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RE:

Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plans for the Upper Valley, Forebay, Eastside, Langley, and
Monterey Subbasins of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin

Dear Ms. Meyers, Mr. Scherzinger, and Mr. Weeks:
This office represents the Salinas Basin Water Alliance (Alliance), a California nonprofit mutual benefit
corporation formed to preserve the viability of agriculture and the agricultural community in the greater
Salinas Valley. Alliance members include agricultural businesses and families that own and farm more than
80,000 acres within the Salinas Valley. Many Alliance members have been farming in the Salinas Valley for
generations. As such, the Alliance has a significant interest in the long-term sustainability of the water
supplies in the Salinas Valley. As mentioned in our preliminary comment letter on the draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSP) for the Upper Valley, Forebay, Eastside, Langley, and Monterey Subbasins dated
August 12, 2021, the Alliance greatly appreciates the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability
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Agency (SVBGSA) staff and consultant team’s efforts to implement the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) and in each of the six subbasins
within the jurisdiction of the SVBGSA. The Alliance likewise appreciates the efforts undertaken by the Marina
Coast Water District Groundwater Sustainability Agency (MCWDGSA) and the Arroyo Seco Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (ASGSA) to implement SGMA in the Monterey and Forebay Subbasins, respectively.
The Alliance offers these comments, as well as the comments of aquilogic, Inc. attached hereto as Exhibit
A, on the draft GSPs for the Upper Valley, Forebay, Eastside, Langley, and Monterey Subbasins.1 These
comments are submitted to the SVBGSA as the exclusive groundwater sustainability agency for the Upper,
Eastside, and Langley Subbasins, and one of the groundwater sustainability agencies that will adopt the
GSPs for the Forebay and Monterey Subbasins. These comments are also submitted to the MCWDGSA and
the ASGSA as groundwater sustainability agencies that will adopt the GSPs for the Monterey Subbasin and
Forebay Subbasin, respectively. Please include this letter, the aquilogic, Inc. memorandum (“aquilogic
Memo”), and the other attachments hereto in the record of proceedings for the GSP of each of these
subbasins.
I.

THE DRAFT GSPS MUST BE INTEGRATED TO SATISFY SGMA

SGMA’s goal is to provide for the sustainable management of priority groundwater basins throughout the
State.2 “Sustainable management” is defined as the “management and use of groundwater in a manner that
can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without causing undesirable results”—
e.g., chronic lowering of groundwater levels, significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage,
significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion, and depletions of interconnected surface water that have
significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water.3 In order to achieve
this goal, groundwater sustainability agencies must coordinate groundwater management within each basin4
and with each adjacent basin.5
Coordination requires GSPs to maintain consistency or analyze inconsistencies in the data and modeling
used to develop the GSPs, the minimum thresholds and measurable objectives set in the GSPs, and the

1

The Alliance notes that several of the draft GSPs are being revised by the GSA during the public review
process. An additional public comment period must be provided once the draft GSPs have been finalized for
adoption. Informed public input cannot be provided on documents that are still subject to change.
2 Wat. Code, § 10720.1.
3 Wat. Code, § 10721(v), (x).
4 SGMA defines “basin” as “a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and defined in Bulletin 118.” (Wat.
Code, § 10721(b); see also 23 Code Regs. (“GSP Regs.”), § 341(g) [“The term ‘basin’ shall refer to an area
specifically defined as a basin or ‘groundwater basin’ in Bulletin 118, and shall refer generally to an aquifer
or stacked series of aquifers with reasonably well-defined boundaries in a lateral direction, based on features
that significantly impede groundwater flow, and a definable bottom, as further defined or characterized in
Bulletin 118”; “The term ‘subbasin’ shall refer to an area specifically defined as a subbasin or ‘groundwater
subbasin’ in Bulletin 118, and shall refer generally to any subdivision of a basin based on geologic and
hydrologic barriers or institutional boundaries, as further described or defined in Bulletin 118.”].)
5 Wat. Code, §§ 10727, 10727.6.
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projects and management actions proposed in the GSPs.6 DWR will review each GSP to ensure it satisfies
this requirement—i.e., that the GSP does not adversely affect the “ability of an adjacent basin to implement
their groundwater sustainability plan or impedes achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin.”7
Any GSP that cannot meet this standard will not satisfy SGMA.8
The consultant that prepared the draft GSPs for the Upper, Forebay, Eastside, and Langley Subbasins has
acknowledged the importance of integrated management of surface water and groundwater throughout the
Basin:
It has long been acknowledged that the water resources of the Salinas
Valley consist of an integrated surface water and groundwater system . . .
This acknowledged surface water/groundwater integration underpins the
approach the SVBGSA is taking to achieving groundwater sustainability
throughout the Valley; the Salinas River is an integral part of groundwater
management and managing groundwater cannot be divorced from the
Salinas River’s operations. Similarly, groundwater management plays an
important role in maintaining Salinas River flows. Larger areas of low
groundwater levels in the Salinas Valley will induce more leakage from the
Salinas River – reducing Salinas River flows. Maintaining adequately high
groundwater levels will help maintain Salinas River flows. These higher
groundwater levels that help maintain Salinas River flows is one of the
desired outcomes of our groundwater management and is a benefit to
surface water users. Groundwater sustainability can lead to long-term
reliability in surface water supplies . . .
The Salinas River operations, Salinas River flows, and ability to use water
from the River will be clearly influenced by the decisions made during GSP
development and implementation. Balanced groundwater management that

6

See e.g., Wat. Code, § 10727.6; GSP Regs., § 354.28(b) (“The description of minimum thresholds shall
include the following: . . . (3) How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable
results in adjacent basins or affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals.”); see also
id. at §§ 350.4(b), 354.28(b), 354.34(i), 354.38(e), 354.44(b)(6)-(7), 357.2; Department of Water Resources
(DWR) Sustainable Management Criteria BMP, pp. 12-17 (Considerations when establishing minimum
thresholds for each sustainability indicator includes the adjacent basin’s minimum thresholds); DWR
Modeling BMP, pp. 21-22; DWR Water Budget BMP, pp. 12, 16, 17, 36.
7 Wat. Code, § 10733(c).
8 Ibid.; GSP Regs., §§ 350.4, 354.8(d), 354.14, 354.18, 354.28(b)(3), 354.44(b)(6), 354.44(c), 355.4(b),
356.4(j), 357.2(b)(3); DWR Monitoring Networks and Identification of Data Gaps BMP, pp. 6, 8, 27; DWR
Water Budget BMP, pp. 7, 12, 16, 17, 36; DWR Modeling BMP, pp. 21-22; DWR Sustainable Management
Criteria BMP, pp. 9, 31.
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maintains consistent groundwater levels will provide surface water reliability
for the Valley’s surface water users.9
A Senior Hydrologist with the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) similarly commented:
Additionally, as was experienced and monitored throughout the Basin
during the most recent drought period, lowering of the groundwater table
has a significant impact on the Agency’s ability to operate the reservoirs to
a controlled range of flows at the Salinas River Diversion Facility. As such,
overdraft of the groundwater basin, resulting in a reduction in groundwater
levels significantly impacted surface water flows, depleting the availability
of surface water to riparian water uses.10
Close coordination of the draft GSPs for the subbasins is critical as each of the GSPs acknowledge a
significant hydrologic and hydraulic connection with adjacent subbasins.11 In other words, groundwater
management in the Upper Valley impacts groundwater management in the Forebay Subbasin, which impacts
groundwater management in the 180/400-Foot Aquifer, Eastside, Langley, and Monterey Subbasins, and
there is a direct link between groundwater in the Basin and surface water in the Salinas River.
Given the integration of the Basin’s surface and groundwater supplies (e.g., that pumping in one subbasin
impacts surface and subsurface flows to an adjacent subbasin), SGMA mandates the coordination and
integration of the GSPs for the subbasins within SVBGSA’s jurisdiction—the GSPs must be integrated in
their planning, development, and implementation to ensure the objectives of SGMA are satisfied, the interests
of all beneficial users throughout the Basin are considered, and the burden of sustainability is equitably
allocated across the Basin.12 Indeed, the SVBGSA has acknowledged this obligation in its Joint Exercise of
Powers Agreement13 and, as the groundwater sustainability agency for the 180/400-Foot Aquifer, Monterey,
9

Feb. 26, 2019 Letter from Derrik Williams to Leslie Girard, attached hereto as Exhibit B.
March 4, 2019 Memorandum from Howard Franklin to Leslie Girard and Gary Petersen, attached hereto
as Exhibit C.
11 Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, § 4.3.1.1; Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, § 4.3.1.1; Draft Eastside
Subbasin GSP, § 4.3.1.1; Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, § 4.3.1.1; Draft Monterey Subbasin GSP, § 4.2.3;
aquilogic Memo, pp. 2-3, attached hereto as Exhibit A.
12 Wat. Code, § 10723.2; see also DWR Water Budget BMP, pp. 16-17 (“For many basins within the . . .
Salinas Valley . . . not all lateral boundaries for contiguous basins serve as a barrier to groundwater or surface
water flow . . . In situations where a basin is adjacent or contiguous to one or more additional basins, or when
a stream or river serves as the lateral boundary between two basins, it is necessary to coordinate and share
water budget data and assumptions. This is to ensure compatible sustainability goals and accounting of
groundwater flows across basins, as described in § 357.2 (Interbasin Agreements) of the GSP Regulations.”
13 See Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement Establishing the Salinas Valley Basin GSA, § 2.2 (“The purpose
of Agency is to . . . develop[], adopt[], and implement[] a GSP that achieves groundwater sustainability in the
Basin.”); § 4.1(c) (The JPA has the power to “develop, adopt and implement a GSP for the Basin.”); id. at §
4.1(l) (The JPA has the power to “establish and administer projects and programs for the benefit of the
Basin.”); id. at § 4.3 (“As set forth in Water Code section 10723.3, the GSA shall consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the Basin, as well as those responsible for implementing the
10
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Eastside, Langley, Forebay, and Upper Subbasins, the SVBGSA is uniquely qualified to ensure coordination
and integration among these subbasins. The SVBGSA previously proposed an integrated GSP that would
incorporate the GSPs for each of the six subbasins, but appears to have abandoned or significantly delayed
that commitment. As a result, the draft GSPs do not adequately coordinate and integrate their data, minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives, and projects and management actions and do not analyze potential
impacts on the adjacent subbasins. The draft GSPs must analyze and address these issues before they can
be adopted, or delineate a plan for adding this information to the GSPs as soon as possible.
II.

THE DRAFT GSPs DO NOT SUFFICIENTLY ANALYZE AND ADDRESS SUSTAINABLE
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT THROUGHOUT THE BASIN

The Alliance supports integrated groundwater management throughout the Basin—such management is
critical to the sustainable and equitable management of the integrated water resources throughout the Basin.
In accordance with SGMA, this management should utilize consistent data and modeling, analyze impacts
of groundwater production on adjacent subbasins, estimate sustainable yields and set minimum thresholds
in consideration of impacts to adjacent subbasins, and coordinate projects and management actions
throughout the Basin. As described further below, the draft GSPs as currently presented do not meet these
thresholds dictated by SGMA.
A.

Each Draft GSP Fails to Analyze Inconsistencies in the Data and Modeling Utilized By
the Draft GSPs for Adjacent Subbasins

As an initial matter, the draft GSPs for the subbasins utilize differing modeling/estimation techniques that
produce inconsistent data throughout the Basin and prevent integration of groundwater management absent
additional analysis.
For example, the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP’s historical and current water budgets were created
“by aggregating data and analyses from previous reports and publicly available sources” while the future
GSP. Additionally, as set forth in Water Code section 10720.5(a) any GSP adopted pursuant to this
Agreement shall be consistent with Section 2 of Article X of the California Constitution and nothing in this
Agreement modifies the rights or priorities to use or store groundwater consistent with Section 2 of Article X
of the California Constitution . . . Likewise, as set forth in Water Code section 10720.5(b) nothing in this
Agreement or any GSP adopted pursuant to this Agreement determines or alters surface water rights or
groundwater rights under common law or ay provision of law that determines or grants surface water rights.”);
180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, p. 9-10 (“This GSP is part of an integrated plan for managing
groundwater in all six subbasins of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin that are managed by the SVBGSA.
The projects and management actions described in this GSP constitute an integrated management program
for the entire Valley.”); id. at 10-14 (“The SVBGSA oversees all or part of six subbasins in the Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin. Implementing the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP must be integrated with the
implementation of the five other GSPs in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin . . . The implementation
schedule reflects the significant integration and coordination needed to implement all six GSPs in a unified
manner.”); see also Draft Upper Valley GSP, p. 10-16; Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, pp. 9-1, 10-7, 10-8,
10-16; Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, pp. 2-4, 9-2, 9-4, 10-7, 10-9, 10-17; Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, pp.
2-4, 9-1, 9-4, 10-8, 10-9, 10-16.
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water budget was created using the Salinas Valley Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM).14 The draft GSPs
for the Eastside, Langley, Forebay, and Upper Valley Subbasins take a different approach—the historical
and current water budgets were developed using a “provisional version” of the SVIHM, while future water
budgets were developed using “an evaluation version” of the Salinas Valley Operational Model (SVOM).15
And the draft Monterey Subbasin GSP utilizes a third approach—employing the Monterey Subbasin
Groundwater Flow Model for the historic, current, and projected water budgets.16
What is more, each of these approaches uses different time periods: (1) the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin
GSP analyzes a historical period of 1995 to 2014 and a current period of 2015 to 201717; (2) the draft GSPs
for the Langley, Eastside, Forebay, and Upper Valley Subbasins analyze a historical period of 1980 through
2016 and a current period of 201618; and, (3) the draft Monterey Subbasin GSP analyzes a historical period
of 2004 to 2018 and a current period of 2015 to 2018.19
The inconsistency in the water-budget approaches for each subbasin must be addressed in the draft GSPs.
Absent such an analysis, the draft GSPs cannot adequately analyze a subbasin’s potential to impact an
adjacent subbasin or foster integrated groundwater management throughout the Basin.20 Further, this
absence of analysis prevents informed input on the draft GSPs by interested parties.21
This issue is best exemplified in the inconsistencies between the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP and
the draft Forebay Subbasin GSP. The 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP estimates that the 180/400-Foot
Aquifer Subbasin receives (historically and currently) 17,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of subsurface flow
from the Forebay Subbasin.22 However, the draft Forebay Subbasin GSP estimates that this amount was
3,100 AFY historically and 2,900 AFY currently. These numbers in the draft Forebay GSP are likely
14

180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, p. 6-1.
See each referenced draft GSP, pp. 6-1-2. The GSA’s use of the SVIHM and SVOM models for the draft
GSPs does not satisfy the modeling requirements in the GSP Regulations. Section 352.4(f) of the GSP
Regulations state that the models used to develop GSPs must “include publicly available supporting
documentation” and “consist of public domain open-source software.” The GSPs acknowledge that these
requirements are not satisfied, and the draft GSPs state that “[d]etails regarding source data, model
construction and calibration, and results for future budgets will be summarized in more detail once the model
and associated documentation are available.” (See, e.g., Draft Upper Valley Aquifer Subbasin GSP, pp. 61-2.) Interested parties cannot provide informed comments and input on the draft GSPs until the GSAs
incorporate use of models that satisfy the GSP Regulations.
16 Draft Monterey Subbasin GSP, p. 6-7.
17 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, p. 6-1.
18 See each referenced draft GSP, pp. 6-7-8.
19 Draft Monterey Subbasin GSP, p. 6-5.
20 See DWR, Water Budget BMP, p. 9 (“Building a coordinated understanding of the interrelationship between
changing water budget components and aquifer response will allow local water resource managers to
effectively identify future management actions and projects most likely to achieve and maintain the
sustainability goal for the basin.”).
21 The draft GSPs also do not explain why different years are used to set minimum thresholds and
measurable objectives in each subbasin, or how those inconsistencies impact sustainable groundwater
management. (See aguilogic, Inc. Memo, p. 3, attached hereto as Exhibit A.)
22 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, p. 6-16.
15
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overestimates (i.e., the 180/400-Foot Aquifer is estimated to receive less subsurface flow from the Forebay
Subbasin than the stated numbers) as the SVIHM utilized to provide the estimates in the draft Forebay
Subbasin GSP only accounted for approximately 65% of the groundwater pumping in the Forebay
Subbasin.23 The discrepancy in interbasin flow needs to be addressed in the draft Forebay Subbasin GSP,
or identified as a data gap that will be addressed through additional modeling as soon as possible. Without
such information, the draft GSP cannot analyze how its implementation will impact the implementation of the
180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP.
In sum, the draft GSPs must identify and analyze the inconsistencies in the modeling simulations and the
time periods used for the water budgets in each of the GSPs in order to satisfy SGMA.24 The Alliance
identified a potential solution to this issue in its correspondence to the SVBGSA dated August 12, 2021,
wherein the Alliance requested that the GSA conduct additional simulations with the SVIHM that are
specifically focused on the issue of interbasin groundwater flows in order to understand the amount of Basinwide groundwater discharge that is and has been captured by pumping. After adjusting the modelling
simulations with GEMS data, the SVBGSA could integrate the data into the draft GSPs and provide an
informed analysis of how each draft GSP will impact adjacent subbasins. Based upon the text of the draft
GSPs, it appears that this modelling has already been completed in some capacity. In each of the draft GSPs
for the Langley, Eastside, Forebay, and Upper Valley Subbasins, the GSPs state a “model simulation without
any groundwater pumping in the model . . . was compared to the model simulation with groundwater
pumping” to understand depletion of interconnected surface water.25 However, the draft GSPs do not
extrapolate this data to analyze impacts on surface or subsurface interbasin flows or adjacent subbasins.
The Alliance understands that the SVBGSA is undertaking additional modeling for an update to the draft
GSPs and strongly recommends that the SVBGSA incorporate the Alliance’s requested modeling simulations
into the update. If not, the Alliance urges the SVBGSA to commit to adding this information prior to adoption
of the draft GSPs or committing to a timeline in which it will be added shortly thereafter. Without this
information, the GSPs cannot not analyze each of the issues required to be addressed by SGMA.
B.

The Draft GSPs Do Not Adequately Analyze Impacts to Adjacent Subbasins

As discussed above, a GSP must not adversely affect “the ability of an adjacent basin to implement their
[GSP] or impede[] achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin.”26 The GSP Regulations specify
that minimum thresholds should be selected to “avoid causing undesirable results in adjacent basins or
affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals.”27 And the GSP Regulations require
DWR to evaluate a GSP to ensure it satisfies these objectives.28 The draft GSPs as currently presented do
not satisfy these requirements.

23

Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, pp. 6-19, 21.
See, e.g., DWR Water Budget BMP, pp. 16-17.
25 See, e.g., Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, p. 5-30.
26 Wat. Code, § 10733.
27 GSP Regs., § 354.28(b)(3).
28 GSP Regs., § 355.4(b)(7).
24

October 15, 2021
Page 8

1.

The Draft Eastside Subbasin and Langley Subbasin GSPs

The Eastside Subbasin and Langley Subbasin GSPs largely require similar analysis and information to satisfy
SGMA. The GSPs do not account for impacts to adjacent subbasins in defining sustainable yields or setting
minimum thresholds and measurable objectives. Each of these issues is addressed in detail below.
a.

The GSPs do not account for impacts to adjacent subbasins in defining
sustainable yields

SGMA defines “sustainable yield” as “the maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period
representative of long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus, that can be
withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result.”29 Further, the
sustainable yield must be defined in a manner that will not result in undesirable results in adjacent
subbasins.30 Here, the sustainable yields in the draft GSPs for both the Eastside and Langley Subbasins do
not account for impacts on interbasin flow to the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin.
For example, the draft Eastside Subbasin GSP states that a pumping depression east of the City of Salinas
creates a hydraulic gradient towards the depression, with groundwater flowing towards the pumping
depression and away from the boundary with the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin.31 This depression has
reversed the natural downgradient groundwater flow from the Eastside Subbasin to the 180/400-Foot Aquifer
Subbasin, drawing 3,600 AFY historically and 5,400 AFY currently of groundwater from the 180/400-Foot
Aquifer Subbasin.32 This amount is likely substantially underestimated as the SVIHM only accounts for 81%
of groundwater pumping in the Subbasin.33 Despite this unnatural hydraulic gradient and the pull of
groundwater from the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin, the draft Eastside Subbasin GSP includes this
interbasin flow in its calculation of sustainable yield,34 but the draft GSP does not analyze how estimated
sustainable yield will impact groundwater management in the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin.
Similarly, the draft Langley Subbasin GSP states that a pumping depression has formed in the center of the
Langley Subbasin as a result of a pumping trough.35 Groundwater is drawn towards the pumping depression
and away from the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin despite the natural downward gradient flow towards the
180/400-Foot Aquifer and Eastside Subbasins.36 The draft Langley Subbasin GSP then estimates that,

29

Wat. Code, § 10721(w).
See Wat. Code, § 10733.
31 Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 5-11.
32 Id. at pp. 6-19-20 (“Groundwater pumping near the [C]ity of Salinas has created a cone of depression . . .
that draws in groundwater into the Eastside Aquifer Subbasin from the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin, which
is naturally slightly downgradient in the Salinas area. Estimated groundwater inflows from the 180/400-Foot
Aquifer Subbasin have slightly increased since 1980.”).
33 Id. at p. 6-17. The 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP estimates the outflow to the Eastside and Langley
Subbasins amounts to 8,000 AFY. (Id. at p. 6-19.)
34 Id. at pp. 6-22-24, Table 6-10.
35 Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, p. 5-7.
36 Id. at p. 5-18, Figure 5-11.
30
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despite this reversal in groundwater elevations, the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin has historically received
3,700 AFY and currently receives 2,900 AFY in interbasin flow from the Langley Subbasin, while the Eastside
Subbasin has historically received 1,100 AFY and currently receives 1,700 AFY in interbasin flow from the
Langley Subbasin.37 However, the draft Langley Subbasin GSP fails to analyze how the pumping depression
in the Langley Subbasin has impacted and will continue to impact these interbasin flows—e.g., what are the
outflows to the 180/400-Foot Aquifer and Eastside Subbasins if the pumping depression were ameliorated?
Again, the draft GSP includes these unnatural interbasin flows in its calculation of the sustainable yield
without analyzing the impacts on adjacent subbasins.38
Without understanding how groundwater production impacts interbasin flows, the draft GSPs cannot
accurately estimate the sustainable yield of the subbasins and their impact on adjacent subbasins.39 As
discussed above, this issue can be addressed by undertaking the additional modeling simulations requested
by the Alliance and revising the draft GSPs accordingly. This additional information should be added prior to
the adoption of the draft GSPs, or the draft GSPs should commit to a timeline under which this information
will be added as soon as possible after adoption of the draft GSPs.
b.

The GSPs do not analyze how their minimum thresholds and measurable
objectives will impact adjacent subbasins

The draft GSPs also do not consider impacts to adjacent subbasins in their setting of minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives, as required by SGMA.40
For example, the draft Eastside Subbasin GSP sets the minimum threshold for groundwater elevations at
2015 levels.41 As shown in Figure 8-1, these levels are only nominally above historic lows (approximately 6
feet higher) and barely above the lowest elevation since the introduction of the CSIP and Salinas Valley
Water Project.42 Consequently, these groundwater elevations will still produce a significant pumping

37

Id. at p. 6-19.
Id. at pp. 6-21-23.
39 See DWR Water Budget BMP, p. 17 (To evaluate the impact on adjacent basin, “this will necessitate GSA
coordination and sharing of water budget data, methodologies, and assumptions between contiguous basins
including: • Accurate accounting and forecasting of surface water and groundwater flows across the basin
boundaries.”).
40 GSP Regs., § 354.28(b)(3) (“The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following: . . . (3)
How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable results in adjacent basins or
affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals.”); see also GSP Regs., § 355.4( b)(7);
DWR Sustainable Management Criteria BMP, p. 9; DWR Sustainable Management Criteria BMP, p. 10 (“The
purpose of the specific requirements is to ensure consistency within groundwater basins and between
adjacent groundwater basins.”).
41 Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 8-7.
42 Id. at p. 8-13.
38
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depression east of the City of Salinas that will draw water away from the boundary with the 180/400-Foot
Aquifer Subbasin.43
Similarly, the draft Langley Subbasin GSP sets the minimum threshold for groundwater elevations at 2019
levels—the lowest elevations since the introduction of the CSIP and Salinas Valley Water Project and only
nominally above the historic lows in the Subbasin.44 These levels will continue to produce a significant
pumping depression east of the City of Salinas that will draw water away from the boundary with the 180/400Foot Aquifer Subbasin.45 Despite the maintenance of these unnatural gradients, neither draft GSP analyzes
how these minimum thresholds will impact adjacent subbasins (e.g., the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin).
The draft GSPs for the Eastside and Langley Subbasins merely include the statement that: “Minimum
thresholds for the [subbasins] will be reviewed relative to information developed for the neighboring
subbasins’ GSPs to ensure that these minimum thresholds will not prevent the neighboring subbasins from
achieving sustainability.”46 This statement is not evidence and it does not ensure the management of the
subbasins will avoid impacts to adjacent subbasins.47 As discussed above, this issue can be addressed by
undertaking the additional modeling simulations requested by the Alliance and revising the draft GSPs
accordingly.
The lack of analysis is concerning as both draft GSPs acknowledge that low groundwater elevations within
the Langley and Eastside Subbasins may exacerbate seawater intrusion in the 180/400-Foot Aquifer
Subbasin.48 But the draft GSPs only mention this issue in concluding: “The chronic lowering of groundwater
43

Id. at p. 8-10, Figure 8-3. The same issue applies to the draft Eastside Subbasin GSP’s measurable
objective for groundwater elevations—it maintains a pumping depression that reverses the natural hydraulic
gradient towards the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin but fails to explain how the measurable objective will
not impact the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin. (See e.g., Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 8-19.)
44 Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, pp. 8-8, 8-13.
45 Id. at p. 8-10. Again, the same issue applies to the draft Langley Subbasin GSP’s measurable objective
for groundwater elevations—it maintains a pumping depression that reverses the natural hydraulic gradient
towards the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin but fails to explain how the measurable objective will not impact
the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin. (See e.g., Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-19.)
46 Id. at p. 8-6; Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 8-16.
47 See Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement Establishing the SVBGSA, § 4.3 (“As set forth in Water Code
section 10723.3, the GSA shall consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the
Basin, as well as those responsible for implementing the GSP. Additionally, as set forth in Water Code section
10720.5(a) any GSP adopted pursuant to this Agreement shall be consistent with Section 2 of Article X of
the California Constitution and nothing in this Agreement modifies the rights or priorities to use or store
groundwater consistent with Section 2 of Article X of the California Constitution . . . Likewise, as set forth in
Water Code section 10720.5(b) nothing in this Agreement or any GSP adopted pursuant to this Agreement
determines or alters surface water rights or groundwater rights under common law or ay provision of law that
determines or grants surface water rights.”).
48 See Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, pp. 3-18, 4-32, 5-18 (Figure 5-11 “shows the groundwater elevations
that are persistently below sea levels that, when paired with a pathway, enable seawater intrusion. The
groundwater elevation contours show that groundwater is drawn toward the depression at the northern end
of the Eastside Aquifer Subbasin. If the magnitude of this depression increases, it could potentially draw
seawater intrusion into the Langley Subbasin.”), 5-20 (Figure 5-11); Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, pp. 3-17,
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level minimum thresholds are set above historic lows. Therefore, the groundwater elevation minimum
thresholds are intended to not exacerbate, and may help control, the rate of seawater intrusion.”49 That
statement must be revised to acknowledge that the pumping depressions in the Langley and Eastside
Subbasins will remain even if the groundwater elevation minimum thresholds and measurable objectives are
achieved, and the seawater minimum thresholds set by the draft Langley and Eastside Subbasin GSPs only
protect against seawater intrusion in their respective subbasins, not against seawater intrusion in adjacent
subbasins like the 18/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin.50
In sum, the draft Langley and Eastside Subbasin GSPs in their current form do not account for potential
impacts to adjacent subbasins in setting their minimum thresholds and measurable objectives. As a result,
the draft GSPs cannot provide any evidence that their implementation will not impair implementation of a
GSP in an adjacent subbasin—e.g., the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP’s seawater intrusion minimum
threshold, which requires seawater intrusion to be maintained at 2017 levels, and measurable objective,
which requires the seawater intrusion isocontour to be pushed back to Highway 1.51 This analysis should be
added to the draft GSPs prior to adoption by the SVBGSA, or the draft GSPs should provide a commitment
to incorporating this information within a time certain.52
c.

There is no support for using groundwater elevations as a proxy for
groundwater storage minimum thresholds

As mentioned above, the sustainable yield of the basin is the amount of water that can be withdrawn annually
without causing an undesirable result, such as the “significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater
storage.”53 The GSP Regulations permit a minimum threshold for groundwater elevations to be used as the
minimum threshold for other sustainability indicators, “where the Agency can demonstrate that the
representative value is a reasonably proxy . . . as supported by adequate evidence.”54 Here, both the draft
Eastside Subbasin GSP and the Langley Subbasin GSP utilize groundwater elevation minimum thresholds
4-35 (“the groundwater elevations in the northwestern portion of the Eastside Subbasin (near the City of
Salinas) are below sea level, creating a groundwater gradient away from the coast and towards the Eastside
Subbasin”), 5-26-29 .
49 Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-15; Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 8-15.
50 Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-28; Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 8-29.
51 See 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, pp. 8-32-37.
52 A report prepared for MCWRA has highlighted the significant impact pumping in the Eastside and Langley
Subbasins has on seawater intrusion in the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin. (See November 19, 2013,
Technical Memorandum, Protective Elevations to Control Sea Water Intrusion in the Salinas Valley, attached
hereto as Exhibit D.) The report states: “At one time (before excessive pumping), the East Side Subarea
was one of the natural sources of recharge to the adjacent Pressure Subarea with ground water flowing from
the northeast to the southwest. However, historical groundwater level declines have resulted in a reversal of
the gradient.” (Id. at p. 3.) The report then states that: “Artificial recharge in the East Side Subarea would
reduce subsurface inflow from the Pressure Subarea and eventually restore the historical northeast to
southwest recharge. Both northwest underflow from the Forebay Subarea as well as southwest recharge
from the East Side Subarea would help control seawater intrusion.” (Id. at pp. 6-7.) See also aquilogic Memo,
pp. 8-12, attached hereto as Exhibit A.
53 Wat. Code, § 10721(w), (x).
54 GSP Regs., § 354.28(d); DWR Sustainable Management Criteria BMP, pp. 17-18.
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as proxies for groundwater storage minimum thresholds.55 However, there is insufficient evidence to support
that approach.
In particular, each of the draft GSPs sets groundwater elevations at near historic lows, and show a substantial
trend in declining groundwater storage over the historic period.56 The minimum threshold groundwater
elevations, in other words, have resulted in overdraft of the subbasins.57 And by setting the minimum
thresholds at historic low groundwater elevations, the draft GSPs will facilitate continued decline in
groundwater storage.58 In fact, because there is no commitment to pump at the sustainable yield of the
subbasins, it is possible that production in the subbasins could increase over historic and current amounts
so long as the subbasins do not experience another significant drought and still comply with the groundwater
elevation minimum thresholds. The SVBGSA’s prior actions seem to imply that utilizing groundwater
elevations as a proxy in this scenario is improper—the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP set the
groundwater storage minimum threshold to production at the projected sustainable yield.59 The draft GSP
must explain why this different approach will suffice now.
2.

The Draft Forebay and Upper Valley Subbasin GSPs

The draft Forebay and Upper Valley Subbasin GSPs lack the same analysis as the draft GSPs for the
Eastside and Langley Subbasins—they do not adequately consider impacts to adjacent subbasins. These
issues begin with the draft GSPs’ water budget and estimate of sustainable yield, and cascade through the
minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and projects and management actions.
As discussed above, SGMA requires GSPs to define a sustainable yield for each basin that will avoid
undesirable results and impacts to adjacent basins. The sustainable yields defined in the draft GSPs for the
Forebay and Upper Valley Subbasins do not meet this threshold. Both draft GSPs conclude that the
subbasins have not been in overdraft historically, but they do not analyze how groundwater pumping within
the subbasins (151,100 to 174,500 AFY in the Forebay Subbasin and 108,500 to 129,600 AFY in the Upper
Valley) impacts surface and subsurface flows to adjacent subbasins.60

55

Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 8-23; Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-22.
See discussion supra; Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, p. 5-21; Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, p. 5-16.
57 Ibid.
58 See, e.g., Wat. Code, § 10721(x)(1) (“Overdraft during a period of drought is not sufficient to establish a
chronic lowering of groundwater levels if extractions and groundwater recharge are managed as necessary
to ensure that reductions in groundwater levels or storage during a period of drought are offset by increases
in groundwater levels or storage during other periods.”).
59 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, p. 8-25 (“The total volume of groundwater that can be annually
withdrawn from the Subbasin without leading to a long-term reduction in groundwater storage or interfering
with other sustainability indicators is the calculated sustainable yield of the Subbasin.”); see also DWR GSP
Assessment Staff Report, p. 25 (“The Plan describes how setting the minimum threshold as the long-term
sustainable yield for the Subbasin is a reasonable, protective approach against overdraft and the long-term
reduction of groundwater storage.”).
60 Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, pp. 6-45-46; Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, pp. 6-22-23.
56
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For example, the draft Forebay Subbasin GSP states that the SVIHM, which undercounts groundwater
pumping by 35%, estimates the Forebay Subbasin received 90,300 AFY historically through stream
exchange, currently receives 77,800 AFY, and 31,800 AFY of that stream exchange on average is caused
by groundwater pumping.61 Similarly, the draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP states that the SVIHM, which
under counts groundwater pumping by 24%, estimates the Upper Valley Subbasin received 89,100 AFY
historically through stream exchange, currently receives 65,500 AFY, and 1,100 AFY of that stream
exchange on average is caused by groundwater pumping.62 This recharge is substantially induced by the
operation of the Nacimiento and San Antonio Reservoirs; prior to that time groundwater storage was
significantly decreasing in the subbasins.63 However, neither draft GSP analyzes: (a) how streamflow
recharges the subbasins during drought years, offering instead averages over the historical period, and (b)
how groundwater pumping impacts natural surface or subsurface flows to adjacent subbasins—i.e., without
pumping, how much groundwater would flow to the downgradient subbasin? Instead, the draft GSPs use the
average stream exchange amounts to facilitate a “finding” that the subbasins are presently managed within
their sustainable yield. Without understanding how pumping impacts streamflow during drought years and
interbasin surface and subsurface flow, the draft GSPs cannot reasonably estimate sustainable yield in the
subbasins or analyze how implementation of the draft GSPs will impact adjacent subbasins’ GSPs.
The failure to analyze impacts to adjacent subbasins becomes more apparent in the draft GSPs’ discussion
of minimum thresholds. The draft Forebay Subbasin GSP sets the minimum threshold for groundwater
elevations at 2015 groundwater levels, only a few feet above the historic low, while the draft Upper Valley
Subbasin GSP sets the minimum threshold for groundwater elevations at “5 feet below the lowest ground
elevation between 2012 and 2016,” significantly below the historic low.64 These minimum thresholds are not
reasonable—set at levels experienced at the bottom of a historic drought, or even lower—and cannot be
qualified as sustainable groundwater management.65 The draft Upper Valley GSP admits as much, stating:
“The groundwater elevations during the 2012 to 2016 drought in the Upper Valley Aquifer Subbasin are the
lowest groundwater elevations seen in the Subbasin and are considered significant and unreasonable.”66

61

Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, pp. 5-30, 6-23. Note that the draft GSPs may also underestimate streamflow
depletion by only analyzing stream cells that are connected to groundwater more than 50% of the time. (See
aquilogic Memo, p. 5, attached hereto as Exhibit A.)
62 Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, pp. 5-31, 6-22.
63 Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, p. 5-18; Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, p. 5-17; see also Hydrogeology
and Water Supply of Salinas Valley, pp. 15-16, attached hereto as Exhibit D.
64 Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, pp. 8-8, 8-14; Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, pp. 8-7, 8-12 (emphasis
added).
65 Wat. Code, § 10720.1 (“In enacting this part, it is the intent of the Legislature to do all of the following: (a)
To provide for the sustainable management of groundwater basins. . . . (c) To establish minimum standards
for sustainable groundwater management.”]; GSP Regs., § 355.4(b) (“When evaluating whether a Plan is
likely to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, the Department shall consider the following: (1) Whether
the assumptions, criteria, findings, and objectives, including the sustainability goal, undesirable results,
minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones are reasonable and supported by the
best available information and best available science. . . .”).
66 Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-10 (emphasis added).
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Moreover, the draft GSPs do not analyze how the minimum thresholds will impact flows in the Salinas River
or adjacent subbasins. Rather, this analysis appears to be deferred to the future. The draft GSPs state that:
“Minimum thresholds . . . will be reviewed relative to information developed for neighboring subbasins’ GSPs
to ensure that these minimum thresholds will not prevent the neighboring subbasin from achieving
sustainability.”67 As discussed above, this issue can be addressed by undertaking the additional modeling
simulations requested by the Alliance and revising the draft GSPs accordingly. This additional information
should be added prior to the adoption of the draft GSPs, or the draft GSPs should commit to a timeline under
which this information will be added as soon as possible after adoption of the draft GSPs.
These same concerns are raised with respect to the groundwater storage minimum thresholds. The draft
Upper Valley Subbasin GSP uses the groundwater elevation minimum threshold as a proxy, which is
permitted, as discussed above, as long as it is supported by adequate evidence.68 However, there is no
evidence supporting that approach as the groundwater elevation minimum threshold suffers the flaws
discussed above, and evidence in the draft GSP relating groundwater elevations to groundwater storage
shows groundwater storage at historic lows by a wide margin when groundwater levels were 5 feet above
the groundwater elevation minimum threshold in 2016.69 Similarly, the draft Forebay Subbasin GSP sets the
minimum threshold for groundwater storage based upon the groundwater elevation minimum threshold: “The
minimum threshold groundwater elevation contours . . . were used to estimate the amount of groundwater in
storage when groundwater elevations are held at the minimum threshold levels.”70 Again, there is no
evidence supporting that approach as the groundwater elevation minimum threshold is flawed as discussed
above, and evidence in the draft GSP shows the groundwater elevation minimum threshold results in historic
lows in groundwater storage.71 In fact, the groundwater elevation minimum thresholds allow for additional
production in the subbasins over historic and current amounts so long as the subbasins do not experience
another significant drought. There is no commitment in the draft GSPs that the production in the subbasins
will be restricted to the estimated sustainable yield in the subbasins, and there is no model simulation
showing the minimum threshold for groundwater elevations will prevent continued decline in groundwater
storage.
Finally, the draft GSPs also utilize groundwater elevations as proxies to set the minimum thresholds for
depletion of interconnected surface water.72 But again, there is no evidence supporting this approach. These
groundwater elevation proxies are at or near historic lows, and there is no evidence proving these elevations
will prevent the depletion of interconnected surface water that would have a significant and unreasonable
impact on beneficial uses. Rather, the draft GSPs merely state that these levels will not impact beneficial
uses because there is not currently any litigation over surface water uses, and due to the operation of the
Nacimiento Reservoir.73 However, this statement does not acknowledge that decreased groundwater
67

Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-14; Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, p. 8-17.
Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-20.
69 Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, pp. 5-13, 5-18.
70 Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, p. 8-24.
71 Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, p. 5-17.
72 See Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, p. 8-39; Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP 8-42.
73 Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, pp. 8-44-45; Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, pp. 8-41-42.
68
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elevations will increase depletion of the Salinas River, and reduce flow to downstream uses, including those
uses in adjacent subbasins.74 Lastly, the draft GSPs do not analyze how these minimum thresholds for
depletion of interconnected surface water will impact adjacent subbasins.
In sum, the draft Forebay and Upper Valley GSPs require additional data and analysis to satisfy SGMA.
These issues must be addressed before the GSPs are adopted, or the draft GSPs must be provide for their
provision by a date certain.75
3.

The Inadequacies in the Draft GSPs Addressed Above Threaten to Impinge Upon
Water Rights

As stated previously, each of the groundwater sustainability agencies has an obligation to consider the
interests of all beneficial users of the Basin76 when implementing SGMA. Moreover, SGMA does not
“determine[] or alter[] surface water rights or groundwater rights under common law or any provision of law
that determines or grants surface water rights.”77
By not analyzing potential impacts to adjacent subbasins in each draft GSP, the groundwater sustainability
agencies disproportionately allocate the burden of sustainability across the Basin and threaten to impair
groundwater users’ rights in and to the Basin. This approach violates SGMA and must be addressed before
the groundwater sustainability agencies adopt the draft GSPs or, as discussed above, through a commitment
in the draft GSPs to modify or update their contents within a time certain.
III.

THE DRAFT GSPS MUST INCORPORATE PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS TO
ACHIEVE SUSTAINABILITY

The GSP Regulations require each GSP to “include a description of the projects and management actions
the Agency has determined will achieve the sustainability goal for the basin, including projects and
management actions to respond to changing conditions in the basin.”78 Because the draft GSPs are lacking
the data and analysis described in Section II above, the draft GSPs cannot meet this requirement (e.g., the
draft GSPs’ lack of analysis of impacts to adjacent basins prevents an adequate proposal of projects and
management actions to achieve sustainability). Further, without understanding impacts on interbasin surface
and subsurface flow and how implementation of the draft GSPs will impact adjacent subbasins, the
groundwater sustainability agencies will be unable to properly assess the benefits associated with any future
projects or management actions—e.g., if they propose projects involving dam operations, how can the
groundwater sustainability agencies assess the benefits of those projects to the Lower Valley? Accordingly,

74

aquilogic Memo, pp. 3-8, attached hereto as Exhibit A; DWR Water Budget BMP, pp. 4-5.
See also aquilogic Memo, pp. 3-8, attached hereto as Exhibit A.
76 Wat. Code, § 10723.2
77 Wat. Code, § 10720.5(b); see also Wat. Code, § 10720.1(a) and (b).
78 GSP Regs., § 354.44(a).
75
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the Alliance reserves the right to comment on the draft GSPs’ proposed projects and management actions
once the issues described above have been addressed.
However, as a preliminary note, the draft GSPs as currently presented do not include sufficient projects or
management actions to achieve sustainable groundwater management Basin-wide. Rather, the draft GSPs
appear to foist the burden of sustainable groundwater management on the Eastside, Langley, 180/400-Foot
Aquifer, and Monterey Subbasins, while avoiding consequential projects and management actions in the
Forebay and Upper Valley Subbasins. Indeed, the draft GSPs for the Eastside, Langley, and Monterey
Subbasins each include a management action for pumping allocations and controls, but no such
management action is included in the draft Forebay Subbasin or Upper Valley Subbasin GSPs.79 Instead,
the draft Forebay Subbasin and Upper Valley Subbasin GSPs include management actions that only
superficially impact the subbasins—e.g., the proposed Subbasin “Sustainable Management Criteria
Technical Advisory Committees,” which require the formation of a “TAC for each Subbasin” that will “develop
recommendations to correct negative trends in groundwater conditions and continue to meet the measurable
objectives.”80 This issue must be addressed in the next draft of the GSPs.
The Alliance also notes that the draft GSPs do not mention the project proposed in the Hydrogeology and
Water Supply of Salinas Valley White Paper prepared by the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin Hydrology
Conference for MCWRA in 1995 (“Salinas Valley White Paper”), which is attached hereto as Exhibit E. The
“Conference” was a “panel of 10 geologists, hydrogeologists, and engineers familiar with Salinas Valley
ground water basin” that was convened to “reach agreement on the basic physical characteristics of the
basin, and the surface and ground water flow within the basin.”81 The Conference had a “remarkable
unanimity of opinion” on the understanding of the “physical characteristics of the basin, the hydrologic
system, the interaction between surface water and ground water, and definition of the specific ground water
problems in the basin.”82 The Conference agreed that this understanding pointed “compellingly toward an
already identified regional solution to the Valley’s groundwater water resources problem” and recommended
pursuing that solution.83
The need for conjunctive operation of surface water and ground water storage was
recognized as early as 1946. In 1946, the California Department of Water Resources
published a report on Salinas Valley that described the occurrence of seawater intrusion
and declining ground water levels. The report recommended a project to eliminate these
problems that included development of surface water and ground water storage. Surface
water storage was to be accomplished by the construction of dams on tributaries to Salinas
River, and ground water storage was to be accomplished by ground water transfers from
the Forebay Area to the Pressure Area and East [S]ide Area. The Department
79

See Draft Eastside Subbasin GSP, § 9.4.12; Draft Langley Subbasin GSP, § 9.4.5; Draft Monterey
Subbasin GSP, § 9.4.8; see also 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin GSP, § 9.2 [water charges framework].
80 Draft Upper Valley Subbasin GSP, § 9.4.1; Draft Forebay Subbasin GSP, § 9.4.1.
81 Id. at p. 5.
82 Ibid.
83 Ibid.
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recommended transfer facilities that include wells in the Forebay Area, conveyance
facilities from the Forebay Area to the Pressure and East Side Areas, and distribution
facilities within the Pressure and East Side Areas. In such a conjunctive operation, the
increased extraction in the Forebay Area and conveyance of water to the Pressure and
East Side Areas would vacate ground water storage in the Forebay Area. This empty
storage space would be refilled by additional infiltration from Salinas River . . . Part of the
recommended facilities for surface water and ground water storage have been completed
by the construction of the dams for San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs, but the facilities
for the effective use of groundwater storage have not been completed. The operation of
San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs has produced benefits to [S]alinas Valley, but the
ultimate benefits that would result from the construction and operation of transfer facilities
have not been realized. The panel concluded that the facilities recommended in 1946
by the California Department of Water Resources should be completed immediately
. . . The result of partially completing the project has been an uneven distribution of benefits
throughout the Valley. The Forebay Area and Upper Valley Areas have enjoyed relatively
large benefits from San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs that would have been shared
equally with the Pressure and East Side Areas if the intended transfer facilities had been
built. In the absence of the transfer facilities, seawater intrusion into the Pressure Area and
water-level declines within the East Side Area have not been mitigated.84
The Conference noted that this solution is practical as the “water resources problem in Salinas Valley is not
a water supply problem. It is a water distribution problem. The basin has enough surface and ground water
to meet existing and projected future average annual agricultural, and municipal and industrial water demand
through the year 2030. The problem lies in managing those supplies to meet water demands at all locations
in the Valley at all times.”85 This project is an example of integrated groundwater management for the Basin
as a whole and should be included in the list of projects and management actions in each of the draft GSPs.86
IV.

CONCLUSION

The Alliance appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the draft GSPs, as well as the
groundwater sustainability agencies’ consideration of the Alliance’s input. At present, the draft GSPs do not
provide a sufficient basis for integrated management of the Basin given their inconsistent analytical
approaches and inadequate analysis of impacts on adjacent subbasins. The Alliance makes these comments
with the hope that these issues can be addressed through additional engagement prior to the adoption of the
GSPs. It is critical that the groundwater sustainability agencies lay the foundation now for the integrated
sustainable management of the Basin; without such a foundation, the agencies will not be able to satisfy their
obligations under SGMA.
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Salinas Valley White Paper, pp. 15-16, attached hereto as Exhibit E (emphasis added).
Id. at p. 7.
86 See aquilogic Memo, pp. 12-13, attached hereto as Exhibit A.
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