Q North San Benito

san e Couny Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

November 2021

Valley Water APPENDICES

-lG_I-'\’C(?LIJ:BBVATE R






APPENDIX A

SBCWD Notices of Decision to become a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

North San Benito GSP TODD GROUNDWATER






BOARD OF DIRECTORS

SAN BENITO COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
Agenda for
February 8, 2017
Special Meeting — 5:00 p.m.
30 Mansfield Road, Hollister, CA 95023

Speakers will be limited to 5 minutes to address the Board

Assistance for those with disabilities: If you have a disability and need accommodation to
participate in the meeting, please call Barbara Mauro, Board Clerk, at (831) 637-8218 for
assistance so the necessary arrangements can be made.

CALL TO ORDER

a. Pledge of Allegiance
b. Speakers will be limited to 5 minutes to address the Board

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Public Hearing regarding the District’s Decision to become the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Bolsa, Hollister and San Juan
Subbasins within San Benito County
a. Proof of Publication submitted for Notice of Public Hearing
b. Presentation of Groundwater Sustainability Agency
C. Open Public Hearing
d. Close Public Hearing
e. Consider Resolution for San Benito County Water District’s

Decision to become the Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the
Bolsa, Hollister and San Juan Subbasins within San Benito

County

ADJOURNMENT

All public records relating to an agenda item on this agenda are available for public inspection at the time the record is
distributed to all, or a majority of all, members of the Board. Such records shall be available at the District office
located at 30 Mansfield Road, Hollister, California.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
SAN BENITO COUNTY WATER DISTRICT




RESOLUTION NO. 2017-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
SAN BENITO COUNTY WATER DISTRICT’S
DECISION TO BECOME THE GROUNDWATER
SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FOR THE BOLSA,
HOLLISTER, AND SAN JUAN SUBBASINS WITHIN
SAN BENITO COUNTY

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) was signed into law and adopted into the
California Water Code, commencing with Section 10720; and

‘'WHEREAS, the legislative intent of SGMA is to provide for the
sustainable management of groundwater basins, to enhance local
management of groundwater, to establish minimum standards for
sustainable groundwater management; and to provide local groundwater
agencies with the authority and the technical and financial assistance
necessary to sustainably manage groundwater; and

WHEREAS, Water Code Sections 10725 et al. and 10726 et al.
detail additional new powers and authorities granted to Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies to implement sustainable groundwater
management in the basins under their jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, the San Benito County Water District Act (California
Water Code Appendix, Chapter 70) provides the District with broad
groundwater management authority, including the authority to conserve
water for beneficial and useful purposes by spreading, storing, retaining,
and causing such waters to percolate into the soil within or without the
District; and

WHEREAS, the District's statutory boundary overlies the Bolsa,
Hollister, and San Juan Subbasins within San Benito County; and

WHEREAS, the Bolsa, Hollister, and San Juan Subbasins are
deemed by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR]) to be
medium-priority basins and therefore require the development of a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan; and

WHEREAS, establishing the District as the Groundwater
Sustainability Agency will enable the District to prepare and implement
a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Bolsa, Hollister, and
San Juan Subbasins within San Benito County, and to best work with
DWR and the State Water Resources Control Board to resolve
groundwater and surface water issues related to the Bolsa, Hollister,
and San Juan Subbasins within San Benito County; and
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WHEREAS, the District is committed to its legislatively created
mandate to manage the surface water and groundwater resources
within its jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, prior to adopting a resolution of intent to establish the
District as a Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Water Code Section
10723 requires the local agency to hold a public hearing, after
publication of notice pursuant to California Government Code Section
6066, on whether or not to adopt a resolution to establish a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code 6066, notices of a
public hearing on whether or not to adopt a resolution to establish a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency were published on
January 27, 2017 and February 3, 2017; and

WHEREAS, on February 8, 2017, this District held a public hearing
regarding the adoption of a resolution to establish the District as the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Bolsa, Hollister, and San
Juan Subbasins within San Benito County;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of
the San Benito County Water District:

1. Hereby establishes the District as the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency for the Bolsa, Hollister, and San Juan Subbasins within
San Benito County; and

2. Hereby authorizes the District Manager or his designee to provide
a copy of this resolution and a Notice of Intent to the California
Department of Water Resources within 30 days and to otherwise
comply with the requirements of Water Code Section 10723.B(a);
and

3. All the recitals in this Resolution are true and correct
and the District so finds, determines, and represents.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a Special Meeting of the Board of Directors
of San Benito County Water District by the following vote on February 8,
2017:

AYES: Tobias, Tonascia, Bettencourt, Flores & Huenemann
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
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WHEREAS, in terms of surface area, Santa Clara County contains less than ten percent of
the Hollister Area Subbasin and less than one percent of the San Juan Bautista Area
Subbasin; and

WHEREAS, the SCVWD has not previously conducted groundwater management activities in
the Santa Clara County portions of the Common Basins other than permitting the
construction, modification, and destruction of wells; and

WHEREAS, following a public hearing on February 8, 2017, the SBCWD Board of Directors
adopted Resolution 2017-03 establishing the SBCWD as the GSA for the portions of the
Common Basins located within San Benito County; and

WHEREAS, following a public hearing on June 13, 2017, the SCVWD Board of Directors
adopted Resolution 17-38 establishing the SCVWD as the GSA for the portion of the
Common Basins in Santa Clara County; and

WHEREAS, the action of each Party to adopt a resolution to become the GSA and submit
related notification to DWR ensures the entirety of the Common Basins is covered by a GSA
with no areas of overlap; and

WHEREAS, each Party is a local agency qualified to prepare and adopt a GSP under the Act;
and

WHEREAS, the entirety of each basin subject to the Act that is not in a condition of critical
overdraft must be addressed by a GSP by January 31, 2022; and

WHEREAS, if there are multiple GSAs within a basin, the GSAs can develop a single GSP for
the entire basin or separate GSPs, provided there is a related coordination agreement; and

WHEREAS, for the purposes of this MOU, “GSP” is defined as one or more GSPs developed
by the Parties for the entirety of the Common Basins; and

WHEREAS, GSAs are responsible for ensuring long-term groundwater sustainability through
implementation of a GSP; and

WHEREAS, the Parties wish to provide a framework for cooperative groundwater
management efforts in the Common Basins to ensure the Act is implemented effectively,
efficiently, fairly, and at the lowest reasonable cost.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the recitals and mutual obligations of the Parties
expressed herein, the Parties agree as follows:

1. Purpose
The purpose of this MOU is to establish an understanding between the Parties with regard
to preparing a GSP for the Common Basins, including responsibilities and funding
obligations.

2. Term

a) This MOU shall become effective upon its execution by both Parties.
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b) This MOU will terminate when the Parties agree, in writing, that the GSP is complete
to the satisfaction of DWR.

¢) Payment obligations under Article 6, Cost Sharing and Payment, and Article 11,
Cancellation, shall survive discharge or termination of this MOU until obligations are
satisfied.

Responsibilities of the Parties
General responsibilities of the Parties regarding the Common Basins are as follows:

a) Ensure all required GSA filings are complete and submitted to DWR by the June 30,
2017 statutory deadline.

b) Develop a schedule to prepare a GSP for the Common Basins for consideration by the
Board of Directors of both Parties.

¢) Share relevant data on geology, hydrogeology, operations, or other information that
may be needed to develop or implement a GSP.

d) Coordinate to conduct stakeholder outreach related to GSP development and
adoption.

e) Submit the GSP to DWR by the January 31, 2022 statutory deadline.

f) Ensure all work related to this MOU is performed in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act and other applicable laws.

g) Coordinate to respond to public comments on the GSP for the Common Basins, as
applicable.

h) Address any issues or deficiencies raised by DWR during their review of the GSP
within the required time.

i) Explore the role of each Party in implementing the GSP to ensure long-term
sustainability and compliance with the Act. The role of each Party will be documented
in a future MOU or other agreement. This MOU does not obligate either Party to
implement specific groundwater management actions in the Common Basins.

. Responsibilities of SBCWD

a) SBCWD will act as the contracting entity under this MOU. Subject to approval by
SBCWD's authorized representative, SBCWD shall be responsible for executing
any Consultant Contract(s) to undertake development of the GSP. SBCWD shall
conduct a consultant procurement process that satisfies its own internal consultant
procurement policies/criteria.

b) Share relevant data and information with SCVWD as requested.
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f)

a)

b)

c)

d)

Notify SCVWD of the Consultant(s) selected to develop the GSP.

Solicit SCVWD comments on any Consultant Contract(s) related to GSP development
prior to execution.

Review Consultant invoices for approval and report disputes, if any, to SCVWD within
five (5) working days of receipt of invoice. Pay approved invoices and provide copies
of invoices to SCVWD with requests for reimbursement as described in Article 6.

Solicit SCVWD comments on Consultant deliverables prior to acceptance.

. Responsibilities of SCVWD

Share relevant data and information with SBCWD as requested.

Provide comments on proposed Consultant Contract(s) within five (5) working days of
receipt.

Provide comments on Consultant deliverables within five (5) working days, or other
schedule as mutually agreed upon. The SCVWD technical review period for the draft
GSP will be a minimum of ten (10) working days.

Reimburse SBCWD in accordance with Article 6.

. Cost Sharing and Payment

The estimated Consultant cost to develop a GSP for the Common Basins is expected to
be less than $250,000. Additional Consultant work may be needed to respond to issues
raised during DWR review of the GSP. SCVWD agrees to reimburse SBCWD for 10% of
the total Consultant cost, with a maximum contribution of $35,000, unless additional
funding is authorized in writing through an amendment pursuant to Article 13

of this MOU.

a)

b)

d)

SBCWD shall request reimbursement from SCVWD by submitting invoice(s) for
incurred Consultant contract costs no more than once a calendar quarter. The
invoice(s) shall clearly indicate the SCVWD cost share and shall be accompanied by
adequate supporting documentation of related Consultant contract costs, including the
hourly rates, hours spent, and information on activities performed in support of the
scope of services specified in the Consultant contract(s).

Following review and approval of an invoice by SCVWD, SCVWD shall disburse to
SBCWD the approved amount within thirty (30) days of receipt of the invoice.

An invoice may be rejected by SCVWD only if the invoice contains a material error or
paying the invoice would result in SCVWD exceeding its maximum contribution
described in this Article. SCVWD shall notify SBCWD of any invoice so rejected, and
the reasons therefore.

Costs incurred by SBCWD for “in-kind” services including staff time and overhead
costs, as well as costs for Consultant oversight, meetings, travel, and incidental
expenses shall not be reimbursable by SCVWD.
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7. Hold Harmless, Indemnification, Remedies, and Insurance

To the extent permitted by California State law and in proportion to fault, each Party will
indemnify, defend, and hold all other Parties and their directors, officers, agents, and
employees safe and harmless from any and all claims, suits, judgments, damages,
penalties, costs, expenses, liabilities and losses (including without limitation, sums paid in
settlement of claims, actual attorneys’ fees, paralegal fees, consultant fees, engineering
fees, expert fees, and any other professional fees) that arise from or are related in any
way to each Party, its employees, officers, or other agents in the operation and/or
performance of this MOU; provided, however, that no Party shall indemnify or hold
harmless another Party for that Party’s own negligent acts, errors, or omissions, or willful
misconduct, in the operation and/or performance of this MOU or the performance of the
Consultani(s).

Notwithstanding the preceding paragraph, where more than one Party is named in a suit
challenging the GSP regarding the Common Basins, or made subject to a claim or penalty
regarding the same, the Parties shall coordinate and undertake a joint defense, utilizing a
joint defense agreement to the extent possible, subject to the approval of the Parties.
Each Party agrees that, to the greatest extent practicable, it shall cooperate in such
defense and execute any waivers and/or tolling agreements that may be necessary in
order to provide for a single joint defense of such a suit, claim, or imposition of penalty.
Any communications between the Parties and any of their respective consultants and
attorneys engaged in the joint defense shall be privileged as joint defense
communications. Work performed during the joint defense by Consultants or attorneys, to
the extent allowed by law, shall be considered attorney work product. Nothing in this
paragraph is intended to require a joint defense under circumstances where it would be
legally impermissible or under circumstances where it is wholly impractical.

This indemnity provision shall survive the termination of this MOU and the termination of
any Party’s participation in this MOU. Further, each Party will be liable to the other Party
for attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses, and all other costs and expenses whatsoever,
which are incurred by the other Party in enforcing this indemnity provision.

In all Consultant contracts funded in whole or part by the Parties, SBCWD shall name the
SCVWD and its respective officers, agents, and employees as additional insureds and
additional indemnitees in the insurance coverage and indemnity provisions customarily
used in the SBCWD professional service contracts.

8. Disputes
Any claim that a Party may have against the other Party regarding the performance of this
MOU including, but not limited to, claims for compensation will be submitted to such other
Party. The Parties will attempt to negotiate a resolution of such claim and if necessary

process an amendment to this MOU or a settlement agreement to implement the terms of
any such resolution.

9. Canceliation
If a Party elects to terminate its participation in this MOU, it may do so by delivering to the
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

other Party a written notice of intention to terminate. Termination shall take effect thirty
days following the receipt of notice by the other Party. No portion of the terminating Party’s
financial contribution provided under this MOU shall be refunded to the terminating Party.

Maintenance and Inspection of Books, Records, and Reports

The Parties will, upon reasonable advance written notice, make available for inspection by
the other Party all records, books, and other documents directly relating to the GSP or
groundwater management for the Common Basins. Prior to release of such documents
(other than in response to a request under the California Public Records Act, a subpoena,
or court order), all draft information shall be approved by both Parties for finalization and
release.

MOU Not a Precedent

The Parties intend that the provisions of this MOU will not bind the Parties as to the
provisions of any future agreement between them. This MOU was developed specifically
for the specified MOU term and purpose.

Notices

Any notice, demand, or request made in connection with this MOU must be in writing and
will be deemed properly served if delivered in person or sent by Unites States mail,
postage prepaid, to the addresses specified herein.

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Attention: Garth Hall, Deputy Operating Officer, Water Supply

5750 Almaden Expressway

San Jose, CA 95118

San Benito County Water District

Attention: Jeff Cattaneo, District Manager

30 Mansfield Road, PO Box 899

Hollister, CA 95024

Any Party may change such contact or address by notice given to the other Party as
provided herein.

Amendments
The MOU may be amended in the form of written amendment executed by both Parties.
Assignment

No Party shall assign, sublet, or transfer this MOU or any of the rights or interests in this
MOU without the written consent of the other Party.

Severability

The partial or total invalidity of one or more parts of this MOU will not affect the intent or
validity or remaining parts of this MOU.
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16. Governing Law

This MOU will be deemed a contract under the laws of the State of California and for all
purposes shall be interpreted in accordance with such laws.

17. Interpretation
This MOU shall be deemed to have been prepared equally by both Parties, and its
individual provisions shall not be construed or interpreted more favorably for one Party on
the basis that the other Party prepared it.

18. Contractual Restriction on Consultant’s Use of Study Materials
Each Party shall ensure that reasonable contractual restrictions on the consultant's use of
the study material and handling of confidential material are included in a written
agreement with the consultant.

19. No Third-Party Beneficiaries

This MOU does not and is not intended to confer any rights or remedies upon any person
or entity other than the Parties.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank
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Table 1-1. GSP Preparation Checklist

RegfI::ions Water Code BTN Description Section(s) or Page
. Section Number(s) in the GSP
Section
Article 3. Technical and Reporting Standards
352.2 Monitoring - Monitoring protocols adopted by the GSA for data collection and management Section 7.2
Protocols - Monitoring protocols that are designed to detect changes in groundwater levels, groundwater quality,
inelastic surface subsidence for basins for which subsidence has been identified as a potential problem, and
flow and quality of surface water that directly affect groundwater levels or quality or are caused by
groundwater extraction in the basin
Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle 1. Administrative Information
354.4 General - List of references and technical studies Section 10
Information
354.6 Agency - GSA mailing address Section 1.3
Information - Organization and management structure
- Contact information of Plan Manager
- Legal authority of GSA
- Estimate of implementation costs
354.8(a) 10727.2(a)(4) |Map(s) - Area covered by GSP (Figure 1-1) Section 2
- Adjudicated areas, other agencies within the basin, and areas covered by an Alternative (Figure 1-1)
- Jurisdictional boundaries of federal or State land (Figure 2-1)
- Existing land use designations (Figures 2-7, 2-8)
- Density of wells per square mile (Figures 2-3 through 2-6)
354.8(b) Description of the |- Summary of jurisdictional areas and other features Section 2.1
Plan Area
354.8(c) 10727.2(g) Water Resource |- Description of water resources monitoring and management programs Section 2.1.4
354.8(d) Monitoring and - Description of how the monitoring networks of those plans will be incorporated into the GSP Section 2.1.4.1
354.8(e) Management - Description of how those plans may limit operational flexibility in the basin Section 2.1.4.2
Programs - Description of conjunctive use programs Section 2.1.6
354.8(f) 10727.2(g) Land Use Elements|- Summary of general plans and other land use plans Section 2.1.5
or Topic - Description of how implementation of the GSP may change water demands or affect achievement of Section 2.1.5.3

Categories of
Applicable General
Plans

sustainability and how the GSP addresses those effects

- Description of how implementation of the GSP may affect the water supply assumptions of relevant land use
plans

- Summary of the process for permitting new or replacement wells in the basin

- Information regarding the implementation of land use plans outside the basin that could affect the ability of
the Agency to achieve sustainable groundwater management

Section 2.1.5.4

Section 2.1.5.5
Section 2.1.6

Article 5. P

lan Contents

, Subarticle 1. Administrative Information (Continued)

354.8(g)

10727.4

Additional GSP
Contents

Description of Actions related to:

- Control of saline water intrusion

- Wellhead protection

- Migration of contaminated groundwater

- Well abandonment and well destruction program

- Replenishment of groundwater extractions

- Conjunctive use and underground storage

- Well construction policies

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

- Efficient water management practices

- Relationships with State and federal regulatory agencies

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

- Impacts on groundwater dependent ecosystems

Section 2.1.6

354.10

Notice and
Communication

- Description of beneficial uses and users

- List of public meetings

- GSP comments and responses

- Decision-making process

- Public engagement

- Encouraging active involvement

- Informing the public on GSP implementation progress

Section 2.1.7
Appendix |
Appendix |
Section 1.3.1
Appendix D
Section 2.1.7
Section 2.1.7
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GSP
Regulations
Section

Water Code
Section

Requirement

Description

Section(s) or Page
Number(s) in the GSP

Article 5. Plan Contents

, Subarticle 2. Basin Setting

354.14 Hydrogeologic - Description of the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model Section 3, Figure 3-7 and 3
Conceptual Model |- Two scaled cross-sections 10
- Map(s) of physical characteristics: topographic information, surficial geology, soil characteristics, surface Figure 3-1,Figure 3-
water bodies, source and point of delivery for imported water supplies 5,Figure 3-4,Figure 3-2,
Figure 2-7
9 10727.2(a)(5) |Map of Recharge [- Map delineating existing recharge areas that substantially contribute to the replenishment of the basin, Figure 3-11
Areas potential recharge areas, and discharge areas
10727.2(d)(4) |Recharge Areas - Description of how recharge areas identified in the plan substantially contribute to the replenishment of the |Section 3.10
basin
354.16 10727.2(a)(1) |Currentand - Groundwater elevation data Section 4
10727.2(a)(2) |Historical - Estimate of groundwater storage
Groundwater - Seawater intrusion conditions
Conditions - Groundwater quality issues
- Land subsidence conditions
- Identification of interconnected surface water systems
-_ldentification of groundwater-dependent ecosystems
354.18 10727.2(a)(3) |Water Budget - Description of inflows, outflows, and change in storage Section 5.7, Section 5.8,
Information - Quantification of overdraft and Section 5.9
- Estimate of sustainable yield
- Quantification of current, historical, and projected water budgets
10727.2(d)(5) |Surface Water - Description of surface water supply used or available for use for groundwater recharge or in-lieu use Section 2.1.2.1, Section
Supply 3.11, Section 5.6.2
354.20 Management - Reason for creation of each management area Section 5.4
Areas - Minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for each management area
- Level of monitoring and analysis
- Explanation of how management of management areas will not cause undesirable results outside the
management area
- Description of management areas
Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle 3. Sustainable Management Criteria
354.24 Sustainability Goal |- Description of the sustainability goal Section 6.1.1
354.26 Undesirable - Description of undesirable results Section 6.2.1
Results - Cause of groundwater conditions that would lead to undesirable results Section 6.3.1
- Criteria used to define undesirable results for each sustainability indicator Section 6.4.1
- Potential effects of undesirable results on beneficial uses and users of groundwater Section 6.6.1
Section 6.7.1
354.28 10727.2(d)(1) |Minimum - Description of each minimum threshold and how they were established for each sustainability indicator Section 6.2.4
10727.2(d)(2) |Thresholds - Relationship for each sustainability indicator Section 6.3.4
- Description of how selection of the minimum threshold may affect beneficial uses and users of groundwater |Section 6.4.4
- Standards related to sustainability indicators Section 6.6.4
- How each minimum threshold will be quantitatively measured Section 6.7.4
354.30 10727.2(b)(1) |Measureable - Description of establishment of the measureable objectives for each sustainability indicator Section 6.2.5
10727.2(b)(2) |Objectives - Description of how a reasonable margin of safety was established for each measureable objective Section 6.3.5
10727.2(d)(1) - Description of a reasonable path to achieve and maintain the sustainability goal, including a description of Section 6.4.5
10727.2(d)(2) interim milestones Section 6.6.5
Section 6.7.5
Des By: KS
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Reglflzrt,ions Water Code Requirement Description Section(s) or Page
R Section Number(s) in the GSP
Section
Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle 4. Monitoring Networks
354.34 10727.2(d)(1) |Monitoring - Description of monitoring network Section 7.1
10727.2(d)(2) |Networks - Description of monitoring network objectives Section 7.2
10727.2(e) - Description of how the monitoring network is designed to: demonstrate groundwater occurrence, flow
10727.2(f) directions, and hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers and surface water features; estimate the
change in annual groundwater in storage; monitor seawater intrusion; determine groundwater quality trends;
identify the rate and extent of land subsidence; and calculate depletions of surface water caused by
groundwater extractions
- Description of how the monitoring network provides adequate coverage of Sustainability Indicators
- Density of monitoring sites and frequency of measurements required to demonstrate short-term, seasonal,
and long-term trends
- Scientific rational (or reason) for site selection
- Consistency with data and reporting standards
- Corresponding sustainability indicator, minimum threshold, measureable objective, and interim milestone
- Location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and reported in tabular
format, including information regarding the monitoring site type, frequency of measurement, and the
purposes for which the monitoring site is being used
- Description of technical standards, data collection methods, and other procedures or protocols to ensure
comparable data and methodologies
354.36 Representative - Description of representative sites Section 7.3
Monitoring - Demonstration of adequacy of using groundwater elevations as proxy for other sustainability indicators
- Adequate evidence demonstrating site reflects general conditions in the area
354.38 Assessmentand |- Review and evaluation of the monitoring network Section 7.5
Improvement of |- Identification and description of data gaps Section 7.5.1
Monitoring - Description of steps to fill data gaps Section 7.5.2
Network - Description of monitoring frequency and density of sites Section 7.1.1
Article 5. Plan Contents, Subarticle 5. Projects and Management Actions
354.44 Projects and - Description of projects and management actions that will help achieve the basin’s sustainability goal Section 8.0
Management - Measureable objective that is expected to benefit from each project and management action
Actions - Circumstances for implementation
- Public noticing
- Permitting and regulatory process
- Time-table for initiation and completion, and the accrual of expected benefits
- Expected benefits and how they will be evaluated
- How the project or management action will be accomplished. If the projects or management actions rely on
water from outside the jurisdiction of the Agency, an explanation of the source and reliability of that water
shall be included.
- Legal authority required
- Estimated costs and plans to meet those costs
- Management of groundwater extractions and recharge
354.44(b)(2) |10727.2(d)(3) - Overdraft mitigation projects and management actions NA
Article 8. Interagency Agreements
357.4 10727.6 Coordination Coordination Agreements shall describe the following: N/A
Agreements - Shall |- A point of contact
be submitted to |- Responsibilities of each Agency
the Department |- Procedures for the timely exchange of information between Agencies
together with the |- Procedures for resolving conflicts between Agencies
GSPs for the basin |- How the Agencies have used the same data and methodologies to coordinate GSPs
and, if approved, |- How the GSPs implemented together satisfy the requirements of SGMA
shall become part |- Process for submitting all Plans, Plan amendments, supporting information, all monitoring data and other
of the GSP for each|pertinent information, along with annual reports and periodic evaluations
participating - A coordinated data management system for the basin
Agency. - Coordination agreements shall identify adjudicated areas within the basin, and any local agencies that have
adopted an Alternative that has been accepted by the Department
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Article 5.

Plan Contents for North San Benito Basin

GSP Document References

Page
Numbers
of Plan

Or Section
Numbers

Or Figure
Numbers

Or Table
Numbers

Notes

§ 354.

Introduction to Plan Contents

This Article describes the required contents of Plans submitted to the Department for evaluation,
including administrative information, a description of the basin setting, sustainable management
criteria, description of the monitoring network, and projects and management actions.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

SubArticle 1.

Administrative Information

§ 354.2.

Introduction to Administrative Information

This Subarticle describes information in the Plan relating to administrative and other
general information about the Agency that has adopted the Plan and the area covered by
the Plan.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.4.

General Information

Each Plan shall include the following general information:

(a)

An executive summary written in plain language that provides an overview of the Plan
and description of groundwater conditions in the basin.

17:27

A list of references and technical studies relied upon by the Agency in developing the
Plan. Each Agency shall provide to the Department electronic copies of reports and other
documents and materials cited as references that are not generally available to the
public.

340:348

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10733.2 and 10733.4, Water Code.

§ 354.6.

Agency Information

When submitting an adopted Plan to the Department, the Agency shall include a copy of
the information provided pursuant to Water Code Section 10723.8, with any updates, if
necessary, along with the following information:

The name and mailing address of the Agency.

29:30

1.3

(b)

The organization and management structure of the Agency, identifying persons with
management authority for implementation of the Plan.

29:30

1.3

(c)

The name and contact information, including the phone number, mailing address and
electronic mail address, of the plan manager.

29:30

1.3

(d)

The legal authority of the Agency, with specific reference to citations setting forth the
duties, powers, and responsibilities of the Agency, demonstrating that the Agency has the
legal authority to implement the Plan.

32

141

An estimate of the cost of implementing the Plan and a general description of how the
Agency plans to meet those costs.

32:33

14.2

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.8, 10727.2, and 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.8.

Description of Plan Area
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Each Plan shall include a description of the geographic areas covered, including the
following information:
(a) One or more maps of the basin that depict the following, as applicable:
The area covered by the Plan, delineating areas managed by the Agency as an exclusive Agency
(2) and any areas for which the Agency is not an exclusive Agency, and the name and location of any
adjacent basins. 34,36:55 |2.1 Figure 1-1
(2) Adjudicated areas, other Agencies within the basin, and areas covered by an Alternative. 36,67 211 Figure 2-1
Jurisdictional boundaries of federal or state land (including the identity of the agency
(3) with jurisdiction over that land), tribal land, cities, counties, agencies with water
management responsibilities, and areas covered by relevant general plans. 36:40,68 (2.1.2 Figure 2-1
() Existing land use designations and the identification of water use sector and water source |40, 48:53, Figure 2-8:
type. 79 2.1.3,2.1.5 |Figure 2-13
The density of wells per square mile, by dasymetric or similar mapping techniques,
showing the general distribution of agricultural, industrial, and domestic water supply
(5) wells in the basin, including de minimis extractors, and the location and extent of
communities dependent upon groundwater, utilizing data provided by the Department, .
as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information. 37:40, ngures 22
68:71 2.1.2.1 Figure 2-5
(b) A written description of the Plan area, including a summary of the jurisdictional areas and
other features depicted on the map. 36:55,67 (2.1 Figure 2-1
Identification of existing water resource monitoring and management programs, and
description of any such programs the Agency plans to incorporate in its monitoring
(c) network or in development of its Plan. The Agency may coordinate with existing water
resource monitoring and management programs to incorporate and adopt that program
as part of the Plan. 40:48 2.1.4
A description of how existing water resource monitoring or management programs may
(d) limit operational flexibility in the basin, and how the Plan has been developed to adapt to
those limits. 40:48 2.14
(e) A description of conjunctive use programs in the basin. 40:48 2.1.4
o A plain language description of the land use elements or topic categories of applicable
general plans that includes the following:
(1) A summary of general plans and other land use plans governing the basin. 48:53, Figure 2-10:
76:79 2.15 Figure 2-13
A general description of how implementation of existing land use plans may change
2) water demands within the basin or affect the ability of the Agency to achieve sustainable
groundwater management over the planning and implementation horizon, and how the
Plan addresses those potential effects 48:53 2.15
3) A general description of how implementation of the Plan may affect the water supply
assumptions of relevant land use plans over the planning and implementation horizon. 48:53 s15
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A summary of the process for permitting new or replacement wells in the basin, including
(4) adopted standards in local well ordinances, zoning codes, and policies contained in
adopted land use plans. 53 2.1.5.5
To the extent known, the Agency may include information regarding the implementation
(5) of land use plans outside the basin that could affect the ability of the Agency to achieve
sustainable groundwater management. 51:52 2.1.53
A description of any of the additional Plan elements included in Water Code Section
(&) 10727.4 that the Agency determines to be appropriate. 53:54 2.1.6
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10720.3, 10727.2, 10727.4, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.10. Notice and Communication
Each Plan shall include a summary of information relating to notification and
communication by the Agency with other agencies and interested parties including the
following:
A description of the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, including the 310,624
() land uses and property interests potentially affected by the use of groundwater in the 6.3.4, 65, ’
basin, the types of parties representing those interests, and the nature of consultation 88:89, 193, |6.6.4,6.6.7,
with those parties. 202, Appendix D
(b) A list of public meetings at which the Plan was discussed or considered by the Agency. 1211:1253 |Appendix|
© Comments regarding the Plan received by the Agency and a summary of any responses
by the Agency. 1211:1253 |Appendix |
(d) A communication section of the Plan that includes the following:
(1) An explanation of the Agency’s decision-making process. 357:366 Appendix B
2) Identification of opportunities for public engagement and a discussion of how public
input and response will be used. 393:404 Appendix D
3) A description of how the Agency encourages the active involvement of diverse social,
cultural, and economic elements of the population within the basin. 393:404 Appendix D
() The method the Agency shall follow to inform the public about progress implementing
the Plan, including the status of projects and actions. 393:404 Appendix D
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.8, 10728.4, and 10733.2, Water Code
SubArticle 2. Basin Setting
§ 354.12. Introduction to Basin Setting
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This Subarticle describes the information about the physical setting and characteristics of
the basin and current conditions of the basin that shall be part of each Plan, including the
identification of data gaps and levels of uncertainty, which comprise the basin setting
that serves as the basis for defining and assessing reasonable sustainable management
criteria and projects and management actions. Information provided pursuant to this
Subarticle shall be prepared by or under the direction of a professional geologist or
professional engineer.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.14.

Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

(a)

Each Plan shall include a descriptive hydrogeologic conceptual model of the basin based
on technical studies and qualified maps that characterizes the physical components and
interaction of the surface water and groundwater systems in the basin.

80:100

Figures 3-1:
Figure 3-11

(b)

The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be summarized in a written description that
includes the following:

(1)

The regional geologic and structural setting of the basin including the immediate
surrounding area, as necessary for geologic consistency.

81:83,
90:94

3.4:3.5

Figures 3-1:
Figure 3-5

()

Lateral basin boundaries, including major geologic features that significantly affect
groundwater flow.

82:88,94 [3.5:3.7, 3.9

Figure 3-5

(3)

The definable bottom of the basin.

85:86

3.8

(4)

Principal aquifers and aquitards, including the following information:

(A)

Formation names, if defined.

81:82,94 (3.4

Figure 3-5

(B)

Physical properties of aquifers and aquitards, including the vertical and lateral extent,
hydraulic conductivity, and storativity, which may be based on existing technical studies
or other best available information.

81:88,94 (3.4:3.9

Figure 3-5

(©

Structural properties of the basin that restrict groundwater flow within the principal
aquifers, including information regarding stratigraphic changes, truncation of units, or
other features.

81:88,94 (3.4:3.9

Figure 3-5

General water quality of the principal aquifers, which may be based on information
derived from existing technical studies or regulatory programs.

109:111

4.4:45

(E)

Identification of the primary use or uses of each aquifer, such as domestic, irrigation, or
municipal water supply.

89

3.11

(5)

Identification of data gaps and uncertainty within the hydrogeologic conceptual model

89

3.12

The hydrogeologic conceptual model shall be represented graphically by at least two
scaled cross-sections that display the information required by this section and are
sufficient to depict major stratigraphic and structural features in the basin.

85:86,
96:98

3.8

Figure 3-7:
Figure 3-9
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(d) Physical characteristics of the basin shall be represented on one or more maps that
depict the following:
(1) Topographic information derived from the U.S. Geological Survey or another reliable
source. 90 Figure 3-1
2) Surficial geology derived from a qualified map including the locations of cross-sections
required by this Section. 94 Figure 3-5
3) Soil characteristics as described by the appropriate Natural Resources Conservation
Service soil survey or other applicable studies. 93 Figure 3-4
Delineation of existing recharge areas that substantially contribute to the replenishment
(4) of the basin, potential recharge areas, and discharge areas, including significant active
springs, seeps, and wetlands within or adjacent to the basin. )
100 Figure 3-11
(5) Surface water bodies that are significant to the management of the basin. 91 Figure 3-2
(6) The source and point of delivery for imported water supplies. 37:40,73 (2.1.2.1 Figure 2-7 ADD IMPORTED WATER SYSTEM?
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.16. Groundwater Conditions
Each Plan shall provide a description of current and historical groundwater conditions in
the basin, including data from January 1, 2015, to current conditions, based on the best
available information that includes the following:
(a) Groundwater elevation data demonstrating flow directions, lateral and vertical gradients,
and regional pumping patterns, including:
Groundwater elevation contour maps depicting the groundwater table or potentiometric
(1) surface associated with the current seasonal high and seasonal low for each principal Figure 4-
aquifer within the basin. 132:133 8:Figure 4-9
2) Hydrographs depicting long-term groundwater elevations, historical highs and lows, and Figure 4-
hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers. 127:131 3:Figure 4-7
A graph depicting estimates of the change in groundwater in storage, based on data,
(b) demonstrating the annual and cumulative change in the volume of groundwater in
storage between seasonal high groundwater conditions, including the annual
groundwater use and water year type. 179 Figure 5-6
© Seawater intrusion conditions in the basin, including maps and cross-sections of the
seawater intrusion front for each principal aquifer. 118 4.10
Groundwater quality issues that may affect the supply and beneficial uses of
(d) groundwater, including a description and map of the location of known groundwater 109:117, Figure 4-15:
contamination sites and plumes. 139:145 4.4:4.9 4-21
The extent, cumulative total, and annual rate of land subsidence, including maps
(e) depicting total subsidence, utilizing data available from the Department, as specified in  ]106:109, Figure 4-
Section 353.2, or the best available information. 135:138 4.3 11:4-14
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Identification of interconnected surface water systems within the basin and an estimate
(f) of the quantity and timing of depletions of those systems, utilizing data available from )
the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available information. 117:124, Figures 4-
146:148 411 22:4-24
Identification of groundwater dependent ecosystems within the basin, utilizing data
(g) available from the Department, as specified in Section 353.2, or the best available 121, Figures 4-
information. 146:148 4.11.6 22:4-24
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.18. Water Budget
Each Plan shall include a water budget for the basin that provides an accounting and
assessment of the total annual volume of groundwater and surface water entering and
(a) leaving the basin, including historical, current and projected water budget conditions, and
the change in the volume of water stored. Water budget information shall be reported in]158:170, Figure 5-6: |Table 5-
tabular and graphical form. 179:186 5.6 Figure 5-13 [2:Table 5-9
(b) The water budget shall quantify the following, either through direct measurements or
estimates based on data:
i i X 155:161, Figure 5-6: [Table 5-
(1) Total surface water entering and leaving a basin by water source type. 179:180 55 Figure 57 |2:Table 5-5
Inflow to the groundwater system by water source type, including subsurface )
(2) groundwater inflow and infiltration of precipitation, applied water, and surface water F'gf”e >
systems, such as lakes, streams, rivers, canals, springs and conveyance systems. 162:169, 8:Figure 5- | Table 5-6:5-
181:184 5.6 11 9
Outflows from the groundwater system by water use sector, including Figure 5-
(3) evapotranspiration, groundwater extraction, groundwater discharge to surface water 162:169, 8:Figure 5- |Table 5-6:5-
sources, and subsurface groundwater outflow. 181:184 5.6 11 9
166:169,
() The change in the annual volume of groundwater in storage between seasonal high 171:172, Figure 5-
conditions. 181:184, (5.8, 8:Figure 5- |Table 5-6:5-
1139:1198 |Appendix G |11 9
If overdraft conditions occur, as defined in Bulletin 118, the water budget shall include a
(5) quantification of overdraft over a period of years during which water year and water
supply conditions approximate average conditions. NA
Figure 5-1,
(6) The water year type associated with the annual supply, demand, and change in 169:172, Figure 5-
groundwater stored. 174, 8:Figure 5-
181:184 5.7:5.8 11 Table 5-10
(7) An estimate of sustainable yield for the basin. 172:173 5.9 Table 5-11
(© Each Plan shall quantify the current, historical, and projected water budget for the basin
as follows:
Current water budget information shall quantify current inflows and outflows for the Figure 5-
(1) basin using the most recent hydrology, water supply, water demand, and land use 162:169, 8:Figure 5- |Table 5-6:5-
information. 181:184 5.6 11 9
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Historical water budget information shall be used to evaluate availability or reliability of
2) past surface water supply deliveries and aquifer response to water supply and demand
trends relative to water year type. The historical water budget shall include the
following:
A quantitative evaluation of the availability or reliability of historical surface water supply
A) deliveries as a function of the historical planned versus actual annual surface water 155:161,
deliveries, by surface water source and water year type, and based on the most recent 179:180, |[5.5, Figure 5- [Table 5-
ten years of surface water supply information. 1139:1198 |Appendix G |6:Figure 5-7|2:Table 5-5
A quantitative assessment of the historical water budget, starting with the most recently
available information and extending back a minimum of 10 years, or as is sufficient to
(8) calibrate and reduce the uncertainty of the tools and methods used to estimate and
project future water budget information and future aquifer response to proposed 162:169, Figure 5-
sustainable groundwater management practices over the planning and implementation ]181:184, |5.6, 8:Figure 5- |Table 5-6:5-
horizon. 1139:1198 [Appendix G |11 9
A description of how historical conditions concerning hydrology, water demand, and 149,
©) surface water supply availability or reliability have impacted the ability of the Agency to  |162:169, Figure 5-
operate the basin within sustainable yield. Basin hydrology may be characterized and 181:184, (5.1, 5.6: 5.8(8:Figure 5- |Table 5-6:5-
evaluated using water year type. 1139:1198 |Appendix G |11 9
Projected water budgets shall be used to estimate future baseline conditions of supply,
demand, and aquifer response to Plan implementation, and to identify the uncertainties
3) of these projected water budget components. The projected water budget shall utilize
the following methodologies and assumptions to estimate future baseline conditions
concerning hydrology, water demand and surface water supply availability or reliability
over the planning and implementation horizon:
Projected hydrology shall utilize 50 years of historical precipitation, evapotranspiration,
and streamflow information as the baseline condition for estimating future hydrology. 154:155,
(A) |The projected hydrology information shall also be applied as the baseline condition used |166:169,
to evaluate future scenarios of hydrologic uncertainty associated with projections of 186, 5.4.3, Table 5-6:5-
climate change and sea level rise. 1139:1198 |Appendix G |Figure 5-13 |9
Projected water demand shall utilize the most recent land use, evapotranspiration, and
crop coefficient information as the baseline condition for estimating future water
(B) |[demand. The projected water demand information shall also be applied as the baseline 154:155,
condition used to evaluate future scenarios of water demand uncertainty associated with 166:163,
projected changes in local land use planning, population growth, and climate. 186, >43, ) ) Table 5-6:5-
1139:1198 [Appendix G [Figure 5-13 9
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Projected surface water supply shall utilize the most recent water supply information as
the baseline condition for estimating future surface water supply. The projected surface
water supply shall also be applied as the baseline condition used to evaluate future
© scenarios of surface water supply availability and reliability as a function of the historical 154:155,
surface water supply identified in Section 354.18(c)(2)(A), and the projected changes in 166:169,
local land use planning, population growth, and climate. 186, >43, . . Table 5-6:5-
1139:1198 |Appendix G [Figure 5-13 |9
The Agency shall utilize the following information provided, as available, by the
(d) Department pursuant to Section 353.2, or other data of comparable quality, to develop
the water budget:
(1) Historical water budget information for mean annual temperature, mean annual 149, 174, Figure 5-1,
precipitation, water year type, and land use. 177:178, |5.1, Figure 5-
1139:1198 (Appendix G [4:Figure 5-5
Current water budget information for temperature, water year type, evapotranspiration 162:169, Figyre >
(2) ! ! ' 1181:184, 5.6, 8:Figure 5- [Table 5-6:5-
and land use. 1139:1198 |Appendix G |11 9
. . . . . . 286, 289,
3) Projected wate.r budget information for population, population growth, climate change, 329, 8.1, Table 8-1,8-
and sea level rise. 1139:1198 |Appendix G |Figure 8-1 |2
Each Plan shall rely on the best available information and best available science to
quantify the water budget for the basin in order to provide an understanding of historical
and projected hydrology, water demand, water supply, land use, population, climate
change, sea level rise, groundwater and surface water interaction, and subsurface
(e) groundwater flow. If a numerical groundwater and surface water model is not used to
quantify and evaluate the projected water budget conditions and the potential impacts
to beneficial uses and users of groundwater, the Plan shall identify and describe an 155:169, Figure 5-
equally effective method, tool, or analytical model to evaluate projected water budget 181:184, [5.5:5.7, 8:Figure 5- [Table 5-6:5-
conditions. 1139:1198 |Appendix G |11 9
The Department shall provide the California Central Valley Groundwater-Surface Water
) Simulation Model (C2VSIM) and the Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM) for use by
Agencies in developing the water budget. Each Agency may choose to use a different 152:155, [5.4,
groundwater and surface water model, pursuant to Section 352.4. 1139:1198 |Appendix G
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10721, 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.6, 10729, and 10733.2, Water Code.
§ 354.20. Management Areas
Each Agency may define one or more management areas within a basin if the Agency has
determined that creation of management areas will facilitate implementation of the Plan.
(a) Management areas may define different minimum thresholds and be operated to
different measurable objectives than the basin at large, provided that undesirable results 151:152,
are defined consistently throughout the basin. 175, >3, ) )
405:436 Appendix E |Figure 5-2
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(b)

A basin that includes one or more management areas shall describe the following in the
Plan:

(1)

The reason for the creation of each management area.

151:152, 5.3,
405:436 Appendix E

(2)

The minimum thresholds and measurable objectives established for each management
area, and an explanation of the rationale for selecting those values, if different from the
basin at large.

188:238 6.1:6.7

(3) The level of monitoring and analysis appropriate for each management area. 259:274 7
An explanation of how the management area can operate under different minimum
(4) thresholds and measurable objectives without causing undesirable results outside the
management area, if applicable. 187:238 6
If a Plan includes one or more management areas, the Plan shall include descriptions, 151:152,
(c) maps, and other information required by this Subarticle sufficient to describe conditions 175, 5.3,

in those areas.

405:436 Appendix E |Figure 5-2

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10733.2 and 10733.4, Water Code.

SubAtrticle 3. Sustainable Management Criteria

§ 354.22. Introduction to Sustainable Management Criteria
This Subarticle describes criteria by which an Agency defines conditions in its Plan that
constitute sustainable groundwater management for the basin, including the process by
which the Agency shall characterize undesirable results, and establish minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives for each applicable sustainability indicator.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.24. Sustainability Goal
Each Agency shall establish in its Plan a sustainability goal for the basin that culminates in
the absence of undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statutory deadline.
The Plan shall include a description of the sustainability goal, including information from
the basin setting used to establish the sustainability goal, a discussion of the measures
that will be implemented to ensure that the basin will be operated within its sustainable
yield, and an explanation of how the sustainability goal is likely to be achieved within 20
years of Plan implementation and is likely to be maintained through the planning and
implementation horizon.

188 6.1.1

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10721, 10727, 10727.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.

§ 354.26. Undesirable Results
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G - . X 191:192,
Each Agency shall describe in its Plan the processes and criteria relied upon to define »01
() undesirable results applicable to the basin. Undesirable results occur when significant 2081209 621 63.1
and unreasonable effects for any of the sustainability indicators are caused by 213214, |6.4.1,6.6.1,
groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin. 223 6.7.1
(b) The description of undesirable results shall include the following:
The cause of groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin that would lead to 192 6.2.2. 6.3.2
(1) or has led to undesirable results .based on information described in the basin setting, and 201202, |6.4.2,6.6.2,
other data or models as appropriate. 209, 6.7.2
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
(2) b o - - . 192:193, [6.2.3,6.3.3,
ased on a quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold
L . . 202,209, 16.4.3,6.6.3,
exceedances that cause significant and unreasonable effects in the basin.
215, 231 6.7.3
. . 193, 202,
Potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of groundwater, on land uses and 210212 624 634
(3) propelrty interests, and other potential effects that may occur or are occurring from 215217, |6.4.4,6.6.4,
undesirable results. 231 6.7.4
. . . 193:195,
The Agency may need to evaluate multiple minimum thresholds to determine whether an 202204
(© undesirable result is occurring in the basin. The determination that undesirable results 212' ’ 6.2.5 6.3.5
are occurring may depend upon measurements from multiple monitoring sites, rather 217:221, |6.4.5,6.65,
than a single monitoring site. 232 6.7.5
An Agency that is able to demonstrate that undesirable results related to one or more
(d) sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin shall not be
required to establish criteria for undesirable results related to those sustainability
indicators. 212 6.5
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10721, 10723.2, 10727.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
§ 354.28. Minimum Thresholds
Each Agency in its Plan shall establish minimum thresholds that quantify groundwater
conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator at each monitoring site or 195:200,
(a) representative monitoring site established pursuant to Section 354.36. The numeric 204:207,
value used to define minimum thresholds shall represent a point in the basin that, if ;;2;;; Zii ZZZ
exceeded, may cause undesirable results as described in Section 354.26. T e
232:236 6.7.6
(b) The description of minimum thresholds shall include the following:
The information and criteria relied upon to establish and justify the minimum thresholds 193:195,
1) for each sustainability indicator. The justification for the minimum threshold shall be 202:204,
supported by information provided in the basin setting, and other data or models as 212, 6.2.5,63.5,
. e . . . . . 217:221, 6.4.5, 6.6.5,
appropriate, and qualified by uncertainty in the understanding of the basin setting. 232 675
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195:200,
The relationship between the minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator, 204:207,
(2) including an explanation of how the Agency has determined that basin conditions at each |210:212 6.2.6,6.3.6,
minimum threshold will avoid undesirable results for each of the sustainability indicators. |217:221,  |6.4.4,6.6.5,
232:236 6.7.6
195:200,
. i i i i 204:207,
3) How minimum thresholds have been selected to avoid causing undesirable results in 210212 6.2.6,6.3.6,
adjacent basins or affecting the ability of adjacent basins to achieve sustainability goals. 217:221, |6.4.4,6.65,
232:236 6.7.6
195:200,
. i . 204:207,
() How minimum thresholds may affect th? interests of beneficial uses and users of 210212 6.2.6,6.3.6,
groundwater or land uses and property interests. 217:221, |6.4.4,6.65,
232:236  [6.7.6
199,
How state, federal, or local standards relate to the relevant sustainability indicator. If the |206:207, 6.2.6.5,
(5) minimum threshold differs from other regulatory standards, the Agency shall explain the |210:212, |6.3.6.5,
nature of and basis for the difference. 217:221, |6.4.4,6.6.5,
234:235 6.7.6.5
195:200,
. . - . . 204:207,
(6) How.eac.h minimum thres.hold will be qu.antlt.atlvely m.easured, consistent with the 210212 6.2.6,6.3.6,
monitoring network requirements described in Subarticle 4. 217:221, |6.4.4,6.65,
232:236 6.7.6
(c) Minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator shall be defined as follows:
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. The minimum threshold for chronic lowering of|
(1) groundwater levels shall be the groundwater elevation indicating a depletion of supply at
a given location that may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for chronic
lowering of groundwater levels shall be supported by the following:
102:104,
The rate of groundwater elevation decline based on historical trends, water year type, 191:200,
(A) . . ) ) , 2
and projected water use in the basin. 127:131, Figure 4-3:
239 413,6.2 |(4-7,6-1
(B) |Potential effects on other sustainability indicators. 198:199 6.2.6.2
Reduction of Groundwater Storage. The minimum threshold for reduction of
groundwater storage shall 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  |201:207, Figure 6-2.
water use in the basin. 240:241 6.3 6-3
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3)

Seawater Intrusion. The minimum threshold for seawater intrusion shall be defined by a
chloride concentration isocontour for each principal aquifer where seawater intrusion
may lead to undesirable results. Minimum thresholds for seawater intrusion shall be
supported by the following:

(A)

Maps and cross-sections of the chloride concentration isocontour that defines the
minimum threshold and measurable objective for each principal aquifer.

212

6.5

(8)

A description of how the seawater intrusion minimum threshold considers the effects of
current and projected sea levels.

212

6.5

(4)

Degraded Water Quality. The minimum threshold for degraded water quality shall be the
degradation of water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes that impair
water supplies or other indicator of water quality as determined by the Agency that may
lead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold 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.

212:223

6.6

(5)

Land Subsidence. The minimum threshold for land subsidence shall 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 the
following:

(A)

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.

207:212

6.4

(8)

Maps and graphs showing the extent and rate of land subsidence in the basin that
defines the minimum threshold and measurable objectives.

135:138,
207:212,
242

6.4

Figure 4-
11:4-14,
Figure 6-4

(6)

Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. The minimum threshold for depletions of
interconnected surface water shall be the rate or volume of surface water depletions
caused by groundwater use that has adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface
water and may lead to undesirable results. The minimum threshold established for
depletions of interconnected surface water shall be supported by the following:

(A)

The location, quantity, and timing of depletions of interconnected surface water.

223:238,
243:258

6.7

Figures 6-
5:6-17

(8)

A description of the groundwater and surface water model used to quantify surface
water depletion. If a numerical groundwater and surface water model is not used to
quantify surface water depletion, the Plan shall identify and describe an equally effective
method, tool, or analytical model to accomplish the requirements of this Paragraph.

232

6.7.5

Figures 6-
5:6-17
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An Agency may establish a representative minimum threshold for groundwater elevation
(d) to serve as the value for multiple sustainability indicators, where the Agency can
demonstrate that the representative value is a reasonable proxy for multiple individual
minimum thresholds as supported by adequate evidence. 201:207 6.3
An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more
() sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as
described in Section 354.26, shall not be required to establish minimum thresholds
related to those sustainability indicators. 212 6.5
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.
§ 354.30. Measurable Objectives
Each Agency shall establish measurable objectives, including interim milestones in 200, 207,
() increments of five years, to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin within 20 years of|212, 6.2.7,6.3.7,
Plan implementation and to continue to sustainably manage the groundwater basin over |221:223, [6.4.5,6.6.6,
the planning and implementation horizon. 236:237 6.7.7
Measurable objectives shall be established for each sustainability indicator, based on 2(1)2 207, 6.2.7,63.7,
(b) quantitative values using the same metrics and monitoring sites as are used to define the 221223, |6.4.5 6.6.6,
minimum thresholds. 236:237 6.7.7
Measurable objectives shall provide a reasonable margin of operational flexibility under 200, 207,
© adverse conditions which shall take into consideration components such as historical 212, 6.2.7,6.3.7,
water budgets, seasonal and long-term trends, and periods of drought, and be 221:223, |6.4.5,6.6.6,
commensurate with levels of uncertainty. 236:237 6.7.7
An Agency may establish a representative measurable objective for groundwater
(d) elevation to serve as the value for multiple sustainability indicators where the Agency can
demonstrate that the representative value is a reasonable proxy for multiple individual
measurable objectives as supported by adequate evidence. 207 6.3.7
Each Plan shall describe a reasonable path to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin
within 20 years of Plan implementation, including a description of interim milestones for
() each relevant sustainability indicator, using the same metric as the measurable objective,
in increments of five years. The description shall explain how the Plan is likely to
maintain sustainable groundwater management over the planning and implementation
horizon. 188:190 6.1
Each Plan may include measurable objectives and interim milestones for additional Plan 200, 207,
(f) elements described in Water Code Section 10727.4 where the Agency determines such 212, 6.2.7,63.7,
measures are appropriate for sustainable groundwater management in the basin. 221:223,  16.4.5,6.6.6,
236:237 6.7.7
An Agency may establish measurable objectives that exceed the reasonable margin of 200, 207,
operational flexibility for the purpose of improving overall conditions in the basin, but 212, 6.2.7,6.3.7,
(&) failure to achieve those objectives shall not be grounds for a finding of inadequacy of the |221:223, (6.4.5,6.6.6,
Plan. 236:237 6.7.7

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
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Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.

SubArticle 4.

Monitoring Networks

§ 354.32.

Introduction to Monitoring Networks

This Subarticle describes the monitoring network that shall be developed for each basin,
including monitoring objectives, monitoring protocols, and data reporting requirements.
The monitoring network shall promote 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
implementation of the Plan.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.34.

Monitoring Network

(a)

Each Agency shall develop a monitoring network capable of collecting sufficient data to
demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related
surface conditions, and yield representative information about groundwater conditions
as necessary to evaluate Plan implementation.

259:269

Table 7-1

(b)

Each Plan shall include a description of the monitoring network objectives for the basin,
including an explanation of how the network will be developed and implemented to
monitor groundwater and related surface conditions, and the interconnection of surface
water and groundwater, with sufficient temporal frequency and spatial density to
evaluate the affects and effectiveness of Plan implementation. The monitoring network
objectives shall be implemented to accomplish the following:

(1)

Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives described in the Plan.

259:269

7.1

Table 7-1

2)

Monitor impacts to the beneficial uses or users of groundwater.

259:269

7.1

Table 7-1

3)

Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and
minimum thresholds.

259:269

7.1

Table 7-1

(4)

Quantify annual changes in water budget components.

259:269

7.1

Table 7-1

Each monitoring network shall be designed to accomplish the following for each
sustainability indicator:

(1)

Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels. Demonstrate groundwater occurrence, flow
directions, and hydraulic gradients between principal aquifers and surface water features
by the following methods:

A sufficient density of monitoring wells to collect representative measurements through
depth-discrete perforated intervals to characterize the groundwater table or
potentiometric surface for each principal aquifer.

260:262,
275

7.1.1

Figure 7-1

Table 7-1

(8)

Static groundwater elevation measurements shall be collected at least two times per
year, to represent seasonal low and seasonal high groundwater conditions.

260:262,
275

7.1.1

Figure 7-1

Table 7-1

()

Reduction of Groundwater Storage. Provide an estimate of the change in annual
groundwater in storage.

263:264

7.1.2
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Seawater Intrusion. Monitor seawater intrusion using chloride concentrations, or other
3) measurements convertible to chloride concentrations, so that the current and projected
rate and extent of seawater intrusion for each applicable principal aquifer may be
calculated. 265 7.1.4
Degraded Water Quality. Collect sufficient spatial and temporal data from each
(4) applicable principal aquifer to determine groundwater quality trends for water quality 2221267
indicators, as determined by the Agency, to address known water quality issues. v )
278 7.1.5 Figure 7-4 ([Table 7-1
Land Subsidence. Identify the rate and extent of land subsidence, which may be
(5) measured by extensometers, surveying, remote sensing technology, or other appropriate {260, 264,
method. 277 7.1.3 Figure 7-3 |Table 7-1
Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water. Monitor surface water and groundwater,
where interconnected surface water conditions exist, to characterize the spatial and
(6) temporal exchanges between surface water and groundwater, and to calibrate and apply
the tools and methods necessary to calculate depletions of surface water caused by
groundwater extractions. The monitoring network shall be able to characterize the
following:
L. . . . 260,
A) Flow conditions including surface water discharge, surface water head, and baseflow 267:260
contribution. 276 7.1.6 Figure 7-2 |Table 7-1
260,
(8) Identifying the approximate date and location where ephemeral or intermittent flowing 267:260
streams and rivers cease to flow, if applicable. 276 716 Figure 7-2 |Table 7-1
. . T . . 260,
©) Temporal change in conditions due to variations in stream discharge and regional 267:260
groundwater extraction. 276 716 Figure 7-2 |Table 7-1
. . . . . 260,
D) Ott:cer factors that may be necessary to identify adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the 267:269, Figure 7-2,
surface water. 276,279 |7.1.6 Figure 7-5 |Table 7-1
The monitoring network shall be designed to ensure adequate coverage of sustainability
(d) indicators. If management areas are established, the quantity and density of monitoring
sites in those areas shall be sufficient to evaluate conditions of the basin setting and )
. - . 259:269, Figure 7-1:7
sustainable management criteria specific to that area.
275:279 7.1 5 Table 7-1
(@) A Plan may utilize site information and monitoring data from existing sources as part of ]259:269, Figure 7-1:7
the monitoring network. 275:279 7.1 5 Table 7-1
The Agency shall determine the density of monitoring sites and frequency of
(f) measurements required to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends
based upon the following factors:
(1) Amount of current and projected groundwater use. 259:269 7.1 Table 7-1
2) Aquifer characteristics, including confined or unconfined aquifer conditions, or other
physical characteristics that affect groundwater flow. 259:269 7.1 Table 7-1
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(3)

Impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater and land uses and property interests
affected by groundwater production, and adjacent basins that could affect the ability of
that basin to meet the sustainability goal.

259:269

7.1

Table 7-1

(4)

Whether the Agency has adequate long-term existing monitoring results or other
technical information to demonstrate an understanding of aquifer response.

259:269

7.1

Table 7-1

(8)

Each Plan shall describe the following information about the monitoring network:

(1)

Scientific rationale for the monitoring site selection process.

259:269

7.1

(2)

Consistency with data and reporting standards described in Section 352.4. If a site is not
consistent with those standards, the Plan shall explain the necessity of the site to the
monitoring network, and how any variation from the standards will not affect the
usefulness of the results obtained.

269:271

7.2

3)

For each sustainability indicator, the quantitative values for the minimum threshold,
measurable objective, and interim milestones that will be measured at each monitoring
site or representative monitoring sites established pursuant to Section 354.36.

259:269

7.1

(h)

The location and type of each monitoring site within the basin displayed on a map, and
reported in tabular format, including information regarding the monitoring site type,
frequency of measurement, and the purposes for which the monitoring site is being used.

259:269

7.1

The monitoring protocols developed by each Agency shall include a description of
technical standards, data collection methods, and other procedures or protocols pursuant
to Water Code Section 10727.2(f) for monitoring sites or other data collection facilities to
ensure that the monitoring network utilizes comparable data and methodologies.

269:271

7.2

)

An Agency that has demonstrated that undesirable results related to one or more
sustainability indicators are not present and are not likely to occur in a basin, as
described in Section 354.26, shall not be required to establish a monitoring network
related to those sustainability indicators.

259:269

7.1

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10727.4, 10728, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8,
Water Code

§ 354.36.

Representative Monitoring

Each Agency may designate a subset of monitoring sites as representative of conditions in
the basin or an area of the basin, as follows:

(a)

Representative monitoring sites may be designated by the Agency as the point at which
sustainability indicators are monitored, and for which quantitative values for minimum
thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones are defined.

271

7.3

(b)

(b) Groundwater elevations may be used as a proxy for monitoring other sustainability
indicators if the Agency demonstrates the following:
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(1) Significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations and the sustainability
indicators for which groundwater elevation measurements serve as a proxy. 71 73
Measurable objectives established for groundwater elevation shall include a reasonable
2) margin of operational flexibility taking into consideration the basin setting to avoid
undesirable results for the sustainability indicators for which groundwater elevation
measurements serve as a proxy. 271 7.3
(© The designation of a representative monitoring site shall be supported by adequate
evidence demonstrating that the site reflects general conditions in the area. 71 23
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2 and 10733.2, Water Code
§ 354.38. Assessment and Improvement of Monitoring Network
Each Agency shall review the monitoring network and include an evaluation in the Plan
and each five-year assessment, including a determination of uncertainty and whether
there are data gaps that could affect the ability of the Plan to achieve the sustainability
(a) goal for the basin. 272:274 7.5 Table 7-2
Each Agency shall identify data gaps wherever the basin does not contain a sufficient
number of monitoring sites, does not monitor sites at a sufficient frequency, or utilizes
monitoring sites that are unreliable, including those that do not satisfy minimum
(b) standards of the monitoring network adopted by the Agency. 279274 - Table 7-2
© If the monitoring network contains data gaps, the Plan shall include a description of the
following:
(1) The location and reason for data gaps in the monitoring network. 273 Table 7-2
(2) Local issues and circumstances that limit or prevent monitoring. 272:274 7.5 Table 7-2
Each Agency shall describe steps that will be taken to fill data gaps before the next five-
(d) year assessment, including the location and purpose of newly added or installed
monitoring sites. 272:274 7.5 Table 7-2
Each Agency shall adjust the monitoring frequency and density of monitoring sites to
(@) provide an adequate level of detail about site-specific surface water and groundwater
conditions and to assess the effectiveness of management actions under circumstances
that include the following:
(1) Minimum threshold exceedances. 259:269 7.1
(2) Highly variable spatial or temporal conditions. 259:269 7.1
(3) Adverse impacts to beneficial uses and users of groundwater. 259:269 7.1
() The potential to adversely affect the ability of an adjacent basin to implement its Plan or
impede achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin. 259:269 7.1
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10723.2, 10727.2, 10728.2, 10733, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water
Code
§ 354.40. Reporting Monitoring Data to the Department
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Monitoring data shall be stored in the data management system developed pursuant to
Section 352.6. A copy of the monitoring data shall be included in the Annual Report and
submitted electronically on forms provided by the Department.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10728, 10728.2, 10733.2, and 10733.8, Water Code.

SubArticle 5.

Projects and Management Actions

§ 354.42.

Introduction to Projects and Management Actions

This Subarticle describes the criteria for projects and management actions to be included
in a Plan to meet the sustainability goal for the basin in a manner that can be maintained
over the planning and implementation horizon.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

§ 354.44.

Projects and Management Actions

(a)

Each Plan shall 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.

287:289

8.2

Table 8-2

(b)

Each Plan shall include a description of the projects and management actions that include
the following:

(1)

A list of projects and management actions proposed in the Plan with a description of the
measurable objective that is expected to benefit from the project or management action.
The list shall include projects and management actions that may be utilized to meet
interim milestones, the exceedance of minimum thresholds, or where undesirable results
have occurred or are imminent. The Plan shall include the following:

A description of the circumstances under which projects or management actions shall be
implemented, the criteria that would trigger implementation and termination of projects
or management actions, and the process by which the Agency shall determine that
conditions requiring the implementation of particular projects or management actions
have occurred.

291:328

8.3.3:8.12.3

The process by which the Agency shall provide notice to the public and other agencies
that the implementation of projects or management actions is being considered or has
been implemented, including a description of the actions to be taken.

291:328

8.3.4:8.12.4

(2)

If overdraft conditions are identified through the analysis required by Section 354.18, the
Plan shall describe projects or management actions, including a quantification of demand
reduction or other methods, for the mitigation of overdraft.

NA

(3)

A summary of the permitting and regulatory process required for each project and
management action.

291:328

8.3.5:8.12.5

Tables 8-2
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() The status of each project and management action, including a time-table for expected
initiation and completion, and the accrual of expected benefits. 293:328 8.3.8:8.12.7
(5) An explanation of the benefits that are expected to be realized from the project or
management action, and how those benefits will be evaluated. 291:328 8.3.7:8.12.7
An explanation of how the project or management action will be accomplished. If the
(6) projects or management actions rely on water from outside the jurisdiction of the
Agency, an explanation of the source and reliability of that water shall be included.
290:327 8.3.1:8.12.1
) A description of the legal authority required for each project and management action,
and the basis for that authority within the Agency. 280:318 8.1:8.8
(8) A description of the estimated cost for each project and management action and a
description of how the Agency plans to meet those costs. 293:328 8.3.9:8.12.7
A description of the management of groundwater extractions and recharge to ensure
that chronic lowering of groundwater levels or depletion of supply during periods of
drought is offset by increases in groundwater levels or storage during other periods. 289:318,  18.3:8.8,
(9) 323:326  [8.11
© Projects and management actions shall be supported by best available information and
best available science. 289:328 8.3:8.12
(d) An Agency shall take into account the level of uncertainty associated with the basin
setting when developing projects or management actions. 290:328 8.3.2:8.12.3

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.

Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10727.4, and 10733.2, Water Code.
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Community Engagement Plan
For Development and Adoption of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for San Benito County Water District Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA)

e Commenced October 2018

e Adoption of GSP: SBCWD, November 2021, SCVWD, December 2021

Purpose, Outcomes, and Goals

The purpose of the Community Engagement Plan (CEP) was to support the San Benito County Water District (District) GSA and Santa Clara Valley
Water District (the GSA for portions of the basin in Santa Clara County) in (1) engaging the general community, stakeholders, and other
interested parties by providing them with balanced and objective information to assist in understanding the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA), available options, and recommendations, (2) creating an open process for public input on the development of the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), (3) performing required public noticing, and (4) documenting in the GSP the opportunities for public
engagement and active involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the basin area.

These communication and outreach efforts support the overarching purpose of SGMA, which is to ensure local sustainable groundwater
management in medium- and high-priority groundwater basins statewide.

Outcomes: The desired outcome for this CEP was to achieve adoption of the GSP with input from and in consideration of the basin’s diverse
people, economy, and ecosystems.

Plan Goals: SGMA requires GSAs to consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater and encourage involvement of diverse
social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the basin area during GSP preparation.

The goals of the Community Engagement Plan were to:

e Enhance understanding and inform the public about water and groundwater resources in the basin,

e Inform the public and stakeholders of the purpose, benefits, and need for sustainable groundwater management and a sustainable
groundwater management plan (GSP).

e Engage a diverse group of interested parties and stakeholders and promote informed feedback from stakeholders, the general
community, and groundwater-dependent users throughout the GSP preparation.

e Reach out to and engage disadvantaged communities throughout the GSP preparation process.

e Employ a comprehensive public engagement process utilizing a variety of outreach methods that make public participation easy and
accessible; hold meetings at times and venues that encourage broad participation.

e Respond to public concerns and provide accurate and up-to-date information.

e Manage the community engagement program in a manner that provides maximum value to the public and an efficient use of GSA and
local agency resources.



Time Period: The CEP is a fluid, working document - updates and revisions to this plan were made through 2021 before being finalized as part
of the draft and final GSP. This CEP is intended to cover communication and outreach efforts from June 2018 through December 2021.

Audiences: Among the interested parties which the GSA must consider and engage with when developing the GSP are:

Agricultural users of water e Environmental users of groundwater
Domestic well owners e Surface water users

Municipal well operators e The federal government

Public water system operators e California Native American tribes

General population of urban water users e California Department of Water Resources
Land use planning agencies e Disadvantaged communities

See Appendix A for a list of the interested parties/stakeholders identified within the basin area.

Approach
To truly engage the public in development of a GSP that is science-based, complex, technical, and includes achievable outcomes, the GSA will:

Educate the public in compelling ways. Communicate what may often be complex concepts in simple and compelling ways with graphics
and examples.

Manage expectations. Avoid “anything goes” meetings that might pursue unrealistic and unpractical approaches.

Show how the input received has been incorporated into the plan or process. Demonstrating to the public how their ideas have been
reflected in the plan or planning process is an important piece to the puzzle.

Remain focused on results. Understand objectives of each public meeting and facilitate the achievement of those objectives.

Respond to stakeholder inquires in a timely manner.

Communications Tools and Forums

Collateral (Informational) Materials
Developing a variety of collateral materials is critical to successful education and necessary to circulate consistent, accurate information. A range
of materials were developed, including:

Overview Fact Sheet: SGMA and its requirements, the District’s role as GSA (and Santa Clara Valley Water District, the GSA for portions
of the basin in Santa Clara County), general groundwater and basin information (bilingual)

Water Management Fact Sheet: water supply sources, partnerships, groundwater management tools (bilingual)

GSP Requirements Fact Sheet: review of SGMA/GSA/GSP, goals and requirements of the GSP (bilingual)

GSP Progress Report 2020: Summary of the progress of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan and the draft chapters 1-9.

Groundwater Management Fees Fact Sheet: explanation of the methodology and rationale behind the fees to support the GSP

Draft Plan Complete Fact Sheet: Summary of the Plan, Plan Area, Groundwater Conditions and Potential Projects and Management
actions



Public Workshops

Public educational workshops provide opportunities for people to learn about groundwater, SGMA, financing options, and GSP elements.
Workshops were organized in a variety of ways, including open houses, “stations” where people can ask questions one-on- one, world café style,
and traditional presentations, which facilitated question and answer sessions. In order to solicit feedback from people who may not be
comfortable speaking in public, workshops included small group breakout discussions.

Six workshops were held, between fall, 2018 and winter, 2021: Kickoff, Groundwater Conditions, Sustainability Criteria, Management Options,
Management Actions, and Draft GSP. A public hearing on GSP Adoption was in November 2021.

Due to the pandemic, starting in early spring 2020, all workshops were held via Zoom. This platform allowed the GSA to be engaged with the
public in workshops. The SBCWD/GSA website was also a valuable tool to disseminate information to the public. ltems such as presentations to
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) were published on the website, along with draft chapters, an easy to navigate comments page and
other informative information to help the public understand our local basin, the GSP process and what management actions and projects were
being considered. Mailchimp, a platform that helps you manage customers and other interested parties, was also utilized to inform those that
signed-up of any developments with the plan.

Other Public Meetings/Hearings

These were formal opportunities for people to provide official comments for the record, on programs, plans, and proposals. SGMA requires that
a public meeting be held prior to the adoption of a fee and that public hearings are held for the adoption of GSP elements and the final GSP.
There are also constitutional requirements for public hearings for some fee/rate options. The GSA held required public meetings/hearings, but
also used less formal public workshops (described above) to solicit feedback and information early in the process. Monthly updates on GSP
progress and milestones were also given at the SBCWD’s monthly board meetings.

Media
e News Releases: at milestones and for public workshops, for distribution to local and regional media, as well as to email subscribers to
the releases. List of news releases and articles:

January 2015, BenitolLink (online news media), Free Lance Newspaper and website, “New Legislation adds to the Need to Manage Local
Water Resources” — Shawn Novack, Water Conservation Program Manager

September 2015 — Benitolink, article on “Water Forum” a live workshop where SGMA was discussed. John Chadwell, reporter

May 2017 - BenitoLink, “County water district will control basin as state takeover looms”, John Chadwell

April 2017 — BenitoLink, article on Water Forum, a live workshop where SGMA was discussed, “Experts, politicians speak at Water
Forum”, BenitoLink Staff

October 2018 — Benitolink, Free Lance newspaper and website. “Community Invited to first workshop on Groundwater Sustainability
Plan”, Shawn Novack, Water Conservation Program Manager

June 2019, BenitoLink, Free Lance newspaper and website, “Understanding the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act”, Shawn
Novack, Water Conservation Program Manager

August 2019, BenitoLink, “Groundwater Plan is Moving Along”, Shawn Novack Water Conservation Program Manager

March 2020, BenitoLink, “Water Resources Association of San Benito County updates community on Groundwater Sustainability Plan”,
Shawn Novack, Water Conservation Program Manager



July 2021, BenitolLink, “Water agency releases Groundwater Sustainability Plan for public review”, BenitoLink Staff
e Advertising: ads for public workshops were published in local newspapers or online news sites

Website

The District’s new website (www.sbcwd.com — unveiled in summer, 2018) has a set of pages dedicated to the Sustainable Groundwater
Management project (Project). These pages were used as a tool for distributing and archiving communications materials as well as a repository
for studies and reports. The website was updated as frequently as new information became available, usually monthly. The Project home page
is also provided in Spanish, and all other pages can be translated via the Google translate tool on each page.

The dedicated web pages include the following SGMA/GSA/GSP information:
e Project home page
0 Introduction/summary
O Latest update
0 Email signup tool
e About SGMA
0 The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
0 SGMA Groundwater Management Tools
e SBCWD'’s Role & Responsibilities
0 Groundwater Sustainability Agency
e About Groundwater & Our Basins
0 What is Groundwater?
0 SBCWD’s Groundwater Basins
0 Basin Conditions
0 The Role of Surface Water
e Community Involvement
0 Importance of Community Involvement
O Role of the TAC
0 Upcoming public meetings/workshops
0 Email signup tool
e Resources & Documents
0 External links
0 SBCWD GSA and related documents
e FAQs

Social Media

Postings to third-party platforms such as the “What’s Going on in Hollister” Facebook page and the Next Door neighborhood social media site,
served as an additional channel of information/updates to community members.



Disadvantaged Community Engagement
Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) are specifically referenced in SGMA as an interested party. A large percent of the people living in the DAC
areas are relatively recent immigrants from Spanish-speaking countries.

Connecting with communities through existing organizations such as League of United Latin American Citizen (LULAC) and through community
events and schools provided an opportunity to share information and solicit feedback on rate/fee options and GSP elements. Bilingual materials
in Spanish are available.

Governance Agencies Briefings

GSA Board members were encouraged to periodically brief local officials (city councils, the county, members of other elected and appointed
bodies) with updates on GSA activities. A meeting of local elected officials took place in December 2020 for a briefing on the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan.

During the period of GSP development, the GSA presented to the public each chapter of the GSP, which included topics of Sustainability Criteria,
Management Actions/Monitoring, Implementation Plan and Fee Structure/Development.

e Audiences
0 An existing list of stakeholders was utilized, with a focus on landowners who may be affected by Sustainability Criteria and
Management Actions. Plus, the GSA’s website has a sign-up area for interested parties to receive updates on the Plans
development.
o Key Messages
0 Defined Sustainability Criteria and Management Actions
Explained why these are needed as part of the GSP, how they fit into the big picture
Provided information on what they might mean to stakeholders/landowners
Provided examples (primarily of Management Actions), making clear that they are in development and input is requested
Offered information on upcoming opportunities to comment/participate in development of Sustainability Criteria and
Management Actions elements

O O0OO0Oo

e Tools

o

Developed fact sheet “Progress Report 2020” — provide brief overview; status of GSP development; next steps; updated
schedule (English and Spanish versions)

Informational boards focusing on Sustainability Criteria, and Management Actions

Updated website to reflect current status and upcoming steps (updated monthly)

Distributed news releases announcing community meetings on these issues

Drafted talking points outlining concepts of Sustainability Criteria and Management Actions, for use by GSA board and staff
Drafted direct mail piece sent to key stakeholders/potentially affected landowners with overview information on the concepts of
Sustainability Criteria and Management Actions; provided additional direct mail inviting them to relevant community meetings
Drafted articles for the media and WRASBC newsletters

Developed print and web ads as needed for community meetings or milestones

Conducted one-on-one discussions with those expressing overt concerns

Encouraged community leaders who are willing to publicly express their support for the GSP to do so

O O0O0O0O0
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Appendix A*: Consideration of Interests
*This list is not exhaustive or exclusive

Cities, Towns, Counties
City of Hollister
City of San Juan Bautista
San Benito County
Santa Clara County
San Benito County Planning Commission
Hollister Planning Commission
San Juan Bautista Planning Commission

Native American Tribes

Federal Government Agencies
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration/National Marine Fisheries Service
US Army Corps of Engineers
Natural Resource Conservation Service
US Fish and Wildlife Service
US Environmental Protection Agency

State Government Agencies
California Coastal Conservancy
California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Parks and Recreation, Hollister Hills SVRA

Regional Government Agencies
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) — Region 3
Central Coast Resource Conservation & Development Council
Pajaro River Watershed Flood Prevention Authority (PRWFPA)
San Benito Resource Conservation District

Non-Government Organizations
San Benito County Farm Bureau
Central Coast Groundwater Coalition
Water Resources Association of San Benito County
San Benito Agricultural Land Trust
Wildlands Inc.



Planning and Conservation League
Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter
The Nature Conservancy

Public Water Systems
Sunnyslope County Water District
San Benito County Water District
Santa Clara Valley Water District
Aromas Water District
Tres Pinos County Water District

Agriculture
San Benito County Farm Bureau

Organizations that Represent Environmental Uses of Groundwater
Central Coast Groundwater Coalition
Sierra Club
Nature Conservancy

Organizations Representing Disadvantaged Communities
League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)

Private Well Owners

Business Organizations
City of Hollister Chamber of Commerce
City of San Juan Bautista Chamber of Commerce
San Benito County Chamber of Commerce

Education
San Benito High School District
Aromas/San Juan Unified School District
San Benito County Office of Education
Hollister School District

Businesses / Developers
Arnold/Bannon's Mobile Home Park
Casa De Fruta Orchards and Water System
Whispering Pines Inn



Service /Political Organizations
League of Women Voters
Democratic and Republican Clubs
Rotaries
Kiwanis
SIRS
Community Foundation for San Benito County

Technical Advisory Committee meetings:

Although not required by SGMA, the District valued the contributions of a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), to assist in reviewing and
contributing to the technical aspects of the GSP as its elements were produced. The TAC was made up of individuals selected to represent GSP-
related subject areas, including but not limited to environmental, technical, and land use planning fields. This diverse group of experts in their
respective fields were responsible for reviewing the GSP scope of work, draft products, and materials prepared by consultants, analyzing them,
and providing recommendations to the GSP Technical Team to develop a technically-sound GSP. The TAC members and their affiliated
organizations are presented below:

Name
Benny Young
Garrett Haertel
Jeff Micko
Abraham Prado
Roger Pierno
Stan Pura
Don Ridenhour
Paul Rovella
Bob Swanson
Greg Swett

Drew Lander

Process for the TAC Committee:

e Present materials

Organization
County of San Benito
San Benito County Water District
Micko Consultants
City of Hollister
Valley Water
Mission Ranches
San Benito County resident / PE
Johnson, Rovella, Retterer, Rosenthal & Gilles, LLP
Bob Swanson Ranch LLC
San Benito County Farm Bureau

General Manager Sunnyslope County Water District



e TAC reviews materials
e TAC comments
e Revise as needed

Sixteen TAC meetings were held:

August 2018 — Explanation of SGMA and expectations of TAC responsibilities
November 2018 — Overview of GSP & Plan Area. What is sustainability
January 2019 — Continued discussion on defining sustainability
April 2019 - Introduction to the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model and groundwater conditions
August 2019- Management areas, updated sustainability criteria, schedule
October 2019 — Draft section on Water Budget presented, sustainability goal definition, GSP schedule
January 2020 — Revised Water Budget, Numerical Model, Sustainability Criteria for water quality
February 2020 — Continued discussion Sustainability Criteria for water quality
April 2020 — TAC meeting held by Zoom. Setting Sustainability Criteria Groundwater Levels
. July 2020 — TAC meeting held via Zoom. Setting Sustainability Criteria for Chronic Decline of Groundwater Storage
. August 2020 — TAC meeting held via Zoom. Continued discussion Chronic Decline of Groundwater Storage. Next steps for Sustainability
Criteria
. September 2020 - TAC meeting held via Zoom. Monitoring network and reporting. Measuring agricultural pumping. Summary of data
gaps and next steps.
13. November 2020 - TAC meeting held via Zoom. Measuring groundwater use. Discussed meters, satellite data and ground sensors.
14. December 2020 - TAC meeting held via Zoom. Continued discussion on measuring groundwater use. Discussed funding GSP development
and implementation.
15. February 2021 - TAC meeting held via Zoom. Discussion on monitoring and managed aquifer recharge. Projects and Management
Actions
16. April 2021 - TAC meeting held via Zoom. Simulate future scenarios including climate change, growth and land use changes. Projects and
Management Actions and implementation.
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Six Public Workshops were held:

1. November 2018 — Introduction to SGMA and Groundwater Sustainability Agency role.

2. June 2019 — SGMA and the GSP process. Plan Area, Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, Overview of North San Benito Basin, Aquifer
materials, Groundwater conditions, Groundwater quality.

3. September 2020 — Workshop held via Zoom. Topics: SGMA and the GSP process. Update on what’s been accomplished and what needs
to be accomplished. Discussion on groundwater levels, groundwater quality, GDEs, storage, water budget, what is sustainability,
minimum thresholds, one basin with four management areas.

4. December 2020 — Water budget and sustainable yield.

March 2021 — Implementation: monitoring, reporting, projects and management actions. Funding GSP implementation.

6. August 2021 — Overview of SGMA and GSP process, North San Benito County Basin defined, Sustainable Management, Projects and
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Management Actions. It was at this meeting the Draft GSP was presented to public.
July 2021 - Public Meeting on Groundwater Management Fee

Mailers:
1,340 direct mail pieces were sent to landowners outside of the Hollister Urban Area with 5+ acre parcels

Articles:
Water Resources Association San Benito County newsletter (bill insert):
Keeping our Local Groundwater Basin Sustainable 2018

San Benito County Farm Bureau:
Newsletter to members with information about SGMA/GSP 2021

SBCWD Website (Sustainability Pages):

Updates done monthly

Website, email sign-up:

Chapters of the GSP were posted to the District website encouraging comments from the community
Progress Reports

Meeting dates

Booth at San Benito County Fair October 1%-3™, 2021

Staffed booth at San Benito County Fair Pavilion. A Fact Sheet entitled: Draft Plan Completed was available to the public and a representative
was on hand for questions. Information on how to view/comment on GSP was also available.

GSP Adoption Dates (public hearings):

SBCWD November 17, 2021
SCVWD (Valley Water) December 14, 2021

*Send to DWR for review after adoption
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December 19, 2018

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

To: Jeff Cattaneo, GSP Project Manager
San Benito County Water District GSA

From: Maureen Reilly, PE, Chad Taylor, PG, CHG, and Iris Priestaf, PhD

Re: Data to Support GSP Preparation

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

San Benito County Water District (SBCWD) and Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD)
are the Groundwater Sustainable Agencies (GSAs) for their respective service areas
overlying the Bolsa, Hollister, San Juan Bautista, and Tres Pinos Valley groundwater basins,
termed collectively as the North San Benito Groundwater Basin (Basin). In accordance with
the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), SBCWD and SCVWD are preparing a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Basin. The purpose of this Technical
Memorandum (TM) is to assess the availability of data to support the GSP.

SBCWD and SCVWD have a long history of groundwater management and data collection.
These agencies regularly collect, assess, and report on groundwater conditions and these
data serve as the bulk of what is needed to support the GSP. In addition, the California
Department of Water Resource (DWR) has been developing state and regional data sets to
help local agencies fill data gaps; some examples are the subsidence data available on the
SGMA Map Viewer and the state-wide landuse for 2014.

Nonetheless, there are still data gaps, generally defined in DWR’s GSP Regulations as a lack
of information that significantly affects the understanding of the basin setting or the
evaluation of GSP implementation effectiveness and potentially limits the ability to know if a
basin is being sustainably managed. As documented in this TM, gaps have been identified in
available data on surface water and streamflow, availability of groundwater monitoring
wells in some areas of the basin, hydrogeological data including aquifer parameters and
basin depth, specific knowledge of well locations and well construction, and data on
groundwater pumping. The GSP preparation process will likely reveal some additional data
gaps; however, this early assessment of data allows timely development of plans to fill data
gaps with more monitoring, additional analyses, or improved data collection.
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2. INTRODUCTION

Preparation of a GSP requires compilation, organization, checking, and subsequent analysis
of relevant data and information relating to the hydrology, climate, topography, soils, land
use conditions, hydrogeology, groundwater, and water use in a basin. SBCWD and SCVYWD
have actively monitored and managed water resources in their respective service areas for
decades, and the availability of information reflects long-standing cooperative efforts
among these and other agencies at the local, regional, state, and federal levels. SBCWD,
which encompasses most (>90 percent) of the basin, has conducted active monitoring and
has prepared Annual Groundwater Reports for over 30 years; these annual reports compile
and analyze a range of data addressing climate, groundwater levels/storage, water quality,
surface water flow, water imports, wastewater discharges and water recycling, water
balances, and water use in the context of basin management. The data compilation and
management for the GSP builds on this existing monitoring and data management and
incorporates relevant data from SCVWD to provide complete coverage for the Basin.

To comply with SGMA and GSP Regulations, the existing monitoring and data management
efforts are being expanded and refined to collect types of data relevant to SGMA
sustainability criterial. Many of the datasets summarized in this TM have been compiled
from readily-accessed public sources or previously completed reports, while others have
been requested from state and local agencies. Consistent with Best Management Practices
provided by the Department of Water Resources (DWR), these data have been reviewed for
quality and consistency and compiled into standardized formats to facilitate further use and
analysis in preparation of the GSP; these formats include an Access database, an ESRI
Geographic Information System (GIS) geodatabase, Excel workbooks, and written reports.
Data also are considered in terms of study period, selecting a study period that best
represents basin conditions and recognizes SGMA requirements.

This TM addresses the following:
e  Study periods
e Data types and sources
e Technical and reporting standards
e A data management system (DMS)
e Initial identification of data gaps.

3. STuDY PERIODS

SGMA documentation and analysis involves definition of various study periods (and time
steps) for historical, current, and projected future conditions. In brief, historical conditions
must include at least 10 years. Availability of data for update, extension, and refinement of
the numerical model is considered key. The study period for the numerical model begins in
water year 1975 and will be extended to 2017, using available data. This period includes

! Groundwater level decline, storage depletion, water quality degradation, subsidence, and adverse impacts on
connected surface water and groundwater-dependent ecosystems (GDEs). Seawater intrusion is not applicable.

TM: Data to Support GSP
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droughts and wet periods, with an average annual rainfall of 12.97 inches, which is
comparable to the long-term average of 12.9 inches (1875-2017). To comply with SGMA,
consideration of the future will involve projection of rainfall and streamflow data into the
future for 50 years (e.g., use data from 1967-2017).

4. DATA TYPES AND SOURCES

This section summarizes data types and sources with the intent of evaluating overall
availability of information; references are provided as part of the GSP document.

4.1 Hydrology

4.1.1 Climate Data (precipitation, evaporation, temperature)

Climate data collection stations and records have been reviewed and assessed for the
previously mentioned Annual Reports. A key data source is the California Irrigation
Management Information System (CIMIS), which is a program unit within DWR that
manages a network of more than 145 automated weather stations in California. This
network is designed to assist irrigators in managing their water resources more efficiently.
The two stations in the Basin are:

e Station #126 located in Hollister with available data from 6/9/1994
e Station #143 located in San Juan with available data from 1/1/1998

Precipitation data from CIMIS station #126 have been affected by periodic irrigation
overspray that has been recorded on the sensors. The District is considering means to
resolve this problem.

Long term precipitation data are available from various Hollister gage stations from 1875 to
1996; these data were published in the 1996 Annual Groundwater Report. Together the
historical station and CIMIS records provide 143 years of rainfall data. Additional data are
available from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and other
sources.

Information on the geographic distribution of precipitation has been collected from the
PRISM Climate Group, which gathers climate observations from a wide range of monitoring
networks, applies sophisticated quality control measures, and develops spatial climate
datasets. These datasets incorporate a variety of modeling techniques and are available at
multiple resolutions covering the period from 1895 to the present. These datasets include
elevation-varying average precipitation isohyets that can be used to estimate or simulate
precipitation throughout the watershed contributing to Basin. Additional isohyetal maps are
available (for example, from SCVWD). For geographic distribution of evapotranspiration,
DWR zone mapping is available.

4.1.2 Surface Water Body Location Mapping
Mapping data for surface water features have been provided from publicly available
sources. These mapped data include locations of aqueducts, rivers, streams, drainages,

TM: Data to Support GSP
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lakes, and ponds. These data are presented in the project geodatabase in feature classes
named HydrologyArcs, and HydrologyPolygons.

In addition to surface water body mapping, local subwatershed area mapping also is
available. These mapped subwatersheds provide a standard nested watershed delineation
scheme using the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) numbering scheme. The
hierarchy of watershed designations consists of six levels of increasing specificity: Hydrologic
Region (HR), Hydrologic Unit (HU), Hydrologic Area (HA), Hydrologic Sub-Area (HSA), Super
Planning Watershed (SPWS), and Planning Watershed (PWS). The dataset in the project
geodatabase includes all the subwatersheds within the Pajaro River watershed.

4.1.3 Surface Water and Streamflow Data

Four streamflow gage stations are maintained in or near the Basin by the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) with funding by SBCWD. These stations are located on San Benito
River Near Willow Creek School (USGS 11156500), San Benito River at Hwy 156 Near
Hollister Ca (USGS 11158600), Tres Pinos Creek Near Tres Pinos Ca (USGS 11157500) and
Pacheco Creek Near Dunneville, CA (USGS 11153000). These stations are all active and have
records that begin in February 1938, December 1970, February 1938, and 1940,
respectively. In addition, USGS maintains a gage on the Pajaro River at Chittenden, which is
downstream of the confluence of the Pajaro and San Benito rivers; this gage has records
extending back to 1939.

In previous years, the District monitored select locations on a quarterly basis and this
information is included in the project database. In recent years this monitoring has been
interrupted partly because most tributary waterways have been dry during the drought.

4.1.4 Mapping of Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater

One of the components of the GSP Regulations is identification of Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystems (GDEs), which are defined in the GSP Regulations as ecological communities or
species that depend on groundwater emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring
near the ground surface. A statewide database and mapping tools, developed by DWR,
provides geographic information on Natural Communities Commonly Associated with
Groundwater. While these do not necessarily represent GDEs, the dataset is a starting point
in identifying GDEs. The mapping data for watersheds surrounding the Basin are included in
the project geodatabase in the Hydrology feature dataset in feature classes named
GDE_NCCAGWetlands and GDE_NCCAGVegetation.

4.2 Topography, Soils, Land Uses

4.2.1 Ground Surface Elevation Data

Ground surface elevation data are available from the USGS in the form of National Elevation
Dataset (NED) GIS grid files (rasters) and raster and vector topographic map datasets. Both
datasets have been compiled for the area surrounding the Basin. The 10-meter resolution
NED data have been combined into a single raster.

TM: Data to Support GSP
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4.2.2 Aerial Photographs

Aerial photographs of the area surrounding the basin have been downloaded from the USGS
National Aerial Imagery Program (NAIP) for 2004, 2005, 2006, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, and
2016. These aerial photographs are all rectified GIS raster datasets and included in the
project geodatabase.

4.2.3 Soil Maps

Soil information for the areas surrounding the Basin have been downloaded from the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, 2018). Soil data are mapped and maintained
by NRCS in a standardized format that is compatible with tools that NRCS makes freely
available to the public. The soils data for the area surrounding the basin have been
maintained in the standard NRCS formats to facilitate flexible future use. These raw data are
available for use in the preparation of a number of soil data presentations and analyses. The
hydrologic soil group data from these datasets have been also mapped using the NRCS Soil
Data Development Toolbox. These data are in the Soils feature dataset in the project
geodatabase.

4.2.4 Soil Index

The Soil Agricultural Groundwater Banking Index (SAGBI) is a suitability index for
groundwater recharge on agricultural land, for example water spreading in dormant
orchards or on fallow land. The SAGBI is based on five major factors for managed aquifer
recharge on agricultural lands: deep percolation, root zone residence time, topography,
chemical limitations, and soil surface condition. The coverage is available through an online
web tool by the California Soil Resource Lab at UC Davis and UC-ANR and DWR
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/cadwrlanduseviewer/.

4.2.5 Land Use Maps

Land use map data have been collected from DWR, the California Department of
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), and counties of San
Benito and Santa Clara. The available land use maps are indicated below:

e DWR: 2014 statewide land use mapping specifically developed for SGMA and GSPs.
San Benito County: 1997 and 2002

Santa Clara County: 2014

San Benito County Water District Update: 2010

FMMP: 1984, 1986, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006,
2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016

e County Crop Reports

e Land Use and General Plans: County, Hollister, San Juan Bautista

4.2.5.1 DWR Land Use Maps

DWR has an ongoing program to conduct annual land-use surveys. The emphasis is mapping
agricultural land and crop types, but also includes information on general urban land uses
and native vegetation (i.e., undeveloped land). DWR surveys include more than 70 different
crops or crop categories. Some surveys, but not all, have mapped irrigation methods and
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water sources. For San Benito County, maps are available in GIS format for years 1997 and
2002. Todd Groundwater and SBCWD updated the DWR 2002 land use map using a 2010
aerial photo in the northern county area to assess changes in irrigation demand. Results
have been documented in a technical memorandum and included in SBCWD’s Annual
Groundwater Report.

DWR has been developing a state-wide land use map and online mapping tool. The coverage
has been downloaded and stored in the GSP geodatabase.

4.2.5.2 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

Farmland mapping data are available as GIS polygon files and included in the geodatabase.
The FMMP datasets present farmland by broad category related to its overall quality, as
described below.

FMMP's study area is contiguous with modern soil surveys developed by the US Department
of Agriculture (USDA). A classification system that combines technical soil ratings and
current land use is the basis for the Important Farmland Maps of these lands. Most public
land areas, such as National Forests and Bureau of Land Management holdings, are not
mapped. The categories include:

e Prime Farmland (P)

e Farmland of Statewide Importance (S)
e Unique Farmland (U)

e Farmland of Local Importance (L)

e Grazing Land (G)

e Urban and Built-up Land (D)

e OtherLand (X)

e Water (W)

4.2.5.3 County Crop Reports

The San Benito County Agricultural Commissioner publishes annual reports on the total crop
acreage by crop in the county. Crop Reports are available on the Commissioner’s website
from 1941 through 2016. While the crop reports do not show the location of acreages,
county-wide changes in crop type and total area are informative in years when DWR land
use maps are not available. Crop reports are also available for Santa Clara but the reports
only present totals for the whole county and not for the small area in the groundwater
basin.

4.2.5.4 General Plans

San Benito County, Santa Clara County, the City of Hollister, and the City of San Juan
Bautista publish general plans that show current and future land use for their planning
areas. The coverages associated with these plans are stored in the GSP geodatabase.

TM: Data to Support GSP
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4.3 Hydrogeology

4.3.1 Geologic Mapping of Surficial Geology and Faults

Surficial geology in the area of the Basin has been mapped by the California Geological
Survey (CGS) in the 2002 Geologic Map of Monterey 30’ x 60’ Quadrangle and Adjacent
Areas. This mapped geology has been digitized into GIS formats available from the CGS, and
these complete datasets are included in the GSP geodatabase. In addition to this digital
geologic map, there are also published geologic maps are available in other formats. These
include the 1972 Ground-Water Hydrology of the Hollister and San Juan Valleys, San Benito
County prepared by Kilburn (USGS) and numerous geologic maps for individual topographic
guadrangles prepared by Brabb, Clark, Dibblee, and others and published by the USGS.

4.3.2 Well Records, Lithology, and Well Construction

The well completion reports for all the sections within the Basin were requested and
received from DWR on behalf of SBCWD. Appropriate confidentiality of well completion
reports is being maintained per agreements among SBCWD, SCVWD, and DWR. SBCWD has
been the permitting agency in San Benito County since 2004 and maintains well records in
addition to those available from DWR. SBCWD well record files include more information
than the DWR records including borehole and well locations, construction, and use. SBCWD
well files have been scanned to support the GSP.

Well completion reports from DWR and those from SBCWD files are being used to aid
construction of cross sections and to assist in definition of lateral basin boundaries and
bottom. The first step has been identification of the geographic location of each borehole or
well. Few of the well record files from DWR or SBCWD include reliable geographic
coordinates (e.g. latitude and longitude); accordingly, borehole and well locations must be
estimated based on other information in the well record files. Some DWR records and all
SBCWD records include San Benito County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) that can be
used to identify the property on which the well or borehole is located. Those DWR records
that include neither location coordinates nor APN can only be located based on maps
provided by drillers or well owners; these maps are often inadequate. The well records from
both sources have been reviewed and organized according to ease of location identification.
Boreholes and wells that can be readily located from geographic coordinates or APN have
been plotted and are included in GIS datasets; this includes all wells from SBCWD well
records that correspond to current APNs. The remaining well records are being further
reviewed and those that are close to planned cross section lines will be plotted and added
to the GIS datasets. Following the completion of the borehole and well location task, the
well records for the located wells will be digitized to capture general well information (i.e.
identification, owner, type, size, etc.) and well construction and lithology data for use in the
creation of cross sections.

4.3.3 Subsidence

The online DWR SGMA mapping tool provides several datasets to quantify subsidence that
has occurred and the potential for subsidence:
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=SGMADataViewer
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4.3.3.1 NASA JPL InSAR Dataset

Vertical ground surface displacement rates are derived from Interferometric Synthetic
Aperture Radar (InSAR) data collected by the European Space Agency (ESA) Sentinel-1A
satellite and processed by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Jet
Propulsion Laboratory (JPL), under contract with DWR. Changes in vertical displacement can
be viewed through the DWR SGMA mapping tool. This monitoring program began in 2015
and does not document subsidence that occurred prior to that date.

4.3.3.2 UNAVCO Continuous GPS Sites

Also available through the DWR SGMA mapping tool is the Continuous GPS (CGPS) stations
and associated data. These stations continuously measure the three-dimensional (3D)
position of a point on or near the earth's surface. For subsidence studies, vertical movement
(subsidence and uplift) is most relevant; data on horizontal movement can help discern
tectonic movement that is an important local factor. There are seven stations within and
around the Basin with data from as early as 2004.

4.4 Groundwater Monitoring

4.4.1 Groundwater Elevation Data

As with well locations, groundwater elevation records have been collected from multiple
sources, including previous investigations, SBCWD, SCVWD, USGS NWIS, DWR CASGEM, and
others. Data from these sources have been collected, reviewed, and compiled into a single
unified groundwater elevation dataset. SBCWD has been monitoring groundwater since
1977 and drilled a multiport nested well in 2005 which is regularly monitored. The current
SBCWD network totaled 91 wells in October 2017. SCVWD provides quarterly data for 10
wells in the Llagas area, located on the north side of the Pajaro River.

In addition, water levels from DWR’s Water Data library and the USGS National Water
Information System have been included in the project database to ensure all historical
measurements are included. Including all three sources, the Groundwater Elevation
database contains 272 unique wells with data ranging from 1924 to 2018.

For wells with only depth to water measurements and no reference elevation data,
groundwater elevations have not been calculated. In addition, wells with water level data,
water quality data, pumping data, and well logs have not been cross referenced. Often the
same well may have multiple local names in addition to a state well number. The GSP
process includes assignment to each well of a unique identifier and removal of duplicate
information.

Groundwater elevation data are presented in the Groundwater Levels project database,
which has been structured according to the requirements of the DWR CASGEM program.

4.4.2 Groundwater Quality Database

SBCWD currently monitors a distributed network of 18 wells for water quality. Data from
these monitoring wells and other water quality data are included in SBCWD’s water quality
database. SBCWD maintains this comprehensive water quality database, created in 2004
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with a State Local Groundwater Assistance Grant and updated every three years. The most
recent update in 2016 included available data from SBCWD, Regional Water Quality Control
Board (including regulated facilities, wastewater plants, and spills), California State Water
Resources Control Board (including municipal and small water systems, Tres Pinos Water
District, City of Hollister, and Sunnyslope County Water District (SSCWD). In addition, data
published as part of previous investigations have been added to the database. The database
now contains over 450,000 records from 175 water systems or regulated facilities and over
1,800 monitoring locations.

4.5 Water Use

4.5.1 Production Wells/Pumping Data
Groundwater is pumped by private well owners for irrigation, industrial, and domestic uses
and by public water supply retailers for municipal and small community purposes.

4.5.1.1 Municipal water supply wells

The major municipal suppliers are the City of Hollister, Sunnyslope County Water District,
and City of San Juan Bautista. All three agencies report their monthly pumping to SBCWD for
publication in the Annual Groundwater Report. The City of Hollister has four active wells,
Sunnyslope has five active wells, and San Juan Bautista has two active wells. Monthly
pumping data are available for all three agencies from 1995 to 2018.

4.5.1.2 Agricultural and rural domestic water use

Estimates of agricultural pumping amounts are available for the Zone 6 portion of the Basin.
SBCWD monitors the hours of operation of large wells in Zone 6 and converts hours of
operation to production volume based on infrequent measuremens of pump discharge rate.
This approach is incapable of accounting for changes in pump discharge pressure (for
sprinkler versus furrow irrigation, for example) or seasonal and interannual changes in static
depth to water. Hours of pump operation are recorded on a semi-annual basis. This
information is included in the database. Pumping in areas outside of Zone 6 is not metered.
For groundwater modeling purposes, estimates of agricultural pumping at a field scale have
been computed using crop type, crop coefficient, evapotranspiration, and irrigation
efficiency. Rural domestic use in Zone 6 is evaluated through an annual survey sent by
SBCWD to registered well owners (excepting the relatively large well monitored by SBCWD);
most of these pumpers probably would be considered too small (de minimis) and exempt
from SGMA requirements for monitoring groundwater use.

4.5.1.3 Small water system wells

There are about 100 small water systems in the Basin. The general location and number of
wells are available from the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking
Water. A table of these systems, estimated population, and number of supply wells is in the
database; this information is used for estimating water consumption. The California
Environmental Health Tracking Program http://cehtp.org/water/map-viewer revealed the
approximate location of 50 systems in San Benito County and one system in Santa Clara
County.

TM: Data to Support GSP
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4.5.2 Imported Water

SBCWD and SCVWD manage the imported water from the Central Valley Project (CVP) for
their respective service areas. Imported water data volumes, uses, and locations of delivery
are documented by SBCWD for Zone 6 and included in the project database. The volumes of
imported water delivered to municipal sources, agricultural uses, managed recharge, and
evaporative losses are recorded monthly from 1988 to 2018. Major imported water delivery
pipelines are included in the GIS datasets in the project geodatabase.

SCVWD delivers some imported water to portions of the Basin in Santa Clara County.
SCVWD provided semiannual delivery volumes for the two customers in the GSP area from
1995 to 2017.

4.5.3 Recycled Water and Wastewater

The City of Hollister produces recycled water for irrigation purposes, including landscape
irrigation in the City’s Riverside (Brigantino) Park . SBCWD provides delivery of recycled
water to nearby agricultural customers. Delivered amounts and distribution locations are
included in the project database.

The City of Hollister and Sunnyslope discharge some wastewater in unlined ponds. The
approximate amount of groundwater recharge from these ponds is calculated on a water
year basis and included in the project database.

4.6 Planning Documents and other Studies

4.6.1 Jurisdictional Areas of State, Federal, and Local Agencies

State, local, and federal boundaries within and surrounding the Basin have been compiled

from state and federal sources. These boundaries include all water districts and other local
agencies near the basin as well as federally owned land. These boundaries are included in

the JurisdictionalAreas feature dataset in the project geodatabase.

4.6.2 Water Resources Planning Documents and Technical Studies

Numerous planning documents and technical studies are available for reference in
preparing the GSP; recent key documents are listed below. State planning documents will
also be included, including the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan).

Annual Groundwater Reports

Groundwater Management Plan (1998 and 2003)

Development of a Water Quality Monitoring Program (2004)

Salt Nutrient Management Plan (2014)

e Pajaro River Watershed Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (2007)
e Hollister Urban Area Water and Wastewater Master Plan Report (2008)

e Urban Water Management Plan (2016)

e San Benito County General Plan Update (2016)

TM: Data to Support GSP
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5. TECHNICAL AND REPORTING STANDARDS

Compilation of data and information to support the GSP has adhered to standards for data,
reporting, monitoring, and GIS, as applicable (Reg. § 352). Data are documented with source
of the data, types and methods of measurements, and comments on protocols, when
available. Well information will include available data, per requirements of Reg. § 352.4 (c).

6. DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (DMS)

SBCWD has been collecting and compiling groundwater data annually including water levels,
water quality, and water use for the Annual Groundwater Report. These data and data from
SCVWD and other sources are being compiled in a relational database, which consists of an
Access database, GIS geodatabase, and Excel workbooks and has capabilities for queries to
quickly check and summarize data. As part of the GSP, the data management system has
been redesigned to be practicable, usable, intuitive, and cost effective. The DMS will have
the capability to distinguish data according to subbasins and management areas.

A second TM detailing the final DMS and its uses will be prepared after the GSP analysis has
been completed.

7. DATA GAP IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION

The available data described above have been reviewed considering SGMA requirements
and sustainability criteria to identify gaps in geographic and temporal coverage. The DWR
GSP Regulations define a data gap as a lack of information that significantly affects the
understanding of the basin setting or evaluation of the efficacy of Plan implementation and
could limit the ability to assess whether a basin is being sustainably managed. The following
data gaps have been identified; recommendations are provided for their resolution with the
recognition that 1) definition of significant data gaps may change as GSP preparation
proceeds and 2) the means of resolving data gaps may change, including the timing.

7.1.1 Climate Data (precipitation, evaporation, temperature)

Previous Annual Reports have relied on precipitation data from the Hollister CIMIS station;
however, overspray from nearby irrigation sprinklers has variously affected the rain gage.
This problem has been recognized by the District which is considering means of restoring
accurate data collection. Compilation and evaluation of other rainfall data sources (e.g.,
NOAA) could support replacement and/or correction of the CIMIS data.

7.1.2 Surface Water and Streamflow Data

There currently are four active surface water monitoring stations, which are operated by
USGS. In addition, SBCWD historically has measured flows at intervals on selected locations;
these measurements were intended mostly to yield information on surface water-
groundwater interactions and to thereby support water balance analyses and modeling. The
GSP update and extension of the water balance and model is the appropriate time to review
and revamp the SBCWD surface water monitoring efforts. Information on rates of
percolation along surface water channels (involving synoptic surveys) has been identified as

TM: Data to Support GSP
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a data gap. In addition, identification of groundwater-dependent ecosystems (GDEs) may

require additional surface water monitoring and groundwater elevation monitoring that is
linked to monitoring of groundwater levels in water supply wells. Information is needed on
groundwater discharges within and near the basin, including springs, seeps, and wetlands.

7.1.3 Stormwater Flow

A portion of the stormwater in the City of Hollister is captured and recharged in the
wastewater treatment ponds. This stormwater represents a source of supply that may be
amenable to additional management actions as part of the GSP, pending documentation of
past recharged volumes, monitoring of these flows, and consideration of future capture and
recharge plans from the City of other local agencies.

7.1.4 Groundwater Monitoring Wells

SBCWD has been addressing gaps in its monitoring program for groundwater elevation and
quality. As summarized in the attached memorandum, SBCWD has developed a plan to
identify new monitoring locations; the attached map showing monitored and unmonitored
areas also has been developed. SBCWD recognizes that preparation of the GSP is an
opportunity to expand the groundwater monitoring programs to the southern portion of the
Basin, to identify areas where data are needed to support water balance analyses and
modeling for management areas (as may be defined), and to provide monitoring for
sustainability criteria such as surface water-groundwater interactions and GDEs.

7.1.5 Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

The southern portions of the Basin warrant particular attention because information on
hydrogeology and groundwater conditions is relatively sparse. Available data will be
analyzed for description of the hydrogeologic conceptual model, documentation of
groundwater conditions, and quantification of water budgets, and specific data gaps will be
defined. Suitable existing wells will be identified for use as potential monitoring points;
exploratory drilling and development of new monitoring facilities is likely warranted.

7.1.6 Well Completion Reports and Data Management

Well completion reports have been compiled from DWR and SBCWD and have been
categorized with regard to reliability of location information and potential usefulness in
developing the hydrogeologic conceptual model (including cross sections). Identification of
well locations is likely to be ongoing; nonetheless, focused areas for well location efforts
may be defined as part of GSP preparation.

In addition, the wells with water level data, water quality data, pumping data, and well logs
have not been cross referenced. Often the same well may have multiple local names in
addition to a state well number. As part of the GSP process, each located well is being
assigned with a unique identifier and duplicate information is being removed.

7.1.7 Groundwater Pumping and Use
SGMA requires annual reporting of groundwater use for all users in a basin except the de
minimis extractors (pumping two acre-feet/year or less). Groundwater pumping is measured

TM: Data to Support GSP
Preparation 12 TODD GROUNDWATER



in SBCWD Zone 6 but not elsewhere. Accordingly, the monitoring program will be reviewed
in terms of extension to cover the entire basin.

Information on irrigation schedules and efficiencies has been identified as needed to
calculate return flows from agricultural water use.

Attachments:

SBCWD Technical Memorandum, Sustainable Groundwater Management Act-Process for
Establishing Well Network to Monitor Groundwater in San Benito County, November 21,
2018.

Todd Groundwater, Monitored and Unmonitored Areas, North San Benito County, map
prepared for SBCWD, December 2018.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Subject: Sustainable Groundwater Management Act —

Process for Establishing Well Network to Monitor Groundwater in San
Benito County

Prepared For: Jeff Cattaneo, P.E. SBCWD General Manager
Prepared by: David Macdonald, Assistant Engineer
Reviewed by: Garrett Haertel, P.E. Deputy District Engineer

Date: November 21, 2018

Organization of TM

e Background
e Purpose

e Discussion
e Conclusions

e Recommendations

BACKGROUND

San Benito County Water District (SBCWD) has continuously managed the groundwater in San
Benito County for over 50 years. In 2017, SBCWD became the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) for San Benito County to satisfy requirements of the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA). This designation allows SBCWD to be the lead agency in preparing a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for a significant portion of San Benito County.

After reviewing the current network of monitored wells, it became evident that in order to fully
comply with SGMA, additional wells were needed to increase monitoring coverage of the
groundwater basin.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this technical memorandum is to detail the procedure for finding and adding new
wells to the monitoring network.

DiscussiON

Additional wells are needed in the San Juan Bautista, Tres Pinos Valley, Bolsa, and Hollister sub-
basins in order to provide quality coverage. Todd Groundwater is SBCWD’s consultant regarding
groundwater management, and they have provided a map titled “Historically Monitored Wells”
which indicates areas where data is lacking. These areas were targeted in the search for additional



wells to add to the monitoring network. SBCWD utilized the following procedure to locate potential
wells to add extra coverage within the groundwater subbasins.

Finding Wells for Monitoring Groundwater Conditions

First Method
1. Determine areas of need based on the “Historically Monitored Wells” map.
2. Use county GIS map to determine Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) of parcels within areas
of need.
3. Use the APNs to locate well logs within SBCWD’s files.
4. Locate the well on an aerial map to verify location/existence.

Second Method
1. Search the targeted areas on an aerial map to locate wells that may not be in SBCWD’s
files. This is done by looking for pipes and lone power poles in locations where a well
would be advantageous.
2. Use the coordinates from Google Maps to map the location of the well on ArcGIS.
Use county GIS map to determine APN numbers of parcels within areas of need.
4. Confirm and verify location.

W

Acquiring Rights to Use Wells for Monitoring Groundwater Conditions

1. Use APN’s to determine the owner of each well.

2. Produce and send a letter requesting permission to access the well for water level
measurements and/or test water quality.

3. Once permission is granted, visit site and determine method of measurement/testing.

Repairing/Re-activating Previous Wells for use

1. Determine wells with access issues and follow up with owner to get keys/access.
2. Determine wells that can be altered/repaired to re-activate, and assess access.
3. If well can be reactivated, assess well condition (functioning, collapsed, etc.)

CONCLUSIONS

More monitoring wells are necessary to cover the entire area of the groundwater basins in San
Benito County. This effort will improve the quality and credibility of data that SBCWD can
produce to ensure compliance with SGMA. SBCWD’s groundwater management activities can be
further improved by increasing the amount of data collected within the county subbasins.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on this information it is recommended that the following actions be taken:

e [ocate as many potential wells as possible.
o Request Owners to allow SBCWD access/permission to monitor groundwater conditions.
e Increase long term monitoring network.
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August 14, 2019

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM DRAFT

To: Jeff Cattaneo, GSP Project Manager
San Benito County Water District GSA

From: Iris Priestaf, PhD

Re: Summary of Management Area Definition for North San Benito Basin GSP
1. INTRODUCTION

This memorandum summarizes Management Areas as subdivisions of the North San Benito
Basin and in terms of their role in the GSP. As defined in the GSP Regulations, the purpose of
Management Areas (MAs) is to facilitate implementation of the GSP. The major objective for
this Summary Technical Memorandum is to present the rationale for creating each MA.

Management Areas will be described in the GSP, specifically in the upcoming Section 6,
Sustainable Management Criteria, which is scheduled for presentation to the TAC in May
2020. This Section 6 will describe the sustainability goal, present MAs, characterize
undesirable results, and establish minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for each
sustainability indicator. These indicators will be described for each MA. Consistent with the
GSP Regulations, MAs will be presented in terms of:

e Reason for creation of each management area

e If a GSP includes one or more management areas, the GSP shall include descriptions,
maps, and other information required by the GSP Regulations sufficient to describe
conditions in those areas

e Level of monitoring and analysis appropriate for each MA

e Explanation of how management of MAs will not cause undesirable results outside
the MA

The North San Benito Basin shown in Figure 1 encompasses about 205 square miles in
northern San Benito County including small portions in southern Santa Clara County. The
Basin is in the Pajaro River watershed; most of the area is drained by the San Benito River
and its tributaries, while northeastern portions are drained by tributaries to the Pajaro
River. The Basin is characterized by a series of valleys bounded and separated by uplands.
Relatively large valleys include Paicines Valley, San Juan Valley, Hollister Valley, and the
Bolsa, which is a broad, flat area bounded by the Pajaro River on the north. The major
valleys are the locales of intensive groundwater use, irrigated agriculture, the cities of
Hollister and San Juan Bautista, and rural communities, while the uplands are mostly
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rangeland. Figure 1 illustrates the elongated shape and varied topography of the North San
Benito Basin, which are factors in defining Management Areas. Stated simply, the Basin is
too long and varied to be managed easily as a single unit, so more than one MA is warranted
for GSP implementation.

A major factor in defining Management Areas is availability of water supply sources. While
recognizing that water supply availability (in terms of sources, infrastructure, and
institutional arrangements) can change in the future, current availability is a reasonable
starting point. SBCWD provides local surface water from Hernandez and Paicines reservoirs
that is provided to a local zone of benefit, Zone 3, and imported Central Valley Project (CVP)
water that is provided to Zone 6. Zones 3 and 6 are shown on Figure 2, including areas of
overlap. CVP water also is provided by Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) to some
customers in Santa Clara County.

Since the 1950s, SBCWD has managed local groundwater using various definitions of local
groundwater basins and subbasins. DWR previously defined four subbasins and basins
(including Tres Pinos Valley Basin and three subbasins of the Gilroy-Hollister: Bolsa, Hollister,
and San Juan Bautista); these have been combined into the North San Benito Basin. SBCWD
also defined subbasins in 1996 to support its groundwater management in northern
portions of the basin. These were based on hydrogeologic and other factors, including Zone
6 boundaries. The Zone 6 subbasins included Pacheco, Bolsa Southeast, San Juan, Tres Pinos,
and Hollister (with additional subdivisions). A Bolsa subbasin (outside Zone 6) was defined.

As defined in the GSP Regulations, a Management Area is an area within a basin for which
the GSP may identify different minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, monitoring, or
projects and management actions based on differences in water use sector, water source
type, geology, aquifer characteristics, or other factors. While an MA may have different
minimum thresholds and may be operated to different measurable objectives than the basin
at large, undesirable results must be defined consistently throughout the basin and the
operation of the MA must be managed in a way that does not cause undesirable results
outside the MA. The purpose of dividing a basin into management areas is to facilitate
implementation of the GSP.

This memorandum presents four Management Areas for the North San Benito Basin as
shown in Figures 1 and 2:
e Southern
Hollister
San Juan
Bolsa

The definition of each MA is described in the following sections in terms of the basis for
creation of the MA. The MAs will be used in the water budget analysis (to be presented in
Section 5 of the GSP) and in numerical modeling. MAs will be used to help define the
sustainability criteria (undesirable results, minimum thresholds, management objectives),
which will be described in Section 6.

SummaryTM: Management Areas
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2. DEFINITION OF SOUTHERN MANAGEMENT AREA

As shown in the maps, the Southern MA is characterized by uplands and small valleys along
the San Benito River and Tres Pinos Creek. Land uses are predominantly rural residential,
rangeland, and agricultural (mostly truck crops and vineyards), which rely on groundwater
supply provided mostly by private wells.

A key factor differentiating the Southern MA from the other MAs is access to Zone 3 surface
water and the absence of any effects of Central Valley Project (CVP) water delivered to Zone
6. Pumping in the MA is also distant from the adjoining Hollister MA. Most of the pumping is
in Paicines and Tres Pinos Creek Valleys, which are separated from the Hollister MA by three
miles of more rugged terrain where there is little pumping. Groundwater in Southern MA is
recharged in part by releases from Hernandez and Paicines reservoirs, and portions of
Southern MA are within Zone 3. No imported water is provided to Southern MA, which does
not overlap with Zone 6.

3. DEFINITION OF HOLLISTER MANAGEMENT AREA

As shown in Figures 1 and 2, the Hollister MA includes the Hollister Valley and adjacent
uplands mostly to the south. The Hollister MA differs from the adjoining MAs because of its
variety of land uses, multiple jurisdictions, and multiple sources of water supply. Its
boundary with the Bolsa and Southern MAs follows the boundary of Zone 6. The boundary
with the San Juan MA—which includes part of Zone 6—crosses the narrow point in the
valley floor at the upstream end of the San Juan Valley and traces the topographic divides
on either side of the gap. The Hollister Valley includes intensive agriculture, rangeland, rural
residential, urban, and industrial land uses. The MA includes all or portions of the City of
Hollister, Sunnyslope County Water District, Pacheco Pass Water District, Tres Pinos County
Water District, Hollister Hills SVRA, and areas in Santa Clara County.

Sources of water supply include local groundwater (recharged in part by releases from
Hernandez and Paicines reservoirs), CVP imported water, and recycled water. Most of the
MA is within Zone 6 and it includes lands that are in both Zone 3 and Zone 6. A small
amount of CVP water also is provided by SCVWD to a few customers in Santa Clara County
parts of the MA. Production wells include irrigation, domestic, and public water supply wells
throughout the MA, with greater well density in the northern half of the MA.

4. DEFINITION OF SAN JUAN MANAGEMENT AREA

The San Juan MA includes the San Juan Valley and adjacent uplands. Important
characteristics of the San Juan MA are the various land uses, multiple jurisdictions, and
multiple sources of water supply. The San Juan Valley is characterized by prime farmland
and intensive agriculture, while the uplands are mostly rangeland with some rural
residential and industrial land uses. The MA includes most of the City of San Juan Bautista
and small areas of the City of Hollister, Aromas Water District, and Santa Clara County.

SummaryTM: Management Areas
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Sources of water supply include local groundwater (recharged in part by releases from
Hernandez and Paicines reservoirs) and CVP imported water. The valley portions of the MA
are mostly within Zone 3 and Zone 6 with some areas in Zone 6 only (see Figure 2). The MA
differs from the Hollister MA primarily because of a much higher proportion of agricultural
land and water use, and an absence of recycled water use.

5. DEFINITION OF BOLSA MANAGEMENT AREA

The Bolsa has long been recognized for its distinct topography and groundwater conditions,
although its boundaries have been defined variously by USGS, DWR, and SBCWD. As shown
in Figure 1, the Bolsa is a predominantly flat, relatively low-elevation area. It shares a
watershed boundary with the San Juan MA and the Zone 6 boundary with the Hollister MA.
It is the only MA bounding another groundwater basin, the Llagas Basin in Santa Clara
County. It also differs from the adjacent Hollister and San Juan MAs by not having direct
access to CVP imports or managed recharge from Hernandez and Pacines Reservoirs. It is
outside of SBCWD’s Zone 6 and Zone 3. Important characteristics of the Bolsa MA include
the predominantly agricultural and rural land uses and complete reliance on groundwater
supply provided through private wells.

SummaryTM: Management Areas
for North San Benito Basin 4 TODD GROUNDWATER
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May 10, 2021

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

To: Jeff Cattaneo, GSP Project Manager
San Benito County Water District GSA

From: Maureen Reilly, PE, Chad Taylor, PG, CHG, and Iris Priestaf, PhD

Re: Data Management System (DMS)

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

San Benito County Water District (SBCWD) and Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD)
are the Groundwater Sustainable Agencies (GSAs) for their respective service areas
overlying the North San Benito Groundwater Basin (Basin). In accordance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), SBCWD and SCVWD are preparing a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Basin. The purpose of this Technical
Memorandum (TM) is to document the Data Management System (DMS) developed as part
of the GSP.

SBCWD and SCVWD have a long history of groundwater management and data collection.
These agencies regularly collect, assess, and report on groundwater conditions and these
data are fundamental to the GSP. In addition, the California Department of Water Resource
(DWR) has been developing state and regional data sets to help local agencies fill data gaps.

SBCWD has been collecting and compiling groundwater data annually including water levels,
water quality, and water use for the GSP and Annual Groundwater Report. As part of the
GSP, the data management system has been redesigned to be practicable, usable, intuitive,
and cost effective. The data (and data from SCVWD and other sources) are being compiled
in a relational database, which consists of an Access database, GIS geodatabase, and Excel
workbooks. This DMS has capabilities for queries to quickly check and summarize data. This
memo outlines the type of data available in the DMS and details how the data are stored.
More information on available data is documented in the technical memorandum, “Data to
Support GSP Preparation” (Todd 2018).

2. DMS TYPES AND SOURCES

Data collected and compiled for the GSP have been stored in a variety of formats based on
the type of data collected. Spatial information such as ArcGlIS files, aerial imagery, and or
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other map sources, is stored in a Geodatabase. Tabular data collected are stored in subject-
specific relational databases. Additional datasets are stored in files best suited for analysis.
To be specific, climate data are stored in an Excel workbook to allow for cumulative
departure calculations, scanned well documents are stored as images to preserve the detail
on the hardcopy forms, and online datasets updated by other agencies are included by
reference. Discussed below are the data formats and the type of data available within that
format.

3. GEODATABASE

Spatial data are stored in two connected geodatabases, a general geodatabase and an
ArcHydro geodatabase. A Geodatabase allows spatial files to be easily accessed and
transferred with all appropriate spatial information. Within the North San Benito
Geodatabases, consistent and progressive folder structures have been constructed to group
associated data sets.

3.1 Jurisdiction Boundaries

The basin boundaries for the North San Benito Groundwater Basin, management areas, and
zone of benefit designations are available as spatial coverages in the geodatabase. Other
jurisdictional boundaries including city limits, spheres of influence, and county limits are also
included. The Assessor Parcel map received from San Benito County is also included as a
coverage.

3.2 Surface Water Body Location and Watershed Mapping

Mapping data for surface water features have been provided from publicly available
sources. These mapped data include locations of aqueducts, reservoirs, rivers, streams,
drainages, lakes, and ponds. These data are presented in the project geodatabase in feature
classes named HydrologyArcs, and HydrologyPolygons. DWR defined watershed coverages
are also stored in the ArcHydro geodatabase names Watershed.

3.3 Mapping of Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater

GSP Regulations require identification of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs),
which are defined as ecological communities or species that depend on groundwater
emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring near the ground surface. A statewide
database and mapping tool, developed by DWR, provides geographic information on Natural
Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater (NCAAG). While these do not
necessarily represent GDEs, the dataset is a starting point in identifying GDEs. The mapping
data for watersheds surrounding the Basin are included in the project geodatabase in the
Hydrology feature dataset in feature classes named GDE_NCCAGWetlands and
GDE_NCCAGVegetation.

North San Benito GSP
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3.4 Ground Surface Elevation Data

Ground surface elevation data are available from the USGS in the form of National Elevation
Dataset (NED) GIS grid files (rasters) and raster and vector topographic map datasets. Both
datasets have been compiled for the area surrounding and including the Basin. The 10-
meter resolution NED data have been combined into a single raster.

3.5 Aerial Photographs

Aerial photographs of the area surrounding the Basin have been downloaded from the USGS
National Aerial Imagery Program (NAIP) for 2004, 2005, 2006, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, and
2016. These aerial photographs are all rectified GIS raster datasets and included in the
project geodatabase.

3.6 Soil Maps

Soil information for the Basin and surrounding areas have been downloaded from the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, 2018). Soil data are mapped and maintained
by NRCS in a standardized format that is compatible with tools that NRCS makes freely
available to the public. The soils data for the area surrounding the basin have been
maintained in the standard NRCS formats to facilitate future use. These raw data are
available for preparation of a various soil data presentations and analyses. The hydrologic
soil group data from these datasets have been also mapped using the NRCS Soil Data
Development Toolbox. These data are in the Soils feature dataset in the project
geodatabase.

3.7 Land Use Maps

Land use map data have been collected from DWR, the California Department of
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), and counties of San
Benito and Santa Clara. The available land use maps are indicated below:

e DWR: 2014 statewide land use mapping specifically developed for SGMA and GSPs.

e San Benito County: 1997 and 2002

e Santa Clara County: 2014

e San Benito County Water District Update: 2010

e FMMP: 1984, 1986, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006,
2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016

e County Crop Reports

e Land Use and General Plans: County, Hollister, San Juan Bautista

3.8 Geologic Mapping of Surficial Geology and Faults

Surficial geology of the Basin has been mapped by the California Geological Survey (CGS) in
the 2002 Geologic Map of Monterey 30’ x 60’ Quadrangle and Adjacent Areas. This mapped
geology has been digitized into GIS formats available from the CGS, and these complete
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datasets are included in the GSP geodatabase. In addition to this digital geologic map, there
are also published geologic maps are available in other formats. These include the 1972
Ground-Water Hydrology of the Hollister and San Juan Valleys, San Benito County prepared
by Kilburn (USGS) and numerous geologic maps for individual topographic quadrangles
prepared by Brabb, Clark, Dibblee, and others and published by the USGS.

3.9 Subsidence - NASA JPL InSAR Dataset

Vertical ground surface displacement rates are derived from Interferometric Synthetic
Aperture Radar (InSAR) data collected by the European Space Agency (ESA) Sentinel-1A
satellite and processed by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Jet
Propulsion Laboratory (JPL), under contract with DWR. Changes in vertical displacement can
be viewed through the DWR SGMA mapping tool. Data are downloaded from the SGMA
data viewer annually and stored in the project geodatabase.

3.10 Subsidence - UNAVCO Continuous GPS Sites

Also available through the DWR SGMA mapping tool is the Continuous GPS (CGPS) stations
and associated data. These stations continuously measure the three-dimensional (3D)
position of a point on or near the earth's surface. For subsidence studies, vertical movement
(subsidence and uplift) is most relevant; data on horizontal movement can help discern
tectonic movement that is an important local factor. Data are downloaded from the SGMA
data viewer annually and stored in the project geodatabase.

3.11 Imported Water Infrastructure

The locations of major imported water delivery pipelines (San Felipe, Hollister Conduit, and
laterals) are included in the GIS datasets in the project geodatabase. The locations of Water
Treatment Plants and wastewater facilities are also stored in the geodatabase.

3.12 Climate Data

The CIMIS stations and other climate locations are available in the geodatabase as a point
coverage. In addition, the PRISM isohyets are available as a raster.

3.13  Surface Water Gage Locations

The locations of USGS surface water gages and locations of previous District surface water
monitoring are also stored in the Geodatabase.

3.14  Well Records, Lithology, and Well Construction

Well records are included in the GIS datasets in the project geodatabases. This includes
information for known and locatable wells in the Basin. Well completion reports for the
entire Basin were requested and received from DWR on behalf of SBCWD. Appropriate
confidentiality of well completion reports is being maintained per agreements among
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SBCWD, SCVWD, and DWR. SBCWD has been the permitting agency in San Benito County
since 2004 and maintains well records in addition to those available from DWR. SBCWD well
record files include more information than the DWR records including borehole and well
locations, construction, and use. SBCWD well files were scanned to support the GSP.

The well records from both sources have been reviewed and organized and data from these
record sets are included in the project geodatabases. Boreholes and wells that could be
readily located from geographic coordinates or assessor’s parcel number (APN) were plotted
and are included in the GIS datasets; this includes all wells from SBCWD well records that
correspond to current APNs, those wells from SBCWD records that include latitude and
longitude or other location coordinates, and those wells from DWR records that include
location coordinates or other information making them locatable. As a note, wells with valid
APNs were plotted at the centroid of the associated parcel. The remaining well records were
further reviewed, and those that could be located now are recorded with location
information.

All locatable wells were organized into GIS datasets compatible with the ArcHydro data
structure for use in development of the hydrogeologic conceptual model, cross sections,
and numerical model. Those wells close to planned cross section lines were further
reviewed, and lithology and well construction information was digitized into GIS data tables
using the ArcHydro data structure. These data were combined with other geologic and
hydrogeologic information to prepare cross sections. Cross section datasets are also stored
in the project geodatabases in the ArcHydro data structure. Compilation of this information
is ongoing.

4. Access DATABASES

Tabular data are linked in relational databases by subject. The DMS includes four stand-
alone databases for groundwater elevation, groundwater quality, water use, and surface
water monitoring. Each database, including locational information as State Plane
coordinates, is updated annually.

4.1 Surface Water Database

4.1.1 Surface Water and Streamflow Data

Four streamflow gage stations are maintained in or near the Basin by the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) with funding by SBCWD. These stations are located on San Benito
River Near Willow Creek School (USGS 11156500), San Benito River at Hwy 156 Near
Hollister Ca (USGS 11158600), Tres Pinos Creek Near Tres Pinos Ca (USGS 11157500) and
Pacheco Creek Near Dunneville, CA (USGS 11153000). These stations are all active and have
NWIS records that begin in October 1998, October 1988, October 1996, and October 2006,
respectively. In addition, USGS maintains a gage on the Pajaro River at Chittenden, which is
downstream of the confluence of the Pajaro and San Benito rivers; this gage has records
extending back to 1939. Data for these stations are downloaded from the USGS annually
and the database is updated.
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Additional monitoring by the District will be used to update this database as appropriate.
4.2 Groundwater Elevation Database

The Groundwater Elevation Database includes relevant information about the wells and
elevation data. The database is structured into tables with information on well location, well
construction, and monitoring data. There are several queries designed to summarize and
extract data for annual reporting.

4.2.1 Waell Locations — Groundwater Elevation
Well locations for all wells with available water level data are included as a table in a
relational database.

4.2.2 Well Construction — Groundwater Elevation
The database also includes a table or relevant well construction as available.

4.2.3 Groundwater Elevation Data

As with well locations, groundwater elevation records have been collected from multiple
sources, including previous investigations, SBCWD, SCVWD, USGS NWIS, DWR CASGEM, and
others. Data from these sources have been collected, reviewed, and compiled into a single
unified groundwater elevation dataset. The database table is updated annually for the
Annual Report.

4.3 Groundwater Quality Database

The groundwater quality database combines water quality data from a variety of sources for
a comprehensive repository of regional water quality data. The relational database includes
locations for all wells with water quality data, a table of water quality data, a table with
information on the water system that was sampled, and a table of constituents monitored
with agency codes, reporting levels, and applicable water quality goals. Queries are included
to extract data on the key constituents of concern.

4.3.1 District Monitoring

SBCWD currently monitors a distributed network of 18 wells for water quality. Data from
these monitoring wells and other water quality data are integrated into the comprehensive
water quality database. District data are updated annually.

4.3.2 Regional Monitoring

In addition to District collected data, the comprehensive database includes available data
from SBCWD, Regional Water Quality Control Board (including regulated facilities,
wastewater plants, and spills), California State Water Resources Control Board (including
municipal and small water systems, Tres Pinos Water District, City of Hollister, and
Sunnyslope County Water District (SSCWD). In addition, data published as part of previous
investigations have been added to the database. These datasets are updated triennially;
recent updates occurred in 2013, 2016, and 2019.
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4.3.3 Small Water System Wells

There are about 100 small water systems in the Basin, as defined by the State. The general
location and number of wells are available from the State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Drinking Water. A table of these systems, estimated population, and number of
supply wells is in the database; this information is used for estimating water consumption.
The California Environmental Health Tracking Program http://cehtp.org/water/map-viewer
indicates the approximate location of 50 systems in San Benito County and one system in
Santa Clara County. This information is tied to the reported water quality for these wells and
updated triennially.

4.4 Water Use Database

Existing water use data for Zone 6 (both groundwater pumping and CVP deliveries) is stored
in a relational database. In the future, groundwater use will be determined basin-wide, and
this expansion and improvement of the monitoring program will include replacement of the
existing power meter use in Zone 6. This database has been and will continue to be updated
annually.

4.4.1 Production Wells/Pumping Data

Groundwater is pumped by private well owners for irrigation, industrial, and domestic uses
and by public water supply retailers for municipal and small community purposes. As
currently available, information for each well, type of user, water source, and meter number
is included in the database.

The major municipal suppliers are the City of Hollister, Sunnyslope County Water District,
and City of San Juan Bautista. All three agencies report their monthly pumping to SBCWD for
publication in the Annual Groundwater Report. As of 2020, the City of Hollister has four
active wells, Sunnyslope has five active wells, and San Juan Bautista has two active wells.

Estimates of agricultural pumping amounts are available for the Zone 6 portion of the Basin.
SBCWD monitors the hours of operation of large wells in Zone 6 and converts hours of
operation to production volume based on infrequent measurements of pump discharge
rate. This approach is incapable of accounting for changes in pump discharge pressure (for
sprinkler versus furrow irrigation, for example) or seasonal and interannual changes in static
depth to water. Hours of pump operation are recorded on a semi-annual basis. This
information is included in the database. Pumping in areas outside of Zone 6 is not metered
as of 2021.

4.4.2 Imported Water

SBCWD and SCVWD manage the imported water from the Central Valley Project (CVP) for
their respective service areas. Imported water data volumes, uses, and locations of delivery
are documented by SBCWD for Zone 6 and included in the project database. The volumes of
imported water delivered to municipal sources, agricultural uses, managed recharge, and
evaporative losses are recorded monthly. Locations of major imported water delivery
pipelines are included in the GIS datasets in the project geodatabase.
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SCVWD delivers some imported water to portions of the Basin in Santa Clara County.
SCVWD provided semiannual delivery volumes for the two customers in the GSP area.

4.4.3 Recycled Water and Wastewater

The City of Hollister produces recycled water for irrigation purposes, including landscape
irrigation in the City’s Riverside (Brigantino) Park. SBCWD provides delivery of recycled
water to nearby agricultural customers. Delivered amounts and distribution locations are
included in the water use database.

5. OTHER FORMATS
5.1 Climate Data (precipitation, evaporation, temperature) - Excel

Climate data are compiled and stored as an Excel file. The workbook also calculates the
cumulative departure of precipitation and local water year type by quintiles.

A key data source is the California Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS),
which is a program unit within DWR that manages a network of more than 145 automated
weather stations in California. This network is designed to assist irrigators in managing their
water resources more efficiently. The two stations in the Basin are:

e Station #126 located in Hollister with available data from 6/9/1994
e Station #143 located in San Juan with available data from 1/1/1998

5.2 Soil Index

The Soil Agricultural Groundwater Banking Index (SAGBI) is a suitability index for
groundwater recharge on agricultural land, for example, water spreading in dormant
orchards or on fallow land. The SAGBI is based on five major factors for managed aquifer
recharge on agricultural lands: deep percolation, root zone residence time, topography,
chemical limitations, and soil surface condition. The coverage is available through an online
web tool by the California Soil Resource Lab at UC Davis and UC-ANR and DWR
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/cadwrlanduseviewer/.

6. DATA MANAGEMENT STORAGE

The DMS will continue to be updated with more recent data for annual reports and the GSP
5-year update. It is expected that new datasets will be added as projects and management
actions are enacted to fille data gaps. For example, remote sensing raster files and tabular
data will be added to quantity basin-wide water use.

The geodatabase, Access databases, and excel workbooks are updated annually as part of
the Annual Report. The District will maintain a copy of the annually updated files.
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APPENDIX F

Annual Groundwater Reports

e Annual Groundwater Report WY 2015
e Annual Groundwater Report WY 2016
e Annual Groundwater Report WY 2017
e Annual Groundwater Report WY 2018
e Annual Groundwater Report WY 2019
e Annual Groundwater Report WY 2020
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PURSUING SUSTAINABILITY

This Annual Groundwater Report for San Benito County Water District (District) describes
groundwater conditions in the San Benito County portion of the Gilroy-Hollister basin. It
documents water supply sources and uses, groundwater levels and storage, and District
management activities for water year 2015. Recommendations are provided with regard to
groundwater replenishment, pumping, and the amount of water to import for water year 2016.

The 2014 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) continued to develop in 2015
with clarifications to the law through Senate Bill 13 (effective January 1, 2016) and through
development of regulations by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). In brief, SGMA
requires sustainable groundwater management for designated medium- and high-priority
groundwater basins?, including in San Benito County. Much SGMA activity this year has focused
on defining groundwater basin boundaries as the physical basis for management, establishing
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), and laying the groundwork for Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSPs). The special section of this year’s report addresses initial steps in this
process, basin boundary modification and GSA formation. Boundary-specific actions are
recommended for the District; it is recommended that the District establish itself as GSA for
medium-priority subbasins in San Benito County.

Groundwater use increased this year as available imported water was limited. Groundwater
represented 86 percent of total supply, mostly for agricultural use. The result of the increased
groundwater use was continued groundwater level decline throughout much of the basin’s
agricultural area, specifically San Juan Subbasin.

Water levels continue to decline in San Juan, Hollister West, Bolsa SE, and Tres Pinos subbasins
but remain above historical lows. The San Juan subbasin continues to rely on groundwater use
to offset limited supplies of imported water. Since the beginning of this multiple year drought in
2012, groundwater levels have decreased as much as 38 feet in parts of the subbasin and on
average 28 feet decline across the subbasin. Management activities to facilitate recovery
should target areas with the most significant declines.

Precipitation in water year 2016 is expected to be above average but that alone is unlikely to be
sufficient for full recovery from the multiple year drought. Additional wet years with snowpack
in the Sierra and responsive water conservation (among other factors) will be needed before
imported water supplies are replenished and depleted groundwater storage is recovered.

1 Except when specified, “basin” is used generally to include basins and subbasins.
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INTRODUCTION

The San Benito County Water District (District) was formed by a special act of the State with
responsibility and authority to manage groundwater. The special act allows the Board of
Directors to require an annual groundwater report and, as documented in Appendix A, specifies
the minimum content of the report should the District choose to prepare one. The District, at
its discretion, has also directed that specific Annual Reports include focused discussion of
selected topics; this year, the focused topic is the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA). This 2014 legislation mandates sustainable management for high and medium priority
basins, including several in San Benito County. This Annual Report, prepared at the request of
the District, documents water supply sources and use, groundwater levels and storage, and
District management activities from October 2014 through September 2015.

It is intended to present an overview of the state of the groundwater basin. It also conveys
considerable information, including tables and figures, which are provided largely in
Appendices B through E. Appendix F provides information on water rates and charges,
Appendix G provides information on drought recovery, and Appendix H is a list of acronyms.

Throughout this report, water volumes and changes in storage are shown to the nearest acre-
foot (AF). These values are accurate to one to three significant digits (depending on the
measurement). All digits are retained in the text to maintain as much accuracy as possible
during subsequent calculations, but results should be rounded appropriately.

Acknowledgments

This report was prepared by Iris Priestaf, PhD, Maureen Reilly, PE, Chad Taylor, PG, CHg, and
Gus Yates, PG, CHg of Todd Groundwater. We appreciate the assistance of San Benito County
Water District staff, particularly Jeff Cattaneo and David MacDonald.

Geographic Areas

This report focuses on the northern San Benito County portion of the Gilroy-Hollister
groundwater basin (Figure 1), which extends into southern Santa Clara County. The San Benito
part of the basin encompasses the City of Hollister, City of San Juan Bautista, unincorporated
residential areas, and expansive areas of irrigated agriculture. The Department of Water
Resources (DWR) originally defined the Bolsa, Hollister, and San Juan Bautista Subbasins largely
on geology. DWR is accepting requests to revise groundwater basin boundaries. Section 3
discusses the current boundaries and possible revisions in detail.
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Figure 1. DWR Defined Basins and Subbasins.

The District currently manages water resources, and groundwater in particular, using different
geographic areas. It focuses its management on three Zones of Benefit, listed in Table 1. For the
purposes of District groundwater management and annual reporting, seven subbasins were
delineated in 1996: Bolsa, Bolsa Southeast (SE), Pacheco, Hollister East (North and South), Tres
Pinos, Hollister West, and San Juan subbasins (Figure 2). These subbasins were defined based
on hydrogeologic and significant local factors (i.e., Zone 6 boundaries) and used effectively for
management and data collection for the past 19 years. They differ from the subbasins defined
by DWR and identified for compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Of
the subbasins shown on Figure 2, only the Bolsa subbasin receives no CVP deliveries and relies
entirely on local groundwater.
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Future GSA formation and development of GSPs will be accomplished in terms of DWR defined
basins and subbasins, discussed in Section 3. For GSPs and other future reporting, the
groundwater data may need to be collected and presented for management areas consistent
with DWR defined basins.

Table 1. District Zones of Benefit

subbasins

Zone Area Provides
1 Entire County Specific District administrative expenses
San Benito River Valley (Paicines to San Operation of Hernandez and Paicines reservoirs and
3 Juan) and Tres Pinos River Valley (Paicines | related groundwater recharge and management
to San Benito River) activities
6 22:;:::” :;2:?: Ei;t’TI::s”:[:JSWGSt' Importation and distribution of CVP water and

related groundwater management activities

Figure 2. Locations of SBCWD Subbasins
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Hydrologic Conditions

Local rainfall—wet and dry years—is one driver of hydrologic conditions in the basin, affecting
volumes of certain basin inflows (e.g., deep percolation) and outflows (groundwater pumping).
Dry years also may be characterized by reduced CVP allocations (recognizing that drought often
is extensive across California) and some increase in agricultural irrigation (to offset lack of
rainfall); both of these factors can result in increased groundwater pumping. In 2015, overall
precipitation was 10.56 inches (Figure 3), which is below the long term average (1875-2015) of
12.8 inches but higher than the last three years. Over half the rainfall fell in December as a
result of a few large storms. The intensity of such events tend to result in more runoff and less
groundwater percolation than more moderate rainfall. January was unusually dry: zero rainfall.
This suggests that storms have been more variable and seasonal patterns are less predictable.

Figure 3. Monthly Precipitation in Water Year 2015
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Water year is the fourth year of a multiple year drought, where annual precipitation has been
less than the long term average. Over the last nine years, annual precipitation in only one year
(2011) has equaled the long term average. As shown in Figure 4, the average annual
precipitation over the past nine years has been significantly less than the long term average
(1875-2015). Relative to historical droughts (see also Appendix B), the recent drought has been
prolonged (compare to drought of 1987-1992) with the exception of 2011 and relatively
extreme (compare 2014 to 1977). Recovery of groundwater levels from previous droughts was
accomplished with management activites using available imported water and recharge of local
surface water.

Figure 4. Annual Precipitation (1976-2015)
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MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

The District is active in water management activities including water resources planning, water
conservation, development of additional water sources, augmentation of groundwater
resources, and distribution of CVP water. The District also maintains a comprehensive
monitoring program, including regular measurement of groundwater pumping, annual
evaluation of groundwater storage change, and assessment of regional water quality.

Water Resources Planning

In 2015, the District was engaged in various projects, programs
and planning efforts that address water supply, water quality,
and wastewater management. Most of these activities are
focused on how to maximize CVP deliveries when available or
to develop supplies for use when CVP imports are not available.
It is expected that the recent variability in CVP allocations will
continue in the future because of climate change and
environmental policy.

e Lessalt Treatment Plant Upgrade. The Lessalt Water
Treatment Plant (WTP) was built in 2003 to treat CVP
imports for urban use. As of 2015, the plant has been
upgraded to treat an average of 2MGD (2,240 AFY).

e West Hills Water Treatment Plant. The second surface
water treatment plant to treat CVP imports (for delivery to urban areas currently not
served by the Lessalt WTP) has begun construction. The plant is located at the West Hills
Site, near the San Juan subbasin north of Union Road. It is designed to treat an average
annual capacity of 3 MGD (based on a 4.5 MGD design capacity).

e North County Groundwater. In addition to development of local surface water supplies,
the Master Plan also identified north county groundwater subbasins as sources of long-
term supply. Current planning suggests the North County could produce an additional
1,400 AFY to 2,000 AFY in the near future.

e Recycled Water Project. Additional distribution systems will be added to the City of
Hollister Reclamation facility, expected to begin in late 2015. This system will increase
the use of recycled water in the District. Recycled water will augment supply to
agricultural users in the Hollister subbasin area.
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e Ongoing Planning. The Hollister Urban Area (HUA) is currently working on two water
supply planning documents, the HUA Master Plan Update and the HUA Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP). The documents are expected to be complete by July 2016.

e Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. SGMA, the most significant groundwater
legislation in California history, requires sustainable management by local agencies. The
subbasins of the Gilroy-Hollister Basin must have Groundwater Sustainability Plans in
place by 2022.The District may take on the role of Groundwater Sustainability Agency.
Section 3 of this report provides a detailed look at what that entails.

Water Conservation

Water conservation is an important tool to manage demands on the groundwater basin. During
this multiple year drought, the state has mandated water retailers to reduce their demand. This
state-ordered demand reduction, together with the expansion of ongoing water conservation
efforts, has successfully lowered water demand. Water conservation efforts in San Benito
County are conducted mostly through the Water Resources Association (WRA), composed of
representatives from the District, City of Hollister, City of San Juan Bautista, and Sunnyslope
County Water District (SSCWD).

State Mandated Conservation. On April 1, 2015, Governor Brown issued an Executive Order
mandating water reductions in urban areas to reduce potable urban water usage by 25 percent
statewide. The City of Hollister and SSCWD are required to submit their monthly water demand
reduction accomplishments to the State Water Resources Control Board. For example, as of
September 2015, the City of Hollister and Sunnyslope reduced 26.4 and 36.2 percent from 2013
water use, respectively, surpassing the mandated conservation. The reduced municipal demand
is shown on Figure E-5 in Appendix E.

Water Softener Rebate Programs. Since 2008, a program has been in place to issue rebates to
those water customers who remove a SRWS without replacement ($300) or with transition to
an off-site exchange service (5250). In July of 2014, the City of Hollister enacted an ordinance
that prohibits the installation of self-regenerating water softeners (SRWS) that use sodium
and/or potassium salts.

Irrigation Education. The District, in collaboration with the WRA, has been offering a series of
classes since 2009 on irrigation efficiency and other agriculture practices.These workshops
provide concepts, tools, and examples for optimizing irrigation and nitrogen management
efficiency in row, tree, and greenhouse crop production. The classes also focus on keeping
records and acquiring data needed for water quality regulation and reporting. The WRA also
offers classes to residential customers. These classes instruct customers on topics such as:
efficient irrigation practices, converting landscapes to be water wise and composting.
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Water Efficient Landscape Plans. The WRA website provides three sample Water Efficient
Landscape Plans available for download. The themes include dry creek, strolling, and meadow.
These plans help show residential users ways to make their landscape appealing and efficient.
In addition, WRA provides other residential landscape information such as lawn guides, and a
water wise garden brochure.

Turf Removal Program. In July 2014 the WRA added a Turf Removal Program to encourage
customers to remove high water use turf areas from residential parcels. This program
complements the irrigation hardware rebates and free water efficient landscape plans. In Fiscal
Year 15/16 the program expanded from offering a $1 per square of turf removed up to 500
square feet to 1,000 square feet. The only land cover allowed in the area where the turf is
removed includes: drought tolerant or native plants, permeable hardscapes and/or a
combination. As of November 2015, over 88,000 square feet of turf have been removed in the
Hollister Urban Area.

Other ongoing water conservation programs include:
e |[rrigation rebate program
e Green Business Committee
e Home water survey program
e Toilet replacement program
e High-efficiency clothes washer program

e Education program (classroom presentations, fieldtrips to reclamation plant and water
treatment plant, Ag in the Classroom, Farm Day)

e Qutreach programs including ads in local newspaper, bill inserts, newsletters, San Benito
County Fair, Water Awareness Month (May), Water-wise demonstration garden, water
conservation library for public use, WRA website, and web and print ads in the Hollister
Free Lance newspaper and website.

These ongoing water conservation programs have successfully reduced water demand in the
basin. However, some of these measures may be reaching saturation. For example, the number
of remaining toilets eligible for rebates are limited, as many residents have already installed low
flow toilets. It is important to continue and diversify these plumbing and landscape conversion
programs and public outreach to encourage the public to continue to use water wisely.
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Managed Percolation

Percolation of Local Surface Water. In most years, local surface water released from Hernandez
and Paicines Reservoirs is percolated along the San Benito River and Tres Pinos Creek. Releases
of local surface water have been limited typically to percolation upstream of the confluence of
San Benito River and Tres Pinos Creek. This has helped maintain groundwater levels without
causing shallow groundwater problems and competing for available storage space with the City
of Hollister wastewater percolation ponds.

This year, for the second year in a row, both Paicines and Hernandez were dry for the entire
year because of ongoing drought conditions; there were no releases from either reservoir.

Percolation of Wastewater. Wastewater is percolated by the City of Hollister at its Domestic
and Industrial plants, and is also percolated at the SSCWD Ridgemark Facilities and by Tres
Pinos Water District. Recent changes in operation of the wastewater facilities have decreased
the volume percolating to the groundwater. Information about the amount of groundwater
recharged from these wastewater facilities is found in Appendix D.

Percolation of CVP Water. In the past, CVP percolation was used to recharge the groundwater
basin. CVP percolation peaked in 1997 and was reduced subsequently in response to the
successful recovery of the groundwater basin from overdraft. Direct in-stream recharge of CVP
water is not expected to occur because of concerns for release of invasive Dreissenid mussels. A
table of historical percolation is found in Appendix D.
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3  SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014 provides a process and
timeline for sustainable management of groundwater basins by local agencies, such as San
Benito County Water District. SGMA applies to groundwater basins or subbasins designated by
DWR as high- or medium priority, such as the Hollister, San Juan Bautista, and Bolsa subbasins.
It requires establishment of one or more Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) that
encompass a basin or subbasin, development of one or more Groundwater Sustainability Plans
(GSPs), and achievement of groundwater sustainability within 20 years.

This section summarizes a timeline for compliance with SGMA, along with the District’s current
plan for Annual Groundwater Reports, and potential District actions. It also presents an
overview of key provisions of the SGMA with a focus on initial steps for revising or accepting
DWR basin boundaries and for becoming a GSA. Potential funding also is discussed.

Timeline

The next page presents a timeline from 2015 to 2022. The left column describes the sequence
of the District’s Annual Groundwater Reports, the right column presents key milestones for
compliance with SGMA, and the center provides potential District actions.

The timeline begins in 2015; the first SGMA milestone was DWR’s update and finalization of the
basin priorities by January 31, 2015. As anticipated in the 2014 Annual Report, there were no
priority changes for local basins.? In the left column, this 2015 Annual Report addresses issues
concerning basin boundaries. As of December 2015, DWR has developed draft regulations for
agencies to request basin boundary revisions. These regulations become law on January 1,
2016, at which time a 90-day window opens (through March 31, 2016) during which local
agencies can submit a basin boundary modification request. In the future, other such request
periods will be scheduled.

Precise definition of basin boundaries (and areas) is important because these are the areas
within which a GSA manages (and assesses fees). This 2015 Annual Report also addresses GSA
formation; as illustrated on the timeline, this is required by June 30, 2017. A GSA (or
conceivably more than one) is required to encompass the Hollister, San Juan Bautista, and Bolsa
subbasins, as is one or more GSPs, which can be prepared thereafter (illustrated on the timeline
in 2018) and completed by January 31, 2022.

2 For the sake of brevity, the term “basin” is used generally to include basins and subbasins, except when a specific
subbasin is mentioned.
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The next Annual Reports are scheduled, as shown, to provide the regular triennial updates on
water quality and the water balance. These 2016 and 2017 efforts (water quality and water
balance respectively) will provide basic technical information to support the preparation of a
GSP that may begin in 2018. As shown in the right column, at the same time (2016 and 2017),
DWR will provide support for SGMA by publishing regulations for GSPs, reports on available
surface water for replenishment, and regulations on best management practices.

Affected Basins

Under SGMA, DWR has ranked all California groundwater basins identified in DWR Bulletin 118
(DWR 2003) as very low, low, medium or high priority. Prioritization criteria include factors such
as number of public supply wells, total wells, irrigated acreage, population, reliance on
groundwater, impacts on streamflow and habitat, and occurrence of problems (e.g., overdraft,
seawater intrusion, and subsidence). A medium- or high-priority basin has State-wide
importance, but may or may not be in trouble. In addition, a low- or very-low priority basin may
or may not have problems; moreover, its ranking is not intended to downplay its local
significance. Rankings will be updated regularly; the next update will occur after basin
boundaries are finalized in 2016.

SGMA compliance for low and very-low priority basins is not required, but an overlying water or
land use agency may volunteer to be a GSA and prepare a GSP. Very low rankings were assigned
to the Santa Ana, Upper Santa Ana, Quien Sabe, Tres Pinos, San Benito River, Dry Lake, Bitter
Water, Hernandez, Panoche, and Vallecitos valley basins (see Figure C-1 for locations).

The Hollister, San Juan Bautista, and Bolsa subbasins of the Gilroy-Hollister Basin have been
ranked as medium priority and thus are subject to SGMA. In addition, the Llagas subbasin of the
Gilroy-Hollister Basin (Santa Clara County) has been designated as high priority, and the Pajaro
Valley Groundwater Basin (which overlaps Santa Cruz, Monterey, and San Benito counties) has
been deemed high priority. Moreover, the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin has been
designated as critically overdrafted. This has important ramifications for GSP preparation and
implementation; specifically, GSPs for such overdrafted basins must be adopted with
implementation underway by 2020 (two years early) and sustainability must be achieved by
2040.

Basin Boundaries

Boundaries for all California groundwater basins have been defined by DWR, mostly based on
geology, particularly contacts between unconsolidated sediments (e.g., alluvium) and lower-
permeability geologic formations outside the basin, or geologic features like faults. Subbasin
boundaries may also include jurisdictional boundaries such as county lines.
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As noted in the 2014 Annual Report, some of the basin boundaries (as delineated by DWR)
present hydrogeologic or governance issues. For example, the boundary dividing the Gilroy-
Hollister Valley Basin between the Llagas and Bolsa/Hollister subbasins does not coincide neatly
with the San Benito-Santa Clara county line. As a result, small portions of the Bolsa and Hollister
subbasins extend into Santa Clara County where the District has no jurisdiction. Similarly, small
marginal areas of the Llagas subbasin lap into San Benito County.

SGMA provides for basin boundary adjustments, some of which have been initiated already by
DWR. In 2015, DWR began to realign some digitally-mapped (GIS) boundaries of basins to more
accurately correspond with the original written descriptions in DWR Bulletin 118. These
linework improvements mostly pertain to county lines and updated river locations, mostly in
the Central Valley, but also include some of the above-mentioned subbasin boundaries along
the Pajaro River and San Benito-Santa Clara county line.

In addition, local agencies may request that DWR revise the boundaries of a basin, including
establishing new subbasins. Draft regulations for basin boundary revisions were developed by
DWR through a public process in 2015 and the resulting Basin Boundary Emergency Regulation
provisions went into effect on November 16, 2015. In brief, the regulations describe:

e The authority and intent of the regulations
e Definitions for key terms

e Description of Boundary Modification Categories, including scientific (based on geologic
or hydrologic conditions) and jurisdictional (involving addition, deletion, or relocation of
a boundary that promotes sustainable groundwater management)

e Procedures for modification requests and public input
e Description of the required information to support the proposed modification
e Methodology and criteria for evaluation by DWR

e Procedures for the adoption by DWR of boundary modifications.

The regulations are extensive and detailed, and description is beyond the scope of this report.
Nonetheless, some fundamentals are noted below:

e Basin boundaries are defined by the written description in Bulletin 118 (until revised)

e An entire basin/subbasin must be covered by a GSA and GSP (or multiples of each) to
avoid being designated as probationary and thereby risking State intervention

e Any proposed changes must be demonstrated to support sustainable management in
the proposed basin and to avoid adversely affecting achievement of sustainability in
adjacent basins.
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DWR has developed an extensive, interactive and evolving website for SGMA that provides
substantial information and multiple tools, both for local agencies and for the public and
stakeholders. Selected links to the website are provided at the end of this section.

As noted previously, boundary modification requests can be made between January 1 and
March 31, 2016; these will be reviewed by DWR and if approved, the changes will be published
in the next version of Bulletin 118 (in 2017) and will be ready for the remainder of the SGMA
process, in other words, GSA formation and GSP development.

Local Basin Boundary Issues

Local basin boundaries were examined for this Annual Report in order to identify any issues
that might prompt a basin boundary modification request. This involved application of existing
GIS information to delineate the relevant, sometimes intertwined boundaries, including
mapped boundaries related to Bulletin 118, local subbasins defined in 1996 and used in Annual
Reports since then, plus county and water agency boundaries.

Background information also was reviewed. Various geologic maps were examined with regard
to Bulletin 118 mapped boundaries in order to establish the provenance of Bulletin 118
boundaries and consider their accuracy and usefulness for District management purposes. The
written descriptions in Bulletin 118 also were reviewed, recognizing their primacy in defining
boundaries. In addition, the factors used in establishing the local 1996 subbasins were
reviewed, as was a subsequent review of local boundaries (Yates, 2006).

The review focused on the medium- and high-priority groundwater basins/subbasins in and
adjacent to northern San Benito County, which are subject to SGMA. This review identified five
potential areas of concern; these are indicated on Figure 5 and discussed below in numerical
order.
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Figure 5. Areas of Potential Boundary Concerns

1. Llagas-Bolsa and Llagas-Hollister Boundary along the Pajaro River/County Line

The boundary between the Llagas-Bolsa

and Llagas-Hollister subbasins does not

coincide neatly with the San Benito-Santa

Clara county line, but in some areas is

aligned with the Pajaro River. This would

cause governance issues for both San

Benito County Water District and Santa

Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD).

Recognizing these issues in a number of

California basins with river/county

boundaries, DWR has begun to realign

some boundaries to better represent

Bulletin 118 intent and to specify the county line as the boundary. For San Benito and Santa
Clara counties, the respective subbasin areas are shown on Inset Map 1 along with the areas
affected by DWR revisions. These edits apparently reassign these areas between the Llagas and
the Bolsa or Hollister subbasins, so all areas would remain subject to SGMA, and be under the
appropriate jurisdiction. This represents an effective solution.
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2. Santa Clara-San Benito County Line and Hollister Subbasin

Portions of the Hollister subbasin extend into Santa Clara County as shown on Inset Map 2. The
subbasin is predominantly within San Benito County and the jurisdiction of the District, and is
actively managed by the District. The portions in Santa Clara County are hydrogeologically
continuous and connected with the remainder of the subbasin. These are alluvial areas (e.g.,
Pacheco Creek Valley and Las Viboras Valley) and productive groundwater areas that support
irrigation and domestic production wells or are apparently capable of such production. They are
upstream of the San Benito County portion of the Hollister Subbasin with potential for
downstream impacts. Accordingly, these areas are part of the Hollister Subbasin and should be
part of subbasin management.
These areas are within SCVWD jurisdiction—
for which SCVWD is the exclusive GSA—but
apparently are not actively managed by
SCVWD. In addition, SGMA provides SCVYWD
(and other exclusive GSAs) the ability to “opt
out” of being a GSA, in which case, the
County of Santa Clara is the default GSA.
Nonetheless, the entire basin—including
these areas—is required to be addressed in a
GSP. Given the location of these areas within
SCVWD and given their upgradient status
relative to the remainder of the Hollister
subbasin managed by SBCWD, then
collaborative management between the two
districts would support compliance and avoid
probation (should a GSP not be prepared).
The two districts should collaboratively
manage the areas through an agreement
such as a Memorandum of Agreement.

3. Portion of San Juan Subbasin in Santa Clara County

As shown Inset Map 3, a small portion of the San Juan Subbasin has been mapped as extending
across the Pajaro River into Santa Clara County. Bulletin 118 text indicates that the Pajaro River
(which is coincident with the county line here) is the northern boundary of the San Juan
subbasin, but the small area may contain an aquifer that is hydrogeologically continuous with
the remainder of the San Juan Subbasin and sufficiently warranted to be part of the subbasin.
At this time, the District is sharing available well information with SCVYWD to assess the small
area.
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This small area may be appropriate for DWR to realign
the mapped boundaries to better represent Bulletin
118 intent and to specify the county line as the
boundary. The county line would be preferred because
it does not shift as does a river. If the boundary is not
edited, SCVWD is the GSA (although it may opt out), but
the area still would need to be included in a GSP. If not
addressed in a GSP, coverage of the San Juan Subbasin
by a GSP would be incomplete, and the GSP for San
Juan Subbasin would be deemed inadequate, risking
probation. Unless resolved by DWR realignment,
SCVWD and/or SBCWD could request an internal
jurisdictional boundary adjustment for this portion of
the basin boundary to coincide with the county line.

4. Portion of Pajaro Valley Basin in San Benito County but not PVWMA

In Bulletin 118, the Pajaro Valley Basin is described
as bounded on the east by the San Andreas Fault
and pre-Quaternary formations. This indicates that
the basin extends into San Benito County; DWR
boundaries are depicted on Inset Map 4. Pajaro
Valley Water Management Agency (PVWMA) was
established to manage that basin and the PYWMA
website indicates that PVWMA boundaries were
drawn as closely as possible to match the basin
boundaries described in Bulletin 118-80. Inset
Map 4 indicates that PVWMA jurisdiction does not
completely encompass the Pajaro Valley Basin,
resulting in potentially unmanaged areas in San
Benito County and District jurisdiction.

General knowledge of local groundwater
conditions in eastern Pajaro Valley Basin suggests that the potentially unmanaged area may not
warrant inclusion in any groundwater basin. To avoid a potential unmanaged area, PVWMA and
SBCWD should collaborate to evaluate the status of this area. A boundary modification request
may be needed, noting that the Pajaro Valley Basin (designated as critically overdrafted) should
have a GSP by the early deadline of 2020.

If the portion of the Pajaro Valley Basin into San Benito County is confirmed as part of the
groundwater basin, then a GSA is needed to provide full coverage; candidates would be
PVWMA (preferred as the agency established to manage the basin), the District, or San Benito
County (as the default). It is recommended that the District continue discussions with PVWMA
to address this area.
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5. Basin boundaries internal to SB County: San Juan, Tres Pinos, Santa Ana, and others

Bulletin 118 boundaries are different from the subbasin boundaries that were defined for the
District in 1996 and used thereafter in Annual Reports (compare Figures 1 and 2). Inset Map 5
shows the southern portion of the San Juan Subbasin (as defined by Bulletin 118), which
extends far into areas with currently

minimal development, data, and

management. Nonetheless, these

southern areas are included by DWR in

the medium-priority San Juan subbasin

and are subject to SGMA. Other basins in

southern San Benito County are very low

priority; for example, Inset Map 5 shows

the Santa Ana Valley and Tres Pinos Valley

basins, which also currently have minimal

development and are not subject to

SGMA. Accordingly, the DWR basin

definitions present management issues

with regard to monitoring, management,

and reporting in a cost-effective and

equable manner.

One option would involve a request to subdivide the San Juan Subbasin into northern and
southern portions. The northern portion would remain medium priority and the southern part
would likely by very low priority. This would require a series of District actions, including a
process of notification to DWR and the public, provision of supporting information, and
submittal of technical information. Such a request would face a “high bar” of demonstrating
that the subdivision is supportive of sustainable management both for the new subbasin and
adjacent basins. This is technically possible, but would require an investment of time and
money without guarantee of success.

Alternatively, the default DWR basin boundaries can be accepted (at least for the near term),
and modifications can be made internally and gradually to groundwater monitoring and
management practices. This latter option recognizes that the DWR boundaries have been used
by the District, for example, for the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan (Todd Groundwater,
2013) and for CASGEM compliance. Internal modification can be made through the Annual
Reporting process and would involve redefining the 1996 subbasins as management areas and
some adaption of data collection, data analyses, and reporting.
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Groundwater Sustainability Agencies

SGMA requires that a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) be established for all medium
and high priority basins by June 30, 2017. One or more GSAs may be formed in a basin, but
coverage of the basin must be complete. Any local water or land use agency or combination of
local agencies overlying a groundwater basin may elect to be a GSA. Some agencies that have
been created by statute to manage groundwater already have been deemed the exclusive
agencies to comply with the Act within their boundaries, unless the agency elects to opt out.
Both SCVWD and PVWMA are already identified in the legislation as exclusive agencies. As a
default, counties will be assumed to be the GSAs for unmanaged basins or unmanaged portions
of basins.

Given its historical groundwater management leadership in San Benito County and its County-
wide jurisdiction, it is recommended that the District elect to be a GSA for the medium-priority
subbasins within its jurisdiction. (It may also consider electing to be GSA for other basins
regardless of priority ranking).

In brief, the process of forming a GSA includes:

e developing a detailed description of the proposed boundaries of the basin or portion
of the basin to be managed by the GSA

e preparing new bylaws, ordinances or authorities (including review of existing
authorities/limitations in the District’s founding act to identify potential
contradictions)

e developing a list of stakeholders and preparing an explanation of how their interests
will be considered in the GSP

e holding a properly-noticed hearing and passing a resolution

e providing a notice to DWR within 30 days (including documentation of the above
items).

After 90 days, if no other agency elects to be GSA, then the District would become the exclusive
GSA for the basin or portion of the basin.

Once established, a GSA will have authorities and management tools for compliance with SGMA
and achievement of sustainability. Recognizing that GSAs will be involved in various
management activities, SGMA has provided the ability to assess various fees to establish and
implement the GSP (Cristy, 2015). Costs of planning and monitoring (operations) may be paid
from fees collected from property owners, in particular, those who extract groundwater.
Project capital costs may also be funded from property fees.
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Another source of funding for project costs will be State loans and grants. For example, the
Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (Proposition 1) was
approved by the voters in November 2014; the Sustainable Groundwater Planning (SGWP)
Grant Program provides funds to eligible applicants (including public agencies) for projects that
develop and implement sustainable groundwater planning and projects. Available funding
amounts to a total of $100,000,000. The first round of funding, directed to stressed counties, is
underway.

DWR has developed an extensive and interactive website to assist with SGMA. Selected links
that provide useful information and tools are provided in the box below.

DWR INTERNET RESOURCES

% Announcements
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/index.cfm

** Basin Prioritization
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/SGM BasinPriority.cfm

+» Basin Boundary Modifications
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/basin boundaries.cfm

% Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/gsa.cfm

>

X/
*

Planning Grant Program
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/sgwp/index.cfm

L)
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http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/index.cfm
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/SGM_BasinPriority.cfm
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/basin_boundaries.cfm
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/gsa.cfm
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/sgwp/index.cfm

4 WATER SOURCES AND USE

Water Supply Sources

San Benito County has four major sources of water supply for municipal, rural, and agricultural
land uses. These are summarized below; for more data and graphs see Appendix E.

e Local Groundwater. Groundwater is withdrawn from the basin by private irrigation and
domestic wells and by public water supply retailers. The District does not directly
produce or sell groundwater, but is active in groundwater management throughout San
Benito County. This report focuses on the southern part of the Gilroy-Hollister
groundwater basin (DWR Basin 3-3) and reports data on eight District defined subbasins.

e Imported Water. The District also purchases Central Valley Project (CVP) water from the
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). The District has a 40-year contract (extending to
2027) for a maximum of 8,250 AFY of M&I water and 35,550 AFY of agricultural water.

e Recycled Water. Recycled water is in the initial phases of development as a source of
irrigation water and is presently used to irrigate Brigantino Park. Recycled water use was
only 101 AF in WY 2015 but is expected to increase in the near future. This source is
generally reliable during droughts.

e Local Surface Water. Surface water is not used directly for potable or irrigation use in
the basin, but creek percolation is a significant source of groundwater recharge. The
District owns and operates two reservoirs: Hernandez and Paicines (see Appendix C,
Figure C-1). There were no storage releases from either reservoir during 2015, the
second year in a row.

Groundwater Imported Water Recycled Water Local Surface Water

eAdequate storage *Variable supply *Good water quality *Depleted by extreme
*Available supply «Good water quality eIncreasing supply drought

sLimited water quality W 14 percent of supply f eIrrigation uses *Groundwater

*86 percent of supply «>1 percent of supply recharge

*No direct potable use
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Available Imported Water

The District distributes CVP water to agricultural and M&I customers in Zone 6. In USBR
contract year 2015 (March 2015 - February 2016), water allocations were reduced by USBR to 0
percent of the contract for agriculture and 25 percent of the contract for M&I. These are the
lowest allocations since imported water has been available. Table 2 shows the contract
entitlements and recent allocations (SLDMWA 2015). Note that USBR contract years are March
through February, so water year 2015 overlapped two contract years.

The District renegotiated their shortage policy with USBR in 2015. Now the District will receive
the allocated percent of their full M&I contract (8,250 AFY), even in dry years. In past years if
the allocation was decreased due to water shortage (an allocation of 75 percent or less), the
District received the allocated percent of their historic use. In 2014 for example, the historic use
was 5,556 AFY. In Water Year 2015, the District is allocated 25 percent of their full contract
(8,250 AFY). This could increase the M&I amount allocated in shortage years.

Table 2. CVP Entitlements and Allocations, USBR Contract Years 2014-2015
March 2014 - February 2015

Sh:::-taa"ge % Allocation
Adjustments Allocation | Volume (af)
Agriculture 38,244 0% 0
M&I 8,250 50% 4,125
TOTAL 43,800 4,125

March 2015 - February 2016

Shortage

Year % Allocation
Adjustments Allocation | Volume (af)
Agriculture 38,244 0% 0
M&I 8,250 25% 2,063
TOTAL 43,800 2,063
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Water Use

In 2015, total water use was very similar to 2014 water use, almost 40,000 AF. Figure 6 shows
the total water use from 1988 through 2015. As shown in the graph, groundwater use increased
over last year, from 77 percent in 2014 to 86 percent of supply in 2015. Figure 4 also shows that
water demand has declined over the last eight years (with the exception of 2013). Rainfall has
been below normal for most years since 2008, and water conservation and drought awareness
have had an effect on water use. While water conservation measures could be nearing

saturation in the District, the positive effect should be noted during a particularly severe
drought.

Figure 6. Total Water Use by Source 1988-2015 (AFY)
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Distribution of Demand by Source and Use

This year saw a continued decline in the availability of CVP water. The volume of CVP imported
into the basin was the lowest since 1988, when imports began. Because of this shortage,
groundwater pumping increased to meet demand. Table 3 shows the total water deliveries
from CVP, groundwater, and recycled water sources.

Table 3. Total Water Deliveries for Water Year 2015 (AF)

CVP ‘ Groundwater | Recycled Water ‘ Total
2014 2015 | 2014 | 2015 2014 | 2015 2014 2015
Agriculture | 7,545 | 3,697 | 21,189 | 29,229 - - 28,734 | 32,926
M& 1599 | 1810 | 9,403 5,099 262 101 11,263 | 7,010
TOTAL 9,144 | 5507 | 30,592 | 34,327 262 101 39,997 | 39,935

In 2015, groundwater represented 86 percent of total supply, mostly due to increases in
groundwater pumping for agricultural use. Groundwater for M&I use decreased due to water
conservation from the cities in the region. Figure 7 shows the distribution of total supply by
water supply source and user type. Because the largest volume of groundwater serves
agricultural users, the increased groundwater use causes widely distributed declines in
groundwater (as opposed to a focused drawdown in a local area). This is discussed in detail in
Section 5.

Figure 7. Water demand by source and use, 2015
0%
5% CVP Municipal & Domestic

B CVP- Agricultural
Groundwater- Municipal & Domestic
B Groundwater- Agricultural

B Recycled Water- Municipal & Domestic

For the third year in a row, agricultural water users offset the low CVP allocation with higher
groundwater pumping. Figure 8 shows the shows historical total water use by water source and
water use in the Zone 6 area.
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Figure 8. Water demand by source and use 1988-2015
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Agricultural use has represented most of water use, ranging from 71 to 90 percent of total
demand. In 2015, this sector represented 83 percent of demand. Groundwater for agriculture
use is the highest water use/water source combination in most years, averaging 45 percent of
total demand from 1988 through 2015. However over the past 20 years CVP water for
agriculture use exceeded groundwater agricultural use half of the time. In 2015, groundwater
use for agriculture exceeded the use of CVP water by a factor of almost eight, the largest
contribution since imports began in 1988.

Municipal and domestic use decreased in water year 2015, in a large part due to the mandatory
water conservation. Sunnyslope and Hollister have decreased municipal water demand by 36
and 24 percent, respectively since 2013 in response to mandated conservation. In the past, the
use of CVP water for direct M&I use was usually limited by the available treatment capacity of
the Lessalt treatment plant. This year the plant was expanded but total CVP water for M&I was
limited by CVP allocation and a short period of downtime required to upgrade the plant. In
2015, Lessalt served 1,364 AF, higher than 2014, but below the ten year average.

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER REPORT 2015




Table 4. Zone 6 Water Use in Water Year 2015 (AF)

CVP Water Groundwater Recycled Water
Domestic & Domestic & Domestic &
Subbasin Agriculture Municipal Agriculture Municipal Municipal

Bolsa South East 20 0 2,396 5 0
Hollister East 2,130 1,438 6,334 896 0

Hollister West 115 33 2,636 2,094 101
Pacheco 534 21 4,124 155 0
San Juan 843 131 12,280 459 0
Tres Pinos 54 187 1,459 1,489 0

TOTAL 3,697 1,810 29,229 5,099 101

Figure 9. Water Use by Subbasin 2015.

m Bolsa South East

m Hollister East

m Hollister West
Pacheco

® San Juan

m Tres Pinos

Table 4 shows Zone 6 water use by subbasin, user category, and water type for 2015. Zone 6
includes the Bolsa Southeast, Pacheco, Hollister East, Hollister West, Tres Pinos, and San Juan
subbasins. Figure 9 shows the relative use by subbasin. San Juan represents the largest portion
of water use, 34 percent of the demand, most of which is for agriculture. Continued reliance on
groundwater in areas that have had significant groundwater declines during the current
drought is a potential problem (especially in San Juan and Hollister West). Managed recovery
may be necessary to restore the groundwater reserves in these areas.
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In October 2015, groundwater levels continued to decline in areas of the basin that rely heavily
on groundwater, specifically in the Bolsa, San Juan, Hollister West, Bolsa SE, and Tres Pinos
subbasins. These subbasins have now sustained three successive years of prolonged drought
and limited CVP imports. Groundwater elevation declines during drought do not constitute
overdraft; nevertheless, the continued reduced supplies of imported water in tandem with
increased groundwater demands are a warning of potential groundwater overdraft.

As indicated in the water use section, growers and other water users are relying on
groundwater to compensate for reduced CVP allocations. It appears that sufficient storage
remains in the basin to accommodate additional dry conditions with limited imported water
availability. However, if drought conditions persist, avoidance of significant impacts will require
delivery of alternative supplies to sensitive areas or more rigorous water demand management.

The District should continue to manage groundwater resources for substantial and rapid
recovery in wet years, recognizing that most years are average to dry and wet years are less
frequent. Fortunately, lower groundwater elevations represent increased potential for
capturing water from runoff and add it to groundwater stored in the basin. This presents
opportunities to maximize recharge from precipitation events, streamflow, and reservoir
releases when water is available. However, recharge from precipitation and streamflow in and
of itself may not provide sufficient recharge for recovery in the subbasins that have been most
affected by the last several years of dry conditions and increased groundwater use. Therefore,
management actions that have direct benefit to San Juan and the other affected subbasins
should be considered. Additional information on groundwater elevations (including profiles of
basin cross sections and depth to water contours) are included in Appendix C.

Groundwater Elevations

Groundwater elevation data were examined from 86 wells in the District’s quarterly
groundwater elevation monitoring program. October groundwater elevation data are used for
preparing groundwater elevation contour maps. Groundwater elevations in the fall, including
those shown in Figure 10, are assumed to represent the lowest levels for the water year. The
groundwater elevation contouring methods incorporate the effects of the Calaveras Fault on
water levels by splitting the area into eastern and western portions and then generating
contours for each. The resulting contours are then evaluated for consistency and
reasonableness and any necessary refinements are made. The contours indicate a general flow
from southeast to northwest. Additional groundwater level data are presented in Appendix C,
including maps, summary tables, and water level data.
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Figure 10. Groundwater Elevations, October 2015

The relative changes in groundwater elevations from October 2014 to October 2015 are shown
on Figure 11. The map was prepared by calculating and contouring the differences between
mapped groundwater elevations for the two periods. The accuracy of this map was checked by
examining water level changes in individual wells that were monitored in the fall quarter
(October) of both years. Figure 12 shows the cumulative drawdown over the current drought
(2011-2015. White the reduced water levels are uneven, average levels in most subbasins have
decreased; San Juan subbasin water levels have decreased 28 feet since 2011.



Figure 11. Change in Groundwater Elevations 2014-2015
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Figure 12. Cumulative Change in Groundwater Elevations 2011-2015
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Change in Storage

Groundwater elevation changes from October 2014 to October 2015 were used to determine
the change in storage, which is the net volume of water added to or removed from the basin
over the water year. The change in storage was calculated using the change in groundwater
elevations (feet) and multiplying by the total area (acres) to determine the total bulk volume of
change. This bulk volume of change is then multiplied by the average storativity of the subbasin
to represent the amount of water that a given volume of aquifer will produce. The storativity
values for each subbasin were derived from a numerical model of the basin developed by Yates
and Zhang (2001).

The total change in groundwater storage for Zone 6 was a decrease of 8,040 AF, while the total
change for the basin, including the Bolsa subbasin, was a decrease of 7,125 AF. These large
decreases in storage, while expected, are significant. This marks the third year of significant
decreased storage in Hollister West and San Juan. Since the current drought began in 2011,
average subbasin water levels have decreased by 24 and 28 feet, in Hollister West and San
Juan, respectively. Figure 13 illustrates the change in storage by subbasin for the past six years.

Figure 13. Change in Storage by Subbasin (2006-2015)
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Hydrographs

Long term changes in groundwater elevations in the basin are illustrated in the composite
hydrographs. These composite hydrographs are generated by averaging elevations from key
wells from each subbasin for each monitoring event. The key well locations are shown on
Figure 14. It should be noted that these subbasin hydrographs represent average conditions in
each subbasin and illustrate long-term trends, but do not show localized variations in
groundwater elevations. Overall, groundwater elevations do not indicate overdraft conditions
as of 2015.

Water levels in most subbasins have shown a decrease over the multiple year drought
consistent with increased pumping and decreased storage. Figures 14 through 18 shows the
composite hydrographs along with drought conditions (shading) and key changes to the basin
management. Droughts are defined as periods with annual precipitation significantly below
(less than two thirds of the long term average for a multiple year drought and less than 50
percent of the long term average for a single year drought.

Review of the hydrographs shows that long term trends of the subbasin are similar to each
other and reflect drought conditions and the management activities pursued by the District.

The hydrographs begin in 1976, just before the dry year of 1977. At that time the basin relied
solely on groundwater and water levels were at or near their historical lows. In 1987, the
District began receiving water imported from CVP. In all subbasins, including the Bolsa that
does not directly receive CVP water, water levels subsequently began to rise. A multiple year
drought from 1988 through 1992 slowed the increase in water levels. In some subbasins, there
was a marked decline in water levels due to reduced imported water and reduced recharge
from surface water. From 1994-2004, managed recharge of CVP water along water ways (e.g.,
San Benito River) exceeded 1,000 AFY and the result was significant recovery in most subbasins.
With water levels rising and recovery complete, recharge was reduced to low maintenance
levels. Finally, in response to the latest multiple year drought (2012-2015) water levels have
again declined. Given the history of the basin, recovery can be accelerated with targeted
management actions in the areas with the most need, given availability of replenishment water
(for in-lieu or direct recharge) and, where direct recharge is practiced, accessibility to recharge
sites.



Figure 14. Locations of Key Wells Used in Hydrographs
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Figure 15. Composite Hydrographs (Pacheco Creek and Pacheco)

Figure 16. Composite Hydrographs (Bolsa and Bolsa SE)



Figure 17. Composite Hydrographs (Hollister East and San Juan)

Figure 18. Composite Hydrographs (Tres Pinos and Hollister West)



The District derives its operating revenue from charges levied on landowners and water users.
Non-operating revenue is derived from property taxes, interest, standby and availability
charges, and grants. Zone 6 charges relating to the importation and distribution of CVP water
are the focus of this section.

Table 5 (on the following page) summarizes District charges for Zone 6 water users. These
include a standby and availability charge, groundwater charge, and charges for CVP water
including water service charges and power charges. The standby and availability charge is a
uniform per-acre charge assessed on all parcels with access to CVP water (an active or idle
turnout from the distribution system). The groundwater charge reflects costs associated with
groundwater monitoring and management, including the cost of purchasing CVP water and
power charges associated with percolation. The per-acre-foot charge is determined by dividing
these costs by the volume of groundwater usage. Groundwater charges are adjusted annually
in March.

CVP rates include the cost of service, restoration fund payment, charges for maintenance of San
Luis Delta Mendota Water Authority facilities, and others fees (the breakdown is found in
Appendix F).

The District has also calculated the groundwater charge for the next USBR water year (March
2016-February 2017). The detailed calculation is shown in Appendix F and the District
recommends $4.95 for agricultural use in Zone 6 and a groundwater charge of $24.95 is
recommended for M&I use in Zone 6.

Assuming that the District becomes a GSA and prepares a GSP, compliance with SGMA will
entail increased costs for operation and maintenance in areas beyond Zone 6; the District
should explore the financial measures to support SGMA compliance equably across the
managed subbasins.



Table 5. Charges for Zone 6 Water Users, March 2015 - February 2016

Agricultural
Municipal &
Non-Full Full Cost Full Cost Industrial
Cost (1a) (1b)
Standby and Availability S/acre $6.00 $6.00 $6.00 $6.00
Groundwater S/acre-foot $3.95 $3.95 $3.95 $23.25
CVP (Blue Valve)

Water charge (3) S/acre-foot | $179.00 $315.00 $326.00 $247.00
Power charge

Subsystem 2 S/acre-foot | $42.75 $42.75 $42.75 $42.75

Subsystem 6H S/acre-foot | $31.05 $31.05 $31.05 $31.05

Subsystem 9L S/acre-foot | $45.70 $45.70 $45.70 $45.70

Subsystem 9H S/acre-foot | $97.15 $97.15 $97.15 $97.15

All other subsystems | S/acre-foot | $ 23.80 $23.80 $23.80 $23.80

1 Full-cost rates for agricultural users apply to landholders that have exceeded his/her or its non full-cost entitlement. There
are two full-cost rates:

a. Section 202(3) - the lower full-cost rate, which applies to qualified recipients leasing in excess of their 960-acre entitlement,
limited recipients that received Reclamation irrigation water on or before October 1, 1981, and extended recordable
contracts.

b. Section 205(a)(3) - the higher full-cost rate, which applies to prior law recipients leasing in excess of their applicable non full-
cost entitlement, and limited recipients that did not receive Reclamation irrigation water on or before October 1,
1981. See Section 202(3) or 205(a)(3) of RRA Rules and Regulations for further non full-cost definitions.

2 For parcels 10 acres or smaller in size the water charge is $29.85 and $20.60 monthly for agriculture and M&I respectively.

Monthly charges include annual minimum quantity (Agricultural at 2 acre-feet per year and M&I at 1 acre-foot per year), with

water use above the annual minimum charged at applicable Agricultural or Non-Agricultural water rate.

The District has also calculated the groundwater charge for the next USBR water year (March 2016-February 2017). The

detailed calculation is shown in Appendix F and the District recommends $4.95 for agricultural use in Zone 6 and a groundwater

charge of $24.95 is recommended for M&I use in Zone 6.
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OUTLOOK

El Nino

The next water year is expected to be an El Nifio year, with strong evidence that precipitation
will be above normal for Northern California. According to the National Weather Service (NWS),
precipitation in water year 2016 is expected to be average for the winter months and above
average for the critical spring months. Previous El Nifio years include water years 1958, 1966-7,
1973, 1983-84, and 1998. The average Hollister precipitation in these El Nifio years was 22
inches, 174 percent of normal. While an El Nifio year brings more precipitation, the increased
volume and intensity may lead to relatively more runoff and less recharge to the groundwater
basins.

Drought Relief?

Increased rainfall this year alone is unlikely to end the drought. The Association of California
Water Agencies (ACWA) has prepared an infographic to highlight what is needed to end the
drought, which is provided in Appendix G. The main elements to end California’s drought are:

e Snowpack- this winter’s snowpack would need to return to at least average or above —
about 39 inches of snow water content on April 1.

e Temperatures - Storms must be cold enough to support significant snowpack in the
Sierra.

e Rainfall - Based on past drought-busting years, precipitation would need to be about
120% of average in key Northern California watersheds.

e Reservoirs - Key reservoirs are about a third of their capacity or less. Above-normal rain
and runoff in Northern California would be needed for storage levels to recover this
winter.

e Groundwater — Water level recovery will be a multi-year process that depends on how
subbasins are recharged and how much groundwater continues to be pumped.

e Water for Farm and Communities Restored — Lifting of emergency conservation
measures and a resumption of deliveries similar to prior non-drought periods will be a
sign of drought recovery.
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CVP Deliveries

The annual allocation of CVP water remains uncertain. In past years, San Luis & Delta Mendota
Water Authority (SLDMWA) has forecasted CVP allocation for the next year. As of November
2015 they have not released a projection, due in part to the repayment of water to the State
Water Project and uncertainty with short term water availability. Many factors affect the
allocation, including environmental considerations in the Delta, seniority of CVP water rights on
water ways, reduced snowpack due to climate change, debt to the State Water Project System
and other factors. The District must continue to use their existing tools (and continue to
develop new management tools) to ensure a reliable water supply in spite of variable CVP
allocations.

Groundwater

In 2015, groundwater storage was reduced significantly in parts of the basin due to increased
groundwater use. Current groundwater storage is sufficient to accommodate water demand in
the short term with negative water budgets, and the capacity for groundwater recovery in
subsequent wet years is sufficient to balance moderate increases in groundwater pumping
without causing long-term overdraft. However, persistence of drought and reduced CVP supply
entail a real risk of overdraft.
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8

RECOMMENDATIONS

The water supply outlook for 2016 is mixed. While precipitation is expected to be above
average, the state’s and the basin’s water resources need to be replenished. The District should
move forward with its plans and projects to ensure a more sustainable water supply system
that includes a portfolio of sources.

Basin Boundary Revisions. It is recommended the District work closely with Santa Clara Valley
Water District and Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency to ensure that boundaries are
resolved for compliance with SGMA. No modification of the southern basin boundary is
recommended at this time; management (including monitoring, reporting, and financing) can
be addressed internally by the District. New internal management areas may be defined to
allow flexibility in the level of reporting and management based on priority.

Groundwater Sustainability. It is recommended the District assume the responsibilities of a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency and prepare a groundwater sustainability plan for the
subbasins of the Gilroy-Hollister Basin in San Benito County. The District should cooperate with
Santa Clara Valley Water District and Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency on adjustments
of subbasin boundaries to support sustainable management. If portions of a basin or subbasin
overlap neighboring jurisdictions, the District should start working with the respective agency
toward collaborative preparation of a GSP.

Groundwater Use. Without reliable CVP imports, some subbasins like San Juan continue to
pump groundwater from storage and groundwater levels continue to decline. Direct
management measures should be taken in areas that have critically low groundwater levels and
high use, particularly San Juan and Hollister West.

Groundwater Charges. Based on the methodology used since 2006, the groundwater charge for
the USBR contract year (March 2016-February 2017) is recommended to be $4.95 for
agricultural use in Zone 6 and a groundwater charge of $24.95 is recommended for M&I use in
Zone 6.

Groundwater Production and Replenishment. District percolation operations helped reverse
historical overdraft and then accumulated a substantial water supply reserve. The District
currently manages groundwater storage and surface water to minimize excessively high or low
water levels on a temporal and geographic basis. In 2015, it is recommended—insofar as
possible—that storage in Hernandez Reservoir be replenished as much as possible. Percolation
of available local water supplies should be focused on portions of the basin with groundwater
level decline, like San Juan and Hollister West. Both of these subbasins are along San Benito
River and would benefit from increased reservoir releases.
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS AND

SPECIAL TOPICS

The San Benito County Water District Act (1953) is codified in California Water Code Appendix 70.
Section 70-7.6 authorizes the District Board of Directors to require the District to prepare an annual
groundwater report; this report addresses groundwater conditions of the District and its zones of
benefit for the water year, which begins October 1 of the preceding calendar year and ends September
30 of the current calendar year. The Board has consistently ordered preparation of Annual Reports,
and the reports have included the contents specified Section 70-7.6:

e An estimate of the annual overdraft for the current water year and for the ensuing water year

e [nformation for the consideration of the Board in its determination of the annual overdraft and
accumulated overdraft as of September 30 of the current year

e A report as to the total production of water from the groundwater supplies of the District and
its zones as of September 30 of the current year

e Information for the consideration of the Board in its determination of the estimated amount of
agricultural water and the estimated amount of water other than agricultural water to be
withdrawn from the groundwater supplies of the District and its zones

e The amount of water the District is obligated to purchase during the ensuing water year

e A recommendation as to the quantity of water needed for surface delivery and for
replenishment of the groundwater supplies of the District and its zones during the ensuing
water year

e Arecommendation as to whether or not a groundwater charge should be levied in any zone(s)
of the District in the ensuing water year and if so, a rate per acre-foot for all water other than
agricultural water for such zone(s)

e Any other information the Board requires.
e The full text of Appendix 70, Section 70-7.6 through 7.8 is enclosed at the end of this appendix.

e Each water year a special topic is identified for further consideration. These topics have
included water quality, salt loading, shallow wells, and others. Additional analyses and
documentation provided in previous annual reports are summarized in the following table.






Table A-1. Special Topics in Previous Annual Reports

Water Year Additional Analyses and Reporting

2000 Methodology to calculate water supply benefits of Zone 3 and 6 operations

2001 Preliminary salt balance

2002 Investigation of individual salt loading sources

2003 Documentation of nitrate in supply wells, drains, monitor wells, San Juan Creek

2004 Documentation of depth to groundwater in shallow wells

2005 Tabulation of waste discharger permit conditions and recent water quality
monitoring results

2006 Rate study

2007 Water quality update

2008 Water budget update

2009 Water demand and supply

2010 Water quality update

2011 Water budget update

2012 Land use update

2013 Water quality update

2014 Water balance update and Groundwater Sustainability

2015 Groundwater Sustainability — Basin Boundaries and GSAs
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Water Code Appendix 70 Excerpts
Section 70-7.6. Groundwater; investigation and report: recommendations San Benito County

Sec. 7.6. the board by resolution require the district to annually prepare an investigation and report on
groundwater conditions of the district and the zones thereof, for the period from October 1 of the
preceding calendar year through September 30 of the current year and on activities of the district for
protection and augmentation of the water supplies of the district and the zones thereof. The
investigation and report shall include all of the following information:

(a) Information for the consideration of the board in its determination of the annual overdraft.

(b) Information for the consideration of the board in its determination of the accumulated
overdraft as of September 30 of the current calendar year.

(c) Areport as to the total production of water from the groundwater supplies of the district and
the zones thereof as of September 30 of the current calendar year.

(d) An estimate of the annual overdraft for the current water year and for the ensuing water year.

(e) Information for the consideration of the board in its determination of the estimated amount of
agricultural water and the estimated amount of water other than agricultural water to be
withdrawn from the groundwater supplies of the district and the zones thereof for the ensuing
water year.

(f) The amount of water the district is obligated to purchase during the ensuing water year.

(g) A recommendation as to the quantity of water needed for surface delivery and for
replenishment of the groundwater supplies of the district and the zones thereof the ensuing
water year.

(h) A recommendation as to whether or not a groundwater charge should be levied in any zone or
zones of the district during the ensuing year.

(i) If any groundwater charge is recommended, a proposal of a rate per acre-foot for agricultural
water and a rate per acre-foot for all water other than agricultural water for such zone or
zones.

(j) Any other information the board requires.

(Added by Stats. 1965,c. 1798,p.4167, 7. Amended by Stats.1967,c.934, 5, eff. July27,1967; Stats. 1983,
c. 402, 1; Stats. 1998, c. 219 (A.B.2135), 1.)
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Section 70-7.7. Receipt of report; notice of hearing; contents; hearing

Sec. 7.7. (a) On the third Monday in December of each year, the groundwater report shall be delivered
to the clerk of the board in writing. The clerk shall publish, pursuant to Section 6061 of the
Government Code, a notice of the receipt of the report and of a public hearing to be held on the
second Monday of January of the following year in a newspaper of general circulation printed and
published within the district, at least 10 days prior to the date at which the public hearing regarding
the groundwater report shall be held. The notice shall include, but is not limited to, an invitation to all
operators of water producing facilities within the district to call at the offices of the district to examine
the groundwater report.

(b) The board shall hold, on the second Monday of January of each year, a public hearing, at which
time any operator of a water-producing facility within the district, or any person interested in the
condition of the groundwater supplies or the surface water supplies of the district, may in person, or
by representative, appear and submit evidence concerning the groundwater conditions and the surface
water supplies of the district. Appearances also may be made supporting or protesting the written
groundwater report, including, but not limited to, the engineer's recommended groundwater charge.

(Added by Stats. 1965, c. 1798, p. 4167, 8. Amended by Stats. 1983, c. 02,2; Stats. 1998, c. 219
(A.B.2135,2.)

Section 70-7.8. Determination of groundwater charge; establishment of rates; zones; maximum
charge; clerical errors

Sec. 7.8. (a) Prior to the end of the water year in which a hearing is held pursuant to subdivision (b) of
Section 7.7, the board shall hold a public hearing, noticed pursuant to Section 6061 of the government
Code, to determine if a groundwater charge should be levied, it shall levy, assess, and affix such a
charge or charges against all persons operating groundwater- producing facilities within the zone or
zones during the ensuing water year. The charge shall be computed at fixed and uniform rate per acre-
foot for agricultural water, and at a fixed and uniform rate per acre-foot for all water other than
agricultural water. Different rates may be established in different zones. However, in each zone, the
rate for agricultural water shall be fixed and uniform and the rate for water other than agricultural
water shall be fixed and uniform. The rate for agricultural water shall not exceed one-third of the rate
for all water other than agricultural water.

(b) The groundwater charge in any year shall not exceed the costs reasonably borne by the district in
the period of the charge in providing the water supply service authorized by this act in the district or a
zone or zones thereof.

(c) Any groundwater charge levied pursuant to this section shall be in addition to any general tax or
assessment levied within the district or any zone or zones thereof.

(d) Clerical errors occurring or appearing in the name of any person or in the description of the water-
producing facility where the production of water there from is otherwise properly charged, or in the
making or extension of any charge upon the records which do not affect the substantial rights of the
assesse or assesses, shall not invalidate the groundwater charge.

(Added by Stats. 1965, c. 1798, p. 4168, 9. Amended by Stats. 1983, c. 402, 3; Stats.1983, c. 402, 3; Stats. 1998, c. 219 (A.B.2135), 3.)
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Table B-1a. Monthly Precipitation at the SBCWD CIMIS Station (inches)

Water Year  OCT Y TOTAL % Normal
199 0.1 22 4.4 4.5 16 13 13 0 0 0 0 15.5 119%
1997 1.0 43 6.8 0.2 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0 0 0 15.9 122%
1998 0.2 2.6 4.9 9.1 2.7 23 24 0.1 0 0 0.1 281 |I216% 0|
1999 0.5 0.8 2.5 25 15 0.7 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 10.6 81%
2000 0.1 0.1 4.1 45 0.7 0.4 0.5 0.1 0 0 0 11.5 88%
2001 35 . 0.2 2.9 28 0.6 22 0 0 0 0 0 131 100%
2002 0.7 11.5 11.9 0.7 1.2 16 0.4 0.3 0 0 0 0 281 |I2i6%|
2003 0.0 17 5.0 08 14 11 3.1 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 131 101%
2004 0.2 0.6 53 13 4.2 0.6 03 0.1 0 0 0 0 125 96%
2005 2.0 0.5 35 2.5 29 34 0.8 0.6 0.4 0 0 0 16.7 128%
2006 0.1 03 3.1 15 1.0 5.0 17 0.4 0 0 0 0 13.0 100%
2007 0.2 0.7 17 0.6 2.2 0.3 0.6 0 0 0 0 0.4 67 | 52% |
2008 0.7 0.7 0.9 4.6 21 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 9.1 70%
2009 03 11 19 0.4 37 1.8 0.2 0.5 0 0 0 0.2 10.0 76%
2010 0.5 0 13 23 22 17 34 0.6 0 0 0 0 121 93%
2011 0.7 1.9 26 16 26 23 0.2 08 0 0 0 0 13.0 99%
2012 0.7 1.0 0.1 0.8 0.5 23 14 03 0 0 0 0 7.1 54%
2013 0.0 22 12 1.4 0.6 0.5 03 0.0 0 0 0 0 6.3
2014 0.1 04 0.2 0.2 19 16 0.9 0.0 0 0 0 0 5.4
2015 16 05 5.8 0.0 12 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 10.6 82%
AVG 0.7 1.7 2.7 2.2 2.6 15 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 12.9 100%

Table B-1b. Reference Evapotranspiration at the SBCWD CIMIS Station (inches)

Water Year JUN TOTAL % Normal
1996 . . . . . . . . . . . .
1997 . . . . . . . . . . . .

1998 R . . . . . . . . . . .

1999 3.5 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.8 3.0 4.7 5.8 6.7 6.9 5.9 4.7 47.8 98%
2000 4.0 2.0 19 1.2 1.6 3.7 5.1 6.0 6.7 6.7 6.2 4.7 50.0 103%
2001 2.9 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.8 3.1 3.9 6.2 6.5 6.0 6.2 4.8 46.0

2002 3.5 1.9 1.2 1.5 2.3 3.7 4.2 6.4 7.1 7.2 6.1 5.4 50.5

2003 3.6 1.9 1.3 1.6 1.8 3.9 3.8 6.0 6.5 7.3 6.2 5.1 48.8 100%
2004 4.1 1.7 1.2 1.3 1.7 4.0 5.2 6.4 6.7 6.6 6.0 5.3 50.3 103%
2005 3.1 1.7 14 1.3 1.7 3.0 4.4 5.7 6.4 6.9 6.1 4.6 46.2

2006 3.6 2.0 1.2 1.4 2.2 2.4 3.0 5.5 6.4 7.0 5.6 4.4 44.7

2007 3.3 1.7 14 1.8 1.8 4.1 4.8 6.3 6.9 6.8 6.5 4.7 49.8

2008 3.5 2.2 14 1.3 2.0 3.8 5.2 6.0 6.9 6.7 6.3 5.0 50.2 103%
2009 3.8 1.9 14 1.7 1.7 3.5 4.8 5.5 6.3 7.1 6.3 5.3 49.3 101%
2010 3.5 2.2 1.7 1.3 1.8 3.5 3.9 5.4 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.0 47.0

2011 3.0 1.9 1.1 1.6 2.1 2.7 4.4 5.3 6.0 6.6 5.7 4.6 45.0

2012 3.3 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.5 3.3 4.4 6.4 6.8 6.6 6.0 4.6 49.5

2013 3.3 1.8 1.2 1.5 2.1 3.7 5.4 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.0 4.8 48.8 100%
2014 3.5 2.0 1.8 2.1 19 3.6 4.9 6.8 6.6 6.4 6.0 4.7 50.4 103%
2015 3.9 1.9 1.5 1.8 2.2 4.1 5.1 5.0 6.4 6.5 6.5 5.3 50.2 103%
AVG 3.5 1.9 14 1.5 19 3.5 4.6 6.0 6.6 6.8 6.2 49 48.7 100%

Note: The averages are for the available period of record, starting in 1875 for precipitation and 1995 for reference evapotranspiration.
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Table C-1. Miscellaneous Streamflow Measurements during Water Year 2015

Flow (cfs)
Streamflow Measurement Site Oct-14 Jan-15 Apr-15 Jul-15 Oct-15

Tres Pinos Cr - Southside Road Bridge 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - KT Road Bridge 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Hospital Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Cienega Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Nash Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - old Highway 156 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - near Flint Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - near Mitchell Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - upstream of Bixby Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Y Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - San Juan-Hollister Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - Highway 156 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - Anzar Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - 2000 ft downstream of HWY 101
Pacheco Creek - Walnut Avenue 0 0 0 0 0
Pacheco Creek - Highway 156 0 0 0 0 0
Pacheco Creek - Lovers Lane 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo de las Viboras - Hawkins Ranch driveway 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo de las Viboras - Fairview Road 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo Dos Picachos - Lone Tree Road 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo Dos Picachos - Fallon Road 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo Dos Picachos - Aquistapace Road 0 0 0 0 0
Santa Ana Creek - Fairview Road 0 0 0 0 0
Santa Ana Creek - Fallon Road 0 0 0 0 0
Tequisquita Slough - San Felipe Road 0 0 0 0 0
Millers Canal - 2000 ft downstream of San Felipe Lake Locked Out Locked Out | Locked Out | Locked Out Locked Out
Pajaro River - above Millers Canal
Pajaro River - Highway 25
Pajaro River - below Carnadero Cr

30 Carnadero Cr - above Pajaro River

Notes:
See Figure C-3 for numbered site locations

~ = streamflow estimated visually or by relatively inaccurate methods (e.g., width x depth x estimated centerline surface velocity)

Sites were monitored within days in the cited month;

Most sites along any individual stream were measured on the same day.
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Depth to Top

Table C-2. Groundwater Elevations October 2014 through October 2015

Ground

Well Number Ilfveil)Depth :::\::::)n Subbasin Key Well Groundwater Elevations (feet MSL)
(feet MSL)
Oct-14 Jan-15 Apr-15 Jul-15

12-5-09M1 240 105 207 BSE * 121.56 122.24 120.87 114.64
12-5-21Q1 500 0 260 BSE * 70.58 71.35 70.72 67.64
12-5-22N1 372 250 265 BSE * 86.9 89.4 90.32 85.15
12-5-14N1 0 0 229 HE * 178.85 177.87 177.54 176.61 176.87
12-5-22C1 237 102 236 HE 186.27 186.64 187.68 187.35 192.87
12-5-22J2 355 120 250 HE * 188.62 188.75 189.32 188.84 194.64
12-5-23A20 862 178 239 HE * 187.87 186.62 187.64 185.32
12-5-24N1 300 182 270 HE * 180.54 179.87 181.26 180.54 188.12
12-6-07P1 147 0 266 HE 225.86 226.32 227.26 225.35 224.2
12-6-18G1 198 70 303 HE 252.54 266.88 265.52 248.91
12-6-30E1 0 0 375 HE 341.19 341.12 342.04 340.9 349.02
13-6-07D2 0 0 500 HE 334.62 334.22 334.71 334.12 335.02
ROSSI 1 0 0 0 HE 223.62 222.88 223.74 22115 222.43
2317 0 0 299.5 HEN 227.64 227.62 227.32 226.97 232.86
12-5-27E1 175 0 270 HW * 190.88 193.68 194.51 198.64 190.54
12-5-28]1 220 0 276 HW * 206.92 205.88 206.14 204.25 203.59
12-5-33E2 121 81 266 HW * 201.05 199.64 200.32 197.25 191.32
12-5-34P1 195 153 294 HW * 204.24 205.24 204.24 203.35 202.57
12-5-35N2 612 288 305 HW * 215.75 216.76 217.54 217.15 215.87
13-5-03L1 126 0 303 HW * 224.54 225.63 226.64 224.61 223.86
13-5-04B 0 0 285 HW 207.76 209.39 210.71 207.05 204.82
13-5-10B1 0 0 305 HW * 216.86 218.75 219.15 218.02 217.59
13-5-11E1 0 0 309 HW 255.49 261.63 266.62 244.21 243.61
San Justo 4 (INDART) 0 0 318 HW 256.68 257.32 257.76 256.64 254.54
San Justo 6 (ROSE) 0 0 338 HW 232.62 230.64 234.22 233.35 231.86
11-5-26N2 232 95 198 P * 155.28 156.86 155.68 153.42 150.62
11-5-26R3 225 65 208 P * 169.49 170.83 171.02 168.54 166.77
11-5-35C1 180 0 198 P * 158.49 159.88 158.63 155.64 155.88
11-5-35G1 230 0 206 P * 168.23 170.55 170.79 165.81 161.35
11-5-35Q3 0 0 203 P * 157 157.02 158.64 155.52 152.44
11-5-36C1 98 0 223 P * 176.1 176.87 178.63 175.63 174.64
11-6-31M2 188 155 284 P * 201.36 203.24 203.43 201.64 200.59
12-5-01G2 300 0 215 P 174.32 174.52 174.15 173.77 172.42
12-5-02H5 128 42 210 P 170.5 170.34 170.89 170.54 165.67
12-5-02L2 170 0 202 P 186.04 185.94 186.57 181.76 179.87
12-5-03B1 128 100 182 P * 182 182 182 182 182
12-6-06K1 260 16 260 P 260 260 260 259.99 259.99
12-6-06L4 235 50 248 P 212.88 211.87 214.56 211.88 212.9
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Table C-2. Groundwater Elevations October 2014 through October 2015
Ground

Depth to Top

Well Depth Surf; .
Well Number (ert) P of Screens E:Lrv::iin Subbasin Key Well Groundwater Elevations (feet MSL)
feet
( ) (feet MSL)
Oct-14 Jan-15 Apr-15 Jul-15 Oct-15

12-4-171L20 0 0 140'SJ 113.63 111.68 110.99 113.64
12-4-18]1 0 0 150'SJ 120.79 121.57 120.85 116.74
12-4-21M1 250 0 170 SJ * 137.2 138.82 137.87 126.59
12-4-26G1 876 240 210 SJ * 169.62 170.22 169.88 165.88
12-4-34H1 387 120 199 SJ * 135.16 136.65 136.75 132.74
12-4-35A1 325 110 216 SJ 168.12 169.45 170.61 163.87
12-4-36D2 0 0 219 SJ 177.88 177.62 177.92 171.82
12-5-30H1 240 0 250 SJ 189.42 188.88 189.02 186.82
12-5-31H1 0 0 248 SJ 192.11 190.64 191.88 187.84
13-4-03H1 312 168 206.25S) 188.24 188.44 188.87 182.85
13-4-4A3 0 0 210 SJ 187.64 188.63 189.54 182.82
RIDER BERRY 0 0 241.5'S) 215.13 184.14 175.04
13-5-11Q1 178 61 324 TP 235.51 236.64 236.53 234.39 231.61
13-5-12D4 0 0 360 TP 240 243 231 244 198
13-5-12K1 0 0 440 TP 314 316 316 316 314
13-5-12N20 352 301 332 TP * 308.83 310.24 309.27 306.12 300.54
13-5-13F1 134 30 348 TP * 319.88 320.61 318.64 315.54 311.12
13-5-13H1 252 112 400 TP * 327.64 328.57 327.24 325.79 322.52
13-5-13J2 180 0 375 TP * 355.75 356.24 305.62 304.26 302.88
13-5-13Q1 185 44 360 TP * 316.22 318.61 317.72 315.36 312.83
13-5-14C1 0 0 365 TP 261.01 262.64 263.13 254.77 252.52
13-6-19J1 340 128 450 TP 416.72 418.11 419.35 416.21 413.89
13-6-19K1 211 0 422 TP * 351.23 353.45 355.71 351.9 348.54
13-6-20K1 0 0 440 TP 426.73 427.34 425.86 424.44 422.14
LEMOS (Ridgemark) 0 0 522 TP 339.26 340.14 341.55 340.76 338.26
POSEY (Ridgemark) 0 0 521 TP 330.42 332.22 333.15 332.14 331.46
11-4-34A1 100 0 142 B * 132.43 131.9 124.72
11-5-20N1 300 0 150 B * 86.32 92.62 93.68 87.64
11-5-21E2 220 100 155 B 155 155 155 155 155
11-5-28B1 198 125 168 B 168 168 168 168 168
11-5-28P4 140 80 165 B 165 165 165 165 165
11-5-31F1 515 312 159 B * 36.3 46.54 45.17 43.64
11-5-33B1 125 0 169 B 169 169 169 169 169
12-5-05G1 500 150 175 B 102.99 106.35 105.66 103.24
12-5-05M1 0 0 175 B 63.89 64.15 65.12 59.82
12-5-06L1 0 0 177 B * 144.15 146.52 145.77 145.74
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Depth to Top

Table C-2. Groundwater Elevations October 2014 through October 2015

Ground

Well Number et Surfac.e Subbasin Key Well Groundwater Elevations (feet MSL)
Elevation
(feet MSL)
Oct-14 Jan-15 Apr-15 Jul-15 Oct-15

OAK HILL RANCH 1 0 0 745 Paicines 656.73 656.64 653.79
RFP Vineyard 3 (FRANCHIONI) 0 0 706.67 Paicines 645.63 645.21 641.72
RIDGEMARK 5 0 0 668 Paicines 638.64 637.51 630.88
RIDGEMARK 7 0 0 692 Paicines 560.74 594.87 588.26
SCHIELDS 4 (vineyard) 0 0 682 Paicines 628.38 631.39 627.35
11-5-13D1 125 0 258 PC * 205.57 214.19 213.71 211.62 209.51
11-5-23R2 118 43 230 PC * 187 189.12 188.71 183.63 181.61
11-5-2411 70 0 234 PC * 183.3 183.92 183.82 181.56 174.76
11-5-25G1 225 0 244.33 PC * 171.95 171.57 172.48 219.97 217.15
1536 0 0 0 TCPV 289 291 290 289 280
DONATI 2 0 0 696 TPCV 641.35 643.86 637.72
GRANITE ROCK WELL 1 0 0 0 TPCV 300.47 301.22 293.64 283.89 282.54
GRANITE ROCK WELL 2 0 0 0 TPCV 328.54 327.98 318.71 308 306.72
WILDLIFE CENTER 5 0 0 766 TPCV 699.72 695.86 688.74
11S04E02D008 0 0 229 SCVWD 123.23 146.4  132.675 107.2733 123.56
11S04E02N001 0 0 174.9/ SCVWD 125.53 143.27 126.875 94.055 119.87
11S04E03J002 0 0 196 SCVYWD 123.15 14638 126.985 98.5 120.42
11S04E08K002 0 0 178.1/SCVWD 128.72 147.2 145.11  125.615 127.1
11S04E10D004 0 0 169.9/ SCVYWD 124.22 146.42 136.3 112.2967 121.765
11S04E15J002 0 0 144 SCVWD 111.33 139.55 126.93 97.28667 112.25
11SO4E17N004 0 0 180.1 SCVYWD 123.9 146.05  145.505 129.8833

11S04E21P003 0 0 154.9/ SCVWD 118.68 139.89 130.02 113.98
11S04E22N001 0 0 149.9/ SCVWD 114.75 136.29 124.645 104.09 109.82
11S04E32R002 0 0 140.1/ SCVWD 105.51 129.95 120.41 100.4767 102.02
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Table C-3. Groundwater Change Attributes

Subbasin Area Average

Subbasin (Acres) Storativity
San Juan 11,708 0.05
Hollister West 6,050 0.05
Tres Pinos 4,725 0.05
Pacheco 6,743 0.03
Northern Hollister East 10,686 0.03
Southern Hollister East 5,175 0.03
Bolsa SE 2,691 0.08
Bolsa 20,003 0.01

Table C-4. Groundwater Change in Elevation 2006-2015 (feet)

Average Change in Groundwater Elevation

Subbasin 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
San Juan 0.87 (4.49) 0.29 (0.75) (1.39) (0.89) - (10.66) (7.95) (9.45)
Hollister West 3.13 (1.69) 3.31 (1.43) (1.58) (0.66) 2.12 (5.72) (17.41) (3.60)
Tres Pinos 2.47 (2.34) 0.72 8.10 (10.52) 0.97 2.54 (2.48) (6.66) (6.68)
Pacheco 1.93 (4.41) (1.36) 8.10 (6.60) 1.92 (4.36) (2.95) (7.37) 1.92
Northern Hollister East 3.64 (6.51) (4.21) 10.15 (8.73) 2.72 (2.36) 1.65 (9.10) 0.76
Southern Hollister East 3.26 (1.46) 5.45 9.39 4.93 (1.94) (2.18) (1.14) (6.87) 1.61
Bolsa SE 1.55 (6.78) 11.51 (24.80) 25.29 (11.65) 0.25 (4.27) (10.68) (3.34)
Bolsa 6.79 (3.30) 8.97 (16.86) 23.15 (11.19) 10.72 (3.37) (25.56) 457

Table C-5. Groundwater Change in Storage 2006-2015 (acre-feet)

Average Change in Groundwater Storage (AF)

Subbasin 2009 2010 2011 2012
San Juan 510 (2,626) 168 (437) (811) (523) - (6,239) (4,653) (5,530)
Hollister West 947 (510) 1,001 (431) (477) (198) 640 (1,730) (5,267) (1,090)
Tres Pinos 584 (553) 169 1,913 (2,485) 228 601 (586) (1,574) (1,579)
Pacheco 391 (892) (275) 1,639 (1,335) 389 (882) (597) (1,490) 388
Northern Hollister East 1,167 (2,087) (1,350) 3,253 (2,798) 870 (757) 528 (2,918) 242
Southern Hollister East 506 (227) 846 1,457 766 (301) (339) (177) (1,067) 250
Bolsa SE 333 (1,458) 2,478 (5,338) 5,443 (2,508) 53 (918) (2,300) (719)
Bolsa 1,358 (659) 1,794 (3,372) 4,631 (2,239) 2,144 (674) (5,112) 915
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Table D-1. Reservoir Water Budgets for Water Year 2015 (acre-feet)

Hernandez Paicines San Justo
Inflows
Rainfall 7 6 146
San Benito River 338 0 n.a.
Hernandez-Paicines transfer n.a. 0 n.a.
San Felipe Project n.a. n.a. 3,110
Total Inflows 345 6 3,255
. Outflows |
Hernandez spills 0 n.a. n.a.
Hernandez-Paicines transfer 0 0 n.a.
Tres Pinos Creek percolation releases n.a. 0 n.a.
San Benito River percolation releases 0 n.a. n.a.
CVP Deliveries n.a. n.a. 3,205
Evaporation and seepage 376 6 1,049
Total Outflows 376 6 4,253
Storage Change

Reservoir capacity 17,200 2,870 10,308
Maximum storage 338 0 6,694
Minimum storage 323 0 3,206
Net water year storage change -30 0 -997
Unaccounted for Water (0] (0] 1
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Table D-2. Historical Reservoir Releases (AFY)

WYy Hernandez Paicines TOTAL
1996 13,535 6,139 19,674
1997 3,573 2,269 5,842
1998 26,302 450 26,752
1999 12,084 1,293 13,377
2000 13,246 2,326 15,572
2001 12,919 3,583 16,502
2002 9,698 310 10,008
2003 5,434 - 5,434
2004 3,336 - 3,336
2005 19,914 677 20,591
2006 14,112 196 14,308
2007 12,022 1,254 13,276
2008 7,646 495 8,141
2009 4,883 - 4,883
2010 8,484 4,147 12,631
2011 9,757 2,397 12,154
2012 6,341 1,321 7,662
2013 3,963 677 4,640
2014 - - -
2015 - - -

AVG 9,362 1,377 10,739
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Table D-3. Historical Percolation of CVP Water (AFY)

Arroyo de las Viboras

Arroyo Dos Picachos

Santa Ana Creek

John Tres San

Water Pacheco Fallon Jarvis Smith Maranatha Airline Ridgemar Pinos Benito
Year Creek Road Creek1 Creek2 Road Lane Creek Road Road Highway k Creek River
1994 232 136 515 0 0 550 209 0 0 0 0 85 158 1,885
1995 444 238 770 2 0 654 622 73 0 0 0 809 2,734 6,345
1996 0 494 989 832 67 235 708 531 197 134 25 21 6,097 10,330
1997 0 447 601 1,981 77 0 200 17 353 286 29 1,477 5,619 11,087
1998 0 132 109 403 0 0 0 65 0 158 74 518 1,084 2,543
1999 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 256 48 141 10 452 413 1,322
2000 1 0 0 6 0 0 3 236 21 240 12 285 938 1,740
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 161 17 186 1 703 1,041 2,110
2002 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 78 2 143 0 426 470 1,122
2003 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 119 9 172 0 163 605 1,074
2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 83 0 0 0 1 882 1,018
2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 527 527
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 156 0 0 0 1 451 614
2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88 216 304
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
2009 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table D-4. Percolation of Municipal Wastewater during Water Year 2015

Effluent Discharge Evaporation2 (acre- Percolation (acre-

Pond Area’ (acres) (acre-feet) feet) {==19)]
Hollister - domestic* 92.9 2,082 266 1,816
Hollister - industrial* 39.0 456 112 344
Ridgemark Estates | & II 7.2 182 21 161
Tres Pinos’ 1.8 26 5 21
Total 141 2,746 404 2,342

Notes:

1. Hollister pond areas are from Dickson and Kenneth D. Schmidt and Associates (1999) and include treatment ponds in addition to
percolation ponds at the domestic wastewater treatment plant. Assumes 80% of total pond area in use at any time (Rose, pers. comm.).

These areas should be updated as operations change.
2. Average evaporation less precip = 43 inches (56 in/yr evaporation (DWR Bulletin 73-79) less 13 in/yr precip (CIMIS)
3. Values for Tres Pinos were based on WY 2008 values, as current data was not available

The San Juan Bautista plant is not included because the unnamed tributary of San Juan Creek that receives its effluent usually gains flow
along the affected reach and is on the southwest side of the San Andreas Fault. These conditions prevent the effluent from recharging
the San Juan Subbasin.
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Table D-5. Historical Percolation of Municipal Wastewater (AFY)

Hollister
Reclamation Hollister -  Ridgemark Tres
Plant - Domestic industrial Estates| &Il  Pinos TOTAL

1,775 665 155 5 2,600
1,935 610 180 10 2,735
2,020 689 207 14 2,930
1,965 909 201 17 3,092
2,490 518 231 17 3,256
1,693 1,476 156 12 3,337
2,110 1,136 293 24 3,563
1,742 1,078 303 24 3,147
1,884 1,545 283 24 3,736
2,009 1,432 279 24 3,744
1,787 1,536 268 21 3,612
1,891 1,323 227 26 3,468
1,797 1,211 216 33 3,257
1,740 1,228 139 19 3,126
1,580 1,257 139 19 2,996
1,976 428 172 19 2,594
1,922 37 172 19 2,150
1,807 466 183 19 2,476
1,740 605 177 19 2,541

889 332 188 21 1,430
1,552 86 179 21 1,838
1,816 344 161 21 2,342

* Hollister WW data for 2013 updated with new data
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Table E-1. Recent CVP Allocation and Use

Municipal and Industrial (M&I) CVP Agricultural CVP

. - Percent of Contract
Percent of Contract Percent of Historic Contract Amount Contract Amount  Percent of Contract and M&

Contract Amount Contract Amount

Water Y
SECEREAE Allocation Average Used (AF) Used (%) Allocation Used (AF) Used (%)

Adjustment1

(USBR Water Year Mar-Feb)

(Hydrologic Water Year Oct-Sep)

(USBR Water Year Mar-Feb)

(Hydrologic Water Year Oct-Sep)

2006 100% 3,152 38% 100% 19,840 56%
2007 100% 4,969 60% 40% 18,865 53%
2008 37% 75% 2,232 27% 40% 45% 10,514 30%
2009 29% 60% 1,978 24% 10% 11% 6,439 18%
2010 37% 75% 2,197 27% 45% 50% 10,061 28%
2011 100% 2,433 29% 80% 16,234 46%
2012 51% 75% 2,683 33% 40% 40% 17,267 49%
2013 47% 70% 2,652 32% 20% 22% 12,914 36%
2014 34% 50% 1,599 29% 0% 0% 7,545 21%
2015 25% 25% 1,810 22% 0% 0% 3,697 10%
Notes:

! If the M&I allocation is 75 percent or less, the difference between the M&I contract amount and M&| allocation is added to the agricultural contract amount. The agricultural
percentage is multiplied by that sum to obtain the agricultural allocation.
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Table E-2. Historical Water Use by Subbasin and Water Source (AFY)

Subbasin Pacheco Bolsa Southeast San Juan Hollister West Hollister East Tres Pinos Total Zone 6

Source GW CVP GW CVP GW CVP GW CVP GW CVP GW CVP GW CcvP
1993 2,251 3,210 3,474 533 9,278 4,300 7,213 90 3,744 7,275 5,658 224 31,618 15,633 -
1994 3,748 3,394 3,467 602 10,859 3,836 7,327 87 5,475 6,808 5,294 263 36,169 14,990 -
1995 2,756 3,474 2,855 720 9,328 4,554 7,092 460 3,428 6,647 4,475 275 29,935 16,130 -
1996 2,533 3,500 2,682 782 8,726 5,187 5,717 679 3,396 8,267 3,695 408 26,748 18,823 -
1997 2,209 4,205 2,755 997 9,587 6,191 7,602 907 3,534 8,284 4,620 466 30,307 21,048 -
1998 2,035 2,165 1,561 361 6,963 4,099 4,991 591 4,037 5,291 3,751 289 23,338 12,796 -
1999 2,553 3,219 2,453 433 9,312 5,990 7,013 726 3,701 7,279 4,199 391 29,231 18,038 -
2000 2,270 3,256 2,418 355 8,681 6,372 7,590 869 3,108 7,279 4,006 542 28,073 18,673 -
2001 1,848 3,443 2,126 411 7,977 7,232 7,377 685 2,213 7,010 3,599 621 25,140 19,402 -
2002 2,322 3,840 2,193 497 7,571 7,242 6,577 706 2,588 7,390 3,994 737 25,244 20,411 -
2003 2,425 3,277 2,175 493 7,434 7,127 6,222 720 1,897 9,329 2,805 788 22,958 21,734 -
2004 2,461 3,607 2,405 740 8,121 7,357 4,971 614 2,321 10,726 3,204 966 23,484 24,010 -
2005 1,320 3,106 1,849 514 6,608 6,245 5,084 680 2,586 9,198 2,378 642 19,825 20,384 -
2006 1,208 3,495 1,864 661 6,741 7,200 4,633 579 2,555 10,253 2,537 803 19,538 22,992 -
2007 1,034 3,832 2,005 572 7,658 6,160 5,118 553 3,867 10,194 2,908 804 22,590 22,115 -
2008 1,900 1,568 2,014 333 7,796 3,160 4,375 399 3,962 6,792 2,743 493 22,789 12,745 -
2009 3,370 1,257 2,082 179 11,956 1,605 4,186 19 4,733 4,697 2,871 447 29,199 8,204 -
2010 2,553 1,771 1,897 207 9,561 3,452 4,081 10 4,460 6,056 1,686 488 24,238 11,984 151
2011 1,992 2,420 2,781 229 4,987 5,623 3,940 394 1,947 9,575 2,454 427 18,102 18,667 183
2012 3,723 2,652 1,556 288 5,782 5,976 4,298 549 2,004 9,917 2,492 568 19,855 19,949 230
2013* 4,157 1,976 2,348 292 11,044 4,134 5,656 374 5,430 8,224 2,452 565 31,087 15,566 357
2014 3,303 1,020 2,157 32 10,018 1,984 7,227 233 4,872 5,490 3,014 384 30,592 9,144 262
2015 4,279 555 2,401 20 12,739 975 4,730 148 7,230 3,568 2,948 241 34,327 5,507 101

AVG 03-15 2,594 2,349 2,118 351 8,496 4,692 4,963 406 3,682 8,002 2,653 586 24,506 16,385 99

GW = groundwater, CVP = Central Valley Project, RW = recycled water
* Hollister RW data updated for 2013 based on new data
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Table E-3. Recent Water Use by Subbasin and User Type, not including recycled water (AFY)

SUBBASIN 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Bolsa SE 2,352 2,517 2,570 2,334 2,252 2,103 3,004 1,837 2,635 2,180 2,417
Hollister East 8,543 9,526 10,685 8,012 6,860 8,315 9,067 9,453 10,832 8,151 8,464
Hollister West 2,128 1,936 2,145 1,509 1,708 1,888 2,190 2,228 3,324 2,584 2,750
Pacheco 4,190 4,469 4,573 3,220 4,304 4,242 4,279 6,148 5,990 4,121 4,658
San Juan 11,496 12,622 12,185 9,581 12,397 11,960 10,009 10,964 14,376 11,183 13,123
Tres Pinos 800 1,004 954 655 670 640 471 641 652 514 1,513
TOTAL 29,509 32,074 33,112 25,310 28,192 29,148 29,020 30,980 37,810 28,734 32,926
1 T ———————
Bolsa SE 12 8 7 13 9 0 6 6 4 9 5
Hollister East 3,241 3,280 3,203 2,742 2,570 2,201 2,455 2,469 2,822 2,211 2,334
Hollister West 3,636 3,168 3,361 3,265 2,710 2,477 2,144 2,619 2,705 4,876 2,128
Pacheco 235 234 293 248 323 83 133 227 144 203 176
San Juan 1,356 1,320 1,640 1,375 1,164 1,053 601 793 803 820 590
Tres Pinos 2,220 2,336 2,748 2,581 2,648 3,048 2,410 2,710 2,365 2,884 1,676
ﬁAL 10,7000 10,345  11,252] 10,225 9,4247 8,862 7,749 8825  8843] 11,0020 6,909
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Table E-4. Historical Water Use by User Type (AFY)

wy

1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

AVERAGE

Municipal, and

Agricultural industrial Total % Ag
45,366 5,152 50,518 90%
32,387 6,047 38,434 84%
49,663 5,725 55,388 90%
46,640 7,631 54,271 86%
32,210 6,912 39,122 82%
38,878 5,066 43,944 88%
41,854 7,186 49,040 85%
36,399 8,272 44,671 81%
39,575 8,338 47,913 83%
41,482 11,117 52,599 79%
27,526 8,650 36,176 76%
37,203 10,110 47,313 79%
36,062 10,811 46,873 77%
34,035 10,687 44,722 76%
34,354 11,347 45,701 75%
33,533 11,206 44,739 75%
35,597 11,944 47,541 75%
29,509 10,700 40,209 73%
32,074 10,345 42,419 76%
33,112 11,252 44,364 75%
25,310 10,225 35,535 71%
28,192 9,424 37,616 75%
29,148 8,862 38,010 77%
29,020 7,749 36,769 79%
31,270 8,825 40,095 78%
37,810 8,843 46,653 81%
28,734 11,226 39,960 72%
32,926 7,010 39,935 82%
34,995 8,952 43,947 79%
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Table E-5. Municipal Water Use by Purveyor for Water Year 2015(AF)

WY 2015 Oct Dec Jan Feb
Groundwater
Sunnyslope CWD 1,348 188 108 114 48 39 65 114 118 122 137 154 142
City of Hollister 1,960 310 222 110 96 70 124 138 141 169 194 224 162
City of Hollister - Cienega Wells 114 11 9 10 10 9 9 10 9 9 9 9 9
San Juan Bautista 225 22 16 13 12 15 18 19 18 19 26 23 24
Tres Pinos CWD 49 4 4 3 3 3 2 3 4 5 5 4 8
Groundwater Subtotal 3,696 535 358 251 168 135 220 283 291 324 372 415 344
CVP Imported Water
Lessalt Treatment Plant 1,364 0 0 36 144 160 179 141 157 139 144 143 121
Imported Water Subtotal 1,364 - - 36 144 160 179 141 157 139 144 143 121

Municipal Total
Municipal Water Supply Total 5,060 535 358 287 312 295 399 425 448 462 515 558 465
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Table E-6. Historical Municipal Water Use by Purveyor (AFY)

1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

1. Data from Hollister Cienega Wells for 2005-2008 was estimated to be the same as WY 2009

City of Lessalt
Sunnyslope Hollister - City of Hollister - San Juan Tres Pinos Treatment Undivided
CWD - GW GW Cienega Wells' Bautista Plant Total TOTAL

0 5,152 5,152

0 6,047 6,047

0 5,725 5,725

0 7,631 7,631

0 6,912 6,912

0 5,066 5,066

0 7,186 7,186
2,167 2,446 0 4,613
2,139 3,386 0 5,525
2,638 3,848 0 6,486
2,357 3,441 0 5,798
2,820 3,558 0 6,378
3,214 4,021 0 7,235
3,290 3,851 0 7,141
3,256 4,120 21 7,398
2,053 2,754 2,494 7,302
2,426 2,828 2,101 7,356
1,959 3,147 123 247 49 1,843 7,368
1,907 2,801 123 150 49 1,900 6,930
2,413 2,758 123 47 49 1,719 7,108
2,294 2,746 123 417 47 1,323 6,949
2,251 2,503 123 373 47 1,212 6,509
1,861 2,194 108 308 47 1,344 5,861
2,225 1,651 80 292 47 1,593 5,887
2,360 1,761 130 267 45 1,657 6,219
1,655 2,655 120 281 46 1,648 6,405
2,134 2,646 114 285 49 979 6,207
1,348 1,960 114 225 49 1,364 5,060

Cells with no data indicate that the information is unavailable, while years with no use are shown explicitly as 0's.
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Table F-1. Historical and Current San Benito County Water District CVP (Blue Valve) Water Rates (dollars/af)

Water Charge Power Charge Groundwater Charge (dollars/af)

USBR Standby &
ilabili Municipal &
Water Availability Charge Agricultural unicip

)’ Agricultural Municipal & Industrial
Year (dollars/acre) Industrial & P

Distribution Subsystem
6H oL 9H Others

1987 $8.00 $34.00 n.c. n.i. n.i.

1988 $2.00 $34.00 n.c. n.i. n.i.

1991 $4.00 $38.00 $110.00 $6.25 $22.00

1992 $4.00 $45.00 $120.00 $2.00 $10.00

1994 $4.50 $77.61 $168.92 $1.00 $5.00
$15.75 First 100 af

1995 $4.50 $77.61 $168.92 $1.00 $36.70 Next 500 af
$54.60 |Over 600 af

1996 $6.00 $75.00 $150.00 $1.50 $33.00

1997 $6.00 $75.00 $157.00 $1.50 $33.00

1998 $6.00 $75.00 $155.00 $1.50 $33.00

2000 $6.00 $75.00 $155.00 $1.50 $11.50

2001 $6.00 $75.00 $155.00 $1.50 $25.00

2004 $6.00 $75.00 $150.00 $24.30 $46.75 $25.05 $53.70 $15.25 $1.50 $10.00

2005 $6.00 $80.00 $150.00 $26.15 $49.40 $35.00 $66.90 $17.10 $1.50 $21.50

2006 $6.00 $85.00 $160.00 $23.60 $36.05 $34.70 $65.75 $18.40 $1.50 $21.50

2007 $6.00 $85.00 $160.00 $23.60 $36.05 $34.70 $65.75 $18.40 $1.50 $21.50

2008 $6.00 $100.00 $170.00 $17.25 $19.40 $32.60 $62.75 $14.85 $1.50 $21.50

2009 $6.00 $115.00 $180.00 $17.50 $20.25 $42.55 $74.85 $16.30 $2.50 $22.50

2010 $6.00 $135.00 $200.00 $22.00 $27.30 $49.75 $84.35 $21.75 $2.50 $22.50

2011 $6.00 $155.00 $220.00 $22.70 $28.15 $51.25 $86.90 $22.40 $2.50 $22.50

2012 $6.00 $170.00 $235.00 $23.35 $29.00 $52.80 $89.50 $23.10 $2.50 $22.50

2013 $6.00 $170.00 $235.00 $40.30 $29.25 $43.05 $91.55 $22.40 $3.25 $23.25

2014 $6.00 $170.00 $238.00 $41.55 $30.15 $44.35 $94.30 $23.10 $3.60 $23.25

2015 $6.00 $179.00 $247.00 $42.75 $31.05 $45.70 $97.15 $23.80 $3.95 $23.25

Notes:

af = acre-feet.

n.c. = no classification.

n.i. = not implemented

All rates effective March 1 through following February.
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Table F-2. Recent US Bureau of Reclamation Charges per Acre-Foot for CVP Water

User Category
and Cost of service
Cost Item (non-full cost)

Irrigation1

Municipal & Industrial

1994 $71.68

1995 $66.47

1996 $65.63

1997 $69.57

1998 $61.58

1999 $60.30

2000 $64.24

2001 $69.50

2002 $68.71

2003 $72.20

2004 $74.52

2005 $77.10

2006 $91.13

2007 $93.53

2008° $28.12

2009 $30.20

2010 $33.27

2011 $38.92

2012 $39.71

2013 $40.39

2014 $46.87

2015 $53.82

Cost o
Restoration Trinity PUD Contract service’ Restoration Trinity PUD Contract
fund® SLDMWA® | Assessment| Total rate’ (non-full cost) fund® SLDMWA* | Assessment Total rate’
$6.20 n.a. $77.88 $17.21 $165.67  $12.40 n.a. $178.07 $85.86
$6.35 n.a. $72.82 $17.21 $132.90 $12.69 n.a. $145.59 $85.86
$6.53 n.a. $72.16 $27.46 $127.40 $13.06 n.a. $140.46 $85.86
$6.70 n.a. $76.27 $27.46 $143.27 $13.39 n.a. $156.66 $85.86
$6.88 $5.00 $73.46 $27.46 $130.88 $13.76 $5.00 $149.64 $85.86
$6.98 $2.73 $70.01 $27.46 $127.91 $13.96 $2.73 $144.60 $85.86
$7.10 $6.43 $77.77 $27.46 $129.59 $14.20 $6.43 $150.22 $85.86
$7.28 $2.65 $79.43 $27.46 $129.40 $14.56 $4.15 $148.11 $85.86
$7.54 $6.61 $82.86 $24.30 $130.32 $15.08 $6.61 $152.01 $79.13
$7.69 $5.46 $85.35 $24.30 $129.07 $15.38 $5.46 $149.91 $79.13
$7.82 $6.61 $88.95 $24.30 $134.86 $15.64 $6.61 $157.11 $79.13
$7.93 $7.99 $93.02 $24.30 $132.01 $15.87 $7.99 $155.87 $79.13
$8.24 $9.31 $108.68 | $30.93 $214.41 $16.49 $9.31 $240.21 $77.12
$8.58 $9.99 $0.11 $112.21 | $30.93 $215.32 $17.15 $9.99 $0.11 $242.46 $80.08
$8.79 $10.95 $0.07 $47.93 $30.93 $33.34 $17.57 $10.95 $0.07 $61.68 $33.34
$9.06 $11.49 $0.07 $50.82 $30.20 $32.77 $18.12 $11.49 $0.07 $62.45 $32.77
$9.11 $11.91 $0.11 $54.40 $33.27 $36.11 $18.23 $11.91 $0.11 $66.36 $36.11
$9.29 $9.51 $0.05 $57.77 $38.92 $42.58 $18.59 $9.51 $0.05 $70.73 $42.58
$9.39 $15.20 $0.05 $64.35 $39.71 $37.95 $18.78 $15.20 $0.05 $71.98 $37.95
$9.79 $17.29 $0.05 $67.52 $39.91 $38.71 $19.58 $17.29 $0.05 $75.63 $40.92
$9.99 $28.81 $0.23 $85.90 $46.87 $29.70 $19.98 $28.81 $0.23 $78.72 $29.70
$10.07 $30.66 $0.23 $94.78 $53.82 $34.74 $20.14 $30.66 $0.23 $85.77 $34.74

Notes:

(1) Total USBR rate given for non-full cost users only, as they represent the majority of water users.

(2) Cost-of-service for agricultural and municipal and industrial users includes a capital repayment rate and an operation and maintenance (O&M) rate. For municipal and industrial customers, cost-of-

service also includes a deficit charge, which includes interest on unpaid O&M and interest on capital and on unpaid deficit.

(3) Restoration fund charges apply October 1 through September 30.
(4) Beginning in 1998, the San Luis-Delta Mendota Water Authority instituted this charge to "selt-tund” costs associated with maintaining the Delta-Viendota Canal and certain other tacilities, which

were formerly funded directly by the Bureau of Reclamation. SLDMWA issues preliminary rates in December for the upcoming contract year (March-February). These rates are used for rate-setting

purposes; actual rates may vary.

(5) The contract rate is the minimum rate CVP contractors are allowed to pay. To the extent that the contract rate does not cover interest plus actual operation and maintenance costs, a contractor

deficit is accumulated that is charged interest at the current-year treasury borrowing rate.

(6) Per the amendatory contract with the USBR "out of basin" capital costs that were previously included in the cost of service are now under a separate repayment contract.



Table F-3. 2016 Recommended Groundwater Revenue Requirement/Charges

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

Rate Quantity1
Component (S/AF) (af)
Source of Supply
Ag Source of Supply Costs $9.42 18,544 S 174,677 S 9.42
M&I Source of Supply Costs $28.26 6,246/ S 176,502 S 28.26
Percolation Costs
Ag | CVP Water Rate’ $297.49 -8 - $ 349
M&I CVP Water Rate’ $407.68 -8 - $ 775
Ag | Power Charge for Percolation $0.00 - 0S -
M&I Power Charge for Percolation $0.00 - 0 S -
Calculated Total S 942 S  28.26
Previous Groundwater Charge (per acre foot) S 395 § 23.25

—

1 Assumed Volumes
Percolation (based on average of last 3 years of recharge
Groundwater Usage (based on average of past 3 years)
2 Rates=Revenue Requirement/projected usage
3 CVP water rate basis for 2014-2015 water year
Note: Section 70-7.8 (a) of the District Act states that the agricultural rate shall not exceed one-third of the rates

for all water other than agricultural water.

Todd Groundwater 12/3/2015
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WILL EL NINO END CALIFORNIA'S DROUGHT?

The stage is set for a strong EI Nifio event this winter, but experts say it is unlikely
to erase California’s four-year drought. While there is no single factor that will
determine when the drought ends, here is a high-level look at factors the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the California Department of Water

Resources will be watching for signs of improvement.

SNOWPACK

California relies on gradual snowmelt
from the Sierra Nevada to provide a ma-
jor portion of its water supply. To make a
dent in the drought, this winter's snow-
pack would need to return to at least
average or above — about 39 inches of
snow water content on April 1.

*
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RESERVOIRS

Four years of drought have reduced the
state’s key reservoirs to about a third of
their capacity or less. Above-normal rain
and runoff in Northern California would
be needed for storage levels to recover
this winter.

STRENGTH AND LOCATION OF STORMS

NOAA's |atest outlook does not project
where and when storms may occur.
Heavy rain and even flooding in Southern
California — without snow in Northern
California — will not be enough to end
the drought.

TEMPERATURES

Storms must be cold enough to support
significant snowpack in the Sierra. The
average winter minimum temperature in
the Sierra would need to drop by 6 degrees
from last year's average — from 32.1
degrees to 26 degrees. The above-normal
temperatures currently predicted for
Northern California are not a good sign.
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GROUNDWATER

Groundwater levels are down by as much
as 100 feet in some areas. Experts say
recovery will be a multi-year process that
depends on how basins are recharged
and how much groundwater continues to
be pumped.

ey,

MUDSLIDES AND DEBRIS

Torrential rainfall could trigger flooding,
mudslides and debris flows — even
during drought. Areas affected by recent
wildfires are especially susceptible to
mud and debris flow, with potentially big
impacts on water supply sources.

RAINFALL

Based on past drought-busting years,
precipitation would need to be about
120% of average — about 60 inches —
in key Northern California watersheds.

WATER FOR FARMS AND COMMUNITIES

Surface water deliveries for farms
were reduced by 8.7 million acre-feet
in 2015. Urban areas also have seen
reduced deliveries and have been
subject to mandatory conservation.
Restored water deliveries and lifting of
emergency conservation measures will
be a sign of drought recovery.
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NEXT YEAR

Even if El Nifio brings heavy rain and
snowfall this winter, drought conditions
may return next year. California may

be facing a “new normal” of extreme
droughts and floods due to climate
change.

2016






LIST OF ACRONYMS

AF acre-foot

AFY acre-foot per year

ag agriculture

CASGEM California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring
CDHSPH California Department of Public Health

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

cfs cubic feet per second

CIMIS California Irrigation Management Information System
cocC Constituent Of Concern

CvpP Central Valley Project

District or SBCWD San Benito County Water District

DWR California Department of Water Resources

DWTP Domestic Wastewater Treatment Plant

ET evapotranspiration

ft feet

gpd gallons per day

GSA Groundwater Sustainability Agency

GSP Groundwater Sustainability Plan

gwW groundwater

IRWMP Integrated Regional Water Management Plan

ITRC Irrigation Training and Research Center, California Polytechnic State University
IWTP Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant

M&lI Municipal And Industrial

MGD million gallons per day

OCR Optical Character Recognition

pdf Adobe Acrobat Portable Document Format
PVWMA Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency

RW recycled water

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCVWD Santa Clara Valley Water District

SEIR Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
SLDMWA San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
SSCWD Sunnyslope County Water District

USBR U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

UwWMP Urban Water Management Plan

WRA Water Resources Association of San Benito County
WTP Water Treatment Plant

WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant

WY water year
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PLANNING A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE

This Annual Groundwater Report for San Benito County Water District (District) describes
groundwater conditions in the San Benito County portion of the Gilroy-Hollister basin. It
documents water supply sources and uses, groundwater levels and storage, and District
management activities for water year 2016.

Water year 2016 may be the beginning of a slow recovery from the long-term drought that the
District and state has experienced; precipitation was above normal for the first time since 2011.
The allocation for imported water increased to 5 percent for agriculture; this represents the
first agricultural allocation since 2013. Total water use remained similar to water year 2015 and
groundwater remains a large portion of total supply at 83 percent. Water levels remained
above historical lows but decreased slightly from last year. Parts of the basin (like San Juan
Subbasin) that relied on groundwater throughout the drought still show relatively low
groundwater levels. While groundwater level recovery will require increased Central Valley
Project (CVP) allocations and perhaps years for full recovery, such low levels are expected with
conjunctive use of imported surface water and groundwater resources and can be consistent
with long-term sustainability.

The special section of this year’s report addresses water quality. The District’s water quality
database was updated to include recent water quality data for drinking water wells, District
monitoring wells, and regulated facilities. Water quality trends and exceedances of water
quality goals since the last update in 2013 are presented in this report. Overall, water quality
remains stable in the basin but stricter regulatory limits for constituents such as Chromium VI
have required municipal providers to take action.

Fewer wells were monitored in 2016 for both the water level and water quality networks, and
the decreasing coverage and consistency of monitoring data have ramifications for tracking
groundwater conditions. While recognizing that future planning (in accordance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, SGMA) will likely entail revision of the monitoring
program, it is recommended that the network of monitored wells (groundwater elevation and
quality) be stabilized in terms of spatial distribution and number of wells and timing of
measurements.

The District is continuing with long term water resource management planning, including
compliance with SGMA. SGMA evolved significantly in 2016, most notably with completion of
regulations for preparing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). By June 30, 2017,
establishment of a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for local basins?! is required; the
District is considering the next steps for forming a GSA and for planning and funding a GSP.

1 Except when specified, “basin” is used generally to include basins and subbasins.
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INTRODUCTION

The San Benito County Water District (District) was formed by a special act of the State with
responsibility and authority to manage groundwater. The special act allows the Board of
Directors to require an annual groundwater report and, as documented in Appendix A, specifies
the minimum content of the report should the District choose to prepare one. The District, at
its discretion, has also directed that specific Annual Reports include focused discussion of
selected topics; this year, the focused topic is an update on water quality conditions.

This Annual Report, prepared at the request of the District, documents water supply sources
and use, groundwater levels and storage, and District management activities from October
2015 through September 2016. It is intended to present an overview of the state of the
groundwater basin. It also conveys considerable information, including tables and figures,
which are provided largely in Appendices B through E. Appendix F provides information on
water rates and charges, Appendix G provides information on water quality, and Appendix H is
a list of acronyms.

Throughout this report, water volumes and changes in storage are shown to the nearest acre-
foot (AF). These values are accurate to one to three significant digits (depending on the
measurement). All digits are retained in the text to maintain as much accuracy as possible
during subsequent calculations, but results should be rounded appropriately.

Acknowledgments

This report was prepared by Iris Priestaf, PhD, Maureen Reilly, PE, Chad Taylor, PG, CHg, and
Gus Yates, PG, CHg of Todd Groundwater. We appreciate the assistance of San Benito County
Water District staff, particularly Jeff Cattaneo, Garrett Haertel, and David Macdonald.
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Figure 1. DWR Defined Basins and Subbasins.

Geographic Areas

This report focuses on the northern San Benito County portion of the Gilroy-Hollister
groundwater basin (Figure 1), which extends into southern Santa Clara County. The San Benito
part of the basin encompasses the City of Hollister, City of San Juan Bautista, unincorporated
residential areas, and expansive areas of irrigated agriculture. The Department of Water
Resources (DWR) originally defined the boundaries of the Bolsa, Hollister, and San Juan Bautista
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Subbasins largely based on geology (e.g., extent of alluvium). SGMA established a process for
boundary revision, which included an application process in 2016 for local agencies to revise
groundwater basin boundaries. The District did not choose to participate in the 2016 process,
although it may do so in the future. In addition, DWR realigned some of the boundaries to
better align with original descriptions in its Bulletin 118; this included some revision of the
District’s northern boundary along the Pajaro River, whereby the definition of boundaries was
improved by aligning with the Santa Clara-San Benito County line (and District jurisdiction.)

The jurisdiction of the District encompasses all of San Benito County, including all or portions of
twelve groundwater basins (see Appendix C). District management of water resources is
focused on three Zones of Benefit, listed in Table 1. For the purposes of District groundwater
management and annual reporting, seven subbasins were delineated in 1996: Bolsa, Bolsa
Southeast (SE), Pacheco, Hollister East (North and South), Tres Pinos, Hollister West, and San
Juan subbasins (Figure 2). These subbasins were defined based on hydrogeologic and significant
local factors (i.e., Zone 6 boundaries) and used effectively for management and data collection
for the past 19 years. Of the subbasins shown on Figure 2, only the Bolsa subbasin receives no
CVP deliveries and relies entirely on local groundwater.

The 1996 subbasins differ from the subbasins defined by DWR and identified for compliance
with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Recognizing that the DWR boundaries
may be revised with approval of DWR (the next opportunity for applications is in 2018), future
GSA formation and GSP preparation will be accomplished in terms of DWR defined basins and
subbasins. For GSPs and other future reporting, the groundwater data will need to be collected
and presented for management areas consistent with DWR defined basins.

Table 1. District Zones of Benefit

Zone Area Provides
1 Entire County Specific District administrative expenses
San Benito River Valley (Paicines to San Operation of Hernandez and Paicines reservoirs and
3 Juan) and Tres Pinos River Valley (Paicines | related groundwater recharge and management
to San Benito River) activities

San Juan, Hollister East, Hollister West,
6 Pacheco, Bolsa SE, and Tres Pinos
subbasins

Importation and distribution of CVP water and
related groundwater management activities
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Figure 2. Locations of SBCWD Subbasins

Hydrologic Conditions

Local rainfall is one indicator of hydrologic conditions in the basin, affecting specific basin
inflows (e.g., deep percolation) and outflows (groundwater pumping). Recognizing that drought
often is extensive across California, local dry years also may be indicative of regional drought
and reduced CVP allocations. Accordingly, dry years often are characterized by increased
groundwater pumping for agricultural irrigation to offset lack of rainfall and reduced CVP
allocations.
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In 2016, overall precipitation was 14.9 inches, which is above the long-term average (1875-
2016) of 12.9 inches; 2016 was the first above-average rainfall year since 2011. As shown in
Figure 3, most of the rainfall fell in a bimonthly pattern: November, January, and March.

Figure 3. Monthly Precipitation in Water Year 2016

6.00

5.00

4.00

2016 - (14.9 in)
& AVERAGE - (12.9 in)

3.00

2.00

Precipitation (inches)

OoCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
Month

Figure 4 shows annual rainfall from 1976 through 2016. Several notable droughts are shown,
including the brief but extreme drought of 1976-1977, the prolonged drought of 1987-1990, the
drought of 2007-2009 and the most recent drought beginning in 2012. Average annual
precipitation over the past ten years has been significantly less than the long-term average
(1875-2016). Even with the recent wet year, the ten-year average is only 9.5 inches, 26 percent
less than the long-term average. Relative to historical droughts (see also Appendix B), the
recent drought has been both prolonged and extreme.

Recovery of groundwater levels from previous droughts was accomplished with increased use
of available imported water (with increased return flows) and recharge of local surface water.
(Imported water also was recharged until 2007). While rainfall in water year 2016 was above
normal and some groundwater level recovery has occurred, increased CVP allocations are
necessary for significant groundwater level recovery.
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Figure 4. Annual Precipitation (1976-2016)
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MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

District water management activities, in addition to import and distribution of CVP water,
include water resources planning, water conservation, and managed percolation of local
surface water to augment groundwater. To track groundwater basin conditions, the District
maintains a comprehensive monitoring program, including regular measurement of
groundwater pumping, annual evaluation of groundwater storage change, and assessment of
regional water quality.

Water Resources Planning

In 2016, the District was engaged in various projects, programs and planning efforts that
address water supply and demand, water quality, and wastewater management.

West Hills Water Treatment Plant (WTP). Provision of water treatment allows increased direct
use of CVP for municipal and industrial (M&I) purposes; it also
allows delivery of improved quality water to customers. West
Hills WTP is the second surface water treatment plant to treat
CVP imports and allows delivery to urban areas currently not
served by the Lessalt Water Treatment Plant. Construction of
the West Hills Plant began in 2015 and the plant is expected to
be online by summer 2017. With a design capacity of 4.5 MGD,
the new WTP will increase the treated M&I CVP water available
to the Hollister Urban Area by 2,520 AFY to a total of 4,760 AFY.
Eventually, these two facilities will have a combined capacity
capable of treating the entire volume of the M&I CVP contract.

Urban Water Management Plan, Hollister Urban Area. In July

2016, the District, in collaboration with Sunnyslope County

Water District (SSCWD) and the City of Hollister, completed the

latest Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP

provides detailed information on the current and future water supply and demand for the
Hollister Urban Area, and provides a comparison of supply and demand in normal years plus
single-year and multi-year droughts. As documented in the UWMP, the Hollister Urban Area
has adequate supplies to meet demands. The UWMP also documents local water conservation
measures (see below).

Recycled Water Project. The District has worked cooperatively for many years with the County,
City of Hollister, and SSCWD to implement recycled water use. Current recycled water use
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includes City of Hollister landscape irrigation. In June 2016, recycled water also was delivered to
agriculture users in the Hollister East subbasin area. This extended system has increased the
use of recycled water in the District by more than four times the 2015 total, for a total of 499
AF. An additional 250 AF was delivered in October 2016.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. SGMA, the most significant groundwater
legislation in California history, requires sustainable management by local agencies of DWR-
defined groundwater basins. In San Benito County, the subbasins of the Gilroy-Hollister Basin
and the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin (mostly in Santa Cruz and Monterey counties) are
subject to SGMA and must have Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) in place by 2022 (or
2020 in the case of Pajaro Valley, which has been designated as critically overdrafted).

SGMA evolved significantly in 2016, most notably with completion of detailed DWR regulations
for preparing a GSP. In addition, groundwater basin boundaries were modified, including
revision by DWR of the District’s boundary along the Pajaro River, which was improved by
aligning with the Santa Clara-San Benito County line (and District jurisdiction.) Final 2016
boundaries are now available for download from DWR. DWR also released a draft white paper
on Water Available for Replenishment (with a report due in December 2016), draft Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to help guide preparation of a GSP, and GSP guidance
documents, including a draft Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal and a draft GSP Annotated
Outline. Other documents are in preparation; overall these are intended to assist GSAs in
preparing GSPs.

As documented in the 2015 Annual Report, it was recommended that the District assume the
responsibilities of a GSA and subsequently prepare a GSP for the subbasins of the Gilroy-
Hollister Basin in San Benito County. Where portions of a basin overlap neighboring
jurisdictions, it was recommended that the District work with the respective agency toward
collaborative compliance with SGMA.

The next major milestone is establishment of a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for
local basins; the deadline is June 30, 2017. In 2016, District planning for SGMA included
consideration of next steps for forming a GSA and for planning and funding a GSP, plus
discussions with neighboring agencies. While GSA formation does not require much technical
work, it does entail several steps. It is recommended that the District begin the process as soon
as possible; this would provide time to resolve unforeseen issues and, once completed, allow
the District to consider next steps, such as acquisition of funding. The competitive application
process for Proposition 1 bond funds is likely to begin in 2017.
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Water Conservation

Water conservation is an important tool to manage demands on the groundwater basin. During
the most recent drought, the state has mandated water retailers to reduce their demand. This
state-ordered demand reduction, together with the expansion of ongoing water conservation
efforts, successfully lowered water demand. Water conservation efforts in San Benito County
are conducted mostly through the Water Resources Association (WRA), composed of
representatives from the District, City of Hollister, City of San Juan Bautista, and Sunnyslope
County Water District.

Ongoing Conservation. The State has lifted mandatory water demand reductions for agencies;
nonetheless, the Hollister Urban Area continues voluntary demand reductions. The managers at
Hollister and SSCWD plan to continue water demand reductions; their goal for total usage is 15
percent less than 2013 demands. Currently, the Hollister Urban Area is exceeding this goal with
about 22 percent less than 2013 demands.

Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP). As part of the Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP), Hollister, SSCWD, and the District developed a joint WSCP. The plan includes many
permanent prohibitions on water waste (including using water to clean paved surfaces and
watering lawns within 48 hours of rain). In addition, the plan details what water conservation
measures are triggered during drought conditions.

Irrigation Education. The District, in collaboration with the WRA,
continues to offer a series of classes on irrigation efficiency and other
agriculture practices. Since 2009, these workshops provide concepts,
tools, and examples for optimizing irrigation and nitrogen
management efficiency in row, tree, and greenhouse crop production.

Water Wise Demonstration Garden and Plans. WRA maintains a
demonstration garden at Dunne Park in downtown Hollister (corner of
6th & Powell). Their website offers a map (see right inset) and
brochure to help educate visitors on drought resistant landscaping.
The WRA website also provides three sample Water Efficient
Landscape Plans available for download.

Turf Removal Program. In July 2014, the WRA added a Turf Removal
Program to encourage customers to remove high water use turf areas
from residential parcels. This program complements the irrigation
hardware rebates and free water efficient landscape plans. In Fiscal
Year 15/16 the program expanded from offering a $1 per square of
turf removed up to 500 square feet to 1,000 square feet. As of
November 2016, over 145,500 square feet of turf have been removed
in the Hollister Urban Area.
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Public Outreach. WRA continues to educate the public about the regional water system and
water use efficiency. WRA has given presentations to local school and lead school groups to the
local WTP and WWTP, reaching over 400 students in autumn 2016 alone. Other outreach
programs have provided water conservation outreach to 75 high school students this year.

Other ongoing water conservation programs involve irrigation rebates, toilet replacements,
high-efficiency clothes washer rebates, education program and outreach. These water
conservation programs, while successfully reducing water demand, are being continued and
diversified to encourage the public to continue to use water wisely.

These water conservation programs, while successfully reducing water demand, are being
continued and diversified to encourage the public to continue to use water wisely.

Managed Percolation

Percolation of Local Surface Water. In most years, local surface water released from Hernandez
and Paicines Reservoirs is percolated along the San Benito River and Tres Pinos Creek. Releases
have been limited to percolate upstream of the confluence of San Benito River and Tres Pinos
Creek. This helps maintain groundwater levels without causing shallow groundwater problems
and competing for available storage space with City of Hollister wastewater percolation. This
year, for the third year in a row, there were no releases from Paicines; 925 AF was released
from Hernandez.

Percolation of Wastewater. Wastewater is percolated by the City of Hollister at its Domestic
and Industrial plants, and is also percolated at the SSCWD Ridgemark Facilities and by Tres
Pinos Water District. Recent changes in operation of the wastewater facilities have decreased
the volume percolating to the groundwater. Information about the amount of groundwater
recharged from these wastewater facilities is found in Appendix D.

Percolation of CVP Water. In the past, CVP percolation was used to recharge the groundwater
basin. CVP percolation peaked in 1997 and was reduced subsequently in response to the
successful recovery of the groundwater basin from overdraft. Direct in-stream recharge of CVP
water is not expected to occur because of concerns for release of invasive Dreissenid mussels. A
table of historical percolation is found in Appendix D.
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Monitoring Program

Development, implementation, and documentation of a monitoring program is a vital element
of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). It is basic to understanding how the surface water-
groundwater system works, documenting groundwater conditions, and evaluating the
effectiveness of management programs. Consistent with its governing law, the District has
been monitoring and providing annual reports for decades; monitoring data are provided in the
appendices. Understanding that a GSP will require extensive documentation of the monitoring
networks and protocols, the District monitoring program can be summarized as follows:

e Climate monitoring at the District CIMIS station

e Streamflow measurements at 25 sites at least quarterly

e Groundwater elevation measurements at 90 sites (spring and fall)
e Groundwater quality sampling at 18 sites (spring and/or fall)

e Monitoring of reservoir water budgets and releases for percolation
e CVP allocation and use by type and subbasin

e Groundwater pumping and use by type and subbasin

e Recycled water use and discharge
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WATER QUALITY

The District currently monitors a distributed network of 18 wells for water quality, shown in Figure
5. Data from these monitoring wells and other water quality data are included in Appendix G. The
District maintains a comprehensive water quality database, created in 2004 with a State Local
Groundwater Assistance Grant and updated every three years. This year, the database was
updated with readily available data from the District, Regional Water Quality Control Board,
California State Water Resources Control Board, Tres Pinos Water District, City of Hollister, and
SSCWD. The database now contains over 450,000 records from 175 water systems or regulated
facilities and over 1,800 monitoring locations.

Figure 5. District Monitoring Locations
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Salt and Nutrient Management Plan

The San Benito County Salt and Nutrient Management Plan (SNMP) was developed for the basin in
2014, consistent with the 2013 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) statewide Recycled
Water Policy. The purpose of the SNMP was to identify all sources of salts and nutrients (both
current and future) in the basins and to manage those salt and nutrient sources in a manner that
ensures that groundwater is safe for drinking and all other beneficial uses. The District’s SNMP
analysis demonstrated that the both single and multiple recycled water irrigation projects planned
through 2021 use less than 1% of the available TDS and nitrate assimilative capacity, the difference
between average salt and nutrient concentrations in the basin and the respective basin plan
objectives. Therefore, the irrigation projects satisfy the Recycled Water Policy criteria. The SNMP
analysis found that recycled water use can be increased while still protecting groundwater quality
for beneficial uses.

Based on the analysis, the SNMP concluded no additional implementation measures are warranted
beyond those that have been implemented and those that are already planned. Nonetheless, the
SNMP management process is active and ongoing, and continued water quality monitoring will
ascertain the effectiveness of implementation measures.

With respect to monitoring, the Recycled Water Policy states that the Salt and Nutrient
Management Plan (SNMP) should include a monitoring program that consists of a network of
monitoring locations “. . . adequate to provide a reasonable, cost-effective means of determining
whether the concentrations of salts, nutrients, and other constituents of concern as identified in
the salt and nutrient plans are consistent with applicable water quality objectives.” Additionally,
the SNMP is required to focus on basin water quality near water supply wells and areas proximate
to large water recycling projects, particularly groundwater recharge projects (Todd, 2014).

The SNMP Monitoring Plan laid out a program wherein the data collected and compiled by the
District are analyzed and reported to the RWQCB every three years as part of the District’s triennial
Groundwater Report. The analyses are required to include the following:

e Discussion of Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and nitrate in groundwater including,
0 Time-concentration plots,
O Evaluation of vertical variation in water quality,
0 Water quality concentration maps,
0 Comparison of detections with basin-specific basin plan objectives (BSPOs), and

e Status of recycled water use and stormwater capture projects and implementation
measures.

The following subsections summarize key constituents, time concentrations plots, vertical variation
and areal distribution and BSPOs; discussion of recycled water and stormwater is provided in the
following section.
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Key Constituents

Total dissolved solids (TDS) and nitrate are the indicator salts and nutrients and the key
constituents of concern (COCs). TDS data are available for both inflows and outflows from the
basin. While TDS is an indicator of anthropogenic impacts (e.g., infiltration of urban runoff,
agricultural return flows, and wastewater disposal), there is also a relatively elevated natural
background TDS concentration in groundwater. This has been documented since the 1930s and
has been ascribed to the presence of marine sediments in the watershed.

Nitrate is the primary form of nitrogen detected in groundwater and natural nitrate levels in
groundwater are generally very low. Elevated concentrations of nitrate in groundwater are
associated with agricultural activities, septic systems, confined animal facilities, landscape
fertilization, and wastewater treatment facility discharges. The maximum contaminant level (MCL)
for nitrate (as NO3) is 45 mg/L. Nitrate data are available for basin inflows and outflows, and as
documented in the SNMP, elevated nitrate concentrations have been a recognized, long-term
concern in the basin.

Hexavalent chromium (also known as chromium VI, or CrVI) has been added as a key constituent of
concern. This reflects the newly reduced California maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 10
micrograms per liter (ug/L) (SWRCB 2015). Recent analyses of water quality in some Hollister wells
reported hexavalent chromium concentrations above the MCL.

These three constituents (which vary over time, space and depth) indicate general changes in
groundwater quality. Previous water quality studies have identified other constituents of concern
including boron, chloride, hardness, metals, sulfate, and potassium. In some parts of the basin,
groundwater does not meet water quality standards for these constituents relative to the intended
beneficial uses of the groundwater. Specific information (including water quality standards and
number of samples that exceed standards) is presented in Appendix G.

Water Quality Goals

Water quality goals were developed for the Salt Nutrient Management Plan. The General Basin
Plan Objectives (GBPOs) for groundwater with municipal and domestic water supply and
agricultural water supply beneficial uses in the Central Coast are shown in Table 2. The DDW has
adopted Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (SMCLs) for TDS; SMCLs address aesthetic
issues related to taste, odor, or appearance of the water and are not related to health effects.
Nonetheless, elevated TDS concentrations can affect its desirability for irrigation uses. The
recommended SMCL for TDS is 500 mg/L with an upper limit of 1,000 mg/L. It has a short-term
limit of 1,500 mg/L.

ANNUAL GROUNDWATER REPORT 2016 14



The primary maximum contaminant level (MCL) for nitrate (as N) is 10 milligrams per liter (mg/L),
or as expressed in this report in terms of nitrate (as NO3), the MCL is 45 mg/L. These MCLs are
based on health concerns due to methemoglobinemia, or “blue baby syndrome,” which affects
infants, ruminant animals (such as cows and sheep) and infant monogastrics (such as baby pigs and
chickens). Elevated levels may also be unhealthy for pregnant women (SWRCB, 2010).

The SNMP also developed basin specific plan objectives, listed in Table 3, with a TDS assimilative
capacity benchmark of 1,200 mg/L for the DWR San Juan and Bolsa Subbasins. Ambient
groundwater quality in the San Juan Bautista and Bolsa Subbasins is similar to or slightly poorer
than in the Hollister subbasin; thus use of the same TDS objective is deemed reasonable. The
GBPO for nitrate-NO3 (45 mg/L) is applied to assimilative capacity calculations in the DWR San
Juan Bautista and Bolsa Subbasins (Todd, 2014).

Table 2. General Basin Plan Objectives

Parameter Units Municipal Ag
DS mg/L | 500/1,000/1,5001 450
Nitrate (as NO3) mg/L 45 1002
Nitrate + Nitrite-N mg/L 10 100 2
MUN — municipal AGR — agricultural mg/L — milligrams per liter

1 - The levels specified for TDS and chloride are the “recommended” levels for constituents with
secondary maximum contaminantlevels
2 - For livestock watering

Table 3. Basin-Specific Basin Plan Objectives

. Municipal
Parameter Units Hollister Tres Pinos
TDS mg/L 1,200 1,000
Nitrogen (as N) mg/L 5 5
Nitrate (as NO3) mg/L 22.5 22.5

California recently reduced the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for hexavalent chromium (also
known as chromium VI, to 10 micrograms per liter (ug/L) (SWRCB 2015). Exceedances of water
quality goals for all major constituents are included in Appendix G.
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Key Constituents Results

Table 4 shows current average concentrations for each subbasin for TDS and nitrate. The values
were developed by averaging all drinking water and ambient monitoring events that occurred from
2013-2016; water quality samples from regulated facilities were not included in the analysis. These
average conditions serve as a snapshot for each subbasin and allow a simple comparison of water
quality conditions across the basin.

Table 4. Average Constituent Concentrations by Subbasin 2013-2016 (mg/L)

TOTAL DISSOLVED

Subbasin NITRATE (AS NO3) SOLIDS
Bolsa 314 444
Bolsa Southeast 25.1 Not available*
Hollister East 17.6 1,485
Hollister West 34.4 968
Pacheco 12.9 572
San Juan 19.8 1,643
Tres Pinos 10.3 788
Paicines 4.4 260
Outside subbasins 5.8 633

*No TDS samples were reported from drinking water or monitoring wells.

While Table 4 provides a current snapshot of groundwater quality, Figure 6, the time
concentration plots, show concentrations of TDS and nitrate in selected wells over the past 13
years. These wells were selected to show significant trends in each subbasin. The following
sections summarize current conditions and trends for TDS and nitrate, respectively.
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Figures 6a and 6b. Time Concentration Plots of Key Monitoring Wells.
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Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). As documented in Table 4, TDS concentrations are generally high in
all subbasins. The northern subbasins (Bolsa and Pacheco) show relatively low concentrations and
San Juan has the highest levels of TDS. As shown in Table 4, the average TDS concentrations in
each of the subbasins (except Bolsa) exceed the secondary MCL for drinking water (500 mg/L). The
very high TDS concentrations in MW31 probably indicate a local source. Average TDS
concentrations are high in Hollister East and San Juan, and moderately high in Hollister West.
These concentrations reflect both anthropogenic and natural sources.

As shown in Figure 6a, TDS concentrations in the basin are high and show variability over time and
space. All subbasins have TDS concentrations at or above the agricultural water quality goal of 450
mg/L. In the last three years (since the last update), TDS concentrations have remained stable or
decreased. In the San Juan subbasin, some wells downstream of the historical wastewater
treatment ponds (e.g., MW47) show a general decrease in concentrations, possibly due to the
reduced percolation of wastewater in recent years. However, water quality samples in this region
continue to have high TDS concentrations relative to the rest of the basin.

In considering the last three years, MW 28 (in the Pacheco subbasin) has shown a noticeable
increase; the May 2016 monitoring event recorded uncharacteristically high nitrate and higher
than average TDS. Additional monitoring and investigation at this well should continue to see if this
is indicative of actual quality changes or a data outlier reflecting procedural problems.

In Appendix G, Figure G-3 shows the maximum concentrations at each well in the basin that has
been sampled since 2013 (the last database update) for TDS.

Nitrate as NO3. As documented in Table 4, average nitrate conditions are high in all subbasins; the
average nitrate concentrations in Hollister West and Bolsa are above 30 mg/L. The sources of these
high concentrations are not known; however, wastewater disposal in Hollister West has
contributed to high nitrate in the past. Bolsa has long been an agricultural area and agricultural
practices and livestock would contribute to high nitrate.

Nitrate, long identified as a COC in the basin, has multiple and widespread sources including
fertilizer application and wastewater disposal (both municipal and domestic). Given that these
sources are on or near the ground surface, shallow groundwater typically is characterized by higher
concentrations than deep groundwater. In fact, the highest recent concentrations occurred in
shallow wells in the eastern San Juan subbasin. It should be noted that many of the samples from
the San Juan subbasin are from monitoring wells positioned downgradient from the former
wastewater percolation ponds. Review of Table G-1 in Appendix G indicates that in the past,
monitoring wells (e.g., MW 24 and MW47) in San Juan have shown elevated nitrate above 100
mg/L, however the currently monitored wells show much lower concentrations.

Figure 6b shows nitrate time concentration plots from selected monitoring wells. Nitrate
concentrations are elevated above natural concentrations (typically less than 10 mg/L), but most
samples have indicated nitrate concentrations below the MCL of 45 mg/L. With some exceptions,
concentrations are relatively stable over time. Two wells (MW 39 and MW 28) had shown
consistent nitrate concentrations until the 2016 monitoring event, when both wells showed
increased nitrate concentrations. Continued monitoring should aid in identification of specific
locations and changes in nitrate concentration.
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The extremely high concentrations in Hollister East well MW31 appear anomalous and likely reflect
a local, nearby source. Figure G-4 shows the maximum concentrations at each well in the basin
that has been sampled since 2013 (the last database update) for nitrate.

Chromium VI. Chromium VI concentrations in water samples from several City of Hollister water
supply wells exceed the new MCL. In brief, 95 wells were tested for Chromium VI across the basin,
32 wells detected some level of Chromium VI, and 5 wells showed an exceedance of the new water
quality goal. Most of the wells with detections are operated by the City of Hollister.

These problematic concentrations occurred in the four Hollister active water supply wells located
on the west side of the City (Todd 2015b). Treatment for CrVI is expensive, and not all wells have
equal treatment options. As such, Hollister is pursuing the option of blending groundwater from
the existing wells with treated imported water from the West Hills WTP currently under
construction. DDW has approved the HUA's proposal for a 50/50 blend of groundwater and
treated water from the West Hills WTP (SWRCB 2016). Sunnyslope is currently monitoring their
wells for CrVI and will continue to plan for possible water quality issues. Figure G-5 shows the
monitoring and detections of CrVI since 2013 (the last database update).

Vertical Variations

In 2006, a nested well (funded in part by a State Local Groundwater Assistance Act grant) was
completed in Hollister East to study vertical distribution of groundwater quality in an area of
elevated TDS and boron. The nested well has five depth-specific ports: A through E from shallow to
deep. Water quality concentrations for each port for TDS and nitrate are available in Appendix G.
More frequent monitoring in recent years is beginning to reveal patterns; for example, the middle
ports (C and D) are showing high TDS concentrations relative to shallow and deep ports. This may
indicate a mid-range source of local poor water quality; we note that original siting of this nested
well accounted for proximity to a geologic fault at depth. However, naturally high TDS and boron
can also be found at depth reflecting regional geology. Across the basin, shallow groundwater
generally has relatively high concentrations of TDS and nitrate reflecting agricultural drainage and
other anthropogenic sources.

SNMP Compliance

Water quality in the basin has not changed significantly since the SNMP concluded that recycled
water would not adversely impact water quality. Concentrations of nitrate and TDS remain fairly
stable across the subbasin. Active, ongoing and continued water quality monitoring should
continue to track water quality changes and increase the understanding of water quality variation
spatially and with depth.
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Water Supply Sources

San Benito County has four major sources of water supply for municipal, rural, and agricultural
land uses. These are summarized below; for more data and graphs see Appendix E.

Local Groundwater. Groundwater is withdrawn from the basin by private irrigation and
domestic wells and by public water supply retailers. The District does not directly
produce or sell groundwater, but is active in groundwater management throughout San
Benito County. This report focuses on the southern part of the Gilroy-Hollister
groundwater basin (DWR Basin 3-3) and reports on eight District-defined subbasins.

Imported Water. The District purchases Central Valley Project (CVP) water from the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). The District has a 40-year contract (extending to 2027)
for a maximum of 8,250 AFY of M&I water and 35,550 AFY of agricultural water.

Recycled Water. Recycled water is now available for selected ag users as well as
continue irrigation for a municipal park. Recycled water use was 499 AF in WY 2016 and
is expected to continue to increase. This source is generally reliable during drought and
helps secure a sustainable water supply.

Local Surface Water. Surface water is not used directly for potable or irrigation use in
the basin, but creek percolation is a significant source of groundwater recharge. In 2016
there were limited storage releases from the District’s Hernandez reservoir and none
from Paicines. Stormwater reuse is not a significant source of recharge in the basin.
However, some stormwater is directed to the Hollister Industrial WWTP via a combined
sewer system for treatment and discharge to percolation and evaporation ponds
included in the percolation totals in Appendix D.

Groundwater Imported Water Recycled Water Local Surface Water

eAdequate storage *\ariable supply *Good water quality eDepleted by extreme

*Available supply *Good water quality eIncreasing supply drought
eLimited water quality | 16 percent of supply eIrrigation uses *Groundwater

*83 percent of supply 1 percent of supply

recharge
eNo direct potable use
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Available Imported Water

The District distributes CVP water to agricultural and M&I customers in Zone 6. In USBR
contract year 2016 (March 2016 - February 2017), water allocations were reduced by USBR to 5
percent of the contract for agriculture and 55 percent of the contract for M&lI. Table 5 shows
the contract entitlements and recent allocations (SLDMWA 2016). Note that USBR contract
years are March through February, so water year 2016 overlapped two contract years.

The District renegotiated their shortage policy with USBR in 2014. Now the District will receive
the allocated percent of their full M&I contract (8,250 AFY), even in dry years. In past years if
the allocation was decreased due to water shortage (an allocation of 75 percent or less), the
District received the allocated percent of their historic use. In 2014 for example, the historic use
was 5,556 AFY. In Water Year 2016, the District is allocated 55 percent of their full contract
(8,250 AFY).

Table 5. CVP Entitlements and Allocations, USBR Contract Years 2015-2016

March 2015 - February 2016
Shortage

Year % Allocation
Adjustments Allocation | Volume (af)
Agriculture 38,244 0% 0
M&I 8,250 25% 2,063
TOTAL 43,800 2,063

March 2016 - February 2017

Shortage

Year % Allocation
Adjustments Allocation | Volume (af)
Agriculture 38,244 5% 1,912
M&I 8,250 55% 4,538
TOTAL 43,800 6,450
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Water Use

In 2016, total water use was similar to 2015 water use, just over 40,000 AF. Figure 7 shows the
total water use from 1988 through 2016. As indicated, groundwater pumped by agricultural
users has represented the largest portion of water use in recent dry years when CVP allocations
were reduced. Figure 7 also shows that overall water demand has generally declined due in
part to drought conservation.

Figure 7. Total Water Use by Source and use 1988-2016 (AFY)
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Distribution of Demand by Source and Use

Water year 2016 saw a small increase in the availability of CVP water and recycled water. For
the first time, recycled water was supplied to agriculture users in the Hollister East and Bolsa
South East subbasins. While total recycled water deliveries only represent one percent of
supply, use has quadrupled since 2015. Table 6 shows the total water deliveries from CVP,
groundwater (GW), and recycled water (RW) sources.

Table 6. Total Water Deliveries for Water Year 2016 (AF)

GW RW | Total
2015 2016 2015 2016 & 2015 2016
Agriculture | 3,697 | 4,434 | 29,229 | 27,912 -| 246 | 32,926 | 32,591
M& 1,810 | 1,914 | 5,099 5,251 101 253 | 7,010 | 7,417
TOTAL 5507 | 6,347 | 34,327 | 33,162 | 101 499 | 39,935 | 40,008

In 2016, groundwater represented 83 percent of total supply, again mostly due to increases in
groundwater pumping for agricultural use. While the percent of supply from groundwater is
less than 2015 (86 percent), it remains a much larger portion of total supply than the period of
record. Figure 8 on the following page shows that since 1991, groundwater has averaged only
62 percent of supply but increased periodocally due to drought and reduced CVP allocations.
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Figure 8. Percent of supply by source, 1991- 2016
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Agricultural irrigation has represented most water use, ranging from 71 to 90 percent of total
demand. In 2016, this sector represented 81 percent of demand. Groundwater for agriculture
use is the highest water use/water source combination in most years, averaging 46 percent of
total demand from 1988 through 2016. In 2016, groundwater use for agriculture represented
70 percent of the total water use. With the exception of last year, groundwater for agriculture
uses is the highest portion of total water use since 1988. Figure 9 shows the breakdown of
water use by source and user.

Figure 9. Percent of supply by source and user, 2016
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Municipal and domestic use increased slightly in water year 2016, but remained lower than the
average over the period of record. Urban demand remained low in a large part due to water
conservation. In the past, use of CVP water for direct M&I use was usually limited by the
available treatment capacity of the Lessalt treatment plant. This is the first full year after the
plant was expanded: in 2016, Lessalt served 1,682 AF, the highest volume since 2007.

Water year 2016 was the first year in which recycled water was delivered to both agriculture
and municipal customers.

Distribution by Subbasin

Water use by subbasin remained similar as in previous years, with groundwater making up a
large portion of supply in Bolsa South East, San Juan, and Tres Pinos subbasins. Table 7 shows
the water use by user, and water type for each subbasin. Graphs showing total water use by
water source are available in Appendix E.

Table 7. Zone 6 Water Use in Water Year 2016 (AF)

Bolsa South East 2,626 30 0 2,533 24.8 38 0.0
Hollister East 11,401 3,059 1,752 5,518 865 207 0
Hollister West 4,446 157 5 2,036 1,996 0 253

Pacheco 4,806 396 24 4,220 167 0 0
San Juan 14,399 742 77 13,084 497 0 0
Tres Pinos 2,329 51 56 522 1,701 0 0

TOTAL 40,008 4,434 1,914 27,912 5,251 246 253
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In October 2016, groundwater levels continued to decline in areas of the basin that rely on
groundwater, specifically in the Bolsa, San Juan, Hollister West, Bolsa SE, and Tres Pinos
subbasins. While some subbasins showed groundwater level increases, overall groundwater in
storage decreased. Groundwater elevation declines and storage decreases during drought do
not constitute overdraft; nevertheless, the continued reduced supplies of imported water in
tandem with increased groundwater demands are a warning of potential overdraft.

The groundwater level analysis depends on a consistent network of reliable wells. The number
of wells in the District’s groundwater monitoring program for the autumn was at an all-time
low, increasing the uncertainty of a subbasin wide storage change calculations. In addition, the
set of wells monitored was different from that monitored in previous years in some key
locations. It is recommended that the District assess the monitoring network and redouble
efforts to record water levels in a stable network of wells on a quarterly basis. If for some
reason wells are no longer part of the network they should be replaced as soon as possible with
a nearby, comparably-constructed well that can serve as a permanent addition to the network.

The District should continue to manage groundwater resources for substantial and rapid
recovery in wet years, recognizing that most years are average to dry and wet years are less
frequent. Additional information on groundwater elevations (including profiles of basin cross
sections and depth to water contours) are included in Appendix C.

Groundwater Elevations

Groundwater elevation data were examined from 90 wells in the District’s quarterly
groundwater elevation monitoring program. Generally, October groundwater elevation data
are used for preparing groundwater elevation contour maps. However, this year some of the
measurements were collected in early November. Groundwater elevations in the fall, including
those shown in Figure 10, are assumed to represent the lowest levels for the water year. The
groundwater elevation contouring methods incorporate the effects of the Calaveras Fault on
water levels by splitting the area into eastern and western portions and then generating
contours for each. The resulting contours are then evaluated for consistency and
reasonableness and any necessary refinements are made. The contours indicate a general flow
from southeast to northwest.



Profiles of historical groundwater levels are provided in Figure C-6 in Appendix C. These profiles
show groundwater levels for 2016 and 2015 plus historic groundwater lows and the range of
historical water levels. Review of Figure C-6 indicates new historic lows in the Tres Pinos area
(Profile A-A’) and Bolsa (Profile B-B’). Previous annual reports (2014 and 2015) also indicated
new historic lows.

Additional groundwater level data are presented in Appendix C, including maps, summary
tables, and water level data.

Figure 10. Groundwater Elevations, October 2016
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The relative changes in groundwater elevations from October 2015 to October 2016 are shown
on Figure 11. The map was prepared by calculating and contouring the differences between
mapped groundwater elevations for the two periods. The accuracy of this map was checked by
examining water level changes in individual wells that were monitored in the fall quarter of
both years. Figure 12 shows the cumulative drawdown over the current drought (2011 through
2016). While the reduced water levels are uneven, average levels in all subbasins have
decreased up to 30 feet since 2011.

In both change maps, some localized areas of apparent significant change (for example in the
Bolsa) reflect available data in a single well and thereby over-emphasize groundwater level
changes. Resolution of such inaccuracies would be achieved by increasing the monitoring well
network and stabilizing the year-to-year measurements.
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Figure 11. Change in Groundwater Elevations 2015-2016
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Figure 12. Cumulative Change in Groundwater Elevations 2011-2016
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Change in Storage

Groundwater elevation changes from October 2015 to October 2016 were used to determine
the change in storage, which is the net volume of water added to or removed from the basin
over the water year. The change in storage was calculated using the change in groundwater
elevations (feet) and multiplying by the total area (acres) to determine the total bulk volume of
change. This bulk volume of change is then multiplied by the average storativity of the subbasin
to represent the amount of water that a given volume of aquifer will produce. The storativity
values for each subbasin were derived from a numerical model of the basin developed by Yates
and Zhang (2001).

The total change in groundwater storage for Zone 6 was a decrease of 3,977 AF, while the total
change for the basin, including the Bolsa subbasin, was a decrease of 4,555 AF. While
recognizing that low groundwater levels can represent available capacity in the basin for future
groundwater storage or banking, these ongoing large decreases in storage are significant. This
marks the fourth year of significant decreased storage in San Juan. While not all subbasins
showed decreased storage this year, average water levels in all subbasins continue to be well
below the elevations when the current drought began in 2011. Average subbasin water levels
compared to 2011 are still over 30 feet lower in Tres Pinos, nearly 27 feet lower in Bolsa SE,
over 24 feet lower in Hollister West, and over 22 feet lower in San Juan. Figure 13 illustrates the
change in storage by subbasin for the past seven years.

The change in storage analysis and subsequent calculations are highly dependent on how many
and which wells are monitored from year to year. As noted before, the number of monitored
wells has diminished and the set of monitored wells has not been stable. This increases the
uncertainty of a subbasin-wide storage change calculation because actual groundwater
elevation changes cannot be effectively distinguished from apparent fluctuations related to
variations in which wells are monitored. In some subbasins and some years the effects of
variations in the monitoring well network have more influence on the average change in
groundwater elevations than do measured differences. Stabilization of the year-to-year
monitoring well network is necessary for valid assessment of change in storage.
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Figure 13. Change in Storage by Subbasin (2006-2016)
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Hydrographs

Long term changes in groundwater elevations are illustrated in composite hydrographs. These
composite hydrographs are generated by averaging elevations from key wells from each
subbasin for each monitoring event. The key well locations are shown on Figure 14. It should be
noted that these subbasin hydrographs represent average conditions in each subbasin and
illustrate long-term trends, but do not show localized variations in groundwater elevations.
Overall, groundwater elevations do not indicate overdraft conditions as of 2016.

Water levels in most subbasins have shown a decrease over the multi-year drought consistent
with increased pumping and decreased storage. Figures 15a and 15b show the composite
hydrographs. While precipitation in 2016 was higher than the long-term average, it will be
some time before groundwater levels recover to pre-drought levels. Some factors that will
determine the length of recovery include not only precipitation but groundwater use, pattern
and intensity of rainfall, local geology (that would affect how much time recharge travels from
the surface to the aquifer), and any managed recharge activities (like wastewater percolation).
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Figure 14. Locations of Key Wells Used in Hydrographs
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Figure 15. Composite Hydrographs
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6

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

The District derives its operating revenue from charges levied on landowners and water users.
Non-operating revenue is derived from property taxes, interest, standby and availability
charges, and grants. Zone 6 charges relating to the importation and distribution of CVP water
are the focus of this section.

The groundwater charge for Zone 6 water users reflects costs associated with groundwater
monitoring and management, including the cost of purchasing CVP water and power charges
associated with percolation. The per-acre-foot charge is determined by dividing these costs by
the volume of groundwater usage. Groundwater charges are adjusted annually in March. For
March 2016-February 2017, the District rates are $4.95 for agricultural use and a groundwater
charge of $24.25 for M&I use.

The District has also calculated the groundwater charge for the next USBR water year (March
2017-February 2018). The detailed calculation is shown in Appendix F and the District
recommends rates remain at $6.45 for agricultural use in Zone 6 and a groundwater charge of
$24.25 is recommended for M&I use in Zone 6.

CVP rates (provided by the USBR) include the cost of service, restoration fund payment, charges
for maintenance of San Luis Delta Mendota Water Authority facilities, and others fees (the
breakdown is found in Appendix F). The District San Felipe rates paid by users include a standby
and availability charge, power charge, and a water charge. The standby and availability charge
is a S6 per-acre charge assessed on all parcels with access to CVP water (an active or idle
turnout from the distribution system). Power charges depend on the location of user. Table 8a
and b, on the following page, shows the District San Felipe water and power charges,
respectively, for the Water Years 2016-2017 and 2017-2018.
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Table 8a. District San Felipe Water Charges 2016-2017 and 2017-2018

Blue Valve Water Charge ($/af)

Agricultural
g Municipal &

Non - Full Cost Full Cost Industrial

Ll FullCost  (1a) (1b)

2016-2017 $272.00 | $445.00 | $463.00 $363.00

2017-2018 $272.00 | $445.00 | $463.00 $363.00

Table 8b. District San Felipe Power Charges 2016-2017 and 2017-2018

Blue Valve Power Charge 2016- 2017-

(S/acre-foot) 2017 2018

Subsystem 2 $123.10 | $126.80
Subsystem 6H $75.65 | $77.90
Subsystem 9L $109.95 | $113.25
Subsystem 9H $162.55 | $167.45
All other subsystems $66.05 | $68.05

Notes:
1 "Full-cost rates for agricultural users apply to landholders that have exceeded his/her or its non full-cost entitlement.
There are two full-cost rates:

a. Section 202(3) - the lower full-cost rate, which applies to qualified recipients leasing in excess of their 960-acre
entitlement, limited recipients that received Reclamation irrigation water on or before October 1, 1981, and extended
recordable contracts.

There are currently no Zone 6 full-cost users under this section.

b. Section 205(a)(3) - the higher full-cost rate, which applies to prior law recipients leasing in excess of their
applicable no full-cost entitlement, and limited recipients that did not receive Reclamation irrigation water on or before
October 1, 1981.

See Section 202(3) or 205(a)(3) of RRA Rules and Regulations for further non full-cost definitions.
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Recycled Water rates (Table 9) were set through 2017 to recover current operating and
maintenance costs related to the water service. Recycled water rates include those costs
associated with water supply, water quality and infrastructure (SBCWD February 2015).

Table 9. Recycled Water Charges, 2016-2017

Recycled Water

Effective Agriculture Rate Power Charge
3/1/2016 $182.55 $57.70
3/1/2017 $183.45 $59.45

Minimum Annual Purchase of water for each parcel is $700

Assuming that the District becomes a GSA and prepares a GSP, compliance with SGMA will
entail increased costs for operation and maintenance; the District should explore the financial
measures to support SGMA compliance equably across the managed subbasins.
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OUTLOOK

La Nina

The next water year is expected to be a weak La Nifa year, and the National Weather Service
(NWS) is predicting that precipitation will be normal for Northern California, for most of the
winter and spring (NWS 2016). Even average precipitation will aid in the replenishment of the
groundwater basins and perhaps translate to higher CVP allocations. A return to normal rainfall
alone is unlikely to end the drought.

CVP Deliveries

The annual allocation of CVP water remains uncertain. In past years, San Luis & Delta Mendota
Water Authority (SLDMWA) has forecasted CVP allocation for the next year. SLDWMA no longer
publishes estimated allocation in the fall. Many factors affect the allocation, including
environmental considerations in the Delta, seniority of CVP water rights on water ways,
reduced snowpack due to climate change, debt to the State Water Project System and other
factors. The District must continue to use their existing tools (and continue to develop new
management tools) to secure a reliable water supply despite variable CVP allocations.

Groundwater

In 2016, groundwater storage was reduced significantly in parts of the basin due to increased
groundwater use in a context of years of extreme drought and reduced CVP allocations. Years
of abundant rainfall and restored CVP supply will be needed to replenish the groundwater.

Current groundwater storage is sufficient to accommodate water demand in the short term
with negative water budgets, and the capacity for groundwater recovery in subsequent wet
years is sufficient to balance moderate increases in groundwater pumping without causing
long-term overdraft. However, persistence of drought and reduced CVP supply entail a real risk
of overdraft.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The water supply outlook for 2016 is mixed. While precipitation is expected to be average, the
state’s and the basin’s water resources need to be replenished. The District should continue to
move forward with plans and projects to ensure a more sustainable water supply system that
includes a portfolio of sources.

Groundwater Sustainability. It is recommended the District assume the responsibilities of a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency and prepare a groundwater sustainability plan for the
subbasins of the Gilroy-Hollister Basin in San Benito County. Where portions of a basin overlap
neighboring jurisdictions, it is recommended that the District work with the respective agency
toward collaborative compliance with SGMA.

The next major milestone is establishment of a Groundwater Sustainability Agency; the
deadline is June 30, 2017. It is recommended that the District begin the process as soon as
possible; this would provide time to resolve unforeseen issues and, once completed, allow the
District to consider next steps, such as acquisition of funding.

Groundwater Charges. Based on the methodology used since 2006, the groundwater charge for
the USBR contract year (March 2017-February 2018) is recommended to be $6.45 for
agricultural use in Zone 6 and a groundwater charge of $24.25 is recommended for M&I use in
Zone 6.

Groundwater Production and Replenishment. District percolation operations helped reverse
historical overdraft and then accumulated a substantial water supply reserve. The District
currently manages groundwater storage and surface water to minimize excessively high or low
water levels on a temporal and geographic basis. In 2016, it is recommended—insofar as
possible—that storage in Hernandez Reservoir be replenished as much as possible. Percolation
of available local water supplies should be focused on portions of the basin with groundwater
level decline, like San Juan and Hollister West. Both subbasins are along San Benito River and
would benefit from increased reservoir releases and recharge.

Groundwater Monitoring. The number of wells in both the water level network and water
quality network has declined over time. It is recommended that the District assess the
monitoring network and redouble efforts to monitor a stable network of wells on a regular
basis. If for some reason wells are no longer part of the network, they should be replaced as
soon as possible with a nearby, comparably-constructed well that can serve as a permanent
addition to the network.
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS AND

SPECIAL TOPICS

The San Benito County Water District Act (1953) is codified in California Water Code Appendix 70.
Section 70-7.6 authorizes the District Board of Directors to require the District to prepare an annual
groundwater report; this report addresses groundwater conditions of the District and its zones of
benefit for the water year, which begins October 1 of the preceding calendar year and ends September
30 of the current calendar year. The Board has consistently ordered preparation of Annual Reports,
and the reports have included the contents specified Section 70-7.6:

e An estimate of the annual overdraft for the current water year and for the ensuing water year

e [nformation for the consideration of the Board in its determination of the annual overdraft and
accumulated overdraft as of September 30 of the current year

e A report as to the total production of water from the groundwater supplies of the District and
its zones as of September 30 of the current year

e Information for the consideration of the Board in its determination of the estimated amount of
agricultural water and the estimated amount of water other than agricultural water to be
withdrawn from the groundwater supplies of the District and its zones

e The amount of water the District is obligated to purchase during the ensuing water year

e A recommendation as to the quantity of water needed for surface delivery and for
replenishment of the groundwater supplies of the District and its zones during the ensuing
water year

e Arecommendation as to whether or not a groundwater charge should be levied in any zone(s)
of the District in the ensuing water year and if so, a rate per acre-foot for all water other than
agricultural water for such zone(s)

e Any other information the Board requires.
e The full text of Appendix 70, Section 70-7.6 through 7.8 is enclosed at the end of this appendix.

e FEach water year a special topic is identified for further consideration. These topics have
included water quality, salt loading, shallow wells, and others. Additional analyses and
documentation provided in previous annual reports are summarized in the following table.






Table A-1. Special Topics in Previous Annual Reports

Water Year Additional Analyses and Reporting

2000 Methodology to calculate water supply benefits of Zone 3 and 6 operations

2001 Preliminary salt balance

2002 Investigation of individual salt loading sources

2003 Documentation of nitrate in supply wells, drains, monitor wells, San Juan Creek

2004 Documentation of depth to groundwater in shallow wells

2005 Tabulation of waste discharger permit conditions and recent water quality
monitoring results

2006 Rate study

2007 Water quality update

2008 Water budget update

2009 Water demand and supply

2010 Water quality update

2011 Water budget update

2012 Land use update

2013 Water quality update

2014 Water balance update and Groundwater Sustainability

2015 Groundwater Sustainability — Basin Boundaries and GSAs

2016 Water quality update
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Water Code Appendix 70 Excerpts
Section 70-7.6. Groundwater; investigation and report: recommendations San Benito County

Sec. 7.6. the board by resolution require the district to annually prepare an investigation and report on
groundwater conditions of the district and the zones thereof, for the period from October 1 of the
preceding calendar year through September 30 of the current year and on activities of the district for
protection and augmentation of the water supplies of the district and the zones thereof. The
investigation and report shall include all of the following information:

(a) Information for the consideration of the board in its determination of the annual overdraft.

(b) Information for the consideration of the board in its determination of the accumulated
overdraft as of September 30 of the current calendar year.

(c) Areport as to the total production of water from the groundwater supplies of the district and
the zones thereof as of September 30 of the current calendar year.

(d) An estimate of the annual overdraft for the current water year and for the ensuing water year.

(e) Information for the consideration of the board in its determination of the estimated amount of
agricultural water and the estimated amount of water other than agricultural water to be
withdrawn from the groundwater supplies of the district and the zones thereof for the ensuing
water year.

(f) The amount of water the district is obligated to purchase during the ensuing water year.

(g) A recommendation as to the quantity of water needed for surface delivery and for
replenishment of the groundwater supplies of the district and the zones thereof the ensuing
water year.

(h) A recommendation as to whether or not a groundwater charge should be levied in any zone or
zones of the district during the ensuing year.

(i) If any groundwater charge is recommended, a proposal of a rate per acre-foot for agricultural
water and a rate per acre-foot for all water other than agricultural water for such zone or
zones.

(j) Any other information the board requires.

(Added by Stats. 1965,c. 1798,p.4167, 7. Amended by Stats.1967,c.934, 5, eff. July27,1967; Stats. 1983,
c. 402, 1; Stats. 1998, c. 219 (A.B.2135), 1.)
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Section 70-7.7. Receipt of report; notice of hearing; contents; hearing

Sec. 7.7. (a) On the third Monday in December of each year, the groundwater report shall be delivered
to the clerk of the board in writing. The clerk shall publish, pursuant to Section 6061 of the
Government Code, a notice of the receipt of the report and of a public hearing to be held on the
second Monday of January of the following year in a newspaper of general circulation printed and
published within the district, at least 10 days prior to the date at which the public hearing regarding
the groundwater report shall be held. The notice shall include, but is not limited to, an invitation to all
operators of water producing facilities within the district to call at the offices of the district to examine
the groundwater report.

(b) The board shall hold, on the second Monday of January of each year, a public hearing, at which
time any operator of a water-producing facility within the district, or any person interested in the
condition of the groundwater supplies or the surface water supplies of the district, may in person, or
by representative, appear and submit evidence concerning the groundwater conditions and the surface
water supplies of the district. Appearances also may be made supporting or protesting the written
groundwater report, including, but not limited to, the engineer's recommended groundwater charge.

(Added by Stats. 1965, c. 1798, p. 4167, 8. Amended by Stats. 1983, c. 02,2; Stats. 1998, c. 219
(A.B.2135,2.)

Section 70-7.8. Determination of groundwater charge; establishment of rates; zones; maximum
charge; clerical errors

Sec. 7.8. (a) Prior to the end of the water year in which a hearing is held pursuant to subdivision (b) of
Section 7.7, the board shall hold a public hearing, noticed pursuant to Section 6061 of the government
Code, to determine if a groundwater charge should be levied, it shall levy, assess, and affix such a
charge or charges against all persons operating groundwater- producing facilities within the zone or
zones during the ensuing water year. The charge shall be computed at fixed and uniform rate per acre-
foot for agricultural water, and at a fixed and uniform rate per acre-foot for all water other than
agricultural water. Different rates may be established in different zones. However, in each zone, the
rate for agricultural water shall be fixed and uniform and the rate for water other than agricultural
water shall be fixed and uniform. The rate for agricultural water shall not exceed one-third of the rate
for all water other than agricultural water.

(b) The groundwater charge in any year shall not exceed the costs reasonably borne by the district in
the period of the charge in providing the water supply service authorized by this act in the district or a
zone or zones thereof.

(c) Any groundwater charge levied pursuant to this section shall be in addition to any general tax or
assessment levied within the district or any zone or zones thereof.

(d) Clerical errors occurring or appearing in the name of any person or in the description of the water-
producing facility where the production of water there from is otherwise properly charged, or in the
making or extension of any charge upon the records which do not affect the substantial rights of the
assesse or assesses, shall not invalidate the groundwater charge.

(Added by Stats. 1965, c. 1798, p. 4168, 9. Amended by Stats. 1983, c. 402, 3; Stats.1983, c. 402, 3; Stats. 1998, c. 219 (A.B.2135), 3.)
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Table B-1a. Monthly Precipitation at the SBCWD CIMIS Station (inches)

Water Year U U TOTAL % Normal

1996 0 0

1997 0 0
1998 0 0

1999 0.5 1.9 0.8 2.5 2.5 1.5 0.7 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 10.6
2000 0.1 1.0 0.1 4.1 4.5 0.7 0.4 0.5 0.1 0 0 0 115
2001 3.5 0.8 0.2 2.9 2.8 0.6 2.2 0 0 0 0 0 13.1
2002 0.7 11.5 11.9 0.7 1.2 1.6 0.4 0.3 0 0 0 0 28.1
2003 0.0 1.7 5.0 0.8 1.4 1.1 3.1 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 13.1
2004 0.2 0.6 5.3 1.3 4.2 0.6 0.3 0.1 0 0 0 0 12.5
2005 2.0 0.5 3.5 2.5 2.9 3.4 0.8 0.6 0.4 0 0 0 16.7
2006 0.1 0.3 3.1 1.5 1.0 5.0 1.7 0.4 0 0 0 0 13.0
2007 0.2 0.7 1.7 0.6 2.2 0.3 0.6 0 0 0 0 0.4 6.7
2008 0.7 0.7 0.9 4.6 2.1 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 9.1
2009 0.3 1.1 1.9 0.4 3.7 1.8 0.2 0.5 0 0 0 0.2 10.0
2010 0.5 0 1.3 2.3 2.2 1.7 3.4 0.6 0 0 0 0 12.1
2011 0.7 1.9 2.6 1.6 2.6 2.3 0.2 0.8 0 0 0 0 13.0
2012 0.7 1.0 0.1 0.8 0.5 2.3 1.4 0.3 0 0 0 0 7.1
2013 0.0 2.2 1.2 1.4 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.0 0 0 0 0 6.3
2014 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 1.9 1.6 0.9 0.0 0 0 0 0 5.4
2015 1.6 0.5 5.8 0.0 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 10.6
2016 0.2 3.7 1.6 4.0 0.6 3.7 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 14.9
AVG 0.7 1.7 2.7 2.2 2.6 1.5 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 12.9

Table B-1b. Reference Evapotranspiration at the SBCWD CIMIS Station (inches)

Water Year % Normal
1996 . . . . . . . . . . . . | 105% |
1997 . . . . . . . . . . . .

1998

1999 35 17 15 15 18 3.0 4.7 5.8 6.7 6.9 5.9 4.7 47.8 98%

2000 4.0 2.0 19 12 16 37 5.1 6.0 6.7 6.7 6.2 4.7 50.0 103%

2001 2.9 17 15 15 18 31 3.9 6.2 6.5 6.0 6.2 4.8 460 | ean |
2002 35 19 12 15 23 37 4.2 6.4 7.1 7.2 6.1 5.4 50.5 104%

2003 36 19 13 16 18 39 38 6.0 6.5 7.3 6.2 5.1 48.8 100%

2004 4.1 17 12 13 17 4.0 5.2 6.4 6.7 6.6 6.0 53 50.3 103%

2005 3.1 17 14 13 17 3.0 4.4 5.7 6.4 6.9 6.1 4.6 46.2

2006 36 2.0 12 14 22 24 3.0 55 6.4 7.0 5.6 4.4 44.7

2007 33 17 14 18 18 4.1 4.8 6.3 6.9 6.8 6.5 4.7 49.8 102%

2008 35 22 14 13 2.0 38 5.2 6.0 6.9 6.7 6.3 5.0 50.2 103%

2009 38 19 14 17 17 35 4.8 55 6.3 7.1 6.3 53 49.3 101%

2010 35 22 17 13 18 35 39 5.4 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.0 47.0 96%

2011 3.0 19 11 16 21 27 4.4 53 6.0 6.6 5.7 4.6 450 e |
2012 33 19 18 18 25 33 4.4 6.4 6.8 6.6 6.0 4.6 49.5 101%

2013 33 18 12 15 21 37 5.4 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.0 4.8 48.8 100%

2014 35 2.0 18 21 19 36 4.9 6.8 6.6 6.4 6.0 4.7 50.4 103%

2015 3.9 19 15 18 22 4.1 5.1 5.0 6.4 6.5 6.5 5.3 50.2 103%

2016 4.1 2.1 14 13 27 34 4.7 5.7 7.5 7.2 5.7 5.2 51.0

AVG 35 1.9 1.4 15 1.9 3.5 4.6 6.0 6.6 6.8 6.2 4.9 48.7 100%

Note: The averages are for the available period of record, starting in 1875 for precipitation and 1995 for reference evapotranspiration. Todd Groundwater 12/1/2016
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Table C-1. Miscellaneous Streamflow Measurements during Water Year 2016

Flow (cfs)
Streamflow Measurement Site Oct-14 Jan-15 Apr-15 Jul-15 Oct-15

Tres Pinos Cr - Southside Road Bridge 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - KT Road Bridge 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Hospital Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Cienega Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Nash Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - old Highway 156 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - near Flint Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - near Mitchell Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - upstream of Bixby Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Benito River - Y Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - San Juan-Hollister Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - Highway 156 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - Anzar Road 0 0 0 0 0
San Juan Creek - 2000 ft downstream of HWY 101
Pacheco Creek - Walnut Avenue 0 0 0 0 0
Pacheco Creek - Highway 156 0 0 0 0 0
Pacheco Creek - Lovers Lane 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo de las Viboras - Hawkins Ranch driveway 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo de las Viboras - Fairview Road 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo Dos Picachos - Lone Tree Road 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo Dos Picachos - Fallon Road 0 0 0 0 0
Arroyo Dos Picachos - Aquistapace Road 0 0 0 0 0
Santa Ana Creek - Fairview Road 0 0 0 0 0
Santa Ana Creek - Fallon Road 0 0 0 0 0
Tequisquita Slough - San Felipe Road 0 0 0 0 0
Millers Canal - 2000 ft downstream of San Felipe Lake Locked Out Locked Out | Locked Out | Locked Out Locked Out
Pajaro River - above Millers Canal
Pajaro River - Highway 25
Pajaro River - below Carnadero Cr

30 Carnadero Cr - above Pajaro River

Notes:
See Figure C-3 for numbered site locations

~ = streamflow estimated visually or by relatively inaccurate methods (e.g., width x depth x estimated centerline surface velocity)

Sites were monitored within days in the cited month;

Most sites along any individual stream were measured on the same day.

Todd Groundwater 12/1/2016



Table C-2. Groundwater Elevations October 2015 through October 2016

Well Number Well Depth Depth to Top Ground Subbasin Groundwater Elevations (feet MSL)
Oct-15 Jan-16 Apr-16 Jul-16

12-5-21Q1 500 0 260 BSE 67.64 68.76 69.13 110

12-5-21Q1 500 0 260 BSE 70.58 71.35 70.72 67.64
12-5-22N1 372 250 265 BSE 86.9 89.4 90.32 85.15
12-6-30E1 0 0 375 HE 349.02 351.76 352.84 348 347.41
12-6-18G1 198 70 303 HE 248.91 250.86 251.74 259.56 257.35
13-6-07D2 0 0 500 HE 335.02 335.47 336.74 335.41 335.19
12-6-07P1 147 0 266 HE 224.2 226.64 227.76 231.31 224.09
12-5-24N1 300 182 270 HE 188.12 190.58 191.37 167.42

12-5-23A20 862 178 239 HE 185.32 187.73 188.64 179 173
12-5-22J2 355 120 250 HE 194.64 199.44 199.88 187.77 185.47
12-5-22C1 237 102 236 HE 192.87 194.74 195.62 161.95 155.02
12-5-14N1 0 0 229 HE 176.87 179.17 179.74

ROSSI 1 0 0 0 HE 222.43 225.64 227.64  226.71 223.24
2317 0 0 299.5 HEN 232.86 234.34 235.64 224.61 222.71]
13-5-03L1 126 0 303 HW 223.86 226.54 229.37 208.16 206.51]
12-5-27E1 175 0 270 HW 190.54 211.54 212.54 161.09 182.32
12-5-35N2 612 288 305 HW 215.87 220.24 221.67 0 0
12-5-34P1 195 153 294 HW 202.57 204.44 206.64 194.98 193.38
12-5-33E2 121 81 266 HW 191.32 197.44 201.64 196.82 195.3
13-5-10B1 0 0 305 HW 217.59 219.22 221.64 215.25 195.13
12-5-28J1 220 0 276 HW 203.59 205.59 207.88 203.78 193.97
13-5-04B 0 0 285 HW 204.82 205.12 208.14  212.86 212.75
San Justo 4 (INDART) 0 0 318 HW 254.54 256.53 256.62 272 271.64
San Justo 6 (ROSE) 0 0 338 HW 231.86 230.55 229.88 235.1 234.64
13-5-11E1 0 0 309 HW 243.61 244.34 261.63 246.05 239.04
11-5-26R3 225 65 208 P 166.77 169.24 170.11 170.03 169.57
11-5-36M1 0 0 223 P 0 0 0 171.45 172.66
11-5-36C1 98 0 223 P 174.64 182.35 183.14 188.75 187.83
11-5-35G1 230 0 206 P 161.35 164.77 165.12 174.37 171.98
11-5-35Q3 0 0 203 P 152.44 154.24 160.64 203 160.56
12-6-06K1 260 16 260 P 259.99 259.99 0 0 260
11-5-35C1 180 0 198 P 155.88 156.29 157.44 164.61 169.81
12-5-03B1 128 100 182 P 182 0 0 0 182
12-5-01G2 300 0 215 P 172.42 174.53 174.37 177.36 176.59
12-5-02H5 128 42 210 P 165.67 167.83 166.9 172.27 169.82
12-6-06L4 235 50 248 P 212.9 212.42 211.72 214.21 213.52]
12-5-02L2 170 0 202 P 179.87 180.63 181.82 187.67 185.62
11-5-26N2 232 95 198 P 150.62 151.65 154.56 162.68 165.38
11-6-31M2 188 155 284 P 200.59 203.86 204.54 221.62 215.56)
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Table C-2. Groundwater Elevations October 2015 through October 2016

Well Number Well Depth Depth to Top Ground Subbasin Groundwater Elevations (feet MSL)
Oct-15 Jan-16 Apr-16 Jul-16

12-4-18J1 0 0 150/SJ 116.74 119.35 121.72 120 120.32
12-5-31H1 0 0 248S) 187.84 187.87 188.44 0 0
12-4-171L20 0 0 140 S) 113.64 118.54 69.64 119.85 117.76
12-4-21M1 250 0 170 S) 126.59 128.53 129.35 128.5 134.65
12-4-26G1 876 240 210'S) 165.88 166.24 168.73 0 128.55
12-4-34H1 387 120 199S) 132.74 137.35 138.35 117.75 130.06
RIDER BERRY 0 0 241.5 S) 175.04 179.94 180.94 0 0
13-4-03H1 312 168 206.25 S) 182.85 186.82 187.82 0 126.52
12-5-30H1 240 0 250S) 186.82 189.35 190 199.78 199.16
12-4-36D2 0 0 219 S) 171.82 173.54 174.77 0 0
12-4-35A1 325 110 216 'S) 163.87 165.35 167.44 140.57 150.62
13-4-4A3 0 0 210 'S) 182.82 185.84 186.61 163.86 163.17
13-5-13Q1 185 44 360 TP 312.83 320.12 322.88 0 0
POSEY (Ridgemark) 0 0 521/TP 331.46 329.74 330.34 0 0
LEMOS (Ridgemark) 0 0 522 TP 338.26 340.27 341.42 0 0
13-6-20K1 0 0 440 TP 422.14 425.37 427.63 407.45 0
13-6-19K1 211 0 422 TP 348.54 351.83 353.64 353.6 344.8
13-5-12K1 0 0 440 TP 314 0 0 0 313
13-5-13J2 180 0 375 TP 302.88 305.42 309.64 325.78 327.24
13-5-13H1 252 112 400 TP 322.52 325.74 328.52 0 0
13-5-13F1 134 30 348 TP 311.12 313.77 315.92 324.97 324.18
13-5-12N20 352 301 332 TP 300.54 302.54 304.64 284.5 303
13-5-11Q1 178 61 324 TP 231.61 266.86 267.64 0 0
13-5-14C1 0 0 365 TP 252.52 253.82 256.24 252 0
13-6-19J1 340 128 450 TP 413.89 415.79 418.92 415.85 413.34
13-5-12D4 0 0 360 TP 198 199 200 207 197
11-5-31F1 515 312 159 B 43.64 45.11 46.44 24.08 68.58
11-4-25H1 0 0 148 B 0 0 0 57.72 86.31
11-5-27P2 331 67 185 B 0 0 0 162.33 165.05
11-5-28B1 198 125 168 B 168 0 0 0 168
11-5-21E2 220 100 155 B 155 0 0 0 155
11-5-20N1 300 0 150 B 87.64 89.35 89.74 45.56 72.32
11-5-28P4 140 80 165 B 165 0 0 0 165
11-5-33B1 125 0 169 B 169 0 0 0 169
12-5-06L1 0 0 177 B 145.74 0 0 0 143.51
12-5-05G1 500 150 175'B 103.24 102.27 103.76 0 0
12-5-05M1 0 0 175'B 59.82 0 0 0 62.51
12-5-17D1 950 314 217 B 0 0 0 39.64 32
12-5-07P1 750 360 204 B 0 0 0 0 20.25
11-4-26B1 642 149 143 B 0 0 0 115.08 126.79
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Table C-2. Groundwater Elevations October 2015 through October 2016

Well Number Well Depth Depth to Top Ground Subbasin Key Well Groundwater Elevations (feet MSL)
Oct-15 Jan-16 Apr-16 Jul-16

SCHIELDS 4 (vineyard) 0 0 682 Paicines 627.35 630.22 0 621 623.2
RIDGEMARK 7 0 0 692 Paicines 588.26 590.21 0 628.42 627.38
RFP Vineyard 3 (FRANCHIONI) 0 0 706.67 Paicines 641.72 644.37 0 658.16 657.6
OAK HILL RANCH 1 0 0 745 Paicines 653.79 656.26 0 0 0
RIDGEMARK 5 0 0 668 Paicines 630.88 633.11 0 586.6 622.85
11-5-2411 70 0 234 PC * 174.76 176.53 177.78 204.19 206.68
11-5-24C2 165 70 249 PC * 0 0 0 222.36 221.15
11-5-24C1 134 0 244 PC * 0 0 0 210.72 213.26
11-5-23R2 118 43 230 PC * 181.61 185.35 186.62 0 0
11-5-13D1 125 0 258 PC * 209.51 212.77 213.63 219.42 221.55
11-5-25G1 225 0 244.33 PC * 217.15 218.84 220.01 0 200.31
San Justo 5 (WINDMILL) 0 0 320 TPCV 0 0 0 274.98 275
WILDLIFE CENTER 5 0 0 766 TPCV 688.74 686.26 0 686.55 702
GRANITE ROCK WELL 2 0 0 0 TPCV 306.72 308.74 309.64 0 290.61
GRANITE ROCK WELL 1 0 0 0 TPCV 282.54 281.76 281.77 284 282.7
DONATI 2 0 0 696 TPCV 637.72 636.26 0 648.47 646.37
1536 0 0 0 TCPV 280 281 284 283 278
11S04E08K002 0 0 178.1/SCVWD 127.1 148.55 153.12 145.03 144.05
11S04E03J002 0 0 196 SCVWD 120.42 148.23 132.8 110.55 142.27
11S04E10D004 0 0 169.9/ SCVWD 121.765 146.74 144.26667 123.3267 141.24
11S04E15J002 0 0 144 SCVWD 112.25 140.03 131.8 102.325 130.82
11S04E17N004 0 0 180.1/ SCVWD 0 149.23 0 143.0433 145.12
11S04E21P003 0 0 154.9/ SCVWD 113.98 141.35 0 118.3 132.97
11S04E22N001 0 0 149.9/ SCVWD 109.82 137.47 0 109.5933 127.95
11S04E02N001 0 0 174.9 SCVWD 119.87 145.45 130.4 98.37667 139
11S04E02D008 0 0 229 SCVWD 123.56 147.7 139.65 117.3133 142.2
11S04E32R002 0 0 140.1/ SCVWD 102.02 130.93 0 107.8133 121.45
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Table C-3. Groundwater Change Attributes

Subbasin Area Average

Subbasin (Acres) Storativity
San Juan 11,708 0.05
Hollister West 6,050 0.05
Tres Pinos 4,725 0.05
Pacheco 6,743 0.03
Northern Hollister East 10,686 0.03
Southern Hollister East 5,175 0.03
Bolsa SE 2,691 0.08
Bolsa 20,003 0.01

Table C-4. Groundwater Change in Elevation 2006-2016 (feet)

Average Change in Groundwater Elevation

Subbasin 2009 2010 2011 2012 2015
San Juan 0.87 (4.49) 0.29 (0.75) (1.39) (0.89) - (10.66) (7.95) (9.45) (3.56)
Hollister West 3.13 (1.69) 331 (1.43) (1.58) (0.66) 2.12 (5.72) (17.41) (3.60) 0.93
Tres Pinos 2.47 (2.34) 0.72 8.10 (10.52) 0.97 2.54 (2.48) (6.66) (6.68) (6.04)
Pacheco 1.93 (4.41) (1.36) 8.10 (6.60) 1.92 (4.36) (2.95) (7.37) 1.92 2.98
Northern Hollister East 3.64 (6.51) (4.21) 10.15 (8.73) 2.72 (2.36) 1.65 (9.10) 0.76 (1.48)
Southern Hollister East 3.26 (1.46) 5.45 9.39 4.93 (1.94) (2.18) (1.14) (6.87) 1.61 8.13
Bolsa SE 1.55 (6.78) 11.51 (24.80) 25.29 (11.65) 0.25 (4.27) (10.68) (3.34) (9.94)
Bolsa 6.79 (3.30) 8.97 (16.86) 23.15 (11.19) 10.72 (3.37) (25.56) 457 (2.89)
Table C-5. Groundwater Change in Storage 2006-2016 (acre-feet)
Average Change in Groundwater Storage (AF)

Subbasin 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
San Juan 510 (2,626) 168 (437) (811) (523) - (6,239) (4,653) (5,530) (2,086)
Hollister West 947 (510) 1,001 (431) (477) (198) 640 (1,730) (5,267) (1,090) 282
Tres Pinos 584 (553) 169 1,913 (2,485) 228 601 (586) (1,574) (1,579) (1,427)
Pacheco 391 (892) (275) 1,639 (1,335) 389 (882) (597) (1,490) 388 604
Northern Hollister East 1,167 (2,087) (1,350) 3,253 (2,798) 870 (757) 528 (2,918) 242 (474)
Southern Hollister East 506 (227) 846 1,457 766 (301) (339) (177) (1,067) 250 1,263
Bolsa SE 333 (1,458) 2,478 (5,338) 5,443 (2,508) 53 (918) (2,300) (719) (2,139)
Bolsa 1,358 (659) 1,794 (3,372) 4,631 (2,239) 2,144 (674) (5,112) 915 (578)
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Table D-1. Reservoir Water Budgets for Water Year 2016 (acre-feet)

Hernandez Paicines San Justo
Inflows
Rainfall 32 0 180
San Benito River 350 126 n.a.
Hernandez-Paicines transfer n.a. 0 n.a.
San Felipe Project n.a. n.a. 10,145
Total Inflows 382 0 10,325
. Outflows |
Hernandez spills 0 0 0
Hernandez-Paicines transfer 0 n.a. n.a.
Tres Pinos Creek percolation releases 0 0 n.a.
San Benito River percolation releases -925 0 n.a.
CVP Deliveries 0 n.a. -6,446
Evaporation and seepage -376 n.a. -834
Total Outflows -1,301 -126 -7,280
Storage Change

Reservoir capacity 17,200 2,870 11,000
Maximum storage 1,601 126 6,111
Minimum storage 323 0 1,834
Net water year storage change 0 0 2,916
Unaccounted for Water -144 (0] -129
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Table D-2. Historical Reservoir Releases (AFY)

WYy Hernandez Paicines TOTAL
1996 13,535 6,139 19,674
1997 3,573 2,269 5,842
1998 26,302 450 26,752
1999 12,084 1,293 13,377
2000 13,246 2,326 15,572
2001 12,919 3,583 16,502
2002 9,698 310 10,008
2003 5,434 0 5,434
2004 3,336 0 3,336
2005 19,914 677 20,591
2006 14,112 196 14,308
2007 12,022 1,254 13,276
2008 7,646 495 8,141
2009 4,883 0 4,883
2010 8,484 4,147 12,631
2011 9,757 2,397 12,154
2012 6,341 1,321 7,662
2013 3,963 677 4,640
2014 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0
2016 925 0 925

AVG 8,961 1,311 10,272
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Table D-3. Historical Percolation of CVP Water (AFY)

Arroyo de las Viboras

Arroyo Dos Picachos

Santa Ana Creek

John Tres San

Water Pacheco Fallon Jarvis Smith Maranatha Airline Ridgemar Pinos Benito
Year Creek Road Creek1 Creek2 Road Lane Creek Road Road Highway k Creek River
1994 232 136 515 0 0 550 209 0 0 0 0 85 158 1,885
1995 444 238 770 2 0 654 622 73 0 0 0 809 2,734 6,345
1996 0 494 989 832 67 235 708 531 197 134 25 21 6,097 10,330
1997 0 447 601 1,981 77 0 200 17 353 286 29 1,477 5,619 11,087
1998 0 132 109 403 0 0 0 65 0 158 74 518 1,084 2,543
1999 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 256 48 141 10 452 413 1,322
2000 1 0 0 6 0 0 3 236 21 240 12 285 938 1,740
2001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 161 17 186 1 703 1,041 2,110
2002 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 78 2 143 0 426 470 1,122
2003 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 119 9 172 0 163 605 1,074
2004 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 83 0 0 0 1 882 1,018
2005 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 527 527
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 156 0 0 0 1 451 614
2007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88 216 304
2008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
2009 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table D-4. Percolation of Municipal Wastewater during Water Year 2016

Effluent Discharge Evaporation2 (acre- Percolation (acre-

Pond Area’ (acres) (acre-feet) feet) {==19)]
Hollister - domestic* 92.9 2,190 266 1,923
Hollister - industrial* 39.0 416 112 305
Ridgemark Estates | & Il 7.2 174 21 154
Tres Pinos 1.8 26 5 21
Total 141 2,806 404 2,402

Notes:

1. Hollister pond areas are from Dickson and Kenneth D. Schmidt and Associates (1999) and include treatment ponds in addition to
percolation ponds at the domestic wastewater treatment plant. Assumes 80% of total pond area in use at any time (Rose, pers. comm.).

These areas should be updated as operations change.
2. Average evaporation less precip = 43 inches (56 in/yr evaporation (DWR Bulletin 73-79) less 13 in/yr precip (CIMIS)

The San Juan Bautista plant is not included because the unnamed tributary of San Juan Creek that receives its effluent usually gains flow
along the affected reach and is on the southwest side of the San Andreas Fault. These conditions prevent the effluent from recharging
the San Juan Subbasin.
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Table D-5. Historical Percolation of Municipal Wastewater (AFY)

Hollister
Reclamation Hollister -  Ridgemark Tres
Plant - Domestic industrial Estates| &Il  Pinos TOTAL

1,775 665 155 5 2,600
1,935 610 180 10 2,735
2,020 689 207 14 2,930
1,965 909 201 17 3,092
2,490 518 231 17 3,256
1,693 1,476 156 12 3,337
2,110 1,136 293 24 3,563
1,742 1,078 303 24 3,147
1,884 1,545 283 24 3,736
2,009 1,432 279 24 3,744
1,787 1,536 268 21 3,612
1,891 1,323 227 26 3,468
1,797 1,211 216 33 3,257
1,740 1,228 139 19 3,126
1,580 1,257 139 19 2,996
1,976 428 172 19 2,594
1,922 37 172 19 2,150
1,807 466 183 19 2,476
1,740 605 177 19 2,541

889 332 188 21 1,430
1,552 86 179 21 1,838
1,816 344 161 21 2,342
1,923 305 154 21 2,402

* Hollister WW data for 2013 updated with new data
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Table E-1. Recent CVP Allocation and Use

Municipal and Industrial (M&I) CVP Agricultural CVP

. - Percent of Contract
Percent of Contract Percent of Historic Contract Amount Contract Amount  Percent of Contract and M&

Contract Amount Contract Amount

Water Y
SECEREAE Allocation Average Used (AF) Used (%) Allocation Used (AF) Used (%)

Adjustment1

(USBR Water Year Mar-Feb)

(Hydrologic Water Year Oct-Sep)

(USBR Water Year Mar-Feb)

(Hydrologic Water Year Oct-Sep)

2006 100% 3,152 38% 100% 19,840 56%
2007 100% 4,969 60% 40% 18,865 53%
2008 37% 75% 2,232 27% 40% 45% 10,514 30%
2009 29% 60% 1,978 24% 10% 11% 6,439 18%
2010 37% 75% 2,197 27% 45% 50% 10,061 28%
2011 100% 2,433 29% 80% 16,234 46%
2012 51% 75% 2,683 33% 40% 40% 17,267 49%
2013 47% 70% 2,652 32% 20% 22% 12,914 36%
2014 34% 50% 1,599 29% 0% 0% 7,545 21%
2015 25% 25% 1,810 22% 0% 0% 3,697 10%
2016 55% 55% 1,914 23% 5% 0% 4,434 12%
Notes:

! If the M&I allocation is 75 percent or less, the difference between the M&I contract amount and M&| allocation is added to the agricultural contract amount. The agricultural
percentage is multiplied by that sum to obtain the agricultural allocation.
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Table E-2. Historical Water Use by Subbasin and Water Source (AFY)

Subbasin Pacheco Bolsa Southeast San Juan Hollister West Hollister East Tres Pinos Total Zone 6
Source GW CVP GW CVP RW GW CvP (] CVvP RW (] CVP RW (] CVvP (] CVvP

1993 2,251 3,210 3,474 9,278 4,300 7,213 3,744 7,275 5,658 31,618 15,633
1994 3,748 3,394 3,467 602 10,859 3,836 7,327 87 5,475 6,808 5,294 263 36,169 14,990 -
1995 2,756 3,474 2,855 720 9,328 4,554 7,092 460 3,428 6,647 4,475 275 29,935 16,130 -
1996 2,533 3,500 2,682 782 8,726 5,187 5,717 679 3,396 8,267 3,695 408 26,748 18,823 -
1997 2,209 4,205 2,755 997 9,587 6,191 7,602 907 3,534 8,284 4,620 466 30,307 21,048 -
1998 2,035 2,165 1,561 361 6,963 4,099 4,991 591 4,037 5,291 3,751 289 23,338 12,796 -
1999 2,553 3,219 2,453 433 9,312 5,990 7,013 726 3,701 7,279 4,199 391 29,231 18,038 -
2000 2,270 3,256 2,418 355 8,681 6,372 7,590 869 3,108 7,279 4,006 542 28,073 18,673 -
2001 1,848 3,443 2,126 411 7,977 7,232 7,377 685 2,213 7,010 3,599 621 25,140 19,402 -
2002 2,322 3,840 2,193 497 7,571 7,242 6,577 706 2,588 7,390 3,994 737 25,244 20,411 -
2003 2,425 3,277 2,175 493 7,434 7,127 6,222 720 1,897 9,329 2,805 788 22,958 21,734 -
2004 2,461 3,607 2,405 740 8,121 7,357 4,971 614 2,321 10,726 3,204 966 23,484 24,010 -
2005 1,320 3,106 1,849 514 6,608 6,245 5,084 680 2,586 9,198 2,378 642 19,825 20,384 -
2006 1,208 3,495 1,864 661 6,741 7,200 4,633 579 2,555 10,253 2,537 803 19,538 22,992 -
2007 1,034 3,832 2,005 572 7,658 6,160 5,118 553 3,867 10,194 2,908 804 22,590 22,115 -
2008 1,900 1,568 2,014 333 7,796 3,160 4,375 399 3,962 6,792 2,743 493 22,789 12,745 -
2009 3,370 1,257 2,082 179 11,956 1,605 4,186 19 4,733 4,697 2,871 447 29,199 8,204 -
2010 2,553 1,771 1,897 207 9,561 3,452 4,081 10 151 4,460 6,056 1,686 488 24,238 11,984 151
2011 1,992 2,420 2,781 229 4,987 5,623 3,940 394 183 1,947 9,575 2,454 427 18,102 18,667 183
2012 3,723 2,652 1,556 288 5,782 5,976 4,298 549 230 2,004 9,917 2,492 568 19,855 19,949 230
2013* 4,157 1,976 2,348 292 11,044 4,134 5,656 374 357 5,430 8,224 2,452 565 31,087 15,566 357
2014 3,303 1,020 2,157 32 10,018 1,984 7,227 233 262 4,872 5,490 3,014 384 30,592 9,144 262
2015 4,279 555 2,401 20 12,739 975 4,730 148 101 7,230 3,568 2,948 241 34,327 5,507 101
2016 4,386 420 2,558 30 38 13,581 819 4,031 162 253 6,383 4,810 207 2,223 106 33,162 6,347 499
AVG 03-16 2,722 2,211 2,149 328 38 8,859 4,415 4,897 388 220 3,875 7,774 207 2,623 552 25,125 15,668 127

GW = groundwater, CVP = Central Valley Project, RW = recycled water
* Hollister RW data updated for 2013 based on new data
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Table E-3. Recent Water Use by Subbasin and User Type, not including recycled water (AFY)

SUBBASIN 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Agriculture
Bolsa SE 2,352 2,517 2,570 2,334 2,252 2,103 3,004 1,837 2,635 2,180 2,417 2,601
Hollister East 8,543 9,526 10,685 8,012 6,860 8,315 9,067 9,453 10,832 8,151 8,464 8,784
Hollister West 2,128 1,936 2,145 1,509 1,708 1,888 2,190 2,228 3,324 2,584 2,750 2,192
Pacheco 4,190 4,469 4,573 3,220 4,304 4,242 4,279 6,148 5,990 4,121 4,658 4,616
San Juan 11,496 12,622 12,185 9,581 12,397 11,960 10,009 10,964 14,376 11,183 13,123 13,826
Tres Pinos 800 1,004 954 655 670 640 471 641 652 514 1,513 572
TOTAL 29,509 32,074 33,112 25,310 28,192 29,148 29,020 30,980 37,810 28,734 32,926 32,591
VIR
Bolsa SE 12 8 7 13 9 0 6 6 4 9 5 25
Hollister East 3,241 3,280 3,203 2,742 2,570 2,201 2,455 2,469 2,822 2,211 2,334 2,617
Hollister West 3,636 3,168 3,361 3,265 2,710 2,477 2,144 2,619 2,705 4,876 2,128 2,254
Pacheco 235 234 293 248 323 83 133 227 144 203 176 191
San Juan 1,356 1,320 1,640 1,375 1,164 1,053 601 793 803 820 590 574
Tres Pinos 2,220 2,336 2,748 2,581 2,648 3,048 2,410 2,710 2,365 2,884 1,676 1,757
WAL 10,7000 10,345 11,2527  10,225] 9,424  8,862] 7,749 8,825 8,843 11,002 6,909 7,417
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Table E-4. Historical Water Use by User Type (AFY)

wy

1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

AVERAGE

Municipal, and

Agricultural industrial Total % Ag
45,366 5,152 50,518 90%
32,387 6,047 38,434 84%
49,663 5,725 55,388 90%
46,640 7,631 54,271 86%
32,210 6,912 39,122 82%
38,878 5,066 43,944 88%
41,854 7,186 49,040 85%
36,399 8,272 44,671 81%
39,575 8,338 47,913 83%
41,482 11,117 52,599 79%
27,526 8,650 36,176 76%
37,203 10,110 47,313 79%
36,062 10,811 46,873 77%
34,035 10,687 44,722 76%
34,354 11,347 45,701 75%
33,533 11,206 44,739 75%
35,597 11,944 47,541 75%
29,509 10,700 40,209 73%
32,074 10,345 42,419 76%
33,112 11,252 44,364 75%
25,310 10,225 35,535 71%
28,192 9,424 37,616 75%
29,148 8,862 38,010 77%
29,020 7,749 36,769 79%
31,270 8,825 40,095 78%
37,810 8,843 46,653 81%
28,734 11,226 39,960 72%
32,926 7,010 39,935 82%
32,591 7,417 40,008 81%
34,995 8,952 43,947 79%
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Table E-5. Municipal Water Use by Purveyor for Water Year 2016 (AF)

WY 2016 Oct Dec Jan Feb
Groundwater
Sunnyslope CWD 1,331 156 111 72 48 52 44 69 105 117 188 182 188
City of Hollister 1,615 137 99 87 94 84 94 115 167 198 230 230 80
City of Hollister - Cienega Wells 105 9 9 9 9 7 9 9 9 9 9 9 8
San Juan Bautista 232 20 15 15 14 14 16 16 20 25 25 26 25
Tres Pinos CWD 49 4 4 3 3 3 2 3 4 5 5 4 8
Groundwater Subtotal 3,332 326 238 186 168 160 165 212 306 354 457 450 310
CVP Imported Water
Lessalt Treatment Plant 1,682 124 136 125 120 135 113 122 160 153 166 178 149
Imported Water Subtotal 1,682 124 136 125 120 135 113 122 160 153 166 178 149

Municipal Total
Municipal Water Supply Total 5,014 451 374 310 288 294 278 334 466 507 624 628 459
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Table E-6. Historical Municipal Water Use by Purveyor (AFY)

City of Lessalt
Sunnyslope Hollister - City of Hollister - San Juan Tres Pinos Treatment Undivided

CWD - GW GW Cienega Wells' Bautista cCwWD Plant Total TOTAL
1988 0 5,152 5,152
1989 0 6,047 6,047
1990 0 5,725 5,725
1991 0 7,631 7,631
1992 0 6,912 6,912
1993 0 5,066 5,066
1994 0 7,186 7,186
1995 2,167 2,446 0 4,613
1996 2,139 3,386 0 5,525
1997 2,638 3,848 0 6,486
1998 2,357 3,441 0 5,798
1999 2,820 3,558 0 6,378
2000 3,214 4,021 0 7,235
2001 3,290 3,851 0 7,141
2002 3,256 4,120 21 7,398
2003 2,053 2,754 2,494 7,302
2004 2,426 2,828 2,101 7,356
2005 1,959 3,147 123 247 49 1,843 7,368
2006 1,907 2,801 123 150 49 1,900 6,930
2007 2,413 2,758 123 47 49 1,719 7,108
2008 2,294 2,746 123 417 47 1,323 6,949
2009 2,251 2,503 123 373 47 1,212 6,509
2010 1,861 2,194 108 308 47 1,344 5,861
2011 2,225 1,651 80 292 47 1,593 5,887
2012 2,360 1,761 130 267 45 1,657 6,219
2013 1,655 2,655 120 281 46 1,648 6,405
2014 2,134 2,646 114 285 49 979 6,207
2015 1,348 1,960 114 225 49 1,364 5,060
2016 1,331 1,615 105 232 49 1,682 5,014

1. Data from Hollister Cienega Wells for 2005-2008 was estimated to be the same as WY 2009
Cells with no data indicate that the information is unavailable, while years with no use are shown explicitly as 0's.
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Table F-1. Historical and Current San Benito County Water District CVP (Blue Valve) Water Rates (dollars/af)

Water Charge Power Charge Groundwater Charge (dollars/af) Recycled Water (per AF)
USBR Standby &
\Water Availability Charge Agricultural Munlup.‘i!l & Agricultural Municipal & Industrial Agricultural Fower
Year (dollars/acre) Industrial Distribution Subsystem Charge
6H aL 9H Others
1987 $8.00 $34.00 n.c. n.i. n.i.
1988 $2.00 $34.00 n.c. n.i. n.i.
1991 $4.00 $38.00 $110.00 $6.25 $22.00
1992 $4.00 $45.00 $120.00 $2.00 $10.00
1994 $4.50 $77.61 $168.92 $1.00 $5.00
$15.75  First 100 af
1995 $4.50 $77.61 $168.92 $1.00 $36.70  Next 500 af
$54.60  Over 600 af
1996 $6.00 $75.00 $150.00 $1.50 $33.00
1997 $6.00 $75.00 $157.00 $1.50 $33.00
1998 $6.00 $75.00 $155.00 $1.50 $33.00
2000 $6.00 $75.00 $155.00 $1.50 $11.50
2001 $6.00 $75.00 $155.00 $1.50 $25.00
2004 $6.00 $75.00 $150.00 $24.30 $46.75 $25.05 $53.70 $15.25 $1.50 $10.00
2005 $6.00 $80.00 $150.00 $26.15 $49.40 $35.00 $66.90 $17.10 $1.50 $21.50
2006 $6.00 $85.00 $160.00 $23.60 $36.05 $34.70 $65.75 $18.40 $1.50 $21.50
2007 $6.00 $85.00 $160.00 $23.60 $36.05 $34.70 $65.75 $18.40 $1.50 $21.50
2008 $6.00 $100.00 $170.00 $17.25 $19.40 $32.60 $62.75 $14.85 $1.50 $21.50
2009 $6.00 $115.00 $180.00 $17.50 $20.25 $42.55 $74.85 $16.30 $2.50 $22.50
2010