequate.

Signed:

barla Mmedle

Karla Nemeth, Director
Date: July 27, 2023

Exhibit A: Groundwater Sustainability Plan Assessment Staff Report — Ukiah Valley Basin
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State of California
Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Assessment

Staff Report
Groundwater Basin Name: Ukiah Valley Basin (No. 1-052)
Submitting Agency: Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Submittal Type: Initial GSP Submission
Submittal Date: January 28, 2022
Recommendation: Approved
Date: July 27, 2023

The Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA or Agency) submitted
the Ukiah Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP or Plan) for the Ukiah Valley
Basin (Basin) to the Department of Water Resources (Department) for evaluation and
assessment as required by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)' and
GSP Regulations.? The GSP covers the entire Basin for the implementation of SGMA.

After evaluation and assessment, Department staff conclude that the Plan includes the
required components of a GSP, demonstrates a thorough understanding of the Basin
based on what appears to be the best available science and information, sets well
explained, supported, and reasonable sustainable management criteria to prevent
undesirable results as defined in the Plan, and proposes a set of projects and
management actions that will likely achieve the sustainability goal defined for the Basin.?
Department staff will continue to monitor and evaluate the Basin’s progress toward
achieving the sustainability goal through annual reporting and future periodic evaluations
of the GSP and its implementation.

» Based on the current evaluation of the Plan, Department staff recommend
the GSP be approved with the recommended corrective actions described
herein.

This assessment includes five sections:

1) Section 1 — Summary: Overview of Department staffs assessment and
recommendations.

" Water Code § 10720 et seq.
223 CCR § 350 et seq.
323 CCR § 350 et seq.
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2) Section 2 — Evaluation Criteria: Describes the legislative requirements and the
Department’s evaluation criteria.

3) Section 3 — Required Conditions: Describes the submission requirements, Plan
completeness, and basin coverage required for a GSP to be evaluated by the
Department.

4) Section 4 — Plan Evaluation: Provides an assessment of the contents included
in the GSP organized by each Subarticle outlined in the GSP Regulations.

5) Section 5 — Staff Recommendation: Includes the staff recommendation for the
Plan and any recommended or required corrective actions, as applicable.

1 SUMMARY

Department staff recommend approval of the Ukiah Valley GSP. The GSA has identified
areas for improvement of its Plan (e.g., improving monitoring networks, improving data
and information gaps identified in the hydrogeological conceptual model and the Ukiah
Valley Integrated Hydrological Model, and refining projects and management actions).
Department staff concur that those items are important and recommend the GSA address
them as soon as possible. Department staff have also identified additional recommended
corrective actions within this assessment that the GSA should consider addressing by the
first periodic evaluation of the Plan. The recommended corrective actions generally focus
on the following:

(1) Provide additional details and discussion related to the water budget.

(2) Refine and provide additional details and discussion related to chronic lowering
of groundwater levels sustainable management criteria.

(3) Clarify and provide additional details and discussion related to degraded water
quality sustainable management criteria.

(4) Continue to fill data gaps, collecting additional monitoring data, coordinating with
resources agencies and interested parties to understand beneficial uses and
users that may be impacted by depletions of interconnected surface water
caused by groundwater pumping, and refine sustainable management criteria.

(5) Clarify details related to the degraded water quality monitoring network.

Addressing the recommended corrective actions identified in Section 5 of this assessment
will be important to demonstrate, on an ongoing basis, that implementation of the Plan is
likely to achieve the sustainability goal.
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2 EVALUATION CRITERIA

The GSA submitted a single GSP to the Department to evaluate whether the Plan
conforms to specified SGMA requirements* and is likely to achieve the sustainability goal
for the Ukiah Valley Basin.® To achieve the sustainability goal for the Basin, the GSP must
demonstrate that implementation of the Plan will lead to sustainable groundwater
management, which means the management and use of groundwater in a manner that
can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without causing
undesirable results.® Undesirable results must be defined quantitatively by the GSAs.”
The Department is also required to evaluate whether the GSP will adversely affect the
ability of an adjacent basin to implement its GSP or achieve its sustainability goal.®

For the GSP to be evaluated by the Department, it must first be determined that the Plan
was submitted by the statutory deadline,® and that it is complete and covers the entire
basin.™® If these conditions are satisfied, the Department evaluates the Plan to determine
whether it complies with specific SGMA requirements and substantially complies with the
GSP Regulations. ' Substantial compliance means that the supporting information is
sufficiently detailed and the analyses sufficiently thorough and reasonable, in the
judgment of the Department, to evaluate the Plan, and the Department determines that
any discrepancy would not materially affect the ability of the Agency to achieve the
sustainability goal for the basin, or the ability of the Department to evaluate the likelihood
of the Plan to attain that goal.'?

When evaluating whether the Plan is likely to achieve the sustainability goal for the Basin,
Department staff reviewed the information provided and relied upon in the GSP for
sufficiency, credibility, and consistency with scientific and engineering professional
standards of practice.'® The Department’s review considers whether there is a reasonable
relationship between the information provided and the assumptions and conclusions
made by the GSA, including whether the interests of the beneficial uses and users of
groundwater in the basin have been considered; whether sustainable management
criteria and projects and management actions described in the Plan are commensurate
with the level of understanding of the basin setting; and whether those projects and
management actions are feasible and likely to prevent undesirable results. 4

4 Water Code §§ 10727.2, 10727 4.

5 Water Code § 10733(a).

6 Water Code § 10721(v).

723 CCR § 354.26 et seq.

8 Water Code § 10733(c).

923 CCR § 355.4(a)(1).

1023 CCR §§ 355.4(a)(2), 355.4(a)(3).
123 CCR § 350 et seq.

1223 CCR § 355.4(b).

1323 CCR § 351(h).

1423 CCR §§ 355.4(b)(1), (3), (4), and (5).
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The Department also considers whether the GSA has the legal authority and financial
resources necessary to implement the Plan.’®

To the extent overdraft is present in a basin, the Department evaluates whether the Plan
provides a reasonable assessment of the overdraft and includes reasonable means to
mitigate the overdraft.'® The Department also considers whether the Plan provides
reasonable measures and schedules to eliminate identified data gaps.'” Lastly, the
Department’s review considers the comments submitted on the Plan and evaluates
whether the GSA adequately responded to the comments that raise credible technical or
policy issues with the Plan.'®

The Department is required to evaluate the Plan within two years of its submittal date and
issue a written assessment of the Plan.’® The assessment is required to include a
determination of the Plan’s status.?° The GSP Regulations define the three options for
determining the status of a Plan: Approved,?' Incomplete,?? or Inadequate.?3

Even when review indicates that the GSP satisfies the requirements of SGMA and is in
substantial compliance with the GSP Regulations, the Department may recommend
corrective actions.?* Recommended corrective actions are intended to facilitate progress
in achieving the sustainability goal within the basin and the Department’s future
evaluations, and to allow the Department to better evaluate whether the Plan adversely
affects adjacent basins. While the issues addressed by the recommended corrective
actions do not, at this time, preclude approval of the Plan, the Department recommends
that the issues be addressed to ensure the Plan’s implementation continues to be
consistent with SGMA and the Department is able to assess progress in achieving the
sustainability goal within the basin.? Unless otherwise noted, the Department proposes
that recommended corrective actions be addressed by the submission date for the first
periodic evaluation of the GSP.26

The staff assessment of the GSP involves the review of information presented by the
GSA, including models and assumptions, and an evaluation of that information based on
scientific reasonableness, including standard or accepted professional and scientific
methods and practices. The assessment does not require Department staff to recalculate
or reevaluate technical information provided in the Plan or to perform its own geologic or

1523 CCR § 355.4(b)(9).

16 23 CCR § 355.4(b)(6).

1723 CCR § 355.4(b)(2).

18 23 CCR § 355.4(b)(10).

9 Water Code § 10733.4(d); 23 CCR § 355.2(e).
20 Water Code § 10733.4(d); 23 CCR § 355.2(e).
2123 CCR § 355.2(e)(1).

22 23 CCR § 355.2(e)(2).

23 23 CCR § 355.2(e)(3).

24 \Water Code § 10733.4(d).

25 \Water Code § 10733.8.

26 23 CCR § 356.4 et seq.
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engineering analysis of that information. The staff recommendation to approve a Plan
does not signify that Department staff, were they to exercise the professional judgment
required to develop a GSP for the basin, would make the same assumptions and
interpretations as those contained in the Plan, but simply that Department staff have
determined that the assumptions and interpretations relied upon by the submitting GSA
are supported by adequate, credible evidence, and are scientifically reasonable.

Lastly, the Department’s review and approval of the Plan is a continual process. Both
SGMA and the GSP Regulations provide the Department with the ongoing authority and
duty to review the implementation of the Plan.?” Also, GSAs have an ongoing duty to
provide reports to the Department, periodically reassess their plans, and, when
necessary, update or amend their plans.?® The passage of time or new information may
make what is reasonable and feasible at the time of this review to not be so in the future.
The emphasis of the Department’s periodic reviews will be to assess the progress toward
achieving the sustainability goal for the basin and whether Plan implementation adversely
affects the ability of adjacent basins to achieve their sustainability goals.

3 REQUIRED CONDITIONS

A GSP, to be evaluated by the Department, must be submitted within the applicable
statutory deadline. The GSP must also be complete and must, either on its own or in
coordination with other GSPs, cover the entire basin.

3.1 SuBMISSION DEADLINE
SGMA required basins categorized as high- or medium-priority and not subject to critical
conditions of overdraft to submit a GSP no later than January 31, 2022.2°

The GSA submitted its Plan on January 28, 2022.

3.2 COMPLETENESS
GSP Regulations specify that the Department shall evaluate a GSP if that GSP is
complete and includes the information required by SGMA and the GSP Regulations.*®

The GSA submitted an adopted GSP for the entire Basin. After an initial, preliminary
review, Department staff found the GSP to be complete and appearing to include the

27 \Water Code § 10733.8; 23 CCR § 355.6.
28 \Water Code §§ 10728 et seq., 10728.2.
29 Water Code § 10720.7(a)(2).

30 23 CCR § 355.4(a)(2).
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required information, sufficient to warrant a thorough evaluation by the Department.®' The
Department posted the GSP to its website on February 14, 2022.32

3.3 BASIN COVERAGE

A GSP, either on its own or in coordination with other GSPs, must cover the entire basin.33
A GSP that is intended to cover the entire basin may be presumed to do so if the basin is
fully contained within the jurisdictional boundaries of the submitting GSAs.

The GSP intends to manage the entire Ukiah Valley Basin and the jurisdictional boundary
of the submitting GSA fully contains the Basin.3*

4 PLAN EVALUATION

As stated in Section 355.4 of the GSP Regulations, a basin “shall be sustainably managed
within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline consistent with the objectives of the
Act.” The Department’s assessment is based on a number of related factors including
whether the elements of a GSP were developed in the manner required by the GSP
Regulations, whether the GSP was developed using appropriate data and methodologies
and whether its conclusions are scientifically reasonable, and whether the GSP, through
the implementation of clearly defined and technically feasible projects and management
actions, is likely to achieve a tenable sustainability goal for the basin. The Department
staff's evaluation of the likelihood of the Plan to attain the sustainability goal for the Basin
is provided below.

4.1 ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

The GSP Regulations require each Plan to include administrative information identifying
the submitting Agency, its decision-making process, and its legal authority;® a description
of the Plan area and identification of beneficial uses and users in the Plan area;¢ and a
description of the ability of the submitting Agency to develop and implement a Plan for
that area.%’

The Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA or Agency) is the sole
GSA for the Basin and is responsible for the entire area covered by the GSP.38 The GSA

31 The Department undertakes a preliminary completeness review of a submitted Plan under section
355.4(a) of the GSP Regulations to determine whether the elements of a Plan required by SGMA and the
Regulations have been provided, which is different from a determination, upon review, that a Plan is
“incomplete” for purposes of section 355.2(e)(2) of the Regulations.

32 https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/preview/84.

33 Water Code § 10727(b); 23 CCR § 355.4(a)(3).

34 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.1.1.1, p. 46.

3523 CCR § 354.6 et seq.

3623 CCR § 354.8 et seq.

3723 CCR § 354.6(e).

38 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.1.1.1, p. 46.
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was formed through a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA)3° between Mendocino County, City
of Ukiah, Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District
(RRFC), Upper Russian River Water Agency, and agricultural and Tribal interested-party
groups.*® The GSP states that the GSA has the legal authority to “perform duties,
exercise powers and accept responsibility while sustainably managing groundwater
within the Ukiah Valley Groundwater Basin” and to “develop, implement and manage a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Ukiah Valley Basin.”#' According to the GSP, the
legal authority stems from SGMA, the JPA, and the GSA Bylaws.*?> The governance of
the GSA is by a Board of Directors containing six members, with one member
representing each agency and interested-party group. In addition, a Technical Advisory
Committee was formed for technical guidance during GSP development.43

The GSP provides a discussion of the plan area. The medium-priority Ukiah Valley Basin
is located in Mendocino County and underlies the Ukiah and Redwood Valleys. The Basin
encompasses 37,500 acres within the Russian River Watershed, with the Russian River
flowing the entire length of the Basin and being joined by several tributaries. Lake
Mendocino borders the eastern side of the Basin and provides managed releases to the
East Fork of the Russian River to maintain minimum instream flows and meet water
supply demands.** The Basin is bounded by the Mendocino Range of the Coastal
Ranges and bordered by the very low-priority Sanel Valley Groundwater Basin (No. 1-
053) to the south.*> Agencies with jurisdiction in the Basin include Mendocino County,
City of Ukiah, City of 10,000 Buddhas, Flight Ridge, Yokayo Tribe Water System, RRFC,
Upper Russian River Water Agency, Ukiah Valley Sanitation District, two water
companies, four water districts, and four areas designated as tribal lands.4®

In addition to the local agencies with water management responsibilities identified above,
the State Water Resources Control Board has jurisdiction over a number of groundwater
wells in the Basin whose source has been deemed to constitute Russian River
underflow,*” including wells operated by the City of Ukiah, the largest public water service
provider in Ukiah Valley.*® Department staff encourage the GSA develop a clear
understanding and provide an explanation in the next periodic evaluation of the GSP of
how the management of the wells that are subject to State Water Resources Board
jurisdiction may impact the overall management of the Basin.

39 Ukiah Valley GSP, Appendix 1-B, pp. 419-439.

40 Ukiah Valley GSP, Sections ES 1.3-1.3.1.6, and 2.1.5.1, pp. 2, 35-37, and 70, Figure 2.3, p. 47.
41 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 1.3.4, p. 38.

42 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 1.3.4, p. 38.

43 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.1.5.2, p. 72.

44 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section ES 2.2.1, p. 9.

45 Ukiah Valley GSP, Sections ES-2.1.1 and 2.1.1, pp. 5 and 43, Figure 2.2, p. 45.

46 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.1.1.1, p. 46.

47 Electronic Water Rights Information Management System. Retrieved June 5, 2023, from
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/ewrims/index.html.

48 Ukiah Valley GSP, Appendix 2-A LACO Initial Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, pp. 680-687.
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The GSP states that based on the 2010 Land Use Survey, the three largest land use
categories within the Basin are Native and Riparian Vegetation (51.3%), Vineyards
(20.7%), and Urban (19.14%).4% Department staff note discrepancies within land use
categories and percentages in various sections, tables and figures, ®® of the GSP.
Department staff encourage the GSA to reconcile these in the next periodic evaluation of
the GSP.

The GSP does not contain information on how the implementation of existing land use
plans may change water demands within the Basin and affect the ability of the GSA to
achieve sustainable groundwater management. Department staff recommend that the
GSA evaluate the interaction of land use planning and water use as part of its efforts to
maintain sustainability and include this information®! in the next annual report.

Population of the Basin was approximately 29,671 in the 2010 census, ®? with an
estimated 85% %3 of that population located within census tracts designated as
Disadvantaged Communities or Severely Disadvantaged Communities. The GSP
identified the number of wells per recorded use category from DWR’s OSWCR database.
The GSP states that in the Basin, there are 117 agricultural wells, 1,058 domestic wells,
46 injection wells, 344 monitoring wells, 70 public or municipal wells, and 1,148
unclassified wells.>* A map depicting the Basin boundary is provided below (Figure 1).

49 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section ES-2.1.1, p 5.

50 Ukiah Valley GSP, Sections ES-2.1.1 and 2.1.1.3, pp. 5 and 53, Table 2-1, p. 53, Figure 2.6, p.54.
5123 CCR §§ 354.8(d), 354.8(f)(2).

52 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section ES 2.1.1, p. 5.

53 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.1.1.1, p. 46.

5 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.1.1.4, p. 56.
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Figure 1: Ukiah Valley Basin Location Map.

The GSP identifies the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the Basin as Public
Water Systems (Agricultural, Urban, Private Users), California Native American Tribes
(Coyote Valley Reservation, Pinoleville Pomo Nation, Potter Valley Rancheria, Guidiville
Rancheria, Hopland Reservation), Agriculture, State Entities (State Lands, Environmental
and Ecosystem), Federal Entities (Federal Lands, Environmental and Ecosystem), and
the General Public (Disadvantaged Communities, Citizen Groups, Basin Residents).%®

The GSP discusses the GSA's plan for achieving sustainability during implementation of
the Plan. The GSP states: “[t]he key finding of the GSP, based on a thorough analysis of
the best available information, is that the Basin will be sustainable over the next twenty
years if planned projects and management actions are implemented as needed with
respect to climate change and changes in the water system.”®® The average annual cost
estimate for GSP implementation, over the next twenty-five years, ranges from $220,000
to $365,000 and excludes large capital projects.>” The GSP explains that it will: “pursue
various available funding opportunities to assist in covering the yearly costs” and “conduct
a rate fee study to analyze and choose the best available option for fee collection.”>® The
GSA declares that agency members will contribute funds for the initial five years until the
implementation of a fee structure.®

55 Ukiah Valley GSP, Table 2.2, p. 56.

56 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section ES Abstract, p. 2.

57 Ukiah Valley GSP, Sections ES-5, 1.3.5, and 5.2, pp. 29, 39, and 377-378, Table 5.2, 378.
58 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 1.3.5, p. 39.

59 Ukiah Valley GSP, Sections ES Abstract, ES-5, and 1.3.5, pp. 2, 29, and 39.
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The GSP’s discussion and presentation of administrative information generally covers the
specific items listed in the GSP Regulations in an understandable format using
appropriate data. Department staff are aware of no significant inconsistencies or contrary
information presented in the GSP and therefore have no significant concerns regarding
the quality, data, and discussion of this subject in the GSP. The administrative information
included in the Plan substantially complies with the requirements outlined in the GSP
Regulations.

4.2 BASIN SETTING

GSP Regulations require information about the physical setting and characteristics of the
basin and current conditions of the basin, including a hydrogeologic conceptual model; a
description of historical and current groundwater conditions; and a water budget
accounting for total annual volume of groundwater and surface water entering and leaving
the basin, including historical, current, and projected water budget conditions.°

4.2.1 Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

The hydrogeologic conceptual model is a non-numerical model of the physical setting,
characteristics, and processes that govern groundwater occurrence within a basin, and
represents a local agency’s understanding of the geology and hydrology of the basin that
support the geologic assumptions used in developing mathematical models, such as
those that allow for quantification of the water budget.®' The GSP Regulations require a
descriptive hydrogeologic conceptual model that includes a written description of geologic
conditions, supported by cross sections and maps,®? and includes a description of basin
boundaries and the bottom of the basin,®? principal aquifers and aquitards,® and data
gaps.®®

The GSP describes the structural geology of the Basin. The structural setting of the Ukiah
Valley Basin is dominated by tectonic deformation caused by the northwest-trending San
Andreas fault system. Local extensions of this fault system in and around the Basin
include the northwest-trending Maacama Fault and its associated lineaments.®® The Plan
identifies major geologic units of the Basin as Mesozoic basement rocks and Cenozoic
sedimentary formations. %" The Mesozoic basement rock comprises the Franciscan
Formation, which contains the surface exposure of the Mendocino Range surrounding

60 23 CCR § 354.12.

61 Department of Water Resources. Best Management Practices for the Sustainable Management of
Groundwater: Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, December 2016. Retrieved June 5, 2023, from
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/\Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Sustainable-Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-
Documents/Files/BMP-3-Hydrogeologic-Conceptual-Model _ay 19.pdf.

6223 CCR §§ 354.14 (a), 354.14 (c).

63 23 CCR §§ 354.14 (b)(2-3).

64 23 CCR § 354.14 (b)(4) et seq.

6523 CCR § 354.14 (b)(5).

66 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, p. 94.

67 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, pp. 97, 98.
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the Basin and underlies the Cenozoic sedimentary formations within the Basin. 68
Overlying the basement rock are the Tertiary to Quaternary Continental Basin Deposits;
overlying this unit are Quaternary Terrace Deposits and Quaternary Alluvium.® The Plan
provides detailed descriptions of these geologic formations including their general
locations, approximate thicknesses, depositional environments, and water-bearing
characteristics.”

The GSP describes the Basin’s lateral boundaries. The lateral extent of the Basin is
confined by the Mendocino Range on all sides, and Basin adjoins the Sanel Valley
Groundwater Basin (No. 1-053) to the south by an approximately 0.5-mile interface. The
Plan describes that the boundaries of the Basin are generally defined by the depositional
contact between the Franciscan Formation and the overlying Tertiary to Quaternary
sedimentary and alluvial deposits. 7' The Plan defines the vertical extent of the Basin as
the contact with the Franciscan Formation, which varies in depth throughout the Basin,
with the maximum depth being at least 1,950 feet below ground surface.”?

The Plan includes three scaled cross-sections oriented approximately northeastward that
depict lithology and structural features including faults. Department staff note that
depiction of the subsurface in some areas of the cross sections does not agree with other
information described in the Plan. For example, Principal Aquifer | is described as
Quaternary Alluvium located along the Russian River and its tributaries; however, cross-
section A-A’ does not display the Quaternary Alluvium (Principal Aquifer 1) near the
Russian River, even though it crosses this unit on the geologic map. Additionally, the
cross-sections presented in the Plan do not appear to match the horizontal distances of
their associated transect lines. The cross-section location map clearly displays cross-
sections of different lengths; however, all cross-sections presented in the Plan are drawn
to a horizontal distance of 20,000 or 30,000 units and do not include the horizontal or
vertical units of scale. Department staff encourage the GSA to update these
discrepancies, in the next periodic evaluation of the GSP.

Additionally, as currently described in the Plan, the lateral extent of Principal Aquifer I, is
unclear, and discrepancies exist between the geologic map and the cross-sections. An
estimate of the extent of Principal Aquifer | would enhance the description of the Basin
and data collection activities within the Basin. If the lateral extent of Principal Aquifer | is
unknown, the Plan should identify this as a data gap and describe how the data gap will
potentially be filled in the future.

68 Ukiah Valley GSP, Sections 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.1.3, pp. 90, 97.

69 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, p. 98.

70 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, pp. 97, 98; Table 2.8, p. 104.
71 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.1, p. 90.; Appendix 2-D, p. 608.
72 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.1, p. 90.
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The Plan describes two principal aquifers within the Basin defined on the basis of geologic
units. Principal Aquifer | formed from Quaternary alluvium and Principal Aquifer Il which
consists of terrace deposits and continental basin deposits.

Principal Aquifer | is defined by the extent of the Quaternary Alluvium, which consists of
sands and gravels.”® The Plan states that occurrence of the Quaternary Alluvium is
limited to sections along the Russian River and its tributaries and it interprets that the
aquifer's maximum width varies by between 3,000 and 10,000 feet, widening
southward. 7 Its depth extends from the ground surface down to a maximum of
approximately 200 feet below ground surface, thickening southward.”® While the extent
of the Quaternary Alluvium is displayed on the geologic map, cross sections presented in
the Plan display discrepancies in the lateral extent of the alluvium compared to the
geologic map. Department staff encourage the GSA to resolve this inconsistency in the
next periodic evaluation of the GSP. Principal Aquifer | is described as an unconfined
aquifer with high conductivity and permeability. Principal Aquifer | is the primary
production aquifer for the Basin and is primarily used for irrigation, domestic, and
municipal purposes.’®

Principal Aquifer Il is defined by both the Terrace Deposits and the Continental Basin
Deposits, which are composed of cemented sands and gravels, thick clay layers, and
intermittent gravely clays.’” The areal extent of Principal Aquifer Il is not described by the
Plan; however, based on the geologic map and cross sections presented in the Plan,
outcrops of both the Terrace Deposits and Continental Basin Deposits make up the
majority of geologic surface exposures in the Basin, and these units extend under the
subsurface of the Basin across its full extent.”® The aquifer's depth extends from the
ground surface down to the Basin bottom, which is at least 1,950 feet below ground
surface. ’® Principal Aquifer Il is an unconfined to locally confined aquifer with low
conductivity and permeability. Principal Aquifer Il is a low-producing aquifer and is
primarily used for domestic purposes.8°

The GSP infers that the two principal aquifers are hydraulically connected,?' and indicates
that while no regionally extensive aquitards are present, the Plan shows that clays in the
Continental Basin Deposits of Principal Aquifer Il can create areas where the aquifer is
partially or locally confined.®? The Plan does not identify any geologic structures within
the principal aquifers that are known to affect groundwater flow; however, the Maacama

73 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, p. 114.

74 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, p. 110; Section 2.2.1.4, p. 114.

75 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, Figure 2.15, p. 96, Table 2.9, p. 110; Section 2.2.1.4, pp. 111, 117.
76 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, pp. 111, 114, 124.

77 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, p. 117.

78 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, Figure 2.15, p. 96, Figures 2.18 through 2.20, pp. 102, 108, 109.
79 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, p. 117.

80 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, p. 124.

81 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, p. 99; Section 2.2.1.4, pp. 111, 124; Section 2.2.1.5, p. 130.

82 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, p. 124.
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Fault that trends northwest-southeast through the middle of the Basin was identified as
an area needing further study with regard to its relationship to the groundwater system.83

Groundwater quality data for both principal aquifers is limited, but the GSP indicates that
groundwater in the Basin is generally of good quality and suitable for beneficial uses.®*
Localized areas of poor groundwater are present including elevated concentrations of
boron, iron, manganese and total dissolved solids, particularly in Principal Aquifer Il.

The Plan identifies several data gaps in the hydrogeologic conceptual model and provides
suggestions for addressing two items:

1) Hydrogeologic properties of the Basin are not well-understood and may be
addressed by conducting pumping tests, geophysical studies, and managed
aquifer recharge projects;

2) Several water quality issues are not well-understood and will be addressed through
additional data collection. Specific issues include: water quality characterization of
both Principal Aquifer | and Principal Aquifer Il; chemical connection between
Principal Aquifer | and the Russian River; and identification of potential areas of
water quality concerns.

Other identified data gaps include an understanding of the:

e Mechanisms for recharge for Principal Aquifer ;
e Hydraulic relationship between Principal Aquifer | and the Russian River;

e Hydraulic relationships, including vertical flow, between Principal Aquifer | and
Principal Aquifer I, and between the aquifers and streams;

e Hydrogeological properties of the Maacama fault.8¢

While the Plan identifies these data gaps, the GSP is unclear on the timeframe or
schedule for when these data gaps will be addressed. Department staff encourage the
GSA to, at a minimum, provide a general timeline that indicates whether these data gaps
will be addressed with specific projects that are planned or yet to be scheduled, or
whether they will be addressed in an ongoing basis throughout the 20-year
implementation period, in the next periodic evaluation of the GSP.

The information provided in the GSP that comprises the hydrogeologic conceptual model
substantially complies with the requirements outlined in the GSP Regulations. In general,
the Plan’s descriptions of the regional geologic setting, the Basin’s physical
characteristics, the principal aquifers, and hydrogeologic conceptual model appear to
utilize the best available science. Department staff are aware of no significant

83 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.3, p. 99; Section 2.2.1.7, p. 143.
84 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.4, pp. 121, 122.

85 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.7, p. 143; Appendix 2-E, p. 1182.
86 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.1.7, p. 143.
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inconsistencies or contrary technical information to that presented in the Plan and
encourage the GSA to address the identified data gaps.

4.2.2 Groundwater Conditions

The GSP Regulations require a written description of historical and current groundwater
conditions for each of the applicable sustainability indicators and groundwater dependent
ecosystems that includes the following: groundwater elevation contour maps and
hydrographs,®” a graph depicting change in groundwater storage,® maps and cross-
sections of the seawater intrusion front,®® maps of groundwater contamination sites and
plumes,®® maps depicting total subsidence,®! identification of interconnected surface
water systems and an estimate of the quantity and timing of depletions of those
systems,®? and identification of groundwater dependent ecosystems.®

The GSP provides a description of current and historical groundwater conditions within
the Basin.% The GSP provides groundwater level contour maps representing Spring and
Fall conditions for 2017 for the Basin as a whole, but does not provide contour maps
specific to each principal aquifer.®®> The GSP states that seasonal highs in the Basin occur
in March or April and seasonal lows occur in October.®® The Plan states that there are a
limited number of wells in Principal Aquifer | from which to produce meaningful contour
maps and does not clearly indicate that this is also true for Principal Aquifer II.%7
Department staff encourage the GSA to provide the required groundwater elevation
contour maps for all principal aquifers in the next periodic evaluation of the Plan.

The GSP provides seven hydrographs that depict long-term groundwater elevations for
the entire Basin, primarily beginning in 2014 or 2015 and ending in 2020, except for
records from three DWR-monitored wells spanning from the mid-1960s to 2021.% In
general, the hydrographs depict stable groundwater conditions throughout the Basin. The
greatest groundwater level variability observed is in one of the DWR-monitored wells,
where the total difference between historic highs and lows appears to be approximately
100-150 ft.°° However, most of this well’s groundwater level record after roughly 1990
depicts variability that is consistent with other wells in the Basin. For comparison, the

87 23 CCR § 354.16 (a)(1-2).

88 23 CCR § 354.16 (b).

89 23 CCR § 354.16 (c).

9 23 CCR § 354.16 (d).

9123 CCR § 354.16 (e).

9223 CCR § 354.16 (f).

93 23 CCR § 354.16 (g).

94 Ukiah Valley GSP, pp. Section 2.2.2, pp. 144-223.

9 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, Figures 2.35, 2.36, pp. 157, 158.
% Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, p. 150.

97 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, p. 150.

98 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, Figures 2.31 through 2.39, pp. 152-155, 157-161.
99 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, Figure 2.31, p. 152.
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remaining hydrographs appear to depict groundwater level variability within a few tens of
feet.100

The GSP states that vertical hydraulic gradients exist within the Basin. 9" Vertical
hydraulic separation and relationship are observed between Principal Aquifer | and
Principal Aquifer I, as well as a general downward vertical gradient within the Basin. The
Plan notes that this gradient is less pronounced in nested wells located near the City of
Ukiah.

The GSP includes a description of the change in groundwater storage and a graph
depicting both the modeled annual and cumulative storage change in the Basin from 1992
to 2018.192 Groundwater storage is generally stable, and the Plan indicates that variation
in storage is related to precipitation variability.’® The GSP includes a graph depicting
groundwater storage changes for the entire Basin noting that the available storage is
estimated to be between 60,000 and 120,000 acre-feet annually in Principal Aquifer | and
324,000 acre-feet annually in Principal Aquifer 11.1%4

The GSP states that the Basin is located far from coastal areas and seawater intrusion is
not a relevant sustainability indicator for the Basin. Given the geographic setting of the
basin, Department staff regard the reasoning of the GSP as sufficient to demonstrate that
sea water intrusion is not present in the basin and is not likely to occur in the future.

The Plan includes a description of current and historical groundwater quality issues, along
with a series of maps and graphs describing the locations and historic concentrations of
several water quality constituents of interest.'%® The GSP has identified 5 constituents of
interest: boron, iron, manganese, nitrate, and specific conductivity. These constituents
were chosen based on whether existing groundwater quality data exists above or below
state and federal drinking water standards and state water quality objectives.'% The GSP
also provided both a description and map of point-source contamination sites.'%” The
GSP states that there are 36 open clean-up sites in the Basin according to the
GeoTracker website, with 15 of these sites listed as inactive. %8

The GSP includes both a description and map of the current and historical land
subsidence conditions in the Basin. ' The GSP utilizes Department-provided
Interferometric Synthetic Aperture Radar (InSAR) data from June 2015 to either
September 2019 or September 2020. The Plan also discusses one Continuous Global

100 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, Figures 2.31 through 2.39, pp. 152-155, 157-161.
101 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, p. 151.

102 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.2 p. 142; Figure 2.40, p. 143.

103 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.2, p. 163, Figure 2.40, p. 164.

104 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.2, p. 163.

105 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.4, pp. 165-187.

106 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.4, p. 169.

107 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.4, pp. 185-186, Figure 2.51, p. 187.

108 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.4, p. 185.

109 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.5, p. 188; Figure 2.52, p. 189.
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Positioning System (CGPS) site, which spans from 2005 to an unspecified date, and
indicates that records from this site are consistent with the INSAR data.''® The Plan is
unclear about the end of the time period over which both the INSAR and the CGPS data
are presented, and Department staff encourage the GSA to provide this additional
information in the next periodic evaluation of the GSP. The Plan concludes that the total
range of displacement observed in the Basin is within the error of the INSAR dataset and
therefore not indicative of historical inelastic subsidence.

The Plan identifies surface water bodies in the Basin that potentially have connectivity to
groundwater using an analysis that includes comparing estimated stream bed elevations
with groundwater elevations. Based on feedback from stakeholders and anecdotal
observations of river flows, the results of this analysis were updated to ensure that all
segments of the mainstem of the Russian River are classified as interconnected surface
waters. As a result of the update, an estimated 45% of stream and riverbed segments
within the Basin were classified as likely interconnected surface waters, leaving 55% of
surface water segments as unlikely interconnected surface waters.'" The GSP does not
estimate the quantity and timing of depletions of interconnected surface waters at this
time.

The GSP includes a series of maps to identify potential locations of groundwater
dependent ecosystems within the Basin.''?> The GSA utilizes several datasets to identify
these locations, including: (1) California ecoregions identified by Environmental
Protection Agency Level Ill Ecoregions of California, provided by the United States
Geological Survey;'"? (2) habitat extent of several species of concern, provided by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Biogeographic Information and Observation
System Viewer;''4 (3) extent of critical habitats for threatened species, provided by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Protected Resources App; ' (4)
extent of vegetation, wetland, land use/land cover, and crop cover features, provided by
the Department’'s Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater
dataset; ''® and (5) groundwater elevations, provided by the Department’s Periodic
Groundwater Level Database.'” A summary of endangered, threatened, rare, or species
of special concern identified for the Basin is presented in the GSP''® for a subset of
species for which the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Biogeographic
Information and Observation System provides the extent of suitable habitat. The Plan also
indicates that based on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Protected

110 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.8.1.3, pp. 308-309.

1 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.6, p. 192.

112 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, pp. 197-223.

113 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, p. 197.

114 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, pp. 197-198.

115 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, p. 198.

116 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, p. 198.

"7 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, p. 217.

18 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, Table 2.21, p. 179.
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Resources App, the Russian River mainstem, Forsythe Creek, Mariposa Creek, and Salt
Hollow Creek are critical habitats for threatened-listed Steelhead; and the Russian River
mainstem is also listed as critical habitat for Chinook Salmon, listed as threatened.

The GSP provides additional information and analysis including descriptions and maps
of assumed rooting depths, depth to groundwater, and potential of groundwater
dependent ecosystems having access to groundwater, classified as likely connected,
likely disconnected or potential groundwater dependent ecosystems. ''® The GSP
acknowledges, and Department staff concur, that field-based data should be collected to
affirm the presence and characterization of groundwater dependent ecosystems.'20

Department staff conclude that, overall, the GSP sufficiently describes the historical and
current groundwater conditions throughout the Basin. The GSP also acknowledges data
gaps present that warrant further study. Department staff conclude that the information
included in the GSP substantially complies with the requirements outlined in the GSP
Regulations.

4.2.3 Water Budget

GSP Regulations require a water budget for the basin that provides an accounting and
assessment of the total annual volume of groundwater and surface water entering and
leaving the basin, including historical; current; and projected water budget conditions, %!
and the sustainable yield.??

The Ukiah Valley GSP relies on the Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model and
GSFLOW'23 software to estimate historical, current, and future water budgets. Water
budgets data are provided for the Basin as a whole, however the GSP states that in the
next periodic evaluation of the GSP water budgets will be provided for each principal
aquifer. 124

The Plan provides a historical water budget for water years 1992-2018."?% The inflow
sources for the historical Basin water budget include inflow from the upper watershed,
deep percolation and recharge, stream loss to groundwater, and groundwater boundary
inflow. Outflow sources include agricultural pumping, municipal pumping, stream gain
from groundwater and outflow from the groundwater system. The GSP explains that
historical conditions have not impacted the Basin severely and have not resulted in

19 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, pp. 217-218, Figures 2.66 through 2.70, pp. 216, 219-222.

120 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.7, p. 223.

121 23 CCR §§ 354.18 (a), 354.18 (c) et seq.

122 23 CCR § 354.18 (b)(7).

123 GSFLOW-Coupled Groundwater and Surface water FLOW model based on the integration of the
Precipitation-Runoff Modeling System (PRMS) and the Modular Ground-Water Flow Model (MODFLOW-
2005), Markstrom, S.L., Niswonger, R.G., Regan, R.S., Prudic, D.E., and Barlow, P.M., 2008, U.S.
Geological Survey Techniques and Methods 6-D1, 240 p.

124 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.2, p. 233.

125 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.3, pp. 233-241.
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overdraft.'?6 Water levels and groundwater storage have been in a dynamic equilibrium
with inflows to and outflows from the aquifer system, with no significant, discernable
negative trend in water levels or groundwater storage.

The GSP does not provide a quantitative evaluation of surface water availability or
reliability. Since the Ukiah Valley Basin includes surface water imports and reservoir
releases that are subject to instream flow requirements, there appears to be potential for
actual surface water deliveries to be reduced from the planned amounts. As a result,
Department staff believe it is necessary for availability or reliability of those surface water
supplies to be evaluated and discussed as part of the water budget (see Recommended
Corrective Action 1a). As part of the evaluation, Department staff encourage the GSA to
provide annual data on surface water imports from the Eel River (Lake Mendocino
through the PG&E Potter Valley Project) explicitly and in tabular format. Department staff
also note that not all the water budget information is presented in both graphical and
tabular format, as required by the GSP Regulations. For example, the GSP provides
surface water diversion data for the historical water budget for the Upper Russian River
Watershed'?” in graphical form only. Department staff encourage the GSA to include all
water budget information and its components in both graphical and tabular format in the
next periodic evaluation of the GSP.

Additionally, it is unclear from the information provided within the Plan if Lake Mendocino
is represented in the model. Despite Lake Mendocino being outside the Basin boundary
and an explanation regarding the incompatibility of the reservoir operations model and
Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model, Lake Mendocino shares a border with the
basin boundary that is within the GSFLOW model boundary.'?® As a result, any lake-
aquifer interaction should be included as part of the water budget. It is unclear to
Department staff if the lake-aquifer interaction is included in the water budget, and staff
recommend that the GSA explain how Lake Mendocino storage and aquifer interaction is
simulated in the Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model (see Recommended
Corrective Action 1b).

The GSP provides a current water budget for water years 2015-2018, and states that this
period includes an end-of-drought year and a very wet year and reflects the best historical
period available to assess conditions of the Basin considering the availability of data and
other relevant information.129

The GSP provides a projected water budget for water years 2019-2070 and incorporates
climate change (one future baseline, and two climate change scenarios including 2030
and central tendency of projected conditions in 2070).'3° The 50-year baseline used for

126 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.7, p. 250.

127 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.3, Figure 2.75, p. 241.
28 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.1, p. 226; Figure 2.71.
129 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.4, pp. 242-245.

130 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.6, pp. 245-249.
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the projected water budget is based on climatic and hydrologic data and input for water
years 1969-2018. According to the GSP, results indicate that similar to the historical
period, the projected water budget is largely dependent on precipitation and water year
type, specifically for groundwater recharge, streams and groundwater exchange, and
inflow from upper watershed tributaries. The Plan concludes that although results indicate
a decline in aquifer recharge and stream loss to aquifers, no significant trend in cumulative
storage change was established in the analysis. '3’

The projected water budget provides an estimate of the sustainable yield for the Basin.
The GSP states the sustainable yield is at least 6,500 acre-feet per year based on the
average groundwater pumping estimated during the historical period. The GSP further
explains that the sustainable yield in the Basin is not equal to the historic 1992-2018
average groundwater pumping, because groundwater conditions during that period have
not resulted in overdraft, and the Plan states that the sustainable yield may be greater
than the 6,500 acre-feet per year estimate.’3?

According to the GSP, exploratory pumping scenarios could be modeled to project the
sustainable yield of the Basin, however, due to existing data gaps such estimation would
be more accurate upon collection of additional data. The Plan also stipulates that
sustainable yield may require a spatial component to protect against significant and
unreasonable depletion of the interconnected surface water. For example, the Plan states
that if much of the pumping occurs close to surface water bodies, mainly the mainstem
Russian River (for uses such as Frost Protection) and from the shallower aquifers,
significant and unreasonable depletion of interconnected surface waters and impacts to
groundwater dependent ecosystems are more likely to be observed than when pumping
is well distributed and withdrawing from deeper depths.'33 Department staff encourage
the GSA to continue working towards addressing existing data gaps and refining the
estimate of the Basin’s sustainable yield.

While Department staff have identified recommended corrective actions for the GSA to
address prior to the next periodic update, these recommendations do not preclude
approval at this time as it does not appear to limit the understanding of the Basin or
prevent the GSA from implementing the Plan. Department staff conclude the information
provided in the GSP that comprises the water budget substantially complies with the
requirements outlined in the GSP Regulations.

4.2.4 Management Areas

The GSP Regulations provide the option for one or more management areas to be defined
within a basin if the GSA has determined that the creation of the management areas will
facilitate implementation of the Plan. Management areas may define different minimum

131 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.6, p. 247.
132 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.7, p. 250.
133 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.3.7, p. 250.
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thresholds and be operated to different measurable objectives, provided that undesirable
results are defined consistently throughout the basin.34

There are no management areas proposed within the Plan area.

4.3 SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERIA

GSP Regulations require each Plan to include a sustainability goal for the basin and to
characterize and establish undesirable results, minimum thresholds, and measurable
objectives for each applicable sustainability indicator, as appropriate. The GSP
Regulations require each Plan to define conditions that constitute sustainable
groundwater management for the basin including the process by which the GSA
characterizes undesirable results and establishes minimum thresholds and measurable
objectives for each applicable sustainability indicator. 3%

4.3.1 Sustainability Goal
GSP Regulations require that GSAs establish a sustainability goal for the basin. The

sustainability goal should be based on information provided in the GSP’s basin setting
and should include an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved
within 20 years of Plan implementation. 36

The GSP describes the sustainability goal as to “maintain groundwater resources in ways
that best support the continued and long-term health of the people, the environment, and
the economy in Ukiah Valley, for generations to come. This includes managing
groundwater conditions for each of the applicable sustainability indicators in the Basin so
that:

e Groundwater elevations and groundwater storage do not significantly decline
below their historically measured range, protect groundwater uses in the Basin,
protect groundwater dependent ecosystems, and avoid significant streamflow
depletion due to groundwater pumping.

e Groundwater quality is suitable for the beneficial uses in the Basin and is not
significantly or unreasonably degraded.

e Significant and unreasonable land subsidence is prevented in the Basin.
Infrastructure and agricultural production in Ukiah Valley remain safe from
permanent subsidence of land surface elevations.

e Significant and undesirable streamflow depletions due to groundwater pumping
are avoided through projects and management actions consistent with existing
regulatory requirements.

e The GSA’s groundwater management is efficiently and effectively integrated with
other watershed and land use planning activities through collaborations and
partnerships with local, state, and federal agencies, private landowners, and other

134 23 CCR § 354.20.
135 23 CCR § 354.22 et seq.
136 23 CCR § 354.24.
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organizations, to achieve the broader watershed goal of sufficient surface water
flows that sustain healthy ecosystem functions.”'3"

The GSP describes an approach to achieve the sustainability goal through the potential
implementation of various projects and management actions. The GSP states that the
Basin “has not historically experienced conditions of overdraft or undesirable results”, and
therefore, projects and actions are proposed to promote long-term resiliency to varying
climatic conditions and adaptive management strategies and help maintain the Basin’s
conditions in the future.'¥® The GSP states that project and management actions are
designed to support the following objectives related to sustainable management criteria:
achieve thresholds and objectives for interconnected surface water sustainability
indicator, provide sufficient capacity for conjunctive use of groundwater and surface water
to prevent water shortages during periods of low surface water availability, and prevent
lowering of groundwater levels to protect wells from outages, preserve groundwater
dependent ecosystems, and avoid additional stresses on interconnected surface waters
and their habitat.'3°

The GSP includes projects and management actions which encompass supply
augmentation, water conservation, managed aquifer recharge, water demand
management, conservation, drought mitigation, and water quality enhancement efforts
which the Plan states will assist the subbasin in reaching its sustainability goal. The
evaluation and implementation of these efforts are subject to funding availability, and for
several projects and actions contingent on securing grant funding.

4.3.2 Sustainability Indicators

Sustainability indicators are defined as any of the effects caused by groundwater
conditions occurring throughout the basin that, when significant and unreasonable, cause
undesirable results.'#? Sustainability indicators thus correspond with the six undesirable
results — chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable
depletion of supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon, significant
and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage, significant and unreasonable
seawater intrusion, significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the
migration of contaminant plumes that impair water supplies, land subsidence that
substantially interferes with surface land uses, and depletions of interconnected surface
water that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the
surface water'#! — but refer to groundwater conditions that are not, in and of themselves,
significant and unreasonable. Rather, sustainability indicators refer to the effects caused
by changing groundwater conditions that are monitored, and for which criteria in the form

137 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.2, p. 256.
138 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 4.1, p. 330.
139 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 4.1, p. 330.
140 23 CCR § 351(ah).

141 Water Code § 10721(x).
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of minimum thresholds are established by the agency to define when the effect becomes
significant and unreasonable, producing an undesirable result.

GSP Regulations require that GSAs provide descriptions of undesirable results including
defining what are significant and unreasonable potential effects to beneficial uses and
users for each sustainability indicator.’4> GSP Regulations also require GSPs provide the
criteria used to define when and where the effects of the groundwater conditions cause
undesirable results for each applicable sustainability indicator. The criteria shall be based
on a quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold exceedances that
cause significant and unreasonable effects in the basin.43

GSP Regulations require that the description of minimum thresholds include the
information and criteria relied upon to establish and justify the minimum threshold for each
sustainability indicator.’#* GSAs are required to describe how conditions at minimum
thresholds may affect beneficial uses and users,'*® and the relationship between the
minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator, including an explanation for how the
GSA has determined conditions at each minimum threshold will avoid causing
undesirable results for other sustainability indicators. 46

GSP Regulations require that GSPs include a description of the criteria used to select
measurable objectives, including interim milestones, to achieve the sustainability goal
within 20 years.'’ GSP Regulations also require that the measurable objectives be
established based on the same metrics and monitoring sites as those used to define
minimum thresholds. 148

The following subsections thus consolidate three facets of sustainable management
criteria: undesirable results, minimum thresholds, and measurable objectives.
Information, as presented in the Plan, pertaining to the processes and criteria relied upon
to define undesirable results applicable to the Basin, as quantified through the
establishment of minimum thresholds, are addressed for each applicable sustainability
indicator. A submitting agency is not required to establish criteria for undesirable results
that the agency can demonstrate are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin.#°

4.3.2.1 Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels

In addition to components identified in 23 CCR §§ 354.28 (a-b), for the chronic lowering
of groundwater, the GSP Regulations require the minimum threshold for chronic lowering
of groundwater levels to be the groundwater elevation indicating a depletion of supply at
a given location that may lead to undesirable results that is supported by information

14223 CCR §§ 354.26 (a), 354.26 (b)(c).
14323 CCR § 354.26 (b)(2).

144 23 CCR § 354.28 (b)(1).
14523 CCR § 354.28 (b)(4).
146 23 CCR § 354.28 (b)(2).
14723 CCR § 354.30 (a).
148 23 CCR § 354.30 (b).

149 23 CCR § 354.26 (d).
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about groundwater elevation conditions and potential effects on other sustainability
indicators. 150

The GSP states that the sustainable management criteria for the chronic lowering of
groundwater levels was developed around the goal of maintaining groundwater levels
within or near historically measured range, protecting groundwater uses in Basin,
protecting groundwater dependent ecosystems, and avoiding significant streamflow
depletion due to groundwater pumping. '®' The Plan describes significant and
unreasonable lowering of groundwater levels as conditions when “such lowering
threatens long-term viability of domestic, agricultural, municipal, or environmental users
of groundwater.”'%? The extent of impacts to beneficial users that constitute undesirable
results for chronic lowering of groundwater is defined with the following quantitative
criteria:

e percentage of impacted domestic, agricultural, or public wells exceeds 5 percent

e percentage decrease in connected groundwater dependent ecosystems area
exceeds 20 percent compared to reference year; and

e depletion of interconnected surface water exceeds historical depletions recorded
during past multi-year droughts. %3

The Plan defines the occurrence of an undesirable result for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels as when “groundwater level observations in the Fall season (i.e., the
minimum elevation in any given water year) in more than one third of the representative
monitoring points in the Basin fall below their respective minimum thresholds for two
consecutive years.”'%* The GSP states that the minimum thresholds for groundwater level
are based on limited historical groundwater elevation data available in the Basin.'® The
Plan claims that declines beyond minimum thresholds at a third of the representative
monitoring points for two consecutive years are designed to reflect a return to a drought
similar in intensity to the 2012 through 2016 drought, plus an additional margin to account
for hydrologic uncertainty. Department staff note that the undesirable result definition
combines both principal aquifers.

The GSP states that historical groundwater level measurements in the Basin for all wells,
except for three active Principal Aquifer Il wells monitored by the Department dating back
to the mid-1960s, started in 2014 or later, and do not fully cover the 2012 to 2016 drought
period.'®® As a result, the GSA is limited in its ability to thoroughly evaluate the impacts
of extended drought on the Basin, including impacts on groundwater levels.

150 23 CCR § 354.28(c)(1) et seq.

151 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.2, p. 256.

152 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.2, p. 273.
153 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.2, p. 274.
54 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.2, p. 274.
155 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.2, p. 274.
156 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.1, p. 146.
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The Plan sets minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater levels at four
representative monitoring points in Principal Aquifer | and three representative monitoring
points in Principal Aquifer Il. The GSP explains that the minimum thresholds set at each
representative monitoring point are “estimated according to the following framework:

e Wherever possible based on data availability, the minimum threshold is set as
average of three lowest (Fall season) historical measurements on record for depth
to groundwater taken during drought periods. A well-specific margin, not exceeding
minimum of 10 percent or 10 feet, is further added to the minimum threshold to
account for uncertainty in measuring annual low groundwater levels. This criterion
applies to representative monitoring points with historical groundwater level
measurements that at least cover the 2012-2016 drought period.

e For representative monitoring points with insufficient historical groundwater
elevation data, the minimum threshold is set at historic maximum depth to water
measurement, plus a well-specific margin, not exceeding minimum of 10 percent
or 10 feet, to account for uncertainty in measuring annual low groundwater levels
and to account for lack of data in drought periods.”'%’

The GSP establishes the minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater levels,
as well as other sustainable management criteria for this sustainability indicator including
measurable objectives and interim milestones, in terms of depth to groundwater values,
and not in terms of groundwater elevations as required by SGMA.'%8 Department staff
conclude that applicable sustainable management criteria, including the minimum
thresholds, should be provided in terms of groundwater elevations. The depth to
groundwater values should continue to be provided as they serve as the basis for the
development of the well-specific margins established in the GSP that are a component of
the minimum thresholds. (See Recommended Corrective Action 2a).

The GSP explains the methodology to establish the minimum thresholds included
groundwater level analysis and interpolation, and stakeholder input to evaluate impact of
historically observed groundwater conditions on well failure, depletion of interconnected
surface water, and groundwater dependent ecosystems. The Plan asserts that impact of
the minimum thresholds on shallow wells, interconnected surface water depletion, and
groundwater dependent ecosystems did not lead to significant and unreasonable impacts,
based on the period analyzed from Spring 2014 to Fall 2018."%° GSP regulations require
that GSAs provide the information and criteria relied upon to establish and justify the
minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator.'®® The Plan explains that the well-
specific margin was established based on an analysis of groundwater level data from
other basins, including ones managed by Sonoma Water, completed to develop an

157 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.3, p. 277.

158 23 CCR § 354.28 (c), § 354.30 (b), and § 354.30 (e).
159 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.3.1, p. 279.

60 23 CCR § 354.28 (a).
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estimate of the uncertainty in measurement of annual high and low groundwater levels.
The margin of 10 percent or 10 feet, whichever was lower, was determined appropriate
to be considered as an overall ceiling to account for the uncertainty in measurement. A
well-specific assessment was performed, and the margin was decreased to 5 percent for
representative monitoring points where impact of low groundwater levels was deemed
important to depletion of interconnected surface water and groundwater dependent
ecosystems needs.'®" The GSP does not provide any specifics or data on the analysis
used to develop the 10 percent or 10 feet, or the 5 percent well-specific margin criteria.
Department staff conclude that including this information in the GSP will provide additional
technical details supporting the description of how the GSA established the sustainable
management criteria for chronic lowering of groundwater levels (see Recommended
Corrective Action 2b).

A shallow well impact analysis is provided in the Plan. The analysis is based on an
evaluation of available historical groundwater elevation data, from Spring 2014 through
Fall 2018, and examines the number of impacted wells under three different water level
scenarios, including Fall 2016 levels, 10 feet below Fall 2016 levels, and 20 feet below
Fall 2016 levels. 162 The analysis indicates that the Fall 2016 levels were chosen as a
baseline scenario because no dry wells were reported in the Basin during the Fall of 2016,
and because it represents a time when “groundwater levels in the Basin were at a low
level” after “four consecutive years of drought and excess pumping to augment lost
surface water supply.”'®3 The GSP does not explicitly disclose why 2015 groundwater
level data, which are generally lower than 2016 groundwater levels at all representative
monitoring points, were not used to examine impacts, and how the 2016 groundwater
levels correlate to the 2015 levels and the results of the impact analysis. Department staff
recommend that the GSA consider including this information in the next periodic
evaluation of the GSP to further support the description of how conditions at minimum
thresholds may affect beneficial uses and users.

According to the GSP, the results of the shallow well impact analysis were used in the
creation of minimum thresholds that avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to wells
in the Basin. According to the GSP, based on input from a working group, undesirable
results include scenarios when the percentage of impacted wells exceeds five percent.
The GSA concludes that the results of the shallow well impact analysis predict outages
of two percent (6 domestic wells), five percent (1 agricultural and 15 domestic wells), and
eight percent (1 agricultural and 25 domestic wells) of total wells in the basin for the
conditions of returning to Fall 2016 levels, 10 ft below Fall 2016 levels, and 20 ft below
Fall 2016 levels, respectively, and that the scenarios with greater groundwater level
decline than Fall 2016 levels breach the significant and unreasonable five percent impact
threshold. The Plan further concludes that “lowering Fall 2016 groundwater levels by 10

61 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.3, p. 277.
62 Ukiah Valley GSP, Appendix 3-A, p. 1233.
163 Appendix 3-A, p. 1233.
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feet would be a worse scenario than conditions proposed by minimum thresholds since
the maximum difference in groundwater levels at representative monitoring points and
their respective minimum thresholds is five feet.”164

The GSP asserts that an analysis of impacts to groundwater dependent ecosystems
found that the minimum thresholds are sufficiently protective of these ecosystems in the
Basin. The analysis was based on comparing groundwater dependent ecosystems
rooting depths to groundwater elevation contour map developed from available data for
the Fall of 2016, and additional contour maps generated by adding 2.5- and 5-feet to the
Fall 2016 depth to groundwater. According to the GSP, results of this analysis indicate
that increasing depth to groundwater by 2.5- and 5-feet basin-wide will result in
groundwater dependent ecosystems coverage loss of 13 percent and 20 percent,
respectively. The Plan further asserts that this is well within historical margins and
comparable to Fall 2015. The GSP also states that the minimum thresholds avoid
conditions lower than historical surface water depletion amounts, and that the defined
sustainable management criteria will prevent serious or irreparable harm as related to
interconnected surface waters indicator while additional data and information is
gathered.6°

The GSP discusses an adaptive management approach to address data gaps through
implementation of project and management actions including a Groundwater Well
Inventory Program, and Well Analysis, Rehabilitation, and Impact Mitigation, such as to
improve management criteria during GSP implementation. The GSP also describes the
relationship between the groundwater levels sustainable management criteria and the
other sustainability indicators.

According to the Plan, to proactively avoid the occurrence of undesirable results, the GSA
will track two triggers that if exceeded, would result in management actions including
initiation of an investigation. The primary trigger includes Spring groundwater levels falling
below historic seasonal-low at any representative monitoring point and the secondary
trigger includes reported well outages exceeding two percent of active wells.'®® The GSA
plans to use public well outage tracking provided by the Department and reported
individually to the GSA, until a Groundwater Well Inventory Program is completed.

The measurable objective for representative monitoring sites is established at the
average observed Fall groundwater elevation for sites with longer historical measurement
than the common CASGEM period within the Basin. For all other representative
monitoring sites, the 75th percentile of Fall depth to groundwater measurements is used
as the measurable objective. All measurable objectives are adjusted using a similar well-
specific margin developed for minimum thresholds to account for uncertainty in measuring
minimum and maximum annual groundwater level measurements. The GSP states that

64 Ukiah Valley GSP, Appendix 3-A, p. 1244.
165 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.3.1, p. 284.
166 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.3, p. 277.
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the interim milestones were defined by dividing range of operational flexibility between
the measurable objective and the minimum threshold at each representative monitoring
network into four regions, such that the Basin makes linear progress towards achieving
the measure objectives in each five-year increment.

Based on the information presented, Department staff conclude that the sustainable
management criteria for groundwater levels are commensurate with the understanding of
current conditions, limited historical groundwater level data available within the Basin, and
generally includes adequate support, justification, and information to understand the
GSA'’s process, analysis, and rationale. Although one or more recommended corrective
actions were identified, Department staff conclude that the GSP’s discussion and
presentation of information substantially covers the specific items listed in the GSP
Regulations. As highlighted in the recommended corrective actions above, the GSP
should establish applicable sustainable management criteria for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels in terms of groundwater elevations and include additional supporting
technical details that provide further description as to how the GSA established the
sustainable management criteria for chronic lowering of groundwater levels.

4.3.2.2 Reduction of Groundwater Storage

In addition to components identified in 23 CCR §§ 354.28 (a-b), for the reduction of
groundwater storage, the GSP Regulations require the minimum threshold for the
reduction of groundwater storage to be a total volume of groundwater that can be
withdrawn from the basin without causing conditions that may lead to undesirable results.
Minimum thresholds for reduction of groundwater storage shall be supported by the
sustainable yield of the basin, calculated based on historical trends, water year type, and
projected water use in the basin.”

The GSP defines undesirable result for the reduction of groundwater storage as the
‘reduction of groundwater in storage [which] interferes with beneficial uses of
groundwater in Basin.”168

The Plan uses sustainable management criteria defined for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels as a proxy for reduction of groundwater storage. The GSP states that
“protecting against chronic lowering of groundwater levels will directly protect against
chronic reduction of groundwater storage because lowering of groundwater levels would
directly lead to a predictable reduction of groundwater storage”, and that “there cannot be
a reduction in groundwater storage without a commensurate, observable reduction in
water levels”. The Plan explains that “due to direct correlation between groundwater
levels and storage, groundwater levels are selected as proxy for groundwater storage”,
and chronic lowering of groundwater levels criteria and representative monitoring points
will be used as a proxy for groundwater storage sustainable management criteria.'®

167 23 CCR § 354.28(c)(2).
168 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.5.1, p. 288.
69 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.5, p. 288
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Accordingly, the Plan quantitively defines an undesirable result for the reduction of
groundwater storage as when groundwater levels in more than one third of the
representative monitoring points exceed the minimum threshold for two consecutive fall
measurements. Additionally, the GSP states that the measurable objectives and interim
milestones are the same as those established for the chronic lowering of groundwater.

Based on the information presented within the Plan, Department staff conclude that the
GSAs’ rationale to use chronic lowering of groundwater levels as a proxy for the reduction
in storage sustainability indicator to be reasonable. Department staff conclude the
sustainable management criteria defined for reduction of groundwater storage
substantially covers the specific items listed in the regulations in an understandable
format using appropriate data.

4.3.2.3 Seawater Intrusion

In addition to components identified in 23 CCR §§ 354.28 (a-b), for seawater intrusion,
the GSP Regulations require the minimum threshold for seawater intrusion to be defined
by a chloride concentration isocontour for each principal aquifer where seawater intrusion
may lead to undesirable results.'”©

The GSP states that “due to distance between Basin and the Pacific Ocean, bays, deltas,
or inlets, seawater intrusion is not present and is not likely to occur within Basin in future
and therefore, it is not an applicable sustainability indicator in Basin.”'"! Given the
physical setting of the Basin and based on review of the information presented in the
GSP, Department staff concur and find that this sustainability indicator is not applicable
to the Ukiah Valley Basin.

4.3.2.4 Degraded Water Quality

In addition to components identified in 23 CCR §§ 354.28 (a-b), for degraded water
quality, the GSP Regulations require the minimum threshold for degraded water quality
to 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 shall be based on the number
of supply wells, a volume of water, or a location of an isocontour that exceeds
concentrations of constituents determined by the Agency to be of concern for the basin.
In setting minimum thresholds for degraded water quality, the Agency shall consider local,
state, and federal water quality standards applicable to the basin."?

The GSP states that water quality degradation is typically associated with increasing
rather than decreasing concentration of constituents; therefore, the GSA has decided to
not use the term “minimum threshold” in the context of water quality, but instead use the
term “maximum threshold (MT)”. While Department staff understand the reasoning behind

170 23 CCR § 354.28(c)(3).
71 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.6, p. 289.
172 23 CCR § 354.28(c)(4).
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using the term “maximum threshold” for groundwater quality sustainable management
criteria, it is recommended to use the terminology that is identified and defined in the GSP
regulations. '3 For this review, the term minimum threshold will refer to the GSA’s
description of maximum threshold.

The GSP defines significant and unreasonable water quality conditions as “degradation
of water quality that would impair beneficial uses of groundwater within Basin or result in
failure to comply with groundwater regulatory thresholds including state and federal
drinking water standards and Basin Plan water quality objectives.”'”* Undesirable results
are encountered “if the maximum thresholds are exceeded at 50% or more of the
groundwater quality monitoring wells sampled in the respective sampling period for any
constituents of interest with a defined maximum threshold.”'”®

The GSP states that the minimum thresholds for “groundwater quality were defined using
existing groundwater quality data, beneficial uses of groundwater in Basin, existing
regulations, including water quality objectives under Basin Plan, maximum contaminant
levels and secondary maximum contaminant levels established in Title 22 of California
Code of Regulations and consultation with GSA advisory committee and stakeholders”. 176
The GSP does not set sustainable management criteria for iron, manganese, and boron
because these constituents are “known to be naturally occurring in Basin at higher
concentrations than their water quality objectives” and “their concentrations are not
representative of general water quality of the Basin and are impacted significantly by
natural processes and local geological conditions that are not controllable by GSA.”177

While the GSP identifies five constituents of interest — nitrate, specific conductivity, iron,
manganese, and boron — based on measured exceedances in past 30 years, importance
for tracking sustainability in future, and/or stakeholder input and prevalence as a
groundwater contaminant in California, it establishes minimum thresholds (identified as
maximum thresholds in the GSP) for nitrate and specific conductivity only.

The maximum contaminant level for nitrate and the secondary contaminant level for
specific conductivity are set as the minimum thresholds. Measurable objectives are
established at 75% of the minimum threshold, and triggers are identified at approximately
50% of the minimum threshold.'”® The GSP acknowledges that the water quality
objectives identified in the Basin Plan for specific conductivity are more stringent than the
minimum thresholds established in the GSP and asserts that the Basin Plan objectives
are reflected in the trigger values defined in the GSP for this constituent.’”® Department
staff note that the Basin Plan water quality objective for specific conductivity, at the 90%

173 23 CCR § 351(t)

174 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.2, p. 297.

175 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.2, 297.

176 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.3, p. 299.

77 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.3, p. 299.

78 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.4, pp. 300-302.
79 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.4, p. 300.
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Upper Limit, is set to 320 micromhos (as identified in the GSP).'8 Department staff
recommend that the GSA clarify how this more stringent limit set in the Basin Plan is
reflected in the trigger value of 450 micromhos'®' defined in the GSP especially given that
significant and unreasonable degradation of groundwater quality is in part defined in the
Plan as a failure to comply with Basin Plan water quality objectives.® The Plan further
explains that trigger values are established to provide the GSA with sufficient time for
coordination and developing and implementing management actions to maintain
groundwater quality at or below the measurable objectives and at existing conditions.
Department staff recommend the GSA clarify how the more stringent water quality
objective for Specific Conductivity set in the Basin Plan is reflected in the sustainable
management criteria, including the trigger value, defined in the GSP for this constituent,
especially given that significant and unreasonable degradation of groundwater quality is
in part defined in the GSP as a failure to comply with Basin Plan water quality objectives
(see Recommended Corrective Action 3).

The GSP also explains that federal and state standards for water quality, water quality
objectives defined in Basin Plan, as well as management of known and suspected
contaminated sites within Basin will continue to be managed by relevant agencies and
other regulatory programs. The GSA will coordinate with other regulatory agencies to
evaluate water quality conditions as needed, and future projects and management actions
implemented by GSA will be evaluated and designed to avoid causing undesirable
groundwater quality outcomes. 83 The GSP also explains the minimum thresholds
relationship with the other sustainability indicators, and the effects on each beneficial use
and user in the Basin.

Basin-wide measurable objectives for degraded water quality are established for nitrate
and specific conductivity and set to maintain groundwater quality at a minimum of 90
percent of wells monitored for water quality at under 75 percent of maximum threshold.
Interim milestones are set equivalent to the measurable objectives with the goal of
maintaining water quality within the historical range of values.'8

While some recommendations have been identified, overall, based on review of the
GSP’s discussion of the establish sustainable management criteria, Department staff
conclude that the GSP’s discussion and presentation of information on degradation of
water quality substantially covers the specific items listed in the regulations in an
understandable format using appropriate data.

180 Ukiah Valley GSP, Appendix 2-F, p. 1205.

81 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.2.2, Table 3.8, p. 299.
82 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.2, p. 297.

183 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.6, p. 303.

84 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.6, p. 305.
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4.3.2.5 Land Subsidence

In addition to components identified in 23 CCR §§ 354.28 (a-b), the GSP Regulations
require the minimum threshold for land subsidence to be the rate and extent of
subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land uses and may lead to
undesirable results.'® Minimum thresholds for land subsidence shall be supported by
identification of land uses and property interests that have been affected or are likely to
be affected by land subsidence in the basin, including an explanation of how the Agency
has determined and considered those uses and interests, and the Agency’s rationale for
establishing minimum thresholds in light of those effects and maps and graphs showing
the extent and rate of land subsidence in the basin that defines the minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives. 8

The GSP defines significant and unreasonable land subsidence as “any land subsidence
caused by chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurring in Basin.” The Plan further
explains that there is no historical record of inelastic subsidence in Basin resulting in
permanent land subsidence, and that available DWR/TRE ALTAMIRA InSAR data show
no significant subsidence occurring during period of mid-June 2015 to mid-September
2019. Additionally, specific geology of aquifer materials comprising the Basin is not known
to contain thicker clay confining units that typically exhibit inelastic subsidence due to
excessive groundwater pumping.

The GSP quantifies the undesirable result as “pumping induced subsidence greater than
0.1 feet in any single year, essentially zero subsidence after accounting for measurement
error.”'®” The GSP describes how the subsidence minimum threshold may be related to
the other sustainability indicators and identifies the effects of subsidence on beneficial
uses and users. The minimum threshold for land subsidence is therefore set to no more
than 0.1 feet in any single year, resulting in no long-term permanent subsidence.

The GSP defines the measurable objective for land subsidence as the “maintenance of
current ground surface elevations”, and states that since the “objective is essentially
already met, specific goal is to maintain this level of land subsidence.” The interim
milestones for subsidence are the same as measurable objectives.

The GSP states that because subsidence is currently not a significant concern for the
Basin, and is not likely to be in future, INSAR-based subsidence monitoring network, along
with data from the single continuous GPS monitoring station that could be used to ground
truth the satellite data, will allow sufficient monitoring both spatially and temporally to
adequately assess that measurable objective is being maintained.

Department staff conclude the GSP’s discussion and presentation of information for land
subsidence to substantially cover the specific items listed in the GSP Regulations and is

185 23 CCR § 354.28(c)(5).
186 23 CCR §§ 354.28(c)(5)(A-B).
87 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.8.2, p. 309.
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based on the best available information and science. Department staff are aware of no
significant inconsistencies or contrary information to what is presented in the GSP and
therefore, have no significant concerns regarding the quality, data, and discussion of land
subsidence and the associated sustainable management criteria.

4.3.2.6 Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water

SGMA defines undesirable results for the depletion of interconnected surface water as
those that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of
surface water and are caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout the
basin.' The GSP Regulations require that a Plan identify the presence of interconnected
surface water systems in the basin and estimate the quantity and timing of depletions of
those systems.' The GSP Regulations further require that minimum thresholds be set
based on the rate or volume of surface water depletions caused by groundwater use,
supported by information including the location, quantity, and timing of depletions, that
adversely impact beneficial uses of the surface water and may lead to undesirable
results. %0

The Plan acknowledges the presence of interconnected surface waters in the Basin and
identifies their location by using stream bed elevations mapped from high resolution
terrain data and groundwater level contour maps from wells in the Department’s periodic
groundwater level dataset.'®' Based on this analysis, the GSP includes a map of
interconnected surface water and disconnected surface water within the Basin.'®2 The
GSP also identifies gaining, dry and losing streams based upon a Ukiah Valley Integrated
Hydrological Model analysis developed for each water year type. '% The GSA
acknowledges uncertainties and data gaps in the assessment of presence of
interconnected surface waters, and states that the assessment will be reevaluated upon
additional data and information collection.'®* Based on information presented within the
Plan, Department staff are satisfied that the GSA has adopted a reasonable approach to
identify the location of interconnected surface waters in the Basin.

At this time, the GSP does not quantify the rate or volume of surface water depletions
due to groundwater pumping as the sustainable management criteria as required by the
GSP Regulations.'® Instead, the initial minimum thresholds for interconnected surface
water utilize groundwater elevation as a proxy and are set equivalent to the minimum
thresholds defined for chronic lowering of groundwater elevation in Principal Aquifer |.
The GSP explains that since no long-term decline in groundwater levels has been
identified, the Basin is not in overdraft, and no historical undesirable results have been

188 \Water Code § 10721(x)(6).

189 23 CCR § 354.16 (f).

190 23 CCR § 354.28 (c)(6).

191 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.6, p. 190.

192 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 2.2.2.6, Figure 2.53, p. 193.

198 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 7.3, Figures 7.8 -7.12, pp. 1127-1131.
194 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9, p. 312.

19523 CCR § 354.28 (c)(6).
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experienced with respect to depletion of interconnected surface water, the minimum
threshold defined above is expected to be protective against future potential undesirable
results during the first five to ten years of the implementation period. The GSP explains
that due to existing data gaps and uncertainties, the GSA believes it is not appropriate at
this time to define the interconnected surface water sustainable management criteria
based on calculated depletion rate or volume.’® The key data gaps and uncertainties
cited specifically for this sustainability indicator include: lack of historical and high-
frequency groundwater elevation data; spatial gaps in streamflow measurements; and
lack of historical and current data regarding surface water diversions and groundwater
pumping. '®” The GSP also mentions that managed releases (currently not directly
represented in the Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model) from the Coyote Valley
Dam and Lake Mendocino increase the complexity of the calculation of a depletion rate
or volume and limit the use of simplified analytical methods.'®® However, the lack of other
data does not amount to a technical justification for the use of groundwater elevations as
a proxy for quantifying the location, quantity, and timing of depletions of interconnected
surface water due to groundwater extraction. As a result, the GSA has not demonstrated
by adequate evidence that groundwater elevation can serve as a sustainability indicator
for the depletion of interconnected surface water.

Due to the data gaps, the GSA proposes an adaptive approach to setting sustainable
management criteria for interconnected surface water. This adaptive approach uses the
five-year evaluations of the GSP as an opportunity to adapt the criteria. The GSA
proposes to utilize groundwater levels as a proxy in the first five to ten years of
implementation. During this time, the GSA will gather data and information to improve its
understanding of surface water and groundwater interaction, cover existing data gaps,
and re-calibrate and improve the Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model, which the
GSA ultimately plans to utilize to monitor and assess the depletion of interconnected
surface water. Upon gathering sufficient data and information, the GSA plans to revise
the criteria to be based on the volume or rate of depletion of surface water due to
groundwater pumping at proposed monitoring transect locations using measured data
and model estimation. Ultimately, the GSA plans to use the model to simulate a pumping
and no-pumping scenario to quantify surface water depletion due to pumping by
subtracting simulated streamflow of the “business-as-usual” scenario from that of the no-
pumping scenario.

The GSP describes significant and unreasonable depletion of interconnected surface
water as a condition that can be attributed to groundwater extraction when “such depletion
exceeds historical depletion or adversely impacts the long-term viability of domestic,

196 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1, p. 317.
197 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1.1, p. 318.
198 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1, p. 317.
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agricultural, municipal, or environmental groundwater users, including groundwater
dependent ecosystems or other beneficial users of surface water.”199

The undesirable result for interconnected surface water during the first evaluation of the
Plan is defined the same as the undesirable result for chronic lowering of groundwater
elevations. This equates to groundwater levels at more than a third of the representative
monitoring points in the Basin falling below their defined minimum thresholds in two
consecutive years.?“The initial minimum thresholds for interconnected surface water
utilize groundwater elevation as a proxy and are set equivalent to the minimum thresholds
defined for chronic lowering of groundwater elevation in Principal Aquifer I. The GSP
explains that since no long-term decline in groundwater levels has been identified, the
Basin is not in overdraft, and no historical undesirable results have been experienced with
respect to depletion of interconnected surface water, the minimum threshold defined
above is expected to be protective against future potential undesirable results during the
first five to ten years of the implementation period. The GSP states that upon receiving
better information and data, minimum thresholds will be revised and defined based on the
volume of depletion at stream gages in the monitoring network at the proposed transects.

The GSA appears to propose two different approaches to setting measurable objectives
for interconnected surface water. It is unclear if the GSA intends to ultimately utilize only
one of these approaches or both. The GSP sets the initial measurable objectives for
interconnected surface water as equivalent to the measurable objectives defined for
chronic lowering of groundwater elevation.?°’ This equates to the 75th percentile of the
fall season groundwater levels measured in each well with insufficient groundwater
elevation data (all of the representative monitoring points within Aquifer 1). The GSP also
states that the initial measurable objectives will be revised and adapted to be based on
the volume or rate of surface water depletion at stream gages in the monitoring network
for each monitoring transect as better data and information become available. 292
However, the GSP also proposes another approach to setting measurable objectives, one
based on a watershed-wide goal of securing sufficient environmental flows typically
developed by various agencies and non-governmental organizations involved in
managing a watershed. The GSP acknowledges that using this “watershed goal as the
measurable objective rather than a quantitative value for the desired maximum stream
depletion (consistent with the quantification/measurement of streamflow depletion that is
used to establish the minimum threshold) is a deviation from DWR regulation (23 CCR §
354.30)”, but that the GSA considers this measurable objective [watershed goal] for the
interconnected surface water sustainability indicator... more appropriate” than the
qualitative measurable objective “as it reflects that the driver behind the interconnected
surface water sustainable management criteria is the Clean Water Act, the Public Trust

199 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.2, p. 320.
200 Jkiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.2, p. 320.
201 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.5, p. 327.
202 Jkiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.5, p. 327
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Doctrine obligations, the Endangered Species Act, and SGMA”. 23 Department staff is
encouraged by the GSA’s wholistic approach towards collaborative water resource
management within the Basin; however, Department staff also reminds the GSA that in
addition to any watershed-based qualitative measurable objectives that the GSA may
establish in the future, the GSA should continue utilizing, monitoring and adapting
quantitative measurable objectives for interconnected surface water as required by the
Regulations.

Department staff understand that quantifying depletions of surface water from
groundwater extractions is a complex task that likely requires developing new, specialized
tools, models, and methods to understand local hydrogeologic conditions, interactions,
and responses. During the initial review of GSPs, Department staff have observed that
most GSAs have struggled with this new requirement of SGMA. However, staff believe
that most GSAs will more fully comply with regulatory requirements after several years of
Plan implementation that includes projects and management actions to address the data
gaps and other issues necessary to understand, quantify, and manage depletions of
interconnected surface waters. Accordingly, Department staff believes that affording
GSAs adequate time to refine their Plans to address interconnected surface waters is
appropriate and remains consistent with SGMA'’s timelines and local control preferences.

The Department will continue to support GSAs in this regard by providing, as appropriate,
financial and technical assistance to GSAs, including the development of guidance
describing appropriate methods and approaches to evaluate the rate, timing, and volume
of depletions of interconnected surface water caused by groundwater extractions. Once
the Department’s guidance related to depletions of interconnected surface water is
publicly available, the GSA, where applicable, should consider incorporating appropriate
guidance approaches into their future periodic evaluations of the GSP (see
Recommended Corrective Action 4a). GSAs should consider availing themselves of the
Department’s financial or technical assistance, but in any event must continue to fill data
gaps, collect additional monitoring data, and implement strategies to better understand
and manage depletions of interconnected surface water caused by groundwater
extractions and define segments of interconnectivity and timing within their jurisdictional
area (see Recommended Corrective Action 4b). Furthermore, Department staff
acknowledges that one or more public comments were received expressing concern
about the proposed management of depletions of interconnected surface water in the
Plan, including from state and federal agencies that may act under other laws and
authorities to address biological or ecological concerns regarding instream flows in the
Basin. GSAs should continue to coordinate with local, state, and federal resources
agencies as well as interested parties to better understand the full suite of beneficial uses
and users that may be impacted by pumping induced surface water depletion (see
Recommended Corrective Action 4c).

203 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.2.3, p. 322
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4.4 MONITORING NETWORK

The GSP Regulations describe the monitoring network that must be developed for each
sustainability indicator including monitoring objectives, monitoring protocols, and data
reporting requirements. Collecting monitoring data of a sufficient quality and quantity is
necessary for the successful implementation of a groundwater sustainability plan. The
GSP Regulations require a monitoring network of sufficient quality, frequency, and
distribution to characterize groundwater and related surface water conditions in the basin
and evaluate changing conditions that occur through implementation of the Plan.2%
Specifically, a monitoring network must be able to monitor impacts to beneficial uses and
users,2% monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives
and minimum thresholds, 2% capture seasonal low and high conditions, 2% include
required information such as location and well construction and include maps and tables
clearly showing the monitoring site type, location, and frequency.?%® Department staff
encourage GSAs to collect monitoring data as specified in the GSP, follow SGMA data
and reporting standards,?% fill data gaps identified in the GSP prior to the first periodic
update, ' update monitoring network information as needed, follow monitoring best
management practices,?!" and submit all monitoring data to the Department’s Monitoring
Network Module immediately after collection including any additional groundwater
monitoring data that is collected within the Plan area that is used for groundwater
management decisions. Department staff note that if GSAs do not fill their identified data
gaps, the GSA’s basin understanding may not represent the best available science for
use to monitor basin conditions.

The Ukiah Valley GSP developed a monitoring network for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels, reduction of groundwater in storage, degraded water quality, land
subsidence, and depletions of interconnected surface water. The Plan uses the
groundwater level monitoring network as a proxy for the reduction of groundwater in
storage and depletions of interconnected surface water sustainability indicators. The GSP
does not establish a dedicated monitoring network for the seawater intrusion sustainability
indicator because the GSA determined that this indicator is not applicable to the Basin.?'2

A total of 32 monitoring wells are included in the monitoring network for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator,?'® with 12 wells screened in
Principal Aquifer | and 20 screened in Principal Aquifer I1.2'* Seven of these wells are

204 23 CCR § 354.32.

20523 CCR § 354.34(b)(2).

206 23 CCR § 354.34(b)(3).

207 23 CCR § 354.34(c)(1)(B).

208 23 CCR §§ 354.34(g-h).

209 23 CCR § 352.4 et seq.

210 23 CCR § 354.38(d).

211 Department of Water Resources, 2016, Best Management Practices and Guidance Documents.
212 Ukiah Valley GSP, p. 278.

213 Ukiah Valley GSP, Table 3.3, pp. 290-291.
214 Ukiah Valley GSP, Table 3.3, pp. 290-291.
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used as representative monitoring points in the Basin,?'> with four in Principal Aquifer |
and three in Principal Aquifer 11.2'® According to the Plan, representative monitoring points
are “identified to be representative of groundwater conditions (here groundwater levels)
in their area and have a long and reliable measurement record”. 2'” Although the GSP
provides hydrographs for all seven wells identified as representative monitoring points to
demonstrate their long period of record, it is unclear how the hydrographs provide
adequate evidence to demonstrate that these wells reflect general conditions in the area.
Department staff encourage the GSA to include additional discussion on how
representative monitoring points were identified and justify how the monitoring density will
allow the GSA to monitor impacts to beneficial uses and users as part of the next periodic
evaluation of the GSP. The proposed monitoring frequency varies within the network with
wells monitored either continuously, monthly, or semi-annually during high and low
groundwater elevation seasons.?'® The GSA identifies several data gaps that it plans to
address prior to the next periodic evaluation of the GSP including spatial and temporal
data gaps that exist in both principal aquifers.2!°

The groundwater quality network includes water quality data collected by seven
monitoring entities, including Calpella County Water District, City of Ukiah, Millvew County
Water District, River Estates Mutual Water Corporation, Rogina Water Company, Willow
County Water District, and the GSA.??° The GSP includes several references to the total
number of wells both in the whole network and in each principal aquifer, however, these
totals are inconsistent across several references.??' The GSP also includes several
references to the monitoring schedule for this network and describes the monitoring
schedule inconsistently across these references, especially as it relates to specific
conductivity.??> The GSP states that the degraded water quality network is sufficient to
assess overall water quality and does not outline data gaps for this network.??2 The GSA
should address these discrepancies related to the water quality monitoring network in the
next periodic evaluation of the GSP (see Recommended Corrective Action 5).

The land subsidence monitoring network utilizes the Department’s Interferometric
Synthetic Aperture Radar (InSAR) remote sensing dataset to monitor and evaluate land
subsidence. The GSP states that the DWR InSAR satellite data represents the best
available science, and that the GSA will review the data annually.??* The Plan notes that
there is one Continuous Global Positioning System station in the Basin that provides data

215 Ukiah Valley GSP, Tables 3.3 through 3.4, pp. 290-291, 300.

216 Ukiah Valley GSP, Tables 3.3 through 3.4, pp. 290-291, 300.

217 Ukiah Valley GSP, p. 288.

218 Ukiah Valley GSP, Tables 3.2 through 3.3, pp. 283-284, 290-291.

219 Ukiah Valley GSP, Appendix 2-E, pp. 1213-1214.

220 Ukiah Valley GSP, Figure 3.5, p. 314; Table 3.7, p. 315.

221 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.3.2, Table 3.2, pp. 262-263; Section 3.7.1.1, p. 291, Tables 3.6 through
3.7, pp. 292, 294.

222 | Jkiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.1.1, p. 291, Tables 3.6 through 3.7, pp. 292, 294.
223 kiah Valley GSP, Section 3.7.1.2, p. 295.

224 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.8.1.2, p. 308.
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of higher accuracy and frequency and a longer period of record than the DWR InSAR
dataset. The single station is considered by the GSP to be spatially inadequate to monitor
subsidence throughout the Basin but provides information to ground truth and verify the
accuracy of local DWR InSAR data.??°

The GSP proposes to establish a dedicated depletions of interconnected surface water
monitoring network through both a selection of wells from the groundwater level
monitoring network and a series of streamflow gauges.??® The GSP states that
groundwater levels will be used as a proxy for interconnected surface water depletion for
the first 5-10 years of GSP implementation and that measurements of both groundwater
levels and streamflow together more accurately capture hydraulic interconnectivity than
either measurement could capture alone.??” Groundwater level monitoring wells were
selected such that they form three transects with nearby streamflow gauges along the
Russian River.??® Twenty one sites comprise the interconnected surface water monitoring
network. Seven of these sites are streamflow gauges, which are proposed to be
monitored daily. None of the streamflow gauge sites are currently proposed as
representative monitoring sites due to the lack of available streamflow data.
Representative monitoring sites are proposed in the future at six of the seven sites once
a sufficient historical record is established. The remaining 14 sites are monitoring wells
from the groundwater level monitoring network. Of these 14 sites, 10 will be monitored
continuously with continuous measurement devices. The remaining four will be measured
monthly until they are fitted with continuous measurement devices, at which point they
will measure continuously. Three of the wells that are scheduled for monthly
measurements are also representative monitoring sites. Of the three representative
monitoring sites, two are screened in Principal Aquifer | and the third is screened in
Principal Aquifer I1.22° The GSP states that existing data provides an insufficient record
of groundwater level and streamflow measurements and that the proposed network is
intended to address some of these data gaps and improve the temporal and spatial
distribution of data. Data from this monitoring network will be utilized to improve the Ukiah
Valley Integrated Hydrological Model estimates of groundwater and surface water
interaction.230 Ultimately, the GSA proposes to utilize the model to quantify potential
interconnected surface water depletions from groundwater pumping and include the
models as a component of this monitoring network once additional data has been
collected.?’

Although various monitoring network site information is present in the GSP’s descriptions,
figures, and tables, some information is missing, and no monitoring network contains the

225 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.8.1.3, pp. 308-309.

226 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1, pp. 312-313.

227 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.4.3.1, p. 284; Section 3.9.1, pp. 312-313.

228 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1, p. 312, Figure 3.9, p. 314.

229 Jkiah Valley GSP, Section 3.3.2, Table 3.2, pp. 262-263; Tables 3.9-3.10, pp. 315-316.
230 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1, p. 313.

231 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 3.9.1, p. 313, 318.
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entirety of applicable information required in the data reporting standards. Department
staff encourage the GSA to ensure future GSP updates provide all of the required
information for all sites within the Plan’s monitoring network including: a narrative
description of the site location; identification, description, and elevation of reference point;
elevation of ground surface; active or inactive well status; single, nested, clustered, or
other well type identification; borehole depth; a description of the standards used to install
the monitoring site; well capacity, casing diameter, and other well construction
information; and well completion reports, geophysical logs, well construction diagrams, or
other similar documentation.

Despite the identified recommended corrective actions, the description of the monitoring
network included in the Plan substantially complies with the requirements outlined in the
GSP Regulations. Overall, the GSP describes a monitoring network that promotes the
collection of data of sufficient quality, frequency, and distribution to characterize
groundwater and related surface water conditions in the Basin and evaluate changing
conditions that occur through Plan implementation. The Plan also identifies a number of
existing data gaps and the steps that will be taken to fill data gaps and improve the
monitoring network prior to the next periodic evaluation of the GSP. Department staff will
evaluate the GSAs’ progress of filling data gaps through annual reporting and GSP
evaluations.

4.5 PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

The GSP Regulations require a description of the projects and management actions the
submitting Agency has determined will achieve the sustainability goal for the basin,
including projects and management actions to respond to changing conditions in the
basin.?3? Each Plan’s description of projects and management actions must include
details such as: how projects and management actions in the GSP will achieve
sustainability, the implementation process and expected benefits, and prioritization and
criteria used to initiate projects and management actions. 233

The GSP describes an approach to achieve the sustainability goal through the potential
implementation of various projects and management actions. The GSP states that the
Basin “has not historically experienced conditions of overdraft or undesirable results”, and
therefore, projects and actions are proposed to: promote long-term resiliency to varying
climatic conditions or potential changes in the water system, and adaptive management
strategies; and help maintain the Basin’s conditions in the future. 2> The GSP
acknowledges that climate change impacts are not fully understood due to data gaps,
and states that the GSA will implement more comprehensive data collection that improves
modeling capabilities and can provide a better assessment of climate change impacts.?3°

232 23 CCR § 354.44 (a).

233 23 CCR § 354.44 (b) et seq.

234 Ukiah Valley GSP, Section 4.1, p. 330.

235 Ukiah Valley GSP, Executive Summary, p. 3.
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Although overdraft conditions are not identified in the Basin, benefits to groundwater
levels, groundwater storage, and surface water depletion are expected for each planned
project and action.

The Plan groups all projects and actions into two tiers: Tier | - Existing or Ongoing Projects
and Management Actions, and Tier Il - Planned and Potential Future Projects and
Management Actions. Tier | projects were fully or almost fully implemented prior to the
submittal of the GSP, and their estimated quantified benefit is 1,327 acre-feet per year.
Expected benefits include preventing undesirable results related to the chronic lowering
of groundwater levels, groundwater storage, and depletion of interconnected surface
water sustainability indicators within the Basin.?3¢

Most projects and actions identified in the GSP are grouped as Tier |l and are planned
for near-term feasibility evaluation, initiation and implementation within the next five years
or may be considered in the future. Tier Il projects include supply augmentation, managed
aquifer recharge, water demand management and conservation, groundwater monitoring,
drought mitigation, climate change assessment, economic analyses, and public
participation. Specific Tier Il projects and actions are identified below.

e Supply Augmentation?®”
Rehabilitation of Existing Reservoirs
Construction of Additional Off-Stream Reservoirs
Construction of Additional Off-Stream Tanks for Storage
Well Analysis, Rehabilitation, and Impact Mitigation
City of Ukiah Recycled Water Project — Phase IV
o Pump(s) for Potable Water Intertie
e Managed Aquifer Recharge (MAR)?38
o City of Ukiah Groundwater Recharge
o Rogina Mutual Water Company and Millview County Water District MAR
and/or Injection Wells
o Mendocino County Water Agency Groundwater Recharge Projects
o City of Ukiah Western Hills Source Water Protection
o RRFC On-Farm Groundwater Recharge Multi-Benefit Demonstration
Project
o Stream Enhancement Projects
o Distributed Storm Water Collection and Managed Aquifer Recharge
o RRFC On-Farm Groundwater Recharge Multi-Benefit Demonstration
Project
o Aquifer Storage and Recovery and Flood-MAR Feasibility & Implementation
e Demand Management and Water Conservation?*°

O O O O O

236 Ukiah Valley GSP, Chapter 4.2, pp. 334-339.

237 Ukiah Valley GSP, Chapter 4.3.1, pp. 345-348.
238 kiah Valley GSP, Chapter 4.3.1, pp. 348-355.
239 Ukiah Valley GSP, Chapter 4.3.1, pp. 355-361.
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Reduce Evaporative Losses from Existing Surface Water Storage
Conservation Programs and Green Infrastructure
Irrigation Efficiency Improvements
Voluntary Land Repurposing
Alternative Lower ET crops
Municipal Supply and Use Efficiency Improvements
Develop Emergency and Drought Mitigation Strategies through Demand
Management and Groundwater Conservation
e Other Management Actions?4
o Monitoring Activities
Groundwater Well Inventory Program
Drought Mitigation Measures
Forbearance
Voluntary Well Metering Program
Outreach and education
Rate fee study
Climate Change Impact Assessment

O O O 0O O O O

O O O 0O O O O

Expected benefits of Tier Il project and actions include preventing undesirable results
related to the chronic lowering of groundwater levels, groundwater storage, water quality,
land subsidence, and depletion of interconnected surface water sustainability indicators
within the Basin.?*! The estimated quantified benefits are expected to be greater than
1,950 acre-feet per year. The GSP states that prioritization and feasibility assessment of
Tier Il projects and actions will occur throughout 2022. Results of this analysis should be
provided in the next annual report as part of the progress of plan implementation.
Additionally, the Plan does not include detailed information on triggers for the
implementation and termination of projects, and Department staff encourage the GSA to
provide this information in the next annual report or periodic evaluation of the GSP.

Although Department staff understand that many of the project and management details
will be developed during the next several years, Department staff conclude that the GSP
describes proposed projects and management actions in a manner that is generally
consistent and substantially complies with the GSP Regulations. The projects and
management actions are directly related to the sustainable management criteria and
present a generally feasible approach to achieving the sustainability goal of the Basin.
Since meeting the sustainability goal for the Basin is largely dependent upon the
implementation of these projects and management actions, failure to implement these
projects or management actions, or making material modifications, may affect the
Department’s conclusions regarding the adequacy of the GSP or its implementation in
future evaluations.

240 Ukiah Valley GSP, Chapter 4.3.1, pp. 361-364.
241 Ukiah Valley GSP, Chapter 4.3, pp. 340-364.
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4.6 CONSIDERATION OF ADJACENT BASINS/SUBBASINS

SGMA requires the Department to “...evaluate whether a groundwater sustainability plan
adversely affects the ability of an adjacent basin to implement their groundwater
sustainability plan or impedes achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent
basin.”?*2 Furthermore, the GSP Regulations state that minimum thresholds defined in
each GSP be designed to avoid causing undesirable results in adjacent basins or
affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals.?4?

The Ukiah Valley Basin adjoins the Sanel Valley Groundwater Basin (No. 1-053) to the
south by an approximately 0.5-mile interface. Both Basins are located within the Russian
River watershed and have a direct hydraulic connection. However, since the Sanel Valley
Groundwater Basin is designated as very-low priority, based on the Department’s Basin
Prioritization, it is not required by SGMA to develop a GSP or manage groundwater for
long-term sustainability, and to date no such plan has been submitted. Accordingly, the
Ukiah Valley GSP does not provide any analysis of potential impacts on adjacent basins
to implement their GSPs or to achieve their sustainability goals.

4.7 CONSIDERATION OF CLIMATE CHANGE AND FUTURE CONDITIONS
The GSP Regulations require a GSA to consider future conditions and project how future
water use may change due to multiple factors including climate change.?*

Since the GSP was adopted and submitted, climate change conditions have advanced
faster and more dramatically. It is anticipated that the hotter, drier conditions will result in
a loss of 10% of California’s water supply. As California adapts to a hotter, drier climate,
GSAs should be preparing for these changing conditions as they work to sustainably
manage groundwater within their jurisdictional areas. Specifically, the Department
encourages GSAs to:

1. Explore how their proposed groundwater level thresholds have been established
in consideration of groundwater level conditions in the basin based on current and
future drought conditions;

2. Explore how groundwater level data from the existing monitoring network will be
used to make progress towards sustainable management of the basin given
increasing aridification and effects of climate change, such as prolonged drought;

3. Take into consideration changes to surface water reliability and that impact on
groundwater conditions;

4. Evaluate updated watershed studies that may modify assumed frequency and
magnitude of recharge projects, if applicable, and

242 \Water Code § 10733(c).
243 23 CCR § 354.28(b)(3).
244 23 CCR § 354.18.
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5. Continually coordinate with the appropriate groundwater users, including but not
limited to domestic well owners and state small water systems, and the appropriate
overlying county jurisdictions developing drought plans and establishing local
drought task forces?* to evaluate how their Plan’s groundwater management
strategy aligns with drought planning, response, and mitigation efforts within the
basin.

5 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Department staff recommend approval of the GSP with the recommended corrective
actions listed below. The Ukiah Valley Basin GSP conforms with Water Code Sections
10727.2 and 10727.4 of SGMA and substantially complies with the GSP Regulations.
Implementation of the GSP will likely achieve the sustainability goal for the Ukiah Valley
Basin. The GSA has identified several areas for improvement of its Plan and Department
staff concur that those items are important and should be addressed as soon as possible.
Department staff have also identified additional recommended corrective actions that
should be considered by the GSA for the first periodic assessment of its GSP. Addressing
these recommended corrective actions will be important to demonstrate that
implementation of the Plan is likely to achieve the sustainability goal.

The recommended corrective actions include:

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 1
Provide additional information related to the water budget information as follows:

a. Provide a quantitative evaluation of the availability or reliability of historical surface
water deliveries.

b. Explain how Lake Mendocino storage and aquifer interaction is simulated in the
Ukiah Valley Integrated Hydrological Model.

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 2
Update the sustainable management criteria for the chronic lowering of groundwater
levels as follows:

a. Establish minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones for
chronic lowering of groundwater as groundwater elevation values, as required by
SGMA, in addition to the depth to groundwater values presented in the GSP to
allow for accurate assessment of the impact analysis and tracking of progress
towards sustainability. The depth to groundwater values should continue to be

245 \Water Code § 10609.50.
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included as they are used as the basis for the development of the well-specific
margins that are a component of the minimum thresholds.

b. Provide details on the analysis used to develop and justify the use of the 10 percent
or 10 feet, and the five percent values for the well-specific margin criteria.

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 3

Clarify how the more stringent water quality objective for Specific Conductivity set in the
Basin Plan is reflected in the sustainable management criteria, including the trigger value,
defined in the GSP for this constituent, especially given that significant and unreasonable
degradation of groundwater quality is in part defined in the GSP as a failure to comply
with Basin Plan water quality objectives.

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 4

Department staff understand that estimating the location, quantity, and timing of stream
depletion due to ongoing, Basin-wide pumping is a complex task and that developing
suitable tools may take additional time; however, it is critical for the Department’s ongoing
and future evaluations of whether GSP implementation is on track to achieve sustainable
groundwater management. The Department plans to provide guidance on methods and
approaches to evaluate the rate, timing, and volume of depletions of interconnected
surface water and support for establishing specific sustainable management criteria in
the near future. This guidance is intended to assist GSAs to sustainably manage
depletions of interconnected surface water. In addition, the GSA should work to address
the following items by the first periodic update:

a. Consider utilizing the interconnected surface water guidance, as appropriate,
when issued by the Department to establish quantifiable minimum thresholds,
measurable objectives, and management actions.

b. Continue to fill data gaps, collect additional monitoring data, and implement the
current strategy to manage depletions of interconnected surface water and define
segments of interconnectivity and timing.

c. Prioritize collaborating and coordinating with local, state, and federal regulatory
agencies as well as interested parties to better understand the full suite of
beneficial uses and users that may be impacted by pumping induced surface water
depletion within the GSA's jurisdictional area.

RECOMMENDED CORRECTIVE ACTION 5

Clearly identify the total number of monitoring wells in the degraded water quality
monitoring network, the number of wells monitoring each principal aquifer, the number of
wells monitored by each monitoring entity, and the monitoring schedule for the degraded
water quality monitoring network.
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IAH VALLEY BASIN G FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION | DWR Recommended Corrective Actions

DWR GSP Assessmen!

DWR Report How the PE Plans to Address This PE Section(s)
Section & Page

Water Budget 1a — Surface Water p.17-18 Provide a quantitative evaluation of the availability and The PE plans to present a quantitative analysis of historical surface PE §7.3 In Progress

Delivery Reliability (§4.2.3) reliability of historical surface water deliveries to the water deliveries to the Ukiah Valley. The analysis will note the context of (Surface Water)
Russian River System, including diversions associated PG&E's PVP license surrender application and ongoing proceedings PE§7.4
with the Potter Valley Project (PVP) and Lake Mendocino | regarding the future of surface water supply to the region.

(Water Budget)
storage.

RCA1 Water Budget 1b — Lake Mendocino p.17-18 Explain how Lake Mendocino storage and its interaction The PE plans to include a Technical Memorandum on UVIHM PE §7.5 In Progress

Model Representation (84.2.3) with the local aquifer system is simulated in the Ukiah Improvements that documents all model updates and calibration changes (UVIHM)
Valley Integrated Hydrological Model (UVIHM). made since the GSP was submitted. The memorandum will address the Appendix A

current treatment of Lake Mendocino releases as specified inflow
boundary conditions to the stream routing network, the known limitations
of this approach relative to direct dynamic lake-aquifer exchange, and
the pathway for future model improvements. The main body of the PE will
also address Lake Mendocino representation in the relevant sections.
The recently published USGS Three-Dimensional Hydrogeologic
Framework Model (Cromwell et al., 2024) is being reviewed for relevant
findings on lake-aquifer interaction that may inform future model
refinements.

RCA 2 Groundwater Level 2a — Elevation vs. p. 26-30 SGMA requires minimum thresholds (MTs), measurable The PE plans to convert all SMC values (MTs, MOs, and interim PE §5.1 In Progress
Sustainable Management |Depth-to-Water Expression (§4.3.2) objectives (MOs), and interim milestones for groundwater | milestones) from depth-to-water format to groundwater elevation format (GW Levels SMC)
Criteria levels to be expressed as groundwater elevation values | (feet above mean sea level, NAVD 88). Where wells lack accurate

(feet above mean sea level), not depth-to-groundwater reference point and ground surface elevation data, surveys are planned
values. The GSP expressed these as depth values, which | to ensure converted elevation values are accurate and inter-comparable
is inconsistent with the regulatory requirement. across the monitoring network.

RCA2 Groundwater Level 2b — Margin Criteria p. 26-30 Provide details on the analysis used to develop and justify | The PE plans to puts forth an adjusted data-capture margin approach for PE §5.1 In Progress
Sustainable Management | Technical Basis & (§4.3.2) the 10%/10-ft and 5% margin criteria used to establish margin application and provide accompanying justification: a 5% margin (GW Levels SMC)
Criteria Monitoring Network MTs and MOs from historical low groundwater levels at where fall seasonal low groundwater levels have been directly observed PE §8.2

each representative monitoring point (RMP). in the field monitoring record (higher data confidence), and a 10% margin
where they have not (greater uncertainty). This approach is consistent (GW Level Network)
with DWR BMP 6's requirement that MTs be qualified by uncertainty in
the understanding of the basin setting.
The RMP network is anticipated to expand from 5 active RMPs to 11,
improving basin-wide spatial coverage and removing wells that data
quality limitations. Wells with data quality limitations due to pumping
influence will be retained in the broader monitoring network rather than
as RMPs.

RCA 3 Water Quality Specific Conductivity p.32-33 Clarify how the North Coast Basin Plan specific The PE will clarify the regulatory framework: the Basin Plan SC objective PE §5.4 In Progress
Sustainable Management |Regulatory Basis (§4.3.4) conductivity (SC) water quality objective (320 uS/cm at the 'of 320 pS/cm is a surface water quality standard established to protect (wa smc)
Criteria Clarification 90th percentile) is reflected in the GSP sustainable aquatic life in the Russian River — it is not a groundwater extraction

management criteria. DWR notes an apparent standard. The applicable standard for groundwater used for public supply
inconsistency between the Basin Plan objective and the is the California Title 22 Secondary MCL of 900 pS/cm (Recommended).
GSP trigger value (450 pS/cm) and minimum threshold Both are California state standards but govern different beneficial uses
(900 uS/cm). and water types.

RCA 4 Depletions of 4a—-4c — Quantifiable p.35-37 DWR identified three related corrective actions: (a) The GSA was awarded $1.36 million from CDFW to implement the Upper PE §5.3 In Progress
Interconnected SMCs, Data Gaps & (§4.3.5) develop quantifiable SMCs for interconnected surface Russian River Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem (GDE) and ISW (ISW SMC)
Surface Water Agency Coordination water (ISW) depletions using DWR's forthcoming ISW Study, launched October 2025 with field data collection beginning spring PE §3.4

guidance; (b) continue filling data gaps through monitoring |2026. Agency and Tribal coordination is ongoing through the study
and field studies; (c) document coordination with COFW, | process which will conclude in spring 2028. The PE will summarize GDE (ISW Network)
the SWRCB, Tribal entities, and other agencies on and ISW Study objectives and data gaps that are anticipated to be PE §10 (GDEs)
beneficial uses of surface water affected by groundwater |reduced when the study concludes. Appendix C
pumping.

Several additional wells can be incorporated into the ISW monitoring

network using the methodology already established in the GSP, and

these will be included in the updated monitoring network tables.

Full redevelopment of quantifiable ISW SMCs requires completion of the

ISW Study (through March 2028) and will be addressed in the next PE

cycle. Any DWR ISW SMC guidance released in the interim will be

considered at that time.

RCA 5 Water Quality Network Documentation p.37-38 Clearly identify: (1) total number of monitoring wells in the | The PE plans to provide a complete, clearly organized water quality PE §8.3 In Progress
Monitoring Network & Reconciliation (§4.4.1) degraded water quality network; (2) number per principal | monitoring network table identifying each station by location, aquifer (WQ Network)

aquifer; (3) number monitored by each responsible entity; | (zone), responsible entity, analytes sampled, and sampling frequency —
(4) the monitoring schedule for each station. with explicit totals by aquifer (zone) and entity.

STATUS KEY: In Progress — work actively underway | Planning Phase — approach defined, work not yet begun | Complete — resolved
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Items DWR 'encourages' the GSA to address

ns | DWR GSP Assessment, July

UKIAH VALLEY BASIN GSP — FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION | Additional DWR Recommendations

DWR Report
Section & Page

Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

1 Cross-Section & Map Accuracy §4.2.2 Cross-sections do not match horizontal distances of
p. 10-11 transect lines; cross-sections extend beyond the basin
boundary; vertical exaggeration is unlabeled; horizontal
scale differs between figures.
2 Aquifer Characterization 84.2.2 Discrepancies exist between the geologic map and cross-
p. 11 sections regarding the lateral extent and boundaries of the
principal aquifers (Principal Aquifer | — Quaternary
Alluvium and Principal Aquifer Il — Terrace and
Continental Basin Deposits).
3 HCM Data Gap Timeline §4.2.2 GSP identifies hydrogeologic conceptual model (HCM)
p.12-13 data gaps — including the hydraulic relationship between

the shallow aquifer and Russian River, vertical hydraulic
conductivity, and storage coefficients — but does not
provide a timeline for addressing them.

Groundwater Conditions

DWR Direction How the PE Plans to Address This

PE Section(s) ‘ Status

The PE plans to present updated cross-sections and hydrogeologic maps
that correct the discrepancies identified by DWR. Updates draw on
several significant data sources published since the GSP was submitted:
California Geological Survey (CGS) Preliminary Geologic Maps for the
three 7.5' quadrangles encompassing the basin (Rubin, 2020; Rubin,
2021; Rubin, 2022); the USGS Three-Dimensional Hydrogeologic
Framework Model of the Russian River Watershed (Cromwell et al.,
2024); and DWR's Airborne Electromagnetic (AEM) survey data. Both
plan-view hydrogeologic maps and cross-sections will be revised with
consistent scale, labeled exaggeration, and corrected boundaries. A
longitudinal cross-section (D-D') intersecting the existing transects has
also been added.

PE §7.1
(HCM Updates)
Appendix B

In Progress

The 2022 GSP already noted that no contiguous aquitard or confining
layer separates the two principal aquifers, and that available literature
points to hydraulic connection between them — while acknowledging that
the low transmissivity and discontinuous nature of Aquifer Il may restrict
the degree of exchange. Since the GSP was submitted, a combination of
new monitoring data and the updated hydrogeologic maps and cross-
sections (see Item 1) has deepened this understanding. Geochemical
data show younger water near the surface and older water at depth,
indicating a lack of barrier to groundwater flow. Nested well
measurements indicate downward hydraulic gradients, consistent with a
functionally connected system.

PE §7.1
(HCM Updates)

In Progress

Building on this initial GSP characterization, the PE will present a refined
conceptual model that describes the basin as a single aquifer system with
hydraulic zones of distinct properties — higher hydraulic conductivity
channel alluvium adjacent to the Russian River, and lower hydraulic
conductivity unconsolidated and consolidated sediments elsewhere —
rather than two fully discrete principal aquifers. Formal recharacterization
and a Plan Amendment are anticipated in the next PE cycle (~2032).

The PE will include a data gap schedule distinguishing gaps addressable
within this PE cycle from those anticipated for the next (~2032). The ISW
Study and expanded monitoring network are directly addressing the

highest-priority gaps, particularly groundwater-surface water connectivity.

PE §7.1
(HCM Updates)

In Progress

4 Aquifer-Specific §4.2.2 The GSP provides basin-wide groundwater elevation
Contour Maps p.13-14 contour maps but does not provide aquifer-specific contour
maps. DWR encourages the GSA to develop aquifer-
specific contour maps to better characterize groundwater
conditions in each principal aquifer.
5 Subsidence Data §4.2.2 The GSP does not clearly state the end of the monitoring
Period of Record p. 15 period for INSAR and CGPS subsidence data used in the

analysis.

The PE will not develop separate aquifer-specific contour maps. The PE §7.2 In Progress
refined understanding of the aquifer system (see Item 2) indicates the (GW Conditions)

basin is better characterized by hydraulic zones rather than two discrete

principal aquifers, which makes separate per-aquifer contour maps and

water budgets technically inappropriate. The PE will explain this

reasoning and present updated basin-wide maps consistent with the zone-

based conceptual model.

The PE will clearly state the period of record for each subsidence data PE §5.5 Planning Phase
source (TRE ALTAMIRA InSAR and CGPS station). No significant (Subsidence)

subsidence has been observed in the basin. Monitoring continues and PE §8.5

updated data will be presented.
P P (Subs. Network)

Water Budget

6 Dual-Format Water §4.2.3 Not all water budget components are presented in both
Budget Presentation p.17-18 graphical and tabular format. DWR encourages consistent
dual-format presentation of all water budget components.
7 Sustainable Yield §4.2.3 DWR encourages the GSA to continue working toward
Refinement p. 18-19 addressing existing data gaps to improve the sustainable

yield estimate, and to explore the implications of planned
and projected land use changes, climate variability, and
changes in water management on the sustainable yield of
the Basin.

The PE plans to present all water budget components in both graphical PE §7.4 In Progress
and tabular formats. (Water Budget)

The GSA acknowledges that sustainable yield will continue to be refined PE §7.4 Planning Phase
as data gaps are addressed. The PE plans to present an updated (Water Budget)

sustainable yield estimate and will note that further refinement is
anticipated through the ISW Study, future modeling efforts, and evolving
understanding of the basin's water supply picture — including potential
changes related to PVP license proceedings and replacement supply
plannina.

Basin Setting

8 Land Use Data 84.2.1 Discrepancies in land use categories and percentages
Consistency p.7 exist across various GSP sections and figures.

9 Land Use Planning §4.2.1 The GSP does not address how implementation of existing
& Future Water Demand p. 7-8 land use plans may change water demand in the Basin.

DWR requested this be addressed in Annual Reports and
the PE.

The PE plans to reconcile land use data using current DWR land use
survey data, with a single consistent source used throughout.

PE §2
(Basin Setting)

In Progress

The PE plans to address how General Plan buildout and the formation of
UVWA (January 2025) may affect projected water demand.

PE §3
(Water Demand)

Planning Phase

Groundwater Levels

§4.3.2
p. 24

Sustainable Management Criteria —
10 2015 vs. 2016
Baseline for Impact
Analysis

The GSP does not explicitly disclose why 2015
groundwater level data (generally lower than 2016 at all
RMPs) were not used in the impact analysis, and how the
2016 levels correlate to 2015 and the results of that
analysis.

Monitoring Network

Fall 2016 was selected as the baseline because it was the first year of
consistent, basin-wide CASGEM data coverage — the GSP's
groundwater elevation contour mapping period runs 2016-2020. The PE
plans to confirm this by reviewing Fall 2015 monitoring records and will
provide a side-by-side comparison of Fall 2015 and Fall 2016 conditions
at all RMPs with a written explanation of the baseline selection.

PE §5.1
(GW Levels SMC)

Planning Phase

1 RMP Spatial §4.4.1 It is unclear how the existing representative monitoring
Representativeness p. 36 point (RMP) hydrographs provide adequate evidence to
demonstrate that RMPs are truly representative of basin-
wide conditions. DWR encourages a clearer discussion of
RMP selection criteria and spatial adequacy.
12 Monitoring Site §4.4 DWR encourages the GSA to ensure future GSP updates
Record Completeness p. 38 provide all required information for each monitoring site,

including well construction details, coordinates, period of
record, and responsible entity.

Projects & Management Actions

The PE plans to provide expanded documentation of RMP selection PE §8.2 In Progress
criteria and spatial coverage, which was limited by data availability. The (GW Level Network)

proposed expansion to 11 RMPs directly addresses spatial density

concerns, and the removal of pumping-influenced wells from RMP

designation strengthens representativeness of the network.

The PE plans to document all available data for each monitoring well in PE §8 In Progress

the network. Any data gaps or missing information will be identified and a
plan to fill them will be documented. The Well Inventory (Phase |
complete, 2025; Phase Il underway) is the primary mechanism for
generating comprehensive well records.

(All Monitoring)

13 Implementation &
Termination Triggers
for P&AMAs

§4.5
p. 40-41

The GSP does not include detailed information on triggers
for the implementation and termination of projects and
management actions (P&MAs).

SWRCB Jurisdiction

The GSA acknowledges this gap. The PE plans to improve trigger
documentation where feasible. Improved quantification of implementation
and termination triggers will be an ongoing effort informed by the ISW
Study, future UVIHM updates, and evolving understanding of surface
water supply given PVP proceedings.

PE §6
(P&MAs)

Planning Phase
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UKIAH VALLEY BASIN GSP — FIRST PERIODIC EVALUATION | Additional DWR Recommendations

| DWR GSP Assessment, July 20

DWR Report
Section & Page
14 Wells Subject to §4.2.1
SWRCB Jurisdiction p. 6-7
(Russian River Underflow)

Climate Change

15 Climate Change §4.7
Considerations p. 41-42

Items DWR 'encourages' the GSA to address

DWR Direction

DWR encourages the GSA to develop a clear
understanding and explanation of how management of
wells subject to SWRCB jurisdiction (Russian River
underflow designation) may impact overall management of
the Basin. This includes City of Ukiah wells deemed to
constitute Russian River underflow.

DWR encourages GSAs to: (1) explore whether
groundwater level thresholds adequately account for future
climate variability; (2) consider climate change impacts on

How the PE Plans to Address This

The PE plans to include an acknowledgment that wells in close hydraulic
proximity to the Russian River, including certain City of Ukiah municipal
supply wells, may be subject to SWRCB water rights jurisdiction. The PE
will explain the dual-jurisdiction framework under SGMA and SWRCB
water rights administration, and will note that future planning scenarios
will account for the potential curtailment of some of these wells. The PE
will also clearly describe accounting of water diverted via underflow wells
in the Ukiah Valley Basin water budget and representation in the UVIHM.

Climate change considerations are inherently forward-looking and will be
incorporated into future PE cycles and adaptive management efforts. The
PE plans to reference available regional climate projections and the

water demand; (3) assess vulnerability of recharge to future Mendocino County Drought Resilience Plan (adopted May 2025) as

drought; (4) explore impacts on GDEs; (5) consider
regional climate projections.

context. More detailed climate scenario analysis will be developed as the
ISW Study progresses and continued improvements are made to the
UVIHM. Coordination with other relevant agencies and consideration of
the climate scenarios developed for the recently released USGS
GSFLOW model will also take place.

STATUS KEY: In Progress — work actively underway | Planning Phase — approach defined, work not yet begun | Complete — resolved
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PE §9
(Regulatory Programs)

PE §12
(Adaptive Mgmt)

Status

Planning Phase

Planning Phase
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Agenda Item No: 3.b.
MEETING DATE/TIME: 7/10/2026

ITEM NO: 2026-1186

N UKIAH VALLEY BASIN STAFF REPORT
GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (GSA)

SUBJECT:Discussion and Possible Action or Direction Regarding the Ukiah Valley Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (UVBGSA) Strategic Plan.

PREPARED BY: Marisa Perez-Reyes and Isabel Parés Ramos
PRESENTER: Marisa Perez-Reyes and Isabel Parés Ramos, Stantec Consulting Services Inc.

ATTACHMENTS:
None

Summary:The Ukiah Valley Basin GSA has retained Facilitation Support Services (FSS) from the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) to carry out various support activities, including the preparation of a
situation assessment based on interviews with GSA Board and TAC members, to inform the development of
the Ukiah Valley Basin GSA Strategic Plan. The Strategic Plan will outline the GSA’s near- and long-term
organizational, managerial, financial, and institutional goals and tactics, consistent with its SGMA
responsibilities for the Ukiah Valley Basin. Stantec Consulting Services Inc. is the facilitator appointed by DWR
to carry out this task.

Background: Stantec has completed an interview process with members of the GSA Board, Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC), and other interested parties with key knowledge about beneficial uses and users
of groundwater in the Ukiah Valley Basin. Eighteen (18) interviews were conducted in total, with questions
focused on establishing a shared vision statement for the GSA, identification of near- and longer-term goals,
anticipated obstacles and opportunities for GSP implementation, and discussion on the attributes of successful
collaboration in the region.

Stantec has summarized high-level themes from the interviews, including topics where most interviewees
achieved consensus and where opinions diverged. From these strengths, challenges, barriers, and
opportunities analysis, Stantec has developed preliminary draft goals and tactics that will be shared during this
meeting for feedback from the GSA Board and TAC.

Discussion: UVBGSA Board and TAC to receive an overview of findings from the interviews, provide their
feedback on the updated GSA vision statement and the draft goals and tactics for the Strategic Plan.

Fiscal Impact: No immediate fiscal impact. Funding for FSS is provided by DWR and administered by
Stantec. Ultimately, the GSA may decide to prioritize certain activities which may have implications for future
fiscal impacts.

A worksheet with a Draft Vision Statement, Goals, and Tactics for the UVBGSA Strategic Plan will be provided
closer to the meeting date.

Recommended Action: Confirm the GSA Vision Statement and provide instruction to Stantec on the Draft
Goals and Tactics for the Strategic Plan, either verbally or via written follow-up after the meeting by July 31,
2026.
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