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1.0 Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to provide information to advance the discussion with stakeholders
and the public as the Department of Water Resources (DWR) elops regulations establishing a
basin boundary revision process, as required by California Water Code (Water Code) § 10722.2.

Specifically, this discussion paper serves to:

e Provide background on the Sustainabl
(SGMA), which establishes a process fo

Management Act of 2014
est that DWR revise the

agencies to

iscussion !per addresses a variety of issues raised by
lusion of the issues in this document does not constitute

an endorsementief any particulariissue. R invites comment and input on the preliminary draft

information an stions presented in this document. Comments should be submitted to

sgmps@water.ca.go

2.0 Background

The SGMA established a process for local agencies to request that DWR revise the boundaries of a
groundwater basin, including the creation of a new subbasin. Without a request for revision, or a
technical change initiated by DWR, groundwater basin boundaries will remain as identified in
DWR’s Bulletin 118 - Update 2003 (Bulletin 118-2003) until updated or revised in a subsequent
edition of Bulletin 118. DWR plans to complete a process to develop and adopt emergency
regulations (regulations) based on stakeholder input, by January 1, 2016, that includes the
methodology and criteria to evaluate local agency requests to modify groundwater basin
boundaries.
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The specific legal requirements from the SGMA related to potential basin boundary revisions are as
follows:

Water Code § 10722. Unless other basin boundaries are established pursuant to this chapter, a
basin’s boundaries shall be as identified in Bulletin 118.

Water Code § 10722.2. (a) A local agency may request that the department revise the boundaries
of a basin, including the establishment of new subbasins. A local agency’s request shall be
supported by the following information:

(1) Information demonstrating that the proposed adjuv basin can be the subject of
sustainable groundwater management.

(2) Technical information regarding the boundafies of, and conditions in, the proposed
adjusted basin.

(3) Information demonstrating that the e proposing
consulted with interested local age d public water
before filing the proposal with the d ent.

(4) Other information the department necessa‘to justify
boundary.

asin boundary adjustment
s in the affected basins

ision of the basin’s

(b) By January 1, 2016, the dep

hall adopt regulations regarding the information
required to comply with subdivisio ]

g the m ology and criteria to be used to

ing w ction 11340) of Part 1 of Division
of these regulations is an emergency and shall

elfare. Notwithstanding the Administrative
e department pursuant to this section shall
tive Law and shall remain in effect until revised

ofAdmirw

(c) Method and criteria established pursuant to subdivision (b) shall address all of the
following:

(1) How to asse i ood that the proposed basin can be sustainably managed.

(2) How to assess er the proposed basin would limit the sustainable management of
adjacent basins.

(3) How to assess whether there is a history of sustainable management of groundwater levels

in the proposed basin.

(d) Prior to adopting and finalizing the regulations, the department shall conduct three public
meetings to consider public comments. The department shall publish the draft regulations on its
Internet Web site at least 30 days before the public meetings. One meeting shall be conducted at a
location in northern California, one meeting shall be conducted at a location in the central valley
of California, and one meeting shall be conducted at a location in southern California.

2|Page
Preliminary Draft (April 10, 2015) — For Discussion Purposes



(e) The department shall provide a copy of its draft revision of a basin’s boundaries to the
California Water Commission. The California Water Commission shall hear and comment on the
draft revision within 60 days after the department provides the draft revision to the commission.

3.0 Groundwater Basin Definitions

The definition of a groundwater basin and subbasin has changed over time with each update to
Bulletin 118. In each update, basin boundaries were drawn using the best available information;
however, DWR is aware that, in some areas, recent technical information may be available, which
could be used to request a boundary revision. The definitions of ’roundwater basin and subbasin
from Bulletin 118-2003 and the SGMA are as follows.

DWR Bulletin 118-2003

A ¢

alluvial aqui

Bulletin 118-2003 defines a groundwater basi a stacked series of alluvial
d a definable bottom.

, such as rock or

aquifers with reasonably well-defined bound n a lateral directi

Lateral boundaries are features that significa

impede groundwate

sediments with very low permeability or a geolog ructuré such as a fau tom boundaries

would include rock or sediments low permeability if no aquifers oceur below those

sediments within the basin. In some ¢ as in the'San,Joaquin and Sacramento valleys, the

i ‘e created in previous versions of
alyzing data, managing water resources, and
cross over a groundwater basin boundary.
uld be a river or stream that creates a
boundaries” may limit groundwater flow in the shallow

significant groundwater flow may occur across the
ition, the location of a subbasin boundary that is based

Institutional subba ies have been formed based on political boundaries, such as a county
line, water agency ser a legally-mandated boundary such as a court adjudicated basin

boundary.
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014

A groundwater basin in the SGMA is defined as a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and
defined in Bulletin 118-2003 or as modified pursuant to the basin boundary revision regulations
(Water Code § 10722). The legislative intent of the SGMA, among other things, is to provide for the
sustainable management of groundwater basins in California (see Water Code § 10720.1). The
SGMA creates a new standard for groundwater management. Care must be taken to assure that the
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modification of basin boundaries, or creation of new subbasins within existing groundwater basins,
does not inadvertently undermine the clear expression of legislative intent in the law.

Section 3.0 Comments and Question:

Definition of a Groundwater Basin/Subbasin: The SGMA defines a groundwater basin or
subbasin to be those identified and defined in Bulletin 118, or as modified pursuant to Water Code
§ 10722. DWR will use the Bulletin 118-2003 definitions until future updates to Bulletin 118 occur.

Creation of New Groundwater Basins: Potential revisions (’oundaries or creation of new
subbasins can only occur within existing Bulletin 118 groundwater basins. The creation of a new
groundwater basin that is not adjacent to or part of an existing'basin or subbasin will not occur as
part of this basin boundary revision process. New b’s ma defined in future updates to
Bulletin 118.

zed, the DWR is con
ines ba on upd

Question 3-1: Prior to the regulations being ing making a series of

cleanup adjustments to exiting basin bound higher-resolution

geographic information or technical information. Examplesof these adjustmen lude: 1) minor

revisions to basin boundary lines onsistent with the original intent (and Bulletin 118

narrative documentation) of matching and river b daries; and 2) minor and major

, DWR continue meet with various organizations, agencies,
input on boundary issues that could create potential
WR has organized and condensed the specific comments
y of statewide basin boundary issue types. DWR will

consider these'basin boundary issues and future input during the rule-making process.

Governance and I undary Issues

e Basin boundarie necessarily consistent with various political and management

boundaries such as nty, city, water agency, and IRWM boundaries, which could require
more intensive cooperation.

e [t may be more difficult to manage as a coordinated unit in some areas where basins cross
multiple political boundary lines (i.e. counties).

e Some adjudication, federal, and tribal boundaries do not match existing basin boundaries,
which may require additional coordination by local agencies.

o Bulletin 118-2003 basins do not reflect the new role that land-use planning and water

management agencies now have under the SGMA.
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e In some basins there are unresolved boundary conflicts among agencies which may be an
obstacle for completion of groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs).

e There may be less flexibility and less cooperation in managing groundwater where
groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) are not able to develop a single GSP for an
entire basin.

Hydrogeologic Boundary Issues

e Bulletin 118-2003 basin boundaries may not be based on the most updated technical
information.

e Locally-developed subbasin definitions that have been the basis of extensive monitoring,
modeling, and management may not be reflected ifi Bulletin 118-2003.

alluvial deposits that are not currently in the defined basin m
impact sustainable groundwater managem an eXiAg basin.

of recharge and analysis of p
beneficial uses.

or high prioi®y have distinct areas included that would

ed atin dently.
basins could be included, or very-low and low priority
to elevate a basin’s priority and gain the powers and

es may result in CASGEM non-compliance and limit access to State

grants.

e Basin boundary revisions may effect State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and
Regional Board Basin Plans, permits, and water quality objectives.

e Revising basin boundaries will require DWR to reprioritize groundwater basins.

e Some basin boundaries cross multiple Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) and
Regional Flood Management Planning (RFMP) regions requiring coordination between
future GSAs and multiple IRWM and RFMP groups for regional water management.
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Section 4.0 Questions:

Question 4-1: Has DWR accurately summarized and clearly characterized the boundary issue
types?

Question 4-2: Are there additional basin boundary issues types that need to be considered?

5.0 Proposed Basin Boundary Regulatio
Characteristics

‘ Goal and Potential

It is the policy of the State that groundwater resourcés be managed sustainably for long-term
reliability and multiple economic, social, and enyi &ental efits for current and future

development, implementation, and updating s and programs on the best available
science (Water Code § 113). The SGMA defi ustainable groundw anagement as the

implementation horizon without causi desirable results{Water Code § 10721(u)). The following
is DWR’s draft goal and proposed dary characteristics for the development of basin
boundary regulations.

Proposed Basin Bound

DWR’s goal is to dev i at are‘ned to balance local flexibility to
address potential basi i i s local and state responsibility to comply with

‘)undwater sustainability.

’“ thin existing groundwater basin boundaries
elling reasons, which are supported by adequate
ent, are provided for alternative boundaries that increase

the requirements of the S e statewi

input on the potential adv ges and disadvantages of basin boundary revisions and how those
revisions align with the requirements of the SGMA and the overall goal to achieve groundwater
sustainability statewide. There are advantages and disadvantages for each characteristic that must
be identified, considered, and then balanced from a statewide perspective. DWR will consider input
to these characteristics, which may provide the basis for developing regulation criteria that can be
used to evaluate requests for revisions to basin boundaries. These characteristics have been

grouped into the following categories:
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Size and Hydrogeologic Characteristics

e Basin adequately sized to maximize water management opportunities - Would it be
advantageous if a groundwater basin is revised to be the largest hydrologic and
hydrogeologically-contiguous alluvial area encompassing the service areas of multiple local
agencies, and defined to maximize opportunities to sustainably manage groundwater,
integrate surface water management activities, and limit undesirable results?

e Basin properly sized for development and management of basin budgets - Should an
existing groundwater basin be the largest hydrologic and hydrogeologically-defined
contiguous area in which local agencies are capable ofdeveraging resources to characterize
and sustainably manage the water budget and sustainable yield over the implementation
and planning horizon?

o Fragmentation of a contiguous groundw. xuifer
existing groundwater basins in the sa

- Should fragmentation of

graphic area multiple local agencies

managing the same groundwater aquifi tem and water budg considered?

"N

Governance and Jurisdictional Characteristics

e Solely jurisdictional revisio
that is solely defined by a jurisd

To what extent should a groundwater basin or subbasin

pundary sue adjudication, county line, or other

geopolitical boundary be conside
e Basin properly € Should ting groundwater basin or

subbasin bou i ; uvial won of an entire county, assuming
the entire re i ompletely managed? Would this revision: 1)

A’s through/SGMA; and 3) reg‘n sustainable groundwater management in

ictional c’enience - Should scientific evidence be given

e Fragmentation ude areas experiencing undesirable results - Should a
groundwater basin be revised for the purpose of excluding areas experiencing undesirable
results rather than including other regional entities to sustain a long-term regional
groundwater planning effort to ensure water supply reliability, water quality, and
environmental stewardship be considered?

Coordination Characteristics

e Boundary revisions developed through multi-stakeholder process - Should a
groundwater basin be large enough to support the formation of functional GSA(s) that are
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inclusive and utilize a collaborative, multi-stakeholder process to: 1) achieve broad local
agreement; 2) assist disadvantaged communities; 3) monitor the basin and mitigate
undesirable results; 4) address groundwater management issues; and 5) develop
integrated, multi-benefit, regional solutions that result in a compliant GSP(s)?

e Coordination agreements (Inter-basin) - If an existing basin or subbasin is split, what
requirements and content should be included in an inter-basin coordination agreement?

e Coordination agreements as an alternative to boundary revisions (Intra-basin) -
Should local agencies be encouraged to expand existing groundwater management

coordination and governance structures, through an intra=basin agreement, within existing

basins to include stakeholders that manage, direc re involved in processes that

influence regional water management rather than existing boundaries?

Section 5.0 Questions:

Question 5-1: Does the proposed goal 1) the intent of the S and 2) allow for the
development of methodology and criteria for fai i undary revisions?

Question 5-3: Are there additional cha
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