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Table S-1

Responses to Public Comments to Draft Sections 1-5

Comment
No.

Name

Comment

Response to Comment/Changes to the Draft GSP Section 1-5

1

Rebecca Lillis

We request the following edits be made to section 3.5, Habitat Preserves
and Easements: Please update the year of the Placer County
Conservation Plan to 2020. Please add the following sentence,

beginning on line 3 of Section 3.5, after "...Natomas Basin...Plan 2003).":
"The Placer County Conservation Plan was jointly developed by the
County of Placer, the City of Lincoln, the Placer County Water Agency and
the South Placer Transportation Authority." Please add the following
sentences, beginning on line 14 of Section 3.5, after "Other natural marsh
areas...Sacramento County.": "In unincorporated western Placer County,
some fresh emergent marsh habitats are created by irrigation runoff and
many of the wetland habitats are fed by leakage or runoff from irrigation
canals or irrigated pastures. Riparian habitat occurs on the American and
Bear River corridors and along Raccoon Creek, lower Auburn Ravine, and
lower Dry Creek."

Comment noted. Additional clarification added to NASb GSP.

Albert Scheiber

Given the proximity of the wells represented by hydrographs in Appendix
G, and specifically to the wells in relation to Streams in the Eastern Area
— what is the certainty that these hydrographs are reflecting groundwater
conditions as opposed to the levels of underflow associated with these
streams?

Comment noted. Section 5.2.3, sentences added in relation of monitoring wells proximity of wells near streams and
whether these are representative of perched groundwater or the groundwater table.

Albert Scheiber

Is the Basin simply made up of underflow and underground streams —
and not resident groundwater? And if so, what would this circumstance
mean with respect to the jurisdiction of the West Placer County
Groundwater Sustainability Agency? Wouldn’t this mean that jurisdiction
rests with the SWRCB for much of the Basin and not the Sustainability
Agency?

Comment noted. No change to text. Section 2.1 indicates that each of the five GSAs have been granted exclusive
rights to manage groundwater in the Subbasin. Jurisdiction in the Subbasin therefore rests with the GSAs unless the
GSP is found to be inadequate, at which time the Subbasin may be placed into probationary status and the SWRCB
may begin to temporarily manage the Subbasin.

Albert Scheiber

It appears that many of the larger private agricultural groundwater users
have not been included in the analysis, or in the baseline/historic
conditions, for the Plan. How can the Plan analyze the groundwater
conditions and sustainability without having information relating to the
use of groundwater by private agricultural landowners?

Comment noted. All groundwater users, have been included in the GSP analysis based on best available data. Figure 3-
13, shows the number of agricultural wells in the Subbasin (DWR, 2019). Section 6.1 - Water Budget Information

(which has yet to be released at the time of these comments) documents how groundwater use was estimated
(calculated) based on evapotranspiration.

Albert Scheiber

Thus far, the SGMA Plan (GSP) does not contain any information or
analysis on groundwater levels in the eastern basin in relation to the
planned well expansion and pumping programs by the City of Lincoln.
Lincoln plans to increase pumping by adding over 10 new wells west of
the City and increasing groundwater pumping during drought periods up
to 75% of the City’s total water use.

Comment noted. Section 6, Water Budgets and Section 8, Sustainable Management Criteria, had not yet been released
at the time of this comment. Section 6.4.3 describes the projected water budget and a description of the projected
conditions input. Direct input was received on future projects from local agencies. The City of Lincoln's proposed new
wells were included in the model with projected annual pumping. Figure 8-5 shows the projected groundwater
elevation declines at representative wells in the Subbasin with information near the City of Lincoln. The difference
between 2019 and projected groundwater levels for a 50-year simulation are shown on Figure 8-5 and indicate
groundwater levels west of Lincoln area are projected to decline in this area by up to 7 feet.




Table S-1

Responses to Public Comments to Draft Sections 1-5

Comment
No. Name Comment Response to Comment/Changes to the Draft GSP Section 1-5
6 Albert Scheiber In 2011, the City pumped groundwater nearly exclusively for its water use [Comment noted. Section 5.2.3 was modified and further discussion regarding this area was included. For the most

due to a PCWA facility issue and this caused this part of the basin to go
into severe decline and overdraft. The City’s expanded demand along
with a 75% drought pumping program will vastly outpace the water
pumped in 2011 that caused the basin to go into decline. It is therefore
not entirely true for the GSP to conclude that groundwater levels are
stable in the area of the basin near Lincoln.

part groundwater levels are rising in this area, but a few did not recover completely since the 2012 to 2016 drought as
of 2019. The few that did not recover completely have declined by about 2 feet.

Albert Scheiber

The city of Lincoln currently has a lawsuit against the United States Air
Force regarding the closed landfill on the East side of Lincoln. What steps
is the SGMA Plan taking to insure that if there is contamination coming
from that landfill, it will not follow the flow on the graphs to the west
and contaminate the entire basin in times of drought and highly
increased groundwater pumping?

Comment noted. Clarification sentence added to Section 5.8.3.

Albert Scheiber

The SGMA plan should also specifically address the two new proposed
PCWA wells planned for Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Project, which
are to be located fairly near the current cone of depression in the
southwest part of the Basin.

Comment noted. Section 6.4.3 describes the that local agencies were consulted for future projections of new wells and
potential pumping. Figure 3-6 provides the location of planned development areas in the Subbasin that were included
in the analyses.

Albert Scheiber

To many non-municipal groundwater users, it appears that this SGMA
plan is primarily intended to protect and expand municipal groundwater
use at the expense of agriculture and other overlying uses. The basin is
not stable and is in decline (or subject to decline) in the eastern area —
with little to no surplus water existing during drought periods. Again, this
situation is made obvious from the hydrographs.

Comment noted. All beneficial uses and users of groundwater were considered during the development of the GSP as
required by SGMA.

10

Albert Scheiber

| also find it interesting that most of the data on the graphs go back less
than ten years. It seems like a plan of this nature and size should contain
more data than that.

Comment noted. As stated in Section 5.2.3 there are only a few wells in the Eastern area with long-term historic
measurements because this area primarily utilizes surface water. With urbanization of the area and development of
groundwater management organizations, over 40 monitoring wells have been constructed since 2003.




Re: Comments on the North American Subbasin GSP
To whom it may concern,

I would like to start by saying my comments will be under the “general comment” section
because most of what has been presented in the GSP is general information. It is my goal to
inform you of items and concerns that | feel are being overlooked and downplayed, but will
hopefully be addressed in the future chapters of the draft GSP. My comments are also going
under “general comments” because | find the comment form to be ridiculous and more of a
headache than any comment process | have ever participated in and I've participated in a fair

number.

To date, there has been no meaningful participation sought from “stakeholders”. At the PCWA
growers meeting on 9/9/2020, we were informed we would have a seat at the table for the
GSP. While there has been some halfhearted outreach by West Placer County Groundwater
Sustainability Agency, this outreach has thus far appeared to be more about deflecting
guestions from stakeholders rather than addressing any questions or concerns. For example,
the November 12th 2020 zoom meeting allowed for public comments, but wasn’t really an
“official” comment format. And at the November 17th 2020 SGMA and Agriculture meeting,
our comments and questions were either challenged, blown off or labeled as incorrect.
Outreach has also only really begun recently now that a Plan has already been developed. Itis
very unlikely that any input from stakeholders at this stage is meaningful, based on past
experience with Placer County and the City of Lincoln. However, the WPGSA will be able to
check the box that they held public outreach for “stakeholders”.

Given the proximity of the wells represented by hydrographs in Appendix G, and specifically to
the wells in relation to Streams in the Eastern Area — what is the certainty that these
hydrographs are reflecting groundwater conditions as opposed to the levels of underflow
associated with these streams? Is the Basin simply made up of underflow and underground
streams — and not resident groundwater? And if so, what would this circumstance mean with
respect to the jurisdiction of the West Placer County Groundwater Sustainability Agency?
Wouldn’t this mean that jurisdiction rests with the SWRCB for much of the Basin and not the
Sustainability Agency?

It appears that many of the larger private agricultural groundwater users have not been
included in the analysis, or in the baseline/historic conditions, for the Plan. How can the Plan
analyze the groundwater conditions and sustainability without having information relating to
the use of groundwater by private agricultural landowners?

Thus far, the SGMA Plan (GSP) does not contain any information or analysis on groundwater

levels in the eastern basin in relation to the planned well expansion and pumping programs by
the City of Lincoln. Lincoln plans to increase pumping by adding over 10 new wells west of the
City and increasing groundwater pumping during drought periods up to 75% of the City’s total
water use. In 2011, the City pumped groundwater nearly exclusively for its water use due to a



PCWA facility issue and this caused this part of the basin to go into severe decline and
overdraft. The City’s expanded demand along with a 75% drought pumping program will vastly
outpace the water pumped in 2011 that caused the basin to go into decline. It is therefore not
entirely true for the GSP to conclude that groundwater levels are stable in the area of the basin
near Lincoln. Even if “stable,” it is highly unlikely that any surplus water exists in this area for
the amount of future municipal expansion of use planned by Lincoln — especially given the
information in the hydrographs showing decline in groundwater levels during droughts. All of
this information is publicly available in the City’s Village 5 EIR and Water Supply Assessment.

The city of Lincoln currently has a lawsuit against the United States Air Force regarding the
closed landfill on the East side of Lincoln. What steps is the SGMA Plan taking to insure that if
there is contamination coming from that landfill, it will not follow the flow on the graphs to the
west and contaminate the entire basin in times of drought and highly increased groundwater
pumping?

The SGMA plan should also specifically address the two new proposed PCWA wells planned for
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Project, which are to be located fairly near the current cone of
depression in the southwest part of the Basin. It is also my understanding that these wells will
be turned on and up during times of drought. So at the worst possible time, Lincoln and PCWA
will be relying on groundwater, when surface water and surface water recharge will be at a
minimum.

To many non-municipal groundwater users, it appears that this SGMA plan is primarily intended
to protect and expand municipal groundwater use at the expense of agriculture and other
overlying uses. The basin is not stable and is in decline (or subject to decline) in the eastern
area — with little to no surplus water existing during drought periods. Again, this situation is
made obvious from the hydrographs. It appears to be a program to allow the prescription of
existing water rights by municipalities such as is occurring along the Central California Coast. |
also find it interesting that most of the data on the graphs go back less than ten years. It seems
like a plan of this nature and size should contain more data than that.

In the Eastern Area of the Basin, there appears to be an attempt to “cold store” PCWA'’s surface
water rights to the American River. Some of those rights are by way of permits from the
SWRCB. With Lincoln’s expansion of its groundwater pumping while at the same time having
more water available to it from PCWA that it can presently put to beneficial use, it raises the
application of the Cold Storage doctrine. This situation essentially puts PCWA'’s water rights
into cold storage by delaying the application of high value surface water rights to a beneficial
use while waiting for Lincoln to develop — while at the same time, Lincoln is developing a
program of more groundwater pumping than it can presently use. A program that delays the
use of water for future municipal use is prohibited by law. This situation also raises the issue of
reasonable use by having a City such as Lincoln expanding groundwater pumping and building
additional wells, while having more surface water availability from PCWA than it can presently
use beneficially.



| don’t believe that all of the SGMA partners are communicating together as they should. We
should all be on the same team, working towards the same goal. But when you have the City of
Lincoln and Placer County planning for over 16 wells vs. the City of Roseville currently doing and
expanding groundwater recharge, and PCWA not in the least worried about pricing agriculture
surface water out of affordability, I'm not sure how you are going to ensure water for everyone.

Many of my comments do not directly relate to the current SGMA plan sections available for
public review. Itis my hope that by pointing out these issues now, they will be addressed in the
future draft sections of the GSP.

This is, in my opinion, a simple problem. Don’t get rid of surface water because if you do,
groundwater pumping and lack of groundwater recharge will put the basin in overdraft, period.
Learn from the mistakes of Central California.

Thank you

Albert Scheiber



Table S-2
Responses to Public Comments to Public Draft GSP

Comment No.

C

Response to Comment / Changes to the
GSP

Name

1

Janice Mcalpine

Large ponds using ground water to water ski. My pump had to be lowered due to neighboring business of water ski and jet ski events. Year round pumping ground water to fill massive ponds

Comment noted. Please see Management
Action #1 that could potentially address
future well spacing and well zoning
requirements.

Mark Sigl

| hope the water & power agencies are looking at using the America River as a possible battery (able to store water, power, improve fish & wildlife habit, improve ground water, etc,..). | was looking at the surplus
or developing excess solar power availability and using that clean cheap energy to help meet the water & peak power energy needs by creating a massive reverse flow water pumping / storage / energy system. |
have some water & power engineering background and have done a couple ground water banking sites. | was looking at a 23 to 25 mile pipeline/canal that could transfer water back up the hill to the Placerville
Area (1,000 ft elev) from the Sac Regional WWTP which recycles 25k GPD & Sacramento River. Recycling the water back up the hill to Placerville will allow for additional peak power needs that would pass through
the 7 power sites. The additional water flow back into the basin area would also help replenish the ground water tables. Using Hwy 50 as a corridor and doing 150-200 ft lift elevations (5 to 8 stations needed)
instead of one massive lift station would be more cost effecting using lower cost equipment, lower water pressures to deal with and could be done with intern storage tanks. A couple pipelines next to each other
(lower construction costs since the pipelines would be smaller than using one massive one set up to be able to deliver 1-10k cfs flow. This also allows for easier maintenance & lower O&M costs since down time
would be less and various pump combos could be operated for best use of power. This would be more beneficial to everyone (more power & water) while improving several other concerns (using cheap solar
power, offsetting peak power, maintaining more water in the American River System while also helps recharge the ground water table, more water for fish & wildlife & recreationally while not wasting or
removing water since it is basically being reused and recycled pumping it back up the hill and using the Sac Regional Recycled water which normally would go out to sea. This would like keeping that recycle surplus
to keep recycling the water & power system using low cheap abundant solar power to help improve the system and maintain a more consistent level system. Using one technology Solar to help improve the water
& peak power needs for the area.

Comment noted.

Amanda Cranford-
NOAA - NMFS

The GSA should qualitatively describe what conditions within the subbasin would constitute an undesirable result with regard to streamflow depletion, ensuring that the description accounts for impacts to
instream habitat that supports ESA-listed salmonids and green sturgeon. If data that would inform potential streamflow depletion impacts is lacking, NMFS recommends the final GSP follow guidance from
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2019) and develop conservative streamflow depletion thresholds as a cautionary principle until the surface flow/groundwater dynamic in the North American subbasin
is better studied and understood.

Comment noted. The NASb GSAs have
worked to develop reasonable conservative
thresholds to safeguard beneficial uses and
users for each sustainability indicator
including depletions of interconnected
streams. The GSAs will evaluate
conditions and thresholds as additional
data or information becomes available.
Additional information has been provided
within the NASb GSP, Appendix Q which
estimated location of salmonids.

Amanda Cranford-
NOAA - NMFS

SGMA regulations require that a GSP demonstrate “that there is a significant correlation between groundwater levels and the other metric” (DWR 2017), with the “other metric” in question
appearing to be “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”
(CCR 23§354.28(c)(6)). The draft GSP should explain, with supporting evidence, what significant correlation exists between groundwater elevations and streamflow depletion rates or volumes, and
how that correlation would allow the GSA to adequately predict and monitor impacts to beneficial uses of surface water.

Comment Noted. Included in the NASb
GSP, within Appendix N are hydrographs of
surface water levels correlating to
groundwater elevations in multiple areas of
the NASb demonstrating that groundwater
levels can be used as a proxy for stream
water depletion. The NASb GSAs have
added Table 8-8 to show the seasonal
streamflow depletion estimates in terms of
the rate and volume.

Amanda Cranford-
NOAA - NMFS

The above definition is not appropriate for avoiding significant and unreasonable impacts to surface water beneficial uses because it is completely disconnected from ecological principlesthat govern how those
beneficial uses are impacted. Requiring two consecutive years of exceeding the minimum threshold does not account for the fact that organisms live or die depending on the habitat conditions at a moment in
time. If streamflow depletion contributes to a creek drying up during a given year, the fish that reside in that creek will perish and an impact to surface water beneficial use will likely have resulted. Requiring two
consecutive years of such conditions impacting surface water beneficial uses makes little sense when attempting to avoid impacts to surface water beneficial uses.

Comment noted. The minimum thresholds
established in the NASb GSP for the
depletion of interconnected surface water
sustainable indicator are intended to
maintain the maximum acceptable rate of
seepage. Furthermore, there was during
the development of these minimum
thresholds there was no evidence that
creeks or streams would dry up under
planned groundwater management
projections.
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Responses to Public Comments to Public Draft GSP

Response to Comment / Changes to the

Comment No. [Name C GSP
6 Amanda Cranford- [The minimum threshold for streamflow depletion was established by averaging the lowest groundwater elevations from fall 2014 and fall 2015. However, using recent groundwater elevations to inform or set Comment noted. The GSP includes
NOAA - NMFS streamflow depletion minimum thresholds and measurable objectives is likely inappropriate for avoiding significant impacts to ESA-listed salmonids and sturgeon, and their habitat, including EFH. Basic hydraulic |multiple groundwater hydrographs from
principles dictate that groundwater flow is proportional to the difference between groundwater elevations at different locations along a flow path. Using this basic principle, groundwater flow to a stream or, representative monitoring wells throughout
conversely, seepage from a stream to the underlying aquifer is proportional to the difference between water elevation in the stream and groundwater elevations at locations away from the stream. Basing the NASD (see appendix Q). Relatively
sustainable management criteria upon groundwater elevations that occurred during California’s recent historical drought (2011-2016) will likely result in historically high streamflow depletion rates, producing nominal changes in groundwater levels
instream conditions that negatively affect ESA-listed Chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon, and their critical habitat were observed on these hydrographs
during the dry hydrology of 2014 and 2015.
The GSAs can rely on both historic and
recent data when setting the minimum
thresholds in the GSP that are protective
for beneficial uses and users of
groundwater.
7 Amanda Cranford- |The GSP asserts that the North American subbasin is “currently under its estimated sustainable yield and in position to support additional groundwater development” (Page 8-12). However, a sustainable yield Comment noted. The GSA believes that
NOAA - NMFS estimation requires the avoidance of all undesirable results and, as noted throughout this letter, we do not believe significant and unreasonable streamflow depletion will be avoided when using the sustainable  [groundwater in the NASb are likely already
management criteria proposed within the draft GSP. Similarly, the assertion that “the sustainability goal is currently being met” within the basin also appears to be unfounded, and directly contradicts DWR’s sustainably being managed based on the
evaluation process that assigned a “high” priority to the subbasin. Per the SGMA regulations, if the GSA wishes to assert that the basin is sustainably managed currently, then they must demonstrate and provide |understanding of conditions and beneficial
evidence that each sustainability indicator “does not exist and cannot occur” (DWR 2017). Suffice to say, the draft GSP fails to accomplish this. If the GSA wishes to keep this assertion within the draft GSP, they uses and users in the basin.
should fully explain, in detail, why the historically high streamflow depletion rates that correspond to their proposed sustainable management criteria will avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to surface
water beneficial uses.
8 Amanda Cranford- [We suspect that groundwater recharge projects are likely to be an important action implemented as part of the effort to achieve groundwater sustainability in the North American subbasin. NMFS encourages the |Comment noted. The GSA appreciates
NOAA - NMFS GSA to consider implementing recharge projects that facilitate floodplain inundation and offer multiple benefits, including downstream flood attenuation, groundwater recharge, and ecosystem restoration. stakeholder input identifying potential
Managed floodplain inundation can recharge floodplain aquifers, which in turn slowly release stored water back to the stream during summer months. These projects also reconnect the stream channel with opportunities. It should be noted that
floodplain habitat, which can benefit juvenile salmon, steelhead, and sturgeon by creating off-channel habitat characterized by slow water velocities, ample cover in the form of submerged vegetation, and high many GSA members are working in other
food availability. As an added bonus, these types of multi-benefit projects likely have more diverse grant funding streams that can lower their cost as compared to traditional off-channel recharge projects. capacities on habitat and conservation and
management plans that may address
stakeholder interests.
9 Barbara Evoy - Section 6 Water BudgetsLine 211 Table 6-4 Lines 130-210 Provide specifics of the data sets for calculating the current water budgets. However, starting with Table 6-4, Tables list Projected Condition Water Comment noted. The GSAs have added
ECOS Budget with Climate Change.There is no discussion of how Climate Change was analyzed. The document cited in the earlier tables (as the 2015 UWMPs) does not include climate change analysis discussion either. |additional information in Appendix P as to
This is a major flaw in the document and needs to corrected in order to provide the reviewer an understanding of the assumptions and the modeling effort. See summary comments above. how climate change was analyzed.
10 Barbara Evoy - Section 5 Groundwater Conditions Line 94. It would be useful to be clear throughout the document as to timeframe. The statement "some wells have still not fully recovered" (from 2012-2016 pumping) is not Comment noted. Based on the data and

ECOS

clear without knowing whether this is 2018, 2019 or 2020 /2021 data (referencing separate file Appendices makes this clunky). In the context of the current drought crisis, it is important to know whether this
conclusion includes the most recent dry years. It is not possible to read the axis of the hydrographs in Figure 5-3. See also line 123, line 131, line 149. Line 489 There is no mention of an effort to address the
hexavalent chromium nor a source. Is there a known source for this contaminant or is follow-up investigation warranted? Line 506 The paragraph discusses the process for coordination with others on NDMA but
not what levels of NDMA have been detected in Feb. 2004 and beyond. It would be useful to know how significant the problem is and whether or not the coordinated process is having any effect on the levels
detected in the last 17 years. Line 652 New information presented recently (Lewis and Burgy 1964 study) to the South American GSP working group suggests root depth analysis for GDEs should use a depth of 80
feet, not the 30 feet used in the GSPD. In addition, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) is about to publish a study indicating root depths for certain oak species are 25 meters. In addition, a recent TNC study identifies
the inability of oak woodlands to reproduce when ground water levels are too low. Therefore, a determination of appropriate root depths to maintain GDEs should be included as a potential data gap and for
priority Management Action in the final GSP. Line 659 Given the number of monitoring wells with incomplete construction details in Appendix C, is there no need for further investigation as to the screened
intervals?

information provided in the NASb GSP (see
Appendix B), there does not appear to be
the potential for significant levels of
negative effects to domestic wells. A
domestic/shallow well data collection and
communication program has been added as
a GSP management actions strengthen
communication and the transfer of data
and information between the GSA and
domestic well owners during GSP
implementation.
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11

Barbara Evoy -
ECOS

Section 3.8.2 Line 422-475 Given the number of historic curtailments in 2021, the document should be updated to provide some idea of the security of the water allocations discussed. Simply saying there is a post
1914 water right does not provide an idea of reliability. Many of the current 2021 curtailments are 1880s -1920s water rights or earlier. It is unclear how much of the regional supply is in jeopardy in the now drier
water supply climate. As climate change continues to drive watershed systems to less snow and drier early spring/summers, water rights should not be discussed as a given allocation. They are subject to
curtailment and are likely to be curtailed earlier and more frequently. To develop a regional budget, clear analysis of the surface water supplies is needed. Lack of surface water (cited as a little more than half of
the regional supply (line 812)) will directly impact the groundwater demand. Figure 3-13 The Figure: Density of Domestic Wells Per Square Mile provides a very good attempt at a graphic depiction of the number
of domestic wells in Disadvantaged and Severely disadvantaged community areas (although it is difficult to identify the enclosing boundaries along the water courses). This highlights the need to very carefully
monitor the effects of GSA activities on these vulnerable areas. The South American Subbasin plans to institute a vulnerable well program to protect primarily shallow domestic users. This need is amplified where
there are significant areas of disadvantaged community wells. We recommend that the NASb GSA consider instituting a similar program. Figure 3-16 Groundwater Level Monitoring Network. It appears to be
some of the largest gaps in the Northeast corner of the GSA where there are some of the greatest densities of domestic wells and disadvantaged communities (Figure 3-13). Similarly, there does not appear to be
good coverage in the southern part of the subbasin in high density domestic well areas. Figure 3-19 See typo in title Section 3 Line 827-834 As noted in the general comments, it is important to include the Water
Accounting Framework in the accounting of the GSP gross input/output modeling. If specific allocations are to be considered in future water banking, it will affect the ability of others to withdraw water. Without
this allocation within the overall budget, it is not possible to determine whether the management actions will be sufficient to address future groundwater level changes. This is especially important when there is
the possibility of out of the basin transfers. Line 897 States that "Most of the land within the Subbasin is currently developed to some use and conversion from agricultural uses to urban uses is not anticipated to
increase demand." This does not seem consistent with the fact that the draft stated on ES -1 that that 30 percent of the GSP area is either native vegetation or fallowed farmland. How does non irrigated land
conversion to urban uses not increase water use?Line 920 Given modeling that indicates well levels overall are expected to remain near their current levels, it is understandable the conclusion is that there could
be little to no impacts to domestic wells. Given that there are a) 2, 563 known domestic wells, b) 6, 471 Other/Abandoned/Unknown wells, and water purveyors in the area that expect to withdraw banked water
in certain areas, it would prudent to have a backup approach to ensure domestic and disadvantaged community wells do not run dry. We suggest the North American Subbasin consider this possibility and
consider a vulnerable well program such as the South American Subbasin is developing. At a minimum, there should be a commitment to include robust monitoring as part of the Water Bank proposal. The
discussion of the Water Accounting Framework includes no discussion of how the program may be operated to ensure no wells will run dry. There are similar concerns with the conclusions on GDEs in the area of
potential water banking activities. (Line 926). Line 980-982 The draft GSP points out a very significant gap in the regional well permitting system - None of the well permitting agencies coordinates with county or
city land developers. There are no setbacks or special investigation requirements for construction of supply wells near rivers or tributaries. It would be useful for this statement to point to the suggested action
section.

Comment noted. As GSP implementation
commences, the NASb GSAs plan to
continue to work with domestic well
owners through the communication and
engagement management action activities
as identified in Section 8.

12

Barbara Evoy -
ECOS

Executive Summary ES 80-87. This paragraph is awkward and should be edited for clarity. The layperson will have difficulty understanding the intent with the current sentence structure. ES 93 The sentence should
specific generally stable over X timeframe reviewed. Same with statement on line 97. Perhaps starting the section with "Groundwater levels were analyzed over the time period of X to", as a way to clearly frame
the conclusions of overall declines/recovery. ES 106 GDE depth to groundwater (see summary comments). ES 146 Without an explanation of how the climate change model was run, Table ES-1 has no context
when "with Climate Change" is used. See summary comments on Climate Change. Table ES-2 The NASb is proposing a better definition of chronic lowering of groundwater levels, reduction in storage, and
depletion of surface water undesirable results, with more clarity, than the South American Subbasin. Kudos.

Comment noted. The NASb GSP executive
summary has been updated.

13

April Doran - Cal
F&W

The GSP identifies the locations of interconnected surface waters within the subbasin (Figure 5-31) and presents hydrographs that demonstrate the relationship between groundwater levels and surface water
elevations. However, the GSP does not include information related to the quantity and timing of depletions from these interconnected surface waters as required by 23 CCR § 354.16(f). The Department
recommends that the GSP include a table quantifying the volume of surface water depletions, by month, for all interconnected surface waters identified within the subbasin.

Comment noted. The rate and volume of
seasonal streamflow depletion has been
added to the GSP (Table 8-8).

14

April Doran - Cal
F&W

Depth to Water: Further refinement and clarification of GDE identification methods used in the GSP will help to create a more robust analysis. Appendix O states that groundwater contours were developed using
groundwater level measurements from Spring 2020 (Section 1.3, page 3), but then also states that GDEs were prioritized using 2019 depth to groundwater contours (Section 1.4, page 3). It is unclear which year of
groundwater data was used in the analysis. Additionally, while the Department supports the use of seasonal high spring measurements, 2020 was a dry water year type for the Sacramento Valley. Analysis that
relies on depth to water thresholds should incorporate data from a representative hydrologic period that includes a variety of water year types, rather than from a single point in time. The analysis also assumes
that groundwater must be less than 30 feet below the ground surface (bgs) to support GDEs based on the maximum rooting depth of Valley Oak (Q. lobata) ; however, mature Valley Oak can access
groundwater up to 80 feet below the ground surface (Howard 1992, Lewis & Burgy 1964). The use of a 30-foot threshold may incorrectly exclude Valley Oak communities within the subbasin from further
consideration as a GDE. The Department recommends that Appendix O be revised to clarify which year of data was used to create the groundwater elevation contours for the GDE analysis and consider how the
methodology could be updated to integrate a range of water years for determining potential GDEs. The Department also recommends the GSP narrowly update the methodology for GDE identification for areas
within the subbasin that underlie Valley Oak communities to reflect a potential maximum rooting depth of 80 feet bgs.

Comment noted. Groundwater elevations
observed during spring 2020 were not
significantly different than those observed
in spring 2019. Almost no changes in
groundwater elevations were observed
where groundwater is shallow relative to
the ground surface (i.e. areas of the
subbasin where groundwater is
encountered at a depth of 30 feet or less)
and therefore use of spring 2020
measurements was deemed appropriate
for establishing sustainable management
criteria. The GSP has been updated with
use of a minimum threshold of 80 feet
below ground surface in where areas of
Valley Oak have been identified. Thisis a
change from 30 feet below ground surface
as documented in the draft GSP.
Information related to these GDEs is
provided in Appendix O and the NASb GSAs
are committed to monitoring GDEs as
described in the added management action
provided in Section 9.
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15 April Doran - Cal  |Perched Groundwater Areas: The GSP discusses locations within the subbasin that have a depth to groundwater of less than 30 feet and may also have areas of perched water, and potential GDEs from these areas|Comment noted. The GSAs have provided
F&W were removed. The GSP does not sufficiently characterize the relationship between these perched groundwater areas and the Principal Aquifer, including the impacts of pumping or of seasonally elevated additional information within the GSP in
groundwater levels on the groundwater in these perched areas. The Department recommends the GSP include additional information characterizing the relationship between areas of perched groundwater and  [Appendix O regarding areas of perched
the Principal Aquifer. The GSP should discuss whether seasonal highs within the Principal Aquifer contribute to the perched areas, and whether pumping within the Principal Aquifer has the potential to deplete water. However, perched water areas are
these perched areas that may support GDE communities. If the relationship cannot be adequately characterized, the GSP should conservatively include GDEs from these areas, particularly as depth to groundwater|not in direct hydraulic connect to the NASb
for the principal aquifer is within the identified potential root zone for GDEs. principal aquifer and the ability for GSAs to
managed perched water is extremely
limited and not required by SGMA.
16 April Doran - Cal  [Special Status Species: The GSP methodology includes an evaluation of “non- aquatic critical fauna” that may be present in the subbasin. Interconnected surface waters and their associated aquatic species are also|Comment noted. The GSAs have added the
F&W a type of groundwater dependent ecosystem that must be evaluated within the GSP and considered in the development of sustainability criteria and analysis of undesirable results. The critical species analysis list of aquatic species referenced in CDFW's
included within the GSP should be broadened to include discussion of aquatic species that are supported by interconnected surface waters. (see Appendix O). Additional analysis has
been provided in Table 8-8 that provides
seasonal rate and volume of streamflow
depletion.
17 April Doran - Cal  [Groundwater Minimum Thresholds: The GSP uses the model-projected groundwater level declines at each representative monitoring site (RMS) to establish minimum thresholds (MTs) by subtracting this Comment noted. Additional information
F&W projected decline from a baseline set at the average of Fall 2014 and 2015 groundwater elevations (page 8-14, line 318). The GSP fails to contextualize that 2014 and 2015 were two consecutive critically dry water |that supports the rationale for use of
years that occurred during an extended dry period in the Sacramento Valley, wherein groundwater extraction increased to replace more than 70% of lost agricultural water supplies (Lund 2018). Though the GSP  [groundwater elevations from 2014 and
asserts that “no negative impacts 2015 has been added to Section 8.
were reported by beneficial users in the subbasin” (line 320), it is probable that environmental users of groundwater were experiencing adverse impacts due to combined groundwater depletion and reduced
surface water availability. These adverse impacts include stressed or dying riparian vegetation, poor instream habitat availability, and increased water temperatures (DFW 2019). It is inappropriate to rely on
groundwater levels from 2014 and 2015 as a baseline from which groundwater could continue to decline before reaching the established MTs, as undesirable results will likely be experienced before MTs are
reached. The Department recommends the GSP reselect its chosen groundwater level baseline to a more representative hydrologic period for the subbasin, rather than relying on groundwater levels experienced
during critically dry years. MTs should be updated accordingly.
18 April Doran - Cal  [Depletion of Interconnected Surface Waters: As a result of the projected increases in groundwater use within the subbasin, the GSP projects that groundwater level declines along the interconnected Sacramento |Comment noted. Additional information
F&W River will result in approximately 5,800 acre-feet per year (AFY) of surface water depletions. Though the GSP presents information related to the projected change in groundwater pumping, seepage, diversions,  |supporting the analysis for interconnected
and streamflow in Figure 8-7 (page 8-42), a table summarizing this information by month would clarify potential ISW impacts and facilitate comparisons to baseline conditions (See Comment #1). The GSP asserts [surface water has been added to Section
that though the Sacramento River will experience depletions, municipal development along the Sacramento River that takes agricultural land out of production will result in a net increase in flows of approximately|8.9. The anticipated timeline for land use
17,200 AFY (page 8-41, line 907). Additional information is needed in the GSP to support this claim and ensure that environmental users are protected from undesirable results. The GSP does not provide changes and potential increases in pumping
information related to interconnected surface waters within the subbasin other than the Sacramento River, and it is unclear what effect the SMCs will have on depletions. Furthermore, these anticipated land use |does not effect the ability for the NASb to
changes and concurrent reduced surface water demands are not within the control of GSAs. GSAs should anticipate future scenarios wherein they are accountable for mitigating interconnected surface water reach sustainability. The established
depletions attributable to groundwater pumping, instead of leaning on proposed land use change to reduce surface water demand, particularly when surface water rights are not under GSA management. The GSP |minimum thresholds and description of
should include a discussion of projected depletions of all interconnected surface waters in the basin, not only the Sacramento River, based on the established SMCs. The GSP should include additional detail in a undesirable results as provided in the NASb
table that summarizes the projected depletions, reduced diversions, and streamflow by month to facilitate comparison to depletions under existing conditions. In order to better support its claim that Sacramento |GSP is protective of beneficial uses and
River flow would increase over the SGMA implementation period, the GSP must provide additional details related to the underlying assumptions used in this calculation, including the following: users of groundwater within the
1.A characterization of the water rights that the GSP assumes will stop diverting water from the Sacramento River, including a discussion of how the water will be maintained instream to support surface flows. implementation horizon identified in SGMA
2.The anticipated timeline for the conversion of land from agricultural to municipal use. of 20 years.
3.The anticipated timeline for groundwater pumping increases within the subbasin.
4.Contingency plans, triggered by specific monitoring metrics, that will initiate projects to avoid surface water depletions should the land use changes fail to offset the increase in groundwater pumping as
anticipated.
19 April Doran - Cal  [Environmental Beneficial Users: The GSP does not sufficiently analyze potential impacts of the selected SMCs on environmental beneficial users of groundwater or interconnected surface waters. While the GSP Comment noted. Information related to

F&W

does include sections that discuss the effects of the minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator on each beneficial user within the subbasin, for the groundwater level MTs, the GSP states only that the
groundwater level MTs “protect most known GDEs” within the subbasin (page 8-20, line 426). It is unclear what the GSP means by “most GDEs,” and no further detail is provided about whether any analyses were
completed that involve comparing the MTs at each RMS to nearby GDE communities and their rooting depths. Additionally, in its discussion of interconnected surface waters within the subbasin, the GSP does not
analyze potential impacts to environmental users of surface waters, including aquatic habitat or species. The Department recommends the GSP include additional analysis related to the impacts of the established
SMCs on environmental users, including GDEs and interconnected surface water. The groundwater level MTs at each representative monitoring well identified for GDEs in Figure 7-3 (page 7-14) should be
compared to the rooting depths of the identified vegetation in each GDE community (See Comment #2(i)).

Monitoring of physical indicators of GDE health (i.e., Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI)) should be completed in addition to the continued monitoring of groundwater levels. The GSP should also
include additional analysis to demonstrate that environmental users of interconnected surface waters would not experience undesirable results under the established MTs. The GSP should explicitly discuss the
impacts of projected depletions on surface flows, water temperatures, and aquatic species and habitat.

GDEs is provided in Appendix O and the
NASb GSAs are committed to monitoring
GDEs Normalized Derived Moisture Index
(NDMI) as described in the added
management action provided in Section 9.
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20 April Doran - Cal  [The planned and supplemental project and management activities included in the GSP focus on increased surface water supplies and delivery, conjunctive use, or water banking and recharge. Though the GSP Comment noted. The NASb GSP includes
F&W indicates that the planned projects are expected to be sufficient to achieve basin sustainability, should the projects fail to produce the anticipated groundwater benefit or encounter unexpected delays, it may be |the appropriate existing and planned
necessary to implement additional demand management projects that could likely produce groundwater benefits within a shorter timeframe. The Department recognizes that the GSP discusses existing demand |projects and management actions to reach
management activities within the subbasin, including temporary conservation measures and urban and agricultural water use efficiency programs (page 9-3, line 38). Additional discussion of potential program or maintain sustainability.
expansion or other demand reduction projects that could be implemented within the subbasin would strengthen the GSP’s list of supplemental projects.
21 Barbara Evoy - Please see ECOS letter for general comments on the GSPD and incorporated them in my public comments by reference.A Please also note the relevant concerns of the attached NGO and CDFW letters. Comment noted.
ECOS
22 Barbara Evoy - Please attached the ECOS letter to my responses as the general comments apply to my earlier line by line submittal. Comment noted
ECOS
23 ECOS CLIMATE CHANGE: As one of the most critical elements of long-term water supply planning, the GSPD should clearly describe the climate change study(ies) it based the analysis on, its assumptions, and the Comment noted. Additional information as
arguments for and against the selected approach. The NASb GSPD and the South American Subbasin (SASb) GSPD have little to no discussion in the body of the GSPDs as to how climate change was evaluated. The [provided in Appendix P has being added to
documents do not have any type of detailed summary of the process, the climatic range considered, how “change” was integrated with historical years reviewed in the past water budget nor how the earlier the NASb GSP.
analysis fits into the current science of climate change. Both state that the work was done as part of the American River Basin Study (ARBS) but 1) provide both inaccurate citations to the study and 2) where it is
linked in the NASb GSPD, it is only to a PCWA website that talks generally about it being developed. The climate change model is very generally discussed in 8 lines in Section 6., without offering any true overview
of the effort. As it stands now, the GSPD does not set the stage for any of the Water Budget tables that show “climate change”.
The NASb GSPD includes “with and without climate change” in tables as if reviewers were fully familiar with the model parameters and they were generally agreed upon. While the document displays output, it
lacks a clear discussion on the model. The conclusions of the water budget, without an understanding of the climate change analysis, are only speculative to the reviewers. Lack of climate documentation implies
either the GSAs do not know how it was done, or the GSAs don’t feel the work is of the quality to sustain public scrutiny. We hope neither is the case and encourage the GSAs to include a much clearer discussion
of how climate change was handled.
24 Barbara Evoy - On September 30, 2021, a 490 page Appendix was released which describes much of the data used in the model and some specifics of the climate change input data. The 490 pages provide a good description of |Comment noted.
ECOS these model inputs for future reference but do not digest the information in a way to provide the reader with an understanding of the overall process and how up to date the model is.
25 Barbara Evoy - The Delta Stewardship Council’s Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment work (Delta Adapts: Water Supply Technical Memorandum May, 2021) summarizes many recent regional [Comment noted. The climate change
ECOS climate studies and shows that climate change will substantially raise sea level in the delta. In addition to more frequent and longer curtailment of surface water, additional flows will be necessary from upstream |analysis included in the NASb GSP was
diversions to stave off salinity intrusion. There is no discussion in the GSPD of these new studies, nor what the water supply impacts may be. Presumably, the impacts will not just affect surface water supplies but [inclusive of a scenario of approximately 45
regional groundwater supplies as well. This report should be part of the GSPD analysis. Rob Swartz indicated both the Delta Stewardship climate change modeling and the anticipated additional surface water centimeters of sea level rise. In addition,
releases would be analyzed in relation to the GSPD water budget. when preparing the water budget and
modeling analysis, the GSAs considered the
best available and most current information
and science.
26 Barbara Evoy - The newly released GSPD Appendix recommends future work to increase the accuracy of the model. These recommendations should be woven into both the management actions, timeline for completion and Comment noted.
ECOS budget.
27 Barbara Evoy - GROUNDWATER DEPENDENT ECOSYSTEMS (GDEs): New information presented recently (Lewis and Burgy 1964 study) to the South American GSP working group suggests root depth analysis for GDEs should use a [Comment noted. The GSP has been

ECOS

depth of 80 feet, not the 30 feet used in the GSPD. In addition, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) is about to publish a study indicating root depths for certain oak species are 25 meters. A recent TNC study also
identifies the inability of oak woodlands to reproduce when ground water levels are too low. Therefore, a determination of appropriate root depths to maintain GDEs should be included as a potential data gap
and for priority Management Action in the final GSP. Rob Swartz indicated he had already begun this analysis and that this would be included in the GSPD, if time allowed.

updated with use of a minimum threshold
of 80 feet below ground surface in where
areas of Valley Oak have been identified.
This is a change from 30 feet below ground
surface as documented in the draft GSP.
Information related to these GDEs is
provided in Appendix O and the NASb GSAs
are committed to monitoring GDEs as
described in the added management action
provided in Section 9.
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28 Barbara Evoy - WATER BUDGET: The GSPD provides information from published 2015 Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs). Earlier this year, water purveyors updated these plans for 2020 submittal. These plans include Comment noted. At the time the water
ECOS new forecasted demand data as well as updated actual supply and demand from 2015-2020. These 2020 numbers should be included in the final GSP analysis and discussion. The next GSP update should include |budget was being prepared the GSAs used
information developed for the 2025 UWMP (Rob Swartz indicated this would be done). The Water Budgets should also provide a realistic view of how curtailed surface water rights will affect groundwater the best available and current information
withdraws in dry years. Past groundwater demands appear to be extrapolated forward without the regards for climate change effects on surface water supplies which included 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) data. There
was not sufficient time to incorporate 2020
UWMP data as most of these UMWP were
not adopted by local agencies until the
middle of 2021.
29 Barbara Evoy - DEMAND REDUCTION: The GSPD does not include demand reduction as a Project and, therefore, does not reduce groundwater demand resulting from the associated water conservation and efficiency actions and|Comment noted. The NASb GSP includes
ECOS programs that are expected to take place. As conservation programs can be more cost effective than new construction or permitting programs, these demand reducing programs should be described along with  |the appropriate existing and planned
the logic for not including them in this GSP. Rob Swartz indicated these were already being done so he did not feel they should be included. We feel the document would be stronger with a clear definition of projects and management actions to reach
expected future demand management. or maintain sustainability.
30 Barbara Evoy - WATER BANKING: Water Banking is an important aspect of NASb groundwater management, both historically and in the future proposals. Therefore, it is critical to understand how previously banked water fits Comment noted. These comments will be
ECOS into the Water Budget described in the GSPD. The basin groundwater is not “all one color” if agencies believe they have not abandoned their banked water but intend to withdraw it under their groundwater considered as the water bank project is
rights as developed water. The Water Budget cannot be treated as a common resource and amount if this is the case. The GSPD uses gross input and output numbers to calculate the basin’s sustainability without |further developed.
this critical accounting.
If all banked water is abandoned, then the basin’s pumpers can address sustainability with proposed projects. If one or more entity intends to make a significant withdraw of what they consider previously banked
water (as discussed in Section 3 lines 827-834), however, the situation changes. The dynamics of the cost/benefit and necessary projects to mitigate groundwater draw down may significantly shift. Section 3 Line
833 cites that SGA has maintained an accounting of groundwater since 2007, but it is not reflected in the document. The document is not clear on what the status of the groundwater rights are nor how they are
envisioned to be exercised.
31 Barbara Evoy - The need for proper accounting is particularly highlighted in a recent PPIC report, Improving California’s Water Market (https://www.ppic.org/publication/improving-californias-water-market/) and the legal Comment noted. These comments will be
ECOS discussion in an appendix by Brian Gray (https://www.ppic.org/wp-content/uploads/0921aar-appendix.pdf) considered as the water bank project is
If previously “banked” water is not adequately described in the 2020 GSP, it appears the GSP may have to be significantly revised to incorporate this activity, as the conclusions could be substantially different. further developed.
Significant future revision to account for water banking allocations and management could reduce the amount of time the basin will have to implement projects and reach sustainability by 2040. It would appear
that consensus on how the water bank will be operated and what withdraws will be permitted and when, should be a very high priority for the near term.
32 Barbara Evoy - Rob Swartz indicated that he considers the setting of minimum thresholds in the GSP to provide an operational base for water banking activities. If this is the expectation, then it should be detailed in the GSPD so |Comment noted. These comments will be
ECOS the purveyors, public, and owners of shallow wells can understand both 1) the impacts to amounts of previously “banked” water, and 2) a minimum threshold that may become an operational constraint and considered as the water bank project is
regular groundwater level seen in dry years with water bank withdraws. As this is a different use of the GSPD minimum threshold idea discussed to date, ECOS would like to be engaged in the analysis and public  |further developed.
review process of Water Bank impacts using this framework. The discussion of past water banking, accounting, loss, and criteria for withdraw, as well as potential impacts to adjacent subbasins, Interconnected
Surface Water and GDEs should include a significant public review component. The outcomes should be clearly discussed in the context of the GSP and reflected in an update to the document.
33 Barbara Evoy - VULNERABLE SHALLOW WELLS: Given modeling that indicates well levels overall are expected to remain near their current levels, the GSPD conclusion is that there could be little to no impacts to domestic wells. |A domestic/shallow well data collection

ECOS

There are, however, a) 2,563 known domestic wells, b) 6,471 “Other/Abandoned/Unknown” wells. Water purveyors in the area are also expected to withdraw banked water for various transfers at specific times.
It would be prudent to have a backup approach to ensure domestic and disadvantaged community wells do not run dry. We suggest the NASb consider a vulnerable well program such as the one the SASh is
developing. At a minimum, there should be a commitment to seek out additional information on the more than 6,000 unknown or abandoned wells and include robust monitoring as part of the Water Bank
proposal. As of October 11, an Appendix B, “Refinement of Domestic Well Densities”, is not posted.

and communication program has been
added as a GSP management actions
strengthen communication and the transfer
of data and information between the GSA
and domestic well owners during GSP
implementation. In addition, the State and
Federal Agency's groundwater substitution
transfer program guidance document
include a process to evaluate the potential
effects of transfer on other beneficial users
of uses of groundwater.
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34 Barbara Evoy - COMMUNICATION AND INVOLVEMENT OF THE PUBLIC: We recommend that the GSAs look carefully at their websites and outreach to fully involve the regional stakeholders in both the monitoring work, the Comment noted. The NASb GSAs will
ECOS development of Water Bank operating criteria, and the continued GSP evaluation and update process. Websites should have clearly defined standards for announcing public meetings, comment periods, comment |continue to make information public as it
procedures and public involvement. We also suggest that the GSAs present monitoring data to the public in a form that allows property owners to track information from sampling events that are of immediate becomes available during GSP
interest to them. We suggest that the GSAs incorporate monitoring well telemetry so timely information is communicated. implementation. One example of the GSAs
Residents in the SASb have been interested in making sure their well information is included, and additional domestic wells have been offered for water level and water quality monitoring. NASb residents may commitment to do so is the addition of a
wish to provide additional well construction information with further outreach. domestic/shallow well data collection and
communication program which has been
added as a GSP Management Action #4 to
strengthen communication and the transfer
of data and information between the GSA
and domestic well owners during GSP
implementation.
35 Barbara Evoy - Rob Swartz and Trevor Joseph indicated they would look at additional commitments to include the public in implementation. We suggest the GSPD consider a public advisory group similar to the one being set up |Comment noted. The GSAs are
ECOS in the Consumnes Basin. This would provide the GSAs feedback as to whether or not they are reaching critical segments of the public and how they might improve outreach. commented to the outreach and
engagement activities and process
identified in Section 11.
36 Barbara Evoy - The yet unfinished Water Bank discussion steps should be highlighted in the list of near term actions and any resulting management actions added. Project cost equity may need to be reconsidered if future water [Comment noted.
ECOS banking withdraws significantly change local conditions. Until Water Banking is addressed, the project list should be considered preliminary.
37 Barbara Evoy - CONCLUSION: The NASb GSPD has a lot of very useful information and will provide an excellent start to regional subbasin management of groundwater with the suggestions provided above. As one of the few Comment noted. The NASb GSAs have
ECOS community groups that participated in the development of all three subbasin GSPDs, however, we feel improvements not only need to be made in the individual plans, but that consistency is also needed between |coordinated with other adjacent subbasins
the plans. There does not appear to a reason for differences in key overarching management approaches, and analytical tools. This subbasin variability will not only hinder economies of scale for analysis, but during each respective GSAs development
efficient and effective management of the larger basin. of their GSPs. Similar tools and
methodology has been used between
subbasins, however each GSP has been
developed within the local control and
unique characteristics and potential
different objectives of each basin in
accordance with SGMA.
38 Barbara Evoy - Please add the ECOS Consumnes letter to my public comments, as there are common areas, esp in climate change modeling, that apply to the NASb Comment noted
ECOS
39 Barbara Evoy - ECOS is seeing the ongoing, complex effects of climate change on the environment and people in the Cosumnes and Greater Sacramento regions, throughout California as a whole, and globally. Extreme heat Comment noted.
ECOS waves are now more common in coastal areas, and torrential rains and flooding are becoming far more frequent in the eastern United States and in parts of Europe. While climate change is mentioned in a
number of sections in the GSPPD, we are looking for much more robust, comprehensive discussion as it affects each topic.
40 Barbara Evoy - The document's Executive Summary (ES) does not adequately include the impacts and importance of climate change as a factor affecting CS groundwater sustainability. It is noted as an example of uncertainty in  |Comment noted.
ECOS the Sustainable Yield modeling process, and it refers to "wetter" and "drier" years. However, the Executive Summary needs to discuss the pivotal importance of climate change as it could compromise the GSAs'
long term best efforts. During the 1999-2018 interval, thirteen out of twenty years were recorded by the California Department of Water Resources in its Water Year Type classification system as Below Normal,
Dry, or Critical (Dry) for precipitation. There is no indication that the next twenty to thirty years will have a greater number of wetter years, or years that would be considered "normal".
41 Barbara Evoy - Climate change needs to be explicitly presented as a key policy concern in every section of the GSP, including the Executive Summary. As is often the case, many readers will stop after reading the Executive Comment noted.

ECOS

Summary. Therefore, the key issues such as climate change, and related priorities for action need to be prominent in the first section of the document.
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42

Amanda Cranford

Avoiding Undesirable Results: The requirement for minimum thresholds as spelled out in the SGMA regulations is as follows:

“The relationship between the minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator, including an explanation of how the Agency has determined that basin conditions at each minimum threshold will avoid
undesirable results for each of the sustainability indicators.” (CCR 23 §354.28(b)(2))

According to DWR (2021), “it is up to GSAs to define in their GSPs the specific significant and unreasonable effects that would constitute undesirable results and to define the groundwater conditions that would
produce those results in their basins.” The GSA should qualitatively describe what conditions within the subbasin would constitute an undesirable result with regard to streamflow depletion, ensuring that the
description accounts for impacts to instream habitat that supports ESA-listed salmonids and green sturgeon. If data that would inform potential streamflow depletion impacts is lacking, NMFS recommends the
final GSP follow guidance from California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2019) and develop conservative streamflow depletion thresholds as a cautionary principle until the surface flow/groundwater dynamic in
the North American subbasin is better studied and understood.

Comment noted. At this time, the NASb
GSP includes the appropriate minimum
thresholds to avoid undesirable results and
maintain sustainability. However,
information related to GDEs is provided in
Appendix O and the NASb GSAs are
committed to monitoring GDEs Normalized
Derived Moisture Index (NDMI) as
described in the added management action
provided in Section 9 as an added measure
to manage and understand beneficial uses
and users of groundwater.

43

Jeff Litton

How much will the groundwater drop if Nevada Irrigation District(NID) achieves their plan to construct Centennial Dam, divert 221,400 acre feet of water from Bear River above Camp Far West Reservoir, and sell
huge amounts of that water to Southern California entities through the California Aqueduct as they have clearly demonstrated to be their plan? They paid to be part of a study showing how they can legally take
water from South Sutter Water District and sell it to the highest bidders south of the delta. They paid to be part of a study for the Association of California Water Agencies showing their marketability to Southern
California buyers. Releases are made down the Bear River to augment system-wide supply when CVP South-of-Delta agricultural water service contract allocations are below 20 percent.
https://www.acwa.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/2017-06-05-ACWA-Integrated-Storage-Final-Report.pdf NID literally has no way to pay for the dam without selling that water on the water market. Can
SSWD compete against L.A.? NID is not measuring how much extra water there is in the Bear River watershed below the Camp Far West diversions, they are only measuring how much water can be legally stolen
from SSWD. NID considers all water going to SSWD as excess water. They are planning to use 1927 water rights under application 5634 to over-allocate the Bear River supply, and create shortage for SSWD users
that is their plan.NID would have shortchanged South Sutter Water District 13 out of the previous 18 years studied, or 8 of the previous 10 years studied. Simply look at the amount spilled below Camp Far West
Reservoir diversions, and subtract 221,400 AF. 1999, not enough water. 2000, not enough water. 2001, not enough water. 2002, not enough water. 2004, not enough water. 2007, not enough water. 2008, not
enough water. 2009, not enough water. 2010, not enough water. 2012, not enough water. 2013, not enough water. 2014, not enough water. 2015, not enough water, and so on. SSWD farmers would be forced to
resort to pumping more groundwater, and thereby jeopardize and likely lower the North American Subbasin groundwater level. During the NID Director candidate debates of 2020, former director Scott Miller
said NID would continue fighting downstream users in court and win those cases to take their(his) water. A thorough analysis should be conducted to find out the downstream impacts if NID diverts 221,400 acre
feet. How many farmers will lose water? How many wells will go dry? | have been to the Colorado River delta, where a great American river dies before reaching the ocean. I've seen what over-allocation looks
like. For the sake of our farmers, and our family's well in Wheatland, | hope action is taken to stop Centennial Dam before it's too late.https://yubariver.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/01/a5634X01_noticeSWRCB.pdf

Comment noted. The GSAs are unaware of
any discussions related to the Centennial
Dam as it relates to groundwater
management planning under the SGMA.

44

Ralph Propper -
ECOS

Plan should include a Management Action to form a technical working group (or similar mechanism) comprised of representatives of each of the region’s three subbasins. The group should be charged with
carrying out the work required to improve the model and to keep the model updated so that it can be used as needed for annual Plan reporting and five-year Plan updates. The work of the group should be open
to public review so that diverse scientific viewpoints can be heard.

Comment noted. The NASbh GSAs have not
identified interbasin coordination as a
specific management action as defined
under the SGMA. However, GSAs will
maintain an open communication and
engagement process during GSP
implementation including closely
coordinating with other subbasins on many
aspects of the GSP such as future updates
to the groundwater model.

45

Ralph Propper -
ECOS

Plan’s Management Action section should identify the specific steps to carry out the model improvements called for in the CoOSANA model report. The Plans should provide the funding and other resources needed
to accomplish the model updates and improvements in time for the next Plan update in 2025

Comment noted. The NASb GSAs have
included the costs for potential model
updated within the GSP implementation
budget as described in Section 10.

46

Ralph Propper -
ECOS

Priority should be given to address the specific areas of model deficiency or short comings that are important to subbasin management including the protection of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems and
groundwater surface water interactions.

Comment noted.

47

Ralph Propper -
ECOS

Additional emphasis should be placed on more recent climate conditions and their extrapolation into the future rather than depending on older sets of climate and hydrologic data. Older data sets are not as
reflective of the changes in climate currently experienced and projected to occur. This includes increased likelihood of shorter rainy seasons, stronger atmospheric rivers, and warmer temperatures leading to
lower peak snowpack. As part of this analysis, consideration should also be given to the changes in absorption that warmer soil will have upon snowpack and rainfall runoff

Comment noted. The NASbh GSAs have and
will continue to use best available science
and data as information becomes available
and can be incorporated into the GSP.

48

Ngodoo Atume -
GLF

Provide the population of each identified DAC

Comment noted. The NASb GSP provides
the required information under the SGMA.




Table S-2
Responses to Public Comments to Public Draft GSP

Response to Comment / Changes to the
GSP

Comment No. [Name C
49 Ngodoo Atume - [Include a map showing domestic well locations and average well depth across the subbasin. Comment noted. The NASb GSP includes
GLF density and other relevant domestic well
information is provided in Section 3 and
Appendix B.
50 Ngodoo Atume - |On applicable figures in Section 3, make block group map layers more transparent so that the cities and features are visible underneath, to help with understanding the communities and beneficial users that lie  |Comment noted.
GLF within each block group
51 Ngodoo Atume - |On the map of stream reaches in the subbasin (Figure 5-31), identify gaining and losing reaches in addition to interconnected and disconnected reaches. Consider any segments with data gaps as potential ISWs Comment noted.
GLF and clearly mark them as such on maps provided in the GSP
52 Ngodoo Atume - |Provide depth-to-groundwater contour maps using data from additional time periods other than just spring of 2020. Use seasonal data over multiple water year types to capture the variability in environmental Comment noted. The SGMA requires
GLF conditions inherent in California’s climate when mapping ISWs. We recommend the 10-year pre-SGMA baseline period of 2005 to 2015 current groundwater levels for contour
maps which is depicted the NASb GSP on
Figure 5-2.
53 Ngodoo Atume - [Reconcile ISW data gaps with specific measures (shallow monitoring wells, stream gauges, and nested/clustered wells) along surface water features in the Monitoring Network section of the GSP. Comment noted. The NASb GSAs have not
GLF identified any significant interconnected
surface water data gaps, however future
monitoring network improvements are
planned to aid in continued advancement
of the basin understanding.
54 Ngodoo Atume - |Use depth-to-groundwater data from multiple seasons and water year types (e.g., wet, dry, average, drought) to determine the range of depth to groundwater around NC dataset polygons. We recommend that a |Comment noted. The NASb GSAs analysis
GLF baseline period (10 years from 2005 to 2015) be established to characterize groundwater conditions over multiple water year types. Refer to Attachment D of this letter for best practices for using local supported use of 2020 year water levels as
groundwater data to verify whether polygons in the NC Dataset are supported by groundwater in an aquifer. these provided conservative and
appropriate estimates for establishment
sustainable management criteria in this
basin.
55 Ngodoo Atume - |Refer to Attachment B for more information on TNC's plant rooting depth database. Deeper thresholds are necessary for plants that have reported maximum root depths that exceed the averaged 30-ft threshold, [Comment noted. The GSP has been
GLF such as valley oak (Quercus lobata ). We recommend that the reported max rooting depth for these deeper-rooted plants be used, if these species are present in the subbasin. For example, a depth-to-groundwater threshold of 80 [updated with use of a minimum threshold
feet should be used instead of the 30-ft threshold, when verifying whether Valley Oak polygons from the NC Dataset are connected to groundwater. of 80 feet below ground surface in where
areas of Valley Oak have been identified.
This is a change from 30 feet below ground
surface as documented in the draft GSP.
Information related to these GDEs is
provided in Appendix O and the NASb GSAs
are committed to monitoring GDEs as
described in the added management action
provided in Section 9.
56 Ngodoo Atume - |Quantify and present all water use sector demands in the historical, current, and projected water budgets with individual line items for each water use sector, including managed wetlands. Comment noted.
GLF
57 Ngodoo Atume - |In the Notice and Communications section, describe active and targeted outreach to engage DACs, domestic well owners, tribes, and environmental stakeholders throughout the GSP development and Comment noted. The NASb GSAs reached
GLF implementation phases. Refer to Attachment B for specific recommendations on how to actively engage stakeholders during all phases of the GSP process out to community water systems in

disadvantaged communities (DACs) areas.
However many DACs are located within
water districts or agencies which are
represented by their respective district or
agencies boards. Please refer to the Notice
and Communication of the GSP (Section 11)
for details. For NASb GSA coordination
with environmental groups see Section
11.2.4. For NASb GSA coordination with
DAC and domestic well owner outreach
during development of the GSP see Section
11.2.5. For NASb GSA DAC outreach with
domestic well owner during
implementation see Section 11.6.




Table S-2
Responses to Public Comments to Public Draft GSP

Response to Comment / Changes to the

Comment No. [Name C GSP
58 Ngodoo Atume - |Describe efforts to consult and engage with DACs and domestic well owners within the subbasin See comment response above.
GLF
59 Ngodoo Atume - |Utilize DWR's tribal engagement guidance to comprehensively address all tribes and tribal interests in the subbasin within the GSP See comment response above.
GLF
60 Ngodoo Atume - |Describe efforts to consult and engage with environmental stakeholders within the subbasin See comment response above.
GLF
61 Ngodoo Atume - [Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels - Describe direct and indirect impacts on DACs, drinking water users, and tribes when describing undesirable results and defining minimum thresholds for chronic lowering |Comment noted. To evaluate the interests
GLF of groundwater levels of each beneficial use and users of
groundwater including but not limited to
domestic, agriculture, municipal and
industrial, the unique water level data and
information was applied to collectively
evaluate the potential negative effects of
chronic lowering of groundwater levels as
described in 8.4.1.3.
62 Ngodoo Atume - [Degraded Water Quality - Describe direct and indirect impacts on drinking water users, DACs, and tribes when defining undesirable results for degraded water quality. For specific guidance on how to consider Comment noted. To evaluate the interests
GLF these users, refer to “Guide to Protecting Water Quality Under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of each beneficial use and users of
groundwater including but not limited to
domestic, agriculture, municipal and
industrial, the unique water quality data
and information was applied to collectively
evaluate the potential negative effects of
chronic lowering of groundwater levels as
described in Section 8.7.1.3.
63 Ngodoo Atume - |Degraded Water Quality - Evaluate the cumulative or indirect impacts of proposed minimum thresholds for degraded water quality on DACs, drinking water users, and tribes See comment response above.
GLF
64 Ngodoo Atume - |Degraded Water Quality - Set minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for all water quality constituents within the subbasin that may be impacted or exacerbated by groundwater use and/or management. [Comment noted. The NASb GSP includes
GLF Ensure they align with drinking water standards additional water quality detail as
documented in Sections 5.8 and 8.7.
65 Ngodoo Atume - |When defining undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater levels, provide specifics on what biological responses (e.g., extent of habitat, growth, recruitment rates) would best characterize a Comment noted. Information related to
GLF significant and unreasonable impact to GDEs. Undesirable results to environmental users occur when ‘significant and unreasonable’ effects on beneficial users are caused by one of the sustainability indicators GDEs is provided in Appendix O and the
(i.e., chronic lowering of groundwater levels, degraded water quality, or depletion of interconnected surface water). Thus, potential impacts on environmental beneficial uses and users need to be considered NASb GSAs are committed to monitoring
when defining undesirable results in the subbasin.' Defining undesirable results is the crucial first step before the minimum thresholds can be determined GDEs as described in the added
management action provided in Section 9.
66 Ngodoo Atume -  |When establishing SMC for the subbasin, consider that the SGMA statute [Water Code §10727.4(1)] specifically calls out that GSPs should include “impacts on groundwater dependent ecosystems". Comment noted. Information related to

GLF
