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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Short Summary 

The Yolo Subbasin Groundwater Agency (YSGA) is the exclusive Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the 

high-priority Yolo Subbasin. This Periodic Evaluation finds that Plan implementation during Water Years 

(WY) 2019ςнлнп ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ {ǳōōŀǎƛƴΩǎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀbility goal and did not experience overdraft. 

Undesirable results did not occur for any applicable sustainability indicator which includes (1) chronic 

lowering of groundwater levels, (2) reduction of groundwater storage, (3) degradation of water quality, 

(4) land subsidence, and (5) depletion of interconnected surface water. Groundwater conditions declined 

during the WY 2020ςWY 2022 drought, when surface-water supplies were sharply reduced and pumping 

increased. Groundwater conditions then recovered in wet WY 2023 and above-normal WY 2024. The YSGA 

Board adopted the Technical Advisory Committee recommendation not to amend the 2022 Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan (GSP) with this evaluation. ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ 5²wΩǎ 

recommended corrective actions that were provided with the approval of Yolo Subbasin GSP in 2023. 

Work that may support an amendment began after WY 2024 and will be documented with subsequent 

GSP Annual Reports and the 2032 Periodic Evaluation and an associated GSP amendment. 

Long Summary 

To be completed during final draft preparation.
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1. INTRODUCTION 
GSP Emergency Regulations §356.4 state that: 

Each Agency shall evaluate its Plan at least every five years and whenever the Plan is amended, and 

provide a written assessment to the Department. The assessment shall describe whether the Plan 

implementation, including implementation of projects and management actions, are meeting the 

ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛƴΧ 

1.1 Introduction and Plan Authority 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), passed in 2014, requires the formation of local 

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to oversee the development and implementation of 

Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs), with the goal of achieving sustainable management of 

/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎΦ 

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR or Department) designated Yolo Subbasin as a high-

priority basin. Under SGMA, the Subbasin was not identified as critically overdrafted and therefore was 

required to be managed by a GSP by January 31, 2022. The Yolo Subbasin Groundwater Agency (YSGA) 

prepared and submitted the Yolo SubbasinΩs GSP to DWR in January 2022, which DWR approved in 

October 2023. Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District (District or YCFC&WCD) leads GSP 

development and implementation, working in conjunction with the YSGA Board of Directors (Board) that 

consists of 26 member agencies and affiliated parties. Figure 1 shows the location of the Yolo Subbasin 

GSA and member agencies. YSGA is the sole, exclusive GSA in Yolo Subbasin. 
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Figure 1: YSGA Member Entities and Management Areas 

.
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1.2 Purpose of the Periodic Evaluation 

This Period Evaluation meets the five-year assessment requirement of the GSP Emergency Regulations 

§356.4, Periodic Evaluation by Agency, and assesses the GSP implementation period for Water Years 

(WYs) 2019 through 2024. The purpose of this Periodic Evaluation is to provide an update to DWR, 

interested parties, and the public on changing conditions in the Yolo Subbasin and the progress the YSGA 

has made on implementing the Yolo Subbasin GSP. This Periodic Evaluation assesses the progress made 

toward maintaining the Subbasin sustainability goals, which are as follows: 

¶ Achieve sustainable groundwater management in the Yolo Subbasin by maintaining or enhancing 

groundwater quantity and quality through the implementation of projects and management 

actions (PMAs) to support beneficial uses and users. 

¶ Maintain surface water flows and quality to support conjunctive use programs in the Subbasin 

that promote increased groundwater levels and improved water quality. 

¶ Operate within the established sustainable management criteria (SMC) and maintain sustainable 

groundwater use through continued implementation of a monitoring and reporting program. 

¶ Maintain sustainable operations to maintain sustainability over the implementation and planning 

horizon. 

This Periodic Evaluation also provides DWR, interested parties, and the public with the progress the YSGA 

has made on implementing the GSP. This Periodic Evaluation summarizes and assesses the following: 

¶ New and significant information; 

¶ Groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator identified in the approved 

GSP; 

¶ Actions taken to address recommended corrective actions issued by DWR; 

¶ Status of PMAs; 

¶ Updates to the basin setting; 

¶ Monitoring network updates; and 

¶ The authorities and actions taken by the YSGA during this evaluation cycle. 

¢Ƙƛǎ tŜǊƛƻŘƛŎ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ 5²wΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 

to the Yolo Subbasin GSP submitted to DWR in January 2022. On October 26, 2023, DWR completed its 

evaluation of the 2022 GSP and approved the GSP (DWR, 2023b). 5²wΩǎ recommended corrective actions 

are summarized in Section 3 and Section 6 below. 

The organization of this Periodic Evaluation adheres to Section 3.3 of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan 

Implementation: A Guide to Annual Reports, Periodic Evaluations, & Plan Amendments (DWR, 2023a). 

The YSGA Board adopted the YSGA Ad-hoc Technical AdvƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ό¸{D! ¢!/ύ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ 

not to prepare an amended GSP to accompany this Periodic Evaluation. This decision was made because 

most of the data collection, analysis, and interpretation work that may lead to material changes to the 

GSP that would warrant an amendment began after WY 2024. The YSGA TAC & Staff recommended to the 

YSGA Board that it prepare a GSP amendment to accompany the next Periodic Evaluation, due in 2032. 
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2. NEW INFORMATION COLLECTED 
GSP Emergency Regulations §356.4(f) include a requirement that the Periodic Evaluation shall include: 

A description of significant new information that has been made available since Plan adoption or 

amendment, or the last five-year assessment. The description shall also include whether new 

information warrants changes to any aspect of the Plan, including the evaluation of the basin setting, 

measurable objectives, minimum thresholds, or the criteria defining undesirable results. 

This section presents new and significant information acquired since the development of the 2022 GSP. 

Information deemed new and significant is summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1: New Information Collected 

Description Aspect(s) of Plan Affected  Plan Amendment  

Airborne electromagnetic data were collected in the Yolo Subbasin in April 2022 and published 

in Data Report for Survey Area 6 Solano, South American, North American, Yolo, Sutter, South 

Yuba, and North Yuba Groundwater Subbasins (DWR, 2023c). These data will serve to refine the 

Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, model aquifer parameters, and develop recharge projects. 

See Section 5 - Basin Setting for more information. 

Basin Setting (HCM), 

Projects and Management 

Actions 

No ς HCM will be revised as 

warranted by the 2032 GSP 

amendment 

In summer 2024, the YSGA commissioned a Subbasin-wide GPS benchmark survey, including 

added benchmarks in Capay Valley. Project Report: Yolo County Subsidence Network 2024 

Reobservation quantifies the total amount and rates of land subsidence since 2017, when the 

network was last surveyed (Frame, 2024). Results largely align with the subsidence observed by 

5²wΩǎ ¢RE Altamira interferometric synthetic aperture radar (InSAR) dataset over the same 

time period (Towill, 2024). See Section 3 - Groundwater Conditions Section for more 

information.  

Basin Setting (Groundwater 

Conditions), Monitoring 

Network 

No ς GPS data aligns with 

InSAR data. 

In 2023, the YSGA began collaborating with The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Audubon to 

study environmental stakeholder outreach and engagement, monitoring networks for 

groundwater-dependent ecosystems (GDEs), and potential groundwater thresholds for GDE 

health. The results of this work will be published in a Technical Memo by TNC and Audubon 

anticipated before the end of 2026. In Spring-Summer 2024, the YSGA surveyed select polygons 

from the Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater (NCCAG) dataset to 

confirm the presence of GDEs. The survey will conclude in 2026, and the results will be 

published in a report on the YSGA website. 

Basin Setting (Groundwater 

Conditions), Monitoring 

Networks, Sustainable 

Management Criteria 

No ς GDE analysis and 

survey results will be 

evaluated in the 2032 

Periodic Evaluation 

Components of the YSGA Model are updated annually to incorporate the latest available data. 
Model results are used annually in Annual Report development and to support project and 
management action development. In addition, targeted improvements funded by the SGMA 
Implementation Grant and the WaterSMART Applied Science program were completed, 
including updated evapotranspiration and applied water assumptions, corrected managed 
wetland acreage and flooding schedules, increased spatial variability of groundwater pumping, 
and incorporation of additional scenarios. For more information, see Section 5.4 - Model 
Updates. 

Basin Setting (Water 

Budget), Projects and 

Management Actions 

No ς updated model results 

and water budget values will 

be reported in subsequent 

annual reports and the 2032 

Periodic Evaluation and 

Amendment 
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Description Aspect(s) of Plan Affected  Plan Amendment  

Since the submission of the GSP in 2022, YSGA has continued efforts to strengthen the 

groundwater monitoring network. Sixty-two wells have been added to the monitoring network, 

including 18 continuous monitoring wells. Three dedicated multi-completion monitoring wells 

ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǳōōŀǎƛƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 5²wΩǎ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ 

Services Program. Other monitoring wells were added to fill spatial data gaps in the network and 

improve monitoring coverage for drinking water wells. YSGA also launched a Citizen Science 

Program to allow rural well owners to borrow equipment and measure their own wells.  

Figure 2 shows monitoring sites added during WY 2019 - 2024. 

Basin Setting (Groundwater 

Conditions), Monitoring 

Network 

No ς changes to monitoring 

network do not justify GSP 

amendment 

Beginning in 2020, the YSGA launched an extensive data-gathering and stakeholder outreach 

effort focused on the Hungry Hollow area. Data collection included the installation of monitoring 

wells, t-TEM surveys, hydrogeologic investigations, and modeling. YSGA is working with 

stakeholders to develop and prioritize projects to improve groundwater conditions in the area. 

The results of this work will be presented in a Hungry Hollow White Paper anticipated to be 

completed before the end of 2026.   

Basin Setting (HCM), 

Projects and Management 

Actions 

No 

Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ bŜǿǎƻƳΩǎ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ hǊŘŜǊǎ b-7-22 and N-3-23, as well as stakeholder 

ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¸{D! ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘŜŘ άCƻŎǳǎ !ǊŜŀǎέ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƭƭ ǇŜǊƳƛǘ ǾŜǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ 

¢ƘŜ CƻŎǳǎ !ǊŜŀǎ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎ ǘƘŜ ά!ǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭ /ƻƴŎŜǊƴέ ŘŜƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ the 2022 GSP and 

represent areas with limited groundwater data, data that indicate groundwater level decline, 

and/or vulnerable drinking water systems. Appendix I of the Tiered Well Permit Review 

Technical Memorandum (West Yost, 2024) describes the process for delineating the Focus 

Areas.  

The YSGA will update the Focus Areas boundaries as needed based on new information and 

updated data. YSGA will continue to use the Focus Area boundaries to facilitate the well permit 

verification process and to plan projects and management actions to alleviate groundwater 

concerns in the areas. YSGA also will continue to coordinate with Yolo County Department of 

Environmental Health staff to conduct education and outreach on the well permitting process 

ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΦ  

Basin Setting (HCM, 

Groundwater Conditions) 

No 

 

  

https://yologroundwater.specialdistrict.org/files/51ce55a1a/TM+-+HydrogeologistReport+-+FINAL.pdf
https://yologroundwater.specialdistrict.org/files/51ce55a1a/TM+-+HydrogeologistReport+-+FINAL.pdf
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Figure 2: Additions to Monitoring Network During Evaluation Period
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3.  GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS RELATIVE TO SUSTAINABLE 

MANAGEMENT CRITERIA 
GSP Emergency Regulations §356.4(a) state the Periodic Evaluation shall include: 

A description of current groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator relative to 

measurable objectives, interim milestones and minimum thresholds. 

The following subsections are organized by sustainability indicator and evaluate current groundwater 

conditions (i.e. groundwater levels calculated as groundwater elevations) over the evaluation cycle for 

this Periodic Evaluation (WYs 2019 - 2024) relative to SMC established in the 2022 GSP, and demonstrate 

sustainable conditions have been maintained in the Yolo Subbasin. Where applicable, the following 

subsections also describe modifications to the SMC definitions or methods due to changes in the 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ƻǊ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ 5²wΩǎ нлнн D{t 

determination letter.  

3.1 Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels 

3.1.1 WY 2019 ς WY 2024 Groundwater Level Conditions 

WY 2019 (Wet) 

Wet conditions throughout the water year led to abundant surface water supplies in the Yolo Subbasin, 

which were beneficially used to achieve both managed and in-lieu groundwater recharge. During the 

irrigation season, YCFC&WCD provided unallocated surface water (i.e. unlimited) supplies from Clear Lake 

and Indian Valley Reservoir to its customers, while Central Valley Project (CVP) contractors, which include 

the Sacramento River Settlement Contractors (Settlement Contractors), received a 100% CVP allocation. 

Overall, surface water use accounted for roughly two-thirds of total water use in WY 2019; groundwater 

accounted for the remaining third, which translated to a relatively small seasonal average decline in 

groundwater levels from the spring high to fall low of about 9 feet (Figure 3).  

WY 2020 (Dry) 

WY 2020 saw the onset of dry hydrologic conditions throughout the Subbasin, as limited precipitation 

translated to reduced inflow to surface water reservoirs and reduced natural groundwater recharge. 

However, surface water remained available in the Subbasin during WY 2020, largely due to significant 

carryover storage from the wet conditions experienced the previous year. YCFC&WCD was able to again 

provide unallocated surface supplies. The Settlement Contractors received a 75% allocation of CVP 

supplies, and the Dunnigan Water District received a 50% CVP allocation. This meant that, even in a 

relatively dry year, surface water again accounted for over two-thirds of total water use within the in WY 

2020, with the remaining third supplied by groundwater. The average seasonal groundwater level decline 

from the spring high to the fall low was about 8 feet, similar to that of the previous year. However, due to 

a decrease in groundwater recharge from below average precipitation and runoff, the average Fall 2020 

groundwater levels were about 4 feet lower than those observed in fall 2019 (Figure 3).  
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WY 2021 (Critically Dry) 

Critically dry conditions in WY 2021 led to limited surface water availability in the Subbasin. YCFC&WCD 

experienced its first allocated surface water (i.e. maximum allowed use) irrigation season since 2015 and 

delivered only about 30% of historical average. The Settlement Contractors received 75% of their 

contracted-for CVP supplies, while the Dunnigan Water District received only 5% of its CVP contract total 

but was able to purchase additional supplies from other entities. This shift sparked a significant increase 

in groundwater demand throughout the Subbasin, and groundwater use accounted for nearly half of 

overall water demand vs only a third in previous water years. The average seasonal groundwater level 

decline from the spring high to the fall low was about 18 feet, over double that from the previous year, 

due to a substantial increase in groundwater pumping from the year prior. Increased groundwater 

pumping and limited groundwater recharge from severely below average precipitation and runoff led to 

limited recovery in groundwater levels, and the average fall 2021 groundwater levels were about 13 feet 

lower than those observed in fall 2020 (Figure 3). 

WY 2022 (Critically Dry) 

Critically dry conditions persisted in WY 2022 leading to severely limited surface water supplies. After a 

third straight year of below-average precipitation, minimal water storage in Clear Lake and the Indian 

Valley Reservoir resulted in YCFC&WCD being unable to deliver any surface water in 2022. For the first 

time in history, the Settlement Contractors received less than 75% CVP supplies and instead received CVP 

supplies according to the seniority of water rights under Shasta Critical Year conditions. Dunnigan Water 

District was also allocated 0% of its CVP contract total yet was able to supply a very limited amount of 

surface water to its customers by purchasing from other entities. Due to these historically low surface 

water allocations, groundwater use increased to 60%, more than double WY 2019 or WY 2020. The 

average seasonal groundwater level decline from the spring high to the fall low was about 17 feet. The 

average fall 2022 groundwater level declined by another 5 feet from fall 2021. In total, over these three 

years with historically dry conditions, the average groundwater level declined by nearly 22 feet from fall 

2019 to fall 2022 (Figure 3).  

WY 2023 (Wet) 

The wet winter in WY 2023 brought much-needed relief from the drought conditions of the previous three 

water years and allowed groundwater levels to recover as replenished surface water supplies became 

available. YCFC&WCD was able to provide unallocated surface water for irrigation, and Settlement 

Contractors were allocated 100% of CVP supplies. With the return of abundant surface water supplies, 

there also came significant groundwater recovery as demand on the aquifer decreased dramatically. 

Surface water was once again able to meet over two-thirds of overall water demand in the Subbasin, and 

the resulting average seasonal groundwater spring high to fall low decline was only around 6 feet. In 

addition, water agencies were able to reinitiate their managed recharge efforts (e.g. canal recharge by 

YCFCWCD), allowing infiltration of flood flows into the aquifer. Increased precipitation, recharge, and 

surface water supplies led to an average groundwater level recovery of 16 feet from fall 2019 to fall 2023 

(Figure 3).  
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WY 2024 (Above Normal) 

Groundwater conditions continued to recover into WY 2024 as surface water supplies were once again 

plentiful, with entities receiving full allocations similar to WY 2023. Natural and managed aquifer recharge 

events added to the benefits observed from in-lieu surface water use, helping to raise the average spring 

groundwater level in 2024 above the spring 2020 average at the onset of the historic three-year drought 

(Figure 3). 

Sustainable Management Criteria Evaluation 

Annual fall groundwater elevations in feet above mean sea level (amsl) at representative monitoring wells 

(RMWs) over the evaluation period are shown in Table 2. A summary of results relative to the SMC 

established in the GSP is shown in Table 3. Measured groundwater elevations must be less than the 

minimum threshold (MT) level in two consecutive fall measurements to violate the MT for the chronic 

lowering of groundwater levels SMC as defined in the GSP. In addition, an undesirable result occurs when 

the MT criteria described above is exceeded in 51 percent or more of RMWs in two (or more) Management 

Areas. The measurable objective (MO) is evaluated using the 5-year rolling average fall groundwater level.  

At the start of the evaluation period in WY 2019, groundwater levels were largely above or near MO values 

at most RMWs. With the onset of dry conditions and increased groundwater use in WY 2020, water levels 

at one RMW in the Central Yolo Management Area dropped below the MT. However, one RMW dropping 

below the MT does not result in an MT exceedance nor an undesirable result. For most RMWs, 

groundwater conditions were still closer to the MO than the MT throughout WY 2020. Continued dry 

conditions in WY 2021 led to new MT exceedances at four RMWs within the Subbasin: one in the Capay 

Valley, one in the Dunnigan Hills, and two in Central Yolo. No measurement occurred in fall 2021 at the 

RMW in Central Yolo (10N02W26P0001M) that was in exceedance in WY 2020 due to access issues, so 

MT status was undeterminable.  

A third consecutive dry year in WY 2022 brought about historic drought conditions in the Subbasin. Three 

new MT exceedance observations occurred in the Central Yolo MA, for a total of six RMWs in exceedance 

of the MT criteria. Three of the six RMWs had MT exceedances as defined in the GSP. In the other 

management areas (MAs), exceedances previously observed in WY 2021 remained for a second-straight 

year. Outside of the Central Yolo MA, no new exceedances were observed in WY 2022 that were not 

already present in WY 2021. Throughout this three-year dry period, no MT exceedances were observed 

in the North Yolo and South Yolo MAs.  

With the return of wet conditions in WY 2023, groundwater levels in most RMWs that had been in 

exceedance returned to levels above the MT. The two RMWs that remained in exceedance in WY 2023 

are in the Central Yolo and Dunnigan Hills MAs. Above average precipitation in WY 2024 allowed for 

continued recovery, and the groundwater levels in one RMW with an MT exceedance in the Dunnigan 

Hills recovered to levels above the MT, while the exceedance in Central Yolo remained. These isolated 

RMWs are in the hillslope areas experienced limited groundwater recovery and reflect localized issues 

that can persist even after drought conditions subside in the Subbasin. The YSGA is evaluating how to 

address this issue moving forward, likely by implementing targeted PMAs in these areas. As of the end of 

WY 2024, groundwater levels at most RMWs were above, or close to, their MOs. However, most RMWs 

did not meet their Interim Milestones (IMs) because IM compliance is evaluated using the 5-year running 
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average of fall groundwater elevations. This averaging period included three years of historic drought, 

which depressed the calculated average despite recent recovery (Table 2).  

While groundwater levels declined during the WY 2020 ς WY 2022 drought, groundwater levels have 

recovered to near or above the MO levels throughout most of the Subbasin. For an undesirable result to 

occur, more than 51% of RMWs in two different MAs must exceed the MT. During WY 2022 at the peak 

of the drought, only three of 32 RMWs (9%) in Central Yolo MA exceeded both the groundwater level and 

temporal requirement of the MT criteria. One of three RMWs (33%) in Dunnigan Hills MA and one of 10 

RMWs (10%) in Capay Valley exceeded only the groundwater level requirement of the MT criteria. No 

exceedances were observed in North Yolo and South Yolo MAs. Groundwater conditions from WY 2019 ς 

WY 2024 did not trigger an undesirable result for chronic lowering of groundwater levels within the 

Subbasin (Table 3).  
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Figure 3. Average Groundwater Levels within Yolo Subbasin (WY 1975 ς WY 2024) 
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Table 2: Evaluation for Groundwater Elevations by Management Area (WY 2019 ς WY 2024) 

Capay Valley 

 

Dunnigan Hills 

 

 

 

 

 

State Well NumberRMW Number
MO1

(ft-amsl)

MT

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2019 

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2020

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2021

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2022

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2023

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2024

(ft-amsl)

5 yr Fall 

Average2

(ft-amsl)

Variance from 

Measurable 

Objective

(ft-amsl)

10N02W16R001M 276 215.0 207.7 нмсΦтҧ214.6 211.2 209.9 нмуΦоҧнмтΦуҧ 214.3 -0.7

10N02W18F001M 277 315.6 304.2 омуΦрҧонрΦфҧ311.2 312.2 омтΦфҧомсΦуҧ 316.8 1.2

10N03W02R002M 280 319.5 308.2 316.6 313.3 309.3 310.2 314.1 316.5 312.7 -6.8

11N03W09Q001M 285 383.7 355.8 оупΦфҧ382.3 377.6 382.4 оурΦнҧоурΦоҧ 382.6 -1.1

11N03W23L001M 287 296.0 287.6 нфуΦфҧнфуΦнҧнурΦфҨнусΦлҨ*** нфуΦсҧ 292.2 -3.9

11N03W23N001M 288 287.3 271.0 нфуΦоҧнфпΦрҧ284.4 286.7 нфлΦоҧнфлΦфҧ 289.4 2.1

11N03W33F001M 289 351.1 341.2 ормΦсҧормΦоҧ344.4 345.8 орнΦрҧорнΦнҧ 349.3 -1.8

12N03W20D001M 293 382.8 376.4 382.4 382.0 380.0 378.0 381.2 оуоΦпҧ 380.9 -1.9

11N03W35D003M 415 280.7 273.0 нунΦмҧнумΦнҧ275.9 278.1 нусΦфҧнурΦтҧ 281.5 0.9

10N03W24B002M 416 324.8 281.1 опоΦтҧонтΦнҧ310.4 303.1 оплΦтҧоорΦфҧ 323.5 -1.3

State Well NumberRMW Number
MO1

(ft-amsl)

MT

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2019 

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2020

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2021

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2022

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2023

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2024

(ft-amsl)

5 yr Fall 

Average2

(ft-amsl)

Variance from 

Measurable 

Objective

(ft-amsl)

10N01E18C001M 253 143.1 132.8 140.1 138.5 134.5 132.9 138.1 138.3 136.5 -6.6

10N01W02Q001M 260 128.3 73.6 86.0 79.8 псΦнҨпсΦмҨтоΦлҨ 76.0 64.2 -64.1

10N01E15D001M 402 17.5 -69.6 5.1 -2.3 -23.6 -26.6 -8.6 0.7 -12.1 -29.6

1 - Interim milestones for the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels are set equal to the measurable objectives. 

2- Performance of the measurable objective is measured as the five-year running average of the minimum fall (Sep. - Dec.) groundwater elevation. 

Green text with an arrow pointing upwards indicates the measurement is above the measurable objective level at the RMW. 

Red text with an arrow pointing downwards indicates the measurement is below the minimum threshold level at the RMW. 

Asterisks (***) indicate no measurement. 



   

YOLO SUBBASIN GSP: 2027 PERIODIC EVALUATION 14 

Central Yolo 

 

State Well NumberRMW Number
MO1

(ft-amsl)

MT

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2019 

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2020

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2021

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2022

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2023

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2024

(ft-amsl)

5 yr Fall 

Average2

(ft-amsl)

Variance from 

Measurable 

Objective

(ft-amsl)

08N02E15A002M 114 -25.1 -61.3 лΦпҧ πфΦсҧ -28.6 -31.2 -31.2 -27.6 -25.6 -0.5

08N03E07N500M 132 -22.0 -78.0 *** *** -28.9 -32.3 πмсΦлҧπмфΦмҧ -24.1 -2.0

09N03E33B002M 151 4.7 -35.3 3.6 -2.1 -4.2 -9.3 -4.0 -2.4 -4.4 -9.2

08N02E18M002M 170 20.4 1.5 нтΦтҧнлΦфҧ 8.9 5.5 9.6 10.0 11.0 -9.4

08N01E07R001M 220 82.3 16.5 74.1 *** 46.5 42.5 53.5 57.5 50.0 -32.2

08N01W09C001M 222 110.9 40.3 78.2 85.4 69.0 51.9 67.7 77.4 70.3 -40.6

08N01W13G003M 224 80.0 47.8 78.4 71.8 58.8 53.3 69.0 68.7 64.3 -15.7

08N01W20R005M 229 72.8 36.4 60.9 45.0 омΦнҨнсΦмҨ 40.4 40.9 36.7 -36.1

10N01E34A003M 430 27.6 -47.4 нуΦлҧ 18.6 *** *** 9.4 11.8 13.3 -14.4

09N01E07D001M 231 111.1 68.3 104.7 99.2 76.5 75.7 99.5 101.4 90.5 -20.6

09N01E20E001M 233 104.8 67.1 млсΦлҧмлрΦтҧ91.7 85.7 104.4 103.8 98.3 -6.5

09N01E24D001M 234 52.2 7.6 49.5 45.3 29.1 27.4 38.7 42.4 36.6 -15.6

09N01E31D001M 235 104.6 68.3 млсΦмҧ101.8 70.9 спΦуҨ 91.5 92.9 84.4 -20.3

09N01W08Q001M 239 185.1 152.2 184.7 184.5 172.9 161.1 181.7 181.3 176.3 -8.8

09N01W21E001M 240 163.4 144.7 153.7 162.4 149.5 мпмΦфҨ152.1 156.4 152.5 -10.9

09N02E07L001M 246 24.7 -45.4 18.4 *** -19.6 -26.8 5.0 -2.3 -10.9 -35.6

09N02E32M001M 248 29.1 -7.0 27.1 21.6 -2.7 πмуΦмҨ6.2 6.0 2.6 -26.5

09N03E19R002M 250 6.7 -14.1 3.3 -0.6 -6.0 фΦуҧ -3.7 моΦоҧ 2.6 -4.2

10N01E23Q002M 254 26.8 -43.0 омΦтҧ 23.0 -12.2 -25.0 18.1 19.4 4.7 -22.2

10N01E29K001M 256 77.8 58.4 умΦуҧулΦнҧ 77.2 77.5 умΦрҧтфΦрҧ 79.1 1.3

10N01W08B001M 261 139.5 73.3 мпмΦфҧ137.3 106.9 90.4 126.7 133.7 119.0 -20.6

10N01W21J001M 265 127.5 90.9 молΦсҧмнфΦтҧ115.4 106.1 125.9 127.3 120.9 -6.7

10N01W32E001M 268 169.9 144.5 169.6 168.6 152.0 146.8 166.6 166.7 160.1 -9.8

10N01W35Q001M 269 120.5 93.0 мнпΦлҧмноΦоҧ104.8 98.8 мнлΦсҧ118.3 113.1 -7.4

10N02W14A001M 275 137.8 91.1 моуΦпҧ137.2 104.8 91.3 129.7 135.6 119.8 -18.0

10N02W26P001M 279 241.7 212.7 219.7 нммΦнҨ*** нлтΦлҨ*** нлфΦуҨ 209.3 -32.5

10N02E29A001M 406 35.7 9.9 орΦфҧ *** *** 23.7 26.6 30.0 26.7 -9.0

09N02E22H002M 400 22.9 -24.8 нсΦуҧноΦоҧ 14.0 13.2 22.0 нпΦлҧ 19.3 -3.6

10N02E36E001M 401 22.1 9.0 19.8 19.6 14.1 9.4 15.3 14.7 14.6 -7.5

09N01E26N001M 403 71.7 32.2 66.1 61.0 46.3 35.4 48.0 52.7 48.6 -23.1

09N01W23D001M 404 135.8 82.9 128.6 122.8 стΦфҨофΦрҨ117.9 119.5 93.6 -42.3

08N01W22G500M 419 71.9 6.5 58.5 47.5 16.5 9.5 *** 41.5 28.7 -43.2
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North Yolo 

 

South Yolo 

 

State Well NumberRMW Number
MO1

(ft-amsl)

MT

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2019 

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2020

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2021

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2022

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2023

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2024

(ft-amsl)

5 yr Fall 

Average2

(ft-amsl)

Variance from 

Measurable 

Objective

(ft-amsl)

11N01E02D001M 127 -13.3 -88.3 πмлΦоҧ-27.2 -37.1 -33.1 πмлΦфҧ-26.0 -26.9 -13.5

11N01E16P001M 128 -33.1 -129.8 πнпΦмҧπнрΦфҧ-58.5 -86.9 -56.3 -65.5 -58.6 -25.5

12N01E03R002M 129 9.1 -44.3 3.5 -9.0 -32.8 -2.9 мнΦрҧмнΦсҧ -3.9 -13.1

12N01E26A002M 131 -4.2 -46.1 πнΦлҧ -12.5 -29.7 -8.6 πлΦтҧ -8.9 -12.1 -7.9

10N03E33B011M 153 3.8 -73.3 тΦрҧ 3.1 1.7 -23.4 -11.2 *** -7.5 -11.3

12N01W14M001M 178 10.5 -30.9 -7.5 -14.9 -29.5 -28.5 -10.4 -10.7 -18.8 -29.3

12N01W26L002M 431 13.1 -43.8 -5.6 -16.3 -35.3 -41.7 -16.4 -16.3 -25.2 -38.3

10N01E02Q002M 251 32.1 -32.6 20.3 17.6 *** -6.4 21.4 14.4 11.7 -20.4

10N02E06B001M 405 26.0 -85.7 нуΦсҧ 23.6 -8.1 1.7 20.5 24.1 12.3 -13.7

12N01W05B001M 411 49.5 -25.3 20.6 15.5 4.4 *** 8.9 14.9 10.9 -38.6

10N02E09N001M 410 12.9 -63.7 ноΦлҧмтΦмҧ -3.4 -11.3 мсΦнҧмрΦпҧ 6.8 -6.1

10N02E03R002M 420 12.2 -39.2 6.5 *** *** -36.7 5.4 -10.3 -13.9 -26.1

11N02E20K004M 421 28.8 -31.6 нфΦрҧ 26.8 20.9 17.1 23.3 26.9 23.0 -5.8

State Well NumberRMW Number
MO1

(ft-amsl)

MT

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2019 

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2020

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2021

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2022

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2023

(ft-amsl)

Fall 2024

(ft-amsl)

5 yr Fall 

Average2

(ft-amsl)

Variance from 

Measurable 

Objective

(ft-amsl)

08N03E32L001M 122 -1.9 -71.8 -56.5 -18.4 -31.1 *** *** *** -24.7 -22.8

06N03E07M001M 160 9.9 -10.8 -2.0 -5.4 -7.0 -7.9 -6.4 -6.8 -6.7 -16.6

08N03E31N001M 422 -7.0 -49.3 -9.0 -20.8 -34.2 -40.3 -28.1 -25.6 -29.8 -22.7

07N03E04Q001M 423 0.5 -27.1 -0.9 *** -7.7 -6.0 -14.4 -4.7 -8.2 -8.7

1 - Interim milestones for the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels are set equal to the measurable objectives. 

2- Performance of the measurable objective is measured as the five-year running average of the minimum fall (Sep. - Dec.) groundwater elevation. 

Green text with an arrow pointing upwards indicates the measurement is above the measurable objective level at the RMW. 

Red text with an arrow pointing downwards indicates the measurement is below the minimum threshold level at the RMW. 

Asterisks (***)  indicate no measurement. 
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Table 3: Minimum Threshold Evaluation for Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels 

Water Year Above MO 
Below MO, 
Above MT 

Below MT 
Below MT in 

2+ years 
Not Measured 

Undesirable 
Result 

Triggered 

Capay Valley (10 RMWs) 

2019 8 2 0 0 0 No 

2020 6 4 0 0 0 No 

2021 0 9 1 0 0 No 

2022 0 9 1 1 0 No 

2023 7 2 0 0 1 No 

2024 9 1 0 0 0 No 

Dunnigan Hills (3 RMWs) 

2019 0 3 0 0 0 No 

2020 0 3 0 0 0 No 

2021 0 2 1 0 0 No 

2022 0 2 1 1 0 No 

2023 0 2 1 1 0 No 

2024 0 3 0 0 0 No 

Central Yolo (32 RMWs) 

2019 13 18 0 0 1 No 

2020 7 20 1 0 4 No 

2021 0 27 2 0 3 No 

2022 1 24 6 3 1 No 

2023 4 26 1 1 1 No 

2024 4 27 1 1 0 No 

North Yolo (13 RMWs) 

2019 7 6 0 0 0 No 

2020 2 10 0 0 1 No 

2021 0 11 0 0 2 No 

2022 0 12 0 0 1 No 

2023 4 9 0 0 0 No 

2024 2 10 0 0 1 No 

South Yolo (4 RMWs) 

2019 0 4 0 0 0 No 

2020 0 3 0 0 1 No 

2021 0 4 0 0 0 No 

2022 0 3 0 0 1 No 

2023 0 3 0 0 1 No 

2024 0 3 0 0 1 No 

Clarksburg 

There are no Representative Wells in the Clarksburg MA. 
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3.1.2 WY 2019 ς WY 2024 Impacts to Beneficial Uses and Users 

Drought conditions during WYs 2020 ς 2022 led to declines in groundwater levels throughout the Yolo 

Subbasin, with some locations falling below their historic lows. These declines caused some wells to go 

dry, requiring well owners either to lower their pumps, if possible, or drill a new well if water levels 

dropped below the total depth of their existing well. YSGA staff began receiving reports of dry wells in July 

2021, mostly from domestic users. YSGA led coordination with the Yolo County Office of Emergency 

Services to provide trucked water deliveries to residents with dry wells, maintaining their access to 

potable water in the interim while waiting to drill a new well. Between 2021 and 2022, YSGA received 30 

verified reports of dry wells, which were later replaced with new, deeper wells by landowners. 

3.1.3 2022 GSP Definition of Undesirable Results 

The GSP currently defines undesirable results for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels over the 

entire Subbasin as the following: 

The point at which significant and unreasonable impacts over the planning and implementation 

horizon, as determined by depth or elevation of groundwater, affect the reasonable beneficial use 

of, and access to, groundwater by overlying users.  

An undesirable result occurs when the minimum threshold criteria is exceeded in 51% or more of 

representative monitoring wells in two MAs. 

MTs for groundwater levels are designed to indicate the groundwater elevation at which a depletion of 

water supply at a given location may lead to undesirable results (§354.28.(c)(1)). Along with the Subbasin-

wide definition above, the GSP defines MOs and MTs for individual MAs, except for Clarksburg due to a 

lack of significant groundwater use. The GSP establishes MTs at each RMW based on historic groundwater 

elevations, with historic being defined as pre-2016 values. The GSP sets MOs equivalent to the average 

fall (September ς December) groundwater elevation between 2000 ς 2011 at each well. These MT and 

MO definitions are based on 62 RMWs from the Yolo Subbasin database, as listed in Table ES-2 of the GSP. 

RMWs are present in all MAs except Clarksburg. The GSP states that YSGA will continue to monitor 

groundwater conditions in Clarksburg for changes in conditions or usage and set an MT in the future, if 

necessary. 

A well impact analysis is presented in Appendix I of the current GSP. The well impact analysis delineates 

the Subbasin by quarter range in each township, as derived from the Public Land Survey System, and 

utilizes well construction information from the Online System of Well Completion Reports (OSWCR). The 

analysis spatially interpolates RMWs' current MO and MT to assign unique MO and MT values across each 

quarter range. These interpolated values of historical low groundwater levels are then plotted against 

existing well construction information, specifically, well screen intervals. The objective was to analyze the 

potential impact on current groundwater access and use at the MO and MT levels. Additional discussion 

on the analysis follows in Section 3.1.6.  

3.1.4 DWR Recommended Corrective Actions for Chronic Lowering of Groundwater 

Levels 

DWR has requested a revision of the current SMC for chronic lowering of groundwater levels. More 

specifically, in the determination letter under Recommended Corrective Action 1, DWR requested the 

following: 
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a) Clarify what significant and unreasonable effects for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels 

are in the Subbasin that the GSAs are managing the Subbasin to avoid. 

b) Provide additional discussion and amend the definition of undesirable results. Specifically, the GSA 

should explain how local exceedances within just one management area are not considered an 

undesirable result. Further, the GSA should clearly define a time component for when an 

undesirable result will occur. 

c) Describe how the selection of minimum thresholds of groundwater levels will avoid undesirable 

results for other sustainability indicators. 

While the GSP puts forth MTs and MOs, it has no explicit definition for the impact of exceeding these 

ǾŀƭǳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ D{t ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ рм҈ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ άǿŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊƛƳ PMAs to take place to 

ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΦέ 5Ŝǘŀƛƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ рм҈ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

why this condition must be present in two MAs before triggering further action. DWR notes that it is 

unclear when these conditions would occur and what their effects might be. Furthermore, the current 

undesirable results definition may neglect localized issues. To facilitate achieving sustainable 

management, DWR has requested that the GSA provide details on these conditions. 

3.1.5 Approach to Address Recommended Corrective Actions for Chronic Lowering of 

Groundwater Levels 

The given definition of undesirable results indicates that significant and unreasonable effects are 

determined by groundwater elevation and impacts on users. The comparison of MO and MT groundwater 

levels with existing wells, along with information on well use in the well impact analysis of Appendix I in 

the current GSP, can help to outline what constitutes significant and unreasonable effects on beneficial 

users. 

To address the first two recommended corrective actions (a,b) on clarifying significant and unreasonable 

effects and undesirable results, YSGA used the existing well impact analysis as a baseline for an updated 

approach carried out with the following revisions: 

¶ Evaluated all information using feet in elevation above sea level as the baseline datum (NAVD 88). 

Converted MO and MT values, including well depths and screened intervals, to elevation using 

information from a digital elevation model (DEM) of one-meter resolution obtained from the 

United States Geological Survey (U.S. Geological Survey, n.d.). 

¶ Classified wells by use categoryτpublic supply, irrigation, industrial, and domesticτto outline 

the impacts of lowering groundwater levels on these user types. 

¶ Set a protective threshold for each well: 30 feet above the total well depth or the bottom of well 

perforations, depending on available well data. This threshold is based on the fact that domestic 

wells, typically the most vulnerable well classification, are constructed with the well screens near 

the bottom of the casing; it is assumed that a minimum saturated screen interval of 30 feet is 

required to operate a pump properly, taking into account pumping drawdown and sufficient 

pump submergence to avoid cavitation. The protective threshold is a general groundwater level 

that, when exceeded, may render a well inoperable under lowering groundwater conditions. The 

protective threshold is not an MT but indicates the point at which supply from an individual well 

is at risk (i.e. vulnerable to being inoperable).  



   

YOLO SUBBASIN GSP: 2027 PERIODIC EVALUATION 19 

Our analysis used the raster surface of MT elevations generated in the original well impact analysis in 

Appendix I of the GSP, which was then compared against the well depths and protective threshold 

elevations. Wells with protective thresholds at a higher elevation than the established MT were flagged 

as potentially impacted, and wells with a total depth at a higher elevation than the established MT were 

flagged as dry. Figure 4 illustrates this logicτthe three wells on the right of the graphic are considered 

impacted wells, one of these being dry. 

Figure 4: Schematic of Updated Well Impact Analysis 

 

To address the last recommended corrective action (c), the relationships between groundwater level MTs 

and the other sustainability indicators were assessed to demonstrate that chronic lowering of 

groundwater levels, as evaluated under the revised framework presented earlier, is unlikely to cause 

undesirable results for the other sustainability indicators. See Section 3.1.7 for the full discussion and 

suggested language.  
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3.1.6 Analysis to Address Recommended Corrective Actions for Chronic Lowering of 

Groundwater Levels 

Table 4 summarizes the results from the updated well impact assessment, categorized by well type (public 

supply, irrigation, industrial, and domestic). The table presents the total number of (1) wells evaluated for 

each well type in each MA and (2) potentially impacted wells based on the following: 

¶ The MT is below the total completed depth (TCD), indicating a well that may potentially be dry if 

the water level exceeds the MT. 

¶ The MT is below the protective threshold (but above the TCD or bottom well screen depth), 

indicating a well that may potentially be inoperable. 

 

We evaluated MO and MT groundwater levels using existing wells in the OSWCR database. The OSWCR 

dataset was filtered to include only those records with substantial construction information to compute 

the TCD, with completion dates of 1970 or later (assuming those constructed prior to 1970 had reached 

the end of their operational life), and any known defunct municipal supply wells. This helps minimize 

uncertainty in the well impact assessment by removing wells that are known to be decommissioned and 

those likely destroyed. However, there is still the possibility that wells are improperly located or destroyed 

without being recorded as such, which could inflate the number of wells used in the analysis. YSGA is 

currently working to refine and improve their WRID and confirm well construction and location data, 

which will improve this analysis in the future. The results of the well impact assessment are based on the 

best available information at this time.  
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Table 4: Well Impact Assessment Results for Relevant Wells 

   
Public Supply Irrigation 

MA 
Count of 

RMW 

Total Count of 

Wells1 

Count of 

Relevant 

Wells2 

Total 

Count 

MT 

Below 

TCD 

MT Below 

Protective 

Threshold3 

Potentially 

Impacted 

Wells 

Total 

Count 

MT 

Below 

TCD 

MT Below 

Protective 

Threshold3 

Potentially 

Impacted 

Wells 

Capay Valley 10 373 319 8 1 0 1 122 11 8 19 

Central Yolo 32 3351 2049 99 0 0 0 849 4 6 10 

Clarksburg 0 212 188 6 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 

Dunnigan Hills 3 284 228 2 0 0 0 144 3 4 7 

North Yolo 13 1462 855 17 0 0 0 436 4 1 5 

South Yolo 4 1171 252 18 0 0 0 89 1 4 5 

Totals 62 6853 3891 150 1 0 1 1654 23 23 46 

       Industrial Domestic 

MA 
Count of 

RMW 

Total Count of 

Wells1 

Count of 

Relevant 

Wells2 

Total 

Count 

MT 

Below 

TCD 

MT Below 

Protective 

Threshold3 

Potentially 

Impacted 

Wells 

Total 

Count 

MT 

Below 

TCD 

MT Below 

Protective 

Threshold3 

Potentially 

Impacted 

Wells 

Capay Valley 10 373 319 1 0 0 0 188 20 11 31 

Central Yolo 32 3351 2049 33 2 0 2 1068 32 42 74 

Clarksburg 0 212 188 4 0 0 0 164 0 1 1 

Dunnigan Hills 3 284 228 5 0 0 0 77 9 7 16 

North Yolo 13 1462 855 14 0 0 0 388 10 12 22 

South Yolo 4 1171 252 2 0 0 0 143 0 5 5 

Totals 62 6853 3891 59 2 0 2 2028 71 78 149 

Notes: 
1Wells with available data to compute Total Completed Depth (TCD).      
2Excluding Monitoring, Other, and Unknown well use categories.      
3MT below the protective threshold but above the TCD 
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The results in Table 4 indicate that domestic wells are the well type most susceptible to groundwater 

levels dropping below the MT, with 149 wells (7% of all evaluated domestic wells) classified as potentially 

impacted. Domestic wells tend to be shallower than other well types, making them more susceptible to 

declining groundwater levels. Central Yolo and Capay Valley have the highest number of domestic wells, 

with an estimated 74 and 31 wells potentially impacted, respectively. The analysis identified a total of 46 

potentially impacted Irrigation wells, primarily concentrated in Capay Valley (19 wells) and Central Yolo 

(10 wells). 

In contrast, the analysis identified only one public supply well and two industrial wells as potentially 

impacted across the entire Subbasin. This is consistent with expectations, as these well types are typically 

drilled to greater depths, reducing the likelihood that their groundwater levels will fall below the MT or 

protective threshold. 

To provide a broader perspective, Table 5 summarizes the well impact assessment results across the entire 

Yolo Subbasin, categorized by MA. The table summarizes the total number of wells, the percentage of 

wells with MTs below the TCD (i.e., potentially dry wells), and the percentage of wells with MTs below the 

protective threshold (i.e., potentially inoperable wells). 

Table 5: Basin-Wide Well Impact Assessment Summary Results for Relevant Wells 

    
Summary 

MA 
Count 

of RMW 

Total Count 

of Wells1 

Count of 

Relevant 

Wells2 

MT Below 

TCD  

(Dry Wells) 

% 

MT Below 

Protective 

Threshold3 

Wells 

% 

All 

Potentially 

Impacted 

Wells 

% 

Capay 

Valley 
10 373 319 32 10% 19 6% 51 16% 

Central Yolo 32 3351 2049 38 2% 50 2% 86 4% 

Clarksburg 0 212 188 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 

Dunnigan 

Hills 
3 284 228 12 5% 11 5% 23 10% 

North Yolo 13 1462 855 14 2% 13 2% 27 3% 

South Yolo 4 1171 252 1 0% 9 4% 10 4% 

Totals 62 6853 3891 97 2% 103 3% 200 5% 

Notes: 
1Wells with available data to compute Total Completed Depth (TCD).   
2Excluding Monitoring, Other, and Unknown well use categories.   
3MT below the protective threshold but above the TCD 

  

Capay Valley (16%) and Dunnigan Hills (10%) are the MAs with the highest percentages of potentially 

impacted wells. Meanwhile, Central Yolo, despite having the highest total number of potentially 

impacted wells (88), has a lower percentage (4%) because of its higher overall well count. 

  



   

 

YOLO SUBBASIN GSP: 2027 PERIODIC EVALUATION 23 

Across the entire Subbasin, only 5% of wells are classified as potentially impacted, highlighting that the 

current MT selection generally provides sufficient protection. However, under SGMA regulations, 

groundwater management decisions are based on MT exceedances in the RMW network rather than the 

total number of impacted wells. 

To examine further how domestic well vulnerability varies across the Subbasin, Figure 5 through 

Figure 10b show the well construction details relative to MTs and protective thresholds for selected 

township ranges for each MA. Each figure highlights areas where domestic wells are most susceptible to 

declining groundwater levels. Note that the subplots excluded the well construction and exclude cross-

sections. Summary results for all township ranges are included in Appendix A. This analysis classifies 

wells into three categories based on the relationship between protective thresholds, well depths, and 

MTs: 

¶ Protected ς the MT is above the protective threshold elevation 

¶ Vulnerable ς the MT is below the protective threshold (but above the TCD or bottom well screen 

depth) 

¶ Unprotected ς the MT is below the TCD or the bottom well screen depth 

Wells that fall into either the Vulnerable or Unprotected ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƭŀƎƎŜŘ ŀǎ άƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘΣέ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ 

they are at higher risk of becoming inoperable under current MTs. This classification helps identify the 

wells with localized risk to beneficial users, particularly domestic well owners. 
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Figure 5: Well Impact Analysis for T12N R03W in Capay Valley 
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Figure 6: Well Impact Analysis for T08N R02E in Central Yolo 
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Figure 7: Well Impact Analysis for T06N R04E in Clarksburg 
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Figure 8: Well Impact Analysis for T10N R01E in Dunnigan Hills 
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Figure 9: Well Impact Analysis for T11N R01E in North Yolo 
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Figure 10a: Well Impact Analysis for T08N R04E in South Yolo 

 


























































































































































































































































































