
Scott Groundwater Sustainability Plan Comments QVIC 

A) COMMENT OVERVIEW 

The Quartz Valley Indian Community, with help of our consultants Kier Associates, have reviewed the 
public draft of the Scott Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and wish to provide the following 
comments. Our comments are arranged into four sections: A) Comment overview in which we provide a 
summary of our most important big-picture comments, B) Suggestions for improving the Scott Valley 
Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM), C) Comments on specific sections of the GSP chapters using the 
comment form provided, and D) Legal comments prepared by a consultant to the Karuk Tribe 

A summary of our big-picture comments is provided in the following bullets, which are then discussed in 
the paragraphs below: 

• The GSP falls far short of what is needed to avoid adverse impacts to interconnected surface 
water 

• The GSP ignores adverse impacts caused by streamflow depletion outside the September–
November period 

• The GSP’s primary management actions (managed aquifer recharge and in lieu recharge) do not 
work well in critical drought years 

• The GSP lacks transparency 

• Many GSP actions and goals sound great but are loosely defined so do not actually achieve much 

• The GSP does not deal appropriately with climate change 

• The Scott Valley Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM) is a valuable tool but has some 
shortcomings that need to be addressed in future model updates 

 

The GSP falls far short of what is needed to avoid adverse impacts to interconnected surface water 

The GSP proposed to set the Minimum Threshold (MT) for the Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) 
Sustainable Management Criterion (SMC) based on a percent of the streamflow depletion caused by 
groundwater pumping from the area not covered by the Scott River adjudication. We agree that 
groundwater users outside the adjudicated zone are not responsible for solving all the water issues in the 
Scott River (i.e., they are not responsible for impacts caused by surface water users or groundwater users 
inside the adjudicated zone).  

ISW MT should not be defined based on a proportion or partial contribution to an undesirable result.  
SGMA requires that an MT define the minimum threshold for a full undesirable result. The whole 
concept of defining the ISW MT on what the PMA can achieve is putting the cart before the horse.  The 
MT is a numeric value used to define an undesirable result (this may be why the GSP spends so much 
time confusing and twisting the definition of undesirable result).  The MT, if exceeded, may cause an 
undesirable result.  PMAs are a means to avoid exceeding an MT, not a mechanism to define an MT. 

The approach taken in the GSP is backwards. Rather than first defining an arbitrary endpoint based on 
what groundwater users can relatively easily tolerate (i.e., the approach outlined the GSP), the first step 
should be to determine the instream flows needed by fish, then calculate the difference between those 
needed flows and current flows, and then assign the same percent reductions needed by all water users 
(surface, adjudicated groundwater, and unadjudicated groundwater) to meet that difference. This approach 
should be applied to all parts of the year that have flows that are not meeting fish needs, not just 
September through November. To use a hypothetical example (we have not actually done the 
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calculations), if overall water use needs to be reduced by 40% to meet instream flow targets, then surface 
water users, adjudicated groundwater users, and unadjudicated groundwater users should each be 
responsible for reducing their water use (or coming up with projects that produce an equivalent amount of 
seasonal supply) by that same 40%. 

The paltry 15% streamflow reversal proposed is far short of the non-adjudicated groundwater users’ 
responsibility meeting existing laws and regulations such as the Public Trust Doctrine, Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDLs), and the Endangered Species Act. 

 

The GSP ignores adverse impacts caused by streamflow depletion outside the September–
November period 

The GSP proposes an MT for streamflow depletion only for the September–November period. The 
September–November this period is the time of year with the lowest flows and is very important for 
migration and spawning of adult salmon, but streamflow depletion also has adverse impacts at other times 
of year, such as during winter when salmon eggs are incubating, during spring when fish are rearing and 
outmigrating, and during summer when low flows can exacerbate high water temperatures. 

 

The GSP’s primary management actions (managed aquifer recharge and in lieu recharge) do not 
work well in critical drought years 

The primary management actions proposed by the GSP to partially remedy streamflow depletion are 
managed aquifer recharge (MAR), in which extra surface water is diverted during January through March 
and infiltrated into the ground to recharge groundwater, and in lieu recharge (ILR), in which surface water 
is used for early season irrigation so that groundwater can be preserved (rather than solely relying on 
pumped groundwater to fulfill all irrigation needs). Both of MAR and IRL only work if there is “excess” 
surface water available. In critical drought years, there is very little excess water and thus MAR and IRL 
do not provide much benefit to instream flows. This is unfortunate because reversing streamflow 
depletion is arguably more important in critical drought years that in normal and wet years. The GSP 
should have proposed management strategies that are tailored to water year type, so that streamflow 
depletion could be substantially reversed in all water year types. 

 

The GSP lacks transparency 

Collaborative management and transparency and core tenants of SGMA. How will transparency and 
public access to data be incorporated into reporting and data sharing agreements? All data that is paid for 
with public money should be accessible to the public. All GSP reporting (i.e., annual and five-year review 
reports) should include electronic appendices with easily accessible data, so others could run their own 
analyses on the data.  

We understand the political sensitivity of well metering, but how can groundwater be managed at a 
basinwide scale without metering? At least some subset of the wells should be mandated to be metered. 
Examples could include the largest wells, or new wells drilled after the passage of the SGMA legislation 
or after adoption of the Scott Valley GSP. How can existing ordinances, such as the prohibition on the use 
of groundwater for cannabis production or the requirement for permits being needed for inter-basin 
transfers of groundwater, be enforced without the well metering? How can the effects of efficiency 
projects be verified without metering? The lack of metering requirements suggests a lack of transparency, 
which further suggests a lack of will to actually manage groundwater extraction. 
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We also have serious concerns with the lack of transparency with the current Scott Valley and Shasta 
Valley Watermaster District program. Watermastering should be returned to the State of California, 
implemented basinwide, with well-organized publicly accessible records of diversions. 

Many GSP actions and goals sound great but are loosely defined so do not actually achieve much 

The GSP is full of things  that sound great like the “Avoiding Significant Increase of Total Net 
Groundwater Use from the Basin” project and management action (PMA), but when we look closely at 
the details we see that the wording is loosely defined so that it does not actually guarantee anything. Since 
all well metering is voluntary, how is it possible to verify this?  

If the GSP is to actually achieve the stated objectives, it needs more things that can actually be readily 
verified. Examples that we recommend include: 

• No additional wells for new land use or additional cropping will be permitted in the basin. Only 
new wells intended to replace old wells, at their existing pumping capacity, and existing crops 
will be permitted, and these replacement wells will be metered.  The intent here is to avoid net 
increase in groundwater use. 

• Wells intended to replace stream diversions will not be permitted, even if there will be no 
additional net water usage (i.e., pumped groundwater will be used to replace surface water 
irrigation of existing crops). The intent here is to allow the SWRCB to ascertain and regulate 
surface water rights and stream and spring flows. The use of groundwater wells in place of stream 
or spring diversions simply moves the point of diversion and lessens the ability of the SWRCB to 
carry out its mission. 

 

The GSP does not deal appropriately with climate change 

The GSP appears to treat climate change as a check-the-box exercise rather than seriously grappling with 
what it will mean for groundwater management. The GSP does include model runs for future climate 
change, these results are not presented in a coherent way that highlights the major challenges that climate 
change will pose to water management. A warming climate will cause a shift in precipitation form (less 
snow, more rain) that will in turn shift the seasonal timing of tributary surface flows into the valley. 
Regardless of what happens to total precipitation or total runoff, this change in precipitation form and 
runoff timing is a huge issue that water management is going to need to recon with. Perhaps we missed it 
(and if so, we apologize), but we did not see evidence that the GSP recognizes the severity of the coming 
changes to climate, nor presents a coherent plan to adapt to it.  

 

The Scott Valley Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM) is a valuable tool but has some 
shortcomings that need to be addressed in future model updates 

We agree with the SVIHM’s overall approach and appreciate the many years of work that the modeling 
team has invested in developing and refining the model. While the model has been peer-reviewed, we 
have some concerns that we think should be addressed in future updates (i.e., the five-year review). 
Details regarding the following suggestions are provided in the modeling section of comments: 1) need 
for a sensitivity analysis to quantify how sensitive SVIHM modeled outflows are to tributary inputs 
(especially during September and October); 2) need to incorporate fall/winter stockwater diversions into 
SVIHM; 3) need to reduce the MODFLOW model timestep to something shorter than a month; and, 4) 
need to use a better method for filling the large gaps in tributary inflows (e.g., considering other model 
types beyond linear regression, and using Salmon River gage as an alternative to the Scott River gage for 
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filling tributary data gaps at least for some months and/or sites). While data are generally lacking for the 
fall/winter stockwater diversions, in our comments below we use data from the State of California’s 
eWRIMS database to calculate that during the October 2020 drought when mainstem Scott River flows 
averaged 7.2 cfs and salmon could not reach their spawning grounds, the Scott Valley Irrigation District 
(SVID) reported diverting 4.2 cfs (2.7 million gallons/day) for stockwater, which is equivalent is 100 
times more water than the 2,700 gallons/day that the livestock were actually consuming (assuming an 
estimate of 15 gallons/day). 

 

B) SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE SCOTT VALLEY INTEGRATED HYDROLOGIC 
MODEL 

As part of our review of the Scott GSP, we reviewed the documentation for the Scott Valley Integrated 
Hydrologic Model (SVIHM) including the Scott GPS appendices 2-C and 2-D. We agree with the 
SVIHM’s overall approach and appreciate the many years of work that the modeling team has invested in 
developing and refining the model. It is important to understand the limitations of the data and methods. 
While the model has been peer-reviewed (Foglia et al. 2013, Tolley et al. 2019), we have some concerns 
that we think should be addressed. We recommend some specific suggestions that would likely increase 
the accuracy of SVIHM’s predicted late summer and fall flows, but we recognize that implementing these 
suggestions would take time and may trigger a cascade of additional work including re-calibration and re-
running of all model scenarios. Given that this level of effort is likely not feasible at present given the 
SGMA timelines, we recommend that these improvements be evaluated and incorporated whenever the 
next time the model will be re-calibrated (five-year evaluation?).  

Details on our suggestions are provided in the remainder of these comments, but we begin here with a 
brief summarized list:  

• Need for a sensitivity analysis to quantify how sensitive SVIHM modeled outflows are to 
tributary inputs (especially during September and October)  

• Need to incorporate fall/winter stockwater diversions into SVIHM;  

• Need to reduce the MODFLOW model stress period to something shorter than a month; and  

• Need to use a better method for filling the large gaps in tributary inflows (e.g., considering other 
model types beyond linear regression, and using Salmon River gage as an alternative to the Scott 
River gage for filling tributary data gaps at least for some months and/or sites).  

Some of the following comments are repeated from the comment form. 

 

 

Need for a sensitivity analysis to quantify how sensitive SVIHM modeled outflows are to tributary 
inputs (especially during September and October) 

Given that tributary inputs are largely estimated rather than measured, we would like to see a sensitivity 
analysis to quantify how sensitive modeled outflows are to tributary inputs, especially during September 
and October when the correlation between measured outflows and measured inflows is extremely weak 
(i.e., explains less than 25% of the variability). Modeled streamflow depletion during September and 
October is a key management endpoint upon which the GSP evaluated management actions (PMAs), yet 
we currently have no idea how well the model actually predicts flow differences between scenarios in 
these months. The modeled outflows for the base case scenario match the observed outflows decently 
well in these months (i.e., see Figure 2 in Appendix  2-D). However, without a sensitivity analysis we 
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cannot know how much of this apparent success is an artifact of setting the inflows based on observed 
outflows (i.e., is the model a circular self-fulfilling prophecy?). 

 

Need to incorporate fall and winter stockwater diversions into SVIHM 

If we understand correctly, the SVIHM assumes that no surface water diversions occur outside of the 
irrigation season (i.e., after September 30? or is it weather driven?). In reality, there are substantial 
diversions for stockwater, with many diversions remaining in place after the end of irrigation season. In 
years when there is not much fall rain (i.e., 2009, 2020), these stockwater diversions can divert the flow 
of entire creeks and leave downstream reaches dry during salmon spawning season. Not including these 
diversions is a considerable deficiency of the SVIHM. The effect of these winter stockwater diversions on 
fall/winter flows is an important management question that we need tools like the SVIHM to answer. 
Incorporating these stockwater diversions into the model would be difficult because these diversions are 
unreported and unmetered. One approach would be to bookend the estimates in a sensitivity analysis with 
low and high scenarios. The low scenario could assume that the diversions match demand including 
transmission losses (i.e., recent State Water Boards emergency regulations set maximum diversion rates 
based on the number of animals and assumed 90% conveyance losses, see 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/surface_water_stockwater_diverters_0
90121.pdf). The high scenario could assume that the diversions match the irrigation season right (i.e., 
from the adjudication), since the stockwater diversions utilize the same ditches as the irrigation 
diversions. We are not very familiar with the day-to-day operation of these stockwater diversions and thus 
are unclear if they are pulsed (i.e., on for a few days, off for a few days, etc.) or continuous, but hopefully 
local farmers and ranchers could provide information on that as well as advise on the volume of the 
diversions. 

One exception to the data gaps on winter stockwater diversions is that the Scott Valley Irrigation District 
(SVID) diversions are reported monthly for the years 2010–2020 in the State of California’s eWRIMS 
database. For example, SVID diversions for the October 2019 for “1000-1800 cattle-sheep-horses” were 
reported as 260.4 AF (https://rms.waterboards.ca.gov/LicensePrint_2019.aspx?FORM_ID=476977).  This 
equates to 4.2 cfs during a month when flows at the USGS gaged average 7.1 cfs. Assuming that each 
head of livestock needs 15 gallons per day (cattle value from 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/surface_water_stockwater_diverters_0
90121.pdf), then 1800 cattle would need 27,000 gallons/day. In comparison the 260.4 AF diversion 
equates to 8.4 AF/day, or 2.7 million gallons/day, which is 100x greater than the amount of water actually 
needed to sustain the livestock. Is this a “reasonable” use of water at a time when mainstem river flows 
were so low that salmon could not access their spawning grounds? 

Conversion of winter stockwater diversions to stock tanks fed by small wells could be the lowest-hanging 
fruit for achieving meaningful increases in fall river flows while having little or no economic cost to 
agriculture (assuming the conversions are paid for with public money). We recognize that the GSP cannot 
dictate management of surface flows; however, the analyses and models used in the GSP should consider 
the real-world water budget and not ignore important drivers of key groundwater management endpoints 
(i.e., fall flows). 

 

Need to reduce the MODFLOW model stress period to something shorter than a month 

The MODFLOW model, the groundwater simulation component of the SVIHM, the “stress period” over 
which fluxes such as pumping and recharge change is monthly, although the model runs at a daily “time 
step” within each period.  This seems like an un-necessary coarsening of the data, given that the most 
computationally intensive part is the daily time step of the daily model, right? Why do that? The surface 
water budget is calculated on a daily basis. Flow data could be estimated on a daily basis. The model is 



used for purposes such as predicting the date when flows in the fall first increase to above 20 cfs, so a 
monthly model seems less than desirable for those purposes. Foglia et al. 2013 wrote: “However, if 
warranted, the budget model described here can also be applied to an integrated hydrologic modeling 
scenario with weekly or bi-weekly varying stress periods or to stress periods of varying period length.” 
This issue is particularly pertinent in the fall, when the model does not do well at representing the timing 
and magnitude of flow increases (i.e., as discussed in Appendix 2-D). We recommend exploring the use 
of a shorter stress period such as a week or two weeks to see if that improves performance in the fall 
period. 

 

Need to use a better method for filling the large gaps in tributary inflows  

Overview 

The primary boundary conditions for the Scott Valley Integrated Hydrologic Model (SVIHM) are 
monthly inflows from 12 tributaries. The SVIHM uses a linear regression model to fill the substantial 
gaps in the flow records for these tributaries (Figure 1a). To assess the quality of the gap-filling method 
and potential effects on SVIHM results, we have reviewed the available documentation including Foglia 
et al.’s (2013) supplementary material and Tolley et al.’s (2019) compiled data for water years (WY) 
1942–2016 and data processing code written in the R language and available at 
https://github.com/UCDavisHydro/SVIHM. During this evaluation, we modified the R code to explore 
the data and test alternative approaches.  We are happy to share our R code if that would facilitate 
refinements. 

The SVIHM method consists of compiling the available daily flow data for the USGS Scott River at Fort 
Jones gage (11519500) and ten tributaries, summarizing data to a monthly time step, converting data to 
normalized log‐transformed units (i.e., taking base 10 logarithm, subtracting the mean, and dividing by 
the standard deviation), developing a linear regression model to predict the tributary flow from the USGS 
gage data (Figure 2a). Two additional small tributaries (Johnson and Crystal creeks) are assigned flows 
based on a percentage of estimated Patterson Creek flows. 

Scott River summer flows appear to have decreased significantly since the 1977 drought, so the data were 
split and separate regressions were developed for the WY 1957–1972 and WY 1973–2016 study periods 
(Figure 1a). For those tributaries that do not have any measured data during the WY 1973–2016 period, 
the WY 1957–1972 regression is used. Given that there is extremely strong evidence that the relationship 
between tributary flows and Scott River flows changed between the WY 1957–1972 and WY 1973–2016 
periods (i.e., Figure 1a), it does not make sense to apply the WY 1957–1972 regressions without adjusting 
for that difference. Rather than doing two separate regression models (i.e., one for each period), it would 
make more sense to just have a single regression model covering all years, but include “Period” as a 
categorical variable (to account for the difference in intercept between the periods), and an interaction of 
“Period” and Fort Jones (to account for the difference in slope between the periods). In contrast, the 
current approach does not take maximum use of the available data, ignoring factors that are known to be 
important (i.e., the difference between the periods). 

 

 



        
Figure 1. Scatterplot with linear regressions between gaged monthly flows in Scott River tributaries and 
gaged monthly flows in (a) Scott River USGS gage currently used in SVIHM, and (b) Salmon River at 
Somes Bar USGS gage which we recommend using for some sites and months. Colors differentiates the 
older WY 1957–1972 period from the more recent WY 1973–2016 period. 

 

Using an outlet gage to define tributary inflows is problematic, especially with so many data gaps 

The first thing to recognize about the gap-filling is that gaps are substantial (Figure 2a), so the methods 
for filling them matters. For the current SGMA GSP, the SVIHM was run for WY1991–2018. Prior to 
WY 2002, all (100%) of tributaries were estimated using regression against the USGS gage. Since WY 
2002, additional gages have been installed but most were operated in only a subset of recent years and 
now only Sugar Creek and French Creek are still operational (Figure 2). The version of SVIHM used for 
SGMA did not use any tributary data for 2017-2018. The percent of total estimated inflows in a month 
that are based on measurements (i.e., gages) only sporadically exceeds 50% (Figure 2b, 2c). The USGS 
11519500 gage that is the source for all the regression-based estimates is located at the outlet of Scott 
Valley. It is problematic to use a gage that is the surface water output of a groundwater basin to estimate 
the surface water inputs to the same basin, because that groundwater basin exerts profound natural and 
human influences on hydrology, including water diversions, groundwater pumping, evapotranspiration, 
groundwater recharge, and leakage of groundwater to streams. In reality, these influences vary not only 
seasonally (e.g., spring vs. fall) but also inter-annually (i.e., wet years vs. dry years), but using linear 
regression assumes a constant relationship between the input and output. For example, long-term 
management changes can affect the relationship between inflows and outflows (i.e., see Figure 1a 
showing effects of increased groundwater extraction). This gage is also used for calibration and 
verification of the SVIHM. Given that inflows are an important driver of groundwater dynamics, using 
the outflow to estimate inflows may artificially inflate the apparent accuracy of the SVIHM (because 
estimated inflows are automatically scaled based on measured outflows).  

 

Salmon River gage as an alternative to the Scott River gage (at least for some months and/or sites) 

We explored using the USGS gage in the Salmon River at Somes Bar as an alternative to the USGS Scott 
River at Fort Jones. The Salmon River has several characteristics that make it worth of evaluation for 
filling gaps in Scott River tributary flows, including: long-term data records, close proximity (i.e., 

a b 



immediately to west) to the Scott River sub-basin, lack of dam regulation, lack of major diversions, and 
does not contain a large alluvial groundwater basin with intensive groundwater extraction. The Salmon 
River’s relative lack of diversions and groundwater extraction may make it a better choice than the Scott 
River during the low-flow season. While overall fit for the WY 1973–2016 period is similar for Scott 
River gage model (R2 = 0.87) and Salmon River gage model (R2 = 0.86), fit varies by month with the 
Scott River performing better (i.e., higher R2, Figure 3b) in January–August and the Salmon River model 
performing better in September–November (i.e., R2 = 0.20, 0.70, and 0.71 compared to R2 = 0.14, 0.25, 
and 0.56)(Figure 3). Differences are especially strong in October, with R2 = 0.70 for the Salmon River 
model compared to R2 = 0.25 for Scott River model (Figure 3). Based on this evaluation, we recommend 
using the Salmon River model to fill tributary flow gaps in the months of September–November, which is 
the period when the groundwater basin begins filling and flows begin rising in response to increased 
precipitation and decreased evapotranspiration following the hot dry summer and year’s lowest flows. 
This period is biologically important because it coincides with the start of chinook salmon spawning 
season. We are unclear on how poorly the fit of the Scott River regression model during this period 
(Figure 3a) affects the simulation of groundwater dynamics and outflows in the SVIHM.  Have any 
sensitivity analyses been conducted to see how sensitive outflows are to inflows during this period? 

In contrast to the major differences in the relationships between tributaries flows and Scott River flows 
for the WY 1957–1972 and WY 1973–2016 periods (Figure 1a), there appears to be no difference 
between the periods when the Salmon River gage is used instead (Figure 1b). The lack of difference 
between these periods in the Salmon River models suggests that for tributaries that have no post-1972 
flow data (i.e., Shackelford, Patterson, and Etna creeks)(Figure 2a), it is likely better to use  the Salmon 
River model for gap-filling additional months (i.e., maybe June–December for these tributaries,  instead 
of the September–November we are recommending for the other tributaries?).  The recommendation for 
June–December is based on the observation that the between-period divergence occurs at normalized 
log10 Scott River flows less than zero (Figure 1a) and in the WY 1973–2016 period such flows tend to 
occur more frequently in  June–December than other months (Figure 4a). 



 

 
Figure 2. Monthly time series for hydrologic years 1991–2016 for the existing SVIHM’s (a) data sources 
for flow data at twelve tributaries, (b) percent of total inflows from each data source method, (c) total 
inflows for inflows from each data source method. We generated this time series by adapting the Tolley et 
al. (2019) data processing codes. 

a 

b 
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Figure 3. Scatterplot comparing measured monthly Scott River tributary flows with regression predictions 
based on gaged monthly flows for the WY 1973–2016 period in (a) Scott River USGS gage, and (b) 
Salmon River at Somes Bar USGS gage. Black linear trendlines are for all sites combined, with R2  
labeled in the upper left corner of each panel. Colored linear trendlines are for individual sites. R2 
indicates the fraction of variation explained by the model (value of 1 would indicate a perfect correlation 
with predictors explaining 100% of variation in the response variable while a value of 0 indicates none of 
the variation is explained). 

a: Scott River gage 

b: Salmon River gage 



 

 

 

 
Figure 4. Scatterplot comparing measured monthly Scott River tributary flows with regression predictions 
based on gaged monthly flows in (a) Scott River USGS gage, and (b) Salmon River at Somes Bar USGS 
gage, with separate regressions for the WY 1957–1972 and WY 1973–2016 periods. Black linear 
trendlines are for combined periods whereas colored linear trendlines are for individual periods. R2 values 
in each panel match legend order (top is post-WY1972, bottom is pre-WY1973). 

 

b: Salmon River gage 

a: Scott River gage 



Consideration of model types beyond linear regression 

One additional suggestion for potential additional refinements to the methods for filling data gaps that we 
do not currently have time to test, but want to mention here so it could potentially be followed up on later, 
it to use hierarchical models and account for watershed area. The SVIHM’s normalization (a.k.a. 
“standardizing”, our preferred term) of the flow data (subtracting the mean and dividing by standard 
deviation, with the mean and standard deviation calculated individually for each site based on that site’s 
period of record) is intended to allow all tributaries to be included together in the same regression model. 
However, we have some concerns that for sites with short records (e.g., 11 months at Mill Creek, 6 
months at Etna and Patterson creeks), there are far too few data points for the mean and standard 
deviation to be representative of long-term patterns, which could lead to artifacts in the regression 
outputs. A possibly more robust alternative would be to instead convert the flow data to specific discharge 
(i.e., flow per watershed area in units of cfs/mi2 or its metric areal equivalent mm/d), then standardizing 
by subtracting the mean and dividing by standard deviation (with the mean and standard deviation 
calculated from the entire pool of specific discharges from all sites, rather than calculating the mean and 
standard deviation only from each site’s period of record). From these standardized specific discharges, a 
single hierarchical model (a.k.a. mixed effects model) could be constructed with appropriate random 
effects to explicitly account for inter-site differences. R packages available for implementing such models 
include ‘mgcv’, ‘lme4’, and ‘nlme’. A hierarchical model could help account for inter-site differences. 
For example, not surprisingly given its the relatively low elevation watershed, Moffett Creek appears to 
have a greater percent of its annual flow occur during January–March than other tributaries and then a 
lesser percent of its annual flow occurs during May–June snowmelt runoff (not shown here). There are 
clear, albeit relatively small, seasonal patterns in the residuals (calculated as measured minus modeled) in 
both the Scott River and Salmon River regression models, with both models under-predicting tributary 
flows in May–June and October–November underpredicting tributary flows in January–March and 
August–September (Figure 5). A hierarchical model would likely help remove the seasonal patterns in 
model residuals.  

 

 

 



          
Figure 5. Monthly distribution of residuals from regression models that predict monthly Scott River 
tributary flows for the WY 1973–2016 period using (a) Scott River USGS gage, or (b)  Salmon River at 
Somes Bar USGS gage. Small gray points are individual site-month-year combinations while large black 
circles are the mean of all points within a month. Values above zero indicate model is under-predicting 
flow while values below zero indicate the model is over-predicting flow. 



 

C) COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC GSP SECTIONS USING THE COMMENT FORM PROVIDED 

 
Reviewer name: Quartz Valley Indian Community 
Submission date: 09/22/21 
GSP sections reviewed: Scott Valley public review draft ExecSum, Chapter 2, Chapter 3, Chapter 4, App 2-a, App 2-c, App 2-d, App 4-a 
 
Chapter Page Section Line/Table/

Figure # 
Comment 

ES 8 ES-2 214-215 “…lateral flux of Mountain Front Recharge (MFR) is assumed constant at <18 TAF.” Seems odd 
that this would be assumed constant between years. See comment below regarding Chapter 2, 
page 117, section 2.2.3.2. 

2 13-
15 

2.1.2 259-369 It would be very helpful to provide citations for most (or all) of the documents listed on these 
pages, rather than the current few. The top of the sections says “This chronology was provided by 
Sari Sommarstrom (2019), with additional details from select sources”, but Sommarstrom (2019) 
is not listed in the references at the end of this chapter. 

2 15 2.1.3 378 Should Karuk Tribe be added to the list of monitoring entities because they monitor water quality 
at the mouth of the Scott River, or is this list only for monitoring within and upstream of the 
Scott Valley? Even though the Karuk Tribe monitoring is downstream, it is informative to 
conditions within the basin. 

2 18 2.1.3 Table 2 For Quartz Valley Indian Reservation Environmental Department, Plan/Program columns should 
be updated to: “Flow monitoring, groundwater elevation, and Annual surface and groundwater 
quality monitoring”. Also, “Regulatory?” column should be changed to “Yes” and “What is 
regulated?” column should be changed to “Surface and groundwater quality”, because QVIR has 
been approved  by U.S. EPA for Treatment as a State status for regulating those with tribal trust 
lands. 

2 19 2.1.3 Table 2 In the “Tool” section of the table, a row should be added for “Quartz Valley Indian Reservation 
Environmental Department”, with “Plan/Program” of “Statistical model to predict water 
temperature at Scott River USGS gage” 

2 30 2.1.3 839 Add new sentence to end of paragraph: “QVIR was approved  by U.S. EPA for Treatment as a 
State status for regulating water quality within the tribal trust lands.” 

     
2 30 2.1.3 840 Add new paragraph: “QVIR and Riverbend Sciences have developed a statistical model to 

predict daily water temperatures at Scott River USGS gage using flow and air temperature data. 
The model was calibrated with 24 years of data is currently undergoing peer review (Asarian and 
Robinson 2021). It is freely available from an online repository.”  In addition, we recommend the 
first sentence on line 840 be revised to: “The QVIR Environmental Department has made this 
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water quality and water level monitoring data and statistical model available for use in GSP 
development.”  Citation to add to references section: “Asarian, J. E., & Robinson, C. (2021). 
Modeling Seasonal Effects of River Flow on Water Temperatures in an Agriculturally 
Dominated California River [Preprint]. Earth and Space Science Open Archive; Earth and Space 
Science Open Archive. https://doi.org/10.1002/essoar.10506606.1” We are hopeful that the final 
peer-reviewed version of the article will be complete in late 2021 or early 2022. 

2 39 2.1.5.2 1241-1245 “The Advisory Committee discussed modeled scenarios using the Siskiyou County Sheriff 
Department’s estimate of 2 million illicit cannabis plants and a consumptive use of 4-10 gallons 
of water per plant per day, to consider the potential impacts to groundwater resources from this 
activity under current and future conditions. This information can be found at Appendix [ ].” 
What appendix is this referring to? Also, it would be good to clarify if the estimate of 2 million 
plants is regarding the whole county or just the Scott basin. 

2 41 2.1.5.2 1299 The Lee 2016 document cited here is not included in the references at the end of the chapter. 
2 44 2.2.1.2 1379-1391 This paragraph discusses trends at 9 snow stations. The up-to-date data are appreciated, but it 

would also  be good to cite previous analyses of regional snowpack data, something like “Since 
the 1940s, the percent of precipitation falling as snow has decreased in the region (Lynn et al. 
2020) and April 1 snowpack has decreased, especially at lower elevations (Van Kirk and Naman 
2008).” Citation: “Lynn, E., Cuthbertson, A., He, M., Vasquez, J. P., Anderson, M. L., Coombe, 
P., Abatzoglou, J. T., & Hatchett, B. J. (2020). Technical note: Precipitation-phase partitioning at 
landscape scales to regional scales. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences, 24(11), 5317–5328. 
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-24-5317-2020” 

2 69 2.2.1.6 1878 “Some of these flow gauges (notably French Creek and Sugar Creek) have later end dates than 
the years listed…” 

2 70 2.2.1.6 1934-1936 In contrast, lower baseflow in September and October since the 1970s has been attributed to 
climate change as the dominant factor (ibid. Figure 6; Drake et al., 2000), although Asarian and 
Walker (2016) found that flow declines in August, September, and October were much larger 
than could be explained by precipitation alone.” Suggested language is based on Figure 8 from 
Asarian and Walker (2016) which shows declines in precipitation-adjusted flow. Citation: 
Asarian, J. E., & Walker, J. D. (2016). Long-Term Trends in Streamflow and Precipitation in 
Northwest California and Southwest Oregon, 1953-2012. Journal of the American Water 
Resources Association, 52(1), 241–261. https://doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12381 

2 70 2.2.1.6 1936-1939 “Over the past 22 years, the relative frequency of below average and dry years has been much 
higher than during any period in the 20th century during which Scott River flows at Fort Jones 
have been measured (Figure 16). This has resulted in more frequent occurrence of baseflow 

https://doi.org/10.1002/essoar.10506606.1
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conditions of less than 20 cfs, although low flows measured in recent years have not been lower 
than low flows measured prior to 2015 (Figure 16).” These sentences are unclear and should be 
re-worded. The phrase “below average and dry years” implies precipitation, but Figure 16 shows 
flows not precipitation, so should probably be re-worded as “years with low-flows”. Are water 
year types (and methods used to derive water year types) explicitly defined somewhere in the 
GSP (i.e., see comment on Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3, page 108, line 2991)? The purpose of the 
statement “although low flows measured in recent years have not been lower than low flows 
measured prior to 2015” is unclear and should either be deleted or explain why that is notable. 
Minimum flows have clearly declined over the period of record (e.g., see Figure 16, or the 
statistical analyses in Asarian and Walker 2016). Looking at Figure 7 on page 26 which shows 
precipitation, the period 2000-2021 does not look obviously drier than 1977-1999. 

2 73 2.2.1.7 1960-1963 “Figure 18 illustrates the monthly variations in the amount and direction of water exchange 
between groundwater and surface water. Losing sections are indicated by red colors and the 
positive value of the logarithm of the rate of stream leakage to groundwater. Gaining stream 
sections are indicated by blue colors…” The Figure 18 on page 72 (a map of dry and wet 
river/stream reaches from SRWC 2018) does not match the description on page 73. Page 73 
appears to instead describe Figure 5 from Tolley et al. (2019) which we do not see in the GSP 
document. 

2 73 2.2.1.7 1975 Tributary names should be labeled on subject Figure. 
2 75 2.2.1.7 2040 When talking about summer baseflow period depletion, what is the rationale for only presenting 

estimates for the Sept.-Oct. period?  What is going on earlier in the summer and in the late fall? 
2 75 2.2.1.7 2026-2051 Table 7 provides summaries of stream depletion. Values are presented as ranges (e.g., 43-65 cfs). 

Please clarify what these ranges are (e.g., is the minimum and maximum of the seasonal averages 
observed across all years?) and briefly discuss in the text if there are any apparent patterns 
driving the variation between years (e.g., is stream depletion generally greater in low-
snowpack/flow years?). 

2 76 2.2.1.8 2063-2065 “For purposes of this section, ‘GDE’ is used to refer to a spatial area covered by vegetation that 
is observably distinct from dry-land terrestrial vegetation.” What about areas that historically had 
groundwater-dependent riparian vegetation but do not currently support this vegetation because 
of groundwater depletion. For example, the valley reach of Moffett Creek used to have large 
riparian trees but they are nearly all dead now, with a few standing skeletons remaining. Moffett 
Creek is not mapped as GDE in Figure 19 and should be. 

2 80 2.2.1.8 2172-2174 What depth to groundwater mapping analysis performed?  What seasonal (winter vs. summer) 
groundwater level information used to inform the DTW determination?  
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2 80 2.2.1.8 2179-2180 The GDE mapping appears to be based solely on visual or aerial map inspection.  Were all 
iGDEs assumed to be GW dependent or were some removed due to excessive DTW?  What 
iGDEs dropped and why, if any? 

2 82 2.2.1.8 Table 1 Shouldn’t cascade frogs and willow flycatchers be added to Table 1 (or related text), even they 
were not listed by the Nature Conservancy? 

2 108 2.2.3 2991 It is unclear how water year types were defined. Tolley et al. (2019) used the “Sacramento Valley 
water year hydrologic classification” (though no citation is provided so it is unclear what that is) 
while Foglia et al. (2013) used an analysis of Fort Jones and Callahan precipitation data. Please 
clarify here how water year types were defined. 

2 112 2.2.3 3030-3050 In Table 15, the SW Irrigation values do not add up to the Farmers and SVID Div. values 
presented in Table 14.  Where do the SW Irrigation values in Table 15 come from?  Similarly, 
the GW Irrigation values in Table 15 don’t equal the “Wells” values presented in Table 16 – 
where do the GW Irrigation values come from and why do they differ from the Wells values? 

2 112 2.2.3 3030-3050 The Median SW budget values indicates a 10 TAF deficit in stream flow.  This suggests a long-
term chronic condition of stream outflows exceeding inflows during most years.  It would also be 
helpful to present the Average values on Tables 14-16 for comparison. 

2 113 2.2.3 3079-3081 “The streamflow regression model is a statistical tool used to estimate tributary inflows at the 
valley margins when upper watershed flow data are unavailable (‘streamflow regression model’) 
(Foglia et al. 2013).” While true, this statement is somewhat misleading. During the 1992-2018 
model period, most tributary inflows are estimated not measured. It would probably be more 
accurate to revise this to: “…used to estimate tributary inflows at the valley margins, 
supplemented by gaged upper watershed flows when data are available (‘streamflow regression 
model’) (Foglia et al. 2013).” 

2 113 2.2.3.1 3090 “Agricultural irrigation is calculated based on daily crop demand.” should be revised to 
“Agricultural irrigation is calculated based on daily crop demand, with an efficiency assigned to 
each field based on source of irrigation water and type of irrigation.”  Efficiency is an important 
component of the model that merits brief explanation here even if the details are explained in 
Appendix 2-C. 

2 114 2.2.3.1 3096-3097 All precipitation falling on cultivated fields and native vegetation is assumed to infiltrate 
completely and “runoff is neglected”.  Yet, the SW budget indicates runoff (overland flow).  So, 
are the water budget models double accounting for runoff? (i.e., ppt. runoff contributing to SW 
flow and ppt. runoff being infiltrated into soil budget and possibly being transferred to GW 
recharge). 
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2 114 2.2.3.1 3121 What does “weakly coupled” mean? 
2 114 2.2.3.1 3130-3134 “However, for the MODFLOW model, daily values of stream inflow from the upper watershed, 

pumping, and recharge, including canal and mountain front recharge, are aggregated (averaged) 
to each calendar month and held constant within a calendar month. In MODFLOW, the calendar 
month is referred to as a ‘stress period’”. This seems like an un-necessary coarsening of the data, 
given that the computationally intensive part is the daily time step of the daily model, right? Why 
do that? The surface water budget is calculated on a daily basis. Flow data could be estimated on 
a daily basis. The model is used for purposes such as predicting the date when flows in the fall 
first increase to above 20 cfs, so a monthly model seems less than desirable for those purposes. 
Foglia et al. 2013 wrote: “However, if warranted, the budget model described here can also be 
applied to an integrated hydrologic modeling scenario with weekly or bi-weekly varying stress 
periods or to stress periods of varying period length.” This issue is particularly pertinent in the 
fall, when the model does not do well at representing the timing and magnitude of flow increases 
(i.e., as discussed in Appendix 2-D). 

2 116 2.2.3.2 3197 “Surface water irrigation diversions are computed as a function of irrigation demand. Fall/winter 
diversions for stockwater are not included in the current version of SVIHM, but will be added in 
the future.” If we understand correctly, the SVIHM assumes that no surface water diversions 
occur outside of the irrigation season (i.e., after September 30? or is it weather driven?). In 
reality, there are substantial diversions for stockwater, with many diversions remaining in place 
after the end of irrigation season. In years when there is not much fall rain (i.e., 2009, 2020), 
these stockwater diversions can divert the flow of entire creeks and leave downstream reaches 
dry during salmon spawning season. Not including these diversions is a considerable deficiency 
of the SVIHM. The effect of these winter stockwater diversions on fall/winter flows is an 
important management question that we need tools like the SVIHM to answer. These diversions 
inadvertently (from a water rights perspective, though we cannot rule out that recharge might be 
part of diverters’ motivation) provide some amount of beneficial aquifer recharge in late winter 
or spring once surface flows are reconnected throughout the valley. On the other hand, during fall 
these diversions likely extend the period of low river flow by some unknown number of days 
because they take water from the channel and recharge the aquifer in locations far from the river 
where the water may take weeks or months to return. Stockwater diversions in the fall cause 
recharge during the worst possible time of year (managed aquifer recharge should occur in the 
late winter and spring, not the summer and fall!). Incorporating these stockwater diversions into 
the model would be difficult because these diversions are unreported and unmetered. One 
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approach for dealing with the data gaps would be to bookend the estimates in a sensitivity 
analysis with low and high scenarios. The low scenario could assume that the diversions match 
demand including transmission losses (i.e., recent State Water Boards emergency regulations set 
maximum diversion rates based on the number of animals and assumed 90% conveyance losses, 
see 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/surface_water_stockwater_div
erters_090121.pdf). The high scenario could assume that the diversions match the irrigation 
season right (i.e., from the adjudication), since the stockwater diversions utilize the same ditches 
as the irrigation diversions. We are not very familiar with the day-to-day operation of these 
stockwater diversions and thus are unclear if they are pulsed (i.e., on for a few days, off for a few 
days, etc.) or continuous, but hopefully local farmers and ranchers could provide information on 
that as well as advise on the volume of the diversions. 
 
One exception to the data gaps on winter stockwater diversions is that the Scott Valley Irrigation 
District (SVID) diversions are reported monthly for the years 2010–2020 in the State of 
California’s eWRIMS database. For example, SVID diversions for the October 2019 for “1000-
1800 cattle-sheep-horses” were reported as 260.4 AF 
(https://rms.waterboards.ca.gov/LicensePrint_2019.aspx?FORM_ID=476977).  This equates to 
4.2 cfs during a month when flows at the USGS gaged average 7.1 cfs. Assuming that each head 
of livestock needs 15 gallons per day (cattle value from 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/surface_water_stockwater_div
erters_090121.pdf), then 1800 cattle would need 27,000 gallons/day. In comparison the 260.4 AF 
diversion equates to 8.4 AF/day, or 2.7 million gallons/day, which is 100x greater than the 
amount of water actually needed to sustain the livestock. Is this a “reasonable” use of water at a 
time when mainstem river flows were so low that salmon could not access their spawning 
grounds? 
 
Conversion of winter stockwater diversions to stock tanks fed by small wells could be the lowest-
hanging fruit for achieving meaningful increases in fall river flows while having little or no 
economic cost to agriculture (assuming the conversions are paid for with public money). We 
recognize that the GSP cannot dictate management of surface flows; however, the analyses and 
models used in the GSP should consider the real-world water budget and not ignore important 
drivers of key groundwater management endpoints (i.e., fall flows). 
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2 116 2.2.3.2 3197-3200 “Surface water diversions are computed as a function of irrigation demand. The conceptual 
diversion points from tributary flows are just outside the Basin boundary, except for two internal 
diversions (6 TAF, see below), which is consistent with most diversions occurring near the Basin 
margin.” Due to data constraints, the approach of estimating diversions based on irrigation 
demand (i.e., deduct diversion from gages surface inflows) makes sense. However, since some 
tributary flow gages are located downstream of substantial diversions (e.g., French Creek), it 
seems like the flows at these gages should be treated differently than gages that are upstream of 
diversions, but we do not see this mentioned anywhere in the documentation. For fields irrigated 
with water diverted upstream of flow gages, shouldn’t the water demand not be deducted from 
the gaged flows? Deducting the demand seems like double-counting the diversion (first it is 
already implicitly deducted prior to the gage measurement because the water is not physically 
there, then it is explicitly deducted during data processing). 

     
2 117 2.2.3.2 3209-3214 “Mountain Front Recharge, the phenomenon of diffuse water flow through mountain soil or 

fractured bedrock into the alluvial sediments of an aquifer along a valley margin, is simulated 
along the western edge of the model domain. It is estimated to be a volume that changes month-
to-month (i.e., greater recharge during the wet season) but which is identical year over year (see 
Appendix 2-C for more details).” We have reviewed the Appendix 2-C documents as well as the 
S.S. Papadopulos (2012) report that is cited for the original estimate. Mountain Front Recharge is 
estimated at <18 TAF (thousand acre-ft), so is quite small relative to other inputs (i.e., it is <5% 
of the other inflows [stream inflow and precipitation] on average). While we sympathize with the 
difficulty of estimating this parameter, we do not understand why it should be constant between 
years, given that it is derived from a water balance of terms that vary considerably between years 
(i.e., precipitation minus evapotranspiration minus surface flows). Seems like it would make 
more sense to scale it to be larger in wet years than dry years?  

2 120 2.2.3.2 3330-3331 “Recharge from the land surface occurs primarily in winter months but is limited – except under 
flood irrigation – during the summer months.” This ignores fall/winter stockwater diversions, 
which are substantial but not included in the SVIHM. See comments above regarding chapter 2, 
page 116, section 2.2.3.2, line 3197.  

2 125-
126 

2.2.4 3437-3515 The “Future Water Budget” section is lacking discussion of some key factors. For example, what 
changes are expected to snowpack and tributary inflow hydrographs (i.e., runoff timing) of the 
four climate change scenarios evaluated? What are the greenhouse gas emissions trajectories 
associated with the climate scenarios (i.e., does it assume “business as usual” or that aggressive 
efforts are made to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, or something intermediate?). Listing the 
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degrees Celsius (or Fahrenheit) of air temperature increase associated with each scenario would 
be helpful for context. 

2 125 2.2.4 3473 DWR 2018 citation is not included in the references cited at the end of the chapter. 
2 126 2.2.4 3499-3502 Figure citation should be fixed: “Importantly for sustainable groundwater management, none of 

the future climate scenarios indicate that the lowest groundwater storage points decrease over 
repeated drought occurrence (Figure 3128).”  Also, please explain the significance/implications 
of this. Does it mean that long-term overdraft and subsidence are unlikely? Or that late summer 
streamflows will not be lower with climate change? 

2 130 2.2.4 Figure 32 “Figure 32. Projected flow at the Fort Jones Gauge, in difference (cfs) from Basecase, for four 
future projected climate change scenarios. Near and Far scenarios show minimal differences 
from historical basecase flow conditions.” Perhaps we are mis-understanding what these 
scenarios are, but are extremely skeptical of any claims that the temperature-driven changes in 
precipitation form due to climate change (i.e., more rain and less snow) are not going to 
substantially decrease river flows in summer and fall, regardless of what happens to total annual 
amount of precipitation. The GSP should acknowledge these realities and then describe how the 
model predicts that this will seasonally change river flow and groundwater. The format of the 
graph makes it very difficult to see meaningful seasonal patterns. The y-axis scale that ranges 
from -2,000 to +12,000 cfs makes it impossible to see what is happening during low flows. Can 
you add a second panel to the graph so that the low-flow period is legible (maybe -100 to +100 
cfs?)? Or maybe limit the months to just show April through October? 

     
2 137 Referen

ces 
3775-3777 Langridge, Ruth, Abigail Brown, Kirsten Rudestam, and Esther Conrad. 2016. “An Evaluation of 

California’s Adjudicated Groundwater Basins.” 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/gmp/docs/resources/swrcb_012816.pdf  
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmicrobiol.2016.214 

3 9 3.3 351-353 “Where it is necessary, the GSA will coordinate with existing programs to develop an agreement 
for data collection responsibilities, monitoring protocols and data reporting and sharing.” How 
will transparency and public access to data be incorporated into these data reporting and sharing 
agreements? All data that is paid for with public money should be accessible to the public. 

3 21 3.3.5.1 748+ Surface water flow estimates in SVIHM appear to only be calibrated to the Ft. Jones gauge.  
Comparing simulated stream flow against only one calibration point for such a large river system 
calls into question how well the model is at simulating stream flow in other reaches that may be 
experiencing different management and hydrogeologic conditions. The proposed monitoring plan 
does not call for any additional river flow monitoring along the mainstem river. We recommend 
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adding additional stream flow monitoring gauges along the mainstem river to better 
calibrate/validate the stream flow estimates along the entire reach, not just at the downstream Ft. 
Jones outflow point. Given the need for additional tributary gages as model inputs, we are not 
sure how we would rank the priority of additional mainstem gages. Perhaps these additional 
mainstem gages should just be operated for a few years, long enough to capture different water 
year types. Or perhaps there are discrete flow measurements collected during other sampling or 
special projects (i.e., in the early/mid 2000s in preparation of the TMDLs) that could be used for 
calibration and verification? 

     
3 26 3.3.5.2 935-972 In this “Assessing and Improving SVIHM” section, we recommend several additional tasks. 

These model refinements are described in more detail in a separate comment document (not in 
this comment form), but are briefly summarized here: 1) use a better method for filling the large 
gaps in tributary inflows (e.g., considering other model types beyond linear regression, and using 
Salmon River gage as an alternative to the Scott River gage for filling tributary data gaps at least 
for some months and/or sites), 2) incorporate fall/winter stockwater diversions, 3) shorten the 
MODFLOW model timestep to something shorter than a month, 4) do a sensitivity analysis to 
quantify how sensitive modeled outflows are to tributary inputs (especially during September and 
October). 

3 30 3.4.1 Figure 5 The definition of Minimum Threshold in Figure 5 is confusing: “Minimum Threshold: historic 
low – (10 % of max historical depth to water or 10 ft, whichever is less)” Maybe revise to 
“Minimum Threshold: historic low minus either 10% of max historical depth to water or 10 ft, 
whichever is less” 

3 30-
38 

3.4.1 1088-1265 As currently proposed, the Actions Trigger occurs if water levels at a well fall below the historic 
level for two consecutive years and the Minimum Threshold occurs if a well falls more than 10% 
(or 10 ft, whichever is less) of the historic level. We have not actually tried an experiment with 
hypothetical or real well data, but it seems possible that well levels could have long-term declines 
but not ever violate the Actions Trigger and Minimum Threshold if the decline is “bumpy”, 
meaning there are not consecutive drought years. For example, well levels could alternate 
between moderate/high levels in wet or normal years, followed by a severe drought year in which 
well levels drop to historically low levels (but not exceeding the 10 ft or 10%), followed by 
moderate/high levels in wet or normal years, followed by a severe drought year in which well 
levels drop to historically low levels (but not exceeding the 10 ft or 10%), etc. This seems very 
problematic because conditions could progressively deteriorate but never violate the AT or MT. 
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3 34 3.4.1.1 1173-1183 This paragraph of the GSP, similar to other sections of the GSP, does not mention one of the key 
elements of climate change for which there is high certainty- there will be a shift in precipitation 
form (less snow and more rain) that will shift the seasonal timing of tributary surface flows into 
the valley. Regardless of what happens to total precipitation or total runoff, this change in 
precipitation form and runoff timing is a huge issue that water management is going to need to 
deal with.  

3 35 3.4.1.2 1236-1237 As these are depth to groundwater values in Table 5, shouldn’t the MO values have less-than 
signs, not greater than signs? 

3 35-
36 

3.4.1.2 1227-1245 Is “primary trigger (PT)” here the same as “Action Trigger” in Figure 5 (on page 30)? If the 
meaning is the same, then it would be better (i.e., easier to understand) to use the same 
phrase/abbreviation rather than have two separate terms that mean the same thing. On the other 
hand, if they are different, then shouldn’t Figure 5 also show the PT in addition the Action 
Trigger? 

3 44 3.4.1.3 1495-1531 The water quality triggers are all based on the 75th percentile of wells, so it is conceivable that 
water quality conditions could deteriorate horribly at 20% of wells and that would not violate any 
triggers. Seems like it might make sense to also have some metric that would reflect conditions in 
the wells with the worst water quality? 

3 46 3.4.3.1 1591-1593 Same comment from March Draft: Irrigating with water containing moderate to high nitrate 
levels may also increase nitrate concentrations in underlying groundwater. 

3 46 3.4.3.2 1618-1621 Same comment from review of draft in May: This language is very confusing and unclear how it 
translates to concentrations.  One way it reads suggests that a 14% annual increase per year over 
a 10 year period in no more than 25% of wells is acceptable.  However, compounding a 14% 
increase over a 10 year period results in a 370% increase in concentration.  Perhaps the intent of 
the statement is, "Monitoring well concentrations shall not exceed the Maximum threshold by 
15% in more than 25% of wells during any given year".  One could also argue that it isn't 
warranted - a Maximum threshold should be treated as a just that - a Maximum threshold.  Why 
are exceptions warranted?  Theoretically, reaching/exceeding the trigger concentrations should 
trigger corrective actions.  Perhaps the 15% annual exceedance in 25% of wells exception should 
be applied to trigger values, not Maximum thresholds. 

3 54 3.4.5.1 1868-1870 Asarian and Robinson (2021) would be a good citation for this sentence: “Excessive stream 
temperatures are also related to earlier completion of the snowmelt/spring flow recession…” Full 
reference is: Asarian, J. E., & Robinson, C. (2021). Modeling Seasonal Effects of River Flow on 
Water Temperatures in an Agriculturally Dominated California River [Preprint]. Earth and Space 
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Science Open Archive; Earth and Space Science Open Archive. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/essoar.10506606.1 

3 54 3.4.5.1 1885-1889 “Some consumptive uses of groundwater may have a more immediate impact on streamflow than 
others; for example, a well that begins pumping groundwater 66 ft (20 m) from the river bank 
may cause stream depletion hours or days later, while a well that begins pumping two miles (3 
km) west of the river bank may not influence streamflow for months or even a year.” This is an 
important point.  Unfortunately, the SVIHM is not capable of simulating the short-term impacts.  
Prudic et al. (2004) provide the following statement on the associated limitations on 
MODFLOW's streamflow routing package: 

“The mass-balance or continuity approach for routing flow and solutes through a stream 
network may not be applicable for all interactions between streams and aquifers. The SFR1 
Package is best suited for modeling long-term changes (months to hundreds of years) in ground-
water flow and solute concentrations using averaged flows in streams. The Package is not 
recommended for modeling the transient exchange of water between streams and aquifers when 
the objective is to examine short-term (minutes to days) effects caused by rapidly changing 
streamflows.” 

3 58 3.4.5.1 2032-2034 “The reasonableness of groundwater use that may contribute to stream depletion could depend on 
a number of circumstances, including the benefits of pumping groundwater and the resource 
benefits of pumping groundwater” This statement distracts from the issue as it addresses the 
beneficial uses of groundwater consumers, not the beneficial uses of surface waters. 

3 58 3.4.5.1 2044-2047 “In the context of assessing MTs for the ISW SMC, it is reasonable to only hold groundwater 
usersproducers outside the adjudicated zone to a modest percentage of stream depletion reversal 
because any greater responsibility would unreasonably constrain groundwater users in the basin.” 
We agree that groundwater users outside the adjudicated zone are not responsible for solving all 
the water issues in the Scott River. However, the approach taken here is backwards. Rather than 
first defining an arbitrary endpoint based on what groundwater users can relatively easily 
tolerate, the first step should be to determine the instream flows needed by fish, then calculate the 
difference between those needed flows and current flows, and then assign the same percent 
reductions needed by all water users (surface, adjudicated groundwater, and unadjudicated 
groundwater) to meet that difference. To use a hypothetical example, if overall water use needs 
to be reduced by 40% to meet instream flow targets, then surface water users, adjudicated 
groundwater users, and unadjudicated groundwater users should each be responsible for reducing 
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their water use (or coming up with projects that produce an equivalent amount of seasonal 
supply) by that same 40%.  

3 58 3.4.5.1 2044-2047 What is “modest” and how is it quantified in terms of groundwater use? 
3 59 3.4.5.1 2089-2090 “…that is, what is an “unreasonable” amount of stream depletion, which could 2089 

be reframed as: what is a “reasonable” amount of avoided groundwater use?”. This statement is 
not how SGMA defines an unreasonable impact for ISW.  The GSA can't replace “unreasonable 
impacts on beneficial uses of surface water” with reasonable use of groundwater. 

3 60+ 3.4.5.1 2108-2209 ISW MT should not be defined based on a proportion or partial contribution to an undesirable 
result.  SGMA requires that an MT define the minimum threshold for a full undesirable result. 

The whole concept of defining the ISW MT on what the PMA can achieve is putting the cart 
before the horse.  The MT is a numeric value used to define an undesirable result (this may be 
why the GSP spends so much time confusing and twisting the definition of undesirable result).  
The MT, if exceeded, may cause an undesirable result.  PMAs are a means to avoid exceeding an 
MT, not a mechanism to define an MT. 

 

 
3 63 3.4.5.1 Table 7 The caption here says that streamflow depletion is summarized across the “Sep 1 to Nov 1” 

period. Is that correct, or should it be “Sep 1 to Nov 30”, as is stated on the Slide 8 of Appendix 
4-a? Given that the model’s primary time scale is monthly, the correct time period is probably 
Sept. 1 – Nov. 30, right?  

4 3 4.1 107-110  “In developing PMAs, priorities for consideration include effectiveness toward maintaining the 
sustainability of the Basin, minimizing impacts to the Basin’s economy, seeking cost-effective 
solutions…” Based on the description here, it seems like increasing the efficiency of fall/winter 
stockwater diversion and delivery systems (so these diversions could be dramatically reduced 
with little economic impact) would be low-hanging fruit that should have been included as a 
PMA. This would not improve groundwater conditions, but could (we do not know, in part 
because the SVIHM is not currently set up to be able to provide answers to this important 
question) mitigate some of the fall streamflow depletion caused by groundwater pumping. While 
ditches currently used for stockwater could be very useful for managed aquifer recharge (MAR), 
this activity should only occur during times when there is abundant surface water, such as late 
winter and spring of normal and wet years, and should utilize a MAR-specific water right so it 
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can be appropriately managed to benefit, rather than harm, instream flows. See our comments on 
Chapter 2, page 116, section 2.2.3.2 for additional information on this topic. 

4 5 4.1 205 Which “Existing reports, proposals” were used to develop the PMAs for recharge? Please 
provide specific citations. 

4 5 4.1 206 Shouldn’t the Scott River Watershed Council be listed as an entity that is engaged in planning 
and implementing habitat improvement projects? Table 1 on page 7 lists several PMAs being 
implemented by the Council. 

4 7 4.1 Table 1 Increasing the efficiency of fall/winter stockwater diversion and delivery systems (so these 
diversions could be dramatically reduced will little economic impact) should be included as a 
PMA. See our comments on Chapter 2, page 116, section 2.2.3.2 for additional information on 
this topic. 

4 8 4.1 Table 1 Beaver Dam Analogues (BDAs) are listed solely in the “Habitat Improvement” category. Aren’t 
they also designed to increase groundwater storage and recharge? Why weren’t model runs 
conducted on the effects of BDAs? Is the model not capable of simulating BDAs? If not, what 
modifications to the model would be needed to simulate BDAs? 

4 8 4.1 Table 1 Prescribed fire should be added to the list of activities described in the Scott River Watershed 
Council’s “Upslope Water Yield Projects” PMA. 

4 9 4.1 Table 1 In the “Voluntary Managed Land Repurposing” PMA, we recommend adding groundwater 
recharge. See our comments on Chapter 4, Section 4.3, pages 24-28, lines 640-809 for additional 
discussion of this topic. 

4 13 4.3 316 The “Avoiding Significant Increase of Total Net Groundwater Use from the Basin” PMA does 
not provide a definition of what “significant” means, so we suggest removing that word. Without 
a definition, isn’t this PMA meaningless? It should probably either be percent (e.g., 1%) or 
volume? See related comment regarding Chapter 4, page 17, section 4.3, lines 454-456. 

4 13 4.3 340-344 We are unable to understand exactly what the “Avoiding Significant Increase of Total Net 
Groundwater Use from the Basin” PMA means, especially, this excerpt: “Due to the direct 
relationship between net groundwater use and ET, implementation of the MA is measured by 
comparing the most recent five- and ten-year running averages of agricultural and urban ET over 
both the Basin and watershed, to the maximum value of Basin ET measured in the 2010-2020 
period, within the limits of measurement uncertainty.” Can it be re-stated more clearly, such as, 
“The goal of this MA is for X not to exceed Y by Z percent?”  Can you provide information on 
the limits of measurement uncertainty? What is the rationale for using the maximum as the basis 
for the comparison?  Is the purpose of the running averages to smooth out climatic variation (i.e., 
is ET higher in wet years than dry years)? If there is substantial variation between water year 
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types, then should the goal be different in different water year types? What about the contribution 
of surface water irrigation to ET? We anticipate that climate change will cause increased reliance 
on groundwater because surface water flows are going to recede earlier in the irrigation season 
(due to less snowmelt), which could result in ET staying the same but groundwater extraction 
will increase and flows be lower, all without violating this MA. 

4 13 4.3 348-352 “To provide an efficient, effective, and transparent planning tool that allows for new urban, 
domestic, and agricultural groundwater extraction without increase of total net groundwater use. 
This can be achieved through exchanges, conservation easements, and other voluntary market 
mechanisms while also meeting current zoning restrictions for open space, agricultural 
conservation, etc. (see Chapter 2).” Exchanges and markets need real, verifiable information if 
they to operate properly. Without widespread metering, it would be far too easy to game the 
system. 

4 14 4.3 354-356 “To be flexible in adjusting the limit on total net groundwater extraction if and where additional 
groundwater resources become available due to additional recharge dedicated to later extraction.” 
Groundwater is already over-extracted. Additional recharge should be used to reverse streamflow 
depletion, not enable more extraction. 

     
4 15 4.3 414-415 “The Basin has negligible groundwater inflow and outflow across its aquifer boundaries. As a 

result, pumping and recharge outside the Basin do not affect groundwater levels.” Negligible is 
probably too strong a word, probably should be “relatively little” instead? Mountain Front 
Recharge (“the phenomenon of diffuse water flow through mountain soil or fractured bedrock 
into the alluvial sediments of an aquifer along a valley margin”) is estimated constant at <18 
thousand acre-feet (TAF), compared to total inflow which ranges from 149 TAF in the driest year 
to 788 TAF in the wettest year (i.e., see Chapter 2, page 17, Section 2.2.3.2)? Mountain Front 
Recharge is estimated to be 12% (18/149) of total inflow in the driest year, which isn’t really 
“negligible,” is it? 

4 17 4.3 454-456 “The permitting program would ensure that construction of new extraction wells does not 
significantly expand current total net groundwater use in the Basin (to the degree that such 
expansion may cause the occurrence of undesirable results).” How are “undesirable results” 
defined? Please add a definition or citation here. See related comment regarding Chapter 4, page 
13, section 4.3, line 316. 

4 17 4.2 460 “Here are two illustrative examples of an appropriate use of well replacement…” … “Example 2: 
Replacement of a 1,000-gpm agricultural well that will be properly decommissioned with a new 
2,000-gpm capacity agricultural well is permissible with the explicit condition that the 10-year 
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average total net groundwater extraction within the combined area serviced by the old and the 
new well does not exceed the average groundwater extraction over the most recent 10-years.” 
Since groundwater use is mostly unmetered (much less publicly accessible), how would this be 
tracked or enforced? 

4 21 4.2 543 The discussion of Beaver Dam Analogues (BDAs) discusses habitat, but aren’t BDA’s also 
designed to increase groundwater storage and recharge? See comments on Chapter 4, Section 4.1, 
page 21, Table 1 for additional information. 

4 22 4.2 574 Prescribed fire should be added to the list of activities described in the Scott River Watershed 
Council’s “Upslope Water Yield Projects” PMA. 

4 23 4.2 609-639 For the Irrigation Efficiency Improvements, “Potential benefits were quantified through modelled 
scenarios of a 10% increase, 20% increase, and 10% decrease in irrigation efficiency. Relative 
stream depletion reversals resulting from these scenarios were 4%, 12% and -2%, respectively 
(Appendix 4-A).” Can you add a sentence or two here describing how improved efficiency 
affects the monthly/annual water budgets and reduces streamflow depletion in the September-
November period? There’s a widespread misconception among the public and agencies that 
increasing irrigation efficiency magically creates water, so it would be helpful if the text here 
provided specific estimates of how it changes the water budget. Increased efficiency would have 
zero impact on ET, but would decrease pumping and diversions and would decrease recharge, 
right? Does efficiency reduce some of the streamflow depletion because the reductions in 
pumping and diversions outweigh the decreases in recharge?  

4 23 4.2 631-639 The proposed monitoring of irrigation efficiency omits a key tool– metering of water use. 
Without metering, how can we know if the efficiency projects are actually working?   

4 23 4.2 631-639 The proposed monitoring of irrigation efficiency lists “Assessment of the increase in irrigation 
efficiency, with particular emphasis on assessing the reduction or changes in consumptive water 
use (evaporation, evapotranspiration) based on equipment specification, scientific literature, or 
field experiments.” Doesn’t efficiency usually not affect consumptive water use but instead just 
change recharge (that’s how it is represented in the SVIHM, right?). What is the physical basis 
for thinking efficiency would affect consumptive use for crops like pasture and alfalfa that have 
low-lying continuous canopy cover (i.e., in contrast to orchards or row crops like tomatoes where 
efficient delivery systems like drip irrigation could reduce evaporation from bare soil)? 

4 27 4.3 764 The Permitting and Regulatory Process section explains the legal basis for how water could be 
diverted for managed aquifer recharge (MAR) though a SWRCB temporary permit, but we are 
unclear how the water rights would work for in lieu recharge (ILR). Is switching from 
groundwater to surface water really legal under California water law? If so, please explain in this 
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section. Would the ILR utilize existing surface water rights (but don’t farmers generally already 
exhaust their surface water rights each year before switching to groundwater)? Or would ILR 
require a separate temporary permit than MAR? Or would ILR require new permanent surface 
water rights? It seems very unlikely that SWRCB would grant new surface water rights for 
irrigation after the start of the April 1 irrigation season, but there might be new rights available in 
March. 

     
     
4 24-

28 
4.3 640-809 We support the concept of managed aquifer recharge (MAR) in winter and in lieu recharge (ILR) 

during the irrigation season, but have some concerns. The largest concern is that we do not think 
that MAR/ILR alone are sufficient to reverse enough of the streamflow depletion to make 
meaningful improvements to river flows. We are also concerned that there has not been sufficient 
analysis of the effects of MAR and ILR on river flows (and resulting biological effects) during 
the period of increased diversions (i.e., winter and spring). As shown in the figures in the 
“Percentile Flows and Flow Regime Comparison” section of Appendix 4-a, the CDFW (2017) 
flows are very low compared to the historic range of observed flows during March through May 
(i.e., always <25th percentile and sometimes approach or even drop below the lowest flows ever 
recorded). For example, CDFW’s recommended April flows are 134 cfs, which if that volume 
remained instream after a full ILR diversion of  43 cfs would mean that 20% of the 168 cfs river 
flow would being diverted during a severe drought which seems like quite an aggressive rate of 
diversion. It probably would make more sense to increase the rate of diversion above 43 cfs when 
flows are higher, but drop to rate far below 43 cfs (or even to zero) when flows are low. 
Increased diversions after May 1 could have detrimental effects on water temperatures (Asarian 
and Robinson 2021). 
 
The documentation provided in the GSP leaves many unanswered questions. Given the 
prominence of MAR/ILR in the GSP, we would have expected to see a more detailed level of 
analysis and discussion. For example: 

- What MAR/ILR diversion volumes are feasible in individual dry and severe drought 
years (e.g., 1977, 2001, 2020, 2021), and what effects does this have on river flow during 
the spring diversion period and the summer/fall period? We see Table 7 in Chapter 3, and 
the figures in Appendix 4-a, but we would like to see daily hydrographs (comparing the 
in-river flow and diversions with/without MAR/ILR) for individual severely dry years.  
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- How were the parcels selected for the primary MAR/ILR scenario? Why not also use 
Farmer’s Ditch in addition to Scott Valley Irrigation District (SVID)? 

- How was 43 cfs selected? Is that capacity of SVID, if so please state that? 
- What are the “CDFW requirements”? If that the same as CDFW (2017) Interim Instream 

Flow Criteria, then that document should be cited. 
- It might also be appropriate to use tributary ditches for MAR during winter high flows? 

We are hesitant to open this can of worms, but if done carefully (limiting the diversions 
to limited high-flow periods and only diverting a small percentage of flow [i.e., 5-10%] it 
could have benefits.  

- The GSP does not explicitly define the time period for ILR. For example, Appendix 4-a 
says “in the early growing season, as long as surface water is available.” Does this mean 
a set start date of March 1, or April 1, or a custom date that changes each year depending 
on the weather? Does it end when there is no water at all, or when flows drop below 
CDFW requirements? 
 

How about voluntary (i.e., paid) permanent conversion of land in key areas (i.e., where that water 
would not flow the river for many months) for MAR during the spring to extend the season for 
groundwater recharge into the active growing season? On agricultural lands, MAR would 
normally have to cease once pasture or crops emerge from dormancy, but if lands were solely 
dedicated to MAR then the recharge season could be extended. Also, during period (i.e., 
summer) when there is not sufficient water for MAR, if these areas were not irrigated then they 
could also contribute to demand reduction. Would doing this require new ditches (because all 
ditch capacity is already used during irrigation season?), or is there sufficient capacity? 

4 28 4.3 810 In the “Voluntary Managed Land Repurposing” PMA, we recommend adding groundwater 
recharge. See our comments on Chapter 4, Section 4.3, pages 24-28, lines 640-809 for additional 
discussion of this topic. 

4 29 4.3 841 The “Voluntary Managed Land Repurposing” PMA discusses “For example, a corner of a field 
may be well suited for wildlife habitat or solar panel”. This is an interesting idea. Would it be 
possible to convert some agricultural land to solar photovoltaic (i.e., electricity-producing) farms 
and still use those lands for groundwater recharge? Such a project could accomplish four things: 
reduce irrigation demand, increase groundwater recharge, generate electricity, and provide a new 
income stream to the landowner through lease payments. 

4 32 4.4 984 We strongly support the Floodplain Reconnection/Expansion PMA due to its benefits to instream 
habitat, and potentially its effects on hydrology as well; however, we are confused by the 
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statement that the “Floodplain Reconnection/Expansion” PMA “…will be evaluated and assessed 
with SVIHM using the methodology described in Section 3.3 and using monitoring data that 
describes the implementation of the floodplain reconnection/expansion program.” We do not see 
any discussion in Section 3.3 about how changes to floodplains could be modeled by SVIHM. In 
its current form, SVIHM seems ill-equipped to model floodplain recharge scenarios, because: 1) 
the monthly timestep for inflows likely does not have a good representation of overbank flows 
because presumably those occur at shorter time scales (i.e., primarily hours and days, but 
possibly also weeks), 2) most tributary inflows gages are not rated for high flows, so the model 
inputs for high flows periods may not be very accurate.  Are we mis-understanding something? 
Another comment we have on this section is that it should specifically 

4 31 4.4 953-957 “The floodplain reconnection/expansion program will reverse some of these historical effects on 
groundwater dynamics by reconnecting the river to the floodplain and thus, avoiding further 
channel incision and leading to stable or even increased water level elevations from flooding.” 
Overall, we like this sentence, but it is an incomplete list of potential benefits. We recommend 
adding the following sentence: “It is possible that reversing channel incision through aggradation 
(i.e., raising the channel bed) would not only increase recharge by increasing the frequency of 
overbank flows, but would also reclaim (increase) aquifer storage by reducing the depth to which 
the water table is lowered by drainage to the channel during the spring recession.” 

     
4 32 4.4 1009 Discussion of the “High Mountain Lakes” PMA neglects to mention many factors which make 

this idea not feasible. This PMA should also mention the Wilderness Act which is likely to 
substantially restrict what can be built in designated Wilderness Areas and the construction 
methods that would be allowed. Given these legal constraints, in addition to other factors like the 
aesthetic concerns and a lack of road access, we think that high mountain lakes are unlikely to be 
a feasible means of meaningfully increasing surface supply and therefore recommend that effort 
be places into other PMAs. We recommend adding the following sentence: “DWR (1991) 
recommended against developing mountain lakes as water sources to augment Scott River flows 
because there were not enough benefits to offset all the negative aspects which include aesthetic 
concerns in addition to access, logistical, and legal constraints.” The exact quote from DWR 
(1991) was:  

“Under present law no development inside a wilderness area is permitted. Special 
legislation may be required to implement this alternative. Second, access and 
construction methods may make many of these enlargements impractical. Third, while 
these enlargements may benefit the individual creeks, their cumulative impact on the 
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Scott River is difficult to judge. Water would enter the river from seven different 
tributaries distributed over the entire Scott Valley. It would not be a concentrated 
water source. Fourth, it would be difficult, or impossible, to coordinate releases from 
the 29 lakes to maximize the benefit to the Scott River fishery. Fifth, enlarging the 
lakes may disturb their natural aesthetic value. DWR does not recommend developing 
these lakes for water sources to augment the streamflow of the Scott River. There are 
not enough benefits to offset all the negative aspects of this alternative. ” 

4 33 4.4 1012 We support evaluation of surface reservoirs as means to augment water supply and river flows, if 
such reservoirs can be constructed in a way that minimizes impacts to fish habitat and would 
result in meaningful increases in river flows. An off-stream reservoir is particularly appealing. In 
watersheds like the Scott River that currently have little surface storage, the changes in runoff 
timing expected to occur with climate change will make surface storage even more important in 
the future than it is now. Given the water quality impacts to surface water with reservoirs and the 
associated water rights challenges, this type of project will require careful thought and planning, 
but it is worth the effort.  

4 33 4.4 1043 The “Sediment Removal and River Restoration” PMA is summarized as: “A river restoration 
project to remove significant sediment from the main stem Scott River from Fort Jones to the 
mouth of the canyon is envisioned to improve in-stream flow, channel geomorphology, and 
habitat for fish.” We are extremely skeptical of this PMA. Please either provide additional 
information including a more detailed rationale, citation, and project proponent, or delete this 
PMA. What is the physical mechanism by which removing sediment could improve instream 
flow (wouldn’t removing sediment cause further incision which would further reduce aquifer 
storage capacity)? Wouldn’t removing sediment decrease floodplain connectivity and be counter 
to the “Floodplain Reconnection/Expansion” PMA? What specifically is meant by “improve 
channel geomorphology” (that is vague and could be interpreted many different ways)? 

4 33 4.4 1052 We support the Strategic Groundwater Pumping Curtailment PMA. This would be particularly 
valuable in drought years when there is limited water available for MAR/ILR. 

4 34 4.4 1069 We strongly support a properly designed and implemented Watermaster Program; however, we 
have serious concerns with the lack of transparency with the current Scott Valley and Shasta 
Valley Watermaster District program. Watermastering should be returned to the State of 
California, implemented basinwide, with well-organized publicly accessible records of 
diversions. 

4 35 4.4 1126 The “Well Inventory Program” section does not mention anything about data management. The 
results of this inventory should be made publicly accessible. 
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Chapter Page Section Line/Table/
Figure # 

Comment 

4 35 4.4 1135 Regarding “Voluntary Well Metering,” we understand the political sensitivity of well metering, 
but it seems like the first step in good management is measurement and transparency. At least 
some subset of the wells should be mandated to be metered. Examples could include the largest 
wells, or new wells drilled after the passage of the SGMA legislation or after adoption of the 
Scott Valley GSP. How can existing ordinances, such as the prohibition on the use of 
groundwater for cannabis production or the requirement for permits being needed for inter-basin 
transfers of groundwater, be enforced without the well metering? The lack of metering 
requirements suggests a lack of transparency, which further suggests a lack of will to actually 
manage groundwater extraction. 

     
     

5 4 5.1.1 128 The Annual Reporting section does not clarify if the data presented will be figures or actual 
tables with numbers. The report should include electronic appendices with easily accessible data, 
so others could run their own analyses on the data. 

5 9 5.1.2 Figure 1 The Figure 1 flow chart says “Model update and calibration using new data (annually for the first 
five years)”. Is it really feasible and desirable to re-calibrate the model every year? That seems 
like a lot of work for an unclear benefit. Wouldn’t it be better to re-calibrate every two to five 
years rather than every year? There are certainly improvements we’d like to see in the model, and 
we’d rather have the GSA focus on incorporating these refinements rather than just re-calibrating 
the model with additional years. These model refinements are described in more detail in a 
separate comment document (not in this comment form), but are briefly summarized here: 1) use 
a better method for filling the large gaps in tributary inflows (e.g., considering other model types 
beyond linear regression, and using Salmon River gage as an alternative to the Scott River gage 
for filling tributary data gaps at least for some months and/or sites), 2) incorporate fall/winter 
stockwater diversions, 3) shorten the MODFLOW model timestep to something shorter than a 
month, 4) do a sensitivity analysis to quantify how sensitive modeled outflows are to tributary 
inputs (especially during September and October). 

App 2-a 7-10   This section refers to comparing SVIHM modeled outflow from the river flow observed at the 
USGS for the 2012-2018 period as “validation” because the model was not recalibrated for this 
period. However, this section fails to note that this is not a truly independent validation because 
the largest input to the model is tributary flow, which for the 2012-2018 was 100% estimated 
(i.e., no tributary gages) based on regression with measured flows at the USGS gage at the outlet 
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Chapter Page Section Line/Table/
Figure # 

Comment 

of the valley. That same USGS gage is then used to “validate” the model’s predicted outflows. 
To be clear, it is not the act of comparing the model predicted outflows to the gaged flows that 
we object to (indeed, those are the only flow data that are available); however, we assert that 
when these comparisons are presented it should be clearly noted that these comparisons are 
somewhat circular and not truly independent. 

     
App 4-a    This appendix presents a lot of great information in an accessible format. We appreciate the maps 

and graphs showing effects by month. 
App 4-a    It would be good to also include the Summary Table somewhere in the main text of the GSP 

rather than solely having it be in the appendix. In addition, the column headers in summary table 
should be revised to clarify if Sep-Nov means Sep 1-Nov 30 or Sep 1-Nov 1 (i.e., see comment 
regarding caption of Figure 2 on page 63 of Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5.1). 

App 4-a  Slide 23  “Restrictions on tributary flow diversions for irrigation at low FJ flows” Since the SVIHM only 
includes diversions for irrigation, ignoring the fall/winter diversions for stockwater, this scenario 
should be renamed to clarify that it is regarding irrigation diversions only (i.e., not stockwater). 

App 4-a  Slide 25  The irrigation efficiency scenarios “…assume an unspecified change in irrigation equipment that 
results in either an increase or decrease in irrigation efficiency on all irrigated fields.” Wouldn’t it 
make more sense (i.e., more realistic), to instead have the efficiency increase or decrease depend 
on the current efficiency of the field? For example, assume all fields with flood irrigation 
(currently assumed in SVIHM model as 70% efficient [Foglia et al. 2013]) and wheel-line 
sprinkler (currently assumed in SVIHM model as 75% efficient [Foglia et al. 2013]) were 
upgraded to 90% efficient center pivot sprinklers? Or maybe that should be added a new 
scenario? 

App 4-a  Slide 8  This slide defines the Sept-Nov period as “Critical dry window, Sept. 1 – Nov. 30”, which seems 
to contradict other places in the GSP. For example,  “Sep 1 to Nov 1” in caption of Figure 2 on 
page 63 of Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5.1. Given that the model’s primary time scale is monthly, the 
correct time period is probably Sept. 1 – Nov. 30, right? 

App 4-a    The slide describing the “Alfalfa irrigation schedule change” scenarios states “Would 
presumably involve an incentive or compensation program (a back-of-the-envelope estimate of 
the value of the 3rd cutting of alfalfa is approximately $7.5 million).” Can you provide any more 
information on the justification for that estimate? This seems somewhat high given that the 
Siskiyou County annual crop report 
(https://www.co.siskiyou.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/agriculture/page/4581/agd_2020
0909_2019_cropreport.pdf) reported the total value of countywide field crops (including alfalfa 
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Figure # 

Comment 

but also other crops such as wheat, barley, pasture, etc.) as $86 million in 2019. Scott Valley is 
just one (though perhaps the largest?) of the alfalfa growing regions within the county and two 
cuttings of alfalfa would still occur under these scenarios. 
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D) LEGAL COMMENTS PREPARED BY A CONSULTANT TO THE KARUK TRIBE 

1. The GSP Fails to Properly Specify Undesirable Results, Minimum Thresholds and Measurable 
Objectives for the Interconnected Surface Waters Sustainability Goal 

Despite the known impacts of low flows on protected species, the GSP fails to properly define undesirable 
results, minimum thresholds, and measurable objectives for the interconnected surface waters (ISW) 
sustainability indicator. 

 

SGMA sets out a three-step process for defining these terms. The undesirable result is an “effect” caused 
by over pumping; here, the depletion of streamflow. (Wat. Code § 10721, def (x)(6); Cal. Code Regs. tit. 
23, § 354.26.) The minimum threshold is the numeric value that determines when an effect becomes 
“undesirable,” i.e. when it becomes “significant and unreasonable.” (Wat. Code § 10721, def. (x); Cal. Code 
Regs. tit. 23, § 354. It must  

 

quantify groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator at each monitoring site 
or representative monitoring site established pursuant to Section 354.36. The numeric value used 
to define minimum thresholds shall represent a point in the basin that, if exceeded, may cause 
undesirable results…. 

 

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.28, subd. (a).) With regard to depletions of interconnected surface water, 
the regulations require that the minimum threshold be defined as the “rate or volume of surface water 
depletions caused by groundwater use that has adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water and 
may lead to undesirable results.” (Id. § 354.28, subd. (c)(6).) And the measurable objective represents 
numeric targets to achieve sustainability; that is, to avoid undesirable results by keeping the basin above 
the minimum threshold. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 354.30.)  

 

The GSP defines these terms for interconnected surface waters in a way that fails, as the statute requires, to 
tie the results of over pumping to concrete effects in the basin. The GSP distinguishes between a “SGMA 
undesirable result” and an “aspirational ‘watershed goal.’” (GSP at 3.57-59.) The former is defined as 
“stream depletion that can be attributed to groundwater pumping outside of the adjudicated zone to the 
degree it leads to significant and unreasonable impacts on beneficial uses of surface water.” (GSP at 3.57.) 
The minimum threshold is defined as the “the amount of stream depletion reversal achieved by one or an 
equivalent set of multiple minimum required PMAs to meet the intent of SGMA (no additional undesirable 
results), and Porter Cologne and the PTD (some reversal of existing undesirable results).”0F

1 (GSP at 3.60.) 

 
1 The GSP finds that the ISW undesirable result existed prior to 2015 and thus the GSP need not address it under 
SGMA. (GSP at 3.55-56; Wat. Code § 10727.2.) This memo discusses this finding below. 
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And the measurable objectives are defined by percentages of streamflow depletion reversed by PMAs. 
(GSP at 3.63-64.) 

 

2. The Undesirable Result Definition is Tautological and Fails to Achieve Basin-Wide Sustainability 
as SGMA Requires 

 

As part of achieving a basin’s “sustainability goal,” a GSP must “identify” “undesirable result[s].” (Wat. 
Code §§ 10721 subds. (u)-(x); 10727.2, subd. (b).) An “undesirable result” means an “effect[] caused by 
groundwater conditions throughout the basin.” (Id. § 10721, subd. (x).) Undesirable results include 
“[d]epletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on 
beneficial uses of the surface water.” (Id. § 10721, subd. (x)(6).) 

 

The GSP must define these “significant” and “unreasonable” effects. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 354.26(a).) 
But the GSP’s definition of “undesirable results” is a tautology. The GSP defines it as “significant and 
unreasonable stream depletion due to groundwater extraction from wells subject to SGMA (i.e., outside of 
the Adjudicated Zone).” (GSP at 3.59.) By including the terms “significant and unreasonable” in the 
definition, the GSP fails to provide a workable definition: an effect is defined as unreasonable if it is 
unreasonable. This is nonsensical and unworkable. In Asociacion de Gente Unida por el Agua v. Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 1255, 1280, the Court of Appeal 
disapproved a waste discharge requirement for dairy pollution where “the basis for concluding that any 
degradation of groundwater will be of maximum benefit to the people of California is that the Order states 
that it prohibits any further degradation of groundwater.” The court found that this reasoning was “circular.” 
(Ibid.) The same is true here. 

 

What the GSP could have done, but did not do, is establish a streamflow target that is protective of beneficial 
uses in the Scott. It then could have determined the relative contributions of groundwater users inside and 
outside the adjudication along with surface users. It could then establish the needed reductions in use by all 
three categories of water users. Even though the GSA lacks authority over surface users and the adjudicated 
zone, the exercise would inform the amount that pumpers outside the zone need to reduce by to reach a 
satisfactory flow rate. And making these calculations would inform the County, the State Board, the 
Watermaster, and potentially the courts and other agencies about the scale and nature of needed actions. 
This approach would also comply with SGMA by quantifying the undesirable result and minimum 
threshold. 

 

Starting with a streamflow target and working backwards is consistent with SGMA because the statute 
measures compliance at the basin scale. For instance, the “sustainability goal” means ensuring that the 
“applicable basin is operated within its sustainable yield.” (Wat. Code § 10721, def. (u).) And an 
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“undesirable result” means “one or more of the following effects caused by groundwater conditions 
occurring throughout the basin.” (Id. def. (x).) And DWR evaluates GSPs to determine whether they are 
“likely to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin covered by the groundwater sustainability plan.” 
(Wat. Code § 10733, subd. (b).) The regulations reiterate that undesirable results are “significant and 
unreasonable effects…occurring throughout the basin.” (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 354.26(a).) Again, the 
regulations and the statute include the language “throughout the basin.” If the legislature did not want to 
include consideration of effects in the adjudicated areas, it could have done so but did not. By focusing 
solely on pumping outside the adjudicated zone, the GSP fails to ensure, or even analyze what would be 
necessary to ensure that the basin as a whole reaches sustainability. 

 

3. The Undesirable Result Is Not Quantified, in Violation of the SGMA Regulations 

 

The SGMA regulations require the GSP to quantify the undesirable result:  

 

The criteria used to define when and where the effects of the groundwater conditions cause 
undesirable results for each applicable sustainability indicator. The criteria shall be based on a 
quantitative description of the combination of minimum threshold exceedances that cause 
significant and unreasonable effects in the basin. 

 

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.26, subd. (b)(2) (emphasis added).) The description in the GSP is inadequate 
because it is not a “quantitative description.” The regulations are clear that the result must be in the form 
of numbers tying minimum threshold exceedances to the significant and unreasonable effects. The GSP’s 
description is entirely qualitative. In addition, the description lacks “criteria” for “when and where” 
groundwater conditions cause significant and unreasonable depletions. Again, SGMA and the regulations 
make crystal clear that the undesirable results analysis must be tied to physical conditions and physical 
locations, not solely a model output. 

 

This violates the regulations. 

 

4. The Reasonableness Analysis Fails to Consider Costs to Beneficial Users of Surface Waters 

The GSP is required to determine whether the depletions of surface waters have “unreasonable impacts on 
beneficial users of surface waters.” But instead of focusing its discussion on the harms to beneficial users, 
it focuses solely on the costs to groundwater users. This violates SGMA.  
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The GSP fails to properly consider the “unreasonableness” of stream depletions by failing to analyze not 
only of the costs of compliance but of the costs to the public, tribes, and commercial fisheries of the loss of 
fish populations—loss which may include the incalculable consequences of extinction or extirpation. For 
instance, courts have held that when setting water quality objectives under Water Code section 13241, the 
“Water Control Boards are charged with taking into account economic considerations, not merely costs of 
compliance with a permit. As noted, economic considerations also include, among other things, the costs 
of not addressing the problems of contaminated water.” (City of Duarte v. State Water Resources Control 
Board (2021) 60 Cal.App.5th 258, 276.) The same is true here: determining whether an effect is reasonable 
requires looking at both costs to comply with any restrictions and also the costs to the public of over-
extraction.  

 

The GSP states: “In the context of assessing MTs for the ISW SMC, it is reasonable to only hold 
groundwater producers outside the adjudicated zone to a modest percentage of stream depletion reversal 
because any greater responsibility would unreasonably constrain groundwater users in the basin.” (GSP at 
3.58.) Later, the GSP purports to analyze “what is an “unreasonable” amount of stream depletion, which 
could be reframed as: what is a “reasonable” amount of avoided groundwater use?” (GSP at 3.59.) This is 
not the question the statute asks: SGMA requires the definition of significant and unreasonable effects to 
focus on the results of stream depletion, not the cost of avoiding it. (Wat. Code § 10721, def. (x); Cal. Code 
Regs. tit 23, § 354.26(a).) Any costs associated with any constraint on groundwater users has to be balanced 
against the effect of their actions on groundwater conditions. A reasonableness analysis that focuses entirely 
on costs to groundwater users is incomplete. 

 

5. The Unreasonableness Analysis Ignores Legally Binding Streamflow Limits in the Scott River 

 

The analysis also misses the fact that the State Board recently adopted emergency regulations setting flow 
levels (embodied in the CDFW drought minimum flows) below which extractions are deemed to be 
unreasonable. (See Wat. Code § 1058.5. (State Board authority to adopt emergency regulations to “prevent 
the waste, unreasonable use, unreasonable method of use, or unreasonable method of diversion, of water”); 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 875 et seq.) Rather than focusing on the cost of compliance, the GSP must revisit 
its significant and unreasonable analysis in light of the State Board’s determination of what is “reasonable.” 
It is within the State Board’s authority to determine which uses are reasonable. (Stanford Vina Ranch 
Irrigation Company v. State (2020) 50 Cal.App.5th 976, 1002–1003 (“[T]he Board is charged with acting 
to prevent unreasonable and wasteful uses of water, regardless of the claim of right under which the water 
is diverted.”).) 

 

Nor does the fact that extraction has been continuing at these levels for the last several decades (a fraction 
of the time that the Karuk Tribe has existed in the Klamath basin) make over-extraction of groundwater 
reasonable. (Wat. Code § 100.5 (“conformity of a use, method of use, or method of diversion of water with 
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local custom shall not be solely determinative of its reasonableness.”) The GSP must account for the fact 
the State Board has now declared flows below the CDFW drought minimum flows to be unreasonable.  

 

6. Minimum Thresholds Inadequately Defined 

 

The GSP defines the minimum threshold for interconnected surface waters as “the amount of stream 
depletion reversal achieved by one or an equivalent set of multiple minimum required PMAs to meet the 
intent of SGMA (no additional undesirable results), and Porter Cologne and the PTD (some reversal of 
existing undesirable results).” (GSP at 3.60.) It goes on specify: “average stream depletion reversal of 
the implemented PMAs during September–November must exceed 15% of the depletion caused by 
groundwater pumping from outside the adjudicated zone in 2042 and thereafter…” (GSP at 3.60 
(emphasis in original).)  There are at least three problems with this. First, it is circular. Second, the 15% 
figure is arbitrary and unsupported by evidence. Last, it is not tied to a “monitoring site or representative 
monitoring site” as required by the regulations.  

 

The minimum threshold is circular because it starts from the premise that the ILR/MAR scenario is all that 
need be done. The GSP states that Advisory Committee determined it was “reasonable” implement the 
MAR/ILR scenario of PMAs. (GSP at 3.60.) This involves flooding fields using excess flows in the winter 
and switching from groundwater to surface water irrigation using excess water in the spring. This scenario 
does not involve reducing pumping by groundwater users. Having determined the costs associated with the 
MAR/ILR scenario are reasonable, the GSP simply states that the streamflow associated with that scenario 
is the minimum threshold. (GSP at 3.61.) This depletion reduction figure is 15%.  

 

By defining the minimum threshold as the results of simulated PMAs, the GSP creates a circle. It can define 
the undesirable result and achieve it without demonstrating any real-world impact on flows, fish, or the 
people that rely on them. This violates SGMA. 

 

In addition, the 15% figure is completely lacking in evidence. An agency’s action is invalid if it is “arbitrary, 
capricious, or without evidentiary support.” (E.g. Association of Irritated Residents v. San Joaquin Valley 
Unified Air Pollution Control Dist. (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 535, 542.) 

 

While the GSP implies that it was discussed at the Advisory Committee meetings, there is no justification 
for why 15% was chosen, and not 50%, 100%, or 5%. Indeed, although the key driver of the GSP’s MT 
analysis is the cost of the MAR/ILR scenario, the GSP does not consider the cost of the scenario! (GSP at 
3.60-61, 4.27 (“Costs and funding for [the ILR/MAR] project have not yet been explored.”) Here, the failure 
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to consider the costs of the ILR/MAR scenario—which is the only basis for the selection of the 15% 
reduction figure—is arbitrary and capricious because it is not based on any evidence in the record. 

 

Moreover, there is no analysis of the impacts of the 15% depletion reduction on the stream itself. Without 
this analysis, there is no way to know whether this level of reduction is “significant” or “unreasonable,” no 
matter how the terms are defined. And this illustrates the problem with defining the minimum threshold in 
terms of a modeled output rather than, as required by the regulations, a value at a monitored site.  

 

The “minimum thresholds” must “quantify groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability 
indicator at each monitoring site or representative monitoring site.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.28(a), 
emphasis added.) Therefore, the definition of the undesirable result must be “quantitative” and must be tied 
to minimum threshold exceedances at particular monitoring sites.1F

2 In other words, the SGMA regulations 
require a GSP to express an undesirable result in terms of a real-world impact to a directly measured value, 
in this case, streamflow. 

 

The SVIHM model will doubtless be a useful tool and provides invaluable insights into those parameters 
that cannot be directly measured. But it is not a “monitoring site.” The GSP must include minimum 
thresholds that inform the GSA and the public when physical conditions in the basin have reached the point 
of being “significant and unreasonable” impacts on interconnected surface waters. 

7. Measurable Objectives are not Properly Defined 

 

The GSP attempts to avoid the requirement to define the minimum threshold and measurable objectives in 
terms of stream flow by referring to section 354.30, subdivision (b) of the regulations. The GSP states, 
“Choosing the aspirational watershed goal itself as MO would not meet the requirement that 
quantification/measurement of streamflow depletion that is used to establish the minimum threshold, 
Section 3.3.5.1, must also [be] used to quantify the MO.”2F

3 But this is precisely backwards. As discussed 
above, the minimum threshold must be defined with reference to a measured value at a monitoring site. 
And there is no requirement that the measured value be identical, only that the metrics and monitoring sites 
be the same. Again, SGMA is clear that measurable objectives, like minimum thresholds and undesirable 
results, be defined in terms of measurable stream flow, not as a portfolio of PMAs or solely as a model 
output. 

 
2 Section 352.4 of the regulations makes clear that a monitoring site is a physical location, not a model output. (Cal. 
Code Regs., tit. 23, § 352.4.) 
3 GSP, Chapter 3, at p. 53. The cited regulation states: “measurable objectives shall be established for each 
sustainability indicator, based on quantitative values using the same metrics and monitoring sites as are used to 
define the minimum thresholds.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.30, subd. (b).) 
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8. The GSP Does not Consider the 2021 Emergency Regulations or the CDFW Drought Flows 

 

On June 15. 2021, CDFW transmitted Minimum Flow Recommendations for the Scott and Shasta Rivers 
to the State Board.3F

4 The minimum flow recommendation largely tracks the USFS water right at the Fort 
Jones Gage, with deviations in September (33 cfs), November (60 cfs), and December (150 cfs.) 

 

Based on these recommendations, the 2017 CDFW flow recommendations, and a Petition for Emergency 
Rulemaking filed by ELF and the Karuk Tribe on July 1, 2021, the State Board adopted emergency 
regulations setting minimum flows on the Scott and Shasta River in August 2021. (See Cal. Code Regs. 
Tit. 23, § 875 et seq.) 

 

The emergency regulations establish the CDFW Minimum Flow Recommendations as the minimum 
permissible flows in the Scott River. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 23, § 875(c)(1).)  State Board staff is authorized 
to curtail diversions—both surface waters and groundwater—that reduce river flow below those levels. 
Curtailment orders have now gone out to diverters. 

 

The GSP does not acknowledge either of these events. Rather, it states “However, neither the ESA, TMDL, 
or PTD specify mandatory targets, minimum thresholds, or specific project requirements.” (GSP at 3.57) 
This statement is not true. The emergency regulation now sets a minimum flow for the Scott River.  Thus, 
the goal of restoring adequate flows in the Scott is no longer “aspirational”—a minimum flow is now the 
law. The GSP must be revised to account for this. 

 

9. The GSP Fails to Consider Undesirable Effects that Have Occurred After 2015 

 

Water Code section 10727.2, subdivision (b)(4) states that a GSP “may, but is not required to, address 
undesirable results that occurred before, and have not been corrected by, January 1, 2015. Notwithstanding 
paragraphs (1) to (3), inclusive, a groundwater sustainability agency has discretion as to whether to set 
measurable objectives and the timeframes for achieving any objectives for undesirable results that occurred 
before, and have not been corrected by, January 1, 2015.”  

 
4 Available at 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/swb_2021_shasta_scott_drought_emergency
_final.pdf, accessed September 15, 2021.  

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/swb_2021_shasta_scott_drought_emergency_final.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drought/scott_shasta_rivers/docs/swb_2021_shasta_scott_drought_emergency_final.pdf
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The GSP says, “In Scott Valley, undesirable results associated with depletion of interconnected surface 
water that have occurred since January 1, 2015, had already existed for over thirty years prior as of 2015. 
No additional undesirable results have occurred since January 1, 2015 (Section 2.2.1.6). Additional future 
surface water depletion due to groundwater pumping will be avoided by rigorous controls set on 
maintaining current water level conditions (Section 3.4.1) and by avoiding significant additional 
consumptive water use in Scott Valley (see chapter 4).” (GSP at 3.55.) 

 

This misstates the facts. It is clear that there is sufficient water in the Scott River system to sustain fish 
populations in almost every year. This is evident from the pre-1980 record showing that the river could 
sustain the USFS flow right and the CDFW recommended flows prior to the adjudication and the expansion 
of groundwater pumping. And it is clear from the information contained in the GSP that almost every year, 
precipitation is sufficient to bring flows up to a level that would support those flows for most of the year, 
absent irrigation. (See GSP at App. 4-A, at pp. 73-75.) 

 

Therefore, the effects of stream depletion did not “exist” prior to 2015. Indeed, on January 1, 2015, the 
Scott River flowed at over 500 cfs, well above the CDFW-recommended 362 cfs.4F

5 The “undesirable result” 
for the purposes of SGMA is the disconnection and low flow in the river. (Wat. Code § 10721, def. (x)(6).) 
In the summer of 2015, growers made a choice to withdraw water from a full aquifer. And in 2015, just as 
in every prior summer, the County, the State Board, and other responsible agencies allowed the depletions 
to occur.  

 

This does not mean that the undesirable result “existed.” Courts have “long settled that separate, recurring 
invasions of the same right can each trigger their own statute of limitations.” (Aryeh v. Canon Business 
Solutions (2013) 55 Cal.4th 1185, 1198.) This a similar situation: the stream depletions are not a continuous 
problem that occurred long ago and has not been corrected, like seawater intrusion or permanent subsidence. 
Depletions are discrete events that recur anew each year, but the GSP treats them as permanent. Indeed, the 
GSP claims that there is no chronic lowering of groundwater levels in the Scott. (GSP at 3.32.)  

 

The GSP should be revised to make clear that the stream depletions did not “exist” prior to 2015 because 
each year they are caused again. 

 

 
5 USGS Flow Meter Data available at 
https://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/uv/?ts_id=16566&format=img_default&site_no=11519500&begin_date
=20150101&end_date=20150101  

https://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/uv/?ts_id=16566&format=img_default&site_no=11519500&begin_date=20150101&end_date=20150101
https://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/uv/?ts_id=16566&format=img_default&site_no=11519500&begin_date=20150101&end_date=20150101
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10. The GSA’s Baseline Analysis Must Include Consideration of Other Laws 

 

SGMA also does not absolve the County or the GSA of its duty to comply with other environmental laws. 
SGMA contains at least four explicit savings clauses making explicit that SGMA’s requirements are in 
addition to, and do not replace, the requirements of other laws, including the Clean Water Act, the public 
trust doctrine, the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, or Fish and Game Code 5937, to name just a 
few. 

 

SGMA’s savings clauses include:  

• “Nothing in this part, or in any groundwater management plan adopted pursuant to this part, 
determines or alters surface water rights or groundwater rights under common law or any provision 
of law that determines or grants surface water rights.” (§ 10720.5, subd. (b).) 

• “A groundwater sustainability agency may exercise any of the powers described in this chapter in 
implementing this part, in addition to, and not as a limitation on, any existing authority . . . .” 
(§ 10725, subd. (a).) 

• “This part is in addition to, and not a limitation on, the authority granted to a local agency under 
any other law.” (§ 10726.8, subd. (a).) 

• “Nothing in this part is a limitation on the authority of the [State Water Board], the [Department of 
Water Resources], or the State Department of Public Health.” (§ 10726.8, subd. (c).)5F

6 
 

The GSP purports to consider other laws. But it does so in the context of doing as little as possible to comply 
with those laws. The GSP states that SGMA requires it to only not cause more undesirable results than 
“existed” in 2015 (e.g. GSP at 3.60). But it characterizes any “additional” reduction in pumping as in 
response to the public trust doctrine the Clean Water Act, not SGMA. As discussed above, the conclusion 
that SGMA does not require further reductions below the 2015 baseline is incorrect. The analysis of 
undesirable results and minimum thresholds needs to be revised to take into account the requirements of all 
other relevant laws. 

 

For instance, the analysis of temperature impacts is insufficient. Groundwater extractions reduce cold-water 
inflows. (GSP at 2.25.) And this occurs not just in the August-November period, but throughout the year. 
And some of these cold pools may exist in tributaries that are not part of the adjudicated area, such as the 
East Fork.6F

7 These areas would thus be fully under the jurisdiction of SGMA. But the GSP does not model 
or account for cold water refugia, which are crucial for salmonid over-summering and rearing, especially 
for Coho. (GSP at 2.73.) The TMDL Action Plan reinforces that these thermal refugia are necessary for 
species recovery: “Where reaches of the Scott River and its tributaries are providing suitable freshwater 

 
6 The “part” mentioned in each provision refers to Part 2.74 of the Water Code—that is, the entire Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act. (§ 10720.) 
7 North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Staff Report for the Action Plan for the Scott River Watershed 
Sediment and Temperature Total Maximum Daily Loads (2005) at p. 4-35. 
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salmonid habitat, including cold water refugia for coho and other salmonids, protection of these areas 
should be a priority for restoration efforts.”7F

8 

 

The GSP’s failure to model and consider impacts of groundwater extraction on this crucial habitat 
implicates the Clean Water Act, by failing to comply with the TMDL for temperature, and the Endangered 
Species Act, for failing to protect critical habitat. Moreover, temperature impacts are an “effect” that the 
GSP wholly fails to evaluate the significance and reasonableness of when defining the undesirable result 
and minimum thresholds for either water quality or interconnected surface waters. 

 

The GSP should, at the very least, incorporate a plan to identify and protect these cold water refugia where 
they occur.  

 

11. The GSP Fails to Consider Surface Water Quality 

 

The GSP’s identification of undesirable results for water quality is insufficient because it fails to consider 
groundwater extraction’s impacts to surface water quality. SGMA provides that “[s]ignificant and 
unreasonable degraded water quality” is an undesirable effect required to be avoided (Wat. Code § 10721, 
subd. (x)(4), and SGMA does not limit this definition to degraded groundwater quality. But the GSP limits 
its discussion of the water quality undesirable result to groundwater quality. (GSP at 3.42) This limitation 
violates SGMA because it does not consider the significant effects that groundwater conditions have on 
surface water quality, namely, temperature—including cold water refugia. The GSP acknowledges that the 
Scott is listed as impaired for temperature under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  (GSP at 2.23) And 
extractions of groundwater affect flows and therefore temperature in the Scott. (GSP at 2.25.)  

The GSP must be revised to describe impacts to surface water temperature as an undesirable result and to 
develop minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and projects and management actions to remedy the 
undesirable result. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8 North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, Staff Report for the Action Plan for the Scott River Watershed 
Sediment and Temperature Total Maximum Daily Loads (2005) at p. 5-4. 
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