
 
May   15,   2020  
Craig   Altare  
Chief,   Groundwater   Sustainability   Plan   Review   Sec�on  
California   Department   of   Water   Resources   
901   P   Street,   Room   213  
Sacramento,   CA   94236  
Online   submission:    h�ps://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/#gsp  
 
Re:   Comments   on   the   Cuyama   Valley   Groundwater   Basin   Groundwater   Sustainability   Plan   (CB   GSP)  
 
Dear   Mr.   Altare,  
 
The   Community   Water   Center   recommends   that   DWR   find   that   the   Groundwater   Sustainability   Plan  
(GSP),   submi�ed   by   the   Cuyama   Basin   Groundwater   Sustainability   Agency   (CBGSA)   on   January   28,   2020,  
is   incomplete    per   23   CCR   §355.6   (d)(2)     and   require   that   the   all   of   the   deficiencies   iden�fied   in   this  
comment   le�er   are   cured   or   addressed   within   180   days,   or   otherwise   we   urge   DWR   to   reject   the   plan   as  
inadequate.   We   note   a   few   excep�ons   to   the   180-day   cure   period   and   for   those   issues   recommend   DWR  
require   the   GSA   during   the   180-day   cure   period   to   develop   a   plan,   including   �melines   and   funding  
sources,   for   how   it   will   resolve   these   deficiencies   prior   to   its   5-year   update.   If   the   GSA   refuses   to   cure   the  
deficiencies,   DWR   should   find   the   plan   inadequate   per   23   CCR§355.4(e)(3)(B).   This   will   allow   DWR   the  
ability   to   measure   the   GSA’s   progress   towards   implemen�ng   the   solu�on.   We   discuss   these   �melines   in  
our   detailed   individual   recommenda�ons   for   each   sec�on   of   the   GSP.  
 
We   Believe   the   GSP   Will   Result   in   Significant   Nega�ve   Impacts   to   Safe   Water   Access   for   Vulnerable  
Communi�es   and   Domes�c   Well   Owners   Unless   Changes   Are   Made   to   the   GSP   
 
The   comments   and   recommenda�ons   contained   in   this   le�er   are   provided   to   DWR   in   an   effort   to   protect  
the   drinking   water   sources   of   the   vulnerable,   and   o�en   underrepresented,   groundwater   users.   These  
beneficial   users   of   groundwater   include:   domes�c   well   owners,   public   water   systems,   state   small   water  
systems   as   well   as   severely   disadvantaged   (SDAC)   or   disadvantaged   communi�es   (DAC).   We   hope   these  
comments   will   ensure   that   the   GSP   will:   

1. Understand   DAC’s   unique   vulnerabili�es   and   adequately   address   their   drinking   water   needs.   1

2. Avoid   developing   groundwater   management   ac�ons   that   are   likely   to   cause   nega�ve   impacts   to  
drinking   water   supplies   or   cause   a   disparate   impact   on   low-income   households   and   communi�es  
of   color.   

3. Achieve   the   objec�ves   required   by   the   Sustainable   Groundwater   Management   Act   (SGMA)  
regula�ons   and   California’s   Human   Right   to   Drinking   Water   law   (HR2W)   which   recognizes   that  
“every   human   being   has   the   right   to   safe,   clean,   affordable,   and   accessible   water   adequate   for  
human   consump�on,   cooking,   and   sanitary   purposes.”   While   we   recognize   that   the   GSAs  2

themselves   are   not   subject   to   the   HR2W,   the   Department   is   and   must   consider   how   the   GSP  
impacts   access   to   safe,   clean,   and   affordable   drinking   water.  

1  See   Water   Code   §10723.2   “The   groundwater   sustainability   agency   shall   consider   the   interests   of   all   beneficial  
uses   and   users   of   groundwater...including…   Disadvantaged   communi�es.”  
2  Water   Code   §106.3.  
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4. Achieve   the   goals   required   by   SGMA   without   nega�vely   affec�ng   the   implementa�on   of   the  

Newsom   Administra�on's   newly   passed    Safe   and   Affordable   Funding   for   Equity   and   Resilience  
(SAFER)   program ,   by   limi�ng   or   preven�ng   further   contamina�on   of   drinking   water   sources   or  
the   dewatering   of   wells   that   serve   low-income   communi�es   of   color.  

 
CWC’s   Mo�va�on   for   Involvement   in   the   CBGSA   Planning   Process  
Community   Water   Center   is   a   501(c)(3)   nonprofit   that   acts   as   a   catalyst   for   community-driven   water  
solu�ons   through   organizing,   educa�on,   and   advocacy.   CWC   seeks   to   build   and   enhance   leadership  
capacity   and   local   community   power   around   water   issues,   create   a   regional   movement   for   water   jus�ce  
in   California,   and   enable   every   community   to   have   access   to   safe,   clean,   and   affordable   drinking   water.   
CWC   has   been   deeply   involved   in   reviewing   several   GSPs   submi�ed   within   the   San   Joaquin   Valley   and  
the   Central   Coast.   We   have   hosted   numerous   community   workshops   in   other   groundwater   subbasins  
with   similar   challenges   to   the   Cuyama   Basin   -   agricultural,   low-income   areas   with   known   drinking   water  
contamina�on   issues.   The   challenges   of   the   Cuyama   Basin   were   brought   to   our   a�en�on   by   local   and  
regional   stakeholders.   In   par�cular,   we   find   it   deeply   concerning   that   current   and   urgent   drinking   water  
issues   in   the   subbasin   are   not   recognized   or   addressed   in   the   CB   GSP   including,   but   not   limited   to,   the  
following:  

- Cuyama   Elementary   School   is   located   in   a   DAC   area   and   gets   drinking   water   from   its   own   small  
public   water   system   (ID   #:   CA4200879)   that   has   a   history   of   drinking   water   quality   viola�ons.  
Surrounded   by   agricultural   fields,   the   school   has   a   history   of   drinking   water   quality   viola�ons,  
and   currently   treats   water   from   an   agricultural   well   with   a   reverse   osmosis   treatment   system   for  
drinking   water   uses.   Relying   on   only   one   agricultural   well   and   a   treatment   system   makes   the  
school   vulnerable   and   at-risk   to   loss   of   an   adequate   supply   of   safe   drinking   water.   Having   a  
history   of   drinking   water   viola�ons   indicates   that   this   school   is   at-risk   of   future   viola�ons   as   well,  
and   has   already   faced   high   costs   -   both   in   terms   of   health   and   in   terms   of   financial   burden   -   in  
dealing   with   groundwater   contamina�on.   

- Ventucopa   Water   Supply   Company   is   also   a   small   public   water   system   located   in   a   DAC   area.  
Local   residents   have   reported   that   this   water   system   has   insufficient   quan�ty   of   water   during  
some   months   of   the   year   when   agricultural   pumping   is   high.   This   has   resulted   in   a   reliance   on  
trucked   water,   which   comes   at   a   high   financial   and   environmental   cost.   

- Cuyama   Community   Services   District   (CCSD),   a   small   public   water   system   in   a   DAC,   has   also   had  
water   quality   challenges   due   to   arsenic   contamina�on.   The   GSP   reports   in   Sec�on   4.8   that   CCSD  
Well   2   was   taken   out   of   opera�on   because   of   high   levels   of   arsenic,   and   now   relies   on   only   one  
water   supply   well.   This   also   puts   this   water   system’s   supply   at-risk   of   future   failure   and  
vulnerable   to   changes   in   groundwater   quality,   quan�ty,   and   nearby   pumping.   

 
There   is   no   denying   that   disadvantaged   community   water   supplies   in   the   Cuyama   Valley   Basin   have   been  
impacted   by   groundwater   management,   and   are   suffering   undesirable   results   in   groundwater   quality   and  
quan�ty   as   a   result.   Other   stakeholders   have   shared   data   and   informa�on   about   drinking   water   wells  
and   disadvantaged   communi�es   in   the   Cuyama   Valley   Basin   in   wri�en   comments   as   part   of   the   public  

2  



 
record.   These   stakeholder   comments   have   highlighted   and   requested   the   GSA   revise   the   GSP   for   the  
following:  3

- Acknowledge   the   presence   of   all   contaminants,   including   arsenic   and   nitrate,   that   have   been  
found   in   drinking   water   wells   in   the   subbasin   and   include   these   contaminants   in   the   water  
quality   monitoring   network.  

- Set   water   quality   minimum   thresholds   for   nitrate,   arsenic,   and   any   other   drinking   water  
contaminants   found   in   the   subbasin.   

- Update   inaccuracies   and   omissions   in   the   GSP   with   publicly   available   databases   and   government  
reports   (including   GAMA   and   Central   Coast   Regional   Water   Board   reports)   that   include   well  4

construc�on   informa�on   and   water   quality   informa�on   for   private   wells   and   public   water  
systems.  

- Revise   minimum   thresholds   to   protect   drinking   water   users,   including   those   reliant   on   private  
wells   who   have   been   ac�ve   in   the   CB   GSA   process   from   the   beginning.  

 
Review   of   Final   CB   GSP   Using   Checklist   Developed   with   the   Groundwater   Leadership   Forum  
In   addi�on,   CWC   conducted   a   Review   of   the   Final   GSP   (see   Appendix   A)   which   did   not   assess   the   quality  
of   the   data   provided   in   the   GSP,   but   analyzed   whether   data   was   provided,   what   data   sources   were   cited,  
how   informa�on   about   beneficial   users   of   groundwater   (with   a   focus   on   disadvantaged   communi�es   and  
groundwater   dependent   ecosystems)   was   used   to   develop   the   plan,   and   whether   or   not   the   GSP  
included   plans   to   reconcile   exis�ng   data   gaps.   This   analysis   iden�fied   five   components   that   we   consider  
cri�cal   in   GSPs   and   evaluated   whether   the   plan   adequately   considers   drinking   water,   climate   change,  
stakeholder   involvement,   managed   wetlands   and   groundwater   dependent   ecosystems   in   these   GSP  
categories.   The   five   categories   are:  

●    Iden�fica�on   and   Considera�on   of   Beneficial   Users  
●    Water   Budget  
●    No�ce   and   Communica�on  
●    Monitoring   Network  
●    Projects   and   Management   Ac�ons  

 
Summary   of   Some   Major   Cuyama   Valley   Basin   GSP   Deficiencies   and   Recommenda�ons  
Our   comments   in   this   le�er   are   intended   to   highlight   key   concerns   raised   in   the   Review   of   the   Final   GSP  
(in   Appendix   A),   elevate   the   threats   to   drinking   water   and   disadvantaged   communi�es   in   the   CB   GSP,  

3  See   comments   from   the   Central   Coast   Water   Board,   The   Nature   Conservancy,   Roberta   Jaffee   and   Steve   Gleissman,  
and   others   in   the   Final   Dra�   GSP   Comments,   dated   11/22/2019,   from   CBGSA.  
h�ps://cuyamabasin.org/assets/pdf/public-final-gsp/2019-11-12-Final-Dra�-GSP-Comments.pdf .  
4   See,    Central   Coast   Regional   Water   Quality   Control   Board   (CCRWQCB),   May   2018.   Central   Coast   Water   Board   staff  
report   on   groundwater   quality   condi�ons   in   Central   Coast   Groundwater   basins:  
h�ps://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/board_info/agendas/2018/may/item8/item8_s�rpt.pdf ;  
See,   Guide   to   Water   Quality   Requirements   Under   the   Sustainable   Groundwater   Management   Act   (2019),   published  
by   Stanford   University,   for   a   comprehensive   overview   of   data   sources   on   water   quality   available   for   use   in   GSPs   in  
California.   Moran,   T.   and   Belin,   A.   (2019).   A   Guide   to   Water   Quality   Requirements   Under   the   Sustainable  
Groundwater   Management   Act.   Stanford   Digital   Repository.   Available   at:    h�ps://purl.stanford.edu/dw122nb4780 .   
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and   to   provide   legal   support   and   to   reinforce   these   and   other   comments   that   have   been   raised   on  
numerous   occasions   and   who   the   CBGSA   has   repeatedly   chosen   to   ignore.  
 
Although   any   deficiency   in   a   GSP   that   imperils   access   to   drinking   water   is   unacceptable,   we   would   like   to  
draw   DWR’s   a�en�on   to   the   sec�ons   of   the   GSP   that   contain   the   most   cri�cal   issues   here   and   also   in    the  
Review   of   the   Final   GSP   (in   Appendix   A).   Unless   otherwise   noted,   we   recommend   that   DWR   find   the   CB  
GSP   to   be   incomplete   pending   the   adop�on   of   the   following   solu�ons   within   180   days:  
 
Chapter   2   Basin   Se�ng,   Groundwater   Condi�ons,   and   Water   Budget  
Basin   Se�ng:   Because   the   basin   se�ng   “serves   as   the   basis   for   defining   and   assessing   reasonable  
sustainable   management   criteria   and   projects   and   management   ac�ons,”   it   is   essen�al   that   the   basin  
se�ng   in   the   CB   GSP   iden�fies   and   addresses   the   needs   of   all   beneficial   users.   5

● Revise   the   descrip�on   of   the   basin   se�ng   to   include   a   map   and   table   of   all   water   systems   that  
serve   drinking   water   users   -   public   water   systems,   state   small   water   systems,   and   private  
domes�c   wells.   This   should   include   the   type   of   water   system,   number   of   people   served,  
number   of   connec�ons,   number   of   wells,   well   depth,   and   well   screen   depth   for   all   drinking  
water   supply   wells.    It   is   important   to   iden�fy   all   public   water   systems   in   the   subbasin   including  
Cuyama   Mutual   Water   Company   (CA4200514),   Cuyama   Community   Services   District  
(CA4210009),   Ventucopa   Water   Supply   Company   (CA4200872),   and   Cuyama   Elementary   School  
(CA4200879).   This   could   augment   Figure   1-17   which   shows   the   loca�on   and   depth   of   three  
public   water   system   wells.   This   should   include   all   public   water   systems   regulated   by   the   State  
Water   Resources   Control   Board,   including   those   classified   as   community   water   systems,  
non-transient   non-community   water   systems,   and   transient   non-community   water   systems.   

● Describe   highly   vulnerable   drinking   water   systems,   including   all   public   water   systems   listed  
above,   in   more   detail   to   be�er   explain   the   challenges   that   groundwater   management   must  
address.   This   should   include   current   and   past   drinking   water   quality   informa�on,   groundwater  
level   changes   over   �me,   and   any   other   challenges   they   face.    We   recognize   that   some   of   these  
challenges   are   explained   in   Sec�on   7.4.4   Improve   Reliability   of   Water   Supplies   for   Local  
Communi�es   (on   page   391   of   the   GSP,   Dec.   2019),   yet   it   is   important   that   this   sec�on   is   put   up  
front   in   the   basin   se�ng   with   addi�onal   informa�on   about   water   levels,   water   quality,   and   past  
and   current   threats   and   challenges   to   drinking   water   users.   This   sec�on   should   specifically  
address   and   verify   stakeholder   concerns   about   groundwater   levels   and   quality   described   on  
page   2   of   this   comment   le�er   and   in   the   public   record   during   the   GSP   process.   Adequately  
characterizing   the   public   water   systems,   state   small   water   systems,   and   domes�c   wells   in   the  
GSP   is   important   in   order   to   set   the   stage   to:   (1)   be�er   iden�fy   areas   that   are   vulnerable   to  
groundwater   level   or   groundwater   quality   challenges,   (2)   quan�fy   drinking   water   demand   in   the  
subbasin   for   both   the   current   and   projected   water   budget,   (3)   provide   a   basis   for   the   monitoring  
network   of   drinking   water   supplies,   and   (4)   ensure   inclusive   and   representa�ve   engagement   of  
drinking   water   users   in   the   planning   process.  

● Include   a   map   of   all   disadvantaged   communi�es   (DACs)   and   severely   disadvantaged  
communi�es   (SDACs)   as   determined   by   census   data   (block   groups,   census   designated   places,  
and   census   tracts).    This   map   is   necessary   in   order   to   adequately   consider   this   beneficial   user  
throughout   the   GSP,   and   to   iden�fy   drinking   water   sources   and   threats   for   DACs   and   SDACs   in  

5  23   CCR   §354.14.  
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this   chapter.   The   majority   of   the   land   area   in   the   subbasin   is   designated   DAC   or   SDAC   according  
to   5-year   average   census   data   (2013-2017).   6

● Include   spa�al   and   temporal   water   quality   data   trends   in   the   subbasin   based   on   publicly  
available,   historic   drinking   water   well   data   from   public   water   systems,   private   wells,   and   state  
small   water   systems.    It   is   unclear   if   Figure   2-56   and   Figure   2-57   include   the   exceedances   of  
primary   drinking   water   standards   iden�fied   on   pages   2-110   and   2-111,   however   it   is   clear   that  
there   have   been   primary   Maximum   Contaminant   Level   (MCL)   viola�ons   detected   for   nitrate   and  
arsenic   in   the   subbasin.   The   GSP   should   include   maps   of   all   known   cons�tuents   that   impact  
public   health   that   have   been   found   in   groundwater   in   the   subbasin,   including   (but   not   limited   to)  
nitrate,   arsenic,   hexavalent   chromium,   and   1,2,3-trichloropropane.   This   should   include   the  
loca�on   and   concentra�on   of   the   drinking   water   contaminants   found   in   all   referenced   studies   in  
the   GSP   and   other   publicly   available   data   sources.   The   requested   updates   and   map   should   also  
inform   the   apparent   contradic�on   between   the   2013   USGS   study   referenced   on   page   2-110   of  
the   GSP   (Dec   2019)   -   “USGS   reported   that   nitrate   was   detected   in   five   loca�ons   above   the   MCL  
of   10   mg/L”   and   Sec�on   4.8   which   states   that   “there   have   only   been   two   nitrate  
measurements...in   recent   years   that   exceeded   maximum   contaminant   levels.”   Regardless   of   the  
total   number   of   samples   with   exceedances,   it   is   cri�cal   to   share   all   publicly   available   data   in   an  
accessible   way   to   inform   the   monitoring   network,   sustainable   management   criteria,   projects,  
and   management   ac�ons.   

● Revise   Sec�on   2.27   on   Groundwater   Quality   to   acknowledge   that   groundwater   quality   in   the  
subbasin   can   be   influenced   by   pumping   and   the   way   groundwater   is   managed.   In   par�cular,  7

contaminants   like   arsenic,   uranium,   and   chromium   (including   hexavalent   chromium)   are   more  
likely   to   be   released   under   certain   geochemical   condi�ons   influenced   by   pumping   rates,  
geological   materials,   and   water   level   fluctua�ons.   

● Revise   the   water   budget   to   be�er   ar�culate   and   quan�fy   the   needs   of   drinking   water   users  
within   the   subbasin,   and   address   key   missing   informa�on   and   assump�ons   about   drinking  
water   users.   

 
Chapter   5:   Minimum   Thresholds,   Measurable   Objec�ves,   and   Interim   Milestones,   and   Chapter   3:  
Undesirable   Results  

Perhaps   the   most   glaring   omission   of   this   GSP   for   drinking   water   users   is   the   lack   of   sustainable  
management   criteria   for   the   many   drinking   water   contaminants   that   can   impact   human   health   AND   that  
by   the   GSPs   own   analysis   have   been   found   in   the   basin.   Moreover,   because   of   significant   land   use   and  
pumping   changes   in   recent   years,   it   is   an�cipated   that   contaminants   such   as   nitrate,   arsenic,   and  
hexavalent   chromium   will   increase.   As   men�oned   previously,   the   release   of   “naturally-occurring”  
contaminants   including   arsenic,   uranium   and   chromium   can   be   influenced   by   pumping   rates   and   the   way  
groundwater   is   managed.   
 

6  DACs   are   defined   by   California   Water   Code   §79505.5   as   communi�es   with   an   annual   median   household   income  
that   is   less   than   80   percent   of   the   statewide   annual   median   household   income.  
7  Community   Water   Center   and   Stanford   University,   2019.   Factsheet   “Groundwater   Quality   in   the   Sustainable  
Groundwater   Management   Act   (SGMA):   Scien�fic   Factsheet   on   Arsenic,   Uranium,   and   Chromium”   for   more  
informa�on.  
h�ps://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/a�achments/original/1560371896/C 
WC_FS_GrndwtrQual_06.03.19a.pdf?1560371896 .   
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One   of   the   undesirable   results   in   SGMA   is   water   quality.   Without   adequate   understanding   of   what  
condi�ons   were   as   of   January   1,   2015   and   currently,   as   well   as   a   robust   monitoring   system   that   is  
monitoring   for   all   contaminants   of   concern   in   the   GSA   boundaries,   a   GSA   cannot   be   in   compliance   with  8

this   SGMA   requirement.   Further,   SGMA   does   not   state   a   GSA   can   choose   to   monitor   and   regulate   only  
some   of   the   contaminants   within   its   boundaries.   It   is   clear   from   a   reading   of   the   statute   that   all  
contaminants   found   within   the   GSA   boundaries,   or   likely   to   be   found,   must   be   incorporated   into   the   GSP.   
 
We   firmly   contest   the   GSP’s   conjecture   in   Sec�on   4.8   on   the   Degraded   Groundwater   Quality   Monitoring  
Network   that   “…in   contrast   to   salinity,   there   is   no   evidence   to   suggest   a   causal   nexus   between   poten�al  
ac�ons   under   the   CBGSA’s   authority   and   arsenic   and   nitrates,”   and   “[t]herefore,   the   groundwater   quality  
network   has   been   established   for   salinity   but   does   not   consider   arsenic   or   nitrates   at   this   �me.”  9

However,   the   GSP   does   not   adequately   prove   how   they   came   to   this   conclusion.   It   is   highly   unlikely   that  
none   of   the   ac�ons   under   the   GSA’s   control   will   fail   to   have   an   impact   on   nitrate   and   arsenic.   Excessive  
groundwater   pumping   can   pull   contaminant   plumes   towards   drinking   water   wells,   cause   the   release   of  
arsenic   from   the   strata   in   the   ground,   and   when   shallow   wells   go   dry,   new   wells   must   be   drilled   into  
deeper   por�ons   of   the   aquifer   where   they   are   more   likely   to   encounter   high   arsenic   levels.   As   we   have  
indicated   previously,   these   contaminants   are   not   only   present   at   high   levels   in   the   subbasin   but   they   are  
already   pos�ng   a   risk   to   DAC   drinking   water   users.   DWR   must   require   within   the   180-day   cure   period  
that   the   GSP   be   revised   to   cure   the   following   deficiencies   unless   otherwise   noted:  
 
Groundwater   Quality  

● Revise   sustainable   criteria   to   be   protec�ve   of   drinking   water   users   and   include   all   drinking   water  
contaminants   that   have   been   detected   in   the   subbasin,   including   but   not   limited   to   arsenic,  
nitrate,   and   1,2,3-trichloropropane.   

● Overlay   monitoring   wells   with   DACs   to   iden�fy   poten�ally   vulnerable   areas.   
● Evaluate   the   cumula�ve   and   indirect   impacts   of   minimum   thresholds   on   DACs.   
● Improve   presenta�on   of   available   data   in   order   to   iden�fy   (and   fill)   data   gaps.   This   will   be  

necessary   to   determine   the   risk   of   contaminants   to   drinking   water   users.   
 
Groundwater   Levels   

● Conduct   a   drinking   water   well   impact   analysis   based   upon   the   groundwater   level   Minimum  
Thresholds   (MTs)   and   Measurable   Objec�ves   (MOs)   in   this   GSP.   The   CBGSA   needs   to   respond   to  
the   numerous   public   comments   relaying   concerns   about   declining   water   levels   and   dewatering  
of   domes�c   wells   throughout   the   subbasin.   Given   that   MTs   and   MOs   are   determined   based  
upon   the   depth,   groundwater   levels,   and   other   characteris�cs   of   the   Representa�ve   Monitoring  
Wells,   it   is   impera�ve   that   these   “Representa�ve   Monitoring   Wells”   are   representa�ve   of  
domes�c   wells   in   each   region.   

● Based   on   the   results   of   this   analysis,   the   MOs,   MTs,   and   Undesirable   Results   should   be   revised   to  
be   protec�ve   of   drinking   water   users.   Within   the   180-day   cure   period,   the   GSP   should  
specifically   state   a   plan,   �meline,   and   funding   source   to   (1)   complete   the   well   impact   analysis  
and   (2)   revise   the   groundwater   level   MTs   and   MOs.   

8  Water   Code   §10727.2(f)   requires   a   monitoring   network   that   monitors   groundwater   quality.  
9  Pg   4-50   CB   GSP,   Dec.   2019   
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● Revise   Undesirable   Results   to   be   protec�ve   of   drinking   water   users.   The   current   undesirable  

results   for   groundwater   levels   states   (pg   3-2   GSP,   Dec   2019):   “This   result   is   considered   to   occur  
during   GSP   implementa�on   when   30   percent   of   representa�ve   monitoring   wells   (i.e.,   18   of   60  
wells)   fall   below   their   minimum   groundwater   eleva�on   thresholds   for   two   consecu�ve   years.”  
So,   if,   for   example,   extended   pumping   by   agricultural   wells   in   the   Northwestern   Region   of   the  
subbasin   (which   is   permi�ed   by   the   extremely   low   MTs   in   that   area),   resulted   in   the   dewatering  
of   the   10   primarily   domes�c   wells.   This   prac�ce   of   se�ng   Undesirable   Results   while   disregarding  
30%   of   representa�ve   monitoring   wells   would   result   in   disparate   impacts   to   drinking   water   users  
and   DACs.   This   is   unacceptable   and   must   be   revised   to   protect   all   beneficial   users   within   the  
180-day   cure   period.   

 
Chapter   4:   Monitoring   Networks  
Robust   monitoring   networks   are   cri�cal   to   ensuring   that   the   GSP   is   on   track   to   meet   sustainability   goals.  
GSAs   undertaking   recharge,   significant   changes   in   pumping   volume   or   loca�on,   conjunc�ve   management  
or   other   forms   of   ac�ve   management   as   part   of   GSP   implementa�on   must   consider   the   interests   of  
beneficial   users,   including   domes�c   well   owners   and   S/DACs.   As   currently   developed,   the   monitoring  
network   does   not   adequately   monitor   how   groundwater   management   ac�ons,   related   to   groundwater  
levels   and   groundwater   quality,   could   impact   vulnerable   communi�es.   
 
This   sec�on   of   the   GSP   is   not   in   substan�al   compliance   per   23   CCR   §355.4(b)   because   (1)   the   lack   of  
robust   monitoring   makes   the   GSP   unlikely   to   a�ain   its   sustainability   goal   because   it   prevents   the   GSA  
from   knowing   whether   or   not   its   ac�ons   are   making   progress   towards   achieving   sustainable  
groundwater   management,   and   (2)   the   deficiencies   in   the   monitoring   network   materially   affect   DWR’s  
ability   to   analyze   the   likelihood   of   success   for   the   GSP.   These   both   independently   are   grounds   for   finding  
the   GSP   incomplete   or   inadequate.  
 
DWR   must   require   within   the   180-day   cure   period   that   the   GSP   be   revised   to   cure   the   following  
deficiencies   unless   otherwise   noted:  

- Expand   water   quality   monitoring   network   to   include   all   drinking   water   contaminants   that   have  
been   detected   in   the   subbasin   (per   ra�onale   in   comments   above   on   the   basin   se�ng   and  
MTs/MOs)   including,   but   not   limited   to,   arsenic,   nitrate,   and   1,2,3-trichloropropane.   

- Provide   maps   of   the   proposed   SGMA-compliant   monitoring   network   overlaid   with   loca�on   of  
DACs,   GDEs,   as   well   as   the   loca�ons   and   depths   of   all   public   water   systems,   state   and   local   small  
water   systems,   and   private   domes�c   wells   in   the   subbasin,   using   the   best   available   informa�on.  
Such   maps   will   allow   the   DWR   and   the   public   to   evaluate   the   adequacy   of   the   network   to  
monitor   condi�ons   near   these   beneficial   users,   and   whether   or   not   the   GSP   is   compliant   with   23  
CCR   §354.34.  

- Jus�fy   that   drinking   water   users   are   adequately   represented   in   the   “representa�ve   monitoring  
network”   by   including   a   comparison   of   well   types   by   region   as   well   as   the   range   of   well   depth,  
well   screen   depth,   and   water   level   in   all   wells.   10

- Expand   the   water   quality   monitoring   network   with   currently   available   data   to   be�er   capture  
impacts   to   domes�c   wells   and   state   and   local   small   water   systems   who   rely   on   the   shallow  
aquifer;   without   doing   so   the   GSP   is   not   in   substan�al   compliance   with   23   CCR   §355.4(b).  

10  23   CCR   §354.34   (h):   “The   loca�on   and   type   of   each   monitoring   site   within   the   basin   displayed   on   a   map…”  
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Drinking   water   users   need   to   be   clearly   dis�nguished   and   adequately   represented   in   the  
monitoring   network   in   Figure   5-1.   

 
Chapter   7.   Projects   and   Management   Ac�ons   and   Chapter   8   Implementa�on   Plan   

- Revise   Project   4   Improve   Reliability   of   Water   Supplies   for   Local   Communi�es   such   that   CBGSA  
has   a   proac�ve   role   in   financially   and   otherwise   suppor�ng   these   important   projects.    It   is   good  
that   the   GSP   recognizes   issues   and   challenges   facing   some   of   the   drinking   water   users   in   the  
basins,   including   well   failures   caused   by   drinking   water   contamina�on.   It   is   important   that   the  
GSP   recognizes   and   discusses   how   groundwater   use   and   management   threatens   the   viability   of  
these   water   systems.   SGMA   was   enacted   in   order   to   prevent   undesirable   results   in   the   future.  
Chapter   7   and   Chapter   8   should   be   revised   within   180-days   to   clarify   the   funding   source,  
�meline,   and   role   of   GSA   in   implemen�ng   drinking   water   supply   projects   in   order   to   protect  
these   beneficial   users   of   the   basin.   

- Add   a   robust    Drinking   Water   Well   Mi�ga�on   Program    to   prevent   and   mi�gate   impacts   to   wells  
(e.g.   dewatering,   increases   in   contaminant   levels)   that   occur   as   a   result   of   the   sustainable  
management   criteria,   projects,   and   management   ac�ons   as   defined   in   this   GSP.   During   the  11

180-day   cure   period,   this   program   should   be   added   as   management   ac�on   with   an    iden�fied  
funding   structure   to   protect   drinking   water   users.    Because    CB    GSA   defines   its   sustainability  
criteria   in   a   way   that   allows   for   the   dewatering   of   drinking   water   wells   and   increased   levels   of  
contamina�on,   it   must   provide   a   robust   drinking   water   protec�on   program   to   prevent   impacts   to  
drinking   water   users   and   mi�gate   the   drinking   water   impacts   that   occur.   Although    rural   domes�c  
and   small   water   system   demand   does   not   contribute   substan�ally   to   the   overdra�   condi�ons,  
drinking   water   users   could   face   significant   impacts,   par�cularly   if   the   region   faces   another  
drought.   The   lack   of   clear   ac�ons   regarding   establishing   a   groundwater   alloca�on   or   reduc�ons  
in   groundwater   pumping   creates   disparate   impacts   on   already   vulnerable   communi�es.  
A   GSP   that   lacks   a   mi�ga�on   program   to   curtail   the   effects   of   projects   and   management   ac�ons  
as   to   the   safety,   quality,   affordability,   or   availability   of   domes�c   water,   violates   both   SGMA   itself  
and   the   Human   Right   to   Water   (HR2W).   The   California   legislature   has   recognized   that   water  12

used   for   domes�c   purposes   has   priority   over   all   other   uses   since   1913   in   Water   Code   §106,  13

which   declares   it,   “established   policy   of   this   State   that   the   use   of   water   for   domes�c   purposes   is  
the   highest   use   of   water   and   that   the   next   highest   use   is   for   irriga�on.”   The   passage   of   the   Safe  14

and   Affordable   Drinking   Water   Fund   by   Governor   Newsom   indicates   a   clear   State-level  
commitment   to   provide   safe   and   affordable   drinking   water   to   California’s   most   vulnerable  
residents.   To   ensure   compliance   with   the   Legislature’s   long   established   posi�on,   the   HR2W  15

requires   that   agencies,   including   the   Department   of   Water   Resources   and   the   State   Water   Board,  
must   consider   the   effects   on   domes�c   water   users   when   reviewing   and   approving   GSPs.  16

Therefore,   GSPs   that   cause   disparate   impacts   to   domes�c   water   use   are   in   viola�on   of   the  
HR2W,   SGMA,   and   Water   Code   §106.  

11  A   copy   of    A   Framework   for   a   Drinking   Water   Mi�ga�on   Program    can   be   found   at:  
h�ps://www.communitywatercenter.org/dw_well_mi�ga�on_framework .   
12  WAT   §106.3   (a).  
13  Senate   Floor   Analysis,   AB   685,   08/23/2012.  
14  This   policy   is   also   noted   in   the   Legisla�ve   Counsel’s   Digest   for   AB   685.  
15  SB   200   (Monning,   2019).   
16  WAT   §106.3   (b)  
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A   Drinking   Water   Well   Mi�ga�on   Program   should   include   a   combina�on   of   different   strategies  
including:   replacing   impacted   wells   with   new,   deeper   wells,   connec�ng   domes�c   well   users   to   a  
nearby   public   water   system,   or   providing   interim   bo�led   water.   DWR   should   require   that   the   GSP  
be   amended   within   the   180-day   cure   period   to   include   a   Drinking   Water   Well   Mi�ga�on  
Program   as   a   priority   project   in   Chapter   7,   and   also   include   an   implementa�on   �meframe,  
budget,   and   funding   source.   17

 
Thank   you   for   reviewing   this   le�er   and   for   the   considera�on   of   our   comments   on   the   submi�ed   Cuyama  
Basin   GSP.   We   urge   you   to   act   to   protect   access   to   drinking   water   for   vulnerable   communi�es   that   will   be  
impacted   by   this   GSP   by   either   deeming   the   plan   incomplete    and   requiring    the   deficiencies   iden�fied   in  
this   comment   le�er   are   cured   within   180   days,   or   otherwise   deem   the   plan   inadequate.   Please   do   not  
hesitate   to   contact   us   with   any   ques�ons   or   concerns.   We   would   also   welcome   the   opportunity   to   meet  
to   further   discuss   these   important   sets   of   issues.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Heather   Lukacs   
Community   Water   Center   

 

cc:           The   Honorable   California   Governor   Gavin   Newsom  
The   Honorable   Senate   Pro   Tem   Toni   Atkins,   California   State   Senate  
The   Honorable   Speaker   Anthony   Rendon,   California   State   Assembly  
The   Honorable   Secretary   Jared   Blumenfeld,   California   Environmental   Protec�on   Agency  
The   Honorable   Secretary   Wade   Crowfoot,   California   Natural   Resources   Agency  
The   Honorable   Board   Chair   E.   Joaquin   Esquivel,   State   Water   Resources   Control   Board  
Deputy   Cabinet   Secretary   Chris�ne   Hironaka,   Governor’s   Office  
Deputy   Secretary   and   Special   Counsel   for   Water   Policy   Kris�n   Peer,   California   Environmental  
Protec�on   Agency  
Deputy   Secretary   for   Environmental   Jus�ce,   Tribal   Affairs   and   Border   Rela�ons   Yana   Garcia,  
California   Environmental   Protec�on   Agency  

17  See,    Framework   for   a   Drinking   Water   Well   Impact   Mi�ga�on   Program,  
h�ps://www.communitywatercenter.org/dw_well_mi�ga�on_framework.   
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Groundwater	Basin/Subbasin:	 Cuyama	Valley	Basin	(DWR	3-013)	 	
GSA:			 Cuyama	Basin	Groundwater	Sustainability	Agency	
GSP	Date:	 December	2019	Final			
	
	

1. Identification	of	Beneficial	Users		
Were	key	beneficial	users	identified	and	engaged?	

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance:	
GSP	Element	2.1.5,	“Notice	&	Communication”	(§354.10):			

(a)	A	description	of	the	beneficial	uses	and	users	of	groundwater	in	the	basin,	including	the	land	uses	and	property	interests	potentially	affected	by	the	use	of	groundwater	in	the	basin,	
the	types	of	parties	representing	those	interests,	and	the	nature	of	consultation	with	those	parties.	

GSP	Element	2.2.2,	“Groundwater	Conditions”	(§354.16):	
(d)	Groundwater	quality	issues	that	may	affect	the	supply	and	beneficial	uses	of	groundwater,	including	a	description	and	map	of	the	location	of	known	groundwater	contamination	
sites	and	plumes.	
(f)	Identification	of	interconnected	surface	water	systems	within	the	basin	and	an	estimate	of	the	quantity	and	timing	of	depletions	of	those	systems,	utilizing	data	available	from	the	
Department,	as	specified	in	Section	353.2,	or	the	best	available	information.	
(g)	Identification	of	groundwater	dependent	ecosystems	within	the	basin,	utilizing	data	available	from	the	Department,	as	specified	in	Section	353.2,	or	the	best	available	information.	

GSP	Element	3.3,	“Minimum	Thresholds”	(§354.28):	
(4)	How	minimum	thresholds	may	affect	the	interests	of	beneficial	uses	and	users	of	groundwater	or	land	uses	and	property	interests.	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	
(Section,	Page1)	

1. Do	beneficial	users	(BUs)	
identified	within	the	GSP	
area	include:	

a. Disadvantaged	Communities	(DACs)	

X	 	 	

“[T]here	are	three	disadvantaged	and	severely	disadvantaged	communities	in	
the	Cuyama	Basin:	Cuyama,	New	Cuyama,	and	Ventucopa.	The	census	block	
groups	for	the	Santa	Barbara	and	San	Luis	Obispo	county	portions	of	the	Basin	
are	considered	disadvantaged.”	

1.3.1,	page	80	

b. Tribes	
	 X	 	

“Potential	interests	(listed	in	California	Water	Code	Section	10723.2)	that	are	
not	present	in	the	Cuyama	Basin	include	the	following:	…	•	California	Native	
American	tribes.”	

1.3.1,	page	81	

c. Small	community	public	water	
systems	(<3,300	connections)	

	 X	 	
	 	

2. What	data	were	used	to	
identify	presence	or	absence	
of	DACs?	

a. DWR	DAC	Mapping	Tool2	 	 X	 	 		 	

i. Census	Places		 	 	 X	 	 	

ii. Census	Block	Groups		 	 	 X	 	 	

iii. Census	Tracts		 	 	 X	 	 	

b. Other	data	source	 	 X	 	 	 	

3. Groundwater	Conditions	 a. Drinking	Water	Quality	 	 X	 	 	 	

																																																													
1
	Page	numbers	refer	to	the	page	of	the	PDF.	

2
	DWR	DAC	Mapping	Tool:	https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/dacs/		
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section	includes	discussion	
of:	

b. California	Maximum	Contaminant	
Levels	(CA	MCLs)3	(or	Public	Health	
Goals	where	MCL	does	not	exist,	e.g.	
Chromium	VI)	

X	 	 	

“Collected	data	were	analyzed	for	TDS,	nitrate,	and	arsenic.	These	three	
constituents	were	included	in	analysis	because	they	were	cited	in	previous	
studies	of	the	Basin,	and	they	were	discussed	during	public	meetings	as	being	
of	concern	to	stakeholders	in	the	Basin.”	

2.2.7,	page	208	

4. What	local,	state,	and	
federal	standards	or	plans	
were	used	to	assess	drinking	
water	BUs	in	the	
development	of	Minimum	
Thresholds	(MTs)?	

a. Office	of	Environmental	Health	
Hazard	Assessment	Public	Health	
Goal	(OEHHA	PHGs)4	

	 X	 	
	 	

b. CA	MCLs3	

	 X	 	

“The	CBGSA	has	decided	to	address	TDS	within	the	Basin	by	setting	MTs,	MOs,	
and	IMs	as	shown	in	Table	5-2.	TDS	does	not	have	a	primary	MCL,	but	does	
have	both	a	California	Division	of	Drinking	Water	and	U.S.	Environmental	
Protection	Agency	Secondary	standard	of	500	mg/L,	and	a	short-term	
standard	of	1,500	mg/L.	Current	levels	in	the	Basin	range	from	84	to	4,400	
mg/L.	This	is	due	to	saline	conditions	in	the	portions	of	the	watershed	where	
rainfall	percolates	through	marine	sediments	that	contain	large	amounts	of	
salt.	
	
Due	to	this	natural	condition,	additional	data	will	be	collected	during	GSP	
implementation	to	increase	the	CBGSA’s	understanding	of	TDS	sources	in	the	
Basin.	It	should	be	noted	however,	that	TDS	levels	in	groundwater	may	not	
detrimentally	impact	the	agricultural	economy	of	the	Basin.	Much	of	the	crops	
grown	in	the	Basin,	including	carrots,	are	not	significantly	affected	by	the	
kinds	of	salts	in	the	Basin.	
	
Due	to	these	factors,	the	MT	for	representative	well	sites	was	set	to	be	the	20	
percent	of	the	total	range	of	each	representative	monitoring	site	above	the	
90th	percentile	of	measurements	for	each	site.	For	example,	Opti	Well	72	has	
a	minimum	recorded	TDS	value	of	955	mg/L	and	a	maximum	of	1,020	mg/L.	
This	is	a	range	of	65	mg/L,	and	20	percent	of	that	range	is	13	mg/L.	The	90th	
percentile	for	Opti	Well	72	is	1,010	mg/L.	The	MT	is	then	calculated	by	taking	
the	90th	percentile	of	1,010	mg/L	and	adding	13mg/L	to	reach	a	final	MT	of	
1,023	mg/L.”	

5.5.3,	page	363	

c. Water	Quality	Objectives	(WQOs)	in	
Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Plans	

	 X	 	
	 	

d. Sustainable	Communities	Strategies/	
Regional	Transportation	Plans5	

	 X	 	
	 	

e. County	and/or	City	General	Plans,	
Zoning	Codes	and	Ordinances6	

	 X	 	
	 	

5. Does	the	GSP	identify	how	environmental	BUs	and	environmental	
stakeholders	were	engaged	throughout	the	development	of	the	GSP?	

X	 	 	
The	GSP	lists	agencies	and	organizations	including	environmental	stakeholders	
that	were	notified	by	mail	about	CBGSA-hosted	community	workshops.			

1.3.1,	page	82	

																																																													
3
	CA	MCLs:	https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/MCLsandPHGs.html		

4
	OEHHA	PHGs:	https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/MCLsandPHGs.html		

5
	CARB:	https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/scs-evaluation-resources		

6
	OPR	General	Plan	Guidelines:	http://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/general-plan/		
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The	stakeholder	engagement	strategy	is	only	referenced	via	a	link	in	the	GSP:	
http://cuyamabasin.org/assets/pdf/CBGSP-Engagement-
Strategy_May2018.pdf	
	
Environmental	users	of	groundwater,	including	groundwater	dependent	
ecosystems	(GDEs),	are	acknowledged	as	beneficial	users	of	groundwater	in	
the	GSP.		Other	species	that	depend	on	interconnected	surface	waters	exist	in	
Cuyama	Basin	and	therefore	should	be	identified	and	described.			

Summary/	Comments	
	
Based	on	our	review	of	the	GSP,	it	is	not	clear	what	sources	were	used	to	identify	DACs.		Please	discuss	how	the	presence	of	DACs	were	determined,	whether	through	use	of	the	
DWR	DAC	Mapping	Tool	(https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/dacs/)	or	another	data	source.			
	
Minimum	thresholds	for	water	quality	are	only	discussed	in	terms	of	agricultural	needs,	but	not	drinking	water	needs.		TDS	is	the	only	constituent	for	which	sustainable	
management	criteria	are	set,	despite	the	occurrence	of	elevated	levels	of	nitrates	and	arsenic	in	the	basin.				
	
Environmental	beneficial	uses	and	users	of	groundwater	should	be	described	including:		GDEs,	managed	wetlands,	Protected	Lands,	including	preserves,	wildlife	refuges,	
conservation	areas,	recreational	areas	and	other	protected	lands,	and	Public	Trust	Uses,	including	wildlife,	aquatic	habitat,	fisheries,	recreation	and	navigation.		The	types	and	
locations	of	environmental	uses,	species	and	habitats	supported,	and	the	designated	beneficial	environmental	uses	and	users	of	surface	waters	that	may	be	affected	by	
groundwater	extraction	in	the	Basin	should	be	specified.	The	GSP	should	explicitly	identify	any	environmental	uses	and	users	of	groundwater	in	the	plan	area	and	take	
particular	note	of	the	species	with	protected	status.		The	following	are	resources	that	can	be	used:	
	

• Natural	Communities	Commonly	Associated	with	Groundwater	dataset	(NC	Dataset):		https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/		
• The	list	of	freshwater	species	located	in	the	Cuyama	Basin	can	be	found	here:		https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/sgma-tools/environmental-surface-water-

beneficiaries/		
• The	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife’s	California	Natural	Diversity	Database	(CNDDB):		https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB		
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2.	Communications	Plan	
How	were	key	beneficial	users	engaged	and	how	was	their	input	incorporated	into	the	GSP	process	and	decisions?		

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance:	
GSP	Element	2.1.5,	“Notice	&	Communication”	(§354.10):			

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:	

(c)	Comments	regarding	the	Plan	received	by	the	Agency	and	a	summary	of	any	responses	by	the	Agency.	
(d)	A	communication	section	of	the	Plan	that	includes	the	following:	

(1)	An	explanation	of	the	Agency’s	decision-making	process.	
(2)	Identification	of	opportunities	for	public	engagement	and	a	discussion	of	how	public	input	and	response	will	be	used.	
(3)	A	description	of	how	the	Agency	encourages	the	active	involvement	of	diverse	social,	cultural,	and	economic	elements	of	the	population	within	the	basin.	
(4)	The	method	the	Agency	shall	follow	to	inform	the	public	about	progress	implementing	the	Plan,	including	the	status	of	projects	and	actions.	
	

DWR	Guidance	Document	for	GSP	Stakeholder	Communication	and	Engagement7	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	
(Section,	Page)	

1. Is	a	Stakeholder	Communication	and	Engagement	Plan	(SCEP)	included?	
X	 	 	

The	stakeholder	engagement	strategy	is	only	referenced	via	a	link	in	the	GSP:	
http://cuyamabasin.org/assets/pdf/CBGSP-Engagement-
Strategy_May2018.pdf	

1.3.1,	page	83	

2. Does	the	SCEP	or	GSP	identify	that	ongoing	engagement	will	be	
conducted	during	GSP	implementation?	

	 X	 	
	 	

3. Does	the	SCEP	or	GSP	specifically	identify	how	DAC	beneficial	users	
were	engaged	in	the	planning	process?	

X	 	 	

“In	September	2017,	the	CBGSA	Board	appointed	the	seven-member	SAC	to	
provide	advice	and	input	to	the	CBGSA	Board	on	GSP	development	and	
implementation,	and	to	assist	with	stakeholder	engagement	throughout	the	
Cuyama	Basin.	In	March	2018,	the	CBGSA	Board	expanded	the	SAC	
membership	to	nine	members,	including	representatives	from	the	Hispanic	
community	in	the	Basin.	One	member	resigned	in	March	2019,	and	the	CBGSA	
Board	of	Directors	is	currently	considering	a	replacement	process.	
According	to	the	requirements	of	the	Brown	Act,	all	SAC	meetings	were	
noticed	72	hours	in	advance	and	were	open	to	the	public.	SAC	membership,	
agendas,	minutes,	and	meeting	materials	are	available	at	
http://cuyamabasin.org/standing-advisory-committee.html.”	
	
“Communication	strategies	have	shifted	in	recent	years	due	to	the	evolution	
of	online	access	to	information.	However,	it	is	important	to	recognize	that	not	
all	Cuyama	Valley	residents	have	access	to	email	and	the	internet.	Therefore,	

1.3.4,	page	85	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Stakeholder	
engagement	
strategy	

																																																													
7
	DWR	Guidance	Document	for	GSP	Stakeholder	Communication	and	Engagement	https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Sustainable-
Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/Guidance-Document-for-Groundwater-Sustainability-Plan---Stakeholder-Communication-and-
Engagement.pdf		
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the	outreach	methods	include	both	online	access	and	traditional	means	of	
hard	copy	information	dissemination.	The	Cuyama	Valley	also	has	a	
substantial	Hispanic	population,	many	of	whom	speak	only	Spanish.		
Therefore,	core	materials	(online	and	hard	copy)	will	be	prepared	in	Spanish.”	

document,	page	
8	

4. Does	the	SCEP	or	GSP	explicitly	describe	how	stakeholder	input	was	
incorporated	into	the	GSP	process	and	decisions?	

X	 	 	

“Public	input	was	used	to	help	shape	the	GSP	development.	The	input	was	
also	used	to	develop	context	and	content	for	CBGSA	meetings,	SAC	meetings,	
community	workshops,	CBGSA	newsletters,	and	for	content	posted	to	the	
CBGSA	website.	
	
CBGSA-hosted	public	meetings	were	designed	to	encourage	input,	discussion,	
and	questions	from	both	the	CBGSA	Board	of	Directors	and	SAC	members	as	
well	as	public	audience	members.	The	minutes	of	Groundwater	Sustainability	
Plan	1-54	Agency	Information,	Plan	Area,	and	Communication	December	2019	
CBGSA	Board	and	SAC	meetings	reflect	the	questions	and	comments	raised	by	
members	and	the	general	public.	For	each	community	workshop,	public	
comments	were	summarized	and	provided	to	the	CBGSA	staff	and	technical	
team,	the	CBGSA	Board	of	Directors,	and	SAC	for	further	consideration.	
	
Examples	of	how	public	input	helped	shape	the	GSP	are	described	below.	
	
During	the	development	of	the	GSP,	community	input	was	valuable	in	
identifying	and	closing	groundwater	data	gaps.	Residents	and	agricultural	
businesses	provided	additional	data	about	groundwater	levels,	historical	
pumping,	and	cropping	patterns.	
	
During	discussion	of	projects	and	management	actions,	several	community	
members	and	CBGSA	Board	members	expressed	concern	about	unreliable	
community	water	supplies	in	New	Cuyama,	Cuyama,	and	Ventucopa.	The	
GSP’s	list	of	projects	was	revised	to	include	construction	of	new	wells	for	
these	communities.	
		
Community	input	also	shaped	other	actions	carried	forward	for	further	
analysis	in	the	GSP.	Two	projects	to	improve	water	resources	in	the	basin	
came	from	public	input:	cloud	seeding	and	rangeland	management.	The	
technical	team	evaluated	each	approach	and	discussed	benefits	and	impacts	
with	the	CBGSA	Board,	SAC,	and	the	community.	Cloud	seeding	as	a	project	is	
included	in	the	GSP	for	further	evaluation.	Rangeland	management	was	not	
carried	forward	in	the	GSP	due	to	concerns	about	the	potential	impacts	of	
vegetation	management,	and	institutional	concerns	about	coordination	with	
the	United	States	Forest	Service.”	

1.3.5,	page	87	

Summary/	Comments	
	
Please	provide	the	stakeholder	engagement	strategy	as	an	Appendix	to	the	GSP,	instead	of	including	the	web	link	in	the	GSP	text.	
	
Ongoing	stakeholder	engagement	and	inclusion	throughout	the	GSP	implementation	process	will	be	crucial	to	ensuring	that	the	needs	of	the	most	vulnerable	beneficial	users	in	
the	basin	are	met.		It	is	unclear	what	level	of	engagement	is	anticipated	for	plan	implementation,	as	required.			
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3. Maps	Related	to	Key	Beneficial	Uses	
Were	best	available	data	sources	used	for	information	related	to	key	beneficial	users?	

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance:	
GSP	Element	2.1.4	“Additional	GSP	Elements”	(§354.8):		

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:	

(5)	The	density	of	wells	per	square	mile,	by	dasymetric	or	similar	mapping	techniques,	showing	the	general	distribution	of	agricultural,	industrial,	and	domestic	water	supply	
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.		

	
GSP	Element	3.5	Monitoring	Network	(§354.34)	

(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:	
(c)	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)	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.	

(4)	Degraded	Water	Quality.	Collect	sufficient	spatial	and	temporal	data	from	each	applicable	principal	aquifer	to	determine	groundwater	quality	trends	for	water	quality	
indicators,	as	determined	by	the	Agency,	to	address	known	water	quality	issues.	
(6)	Depletions	of	Interconnected	Surface	Water.	Monitor	surface	water	and	groundwater,	where	interconnected	surface	water	conditions	exist,	to	characterize	the	spatial	and	
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:	

(A)	Flow	conditions	including	surface	water	discharge,	surface	water	head,	and	baseflow	contribution.	
(B)	Identifying	the	approximate	date	and	location	where	ephemeral	or	intermittent	flowing	streams	and	rivers	cease	to	flow,	if	applicable.	
(C)	Temporal	change	in	conditions	due	to	variations	in	stream	discharge	and	regional	groundwater	extraction.	
(D)	Other	factors	that	may	be	necessary	to	identify	adverse	impacts	on	beneficial	uses	of	the	surface	water.		

(f)	The	Agency	shall	determine	the	density	of	monitoring	sites	and	frequency	of	measurements	required	to	demonstrate	short-term,	seasonal,	and	long-term	trends	based	
upon	the	following	factors:	

(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.	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	
(Section,	Page)	

1. Does	the	GSP	
Include	Maps	
Related	to	Drinking	
Water	Users?	

a. Well	Density	
X	 	 	

Figure	1-15	-	Domestic	Well	Density	and	Average	Depths	
Figure	1-16	-	Production	Well	Density	and	Average	Depths	
Figure	1-17	-	Public	Well	Density	and	Average	Depths	

1.2.2,	pages	56-
58	

b. Domestic	and	Public	Supply	Well	Locations	&	
Depths	

X	 	 	
“Figure	1-15	shows	the	number	of	domestic	wells	per	square	mile	and	the	
average	depth	of	domestic	wells	in	each	square	mile	in	the	Basin.	Figure	1-

1.2.2,	page	42	
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15	shows	a	grid	pattern	where	each	block	on	the	grid	is	a	section	that	covers	
1	square	mile	of	land.	The	number	in	each	square	represents	the	average	
depth	of	the	well(s)	in	the	section.	Most	of	the	sections	in	the	Basin	that	
have	domestic	wells	contain	only	one	well,	while	twelve	sections	contain	
two	wells	each,	three	sections	contain	three	wells	each,	four	sections	
contain	four	wells	each,	and	one	section	contains	six	wells.	Wells	range	in	
depth	broadly	across	the	Basin,	from	as	shallow	as	120	feet	below	ground	
surface	in	the	southeast	portion	of	the	Basin	to	1,000	feet	below	ground	
surface	in	the	central	portion	of	the	Basin.”	
	
“Figure	1-17	shows	the	density	and	average	depth	of	public	wells	in	the	
Cuyama	Basin.	The	Basin	contains	three	public	wells,	one	just	south	of	New	
Cuyama,	one	east	of	Ventucopa	and	one	at	the	southern	tip	of	the	Basin.	
These	wells	have	depths	of	855,	280	and	800	feet,	respectively.”	
	
Individual	well	locations	are	not	noted	on	these	figures.			

i. Based	on	DWR	Well	Completion	Report	Map	
Application8?	

X	 	 	
This	source	is	cited	as	a	footnote	on	Figures	1-15	to	1-17	 1.2.2,	pages	56-

58	

ii. Based	on	Other	Source(s)?	 	 X	 	 	 	

2. Does	the	GSP	
include	maps	
related	to	
Groundwater	
Dependent	
Ecosystem	(GDE)	
locations?	

a. Map	of	GDE	Locations	
	

X	 	 	 Figure	2-64:		Cuyama	Basin	Probable	GDEs	Based	on	Analysis	
	
We	recommend	that	depth	to	groundwater	contour	maps	are	used	to	verify	
whether	a	connection	to	groundwater	exists	for	polygons	in	the	NC	Dataset.		
	
We	have	the	following	comments	related	to	the	aerial	imagery	analysis	
approach	(as	described	in	Appendix	D	of	the	GSP).		With	regards	to	
Inundation	visible	on	aerial	imagery,	this	method	is	inappropriate	because	it	
is	not	possible	to	know	whether	surface	water	is	connected	with	
groundwater	by	visually	inspecting	it	with	aerial	imagery.		If	aerial	imagery	is	
to	be	used,	a	range	of	dates	should	be	selected	to	reflect	the	California’s	
Mediterranean	climate,	seasonal	variations	and	water	year	types.		Dense	
riparian	and/or	wetland	vegetation	visible	on	aerial	imagery	can	help	
identify	potential	GDEs	but	is	not	an	appropriate	method	to	screen	for	
whether	a	polygon	is	supported	by	groundwater	and	in	fact	a	GDE.	The	
presence	of	sparse	vegetation	also	does	not	preclude	the	possibility	that	
vegetation	are	using	groundwater.		Many	desert	and	semi-arid	
environments	with	sparse	vegetation	can	still	be	groundwater	dependent	
ecosystems.	

2.2.9,	page	231	

b. Map	of	Interconnected	Surface	Waters	(ISWs)	 X	 	 	 Figure	2-61:		Stream	Reaches	Used	in	Cuyama	Groundwater	Model	
	
Please	distinguish	the	gaining	and	losing	reaches	on	the	figure.				

2.2.8,	page	223	

i. Does	it	identify	which	reaches	are	gaining	and	
which	are	losing?	

		 X	 	 Not	shown	on	map,	but	shown	in	Table	2-2:	Stream	Depletion	by	Reach	 2.2.8,	page	225	

ii. Depletions	to	ISWs	are	quantified	by	stream	 		 X	 	 Not	shown	on	map,	but	shown	in	Table	2-2:	Stream	Depletion	by	Reach	 2.2.8,	page	225	

																																																													
8
	DWR	Well	Completion	Report	Map	Application:		https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=181078580a214c0986e2da28f8623b37	
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segments.	
iii. Depletions	to	ISWs	are	quantified	seasonally.	 	 X	 	 	 	

3. Does	the	GSP	
include	maps	of	
monitoring	
networks?	

a. Existing	Monitoring	Wells	
X	 	 	

The	GSP	has	multiple	maps	showing	monitoring	conducted	by	various	
agencies:		groundwater	level	monitoring	(Figures	4-3	to	4-9)	and	
groundwater	quality	monitoring	(Figures	4-10	to	4-14).			

4.3,	page	273	

b. Existing	
Monitoring	
Well	Data	
sources:	

i. California	Statewide	
Groundwater	Elevation	
Monitoring	(CASGEM)	

X	 	 	

“The	Basin	has	six	CASGEM	Program	wells	and	107	voluntary	wells.	Figure	4-
3	shows	the	locations	of	these	wells.”	
Figure	4-3:	Cuyama	GW	Basin	Wells	with	Monitoring	Data	Provided	by	DWR		

4.3.1,	page	273-
274	
Figure	4-3	(p.	
275)	

ii. Water	Board	Regulated	
monitoring	sites	

	 X	 	
	 	

iii. Department	of	Pesticide	
Regulation	(DPR)	monitoring	
wells	

	 X	 	
	 	

c. SGMA-Compliance	Monitoring	Network	

X	 	 	

Figure	4-18:	Cuyama	GW	Basin	Groundwater	Level	&	Storage	Monitoring	
Network	Wells	
Figure	4-20:	Cuyama	GW	Basin	Groundwater	Quality	Monitoring	Network	
Wells	

Figure	4-18,	page	
315		
Figure	4-20,	page	
329	

i. SGMA	Monitoring	Network	map	includes	
identified	DACs?	

	 X	 	
The	monitoring	network	figures	note	the	point	locations	of	the	towns	in	the	
basin,	which	are	considered	DACs,	but	not	the	boundaries	of	the	town	areas.			

	

ii. SGMA	Monitoring	Network	map	includes	
identified	GDEs?	

	 X	 	
	 	

Summary/	Comments	
	
The	GSP	should	provide	maps	of	the	representative	monitoring	network	overlaid	with	location	of	DACs,	GDEs,	and	any	other	sensitive	beneficial	users.	Such	maps	will	allow	the	
reader	to	evaluate	the	adequacy	of	the	network	to	monitor	conditions	near	these	beneficial	users,	and	whether	or	not	the	GSP	is	compliant	with	23	CCR	§	354.34.(b)(2).	
	
To	aid	in	a	comprehensive	analysis	of	GDEs,	the	GSP	should	provide	depth	to	groundwater	contour	maps	and	note	the	following	best	practices	for	doing	so.		
	
The	GSP	should	include	a	discussion	regarding	the	nature	and	characteristics	of	the	identified	GDEs	and	potential	GDEs,	and	should	provide	information	on	the	current	and	
historical	groundwater	conditions	near	the	GDEs	and	corresponding	GDE	ecological	conditions.	The	GSP	should	include	an	ecological	inventory	for	all	potential	GDEs	that	
includes	vegetation	or	habitat	types	and	rank	the	GDEs	as	having	a	high,	moderate	or	low	value.	
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4. Water	Budgets	

How	were	climate	change	projections	incorporated	into	projected/future	water	budget	and	how	were	key	beneficial	users	addressed?	

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance:	
GSP	Element	2.2.3	“Water	Budget	Information”	(Reg.	§	354.18)		

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	
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	
tabular	and	graphical	form.	
	

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	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:	

(b)	The	water	budget	shall	quantify	the	following,	either	through	direct	measurements	or	estimates	based	on	data:	
(5)	If	overdraft	conditions	occur,	as	defined	in	Bulletin	118,	the	water	budget	shall	include	a	quantification	of	overdraft	over	a	period	of	years	during	which	water	year	and	
water	supply	conditions	approximate	average	conditions.		
(6)	The	water	year	type	associated	with	the	annual	supply,	demand,	and	change	in	groundwater	stored.	

(c)	Each	Plan	shall	quantify	the	current,	historical,	and	projected	water	budget	for	the	basin	as	follows:	
(1)	Current	water	budget	information	shall	quantify	current	inflows	and	outflows	for	the	basin	using	the	most	recent	hydrology,	water	supply,	water	demand,	and	land	use	
information.	

	

DWR	Water	Budget	BMP9	
DWR	Guidance	for	Climate	Change	Data	Use	During	GSP	Development	and	Resource	Guide10	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	(Section,	
Page)	

1. Are	climate	change	projections	explicitly	incorporated	in	future/	
projected	water	budget	scenario(s)?	

	

X	 	 	

“A	second	projected	level	water	budget	has	been	developed	that	
incorporates	the	projected	effects	of	climate	change.	The	projected	
conditions	with	climate	change	baseline	are	the	same	as	the	current	and	
projected	conditions	baseline,	except	that	adjustments	have	been	made	to	
estimated	precipitation	and	agricultural	and	native	vegetation	
evapotranspiration	during	the	50-year	hydrologic	period.	The	estimated	
precipitation	and	evapotranspiration	from	1968	to	2017	were	adjusted	
using	perturbation	factors	developed	from	the	Central	Tendency	climate	
scenario	data	provided	by	DWR.	On	average,	the	perturbation	factors	for	
this	scenario	result	in	an	increase	in	precipitation	of	about	1.4	percent	and	
in	an	increase	in	crop	evapotranspiration	of	about	5.4	percent.	Additional	
information	about	how	precipitation	and	evapotranspiration	were	
adjusted	for	climate	change	can	be	found	in	the	IWFM	documentation	in	

2.3,	page	239	

																																																													
9
	DWR	BMP	for	the	Sustainable	<management	of	Groundwater	Water	Budget:	https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Sustainable-
Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/BMP-4-Water-Budget.pdf		
10
DWR	Guidance	Document	for	the	Sustainable	Management	of	Groundwater	Guidance	for	Climate	Change	Data	Use	During	GSP	Development:	https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-

Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Sustainable-Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/Climate-Change-Guidance_Final.pdf	
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Appendix	C.”	

2. Is	there	a	description	of	the	methodology	used	to	include	climate	
change?	 X	 	 	

Attachment	C-2	of	Chapter	2,	Appendix	C	describes	the	methodology	used	
to	include	climate	change.			
	

Attachment	C-2	of	
Chapter	2,	Appendix	
C	(pages	1190-1201)	

3. What	is	used	as	the	basis	
for	climate	change	
assumptions?	

a. DWR-Provided	Climate	Change	Data	and	
Guidance11	

X	 	 	

“For	the	purposes	of	this	GSP,	the	method	proposed	by	the	California	
Department	of	Water	Resources	(DWR)	as	a	valid	method	of	evaluation	in	
its	guidance	document	was	considered	adequate	(DWR,	2018).	Similarly,	
the	“best	available	information”	was	deemed	the	information	provided	
by	DWR,	customized	for	the	method	proposed.”	

Attachment	C-2	of	
Chapter	2,	Appendix	
C	(page	1192)	
	

b. Other		 	 X	 	 	 	

4. Does	the	GSP	use	multiple	climate	scenarios?	

	 X	 	

“DWR	datasets	include	scenarios	for	2030	and	2070	timeframes	and	for	
conditions	similar	to	historical	in	terms	of	precipitation	forecasted	(central	
tendency)	and	conditions	wetter	and	drier.	All	scenarios	available	present	
higher	future	temperatures.	The	team	selected	the	2070	central	tendency	
forecasted	conditions	for	the	analysis.”	

Attachment	C-2	of	
Chapter	2,	Appendix	
C	(page	1195)	
	

5. Does	the	GSP	quantitatively	incorporate	climate	change	projections?	
X	 	 	

“Attachment	C-2	[of	Chapter	2,	Appendix	C]	describes	the	climate	change	
scenarios	analyzed	for	projected	future	conditions,	and	the	modifications	
made	to	the	precipitation	data	to	reflect	the	effects	of	climate	change.”	

Chapter	2,	Appendix	
C	(page	1141)			

6. Does	the	GSP	explicitly	
account	for	climate	
change	in	the	following	
elements	of	the	
future/projected	water	
budget?	

a. Inflows:	 i. Precipitation	 X	 	 	 Table	2-4:	Average	Annual	Land	Surface	Water	Budget	 2.3,	page	241	

ii. Surface	Water	 X	 	 	 Table	2-5:	Average	Annual	Groundwater	Budget	 2.3,	page	242	

iii. Imported	Water	 	 X	 	 Table	2-4:	Average	Annual	Land	Surface	Water	Budget	 2.3,	page	241	

iv. Subsurface	Inflow	 	 X	 	 Table	2-5:	Average	Annual	Groundwater	Budget	 2.3,	page	242	

b. Outflows:	 i. Evapotranspiration	 	 X	 	 Table	2-4:	Average	Annual	Land	Surface	Water	Budget	 2.3,	page	241	

ii. Surface	Water	Outflows	
(incl.	Exports)	

X	 	 	
Table	2-4:	Average	Annual	Land	Surface	Water	Budget	 2.3,	page	241	

iii. Groundwater	Outflows	
(incl.	Exports)	

X	 	 	
Table	2-5:	Average	Annual	Groundwater	Budget	 2.3,	page	242		

7. Are	demands	by	these	
sectors	(drinking	water	
users)	explicitly	included	
in	the	future/projected	
water	budget?	

a. Domestic	Well	users	(<5	connections)	

		 X	 	

Domestic	use	is	a	single	lumped	term	in	the	water	budgets.		“IDC	calculates	
urban	water	demand	based	on	population	and	per	capita	water	use,	and	
the	breakdown	of	indoor	versus	outdoor	water	use	by	month.	For	the	
Basin,	the	per	capita	water	use	was	estimated	using	historical	pumping	
estimates	provided	by	the	CCSD	(CCSD	2010	to	2017)	and	population	
records	published	for	the	CCSD	service	area.	Domestic	water	use	during	
the	historical	period	ranges	between	100	and	200	acre-feet	per	year	
(AFY).”	
Domestic	water	use	is	included	in	the	Current	and	Projected	Water	Budget	
which	is	a	single	budget	that	represents	both	current	and	projected	

Chapter	2,	Appendix	
C	(page	1158)	
	
	
	
	
	
	
2.3,	page	238	
	

																																																													
11
DWR	Guidance	Document	for	the	Sustainable	Management	of	Groundwater	Guidance	for	Climate	Change	Data	Use	During	GSP	Development:	https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-

Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Sustainable-Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/Climate-Change-Guidance_Final.pdf	
DWR	Resource	Guide	DWR-Provided	Climate	Change	Data	and	Guidance	for	Use	During	GSP	Development:	https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-
Management/Sustainable-Groundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/Resource-Guide-Climate-Change-Guidance_v8.pdf	
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conditions.					
	
“Because	there	is	no	basis	to	assume	any	changes	in	Basin	population	or	
land	use	in	the	future	as	compared	to	current	conditions	(in	the	absence	of	
projects	or	actions),	a	single	baseline	has	been	developed	that	reflects	
both	current	and	projected	conditions.”	

b. State	Small	Water	systems	(5-14	
connections)	

	 X	 	
	 	

c. Small	community	water	systems	(<3,300	
connections)	

	 X	 	
	 	

d. Medium	and	Large	community	water	
systems	(>	3,300	connections)	

	 X	 	
	 	

e. Non-community	water	systems	 	 X	 	 	 	

8. Are	water	uses	for	native	vegetation	and/or	wetlands	explicitly	
included	in	the	current	and	historical	water	budgets?	

	

X	 	 	

Table	2-4:	Average	Annual	Land	Surface	Water	Budget		
	
“Land	use	and	cropping	patterns	are	key	data	sets	that	support	estimation	
of	monthly	agricultural	water	requirements	over	the	period	of	model	
simulation.	Consistent	with	the	DWR’s	C2VSim,	the	CBWRM	includes	23	
irrigated	crop	categories	and	four	general	land	use	categories.	The	general	
land	use	categories	include	urban	landscape	(e.g.,	residential	areas,	school	
fields,	roads,	etc.),	water	surface	(e.g.,	streams,	Groundwater	Sustainability	
Plan	C-14	Chapter	2,	Appendix	C	December	2019	lakes,	and	reservoirs),	
riparian	vegetation	(e.g.,	native	vegetation	in	the	vicinity	of	surface	water),	
and	native	vegetation.”	

Table	2-4,	page	241	
	
Chapter	2,	Appendix	
C	(page	1146-1147)	

9. Are	water	uses	for	native	vegetation	and/or	wetlands	explicitly	
included	in	the	projected/future	water	budget?	

X	 	 	
Table	2-4:	Average	Annual	Land	Surface	Water	Budget	 Table	2-4,	page	241	

Summary/	Comments	

The	model-based	water	budget	incorporates	climate	change	adjustments	based	on	DWR	2070	central	tendency	forecasted	conditions.		Given	the	uncertainties	of	climate	
change,	it	is	appropriate	to	analyze	the	impacts	of	climate	change	for	a	range	of	scenarios	(e.g.,	a	mild	effects	scenario	and	a	high	or	worst-case	effect	scenario).		Based	on	the	
information	provided	in	the	GSP,	only	one	climate	change	scenario	was	included,	which	is	insufficient	for	sustainable	groundwater	planning.						

Based	on	the	data	presented,	it	is	not	clear	how	climate	change	is	expected	to	affect	specific	elements	of	the	water	budget	(i.e.,	imported	water,	subsurface	inflow,	and	
evapotranspiration).					

The	domestic	water	demand	as	described	is	not	differentiated	by	the	size	of	the	water	supply	system.	The	GSP	should	provide	the	water	demand	of	all	drinking	water	users	in	
the	water	budgets,	including	domestic	well	users,	as	well	as	small	public	water	systems.		The	GSP	does	not	quantify	the	number	of	domestic	well	users	or	associated	water	
demand.		These	demands	should	be	included	in	the	historical	current	and	future	water	budgets	for	full	consideration	of	all	demands	on	the	basin.			

The	GSP	should	provide	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	due	to	climate	change	on	groundwater	conditions	affecting	GDEs	and	aquatic	ecosystems.	
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5.	Management	Areas	and	Monitoring	Network	
How	were	key	beneficial	users	considered	in	the	selection	and	monitoring	of	Management	Areas	and	was	the	monitoring	network	designed	appropriately	to	
identify	impacts	on	DACs	and	GDEs?	

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance:	
GSP	Element	3.3,	“Management	Areas”	(§354.20):			
	

(b)	A	basin	that	includes	one	or	more	management	areas	shall	describe	the	following	in	the	Plan:	
(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.		
(3)	The	level	of	monitoring	and	analysis	appropriate	for	each	management	area.	
(4)	An	explanation	of	how	the	management	area	can	operate	under	different	minimum	thresholds	and	measurable	objectives	without	causing	undesirable	results	outside	the	
management	area,	if	applicable.	

(c)	If	a	Plan	includes	one	or	more	management	areas,	the	Plan	shall	include	descriptions,	maps,	and	other	information	required	by	this	Subarticle	sufficient	to	describe	conditions	in	those	areas.	
	
CWC	Guide	to	Protecting	Drinking	Water	Quality	under	the	SGMA12	
TNC’s	Groundwater	Dependent	Ecosystems	under	the	SGMA,	Guidance	for	Preparing	GSPs13	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	
(Section,	Page)	

1. Does	the	GSP	define	one	or	more	Management	Area?		

X	 	 	

There	is	inconsistency	in	the	way	the	terms	‘management	areas’	and	
‘threshold	regions’	are	used	in	the	GSP.			
	
“Management	Areas	have	not	been	selected	at	the	time	of	publishing	the	
Draft	GSP.”	
	
“The	CBGSA	has	designated	two	areas	in	the	Basin	as	management	areas:	the	
Central	Basin	Management	Area	and	the	Ventucopa	Management	Area,	which	
are	both	defined	as	regions	with	modeled	overdraft	conditions	greater	than	2	
feet	per	year	that	are	projected	by	the	model	to	drop	below	minimum	
threshold	levels	before	2040	(see	Figure	7-1).”	
	
“Groundwater	conditions	are	influenced	by	geographic	attributes,	geologic	
attributes,	and	overlying	land	uses	in	the	Basin.	Because	of	the	variety	of	
conditions,	six	threshold	regions	were	established	in	the	Basin	so	appropriate	
sustainability	criteria	could	be	set	more	precisely	for	each	region.”	
	

	
	
	
4.8.1,	page	321	
	
	
7.0,	page	385	
	
	
	
	
	
5.2,	page	345	

2. Were	the	management	areas	defined	specifically	to	manage	GDEs?		 	 X	 	 	 	

																																																													
12
	CWC	Guide	to	Protecting	Drinking	Water	Quality	under	the	SGMA:	

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/original/1559328858/Guide_to_Protecting_Drinking_Water_Quality_Under_the_Sustainable_Groundwat
er_Management_Act.pdf?1559328858	
13
	TNC’s	Groundwater	Dependent	Ecosystems	under	the	SGMA,	Guidance	for	Preparing	GSPs:	https://www.scienceforconservation.org/assets/downloads/GDEsUnderSGMA.pdf	



	 Appendix	A:	Review	of	Final	GSP	
	

Cuyama	Basin	GSP	-	December	2019	 Page	13	of	23	

3. Were	the	management	areas	defined	specifically	to	manage	DACs?	 	 X	 	 	 	

	 a. If	yes,	are	the	Measurable	Objectives	(MOs)	and	MTs	for	
GDE/DAC	management	areas	more	restrictive	than	for	the	
basin	as	a	whole?	

	 	 X	
	 	

	 b. If	yes,	are	the	proposed	management	actions	for	GDE/DAC	
management	areas	more	restrictive/	aggressive	than	for	the	
basin	as	a	whole?	

	 	 X	
	 	

4. Does	the	GSP	include	maps	or	descriptions	indicating	what	DACs	are	
located	in	each	Management	Area(s)?		

	 X	 	
The	GSP	does	not	include	maps	or	descriptions	indicating	what	DACs	are	
located	in	each	Management	Area(s).			

Figure	7-1,	page	
387	

5. Does	the	GSP	include	maps	or	descriptions	indicating	what	GDEs	are	
located	in	each	Management	Area(s)?	

	 X	 	
The	GSP	does	not	include	maps	or	descriptions	indicating	what	GDEs	are	
located	in	each	Management	Area(s).			

Figure	7-1,	page	
387	

6. Does	the	plan	identify	gaps	in	the	monitoring	network	for	DACs	and/or	
GDEs?		

	 X	 	

The	GSP	identifies	data	gap	areas,	but	these	areas	are	not	chosen	based	on	
DACs	or	GDEs.			
	
“The	spatial	distribution	of	groundwater	level	monitoring	network	wells	
provides	coverage	of	the	majority	of	the	Basin.	However,	there	are	several	
areas,	identified	by	the	red	ovals	in	Figure	4-19,	that	do	not	have	adequate	
monitoring.	If	additional	monitoring	wells	were	added	in	these	areas,	they	
may	provide	more	information	that	could	be	used	to	detect	changes	in	Basin	
conditions.”	

	
	
	
4.5.7,	page	317	
	
Figure	4-19,	page	
319	

a. If	yes,	are	plans	included	to	address	the	identified	deficiencies?	

	 	 X	

Please	identify	which	representative	monitoring	wells	are	capable	of	
monitoring	groundwater	level	conditions	that	can	impact	environmental	
beneficial	users	of	groundwater	(i.e.,	GDEs)	and	of	surface	water	(e.g.,	
freshwater	aquatic	species).			
	
The	improvement	of	numerical	model	accuracy	for	the	estimation	of	
interconnected	surface	waters	should	include	the	installation	of	clustered	or	
nested	wells	and	the	installation	of	shallow	monitoring	wells	around	GDEs	and	
the	Cuyama	River	to	resolve	data	gaps	that	were	identified	in	Section	2.2.10:	

• The	Cuyama	River	is	not	gaged	inside	the	Cuyama	Basin,	so	flows	of	
the	river	in	the	Basin	have	been	estimated	based	on	measurements	
at	downstream	gages.	

• Vertical	gradients	in	the	majority	of	the	Basin	are	not	understood	
due	to	the	lack	of	wells	with	completions	of	different	depths	located	
near	each	other.	

• GDEs	should	be	evaluated	in	greater	detail.	
• Information	about	many	of	the	wells	in	the	Basin	is	incomplete,	and	

additional	information	is	needed	regarding	well	depths,	perforation	
intervals	and	current	status.	

• Due	to	sporadic	monitoring	by	a	variety	of	monitoring	entities,	a	
long	period	of	record	of	monitoring	groundwater	levels	does	not	
exist	in	many	areas	in	the	Basin.	

	

Summary/	Comments	
	
Please	clear	up	the	inconsistencies	in	the	terms	‘management	areas’	and	‘threshold	regions’	in	the	GSP,	and	clarify	how	each	term	is	used.		The	GSP	should	design	management	
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areas	and	the	associated	monitoring	network	to	adequately	assess	and	protect	against	impacts	to	all	beneficial	users,	including	DACs	and	GDEs.	It	is	recommended	that	the	GSP	
discuss	what,	if	any,	differential	impacts	would	be	anticipated	as	a	result	of	the	separate	management	of	these	areas.	
	
The	GSP	should	include	a	description	of	how	groundwater	conditions	will	be	monitored	to	assess	the	potential	effects	of	groundwater	withdrawals	on	ISWs	and	GDEs.	In	
addition,	this	section	should	include	a	description	of	how	hydrological	data	gaps	and	insufficiencies	will	be	addressed	in	the	monitoring	network.	Please	modify	the	description	
of	the	monitoring	network	to	provide	methodologies,	data	and	other	information	to	address	the	data	gaps	associated	with	GDEs	and	ISWs.	This	modification	should	include	1)	
locating	new	wells	that	are	appropriately	screened	to	detect	changes	in	groundwater	levels	in	the	uppermost	water	table	and	the	connectivity	of	GDEs	and	ISWs	with	the	upper	
unconfined	or	shallow	zone	aquifer;	and	2)	discussion	of	how	the	new	well	and	stream	gage	data	will	be	used	to	improve	ISW	mapping	and	inform	an	adequate	analysis,	and	
how	the	data	will	be	used	to	verify	possible	GDEs.	
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6.	Measurable	Objectives,	Minimum	Thresholds,	and	Undesirable	Results	
	How	were	DAC	and	GDE	beneficial	uses	and	users	considered	in	the	establishment	of	Sustainable	Management	Criteria?	

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance:	
GSP	Element	3.4	“Undesirable	Results”	(§	354.26):	

(b)	The	description	of	undesirable	results	shall	include	the	following:	
	(3)	Potential	effects	on	the	beneficial	uses	and	users	of	groundwater,	on	land	uses	and	property	interests,	and	other	potential	effects	that	may	occur	or	are	occurring	from	
undesirable	results	

	

GSP	Element	3.2	“Measurable	Objectives”	(§	354.30)	
	(a)	Each	Agency	shall	establish	measurable	objectives,	including	interim	milestones	in	increments	of	five	years,	to	achieve	the	sustainability	goal	for	the	basin	within	20	years	of	
Plan	implementation	and	to	continue	to	sustainably	manage	the	groundwater	basin	over	the	planning	and	implementation	horizon.	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	
(Section,	Page)	

1. Are	DAC	impacts	considered	in	the	development	of	Undesirable	Results	
(URs),	MOs,	and	MTs	for	groundwater	levels	and	groundwater	quality?		

	 X	 	

Groundwater	level:			
“This	[Chronic	Lowering	of	Groundwater	Levels	Undesirable]	result	is	
considered	to	occur	during	GSP	implementation	when	30	percent	of	
representative	monitoring	wells	(i.e.,	18	of	60	wells)	fall	below	their	minimum	
groundwater	elevation	thresholds	for	two	consecutive	years….If	groundwater	
levels	were	to	reach	Undesirable	Results	levels,	the	Undesirable	Results	could	
cause	potential	de-watering	of	existing	groundwater	infrastructure,	starting	
with	the	shallowest	wells,	could	potentially	adversely	affect	groundwater	
dependent	ecosystems,	and	could	potentially	cause	changes	in	irrigation	
practices,	crops	grown,	and	adverse	effects	to	property	values.	Additionally,	
reaching	Undesirable	Results	for	groundwater	levels	could	adversely	affect	
domestic	and	municipal	uses,	including	uses	in	disadvantaged	communities,	
which	rely	on	groundwater	in	the	Basin.”	
	
“Stakeholders	reported	concern	about	the	dewatering	of	domestic	wells	in	
this	region,	and	groundwater	levels	have	been	declining	in	monitoring	wells.	
Both	the	MT	and	MO	consider	the	sustainability	of	water	levels	in	regard	to	
both	domestic	and	agricultural	users.”	
	
Despite	the	above	statements,	the	plan	does	not	identify	that	DACs	will	be	
impacted	or	quantify	the	identified	impact.		The	plan	does	not	identify	where	
wells	will	go	dry,	who	will	be	impacted,	and	whether	the	impacted	population	
are	DACs.		
	
Groundwater	quality:		
“This	[Degraded	Water	Quality	Undesirable]	result	is	considered	to	occur	
during	GSP	implementation	when	30	percent	of	the	representative	monitoring	
points	(i.e.,	20	of	64	sites)	exceed	the	minimum	threshold	for	a	constituent	for	
two	consecutive	years.”	
	

	
3.2.1,	page	260	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
5.2.2,	page	351	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
3.2.4,	page	262	
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“Salinity	(measured	as	TDS),	arsenic,	and	nitrates	have	all	been	identified	as	
potentially	being	of	concern	for	water	quality	in	the	Basin.	However,	as	noted	
in	the	Groundwater	Conditions	section,	there	have	only	been	two	nitrate	
measurements	and	three	arsenic	measurements	in	recent	years	that	
exceeded	MCLs.	In	the	case	of	arsenic,	all	of	the	high	concentration	
measurements	have	been	taken	at	groundwater	depths	of	greater	than	700	
feet,	outside	of	the	range	of	pumping.	Furthermore,	unlike	with	salinity,	there	
is	no	evidence	to	suggest	a	causal	nexus	between	potential	GSP	actions	and	
arsenic	or	salinity.	Therefore,	the	groundwater	quality	network	has	been	
established	to	monitor	for	salinity	(measured	as	TDS)	but	does	not	include	
arsenic	or	nitrates	at	this	time.”	
	
“The	CBGSA	has	decided	to	address	TDS	within	the	Basin	by	setting	MTs,	MOs,	
and	IMs	as	shown	in	Table	5-2.	TDS	does	not	have	a	primary	MCL,	but	does	
have	both	a	California	Division	of	Drinking	Water	and	U.S.	Environmental	
Protection	Agency	Secondary	standard	of	500	mg/L,	and	a	short-term	
standard	of	1,500	mg/L.	Current	levels	in	the	Basin	range	from	84	to	4,400	
mg/L.	This	is	due	to	saline	conditions	in	the	portions	of	the	watershed	where	
rainfall	percolates	through	marine	sediments	that	contain	large	amounts	of	
salt.”	….	“To	provide	for	an	acceptable	margin	of	operational	flexibility,	the	
MO	for	TDS	levels	in	the	Basin	have	been	set	to	the	temporary	MCL	of	1,500	
mg/L	for	each	representative	well	where	the	latest	measurements	as	of	2018	
are	greater	than	1,500	mg/L.	For	wells	with	recent	measurements	of	less	than	
1,500	mg/L,	the	MO	was	set	to	the	most	recent	measurement	as	of	2018.”		

5.5,	page	360	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
5.5.3,	page	363	

2. Does	the	GSP	explicitly	discuss	how	stakeholder	input	from	DAC	
community	members	was	considered	in	the	development	of	URs,	MOs,	
and	MTs?	

	 X	 	
	 	

3. Does	the	GSP	explicitly	consider	impacts	to	GDEs	and	environmental	
BUs	of	surface	water	in	the	development	of	MOs	and	MTs	for	
groundwater	levels	and	depletions	of	ISWs?	

	 X	 	

Selecting	thresholds	by	using	groundwater	elevation	measurements	closest	to	
(but	not	before)	January	1,	2015	is	inadequate	for	identifying	minimum	
thresholds	or	measurable	objectives.		Relying	solely	on	the	SGMA	benchmark	
date	(January	1,	2015)	or	any	other	single	point	in	time	to	characterize	
groundwater	conditions	fails	to	capture	the	seasonal	and	interannual	
variability	typical	of	California’s	climate.	Hydrology	is	not	static.	Measurable	
objectives	are	intended	to	be	set	with	enough	operational	flexibility	to	permit	
seasonal	and	interannual	fluctuations	that	occur	in	California.		Please	consider	
using	a	baseline	approach	to	better	capture	seasonality	and	water	year	types.	
	
While	total	well	depth	information	is	helpful	in	considering	adverse	impacts	to	
beneficial	users	of	groundwater	(e.g.,	domestic,	irrigation,	and	municipal	
wells),	it	fails	to	consider	adverse	impacts	to	GDEs	and	environmental	
beneficial	users	of	surface	water	in	interconnected	surface	waters.	
Environmental	beneficial	users	of	groundwater	need	to	be	considered	when	
establishing	measurable	thresholds,	measurable	objectives,	and	interim	
milestones.	
	
January	1,	2015	was	at	the	height	of	California’s	historic	drought,	a	period	of	
time	that	was	characterized	by	adverse	impacts	to	domestic	well	owners	(e.g.,	

5.2.2,	page	350	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
5.7,	page	372	
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dry	wells),	GDEs	(e.g.,	water	stress	impacts	on	growth,	reproduction,	and	even	
mortality	due	to	lack	of	groundwater),	and	surface	water	users	(e.g.,	lower	
streamflows).	It	is	highly	doubtful	that	January	1,	2015	surface	water	
conditions	can	be	considered	normal;	please	provide	data	to	substantiate	this	
claim.	Please	provide	more	data	and	an	elaborated	description	on	how	
current	basin	conditions	have	not	varied	from	January	1,	2015	conditions.	
	
Please	investigate	whether	the	depletions	shown	in	Table	2-2	in	surface	water	
are	adversely	impacting	instream	flow	conditions	and	groundwater	levels	in	
riparian	areas	for	environmental	beneficial	users,	especially	legally	protected	
species.	Please	describe	any	differences	between	the	selected	minimum	
threshold	and	state,	federal,	or	local	standards	relevant	to	the	species	or	
habitats	residing	in	GDEs	or	aquatic	ecosystems	dependent	on	interconnected	
surface	waters.			

4. Does	the	GSP	explicitly	consider	impacts	to	GDEs	and	environmental	
BUs	of	surface	water	and	recreational	lands	in	the	discussion	and	
development	of	Undesirable	Results?		

	 X	 	

Identification	of	Undesirable	Results	–	Significant	adverse	impacts	to	GDEs	can	
occur	if	30%	of	representative	monitoring	wells	fall	below	their	minimum	
groundwater	elevation	thresholds	for	two	consecutive	years.		The	proposed	
approach	could	work	if	management	areas	were	established	to	“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”	[23	CCR	
§351(r)].		But,	as	it	is	written	now,	significant	and	unreasonable	adverse	
impacts	to	GDEs	could	occur	if	the	exceedance	of	minimum	thresholds	
disproportionately	occurs	in	representative	monitoring	wells	close	to	GDEs	
(e.g.,	3	out	of	the	60	wells	minimum	thresholds	are	exceeded	for	3	years	are	
causing	adverse	impacts	to	GDEs,	but	because	the	definition	of	undesirable	
results	(18	out	of	60	wells)	is	not	met,	there	is	no	formal	recognition	that	
undesirable	results	are	occurring).	We	recommend	that	groundwater	levels	
that	are	protective	of	GDEs	be	considered	when	establishing	minimum	
thresholds	for	groundwater	levels	across	the	basin.	
	
Under	the	Potential	Effects	of	Undesirable	Results	subsection,	“If	depletions	of	
interconnected	surface	water	were	to	reach	Undesirable	Results,	groundwater	
dependent	ecosystems	could	be	affected”	should	also	include	potential	
effects	on	environmental	surface	water	users,	land	uses	(e.g.,	fishing/hunting,	
hiking,	boating),	and	property	interests	(e.g.,	privately	and	publicly	protected	
conservation	lands	and	open	spaces,	including	wildlife	refuges,	parks,	and	
natural	preserves).			
	
Analysis	of	Interconnected	Surface	Waters	in	Section	2.2.8,	particularly	Table	
2.2,	demonstrate	that	depletions	of	interconnected	surface	water	are	
occurring,	meaning	that	adverse	impacts	to	beneficial	uses	and	users	could	be	
occurring.		Thus,	it	is	inadequate	to	state	that	“depletion	of	interconnected	
surface	water	is	not	identified	to	be	in	an	undesirable	condition”	without	
evaluating	potential	effects	to	beneficial	users.	

3.2.1,	page	260	
3.3.1,	page	264	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
3.2.6,	page	263	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
3.3.6,	page	266	
	

5. Does	the	GSP	clearly	identify	and	detail	the	anticipated	degree	of	water	
level	decline	from	current	elevations	to	the	water	level	MOs	and	MTs?	

X	 	 	
“Figure	5-2	shows	an	example	hydrograph	with	indicators	for	the	MT,	MO,	
and	IM	over	the	hydrograph.	The	left	axis	shows	elevation	above	mean	sea	

5.2.3,	page	353	
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level,	the	right	axis	shows	depth	to	water	below	ground	surface.	The	brown	
line	shows	the	ground	surface	elevation,	and	time	in	years	is	shown	on	the	
bottom	axis.	Each	measurement	taken	at	the	monitoring	well	is	shown	as	a	
blue	dot,	with	blue	lines	connecting	between	the	blue	dots	indicating	the	
interpolated	groundwater	level	between	measurements.	The	MT	and	IM	are	
shown	as	a	red	line,	and	the	MO	is	shown	as	a	green	line.	Appendix	A	includes	
hydrographs	with	MT,	MO	and	IM	for	each	representative	monitoring	well.	
Table	5-1	shows	the	representative	monitoring	network	and	the	numerical	
values	for	the	MT,	MO,	and	IM.”	

6. If	yes,	does	it	
include:	
	

b. Is	this	information	presented	in	table(s)?	 X	 	 	
“Table	5-1	shows	the	representative	monitoring	network	and	the	numerical	
values	for	the	MT,	MO,	and	IM.”	

Table	5-1,	page	
355	

c. Is	this	information	presented	on	map(s)?	 	 X	 	 	 	

d. Is	this	information	presented	relative	to	the	
locations	of	DACs	and	domestic	well	users?	

	 X	 	
	 	

e. Is	this	information	presented	relative	to	the	
locations	of	ISW	and	GDEs?	

	 X	 	
	 	

2. Does	the	GSP	include	an	analysis	of	the	anticipated	impacts	of	water	
level	MOs	and	MTs	on	drinking	water	users?	

	 X	 	
	 	

3. If	yes:	
	

a. On	domestic	well	users?	 	 	 X	 	 	

b. On	small	water	system	production	wells?	 	 	 X	 	 	

c. Was	an	analysis	conducted	and	clearly	illustrated	
(with	maps)	to	identify	what	wells	would	be	
expected	to	be	partially	and	fully	dewatered	at	the	
MOs?		

	 	 X	

	 	

d. Was	an	analysis	conducted	and	clearly	illustrated	
(with	maps)	to	identify	what	wells	would	be	
expected	to	be	partially	and	fully	dewatered	at	the	
MTs?	

	 	 X	

	 	

e. Was	an	economic	analysis	performed	to	assess	the	
increased	operation	costs	associated	with	increased	
lift	as	a	result	of	water	level	decline?	

	 	 X	
	 	

7. Does	the	sustainability	goal	explicitly	include	drinking	water	and	
nature?	 	 X	 	

“Sustainability	Goal:	To	maintain	a	sustainable	groundwater	resource	for	
beneficial	users	of	the	Basin	now	and	into	the	future	consistent	with	the	
California	Constitution.”	

3.1,	page	259	

Summary/Comments	
	
The	GSP	should	explicitly	demonstrate	whether	and	how	the	stakeholder	input	from	DAC	community	members	was	considered	in	the	development	of	URs,	MOs,	and	MTs.			
	
Based	on	the	presented	information,	DAC	members	are	not	explicitly	considered	in	the	discussion	of	URs,	MOs,	and	MTs	for	groundwater	levels	and	water	quality.		Please	
provide	more	detail	and	specifics	regarding	DAC	members,	including	those	that	rely	on	smaller	community	drinking	water	systems	and	not	only	domestic	wells.	This	information	
is	necessary	to	demonstrate	that	these	beneficial	users	were	adequately	considered.		TDS	is	the	only	constituent	for	which	sustainable	management	criteria	are	set,	despite	the	
occurrence	of	elevated	levels	of	nitrates	and	arsenic	in	the	basin.						
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The	GSP	should	include	more	detailed	information	about	the	potential	impacts	on	sensitive	drinking	water	users,	such	as	1)	where	the	likely	impacted	wells	are	located,	2)	
what	communities	are	most	affected	(including	DACs),	3)	an	estimate	of	the	size	of	the	population	that	relies	on	these	domestic	wells,	or	4)	if	the	creation	a	new	or	expanded	
community	water	system	could	address	some	or	all	of	the	population	affected	by	the	loss	of	domestic	wells.	
	
For	water	level	sustainable	management	criteria,	please	specifically	list	the	threshold	regions	that	include	DACs	and	GDEs	as	beneficial	users.	The	undesirable	result	for	chronic	
lowering	of	groundwater	levels	is	considered	to	occur	during	GSP	implementation	when	30	percent	of	representative	monitoring	wells	(i.e.,	18	of	60	wells)	fall	below	their	
minimum	groundwater	elevation	thresholds	for	two	consecutive	years.		The	use	of	30%	to	define	an	undesirable	result	does	not	allow	for	the	occurrence	of	low	water	levels	in	
one	area,	such	as	near	a	DAC	or	GDE,	to	be	an	Undesirable	Result,	which	may	impact	a	groundwater	beneficial	use.			
	
The	GSP	should	include	GDEs	and	ISWs	when	developing	MOs	and	MTs	and	whether	the	MOs	and	interim	milestones	will	help	achieve	the	sustainability	goal	as	it	pertains	to	
environmental	beneficial	users.		The	GSP	should	include	1)	an	assessment	of	the	nature	of	potential	undesirable	results	to	ISWs	and	GDEs;	2)	a	statement	that	the	aquifers	will	
be	managed	such	that	there	will	be	no	depletion	of	ISWs	that	results	in	a	significant	and	unreasonable	impact	to	GDEs;	and	3)	recognition	of	any	data	gaps	and	specific	steps	to	
verify	the	presence	or	absence	of	ISWs	and	GDEs	with	monitoring	wells	screened	at	the	appropriate	depths.	
	
For	each	potential	GDE	unit	with	supporting	hydrological	datasets,	the	GSP	should	include:	

• Plot	and	provide	hydrological	datasets	for	each	GDE.	
• Define	the	baseline	period	in	the	hydrologic	data.	
• Classify	GDE	units	as	having	high,	moderate,	or	low	susceptibility	to	changes	in	groundwater.	
• Explore	cause-and-effect	relationships	between	groundwater	changes	and	GDEs.	

	
We	recommend	that	the	sustainability	goal	explicitly	include	drinking	water	and	nature	because	they	are	important	beneficial	uses	of	groundwater.	
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7.	Management	Actions	and	Costs	
What	does	the	GSP	identify	as	specific	actions	to	achieve	the	MOs,	particularly	those	that	affect	the	key	BUs,	including	actions	triggered	by	failure	to	meet	MOs?	
What	funding	mechanisms	and	processes	are	identified	that	will	ensure	that	the	proposed	projects	and	management	actions	are	achievable	and	implementable?				

Selected	relevant	requirements	and	guidance	
GSP	Element	4.0	Projects	and	Management	Actions	to	Achieve	Sustainability	Goal	(§	354.44)	

(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.	
(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.	

	

Review	Criteria	

Y
e
s	

N
o	

N
/
A	 Relevant	Info	per	GSP	

Location	
(Section,	Page)	

1. Does	the	GSP	identify	benefits	or	impacts	to	DACs	as	a	result	of	
identified	management	actions?		

	 X	 	
	 	

2. If	yes:		 f. Is	a	plan	to	mitigate	impacts	on	DAC	drinking	water	
users	included	in	the	proposed	Projects	and	
Management	Actions?	

	 	 X	
	 	

g. Does	the	GSP	identify	costs	to	fund	a	mitigation	
program?	

	 	 X	
	 	

h. Does	the	GSP	include	a	funding	mechanism	to	
support	the	mitigation	program?	

	 	 X	
	 	

1. Does	the	GSP	identify	any	demand	management	measures	in	its	
projects	and	management	actions?		

X	 	 	
	 7.3,	page	408	

2. If	yes,	does	it	
include:	

	

i. Irrigation	efficiency	program	 	 X	 	 	 	

j. Ag	land	fallowing	(voluntary	or	mandatory)	 	 X	 	 	 	

k. Pumping	allocation/restriction		

X	 	 	

“Outlined	below	is	a	framework	for	how	CBGSA	might	develop	and	implement	
pumping	allocations	in	the	Basin.	This	project	would	involve	development	of	
pumping	allocations	in	the	Central	Basin	Management	Area.	Consistent	with	
the	magnitude	of	projected	overdraft	estimated	by	the	numerical	model,	
pumping	allocations	would	not	apply	to	the	Ventucopa	Management	Area	or	
to	users	outside	of	a	Management	Area.	CCSD	would	be	provided	allocations	
based	on	historical	water	use,	and	would	not	be	required	to	reduce	pumping	
over	time,	but	would	be	limited	in	how	much	pumping	could	increase	in	the	
future.”	

7.3.2,	page	410	

l. Pumping	fees/fines	

X	 	 	

“Pumping	fees	would	implement	a	charge	for	pumping	that	would	be	used	to	
fund	GSP	implementation	activities.	To	meet	the	funding	needs	of	the	GSP,	
fees	would	be	lower	when	pumping	is	higher,	such	as	current	pumping	levels,	
and	higher	when	pumping	is	lower,	such	as	when	sustainable	pumping	levels	
are	achieved.	Although	this	funding	approach	would	meet	the	financial	
needs	of	the	GSP	and	CBGSA,	it	may	discourage	pumping	reductions	due	to	

8.2.1,	page	422	
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cost.	The	financing	plan	developed	by	the	CBGSA	would	evaluate	how	to	
balance	the	need	for	funding	with	encouraging	pumpers	to	commit	to	
compliance	with	desired	groundwater	pumping	reduction	goals.”	

m. Development	of	a	water	market/credit	system	 	 X	 	 	 	

n. Prohibition	on	new	well	construction	 	 X	 	 	 	

o. Limits	on	municipal	pumping	 	 X	 	 	 	

p. Limits	on	domestic	well	pumping	 	 X	 	 	 	

q. Other	 	 X	 	 	 	

r. Does	the	GSP	identify	water	supply	augmentation	projects	in	its	projects	
and	management	actions?	

X	 	 	
“Projects	included	in	this	GSP	are	generally	capital	projects	that	could	be	
implemented	by	the	CBGSA	or	its	member	agencies	on	a	volunteer	basis	that	
provide	physical	benefits	to	enhance	supplies.”	

7.2,	page	393	

4. If	yes,	does	it	
include:	

	

a. Increasing	existing	water	supplies	

X	 	 	

“The	Basin	is	experiencing	overdraft	in	the	Central	Basin	and	Ventucopa	
management	areas,	which	are	the	population	centers	of	the	Basin.	Domestic	
water	users	in	these	areas	are	experiencing	water	supply	reliability	challenges,	
and	in	the	2012-2016	drought	experienced	well	failures.	While	the	following	
actions	would	not	affect	the	water	budget	in	the	Basin,	they	are	intended	to	
address	ongoing	water	supply	reliability	issues	affecting	these	communities.	
CCSD	only	has	a	single	well	to	serve	its	customers,	and	no	redundancy	in	its	
system.	This	management	action	would	include	consideration	of	opportunities	
to	improve	water	supply	reliability	for	Ventucopa	and	within	the	CCSD	service	
area.	Potential	projects	that	would	be	considered	under	this	management	
action	include	a	replacement	well	for	CCSD	Well	2,	which	is	currently	
abandoned,	and	improvements	to	VWSC’s	existing	well.	While	specific	
information	is	not	available	for	improvements	(and	are	therefore	not	
discussed	below)	for	the	town	of	Cuyama,	which	is	served	by	the	CMWC,	the	
CBGSA	also	supports	potential	future	actions	to	benefit	the	town	of	Cuyama	
as	well.”	

7.2.4,	page	405	

b. Obtaining	new	water	supplies	

X	 	 	

“This	project	would	evaluate	the	feasibility	of	purchasing	transferred	water	
and	exchanging	it	with	downstream	users	(downstream	of	Lake	Twitchell)	to	
allow	for	additional	stormwater	and	floodwater	capture	in	the	Basin	to	
protect	water	rights	of	downstream	users.	The	study	would	be	coordinated	
with	the	floodwater	and	stormwater	capture	in	Section	7.3.1,	as	the	feasibility	
of	such	an	exchange	would	affect	the	maximum	volumes	of	stormwater	that	
would	be	captured	under	that	project.	If	the	feasibility	study	finds	there	is	
limited	interest	from	downstream	users,	implementation	would	not	be	
pursued.”	

7.2.3,	page	403	

c. Increasing	surface	water	storage	 	 X	 	 	 	

d. Groundwater	recharge	projects	–	District	or	
Regional	level	

X	 	 	

“Flood	and	stormwater	capture	would	include	infiltration	of	stormwater	and	
flood	waters	to	the	groundwater	basin	using	spreading	facilities	(recharge	
ponds	or	recharge	basins)	or	injection	wells.	Spreading	basins	are	generally	
more	affordable	than	injection	wells	because	water	does	not	need	to	be	
treated	prior	to	recharge	into	the	Basin.	While	specific	recharge	areas	have	
not	yet	been	selected,	areas	of	high	potential	for	recharge	were	identified	
north	and	east	of	the	Cuyama	River	near	the	Ventucopa	Management	Area,	as	
well	as	in	select	areas	of	the	Central	Management	Area.	It	is	likely	that	
locating	spreading	facilities	near	the	Cuyama	River	represents	the	easiest	

7.2.1,	page	393	



	 Appendix	A:	Review	of	Final	GSP	
	

Cuyama	Basin	GSP	-	December	2019	 Page	22	of	23	

method	of	capturing	and	recharging	flood	and	stormwaters.	“	

e. On-farm	recharge	 X	 	 	
“Agricultural	lands	may	be	used	in	lieu	of	or	in	addition	to	specialized	
spreading	facilities.”	

7.2.1,	page	393	

f. Conjunctive	use	of	surface	water	 	 X	 	 	 	

g. Developing/utilizing	recycled	water	 	 X	 	 	 	

h. Stormwater	capture	and	reuse	

X	 	 	

“Flood	and	stormwater	capture	would	include	infiltration	of	stormwater	and	
flood	waters	to	the	groundwater	basin	using	spreading	facilities	(recharge	
ponds	or	recharge	basins)	or	injection	wells.	Spreading	basins	are	generally	
more	affordable	than	injection	wells	because	water	does	not	need	to	be	
treated	prior	to	recharge	into	the	Basin.	While	specific	recharge	areas	have	
not	yet	been	selected,	areas	of	high	potential	for	recharge	were	identified	
north	and	east	of	the	Cuyama	River	near	the	Ventucopa	Management	Area,	as	
well	as	in	select	areas	of	the	Central	Management	Area.	It	is	likely	that	
locating	spreading	facilities	near	the	Cuyama	River	represents	the	easiest	
method	of	capturing	and	recharging	flood	and	stormwaters.	“	

7.2.1,	page	393	

i. Increasing	operational	flexibility	(e.g.,	new	interties	
and	conveyance)	

	 X	 	
	 	

j. Other	

X	 	 	

“A	precipitation	enhancement	project	would	involve	implementation	of	a	
cloud	seeding	program	to	increase	precipitation	in	the	Basin.	This	project	
would	target	cloud	seeding	in	the	upper	Basin,	southeast	of	Ventucopa,	and	
would	include	introduction	of	silver	iodide	into	clouds	to	increase	nucleation	
(i.e.,	the	process	by	which	water	in	clouds	freezes	to	then	precipitate	out).”	

7.2.2,	page	398	

5. Does	the	GSP	identify	specific	management	actions	and	funding	
mechanisms	to	meet	the	identified	MOs	for	groundwater	quality	and	
groundwater	levels?	

	 X	 	
	 	

6. Does	the	GSP	include	plans	to	fill	identified	data	gaps	by	the	first	five-
year	report?	

	 X	 	
	 	

7. Do	proposed	management	actions	include	any	changes	to	local	
ordinances	or	land	use	planning?	

X	 	 	

7.3.1	Basin-Wide	Economic	Analysis	states:		
“Changes	to	pumping	in	the	Basin	and	access	to	water	supplies	may	have	
economic	consequences	given	that	the	Basin	is	dominated	by	agricultural	land	
uses	that	are	dependent	on	groundwater	availability.	Implementation	of	
stormwater	capture	may	require	purchase	of	agricultural	land	for	the	
spreading	facilities,	which	could	affect	agricultural	output	in	the	region.	The	
small	population	of	the	Basin	limits	the	available	revenue	to	fund	projects.	
This	Project	would	entail	developing	a	study	of	the	economic	impacts	of	the	
projects	and	management	actions	included	in	the	GSP.	This	would	include	an	
evaluation	of	how	implementation	of	the	project	could	affect	the	economic	
health	of	the	region	and	on	local	agricultural	industry.	It	would	also	consider	
the	projected	changes	to	the	region’s	land	uses	and	population	and	whether	
implementation	of	these	projects	would	support	projected	and	planned	
growth.	The	economic	analysis	would	be	considered	by	the	CBGSA	when	
deciding	whether	to	implement	a	proposed	project	and	potential	when	to	
implement	the	projects.”	

7.3.1,	page	408	

8. Does	the	GSP	identify	additional/contingent	actions	and	funding	
mechanisms	in	the	event	that	MOs	are	not	met	by	the	identified	

	 X	 	
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actions?	
9. Does	the	GSP	provide	a	plan	to	study	the	interconnectedness	of	surface	

water	bodies?			
	 X	 	

	 	

10. If	yes:	 a. Does	the	GSP	identify	costs	to	study	the	
interconnectedness	of	surface	water	bodies?	

	 	 X	
	 	

b. Does	the	GSP	include	a	funding	mechanism	to	
support	the	study	of	interconnectedness	surface	
water	bodies?	

	 	 X	
	 	

11. Does	the	GSP	explicitly	evaluate	potential	impacts	of	projects	and	
management	actions	on	groundwater	levels	near	surface	water	bodies?	

	 X	 	
	 	

Summary/	Comments	
	
The	benefits	and/or	impacts	to	drinking	water	for	domestic	well	users	and	small	community	systems	of	the	DACs	should	be	further	described.	A	discussion	should	be	added	for	
each	project	or	management	action	to	clearly	identify	the	benefits	to	DAC	drinking	water	users	and	potential	impacts	to	the	water	supply.	For	all	potential	impacts,	the	
project/management	action	should	include	a	clear	plan	to	monitor	for,	prevent,	and/or	mitigate	against	such	impacts.		
	
Please	describe	how	the	projects	described	in	this	chapter	and	their	benefits	will	help	“maintain	a	sustainable	groundwater	resource	for	beneficial	users	of	the	Basin”,	including	
environmental	users,	as	stated	in	the	sustainability	goal	for	the	Cuyama	Basin.		For	the	projects	already	identified,	describe	and	assess	how	ISWs	and	GDEs	will	benefit	or	be	
protected,	or	what	other	environmental	benefits	will	accrue.			
	
For	projects	that	construct	recharge	basins,	the	GSP	should	consider	identifying	if	there	is	habitat	value	incorporated	into	the	design	and	how	the	recharge	basins	can	be	
managed	as	multiple-benefit	projects	to	benefit	environmental	users.	The	GSP	should	include	environmental	benefits	and	multiple	benefits	as	criteria	for	assessing	project	
priorities.	For	examples	of	case	studies	on	how	to	incorporate	environmental	benefits	into	groundwater	projects,	visit	TNC’s	website:	
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/case-studies/recharge-case-studies/	
	
A	plan	to	fill	recognized	data	gaps	pertaining	to	GDEs	and	interconnected	surface	waters	should	be	included,	including	the	proposed	action	to	install	three	new	stream	gages	on	
the	Cuyama	River	as	stated	in	Section	4.10	(page	341).							

	

	


