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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) 201ge nHn YIFAYUdl Ay SR (0 KiBy gpatizmdd dlick oty exgeriericelzavardrafty |
Undesirable results did not occur for any applicable sustainability indiegtach 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 wamundwater conditions declined

during the WY 202QNY 2022 drought, when surfaeeater supplies were sharply reduced and pumping
increasedGroundwater onditions then recovered in wet WY 2023 and abooemal WY 2024. The YSGA

Board adopted the Technical Advisory Committee recommendation not to amend the 2022 Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) with this evaluatiorK A & S @I f dzt GA2y F20dzaSa 2y oS
recommended corrective actions that were provided with the approval of Yolo Subbasim G823

Work that may support an amendment began after WY 2024 and will be documentedguwhiiequent

GSP Annual Reports and t2@32 Periodic Evaluatiaandan associated GSP amendment.

Long Summary

To be completed during final draft preparation.
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1. INTRODUCTION
GSP Emergency Regulations 8356.4 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
adzadlrAylroAtAde 321Kt Ay GKS o0lFaryx

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 athieststainable management of

/I FTEAFT2NYAlI Q4 INRdzyRglFGSNI o aiyao

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR or Department) designated Yolo Subbasin as a high
priority basin. Under SGMA, the Subbasiwswot identified as critically overdraftednd therefore vas

required to be managed by a GSP by January 31, 202 dlbeSubbasin Groundwater Agency (YSGA)
prepared and submitted the¥olo Subbasi®@ GSRo DWR in January 202%hich DWR approveih

October 2023Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation Dis(Béstrictor YCFC&WQMDeads GSP
development and implementation, working in conjunctirth the YSGA Board of Directors (Board) that
consists of 26 member agencies and affiliated parfiégurel shows the location of th&olo Subbasin

GSA and member agenci®SGAs the sole, exclusive G8AY oloSubbasin.
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Figurel: YSGA Member Entities and Management Areas

Esparto CSD

< oo ¥ Yolo County
\ 9 Madison CSD Flood Control
\ and Water

< Conservation

A L District

e CENTRAL YOLO

10 0 10 mi

5:\YOLO SUBBASIN GROUNDWATER AGENCY (YSGA)\GSP\2027 Periodic Evaluation\Figures\YSGA Member entities.qgz

City of We:
Sacramento

YOLO SUBBASIN
GROUNDWATER AGENCY

Member Entities and
Management Areas

[1 YSGA Boundary
[ YSGA Management Areas
YSGA Member Entities
& Affiliated Parties
[ Ccal Am Water - Dunnigan
| City of Davis
. City of West Sacramento
[0 City of Winters
[ City of Woodland
[ Colusa Drain Mutual Water Co.
[ Dunnigan Water District
[ Esparto CSD
Madison CSD
[ RD108
[ RD 150
8 RD 1600
[ RD 2035
[ RD307
[ RD537
I RD 730
[ RD 765
[ RD787
[ RD999
[ UCDavis
YCFC & WCD
I Rumsey Water Users Association
[ Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
| County of Yolo

CRS: NAD83 / California Albers

YOLO SUBBASIN

“ GROUNDWATER AGENCY

YOLO SUBBASIN GSP
YSGA PERIODIC EVALUATION 2027

YOLO SUBBASIN GSP: 2027 PERIODIC EVALUATION




1.2  Purpose of the Periodic Evaluation
This Period Evaluation meets the fiyear assessment requirement of the GSP Emergency Regulations
8356.4 Periodic Evaluation by Agenand assesses the GSP implementation period for Water Years
(WYs) 2019 through 2024 he purpose of this Periodic Evaluation is to provide an update to DWR,
interested parties, and the public on changing conditions in the Yolo Suldradine progress ther'SGA
has made on implementing the Yolo Subbasin GSP. This Periodic Evalasgissethe progress made
toward maintaining the Subbasin sustainability goathich are as follows:

9 Achieve sustainable groundwater management in the Yolo Subbasin by maintaining or enhancing
groundwater quantity and quality through the implementation of projects and managet
actions(PMAsY}o support beneficial uses and users.

1 Maintain surface water flows and quality to support conjunctive use programs in the Subbasin
that promote increased groundwater levels and improved water quality.

1 Operate within the established sustainable management crig@gMCrnd maintain sustainable
groundwater use through continued implementation ofm@nitoringand reportingprogram

1 Maintain sustainable operations to maintain sustainability dherimplementation and planning
horizon

This Periodic Evaluation also provides DWR, interested parties, and the public with the progr&@the Y
has made on implementing the GSP. This Periodic Evaluation summarizes and assdeewing

1 New and significant information;

1 Groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator identified in the approved
GSP;

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

Status oPMAsS

Updates to the basin setting;

Monitoring network updates; and

The authorities and actions taken by t8@\ during this evaluation cycle.

=A =4 =4 4 =9

CKAA tSNA2RAO 9@l fdzr A2y |fa2 R20dzyYSyda LINPINBaA
to the Yolo Subbasin GSP submitted to DWR in Januar.Z2D80ctober 26, 2023DWR completed its
evaluation of the 202 GSP and approved the GERVR, 2023bb 2 w@emmended corrective actions

are summarizedh Section3 and Section6 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 YSGhAdkdTechnical Adva 2 NBE / 2YYAGGSSQa o6, {D! ¢!
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 thatvould warrant an amendment began after VE824. 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 8356.4(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 fivgear assessment. The description shall also include whether new
information warrants changes to any aspect of the Plan, includiagtaluation of the basin setting,
measurable objectives, minimum thresholds, or the criteria defining undesirable results.

This section presents new and significant information acquired shreedevelopment of the 2022 GSP.
Information deemed new and significant is summarizedablel.

YOLO SUBBASIN GSP: 2027 PERIODIC EVALUATION



Tablel: New Information Collected

Description Aspect(s) of Plan Affected Plan Amendment

Airborne electromagnetidatawere collected in the Yolo Subbasin in April 2022 and publistBasin Setting (HCM), No¢ HCM will be reviseds
in Data Report for Survey Area 6 Solano, South American, North American, Yolo, Sutter, {Projects and Managemeniwarrantedby the 2032 GSP
Yuba, and North Yuba Groundwater SubbafiWR, 2028). Thesedata will serveto refinethe Actions amendment
Hydrogeologic Conceptual Mod@hodel aquifer parameters, ardeveloprecharge projects.

SeeSection5 - Basin Settindor more infamation.

In summer 2024, the YSGA commissioned a SubbdadenGPS benchmark survey, including Basin Setting (Groundwat¢No ¢ GPS dataligns with
added benchmarks in Capay Valleyject Report: Yolo County Subsidence Network 2024 Conditions), Monitoring  INSAR di.
Reobservatiomguantifies thetotal amountand rates of land subsidence since 20ivhen the  Network

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

5 2 w (REAItamirainterferometric synthetic aperture radar (InSAdRtaset over the same

time period(Towill, 2024) SeeSection 3 - Groundwater Conditions Sectidor more

information.

In 2023 the YSGAegancollaboraingwith The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Audubon to Basin Setting (Groundwat¢(No ¢ GDEanalysis and
study environmental stakeholder outreach and engagement, monitoring networks for Conditions), Monitoring  survey results will be
groundwaterdependentecosystemsGDEY and potential groundwater thresholds for GDE Networks, Sustainable evaluated in the 2032
health. The results of this workill be pubished in a Technical Memo by Thind Audubon Management Criteria Periodic Evaluation

anticipated before the end of 2026 SpringSummer 2024, the YSGA surveyed select poly¢
from the Natural Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwgi€CAdataset to
confirm the presence of GDERhe survey wiltoncludein 2026 and he resultswill be
publishedin a report on the YSGA website

Components of the YSGA Model are updated annually to incorporate the latest available (Basin Setting (Water No ¢ updated model results
Model results are usednnuallyin Annual Report development and to support project and  Budget), Projects and and water budget values wi
management action developmenin addition, targeted improvements funded by the SGMA Management Actions be reported in subsequent
Implementation Grant and the WaterSMART Applied Science program were completed, annual reports and the 203
including updatedevapotranspiratiorand applied water assumptions, corrected managed Periodic Evaluation and

wetland acreage and flooding schedules, increased spatial variability of groundwater pum
and incorporation of additional scenarios. For more information, Seetion5.4 - Model

Updates

Amendment
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Description Aspect(s) of Plan Affected Plan Amendment

Sincethe submission of the GSP in 2022, YSGA has continued efforts to strengthen the  Basin Setting (Groundwat(No ¢ changes to monitoring
groundwater monitoring networkSixtytwo wells have been added to the monitoring networ Conditions), Monitoring  network do not justify GSP
including18 continuous monitoring wellsThreededicated multicompletion monitoring wells Network amendment
SNBE O2yaiNHzOGSR ft2y3a (GKS $6SaiSNy &ARS

Services Program. Other monitoring wellsre added to fill spatial data gaps in the network ¢

improvemonitoring coverage fodrinking water wells. YSGA also launched a Citizen Scienc

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

Figure2 shows monitoring sites addetliring WY 20192024

Beginning in 2020, the YSGA launched an extensivegdditieering and stakeholder outreach Basin Setting (HCM), No

effort focused on the Hungry Hollow area. Data collection included the installation of moniProjects and Management

wells, t TEM surveys, hydrogeologic investigations, and modelirgA¥Svorking with Actions

stakeholders to develop and prioritize projects to improve groundwater conditions in the a

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

completed before the end of 2026.

Ly NB&aLRyaS (2 D2 JSNY 2 NI-28 &d M2 savellqEstaketnlda Basin Setting (HCM, No
O2yOSNyaz (G4KS ,{D! RStAYySIGSR ac20dza ! NEGroundwater Conditions)

¢tKS Cc20dza ! NBlFa SyO2YLI &aa (KSthé20EBRan® F

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

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

Technical MemorandurfWest Yost, 2024) describes the process for delineating the Focus

Areas.

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

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

verification process and to plan projects and management actions taatkegroundwater

concerns in the area¥.SGA also will continue to coordinate with Yolo County Department (

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

GKFiQa 0SSy SaitlofAakKSRo®
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https://yologroundwater.specialdistrict.org/files/51ce55a1a/TM+-+HydrogeologistReport+-+FINAL.pdf
https://yologroundwater.specialdistrict.org/files/51ce55a1a/TM+-+HydrogeologistReport+-+FINAL.pdf

Figure2: Additionsto Monitoring Network During Evaluation Period

U L e
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MONITORING NETWORK
WY 2019 - 2024

Wells Added to Monitoring Network
Since GSP Submission

Monitoring Wells Added
© Periodic Monitoring

@ Continuous and Real-time
Existing Monitoring Wells
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|:| YSGA Management Areas
[ Yolo Subbasin Boundary

Basemap: U.S. Geological Survey
CRS: NAD83 / California Albers
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3. GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS RELATIVE TO SUSTAINABL
MANAGEMEN CRITERIA

GSP Emergency Regulations 8356.4(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 levelsalculated agroundwater elevatios) over the evaluation cycle for

this Periodic Evaluation (WYs 201224) relative to SMC established in the 2022 G demonstrate

sustainable conditions have been maintained in the Yolo Subbasin. Where applit@&bfe)lowing
subsectionsalso describe modifications to the SMC definitions or methods due to changes in the
NELINBASY (Gl GABS Y2yAG2NRAY3d ySis2Nla 2N NBO2YYSYyRS
determination letter.

3.1  Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels
3.1.1 WY 2019 WY 20245roundwatelevelConditions

WY 2019Wet)

Wet conditionsthroughout the water year led to abundant surface water supplies in the Yolo Subbasin,
which were beneficiallysedto achieve both managed and-iieu groundwater rechargeDuring the
irrigation seasony CFC&WCrovided unallocatedurface wate(i.e. unlimited)suppliesfrom Clear Lake

and Indian Valley Reservairits customers, whil€entral Valley Proje¢CVPYontracibors, which include

the Sacramento River Settlement Contractors (Settlement Contracter®iveda 100%6 CVRillocation
Overall, surface water use accounted for roughp-thirds of total water use iWY2019 groundwater
accounted forthe remaining third,which translated toa relatively small seasonal averagecline in
groundwater levelérom the spring high to fall lowf about 9 feet(Figure3).

WY 2020Dry)

WY 2020saw the onset ofiry hydrologic conditions throughout the Subbasas, limited precipitation
translatedto reduced inflow tosurface waterreservoirsand reduced natural groundwaterrecharge
However,surface wateremained available in the Subbasin durMfr2020, largely due to significant
carryover storage from the wet conditions experiendbd previous yearY CFC&WCD was ableaigain
provide unallocatedsurface supplies The Settlement Contractors received &% allocation of CVP
supplies, andhe Dunnigan Water District receiveal 50%CVP allocationThis meant that, even in a
relatively dry year, surface watagainaccounted for over twehirds of total water usewithin the in WY
2020 with the remaining thircsupplied by groundwateiThe arerage seasongroundwater level decline
from the spring high to the fall lowas about 8 feet, similar tthat of the previous yeaHowever, due to
a decrease igroundwater rechargérom below average precipitation and runqfthe averageFall 2020
groundwater levelsvere about4 feet lower than those observed ifiall 2019(Figure3).
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WY 2021(Critically Dry)

Qitically dry conditions in WY 2021 led to limited surface watesilabilityin the SubbasinY CFC&WCD
experienced its first allocatesurface water (i.e. maximum allowed uselgation season since 2015 and
delivered only about 30% ofhistorical average.The $ttlement Contractors received 75% of their
contractedfor CVPsupplies, while the Dunnigan Water District received only 5% @\ ontract total
but was able to purchase additionslipplies from other entities. This shéparked a significantincrease
in groundwater demandhroughout the Subbasinand groundwater useaccountedfor nearly half of
overall water demandss only a third in previous water yeafBhe average seasongroundwater level
decline from the spring high tthe fall lowwasabout 18 feet, over double that from the previous year
due to a substantial increase in gralwater pumping fom the yearprior. Increased groundwater
pumping andimited groundwater recharge from severely below average preatipn and runoff led to
limited recoveryin grourdwater levels andthe averagdall 2021 groundwater levels were about 13 feet
lower than those observed in fall 202Bigure3).

WY 2022 (Critically Dry)

Criticallydry conditions persistedn WY 2022eading toseverely limited surface water suppliester a
third straight year of belovaverage precipitation, minimal water storage in Clear Lake andritien
Valley Reservoiresulted in YCFC&WCD being unable to deliversaniacewater in 2022.For the first
time in history, theSettlement Contractors receiveess than 75% C\8Rppliesand instead received CVP
suppliesaccording tahe seniority of water rightsinder Shasta Critical Year conditioridunnigan Water
District was also allocated 0% it CVPcontract totalyet was able to supply a very limited amounit
surface waterto its customersby purchasingrom other entities Due to these historically low surface
water allocations,groundwateruse increasedto 60% more thandouble WY 2019 or WY 2020 he
average seasonal groundwater level decline from the spring high to the fallémmbout 17 feet. The
average falk022groundwater level declined by another 5 feet frdail 202L. In total, over thaethree
yearswith historically dry conditions, the average groundwater level declineddayly 22 feet from fall
2019 to fall 202ZFigure3).

WY 2023 (Wet)

The wet winter in WY 2023 brought munkeded relief from the drought conditions of the previous three
water years and allowed groundwater levels to recoasrreplenished surface water supplies became
available YCFC&WCHlnas able to providaunallocatedsurface water for irrigation and Settlement
Contractorswere allocatedl00%of CVPsupplies With the return ofabundantsurface watersupplies,
there also came significant groundwater recovery as demand on the agudereased dramatically.
Surface water was once again able to meet over-tinads of overall water demanih the Subbasirand
the resulting averageseasonalgroundwaterspring high to fall low declinewas only arounds feet. In
addition, water agencies were able t@initiate their managed recharge effor{e.g.canal recharge by
YCFCWQPallowing infiltration offlood flowsinto the aquifer Increasedprecipitation recharge and
surface watesupplieded toan average groundwater level recoveryl@feet from fall 2019 tofall 2023
(Figure3).
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WY 2024 (Above Normal)

Groundwater conditions continued to recover into WY 2@24surface water suppliasere once again
plentiful, withentities receivindull allocationssimilar toWyY 2023Natural and managedquiferrecharge

eventsadded tothe benefits observed from Hieu surface water usdelping to raiseéhe averagespring

groundwater leveln 2024above thespring 202Gaverageat the onset of the historic thregear drought
(Figure3).

Sustainable Management Criteria Evaluation

Annual fall groundwater elevatiorns feet above mean sea level (anayepresentative monitoring wells
(RMWs) over the evaluation period are shownTiable2. A summary of results relative to tre&MC
established in the GSB shown inTable3. Measured groundwater elevations musé less tharthe
minimum threshold(MT) level in two consecutive fall measuremerntsviolate the MT for the chronic
lowering of groundwater levels SMC as defined in the GS#Rldition,an undesirable result occurs when
the MT criteria described above is exceeded in 51 percent or more of RMWs (ortmore) Management
Areas.The measurable objectiy®10)is evaluated using the-gear rolling average fall groundwater level.

At the start of the evaluation period in WY 2019, groundwater levels were largely above dfi@eatues

at mostRMWs With the onset of dry conditions and increased groundwater use in WY 2020, water levels
at one RMW in the Central Yolo Management Ataspped belowthe MT. Howeverpone RMWdropping
below the MT does notesult in anMT exceedance nor an undesirable resior most RMWs,
groundwater conditions were still closer to tidO than the MT throughout WY 2020 Continued dry
conditions in WY 202fed to newMT exceedancest four RMWSs within the Subbasin: one in the Capay
Valley, one in the Dunnigan Hills, and two in Central Ydomeasurement occurred in fall 2021 aet
RMW in Central Yol(iONO2W26P0001Mhat was in exceedance in WY 2020 due to access issues, so
MT statuswas undeterminable

A third consecutive dry yeam WY 2022rought about historic drought conditions the SubbasinThree

new MT exceedanc®bservations occurreih the Central Yolo MA, for a total of six RMWs in exceedance
of the MT criteria Three ofthe six RMWdad MT exceedances as defined in the GSP. In the other
management areaMAs) exceedances previously observed in WY 2021 remained for a setaight
year. Outside of the Central Yolo MApmew exceedances wemserved in WY 202that were not
already present in WY 202Throughout this thregrear dry period, ndMT exceedances were observed

in the North Yolo and South Yolo MAs.

With the return of wet conditions in WY 2028roundwater levels ilmost RMWs that had been in
exceedanceeturned to levels above the MThe two RMWs that remained in exceedance in WY 2023
are inthe Central Yolo and Dunnigan HMB\s Above average precipitation in WY 2024 allowed for
continued recovery, and thgroundwater levels imne RMWwith an MTexceedance in the Dunnigan

Hills recoveredo levelsabove theMT, while the exceedance in Central Yolo remained. These isolated
RMWsare in the hillslope areasxperiencel limited groundwater recoveryand reflect localized issues

that can persist even after drouglebnditions subsidén the SubbasinThe YSGAis evaluating how to
addresghis issuemoving forward, likelpy implementingargetedPMAsin these areasAs 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 usingyae funning
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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 recoVatyl€?).

While groundwater levels declined during tNéY 2020c WY 2022drought, groundwater levels have
recovered to near or above the MO levels throughout most of the Sublbiasiran undesirable result to
occur, more than 51% of RMWs in two different MAs must exceed/fhieDuring WY 2022t the peak
of the drought onlythree of 32 RMWs (9%) i@entralYolo MA exceedeboth the groundwater level and
temporalrequirement of theMT criteria One of three RMWSs (33%) Dunnigan Hill#1A andone of 10
RMWs (10%in Capay Vallegxceededonly the groundwater leverequirement of theMT criteria. No
exceedances were observed in North Yolo and South Yolo®tésndwater conditions froVY 2019;
WY 2024did not trigger an undesirable result for chronic lowering of groundwater lewelsin the
Subbasir{Table3).
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Figure3. Average Groundwater Levelgithin Yolo SubbasifWwyY1975¢ WY 2024)
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Table2: Evaluation for Groundwater Elevations by Management Area (WY 20¥9Y 2024)

State Well Number RMW Number

10NO2W16R001M
10NO2W18F001M
10NO3W02R002M
11NO3W09Q001M
11NO3W23L001M

11NO3W23N001M
11NO3W33F001M
12NO3W20D001M
11NO3W35D003M
10NO3W24B002M

State Well Number RMW Number

10NO1E18C001M
10NO1W02Q001M
10NO1E15D001M

276
277
280
285
287
288
289
293
415
416

253
260
402

MO*!

(ft-amsl)

215.0
315.6
319.5
383.7
296.0
287.3
351.1
382.8
280.7
324.8

Mo*

(ft-amsl)

143.1
128.3
175

MT

(ft-amsl)

207.7
304.2
308.2
355.8
287.6
271.0
341.2
376.4
273.0
281.1

MT

(ft-amsl)

132.8
73.6
-69.6

Capay Valley

5 yr Fall

Fall 2019 Fall 2020 Fall 2021 Fall2022 Fall2023 Fall2024 ' -,
(ft-amsl)  (ft-amsl) (f-amsl) (ft-amsl) (ft-amsl) (ft-amsl) V€9

HMCc @ 23l4.6 211.2
oMy ®ponH p Pprgll.2
316.6 313.3 309.3
oy n ®prgs.3 377.6

209.9
312.2
310.2
382.4

HMY @O HHM T
oMT dhopm C
3141 316.5

Oy p®HwmyY p

Hoy Py PHHELY p PRy ¢ ®n @ H gy

Hopy ®PpHpdn ®p rR84.4
opmMmPcaopp mPp 1844.4

3824 382.0 380.0
HY H®PMiuby M ®H 375.9
ono®droyH T PH r810.4

Dunnigan Hills

Fall 2019 Fall 2020/ Fall 2021 Fall 2022 Fall 2023 Fall 2024
(ft-ams) Averagé

286.7
345.8
378.0
278.1
303.1

Hdn ®pwphpn
OpPpHDPpPpOHP H
381.2 oy o

HY C ®rhiby p
onndraoop

(ft-amsl)

Dy m 214.3
dy m 316.8

312.7
o m 382.6
dec m 292.2
P 289.4
DH mH 349.3
dnm 380.9
D 2815
Py 3235

5 yr Fall

(ft-amsl) | (ft-amsl) = (ft-amsl) = (ft-amsl) = (ft-amsl)
(ft-amsl)
140.1 138.5 134.5 132.9 138.1 138.3 136.5
86.0 79.8 nc d®H@nc dmv@r o dn@ 76.0 64.2
5.1 -2.3 -23.6 -26.6 -8.6 0.7 -12.1

1 - Interim milestones for the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels are set eqhalneeasurableobjectives.
2- Performance of the measurable objectiganeasured as the fivgear running average of the minimum fall (Sepec.) groundwater elevation.

Green textwith an arrow pointing upwardindicates the measurement is above the measurable objective level at the RMW.

Red textwith an arrow pointing downwardimdicates the measurement is below the minimum threshold level at the RMW.

Asterisks (***) indicate no measurement.
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Variance from
Measurable

Objective
(ft-amsl)

-0.7

1.2

-6.8

-1.1

-3.9

2.1

-1.8

-1.9

0.9

-1.3

Variance from
Measurable
Objective
(ft-amsl)
-6.6
-64.1

-29.6
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State Well Number RMW Number

08NO2E15A002M 114
08NO3EO07N500M 132
09NO3E33B002M 151
08N02E18M002M 170
08NO1EO7R001M 220

08NO1WO09C001M 222
08NO1W13G003M 224
08NO1W20R005M 229

10NO1E34A003M 430
09NO1EO7D0O01M 231
O9NO1E20EO001M 233
09NO01E24D001M 234
O09NO1E31D001M 235
09NO01WO08Q001M 239
O09NO1W21E001M 240
09NO2EO07LO01M 246
09N02E32M001M 248
O09NO3E19R002M 250
10NO1E23Q002M 254
10NO1E29K001M 256
10NO1WO08BO0O1M 261
10NO1W21J001M 265
10NO1W32EO01M 268

10NO1W35Q001M 269
10NO2W14A001M 275
10NO2W26P001M 279

10NO2E29A001M 406
09NO2E22H002M 400
10NO2E36E001M 401
O09NO1E26N001M 403

09NO1W23D001M 404
08NO1W22G500M 419

Mot

(ft-amsl)

-25.1
-22.0
4.7
20.4
82.3
110.9
80.0
72.8
27.6
111.1
104.8
52.2
104.6
185.1
163.4
24.7
29.1
6.7
26.8
77.8
139.5
127.5
169.9
120.5
137.8
241.7
35.7
22.9
221
71.7
135.8
71.9

MT

(ft-amsl)

-61.3
-78.0
-35.3
1.5
16.5
40.3
47.8
36.4
-47.4
68.3
67.1
7.6
68.3
152.2
144.7
-45.4
-7.0
-14.1
-43.0
58.4
73.3
90.9
1445
93.0
91.1
212.7
9.9
-24.8
9.0
32.2
82.9
6.5

Central Yolo

Fall 2019 Fall 2020 Fall 2021 Fall 2022, Fall 2023 Fall 2024 5 yr Fall
(ft-amsl) = (ft-amsl) = (ft-amsl) (ft-amsl) (ft-amsl) (ft-amsl) Averagé

(ft-amsl)

noénny, mpdc/mn-28.6 -31.2 -31.2 -27.6 -25.6
ok oo -28.9 -32.3 TTMC PnTHM h PM 1y -24.1
3.6 -2.1 -4.2 -9.3 -4.0 2.4 -4.4
HT ®T|mrbH N1 &P 8.9 55 9.6 10.0 11.0
74.1 ok 46.5 42.5 53.5 57.5 50.0
78.2 85.4 69.0 51.9 67.7 77.4 70.3
78.4 71.8 58.8 53.3 69.0 68.7 64.3
60.9 45.0 oM®PH|QH c dPm Q@ 40.4 40.9 36.7
HY ®n/m 18.6 sl il 9.4 11.8 13.3
104.7 99.2 76.5 75.7 99.5 101.4 90.5
MAac dPnmap Pr nPl.7 85.7 104.4 103.8 98.3
49.5 453 29.1 274 38.7 42.4 36.6
M c ®wmrg01.8 70.9 cndyl@ 91.5 92.9 84.4
184.7 184.5 172.9 161.1 181.7 181.3 176.3
153.7 162.4 149.5 Mo m®gas2.1 156.4 152.5
18.4 ok -19.6 -26.8 5.0 -2.3 -10.9
27.1 21.6 -2.7 nvmy ®m Q6.2 6.0 2.6
3.3 -0.6 -6.0 Py m -3.7 MO Po|my 2.6
om®dT|m 23.0 -12.2 -25.0 18.1 19.4 4.7
Yy MOYy|mby 1 PH|H 77.2 77.5 y MPp|bT pPpl 79.1
M v ®hrg37.3 106.9 90.4 126.7 133.7 119.0
MO N dPcwmH PP 154 106.1 125.9 127.3 120.9
169.6 168.6 152.0 146.8 166.6 166.7 160.1
MHMO®RwmH o ®o r504.8 98.8 MH N e rg18.3 113.1
Moy dn r37.2 104.8 91.3 129.7 135.6 119.8
219.7 HMM®PH @** HAT ®n @ Hndgdy @ 209.3
op dPPhrp ¥ ok 23.7 26.6 30.0 26.7
HC ®y|mhH 0 ®o|rH 14.0 13.2 22.0 Hn ®njm 19.3
19.8 19.6 14.1 9.4 15.3 14.7 14.6
66.1 61.0 46.3 354 48.0 52.7 48.6
128.6 122.8 cT dPd@o pPp @117.9 1195 93.6
58.5 47.5 16.5 9.5 ok 41.5 28.7
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Variance from
Measurable
Objective
(ft-amsl)

-0.5
-2.0
-9.2
-9.4
-32.2
-40.6
-15.7
-36.1
-14.4
-20.6
-6.5
-15.6
-20.3
-8.8
-10.9
-35.6
-26.5
-4.2
-22.2
1.3
-20.6
-6.7
-9.8
-7.4
-18.0
-32.5
-9.0
-3.6
-7.5
-23.1
-42.3
-43.2
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State Well Number RMW Number

11NO1EO2D001M
11NO1E16P001M
12NO1EO3R002M
12NO1E26A002M
10NO3E33B011M

12NO1W14M001M

12N01W26L002M
10NO1E02Q002M
10NO2E06B001M
12NO1WO05B001M
10NO2EO9NOO1M
10NO2EO3R002M
11NO2E20K004M

State Well Number RMW Number

08NO3E32L001M

06NO3EO07MO01M
08NO3E31N001M
07NO3E04Q001M

127
128
129
131
153
178
431
251
405
411
410
420
421

122
160
422
423

MO!

(ft-amsl)

-13.3
-33.1
9.1
-4.2
3.8
10.5
13.1
32.1
26.0
49.5
12.9
12.2
28.8

MOt

(ft-amsl)

-1.9
9.9
-7.0
0.5

MT

(ft-amsl)

-88.3
-129.8
-44.3
-46.1
-73.3
-30.9
-43.8
-32.6
-85.7
2513
-63.7
-39.2
-31.6

MT

(ft-amsl)

-71.8
-10.8
-49.3
-27.1

North Yolo

Fall 2019 Fall 2020 Fall 2021

(ft-amsl) | (ft-amsl) = (ft-amsl)
MmN ®Po 7.2 -37.1
TTH N OMTHH p Pl h8.5
3.5 -9.0 -32.8
TH ®nfrp-12.5 -29.7
T®pm 3.1 1.7
-7.5 -14.9 -29.5
-5.6 -16.3 -35.3
20.3 17.6 ok
HY ®c|my 23.6 -8.1
20.6 155 4.4
HOo ®njmmMT dMM, -3.4
6.5 ik ok
Hpdpm 26.8 20.9
South Yolo

(ft-amsl) | (ft-amsl)
-56.5 -18.4
-2.0 -5.4
-9.0 -20.8
-0.9 ok

Fall 2019 Fall 2020 Fall 2021
(ft-amsl)

-31.1
-7.0
-34.2
-7.7

1 - Interim milestones for the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels are set echalneeasurableobjectives.
2- Performance of the measurable objectiganeasured as the fivgear running average of the minimum fall (Sepec.) groundwater elevation.
Green texiwith an arrow pointing upwardindicates the measurement is above the measurable objetgivel at the RMW.
Red texiwith an arrow pointing downwardmdicates the measurement is below the minimum thresHelklat the RMW.

Asterisk9***) indicatenn measirement.
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Fall 2022
(ft-amsl)

-33.1
-86.9
-2.9
-8.6
-23.4
-28.5
-41.7
-6.4
1.7

ok
-11.3
-36.7
171

Fall 2022
(ft-amsl)

*kk

-7.9
-40.3
-6.0

5 yr Fall
Fall 2023 Fall 2024

(tamsl) (famsl) Average

(ft-amsl)
M n P r26.0 -26.9
-56.3 -65.5 -58.6
MH ®plMH ®PC|m -3.9
mn et -8.9 -12.1
-11.2 ook -7.5
-104 -10.7 -18.8
-16.4 -16.3 -25.2
214 14.4 11.7
20.5 24.1 12.3
8.9 14.9 10.9
MC PHIBM P PNy 6.8
5.4 -10.3 -13.9
23.3 26.9 23.0

5 yr Fall

Fall 2023 Fall 2024

(framsl)  (itamsl) Averagé

(ft-amsl)

ok ok -24.7
-6.4 -6.8 -6.7
-28.1 -25.6 -29.8
-14.4 -4.7 -8.2

Variance from
Measurable

Objective
(ft-amsl)

-13.5

-25.5

-13.1

-7.9

-11.3

-29.3

-38.3

-20.4

-13.7

-38.6

-6.1

-26.1

-5.8

Variance from
Measurable

Objective
(ft-amsl)

-22.8

-16.6

-22.7

-8.7
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Table3: Minimum Threshold Evaluation for Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels

. Undesirable
Water Year  Above MO BAebIg\v/\;l\:ﬁ_, Below MT Be;lgv;el\g:'sm Not Measured Result
Triggered

Capay Valley (10 RMWSs)
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 RMWSs)
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 RMWSs)
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 RMWSs)
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 RMWSs)
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 Wellglire Clarksburg MA.
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3.1.2 WY 2019, WY 2024mpacts to Beneficial Uses and Users

Drought conditions during WYs 202@022 led to declines in groundwater levels throughout the Yolo
Subbasin, with some locations falling beltweir historiclows. These declines caused some wells to go
dry, requiringwell owners eitherto lower their pumps if possible or drill a new well if water levels
dropped below the total depth of the&xistingwell. Y SGAtaff began receiving reports of dry wells in July
2021, mostly from domestic usersy SGAed coordination with the Yolo County Office of Emergency
Services to providérucked water deliveries to residents with dry wells, maintainitigeir access to
potable water in the interim whilevaitingto drill a new wellBetween 2025and 2022, YSGA received 30
verified reports of dry wellswhich were later replaced withew, deeper welldy 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 resg®s4.28.(c)(J) Along with the Subbasin

wide definition above, the GSP defines MOs and MTs for individual étéapt for Clarksburdue to a

lack of significangroundwater use. The GSP establishes MTs atREBNbased on historic groundwater
elevations, with historic being defined as 2816 values. The GSP sets MOs equivalent to the average
fall (September December) groundwater elevation between 200@011 at each well. These MT and
MO definitions are based on &VIWsfrom the Yolo Subbasin database, as listetahleES2 of the GSP.
RMWsare present in all MAs except Clarkshulidne GSP states that YSGA will continue to monitor
groundwater conditions in Clarksburg for changes in conditions or usage and set an MT in thgffuture
necessary.

A well impact analysis is presented in Appendix | 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 Omé System of Well Completion Reports (OSWCR). The
analysis spatially interpolaté8MWs current MO and MT to assign uniqgue MO and MT values across each
guarter range. These interpolated values of historical low groundwater levels are then plotted against
existing well construction information, specificalyell screen intervals. The objective was to analyze the
potential impacton current groundwater access and use at the MO and MT le#editional discussion

on the analysifollows inSection3.1.6

3.1.4 DWR Recommended Corrective ActitarsChronic Lowering of Groundwater

Levels

DWR has requested a revision of the current SMC for chronic lowering of groundwater Moeds.
specificallyn the determination letterunder Recommended Corrective Action DWRrequested 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 @ ¢tomponent 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 MOd)as no explicit definition fothe impact of exceeding these

gl fdzSad ¢KS D{t adlidSa GKIFIG GKS p vPMAgKakdplatedof R a 4 |
YAGATIGS ANRdzyRsolF GSNI GNBSYyRadvé 5SiGlAfta NB ySSRSR
why this condition must be present in two MAs before triggering further action. DWR notes that it is
unclear when these conditions wouldcur 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 AddredlRecommende&orrective Actionir 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 wedk in the well impact analysis of Appendix | 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 result¥ S@ used the existing well impact analysis as a baseline for an updated
approach carried out with the following revisions:

9 Evaluated all information using feet in elevation above sea level as the baseline daAWDE8).
Converted MO and MT values, including well depths and screened intervals, to elevation using
information from a digital elevation model (DEM) of emeter resolution obtained from the
United States Geological Survey (U.S. Geological Survey, n.d.).

91 Classified wells by use categorgublic supply, irrigation, industrial, and domestito outline
the impacts of lowering groundwater levels on these user types.

1 Set a protective threshold for each welD 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 casingit 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 threslmka generagroundvater level
that, when exceeded, may render a well inoperable under lowering groundwatetitions. 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)
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Our analysis used the raster surface of MT elevations generated in the original well impact analysis in
Appendix | of the GSP, whietas then compared against the well depths and protective threshold
elevations.Wells with protective thresholds at a higher elevation than the establishedvefE flagged

as potentially impactedand wells with a total depth at a higher elevation than the establishedvee
flaggedas dry.Figure4 illustrates this logit the three wells on the right of the graphic are considered
impacted wells, one of these being dry.

Figure4: Schematic of Updated Well Impact Analysis

Impacted Wells

~— 0 = =i = __
- 300 O oF 8 o}
e i%
& _
S : | ! 0 :
& =
21250 |q & = olal
© 5 I =
> | e
- — =
Ll | © ==
- 18] O Ground surface elevation \
— = @® Minimum threshold 1o
— — @ Total completed depth
= = @ Protective threshold
- @
@
- 200

To address the lasecommendedcorrective action (c), the relationships between groundwater level MTs
and the other sustainability indicatorsvere assessedo demonstrate that chronic lowering of
groundwater levels, as evaluated under the revised framework preseetelier, is unlikelyto cause
undesirable results for the other sustainability indicators. Seetion3.1.7 for the full discussion and
suggested language.
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3.1.6 Analysido Address Recommended Corrective ActimnsChronic Lowering of

Groundwater Levels

Tabled 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 anped wells based on the following:

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

1 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 (assgnise 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 lkely 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 WR#Dd confirm well construction and location data,

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

best available information at this time.
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Table4: Well Impact Assessment Resuftsr Relevant Wells

Public Supply
Count of MT MT Below Potentiall
MA Count of) Total Count of Relevant Total Below Protective Impactedy

RMW WE Wellg Count TCD Threshold Wells Count

Capay Valley 10 373 319 8 1 0 1 122
Central Yolo 32 3351 2049 99 0 0 0 849

Clarksburg 0 212 188 6 0 0 0 14
Dunnigan Hills 3 284 228 2 0 0 0 144
North Yolo 13 1462 855 17 0 0 0 436

South Yolo 4 1171 252 18 0 0 0 89
Totals 62 6853 3891 150 1 0 1 1654

Industrial
Count of MT MT Below Potentiall

MA Count of) Total Count of Relevant Total Below Protective Impactedy Total
RMW Bl Wells® Count TCD Threshold Wells Count

Capay Valley 10 373 319 1 0 0 0 188
Central Yolo 32 3351 2049 33 2 0 2 1068
Clarksburg 0 212 188 4 0 0 0 164

Dunnigan Hills 3 284 228 5 0 0 0 77

North Yolo 13 1462 855 14 0 0 0 388

South Yolo 4 1171 252 2 0 0 0 143
Totals 62 6853 3891 59 2 0 2 2028

Notes:

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

Irrigation

MT Below Potentially

Below Protective Impacted
TCD Threshold Wells

11

P A~ WO b

23

MT

8 19
6 10
0 0
4 7
1 5
4
23 46
Domestic

MT Below Potentially

Below Protective Impacted
TCD Threshold Wells

20
32
0
9
10
0
71

11 31
42 74
1
16
12 22
5 5
78 149



The results inTable4 indicate that domestic wells are the well type most susceptiblgroundvater

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 ¥ @nd Capay Valley have the highest number of domestic wells,
with an estimated 74 and 31 wells potentially impacted, respectiviganalysis identified a total of 46
potentially impacted Irrigation wells, primarily concentrated in Capay Vallewélls) and Central Yolo

(10 wells).

In contrast,the analysis identified onlpne public supply well andwo 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 likelihotloat their groundwvater levels will falbelow the MT or
protective threshold.

To provide a broader perspectivEable5 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
wellswith MTs below the TCD (i.e., potentially dry wells), and the percentage of wells withelblisthe
protective threshold (i.e., potentially inoperable wells).

Table5: BasinWide Well Impact Assessment Summary ReséitisRelevant Wells

Summary
Count Total Count R MT Below gr-(l;tiiic\)/vg Poteﬁ:ltiall
MA Relevant TCD % 9 Y

of RMW of Wells' Threshold Impacted

Wells$®  (Dry Wells'

Wells Wells
Capay 4 373 319 32 10% 19 6% 51  16%
Valley
Central Yolc 32 3351 2049 38 2% 50 2% 86 4%
Clarksburg O 212 188 0 0% 1 1% 1 1%
D“Si':lfa” 3 284 228 12 5% 11 5% 23 10%
North Yolo 13 1462 855 14 20 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:

Wells with available data to compute Total Completed Depth (TCD).
2Excluding Monitoring, Other, and Unknown well use categories.
SMT 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&@ause of its highesverall well count.
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Across the entire Subbasimly 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 neitlverkhanthe
total number of impacted wells.

To examine further how domestic well vulnerability varies across the SubBégime5 through

FigurelOb showthe well constructiordetailsrelative 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 subpletcludel the well construction and exclude cress
sections Summary results for all township ranges are includefigpendix A This analysis classifies

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

1 Protectedg the MT is above the protective threshold elevation

1 Vulnerablec the MT is below the protective threshold (but above the TCD or bottom well screen
depth)

1 Unprotectedc the MT is below the TCD or the bottom well screen depth

Wells that fall into either the Vulnerable amprotectedO | § SI2 NA Sa | NB Ffl 33SR
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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Figure5: Well Impact Analysis fof 12N RO3Vh Capay Valley

Capay Valley T12N RO3W - Total Domestic Wells (49)

10 Wells with Protective Threshold Exceeded at MT

9 Wells with Total Completed Depth Exceed at MT
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Figure7: Well Impact Analysis for TO6N RO4E in Clarksburg
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Clarksburg TO6N RO4E - Total Domestic Wells (60)
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Figure8: Well Impact Analysis for TLON RO1E in Dunnigan Hills
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FigurelOa: Well Impact Analysis for TO8N RO4E in South Yolo
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