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Presentation Notes
Good afternoon chair Horn, board members, staff, and members of the public, my name is Jan Zimmerman and I am an engineering geologist with the Victorville office.  Together with representatives from the Antelope Valley Group, we will be presenting to you Item 5, the final salt and nutrient management plan for the Antelope Valley groundwater basin.


OVERVIEW

= Introduction and overview of Item 5, Antelope Valley SNMP
— Jan Zimmerman

= Final Antelope Valley SNMP presentation — Erika Bensch,
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

= Utility of the Antelope Valley SNMP — Jan Zimmerman
= Staff recommendations — Jan Zimmerman

# Questions and discussion — All
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This slide outlines how the discussion will proceed today.  

First, I will give an introduction and context of how we ended up here today, with the Final SNMP for the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin.

Then, I will invite up to Erica Bensch, with the LA County Sanitation Districts.  Erica is here today representing the Antelope Valley IRWM stakeholder group and will present a summary of the final plan and it’s findings. 

When Erica has finished with her presentation, I will come back up and share with you some of the benefits of the AV SNMP and how it can be utilized by staff to protect WQ in the region.  

And finally, I will present a list of staff recommendations for your consideration and concurrence, and to spark dialogue.

I ask that we hold questions and discussion until the end, but of course if there is a slide that needs clarifying during the presentation please do not hesitate to speak up.  
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So how did we get here?  How did we finally end up here with a final AV SNMP?  

As a reminder, the Recycled Water Policy was adopted in Feb. 2009, and specified that SNMPs were to be prepared to all groundwater basins by May 14, 2014.  A two year extension could be granted by the Regional Boards on a case-by-case basis.  The policy directs the Regional Boards to consider adopting or incorporating all or a portion of the SNMP within one year of plan completion.  The policy was amended in January 2013 to include specific monitoring requirements for CECs.

The Antelope Valley Group wasted no time developing their scope of work, and on October 12, 2011 presented to you the scope of content of their plan.With your concurrence, the group worked gathering data and submitted a preliminary draft plan to staff for review in July 2013.

The group refined their preliminary work and submitted to staff a complete draft plan on May 14, 2014.  While there were a few minor comments and clarifications, staff had determined that the May 14, 2014, document met the minimum requirements of a SNMP per the Recycled Water Policy and that the plan was consistent with our Basin Plan.  A copy of the Final Plan incorporating staffs minor comments was submitted to the Water Board on August 21, 2014.  That brings us to where we are today, presenting to you an overview of the final AV SNMP.

With our acceptance of the plan, the group will be implementing the plan from this point forward and reporting to the Water Board every three years.  We are expecting the first tri-annual report to be submitted in 2018.  



ANTELOPE VALLEY SNMP

ANTELOPE VALLEY
REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT GROUP

= Erica Bensch, Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
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At this time, I would like to introduce to you Erica Bensch, with the LA County Sanitation Districts.  Erica is here today representing the AV stakeholder group and will be presenting to you a summary of the SNMP developed for the Antelope Valley groundwater basin.  

I would like to say that it has been a pleasure working with Erica and the other stakeholder members and would like to take this opportunity to commend them for their effort.  Though the group did receive grant funding to help defer the costs, resources were limited, but they were able to pool their expertise and do most of the work in-house, without having to hire expensive consultants.  They have shown true collaboration and certainly were able to make the most use of all available data sources out there.  

With that, I welcome Eric Bensch.      



UTILITY OF AV SNMP

PROS CONS
= Spatial variability of water = Limited in some respects,
quality but good first step
= Identifies data gaps = Groundwater data tends to
be skewed towards higher
= Inform decisions for future populated areas

S/N discharges

= Well construction details
“ Proponents of new S/N unknown for some wells
projects to contribute to

implementation of the o
SNMP = Model is limited — averages

S/N across entire basin
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Thank you Erica for your presentation.  I know it’s a lot of information, distilling a 90-plus page down into a handful of slides.  Chair Horn, do you think we should take a short 10-minute break and allow folks to stretch and gather their thoughts?  Or should we move on?  

I wanted to put this slide up to point out the PROs and CONs of the AV SNMP and how the plan can be utilized by staff to protect water quality.

However, with adaptive management strategies like incorporating new wells, filling data gaps, verifying modeling parameters etc., we firmly believe that the plan will evolve and improve over time. 
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To further illustrate the utility of the AV Plan, I am going to shift the focus to aquifer recharge projects.  Though there is no formal Board resolution, historically we have not regulated aquifer recharge projects, particularly those that recharge State Water Project water.  The premise behind our position has been the general understanding that the water quantity benefits far outweigh the potential to degrade water quality.   

Now lets look specifically at the Antelope Valley Banking Project.  This is an existing project located in the Neenach sub-basin that recharges State Water Project water.  So far, 320 acres of the available 1,500 acres of percolation ponds have been constructed and in operation for several years.  At full build out, the Project will be capable of recharge and recovery of up to 100,000 acre-feet per year. 

Of the source waters evaluated in the SNMP, State Water Project water has highest contributing concentration of arsenic, 3.8 µg/L on average.  And based on the findings of the SNMP, the Neenach sub-basin has a background arsenic concentration of 13.24 µg/L and therefore has no assimilative capacity for arsenic with respect to MUN beneficial uses.  Remember the MCL for arsenic is 10 µg/L.

So there are a couple of questions here: will the project result in a dilution and possibly add assimilative capacity over time, or will the project contribute arsenic loading to a basin that already has no assimilative capacity? 
One might assume that dilution will likely occur simply by looking at the difference between baseline water quality and source water concentration.  However, the arsenic is naturally occurring in the soils and bedrock, so the recharge may actually “flush” or leach arsenic from the soils.  

Bottom line is that we don’t know how operation of this project will effect water quality. The only way we could know is by requiring the project proponent to perform a project-specific anti-degradation analysis. The results of this analysis would then be used by staff to evaluate…
whether the discharge is adversely impacting water quality and increasing S/N loading 
whether the potential water quality degradation of groundwater is in the best interest of the people, and
(3) whether or not the discharge (recharge of State Water Project water) should be regulated as a waste in this instance. 

We would not have asked these critical questions had it not been for the background water quality data and analyses provided by the Antelope Valley SNMP. 




STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Accept the Antelope Valley SNMP — no Basin Plan amendment
required at this time

2. Concur that EO send letter of acceptance to AV IRWM Group

3. Encourage the Group to refine the model over time as new
data become available — “Adaptive Management Strategies”

4. Request Antidegradation Analysis for the Antelope Valley
Banking Project — Neenach sub-basin

5.Reconsider our general approach of not regulating aquifer
recharge projects — assimilative capacities and S/N loading
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Now that we have heard from Erica about the details of the SNMP, and I have shared with you examples of how staff can use the plan to protect water quality in the Antelope Valley… I would like to put up this list staff recommendations for your consideration and concurrence.

We recommend that the Board accept the plan, with no Basin Plan amendment, based in part on  
contains the required elements per the Recycled Water Policy
prepared with stakeholder input
adequately defines baseline water quality where data is available 
modelling predicts that assimilative capacity in the greater Antelope Valley Basin will be maintained for all constituents throughout the 25-year planning period 
no changes to WQOs are proposed at this time

Concur with staff’s recommendation that the EO send a letter of acceptance to the AV group stating that the requirement to prepare a SNMP has been full-filled.

Staff recommends that the Board encourage the group to incorporate robust adaptive management strategies in the SNMP to refine the model and verify model parameters over time.  As additional data is collected, the Group should begin to evaluate salt/nutrient loading at the sub-basin level. 

The fourth recommendation is that the Board direct staff to require the proponent of the Antelope Valley Banking Project to perform a project-specific anti-degradation analysis in accordance with Anti-Degradation Policy.

And finally, staff recommends that the Board reconsider the general approach of not regulating aquifer recharge projects, particularly those that utilize State Water Project water.  These types of discharges must be evaluated on a project-by-project basis, taking into consideration existing water quality of the groundwater basin and available assimilative capacity relative to the salt/nutrient constituents in the discharge.    





-
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION

1. Comments/questions/discussion

2. Do Board members concur with recommendations?

THANK YOU!


Presenter
Presentation Notes
At this time, we would like to open the workshop for discussion and welcome any questions or direction from the Board members on the content of the AV SNMP and to get your input regarding staff’s recommendations.  
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