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SUBJECT: REVISED REQUEST FOR EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SEVEN SCIENTIFIC
REPORTS UTILIZED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY-
WIDE SALT AND NITRATE MANAGEMENT PLAN'S (SNMP’S) SALINITY
MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND NITRATE PERMITTING STRATEGY

Staff of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board)
request that you initiate the process to identify external scientific peer reviewers for seven
scientific reports utilized in the development of the Central Valley-wide SNMP’s Salinity
Management Strategy and Nitrate Permitting Strategy per the requirements of Health and
Safety Code Section 57004.

The seven reports document the results of four studies conducted to estimate salt and nitrate
load balances for the entire Central Valley floor, and to identify and analyze alternatives for salt
management and disposal and develop various nitrate implementation measures. In addition to
the seven reports, there are three reports that provide supporting documentation for models that
were used to develop the SNMP.

Expected Date Documents will be Available for Review
12 January 2018

Requested Review Period
We request that scientific peer review be accomplished within a review period of sixty (60) days.

Length of Documents and References
A description of the documents including their length is included in Attachment 1.

Suggested Areas of Expertise for Reviewers

The reports are comprehensive and encompass numerous disciplines. We suggest that several
reviewers with varying expertise are appropriate for this project. Scientific peer reviewers should
have expertise in the following areas, which are needed for all the conclusions:
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e Fate and transport of salt and nitrate.
¢ Groundwater remediation and feasibility analysis.

o Familiarity with the Watershed Analysis Risk Management Framework as applied to
salinity and nitrate loading of groundwater and the Central Valley Hydrologic Model for
calculating contaminant concentrations in groundwater.

While the same expertise is needed for all the topics, different reviewers may be assigned to
each of the two major topics. We recommend that you assign a minimum of two reviewers per
major topic.

Contact Information

Glenn Meeks is the staff contact for this project. Glenn can be contacted via email at
glenn.meeks@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (916) 464-4701. If Glenn is not available,
please contact Betty Yee via email at Jeanne.chilcott@waterboards.ca.gov or by phone at (916)
464-4788.

Attached please find (1) a plain-English summary of the SNMP strategies and the supporting
scientific reports, (2) a list of the specific scientific conclusions that we would like the reviewers
to address, (3) a list of the persons who have participated in the development of the draft
documents, and (4) a list of report references.

If you have any questions, please contact Glenn Meeks by phone at (916) 464-4701 or via email
at glenn.meeks@waterboards.ca.gov or Betty Yee at (916) 464-4643 or by email at
betty.yee @waterboards.ca.gov.

Attachments 1 -4

cc: Patrick Pulupa, Office of Chief Counsel, Sacramento
Rebecca Fitzgerald, Division of Water Quality, State Water Resources Control Board,
Sacramento
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Attachment 1

REVISED REQUEST FOR EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SEVEN SCIENTIFIC REPORTS
UTILIZED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY-WIDE SALT AND NITRATE
MANAGEMENT PLAN’S (SNMP) SALINITY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND NITRATE
PERMITTING STRATEGY

Plain-English Summary of the SNMP Strategies and the Supporting Scientific Reports

Portions of California’s Central Valley have high concentrations of salt and/or nitrate in the
groundwater and soil. In many areas, these high concentrations are caused by agricultural,
municipal, and industrial activities. Salt accumulation has resulted in 250,000 acres being taken
out of production, and an additional 1.5 million acres are impaired by salinity. Nitrate
concentrations are having an impact on drinking water quality. In some communities, water
supply wells do not meet safe drinking water standards. To solve these problems, the
stakeholder-led Central Valley Salinity Alternatives for Long-Term Sustainability (CV-SALTS)
initiative has developed a Central Valley-wide Salt and Nitrate Management Plan (SNMP) with
three goals in mind:

1. To provide safe drinking water for impacted communities;
2. To balance current salt and nitrate loading to groundwater; and

3. To restore impacted groundwater aquifers, where reasonable and feasible.

The SNMP proposes two strategies for managing salt and nitrates: a Salt Management Strategy
and a Nitrate Permitting Strategy. The Salt Management Strategy is a long-term phased
strategy that would require permittees to undertake reasonable salt-management practices
while large-scale salinity management projects are planned, designed, and constructed. The
Nitrate Permitting Strategy would change how the Board accounts for nitrate in groundwater,
would prioritize near-term drinking water solutions for affected communities, and would give the
Board the authority to regulate multiple dischargers on a collective basis.

The SNMP and the two strategies are based on four studies. The Initial Conceptual Model (ICM)
was the first study, and it established a methodology for estimating the spatial distribution of salt
and nitrate within the Central Valley. The ICM study then estimated the magnitude and spatial
distribution of the salt and nitrate accumulation (salt and nitrate balance). The ICM study
provided the foundational data for two additional studies, the Strategic Salt Accumulation and
Land Transport Study (SSALTS) and the Nitrate Implementation Measures Study (NIMS), which
evaluated options to sustainably manage the accumulating salt mass (SSALTS) and nitrate
mass (NIMS). The fourth study, the Aggressive Restoration Study, looked at the feasibility and
practicability of long-term restoration of nitrate-impacted groundwater. The primary documents
for this external peer review request are the scientific reports from these studies and include two
reports for the ICM Study, three reports for SSALTS, one report for NIMS and one report for the
Aggressive Restoration Study. In addition, three reports provide supporting documentation for
models that were used to formulate the scientific basis of the SNMP. These documents are
listed below:
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Primary Reports

1. The ICM Final Report: Task #5 — Recommended Methodologies to Assess Water, Salt,
and Nitrate Balances for the Central Valley Floor and Two Prototype Areas Report (ICM
Task 5 Report) — Approximately 60 pages long

2. The ICM Final Report: Task 7 and 8 - Salt and Nitrate Analysis for the Central Valley
Floor and a Focused Analysis of Modesto and Kings Sub-regions Final Report (ICM
Task 7 and 8 Report) — Approximately 480 pages long including appendices

3. SSALTS Final Phase 1 Report — Identification and Characterization of Existing Salt
Accumulation Areas (SSALTS Phase 1 Report) — Approximately 165 pages long

4. SSALTS Final Phase 2 Report — Development of Potential Salt Management Strategies
— Approximately 190 pages long including appendices

5. SSALTS Phase 3 Report — Evaluate Potential Salt Disposal Alternatives to Identify
Acceptable Alternatives for Implementation — Approximately 115 pages long including
appendices — Approximately 149 pages including appendices

6. The NIMS Final Report (NIMS Report) — Approximately 149 pages including appendices

Alta Irrigation District Management Zone: Aggressive Restoration Alternative Modeling
Scenario Results” (Aggressive Restoration Study) — Approximately 40 pages long
including figures

Model Supporting Documentation Reports

8. Faunt, C.C,, ed., 2009, Groundwater Availability of the Central Valley Aquifer, California:
U.S. Geological Survey, Professional Paper 1766 — Approximately 225 long including
appendices

9. Herr, J. and C.W. Chen. (2012). WARMF: Model Use, Calibration, and Validation.
Transactions of the ASABE. 55(4): 1387-1396. (doi: 10.13031/2013.42249). —
Approximately 10 pages long

10. Neitsch, S.L., J.G. Arnold, J.R. Kiniry, J.R. Williams. 2011. Soil & Water Assessment
Tool, Theoretical Documentation, Version 2009. Texas Water Resources Institute
Technical Report No. 406, Texas A&M University System. http://swat.tamu.edu/software/
- Approximately 647 pages long

As indicated previously, these reports served as the foundation for the resulting salt and nitrate
management strategies of the SNMP. The proposed SNMP strategies were developed to
address the annual accumulation and varied spatial distribution of salt and nitrate within the
Central Valley, so it is important that the estimates of imported and exported masses of salt and
nitrate are technically sound.

The Salt Management Strategy was developed based on the treatment and disposal of a large

percentage of the accumulating salt within high groundwater salinity areas (areas > 1,000 mg/L
Total Dissolved Solids in groundwater) of the middle and southern portion of the Central Valley.
The studies estimated that approximately 4,304,789 tons of salt, out of a total of 5,828,000 tons
of salt accumulating in the middle and southern Central Valley, would have to be treated and/or
disposed of in order to balance salt inflow and outflow within the Central Valley.

The SSALTS identified both in-valley and out-of-valley salt treatment and/or disposal options.
These options were evaluated as suites of implementation options, resulting in a recommended
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set of salt management options that could be potentially implemented under the long-term
phased Salt Management Strategy. As such, it is important that the recommended salt
treatment and disposal options include a reasonable range of feasible options that could be
realistically implemented within the Central Valley.

The NIMS characterized existing nitrate-impacted areas in the Central Valley (based on the ICM
study), as well as current remedial measures being utilized, and developed potential
implementation measures to help reduce the nitrate mass entering groundwater and to help
clean up nitrate-impacted aquifers. The NIMS informed the Aggressive Restoration Study as to
what remedial measures could be utilized in the modeling study.

The Aggressive Restoration Study was utilized to evaluate the feasibility and timeframe for
restoration of nitrate-impacted aquifers within the Central Valley region, as well as to help
estimate costs for aquifer restoration activities under the economic analysis for the SNMP. As
such, the study also provides supporting information for the Nitrate Permitting Strategy, since
the strategy requires managed restoration where, reasonable, feasible and practicable. This
study helps define those terms and identifies realistic timelines for cleanup of impacted
groundwater, based in part on geologic conditions in the Central Valley that are conducive to
groundwater cleanup activities and those that are not.

Descriptions of the key technical topics for review in these reports are given in Attachment 2.
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REQUEST FOR EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SEVEN SCIENTIFIC REPORTS UTILIZED IN
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY-WIDE SALT AND NITRATE
MANAGEMENT PLAN’S (SNMP) SALINITY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND NITRATE
PERMITTING STRATEGY

Description of Scientific Basis in the Study Reports to be addressed by Peer Reviewers

The statutory mandate for external scientific review (Health & Saf. Code, § 57004) states that it
is the reviewer’s responsibility to determine whether the scientific portion of the proposed rule is
based upon sound scientific knowledge, methods, and practices. Staff are not currently
proposing a rule, but because the studies are to be used as the basis for proposed SNMP
strategies, which may be incorporated (through Basin Plan Amendments) into the Central Valley
Water Board’s two water quality control plans in the future, staff is requesting that the reports
are reviewed using the process that is outlined in Health and Safety Code section 57004 for
consistency.

The conclusions that were developed based on the scientific portions of the study reports are
identified and listed below. Each report focuses on a different aspect of the problem leading to
the two large conclusions. The aspects are (1) source of salt loads, (2) estimated amount and
geographic distribution of salt load, (3) source of nitrate loads, (4) management strategies for
salt, (5) management strategies for nitrate, (6) ability of local management strategies to deal
with the expected salt loads, (7) ability of management strategies to address the expected
nitrate loads. We request that the scientific peer reviewers make a determination whether each
of the identified conclusions is based upon sound scientific knowledge, methods, and practices
for each conclusion stated.

Scientific Peer Review Conclusions:

1. Annual salt accumulation must be addressed with an Out-of-Valley solution.

Annual salt accumulation in the Central Valley is the difference between the salt that is
imported minus the salt that is exported. In-valley management practices can address a
certain amount of salt accumulation. The remainder must be exported out of the Valley.

a. Data generated by the Watershed Analysis Risk Management Framework
(WARMF) watershed modeling tool used in conjunction with the USGS Central
Valley Hydrologic Model (CVHM) was appropriate to evaluate ambient
groundwater quality and changes in groundwater quality within the Central Valley
and resulted in assumptions regarding import and export of salt that were
reasonable estimates for the Central Valley.

Salt within the Central Valley is imported through irrigation water, fertilizer and soil
supplements for irrigated agriculture, feed for livestock, and, to a lesser extent, foodstuff
for people that live in the Central Valley. Salt is exported through the food and other
products that are produced and shipped out of the Central Valley. In the ICM study, the
CVHM was used in conjunction with the WARMF model to predict the distribution and
estimate the mass of salt accumulation in various geographic locations within the Central
Valley. The ICM study examined the salt and nitrate loading and transport mechanisms
at the scale of the entire Central Valley floor. Twenty-two areas were evaluated using the
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WARMF and CVHM models to assess salt and nitrate accumulation, depletion, or stable
trends in surface water and groundwater over a twenty-year period for each area, as well
as transport between areas. Two prototype areas, the Merced/Stanislaus area and the
Kings Subbasin, were used to develop templates for data analysis methods and
modeling tools to characterize water, salt, and nitrate balances, including accumulation
and depletion, on a more spatially refined level compared to the larger scale conceptual
approach.

Under the conceptual approach, using shallow groundwater data from 2003 to 2012,
WARMF modeled salt (Total Dissolved Solids [TDS]) and nitrate (NOs- N) mass loading
outputs, a 20-year groundwater travel depth, and calculated ambient groundwater
conditions and assimilative capacity for the 22 areas to show areas where salt and
nitrate are accumulating in the Central Valley on an annual basis (ICM Task 7 and 8
Report). The salt-related information from the ICM Task 7 and 8 Report was used as the
basis for salt mass accumulation estimates (SSALTS Phase 3 Report). The WAMRF
modeled salt loading and surface area were used to estimate the mass loading of salt for
each area on an annual basis. The shallow groundwater salt data were then used in a
mass balance analysis to determine the volume of shallow groundwater (or agricultural
tail water) that would need to be extracted to achieve the goal of balancing net salt
inflows and outflows.

The salt accumulation in the Central Valley is estimated to be approximately 7 million
tons annually. The salt load accumulation increases from north to south within the
Central Valley, resulting in the following estimates for salt accumulation by geographic
area:

e Northern Central Valley — 1,173,000 tons per year
¢ Middle Central Valley — 2,153,000 tons per year
e Southern Central Valley — 3,675,000 tons per year

The high salinity areas, defined to be areas where groundwater concentrations
exceeded 1,000 mg/I TDS, in the middle and southern Central Valley have a salt
accumulation of 4,304,789 tons of salt per year.

The review for this conclusion should focus on Sections 2 through 8 and Section 10 of
the ICM Task 7 and 8 Report and Section 2.1 of the SSALTS Phase 3 Report.
Appendices A through H of the ICM Task 7 and 8 Report and the ICM Task 5 Report
support the report and include background information, calculation methodology, data
utilized in the study and information regarding modeling input assumptions.

In addition, we are requesting scientific peer review of the use of the WARMF model in
conjunction with the CVHM model to support this conclusion. Review focus should be on
the Herr, J. and C.W. Chen. (2012) ICM Task 7 and 8 Report reference for the WARMF
model review and the Section C of the Faunt, C., R.T. Hanson, K. Belitz, W. Schmid, S.
Predmore, D. L. Rewis, and K. McPherson. (2009) ICM Task 5 Report reference for the
CVHM model review.

b. The management options identified to treat and dispose of the annual salt
accumulation included a reasonable range of feasible treatment and disposal
measures that can be implemented in the Central Valley.
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There is limited opportunity for anthropogenic management of salt accumulation. The
identified options are the most likely treatment and disposal options for the Central
Valley. Feasible implementation of these options were assumed to be in locations where
salt accumulation is expected to be higher to help in treatment efficiency and to help
lower costs. As such, the recommended treatment and disposal options were designed
to treat and/or dispose of the annual salt accumulation for only high salinity areas within
the middle and southern Central Valley, which were defined to be areas where
groundwater concentrations exceeded 1000 mg/L TDS (SSALTS Phase 3 Report). The
modeled salinity data (ICM Task 7 and 8 Report) was used to calculate what salt mass
would need to be extracted and managed annually (Table 2-2 of the SSALTS Phase 3
Report) to achieve a balance of salt inflows and outflows (approximately 4,304,789 tons
of salt).

The SSALTS Study analyzed the potential mass of salt that could be managed by the
following disposal options (SSALTS Phase 2 Report, Table 2-3 of the SSALTS Phase 3
Report):

e San Joaquin River Real-Time Water Quality Monitoring Program (SJR — RTMP)
e Tulare Lake Bed Evaporation Basins (TLB — Evaporation Basins)

e San Joaquin River Water Quality Improvement Project (SJRIP)

e Hydraulic Fracturing (HF)

e Deep Injection Wells (DIW)

Initial estimates suggested that SUR — RTMP could have the capacity to
manage/dispose as much as 8 percent of the mass of salt currently accumulating
(approximately 344,383 tons) in the Middle and Southern Central Valley. The tons and
percentage of salt accumulating in the southern and middle Central Valley high TDS
areas that are able to be treated by in-valley treatment and disposal options (including
the SUR-RTMP), is estimated to be approximately 645,000 tons or only about 15% of the
salt accumulation for the high TDS areas. A breakdown by treatment and disposal option
capacity is listed below.

SJR — RTMP: 344,000 tons or 8.0 percent of salt accumulation

TLB — Evaporation Basins: 140,000 tons or 3.2 percent of salt accumulation
SJRIP: 98,000 tons or 2.3 percent of salt accumulation

HF: 52,000 tons or 1.2 percent of salt accumulation

DIW: 19,000 tons or 0.5 percent of salt accumulation (per deep injection well)

The review for this conclusion should focus on Sections 4 through 8 and Section 10 of
the ICM Task 7 and 8 Report and Sections 2 through 4 of the SSALTS Phase 3 Report.
The ICM Task 5 Report provides supporting documentation on the salt mass estimation
methodology.

c. A brine line is the most reasonable alternative to remove excess salt
accumulation in the Central Valley.

Based on the need to export over 3.6 million tons per year of salt from the Central Valley
in order to achieve a balance between salt inputs and outputs, a brine line would be
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needed to address the salt accumulation. Conceptually, a brine line could have a
capacity of approximately 4,300,000 tons of salt (about 74 percent of the total salt
accumulation in the southern and middle Central Valley or approximately 100% of the
salt accumulation in the high TDS areas).

The review for these conclusions should focus on Sections 2, 3 and 4 of the SSALTS
Phase 3 Report. Supporting information is included in Sections 1.1, 1.2, 4,7, 9, 10, 11
and 12 of the SSALTS Phase 1 Report and Sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the SSALTS
Phase 2 Report.

2. Nitrate contamination in some locations may not be reasonably treated to achieve
drinking water quality. Geology and nitrate concentrations in some locations are
conducive to restoration. Reduction of nitrate levels in groundwater is possible in
certain geologic settings (sandy soil conditions and relatively shallow groundwater
levels). However, even with significant restoration activities, it may take 40 to 70 years
to achieve drinking water standards in groundwater, and in some cases, even longer.

The Central Valley is about 450 miles long and 40 miles wide and encompasses about
42,000 square miles. Salt and nitrate accumulation generally occurs within the valley
floor areas, where there are extensive anthropogenic salt and nitrate sources related to
surface activities. A variety of soil conditions ranging from sand to clay exist within the
valley floor, as well as a variety of climates, with average annual precipitation ranging
from six inches in the southern portion of the valley to over 24-inches in the northern part
of the valley.

The Aggressive Restoration Study utilized a specific study area, the Alta Irrigation
District (AID) in Tulare, Fresno, and a small part of Kings Counties, as a case study, or
Archetype Project, for groundwater restoration of a nitrate-impacted area. This study
provided information on remediating nitrate contaminated groundwater with a reasonable
suite of remedial measures that could be extrapolated to the whole Central Valley. The
Aggressive Restoration Study utilized the Soil Water Assessment Tool (SWAT) to
estimate nitrate surface mass loading, in conjunction with the CVHM to model the
groundwater flow regime, in order to look at what remedial measures could be utilized to
restore nitrate-impacted groundwater within a specific geographic area.

Literature information about the occurrence, distribution, groundwater remediation, and
drinking water treatment of nitrate was summarized to identify nitrate implementation
measures. Groundwater restoration depends on resources to fund restoration activities.
Agriculture and industry must be regulated in a sustainable manner that allows for
continued operation of these businesses, in order to provide the funding sources for
long-term groundwater restoration activities, while still providing reasonable protection of
groundwater beneficial uses. Given these constraints, the nitrate implementation
measures were evaluated to develop a menu of reasonable and acceptable nitrate
restoration measures that can be implemented in the Central Valley to provide safe
drinking water, reduce or eliminate impacts to drinking water sources, and where needed
restore beneficial uses. The study looked at the estimated timeframe for groundwater
improvement, the maximum effectiveness that could reasonably be implemented with a
suite of remedial measures, the potential environmental impacts, and the estimated
costs.
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The review for this conclusion should focus on Sections 1.2, 3, 5 and 6 of the NIMS
Report and on the Rationale and Methodology Sections, the Flow and Transport Model
Adjustments Section, the Model Results and Sensitivity Alternatives Sections and the
Conclusions and Lessons Learned Section of the Aggressive Restoration Study.

In addition, we are requesting scientific peer review of the use of the SWAT model in
conjunction with the CVHM model to support Conclusion 2c. The review should focus on
the Neitsch, S.L., J.G. Arnold, J.R. Kiniry, J.R. Williams. 2011 reference of the
Aggressive Restoration Study Report references for the SWAT model review and
Section C of the Faunt, C.C., ed., 2009 reference of the same Aggressive Restoration

Study Report references for the CVHM model review.

Sections in the Primary Reports that require review:

Alternatives

Report Conclusion 1 Number of Conclusion 2 Number of
Pages to Pages to
Review Review
ICM Task 5 Report All 60
ICM Task 7 and 8 Sections 2-8, 381
Report Section 10,
Appendices A-
H
SSALTS Phase 1 Sections 1.1, 84
Report 1.2,4,7,9-12
SSALTS Phase 2 Sections 2-7 125
Report
SSALTS Phase 3 Sections 2-4 54
Report
NIMS Report Sections 1.2, 3, 5 33
and 6
' Rationale
Aggressive Methodology 9
Restoration Study Flow and
Transport
Model
Adjustments
Model
Results and
Sensitivity
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Conclusions
and Lessons
Learned
Model Supporting Documentation Reports
Faunt et al (2009) Section C 92 Section C 92
Herr, J and C.W. All 10
Chen (2012)
Neitsch et al 2011 All 647
Total Pages: 806 781

The Biqg Picture

Reviewers are not limited to addressing only the specific topics presented above. Additionally,
we invite you to contemplate the following “Big Picture” questions.

a. Inreading the study reports, are there any additional scientific issues that should
be part of the scientific portion of the water quality criteria derivation that are not
described above? If so, comment with respect to the report’s key findings.

b. Taken as a whole, are the scientific portions of the study reports based upon
sound scientific knowledge, methods, and practices?
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REQUEST FOR EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SEVEN SCIENTIFIC REPORTS UTILIZED IN
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY-WIDE SALT AND NITRATE
MANAGEMENT PLAN’S (SNMP) SALINITY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND NITRATE
PERMITTING STRATEGY
Individuals Involved in Development of the Scientific Reports

Report Preparation Team Members

e Tom Grovhoug, P.E., President, Larry Walker Associates, Inc.

o Karen Ashby, CPSWQ, Vice President, Larry Walker Associates, Inc.
e Michelle Boeckx, Larry Walker Associates, Inc.

e Jeanette Sager, Larry Walker Associates, Inc.

o Vicki Kretsinger Grabert, Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
e Barbara Dalgish, Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineer

¢ John Dickey, Ph.D., Plan Tierra

e Art Bagget, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants

e Gary Carlton, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants

o Les Chau, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants

e David Stringfield, Carollo Engineers

e Penny Carlo, Carollo Engineers

o Joel Herr, Systech Water Resources

¢ Richard Meyerhoff, Ph. D.,GEI Consultants

o Joseph P. LeClaire, Ph.D., Daniel B. Stephens & Associates

CV-SALTS Stakeholders/Report Commenters

e Joe Mc Gahan, Summers Engineering/ San Joaquin Valley Drainage Authority (SJVDA)
e Chris Linneman, Summers Engineering

e David Cory, SJVDA

e Parry Klassen, East San Joaquin Water Quality Coalition

o Debbie Webster, Central Valley Clean Water Association

e Daniel Cozad, Central Valley Salinity Coalition

¢ Pamela Creedon, Central Valley Water Board

e Jeanne Chilcott, Central Valley Water Board

e Glenn Meeks, Central Valley Water Board
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e Tess Dunham, Somach, Simmons and Dunn

¢ Joe DiGiorgio, Stantec

e Jose Faria, Calif. Department of Water Resources

o Burt Fleischer, Hilmar Cheese Company

e Roger Reynolds, Summers Engineering

¢ Rob Neenan, CLFP

¢ Nigel Quinn, Ph.D., United States Bureau of Reclamation
o Mike Trouchon, Larry Walker Associates

e Thomas Harter, Ph.D., UC Davis

o Karna Herrigfeld, East Stockton Water District

e Michel Nordstrom, Tulare Lake Drainage District
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REQUEST FOR EXTERNAL PEER REVIEW OF SEVEN SCIENTIFIC REPORTS UTILIZED IN
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY-WIDE SALT AND NITRATE
MANAGEMENT PLAN’S (SNMP) SALINITY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY AND NITRATE
PERMITTING STRATEGY
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