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Cumulative Daily/Monthly Precipitation (inches)
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Current surface water & groundater situation

Northern Sierra Precipitation: 8-Station Index, January 14, 2023
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CURRENT CONDITIONS: MAJOR WATER SUPPLY RESERVOIRS:13-JAN-2023

Midnight: 13-Jan-2023
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Current surface water & groundwater situation

Cumulative Groundwater Loss Data For: 15-Jan-2023
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How do we remedy groundwater
overdraft of 2-4 MAF per year?




Current plans to address groundwater overdraft
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Capture high-magnitude flows
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Institutional factors

Crop tolerance < 48 - Cost & incentives

Soil suitability 3 E Water rights

Water availability Permits

Hydrogeology b Shared governance

Conveyance capacity | Ecosystem services
and benefits
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Risk of groundwater contamination
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Nitrate leaching risk
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Nitrate leaching risk

Soil surface
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Effect of Ag-MAR on groundwater nitrate?




NO3-N (mg/L)

Effect of Ag-MAR on groundwater nitrate
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Decision support
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Soil-crop relationships

Infiltration Water applied Deep Yield - compared
rate (in/hr) (ft) percolation (%) to control (%)

Crop SAGBI rating Soil texture

Stoner gravelly coarse

Alfalfa Good 3.9 28 99 90
loam

Almond Moderately good Dinuba fine sandy loam 2.7 2 87 99

Tomato Moderately poor Traver fine sandy loam 0.24 1.95 85 125

Almond Moderately poor Tehama silt loam* 0.25 0.4 77 -

* Soil with hardpan



Soil trafficability after deep wetting

Trafficability and risk
of soil compaction
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Soil trafficability after deep wetting

Time-to-trafficability after deep soil wetting
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* Increased groundwater storage for next drought
* Fill up soil profile prior to growing season
* Frequency of wet years is decreasing (every 5-7 years)

» Additional moisture stimulate mineralization (natural production of
nitrate in soils)

* Recharge with low nitrogen source water does dilute elevated
groundwater nitrate concentrations
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