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Retail Wholesale
2020

Guidebook 
Location

Water Code 
Section Summary as Applies to UWMP Subject

2020 UWMP
Location (Optional 
Column for Agency 

Review
Use)

x x Chapter 1 10615

A plan shall describe and evaluate sources 
of supply, reasonable and practical efficient 
uses, reclamation and demand management 
activities.

Introduction and 
Overview

Chapter�3
Chapter�4
Chapter�7

x x Chapter 1 10630.5

Each plan shall include a simple description 
of the supplier’s plan including water 
availability, future requirements, a strategy 
for meeting needs, and other pertinent 
information. Additionally, a supplier may also 
choose to include a simple description at the 
beginning of each chapter.

Summary Section�1.1

x x Section 2.2 10620(b)

Every person that becomes an urban water 
supplier shall adopt an urban water 
management plan within one year after it has 
become an urban water supplier.

Plan Preparation Section�1.2

x x Section 2.6 10620(d)(2)

Coordinate the preparation of its plan with 
other appropriate agencies in the area, 
including other water suppliers that share a 
common source, water management 
agencies, and relevant public agencies, to 
the extent practicable.

Plan Preparation

Section�1.3
Section�1.4
Section�1.5
Table�1Ͳ2

x x Section 2.6.2 10642

Provide supporting documentation that the 
water supplier has encouraged active 
involvement of diverse social, cultural, and 
economic elements of the population within 
the service area prior to and during the 
preparation of the plan and contingency plan.

Plan Preparation Section�1.5
Appendix�B

x Section 2.6,
Section 6.1 10631(h)

Retail suppliers will include documentation 
that they have provided their wholesale 
supplier(s) - if any - with water use 
projections from that source.

System Supplies n/a

x Section 2.6 10631(h)

Wholesale suppliers will include 
documentation that they have provided their 
urban water suppliers with identification and 
quantification of the existing and planned 
sources of water available from the 
wholesale to the urban supplier during 
various water year types.

System Supplies n/a

x x Section 3.1 10631(a) Describe the water supplier service area. System Description Section�2.1

x x Section 3.3 10631(a) Describe the climate of the service area of 
the supplier. System Description Section�2.2

x x Section 3.4 10631(a) Provide population projections for 2025, 
2030, 2035, 2040 and optionally 2045. System Description Section�2.6

Table�2Ͳ5

x x Section 3.4.2 10631(a)
Describe other social, economic, and 
demographic factors affecting the supplier’s 
water management planning.

System Description Section�2.4

x x Sections 3.4 and
5.4 10631(a) Indicate the current population of the service 

area.

System Description 
and Baselines
and Targets

Table�2Ͳ5

x x Section 3.5 10631(a) Describe the land uses within the service 
area. System Description Section�2.3

Table�2Ͳ3

x x Section 4.2 10631(d)(1)
Quantify past, current, and projected water 
use, identifying the uses among water use 
sectors.

System Water Use

Section�3.1.1
Table�3Ͳ1

Section�3.1.2
Table�3Ͳ2

Section�3.1.3
Table�3Ͳ3

Section�3.1.4
Table�3Ͳ4
Table�3Ͳ5
Section�3.2
Table�3Ͳ7
Section�3.3
Table�3Ͳ9
Section�3.4
Table�3Ͳ10

x x Section 4.2.4 10631(d)(3)(C) Retail suppliers shall provide data to show 
the distribution loss standards were met. System Water Use Section�3.2

Table�3Ͳ7

x x Section 4.2.6 10631(d)(4)(A)
In projected water use, include estimates of 
water savings from adopted codes, plans, 
and other policies or laws.

System Water Use
Section�3.4
Table�3Ͳ10
Table�3Ͳ11



Retail Wholesale
2020

Guidebook 
Location

Water Code 
Section Summary as Applies to UWMP Subject

2020 UWMP
Location (Optional 
Column for Agency 

Review
Use)

x x Section 4.2.6 10631(d)(4)(B)
Provide citations of codes, standards, 
ordinances, or plans used to make water use 
projections.

System Water Use Section�3.4

x optional Section 4.3.2.4 10631(d)(3)(A)
Report the distribution system water loss for 
each of the 5 years preceding the plan 
update.

System Water Use Table�3Ͳ7

x optional Section 4.4 10631.1(a)
Include projected water use needed for lower 
income housing projected in the service area 
of the supplier.

System Water Use Table�3Ͳ10
Section�3.6

x x Section 4.5 10635(b)
Demands under climate change 
considerations must be included as part of 
the drought risk assessment.

System Water Use

Section�3.5
Table�3Ͳ13
Section�5.2
Table�5Ͳ7

x Chapter 5 10608.20(e)

Retail suppliers shall provide baseline daily 
per capita water use, urban water use target, 
and compliance daily per capita water use, 
along with the bases for determining those 
estimates, including references to supporting 
data.

Baselines and 
Targets

Section�3.7
Table�3Ͳ14

x Chapter 5 10608.24(a) Retail suppliers shall meet their water use 
target by December 31, 2020.

Baselines and 
Targets

Section�3.7
Table�3Ͳ14

x Section 5.1 10608.36

Wholesale suppliers shall include an 
assessment of present and proposed future 
measures, programs, and policies to help 
their retail water suppliers achieve targeted 
water use reductions.

Baselines and 
Targets n/a

x Section 5.2 10608.24(d)(2)

If the retail supplier adjusts its compliance 
GPCD using weather normalization, 
economic adjustment, or extraordinary 
events, it shall provide the basis for, and 
data supporting the adjustment.

Baselines and 
Targets n/a

x Section 5.5 10608.22

Retail suppliers’ per capita daily water use 
reduction shall be no less than 5 percent of 
base daily per capita water use of the 5-year 
baseline. This does not apply if the suppliers 
base GPCD is at or below 100.

Baselines and 
Targets Section�3.7

x Section 5.5 and 
Appendix E 10608.4

Retail suppliers shall report on their 
compliance in meeting their water use 
targets. The data shall be reported using a 
standardized form in the SBX7-7 2020 
Compliance Form.

Baselines and 
Targets

Section�3.7
Table�3Ͳ14

x x Sections 6.1 and
6.2 10631(b)(1)

Provide a discussion of anticipated supply 
availability under a normal, single dry year, 
and a drought lasting five years, as well as 
more frequent and severe periods of 
drought.

System Supplies Section�5.1.2

x x Sections 6.1 10631(b)(1)

Provide a discussion of anticipated supply 
availability under a normal, single dry year, 
and a drought lasting five years, as well as 
more frequent and severe periods of 
drought, including changes in supply due to 
climate change.

System Supplies Section�5.1.2

x x Section 6.1 10631(b)(2)

When multiple sources of water supply are 
identified, describe the management of each 
supply in relationship to other identified 
supplies.

System Supplies Section�4.8
Section�4.9.1

x x Section 6.1.1 10631(b)(3) Describe measures taken to acquire and 
develop planned sources of water. System Supplies Section�4.7

Table�4Ͳ5

x x Section 6.2.8 10631(b)
Identify and quantify the existing and 
planned sources of water available for 2020, 
2025, 2030, 2035, 2040 and optionally 2045.

System Supplies
Section�4.8
Table�4Ͳ6
Table�4Ͳ7

x x Section 6.2 10631(b)
Indicate whether groundwater is an existing 
or planned source of water available to the 
supplier.

System Supplies Section�4.2

x x Section 6.2.2 10631(b)(4)(A)

Indicate whether a groundwater sustainability 
plan or groundwater management plan has 
been adopted by the water supplier or if 
there is any other specific authorization for 
groundwater management. Include a copy of 
the plan or authorization.

System Supplies n/a

x x Section 6.2.2 10631(b)(4)(B) Describe the groundwater basin. System Supplies n/a



Retail Wholesale
2020

Guidebook 
Location

Water Code 
Section Summary as Applies to UWMP Subject

2020 UWMP
Location (Optional 
Column for Agency 

Review
Use)

x x Section 6.2.2 10631(b)(4)(B)

Indicate if the basin has been adjudicated 
and include a copy of the court order or 
decree and a description of the amount of 
water the supplier has the legal right to 
pump.

System Supplies n/a

x x Section 6.2.2.1 10631(b)(4)(B)

For unadjudicated basins, indicate whether 
or not the department has identified the 
basin as a high or medium priority. Describe 
efforts by the supplier to coordinate with 
sustainability or groundwater agencies to 
achieve sustainable groundwater conditions.

System Supplies n/a

x x Section 6.2.2.4 10631(b)(4)(C)

Provide a detailed description and analysis 
of the location, amount, and sufficiency of 
groundwater pumped by the urban water 
supplier for the past five year.

System Supplies n/a

x x Section 6.2.2 10631(b)(4)(D)
Provide a detailed description and analysis 
of the amount and location of groundwater 
that is projected to be pumped.

System Supplies n/a

x x Section 6.2.7 10631(c)
Describe the opportunities for exchanges or 
transfers of water on a short-term or long- 
term basis.

System Supplies Section�4.6

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(b)

Describe the quantity of treated wastewater 
that meets recycled water standards, is 
being discharged, and is otherwise available 
for use in a recycled water project.

System Supplies 
(Recycled Water)

Section�4.4
Section�4.4.1
Table�4Ͳ1
Table�4Ͳ2

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(c) Describe the recycled water currently being 
used in the supplier's service area.

System Supplies 
(Recycled
Water)

Section�4.4.1
Table�4Ͳ2

Section�4.4.2

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(d)

Describe and quantify the potential uses of 
recycled water and provide a determination 
of the technical and economic feasibility of 
those uses.

System Supplies 
(Recycled Water)

Section�4.4.3
Table�4Ͳ3

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(e)

Describe the projected use of recycled water 
within the supplier's service area at the end 
of 5, 10, 15, and 20 years, and a description 
of the actual use of recycled water in 
comparison to uses previously projected.

System Supplies 
(Recycled Water)

Section�4.4.3
Table�4Ͳ4

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(f)

Describe the actions which may be taken to 
encourage the use of recycled water and the 
projected results of these actions in terms of 
acre-feet of recycled water used per year.

System Supplies 
(Recycled Water)

Section�4.4.4
Table�4Ͳ3

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(g) Provide a plan for optimizing the use of 
recycled water in the supplier's service area.

System Supplies 
(Recycled Water) Section�4.4.4

x x Section 6.2.6 10631(g) Describe desalinated water project 
opportunities for long-term supply. System Supplies Section�4Ͳ5

x x Section 6.2.5 10633(a)

Describe the wastewater collection and 
treatment systems in the supplier’s service 
area with quantified amount of collection and 
treatment and the disposal methods.

System Supplies 
(Recycled Water)

Section�4.4.1
Table�4Ͳ1
Table�4Ͳ2

x x Section 6.2.8,
Section 6.3.7 10631(f)

Describe the expected future water supply 
projects and programs that may be 
undertaken by the water supplier to address 
water supply reliability in average, single-dry, 
and for a period of drought lasting 5 
consecutive water years.

System Supplies Section�4Ͳ7
Table�4Ͳ5

x x Section 6.4 and 
Appendix O 10631.2(a)

The UWMP must include energy information, 
as stated in the code, that a supplier can 
readily obtain.

System Suppliers, 
Energy
Intensity

Section�4.10
Table�4Ͳ11

x x Section 7.2 10634

Provide information on the quality of existing 
sources of water available to the supplier 
and the manner in which water quality affects 
water management strategies and supply 
reliability

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Section�5.1.1

x x Section 7.2.4 10620(f)
Describe water management tools and 
options to maximize resources and minimize 
the need to import water from other regions.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Chapter�7�(and�subsections)



Retail Wholesale
2020

Guidebook 
Location

Water Code 
Section Summary as Applies to UWMP Subject

2020 UWMP
Location (Optional 
Column for Agency 

Review
Use)

x x Section 7.3 10635(a)

Service Reliability Assessment: Assess the 
water supply reliability during normal, dry, 
and a drought lasting five consecutive water 
years by comparing the total water supply 
sources available to the water supplier with 
the total projected water use over the next 
20 years.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Section�5.1.2
Table�5Ͳ4
Table�5Ͳ5
Table�5Ͳ6

x x Section 7.3 10635(b)

Provide a drought risk assessment as part of 
information considered in developing the 
demand management measures and water 
supply projects.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Section�5.2
Table�5Ͳ7

x x Section 7.3 10635(b)(1)

Include a description of the data, 
methodology, and basis for one or more 
supply shortage conditions that are 
necessary to conduct a drought risk 
assessment for a drought period that lasts 5 
consecutive years.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Section�6.4

x x Section 7.3 10635(b)(2)
Include a determination of the reliability of 
each source of supply under a variety of 
water shortage conditions.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Section�5.1.2
Table�5Ͳ1
Table�5Ͳ2
Table�5Ͳ3

x x Section 7.3 10635(b)(3)

Include a comparison of the total water 
supply sources available to the water 
supplier with the total projected water use for 
the drought period.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Table�5Ͳ7

x x Section 7.3 10635(b)(4)

Include considerations of the historical 
drought hydrology, plausible changes on 
projected supplies and demands under 
climate change conditions, anticipated 
regulatory changes, and other locally 
applicable criteria.

Water Supply 
Reliability 
Assessment

Section�5.2

x x Chapter 8 10632(a) Provide a water shortage contingency plan 
(WSCP) with specified elements below.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Chapter�6

x x Chapter 8 10632(a)(1)
Provide the analysis of water supply 
reliability (from Chapter 7 of Guidebook) in 
the WSCP

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.3

x x Section 8.10 10632(a)(10)

Describe reevaluation and improvement 
procedures for monitoring and evaluation the 
water shortage contingency plan to ensure 
risk tolerance is adequate and appropriate 
water shortage mitigation strategies are 
implemented.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.9

x x Section 8.2 10632(a)(2)(A)
Provide the written decision- making process 
and other methods that the supplier will use 
each year to determine its water reliability.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.4

x x Section 8.2 10632(a)(2)(B)

Provide data and methodology to evaluate 
the supplier’s water reliability for the current 
year and one dry year pursuant to factors in 
the code.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.4

x x Section 8.3 10632(a)(3)(A)

Define six standard water shortage levels of 
10, 20, 30, 40, 50 percent shortage and 
greater than 50 percent shortage. These 
levels shall be based on supply conditions, 
including percent reductions in supply, 
changes in groundwater levels, changes in 
surface elevation, or other conditions. The 
shortage levels shall also apply to a 
catastrophic interruption of supply.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.5

x x Section 8.3 10632(a)(3)(B)

Suppliers with an existing water shortage 
contingency plan that uses different water 
shortage levels must cross reference their 
categories with the six standard categories.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

n/a

x x Section 8.4 10632(a)(4)(A)

Suppliers with water shortage contingency 
plans that align with the defined shortage 
levels must specify locally appropriate supply 
augmentation actions.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.5

x x Section 8.4 10632(a)(4)(B) Specify locally appropriate demand reduction 
actions to adequately respond to shortages.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.5



Retail Wholesale
2020

Guidebook 
Location

Water Code 
Section Summary as Applies to UWMP Subject

2020 UWMP
Location (Optional 
Column for Agency 

Review
Use)

x x Section 8.4 10632(a)(4)(C) Specify locally appropriate operational 
changes.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.5

x x Section 8.4 10632(a)(4)(D)

Specify additional mandatory prohibitions 
against specific water use practices that are 
in addition to state-mandated prohibitions 
are appropriate to local conditions.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.5

x x Section 8.4 10632(a)(4)(E)
Estimate the extent to which the gap 
between supplies and demand will be 
reduced by implementation of the action.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.10
Table�6Ͳ1

x x Section 8.4.6 10632.5 The plan shall include a seismic risk 
assessment and mitigation plan.

Water Shortage
Contingency Plan Section�6.12

x x Section 8.5 10632(a)(5)(A)
Suppliers must describe that they will inform 
customers, the public and others regarding 
any current or predicted water shortages.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.7

x x Section 8.5 and
8.6

10632(a)(5)(B)
10632(a)(5)(C)

Suppliers must describe that they will inform 
customers, the public and others regarding 
any shortage response actions triggered or 
anticipated to be triggered and other relevant 
communications.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.7

x Section 8.6 10632(a)(6)
Retail supplier must describe how it will 
ensure compliance with and enforce 
provisions of the WSCP.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.6

x x Section 8.7 10632(a)(7)(A)
Describe the legal authority that empowers 
the supplier to enforce shortage response 
actions.

Water Shortage
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.1

x x Section 8.7 10632(a)(7)(B)
Provide a statement that the supplier will 
declare a water shortage emergency Water 
Code Chapter 3.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.1

x x Section 8.7 10632(a)(7)(C)

Provide a statement that the supplier will 
coordinate with any city or county within 
which it provides water for the possible 
proclamation of a local emergency.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.1

x x Section 8.8 10632(a)(8)(A)
Describe the potential revenue reductions 
and expense increases associated with 
activated shortage response actions.

Water Shortage 
Contingency
Planning

Section�6.8

x x Section 8.8 10632(a)(8)(B)

Provide a description of mitigation actions 
needed to address revenue reductions and 
expense increases associated with activated 
shortage response actions.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.8

x Section 8.8 10632(a)(8)(C)

Retail suppliers must describe the cost of 
compliance with Water Code Chapter 3.3: 
Excessive Residential Water Use During 
Drought

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.8

x Section 8.9 10632(a)(9)

Retail suppliers must describe the monitoring 
and reporting requirements and procedures 
that ensure appropriate data is collected, 
tracked, and analyzed for purposes of 
monitoring customer compliance.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.9

x Section 8.11 10632(b)

Analyze and define water features that are 
artificially supplied with water, including 
ponds, lakes, waterfalls, and fountains, 
separately from swimming pools and spas.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.4

x x Sections 8.12 and
10.4 10635(c)

Provide supporting documentation that 
Water Shortage Contingency Plan has been, 
or will be, provided to any city or county 
within which it provides water, no later than 
30  days after the submission of the plan to 
DWR.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�6.11

x x Section 8.14 10632(c)

Make available the Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan to customers and any city 
or county where it provides water within 30 
after adopted the plan.

Water Shortage 
Contingency 
Planning

Section�6.11

x Sections 9.1 and
9.3 10631(e)(2)

Wholesale suppliers shall describe specific 
demand management measures listed in 
code, their distribution system asset 
management program, and supplier 
assistance program.

Demand 
Management 
Measures

n/a



Retail Wholesale
2020

Guidebook 
Location

Water Code 
Section Summary as Applies to UWMP Subject

2020 UWMP
Location (Optional 
Column for Agency 

Review
Use)

x Sections 9.2 and
9.3 10631(e)(1)

Retail suppliers shall provide a description of 
the nature and extent of each demand 
management measure implemented over the 
past five years. The description will address 
specific measures listed in code.

Demand 
Management 
Measures

Chapter�7

x Chapter 10 10608.26(a)

Retail suppliers shall conduct a public 
hearing to discuss adoption, implementation, 
and economic impact of water use targets 
(recommended to discuss compliance).

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.5
Appendix�B

x x Section 10.2.1 10621(b)

Notify, at least 60 days prior to the public 
hearing, any city or county within which the 
supplier provides water that the urban water 
supplier will be reviewing the plan and 
considering amendments or changes to the 
plan. Reported in Table 10-1.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.4
Table�1Ͳ2

x x Section 10.4 10621(f)
Each urban water supplier shall update and 
submit its 2020 plan to the department by 
July 1, 2021.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and
Implementation

Section�1.7

x x Sections 10.2.2,
10.3, and 10.5 10642

Provide supporting documentation that the 
urban water supplier made the plan and 
contingency plan available for public 
inspection, published notice of the public 
hearing, and held a public hearing about the 
plan and contingency plan.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.3
Section�1.4
Section�1.5
Section�1.6
Appendix�B

x x Section 10.2.2 10642
The water supplier is to provide the time and 
place of the hearing to any city or county 
within which the supplier provides water.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.6
Appendix�B

x x Section 10.3.2 10642
Provide supporting documentation that the 
plan and contingency  plan has been 
adopted as prepared or modified.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.6
Appendix�B

x x Section 10.4 10644(a)
Provide supporting documentation that the 
urban water supplier has submitted this 
UWMP to the California State Library.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.7

x x Section 10.4 10644(a)(1)

Provide supporting documentation that the 
urban water supplier has submitted this 
UWMP to any city or county within which the 
supplier provides water no later than 30 days 
after adoption.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.7

x x Sections 10.4.1
and 10.4.2 10644(a)(2)

The plan, or amendments to the plan, 
submitted to the department shall be 
submitted electronically.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and
Implementation

Section�1.7

x x Section 10.5 10645(a)

Provide supporting documentation that, not 
later than 30 days after filing a copy of its 
plan with the department, the supplier has or 
will make the plan available for public review 
during normal business hours.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�1.8

x x Section 10.5 10645(b)

Provide supporting documentation that, not 
later than 30 days after filing a copy of its 
water shortage contingency plan with the 
department, the supplier has or will make the 
plan available for public review during normal 
business hours.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�6.11

x x Section 10.6 10621(c)

If supplier is regulated by the Public Utilities 
Commission, include its plan and 
contingency plan as part of its general rate 
case filings.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

n/a

x x Section 10.7.2 10644(b)
If revised, submit a copy of the water 
shortage contingency plan to DWR within 30 
days of adoption.

Plan Adoption, 
Submittal, and 
Implementation

Section�6.11
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Appendix B: Notification and Public Hearing Outreach 

 
• City/County Notification 
• Public Hearing Outreach 
• Public Comments and Responses 

 
  



Entities who received Notification Letter
Nevada County
Placer County
Yuba County
City of Grass Valley
City of Nevada City
City of Lincoln
Placer County Water Agency
Yuba Water Agency

6 B Estates Water Association
Ali Lane Mutual Water Association
Big Oak Valley Mutual Water Company
Blackford Ranch Water Association
Carmody Special Water District
Chicago Park Water Association
Chili Hill Farms Water Association
Clear Creek Water Association
Cole Country Water Users Association
Countryside Ranch Water Association
Fawn Hill Drive Water Association
Flying R Ranch Water Association
Footehold Estates Water Association
Gold Blossom-Rivera Mutual Water Association
Greenpeace Water Association
HDA Association
Iron Mountain Mutual Water Company
Lake Vera Mutual Water Company
Little Greenhorn Creek Water Association
Meadow Hill Water Association
Melody Oaks Mutual Water Company
Moonshine Water Company
Mount Vernon Estates Mutual Water Company
Mustang Valley Mutual Water Company
Oakcreek Water Association
Ophir Prison Estates Mutual Water
Perimeter Road Pipeline
Quail Hill Acres Rd & Water Systems Association
Redbud Water Association
Ridge View Woodlands Mutual Water Company
Rough & Ready Ranch Estates Mutual Water Company
Rudd Road Pipeline Association
Running Water Inc.
Saddleback North Water Group
Saddleback Water Association
Sierra Foothills Water Association
Sky Pines Mutual Water Association
Streeter Road Water Association
Vian Water Association
Wilkes Pipeline Association
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Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Jennifer Hanson,City Manager 
City of Lincoln 
600 6th Street 
Lincoln, CA  95648 
 
Dear Jennifer Hanson, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



�

 

Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Catrina Olson,City Manager 
City of Nevada City 
317 Broad Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 
 
Dear Catrina Olson, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager
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Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Tim M. Kiser,City Manager 
City of Grass Valley 
125 East Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 
 
Dear Tim M. Kiser, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



�

 

Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Kevin Mallen,CAO 
Yuba County 
915 Eighth Street #115 
Marysville, CA 95901 
 
Dear Kevin Mallen, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



�

 

Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Todd Leopold,CEO 
Placer County 
775 North Lake Blvd. 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 
 
Dear Todd Leopold, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



�

 

Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Allison Lehman,CEO 
Nevada County 
950 Maidu Avenue 
Nevada City, CA 95969 
 
Dear Allison Lehman, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        • (530) 273-6185 • nidwater.com

December 11, 2020 

$QG\�)HFNR,General Manager 
Placer County Water Agency 
P.O. Box 6570 
Auburn, CA 95604 

Dear $QG\�)HFNR, 

The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  

The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 

The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 

NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  

Sincerely,�

Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



�

 

Nevada Irrigation District 

1036 West Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945        •        (530) 273-6185       •        nidwater.com 

December 11, 2020 
 
 
Willlie Whittlesey,General Manager 
Yuba Water Agency 
1220 F Street 
Marysville, CA 95901 
 
Dear Willlie Whittlesey, 
 
The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has begun the process of updating its Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the 
California Water Code. Because NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an 
agricultural raw water supplier, it is completing both documents which are required to be 
updated every five years.  
 
The Agricultural Water Management Plan requires an agricultural water provider to present 
information about its agricultural water customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other 
management elements. The AWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by April 1, 
2021. 
 
The Urban Water Management Plan requires all municipal water providers to project its supply 
and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts and impacts, consider 
drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, consider indoor and outdoor 
water budgets, as well as other elements to report progress. The plan is a summary of the water 
provider’s key performance indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet 
customer’s demands. The UWMP must be adopted by the NID Board of Directors by July 1, 
2021. 
 
NID is notifying you, our customers, and other stakeholders that we have initiated our 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process. As part of the process, NID will hold two public meetings for 
each plan in the spring to allow public review prior to Board consideration.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this notification or NID’s AWMP and 
UWMP update process.  
 
Sincerely,�

 
Doug Roderick, P.E. 
Interim Engineering Manager



Entities who received Press Release
Wildlife.ca/gov
USDA.gov
Yubariver.org
Placer County Agricultural Commissioner
Nevada County Agricultural Commissioner
Nevada County Farm Bureau
Placer County Farm Bureau
LWWA.org
Sen.ca
wildlife.ca.org
The Union
Bear Yuba Land Trust (BYLT)
NID Agricultural Customers



�
�Contact: Tomi Riley  

(530) 271-6845  
Rileyt@nidwater.com  

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE  

 

NID Preparing Agricultural and Urban Water Management Plans  

Due to the State in 2021 

  

 (Grass Valley, CA December 11, 2020) – The Nevada Irrigation District (NID) is 
preparing its 2020 Agricultural Water Management Plan (AWMP) and 2020 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by the California Water Code. Because 
NID is both a municipal drinking water supplier and an agricultural raw water supplier it 
submits both documents. 

The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) requires all municipal water providers to 
project its supply and demand over the next 20 years, describe its conservation efforts 
and impacts, consider drought impacts, describe its water shortage contingency plan, 
consider indoor and outdoor water budgets, as well as other elements to report 
progress. The plan is functionally a summary of the water provider’s key performance 
indicators for the next 20 years to support its capabilities to meet its customer’s 
demands. The plan is due to the state every five years, with the next plan due June 30, 
2021. 

The Agricultural Water Management Plan (AWMP) is similar to the Urban Water 
Management Plan as both are state-mandated reports due every five years. The AWMP 
requires an agricultural water provider to present information about its agricultural water 
customers, water usage, conservation efforts, and other management elements. The 
AWMP is also due to the state every five years, with the next plan due July 1, 2021. 

NID wants our customers and other stakeholders to know that NID has initiated its 2020 
AWMP and UWMP update process.  As part of the process, NID will hold two public 
meetings for each plan to allow public input prior to Board adoption consideration. Draft 
copies of each plan will be available for review in the spring of 2021. 

For additional information about the Nevada Irrigation District’s AWMP and UWMP 
update process, please visit NIDwater.com 









Nevada Irrigation District 
Response to Public Comments to the 
2020 Urban Water Management Plan 

 
 
MASTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS THAT DID NOT RAISE A SPECIFIC ISSUE WITH THE 2020 
URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 
 
Nevada Irrigation District acknowledges and appreciates the time and thought that went into 
each comment letter submitted during the public review and comment period for the 2020 
Urban Water Management Plan.  All of the comment letters received for the draft UWMP have 
been incorporated into the public record for the UWMP, which will be considered when the 
Board of Directors deliberates regarding whether to approve the UWMP.  
 
NID has provided unique responses to each comment that pertain to specific issues within the 
UWMP document. However, some comment letters do not comment on any of the specific 
analyses or provisions of the UWMP, nor do they pertain to the accuracy or adequacy of the 
document overall.  NID is deferring responses to the more general observations contained in 
the comment letters listed below to a more appropriate forum, such as the Plan For Water 
review.  
 
  



Dianna Suarez 
 

NID Board of Directors                                                                        June 23, 2021 
c/o General Manager Jennifer Hansen                                                 
1036 East Main Street 
Nevada City, CA  95949 
Re: Comments on the NID 2020 UWMP  

Dear General Manager, Staff and NID Board, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NID 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan.  I was pleased to see that the population growth figures were 
not inflated as much as usual, and the analysis is less skewed than in the past.  
There is still difficulty in determining where the numbers that lead to the demand 
and supply assertions originate, and there is no clear path to understanding how 
those values lead to your conclusions.  Additionally measurement of raw water and 
how it is used, seems vague and arbitrary so as to be a confounding factor in any 
conclusions.  Since this is an Urban Water Management Plan, why doesn’t it focus 
on potable water use? Adding in raw water use without separating the two systems 
causes confusion and fails to distinguish tier 1 and tier 2 priorities. 
 

• Page 27, Section 3.1.4 Raw Water Retail Customers; speaks to the issue 
of lack of ability to measure raw water demand and use.  “As stated earlier, 
the actual amount used is unknown as each customer manages their own raw water use 
strategies.”   

 
The issue of environmental flows seems to be a problem for NID to understand and 
accept as a cost of doing business.  (Page 7, paragraph 2) 
“A pending new Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license will also add significant 
environmental in-stream flow requirements that depending on the year type, could increase 
unrecoverable flow requirements from the existing 7,665 acre-feet up to 59,527 acre-feet. Total 2020 
demands were 161,678 acre feet. Overall water demands are projected to increase up to 35 percent 
through 2040 to a range of approximately 175,000-218,000 acre-feet per year. Without the new 
FERC requirements, projected demands only increase three percent, up to approximately 166,000 
acre-feet.”   
 
It seems like this report is saying that environmental in-stream flow requirements 
are largely responsible for the increase in water use over the next 20 years.  In the 
initial draft, NID asserted a 50% increase in water demand.  (This was picked up 
by a local newspaper journalist to fear-monger and call for Centennial dam again.)  
This is irresponsible and inaccurate.  Based on past growth, (Table 3.5) raw water 
use increased 0.34% annually from 2014 to 2020 and based on that growth would 
only increase 7% in the next 20 years.  Table 3.9 shows that treated use would also 



Dianna Suarez 
 

increase 7%.  When numbers are thrown about with little explanation or continuity, 
confusion abounds. 
 
There seems to be little understanding on the part of NID that when you dam a 
river, there will be mitigations because of the severe damage to the river ecology.  
This Special District claims watershed stewardship in its Mission Statement, yet 
complains and whines when that commitment is actualized.  NID itself negotiated 
and agreed to these flows.  In-stream flow mitigations have been delayed for nearly 
a decade while the fisheries continue to degrade.  Bear River fishery below Rollins 
dam has been severely damaged by the lack of ramping of flows.  This has 
continued even though these in-stream flows are recoverable.  It is time to initiate 
ramping and stewardship in this run of Bear River.  Mitigations delayed are 
mitigations denied! 
 
Even though this is an urban water management plan, the report focuses on raw 
water use right from the beginning (Pages 6 and 7) as over 90% of sales are for raw 
water.  The treated water customers however constitute 80% of the NID customer 
base.  These customers deserve the assurance that treated “urban” water is not at 
risk.  This report fails to differentiate urban treated water from raw water in the 
Water Supply Reliability and Drought Risk Assessment and to include 
groundwater in the analysis.  This methodology defeats the purpose of the Urban 
Water Management Plan as it relates to potable water and raw water.   
 
Here is an excerpt from the Urban Water Management Plan Guidebook, page 9; 
“Potable and Non-Potable Planning Tool (P-NP Planning Tool). This workbook tool is the Planning 
Tool that allows for separate reporting and calculations of potable and non-potable use and 
supplies. Results from this tool can be used to populate the optional potable/non-potable Submittal 
Tables.”  The tools are there; please use them. 4.2.6.4 Optional Planning Tool – Projected 
Use 
 

• Page 28, Table 3-10 Summarized Projected Water Demands (AFY) and 
Table 3-11. Reliability Analysis Normal Year Demand Projections Water 
Demands (AFY) Please separate out the treated water from the raw water 
to meet the objectives of urban water analysis. 

• Page 29, Table 3-12. Reliability Analysis Dry Year Demand Projections 
Water Demands (AFY) Please separate out the treated water from the raw 
water to meet the objectives of urban water analysis. 

 
  



Dianna Suarez 
 

4.2 GROUNDWATER (page 33 of document) 
“Most of the Sierra Nevada foothills located in the District’s service area have a fractured rock 
groundwater system (CABY, 2020), including granitic and metavolcanic (USGS, 1984). NID views 
the fractured rock groundwater system as low yielding and unreliable for a District supply source. 
The District does not utilize groundwater as an existing or planned source of water supply or 
recharge due to limited groundwater availability. The majority of the District’s service area has no 
groundwater aquifer per California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 with the exception 
of the very small portion of the District’s service area in Lincoln, which is on the eastern boundary 
of the Sacramento River Basin, North American Sub-Basin. Although NID has no groundwater 
facilities and does not use groundwater, NID is a member of the local groundwater sustainability 
agency, the West Placer Groundwater Sustainability Agency. NID is aware there are private wells in 
the area used for domestic purposes, but NID does not track private groundwater well inventory or 
use at this time.” 
 
This single paragraph dismissing groundwater as “low yielding and unreliable for a 
District supply source” is unresponsive to the analysis effort.  The direction given to 
utilize groundwater as part of a comprehensive Water Budget constitutes a major 
component of the affected environment.  Discounting groundwater is akin to 
raising a building without a foundation.   NID does not understand water if they 
don’t understand the connection between surface and ground water.  Seepage from 
groundwater is the source of springs and local river headwaters that fill diversions 
and storage facilities. 
 
The Rise Gold Corporation has investigated local groundwater as part of their 
efforts to reopen the Idaho-Maryland Mine within the NID District.  They are 
currently creating an Environmental Impact Report.  Here is an excerpt from page 
27, Groundwater Hydrology and Water quality analysis report 3-31-2020 
 
“Upper division water from higher-elevation watersheds is conveyed through both 
Upper Wolf Creek and South Fork Wolf Creek watersheds by NID through 
irrigation canals including the DS canal, Cascade canal, and the Rattlesnake canal.  
NID estimates that leakage from its canals is approximately 15 percent of the water 
conveyed through the system (NID 2013).  Fifteen percent of this demand is about 
24,750 afy, or ….Based on these figures, the average rate of seepage from the NID 
canal system into the subsurface across the entire service area is about 0.7 inches.  
This value is very small compared to the average annual rainfall of 25.81 inches.   

(The annual average rainfall for Grass Valley, CA is 55 inches/year.) 
 
Previous evaluations conducted in the region (EMKO 2011) and estimates 
conducted for this study (see Section 3.5.1) suggest that the rate of groundwater 
recharge overall in the Grass Valley area is approximately 10 to 12 inches per year, 
or about 20 percent of the total rainfall amount.  Thus, the total recharge over the 
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287,000 acre NID service area is approximately 240,000 to 290,000 AF/YR.  
Comparing the amount of leakage from the NID canal system with the estimated 
amount of rainfall that recharges groundwater indicates that the leakage from the 
canals contributes only about 10 percent of the total groundwater recharge in the 
area.”   
 
These numbers suggest that groundwater recharge provides an amount exceeding 
projected surface water demand.  This important information illuminates a 
portion of the later discussion about Climate Change in NID UWMP section 4.9.2 
Climate Change Impacts. (page 47) 
“Local climate change impacts will likely affect current supply source options. There are 
approximately 52,000 parcels in the District’s service area. Only approximately 25,000 receive NID 
treated or raw water. It is assumed the remaining 25,000 parcels are served by fractured rock wells 
or are undeveloped. A prolonged drought, or increased winter runoff could reduce the amount of 
water that percolates into the rock fractures, reducing the amount of fractured rock groundwater. 
This in turn could cause private wells to be insufficient for use. Failing wells will likely cause an 
increase in the NID customers and subsequent demands, as existing residences will need to connect 
to the water system. Some of these users may be too far from existing infrastructure making it 
potentially cost prohibitive to connect, however, the District does expect new customers in the “soft 
service areas”, which are areas near existing infrastructure.” 
 
NID makes an assumption that groundwater will diminish more rapidly than 
surface water due to climate change.  This may not be the case as groundwater may 
prove to be the better storage option with much less evaporation and fortified by 
canal leakage.  Just because NID does not sell groundwater does not mean that it 
does not provide reliability and resilience to the integrated water system as a 
whole.  In fact it is part of the stewardship of watersheds to protect and enhance 
groundwater per the NID Mission Statement. 
 
Another groundwater concern related to the possible reopening of the Idaho-
Maryland Mine is in regards to dewatering mine shafts, pumping infiltrating 
groundwater, and the additional use of both raw and potable water in service to 
mine operations.  The mining company plans to pump out 2,500 acre feet during 
the first 6 months to drain the shaft, (Groundwater and Hydrology Analysis Report 
for the Idaho Maryland Mine by EMKO for Rise, page 13) and 1,375 acre feet 
(page 15) annually to maintain it.  That comes to 3,188 acre feet pumped out of the 
groundwater the first year along with purchasing 47 AF/Y raw water and 6.4 AF/Y 
treated water.  Over a period of 35 years, the volume of groundwater taken from 
the groundwater public trust would fill Scotts Flat Reservoir to capacity.  
Diminishing groundwater will diminish water volume transferred into the surface 
water system. 
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4.3 Stormwater  

The District currently has a policy to not actively collect stormwater runoff as 
presented in the current stormwater policy (District Policy #6655). However, based 
on current system configurations, the District may incidentally divert stormwater 
into the canal system due to uncontrolled runoff outside of NID’s control.  

1. Does the District provide direction and assistance for customers desiring 
to collect storm water? 

 
4.4 Wastewater and Recycled Water 

2. As treated water use increases, why doesn’t recycled water supply 
increase proportionately? 

3. Because recycled water has already been counted as treated water 
demand, why is it counted once again as a water source? 

 
 
Page 54, paragraph 1, NID UWMP is incorrect and does not address the intent of 
determining Urban Water Supply Reliability. 
“Table 5-4 indicates there is ample supply during normal hydrologic years. However, as shown in 
Tables 5-5 and 5-6, demand exceeds supplies during single dry year and multiple dry year scenarios. 
This illustrates the highly variable reliability of a snowpack-based supply system during drought 
periods. There are numerous management and operational efforts available to NID to address 
supply shortfall during drought periods. Demand reductions, carryover storage strategies, system 
operational strategies, supplemental supplies, increased storage, and others are all options to evaluate 
in creating the District’s future water resources management supply strategy in the Plan for Water process.” 
 

• Tables 5-4, 5-5, and 5-6 need to separate out the treated water demand 
from the raw water demand.  Please redo these tables using the optional 
tables, 4.3 on page 97, UWMP Guidebook 2020.  This will separate 
values for treated and raw water, thus showing the true availability of 
urban supply and demand.  

 
The important perspective offered in the UWMP is to determine the potable 
water supply and demand.  Urban demand does not exceed supply in any year 
and in fact is less than 10% of the total District demand.  A 35% shortfall for 
total demand leaves a 55% surplus based upon Urban demand alone.  
Additionally, the over 90% of water that is used in the raw water canal system 
offers a huge reserve and flexibility to insure that the treated water system and a 
large portion of the raw water system have many options for future supply and 
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demand strategies.  Including raw water, which is over 90% of local demand, 
skews the table so as to make it meaningless for determining urban demand.  
Total demand is important to the District and looking at this element is 
appropriate when done in a transparent and well defined manner.   
 
 
Page 69 

7.2 Metering  
“The District is fully metered and all treated water connections are billed based on the volume 
of water used. The metered connections allow the District to better monitor customer use 
during drought conditions when tracking is required. NID is actively replacing automatic meter 
reading (AMR) meters with automatic metering infrastructure (AMI) meters. Existing AMR 
meters are replaced when components fail, and currently 9,800 meters have been replaced. The 
AMI meters will allow real time water use comparisons and leak reporting. It is anticipated that 
District customers will have access to their usage through NID’s website. NID projects that the 
meter replacement program will be completed in the next five years.” 

 

The District is not fully metered because raw water, over 90% of the demand 
expressed in this report, is not metered or even accurately measured.  It is revealing 
to note that the huge raw water demand is put forward as at risk while the treated 
water component is ignored until advantageous.  The District is not fully metered. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. 

Dianna Suarez 
 

 
 



NID Response to:
Diane Suarez 

Table 3-10.  NID elects to show all of its demands and uses for its supplies in order to fully 
represent the demand to supply analysis.  The treated water demands are listed separately in 
the table. 

Table 3-12.   NID elects to show all of its demands and uses for its supplies in order to fully 
represent the demand to supply analysis.  The treated water demands are listed separately in 
the first portion of Table 3-10. 

4.3 Stormwater.  NID does not currently provide assistance to customers regarding stormwater 
collection. 

4.4 Wastewater and Recycled Water.  Not all new treated water customers are served by one of 
the three wastewater treatment plants in the service area, and therefore a direct relationship is 
not assumed.  As noted in Section 4.4.3, increased wastewater flow is dependent upon the 
respective WWTP agency to expand their plant capacities.  Until such projects are conducted, 
NID assumes the existing average discharge is the available supply.  

Recycled water is counted as a source because it is water that is re-introduced into the system 
by choice of the WWTP agency and is available for appropriation. 

Tables 5-4, 5-5, and 5-6. NID elects to show all of its demands and uses for its supplies in order 
to fully repreesnt the demand to supply analysis.  The District’s Water Shortage Contingency 
Plan addresses different measures for treated water versus raw water customers during the 
various levels of supply to demand shortages. 

7.2 Metering.  This section refers to one of the six mandatory demand management measures 
for treated water suppliers per Water Code Section 10631.  By reference, Water Code Section 
527 identifies “all municipal and industrial service connections” as the subject connection 
types.  This section in the UWMP does not apply to raw water customers. 

The remaining comments address long term planning issues that can be reviewed in the Plan 
for Water process. 





NID Response to:
Thomas Last, Community Development Director, City of Grass Valley 

The UWMP utilized demand projections from each wholesale agency if provided.  In 
development of the UWMP NID reached out to the City of Grass Valley to coordinate the City’s 
water demand projections for use in the UWMP.    Unfortunately, NID was unable to obtain 
demand projections from the City in time for inclusion in the UWMP.  NID will continue to 
work with the City going forward to further refine demand projections as specific 
developments are initiated. 
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To: NID Board and Staff
Regarding: NID 2020 UWMP comments
Date: July 2, 2021

From: Otis Wollan
Placer County Resident, and former 5 term PCWA Director
NID Stakeholder, as proposed NID projects impact my Placer County property directly
President, American River Watershed Institute

Thanks to NID for providing the opportunity for input to the Draft 2020 Urban Water
Management Plan. NID Staff and Board have acknowledged that neither the 2020 Agricultural
Water Management Plan nor this draft 2020 Urban Water Management Plan are being seriously
considered as planning documents, but have been considered “compliance reports” by NID
Staff. The substantive planning issues are constantly being deferred to the Plan for Water. So
rather than digging into the details presented in this draft, I will be addressing substantive
planning issues that while mentioned here and in previous documents will not be dealt with in
depth and completely until the Plan for Water which will restart this Fall.
NID’s urban demand is well under a tenth of the raw water demand. NID has a long way to go to
reduce its per capita urban demand to meet the State’s projected urban per capita demand of
50 gallons per capita per day. But NID does measure this water accurately, and is moving
toward modern meters and management that will enable accurate measurement and
implementation of conservation methods. All of this will be hard work, but the problem is
solvable, and there is good information about where NID is and how to solve the problem.
NID’s raw water demand is well over 90% of its deliveries, and the information provided in the
UWMP and the Agricultural Water Management Plan (AWMP) that preceded it show that the
substantive issues in supply and demand are in raw water. Since the raw water supply for
treated water is ample, NID does not have to rely on urban conservation measures to provide
for future growth in the urban sector. So, I would like to focus comments here on fundamental
questions that arise from NID’s raw water supply and demand.
In table 3-4, the total raw water “customer duty” is stated as about 140,000 acre-feet. From the
AWMP, NID states the total number of irrigated acres is about 32,000 acres. Dividing one by the
other shows the per acre use is about 4 ⅓ AF/acre. State of California guidelines state that
application should not exceed 2 ½ AF/acre. Further, I provided extensive comment challenging
the 32,000 acre figure in my comments to the AWMP, noting that the NID methodology for
establishing that number of irrigated acres is fundamentally flawed, is contradicted by a recent
study using object-based image analysis (OBIA, specifically Lidar) that was field verified, and
that the figure of 32,000 could be overstated by a factor of 2. What that means is that the
applied ag water in NID’s service area could exceed state standard by a factor of 3 or more. NID
simply has no way of verifying this accurately. (see previously submitted detail from my AWMP
comments).
The point I am making is that NID actually knows very little detailed and accurate information
about raw water use, except for quantity in the aggregate. And knowing something at that gross
level does not provide any basis for planning, which needs to be fixed so that the Plan for Water
can actually be a useful exercise and guide NID’s future.
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There is a major difference between the AWMP and the UWMP. In the AWMP Section 8, NID’s
Engineering Manager certifies that NID “measures customer deliveries.” In the UWMP, in
Section 3.1.4, NID states that “actual raw water customer usage is difficult to quantify on an
individual basis as customers order a maximum volume of water, but the actual amount diverted
is based on customer practices.” The only thing NID knows about customer practices is gleaned
from the self-reported customer questionnaire (refer to comments on the lack of veracity of this
methodology, as previously submitted in my AWMP comments).
Section 3.1.4 goes on to say that “raw water system loss, including carriage water, seepage,
evaporation, stockwater, theft, and other unknown uses, is therefore included in the total raw
water retail customer duty.” Combined with the admission that NID knows almost nothing about
how raw water customers are using their water or even how much they divert, one can only
conclude that NID has little idea what is happening to the raw water below the gross aggregate
volume measurements.
A good example of how this can vary can be seen in PCWA’s experience with “carriage water”,
which at PCWA was usually referred to as “tailwater”. PCWA began using remote telemetry to
measure precisely the amount of tailwater that was being lost at the end of its canal system,
which in many ways is similar to NID’s raw water canal system. This accurate measurement
helped to some degree toward better regulation by the ditch tenders, but the real dramatic
improvement occurred when PCWA fully automated the ditch system by placing gates at the top
of the canal that delivered water governed by the real time telemetry at the end of the canal. In
an informal discussion with PCWA’s previous manager, and verified by a conversation this
month with PCWA”s current District 5 Director, the raw water saved through automation was
approximately 15,000 AF, or about 15% of the aggregate raw water amount. Modern efficiency
measures in just this one area of “carriage water”, or tailwater, saved the Agency 15% of its raw
water supply.
How much is NID losing in each of these areas: carriage water, seepage, evaporation,
stockwater, theft, and other unknown uses? Simply stated, NID does not know, nor in many
cases does it have the data gathering capacity to make an informed estimate.
Yet that one case of carriage water is small potatoes compared to the potential savings within
the customer use, about which NID acknowledges it knows very little. Like PCWA, NID probably
delivers ⅓ less water down the canals than is contracted for, because customers over buy, or
use on an as needed basis rather than as continual delivery that is inherent in miner’s inch
delivery. Too many questions arise:

● How much are customers actually diverting?
● How much are customers over buying?
● How many acres of what crops actually are being irrigated?
● Is water running off the customer’s property?
● Is the customer over watering?
● What is the conservation potential for crops if efficient irrigation systems were used?
● How much would that cost? Would NID subsidize or incentivise efficiency?
● How much turf is being irrigated?
● What would a turf replacement program save? What would it cost?
● What would a xeriscaping program yield in saved water? At what cost?
● What does NID know about pond management?
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● Which canals are seeping water how fast? (can’t know that if you don’t know accurately
what the customers are diverting.)

● Could the worst leaking canals be lined or piped?
● What would each customer be willing to agree to if you have a menu of options? And a

suite of options for subsidizing efficiency methodologies? (Can’t know that if you don’t
audit them and have the conversation.)

● What customers could implement a pressurized system of delivery, and would they be
willing to buy water by volume rather than by miner’s inch contract for gravity flow?

● How much theft is going on?
● How could NID reduce evaporation?
● What in the world is “other unknown uses”?

This drought provides numerous opportunities. Chief among them is auditing your raw water
customers so you can begin to understand what is happening out there, and can begin to plan
and implement strategies that are based in truth and knowledge, not vague guesses. A whole
new set of value propositions needs to be developed for your customers: what is the value
exchange for the customer taking sincere interest in smart water use that benefits the whole
community? What assurances can NID offer to those willing to take leadership? What trust can
be developed between the customer and NID, so customers are willing to make a real value
exchange instead of over buying to protect themselves from some random NID conservation
mandate of 20 or 35 or 50% across the board in response to shortage and dought?
At the front of the line should be the commercial agricultural customer who files the IRS
Schedule F. What are their real needs? How can NID assure the real farmers that their needs
will get met, and they won’t get smacked with an across the board conservation mandate? What
programs are in place to help farmers be efficient? What value propositions is NID prepared to
offer?
In the AWMP, NID states  “It is not locally cost effective for the District to finance capital
improvements to agricultural customers because due to the District’s water rights and supply
infrastructure fixed costs, there are no incremental cost savings from potential local on-farm
capital improvements.” This is just leaving our farmers out of the loop. This ignores the will of
the people in our communities who almost unanimously support commercial farming in our area.
It ignores the priorities and policies of the county Boards and planners. NID needs to become an
ally of its customers, and primary among them the commercial farmers, where, not incidentally,
lies the greatest potential for near term significant savings of water if there can ever be a mutual
trust between NID and the customer that their water needs for agricultural commerce will be
assured and met.

This is a serious threat to NID’s water rights security. Simply by reading the comments to the
Centennial Dam NOI and NOP exercises, and the water rights protests to the Centennial dam
filing with the SWRCB, NID must realize that many of these stakeholders are faulting NID on
very fundamental issues. Namely, does NID use its water beneficially? How can NID document
that? Or can it be documented that NID actually doesn’t know if the water is being used
beneficially or not, because NID doesn’t measure volume or assess/audit uses or waste or….?
Is NID willfully violating DWR guidelines and standards for measurement and beneficial water
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use and conservation? Does NID believe it will fare well before the SWRCB in its water rights
application if it cannot make a better showing than it has done in these “compliance exercises”
of the AWMP or the UWMP that we have seen this year? These documents clearly indicate
major deficiencies in the District’s ability to measure volume at the farm gate, or assess the
efficient and beneficial use of the water behind the farmgate, or even accurately access or even
determine the cause of delivery inefficiencies. NID’s water security lies not in its effort to
increase its already ample supplies through huge new facilities like Centennial Dam, but in its
ability to demonstrate beneficial use of its existing water before it becomes a target. The real
work is making the existing system reliable and resilient in the face of an uncertain future.

Big problems in NID’s previous decade of planning are evident in demand planning. In both the
2010 and 2015 plans, NID grossly overestimated growth and future demand. The 2020
documents seem to be pointing to a more realistic level of growth. But the wildly inaccurate
demand projections of the past are instructive, because quite likely they are the source of the
adamant proposal for a new 225,000 AF dam. With wildly inflated demand, such large projects
are the only way to provide supply. Here are comments I made to the 2015 NID UWMP on
Section 3 and System Water Use, cited here in italic:

While this plan is ostensibly an urban water use plan, significant insights are provided in
this section on what NID calls “agricultural irrigation.”
2015 Table 3.2 indicates current demand for agricultural irrigation is 115,989 AF. This level of
use is then projected to increase by almost 50% by the year 2020.
2015 Table 3.3 2015 demand increases 46% by 2020 (a % factor of 10 versus 2020)

2020 demand increases 4.5% by 2025
2025 demand increases 2.6% by 2030
2030 demand increases 3.6% bt 2035
2035 demand increases 3.2% by 2040

The increase in demand from 2015 to 2020 needs explanation. Is this because usage dropped
in the fourth year of a drought? If so, it is revealing, because NID had no active conservation
program in the raw water division, but only minimal and passive public education programs. Did
this apparent low use of raw water result in any reduction in the quality of life in our region? Was
there any reduction to commercial agriculture? Were the reduced levels a result of more efficient
use on rural estate landscaping? These distinctions need to be studied with real data that can
provide a basis for future planning and future conservation and efficiency programs.

What is more curious is that the comparable table in NID’s 2010 UWMP has this same
anomaly in usage. 2010 UWMP Table 3.12 noted a similar spike in use from 2010 of 129,894 to
2015 180,046 or 39% increase. This increase didn’t happen, even though 2010, 2011 and 2012
were all higher than normal water years (according to 2015 URMP Figure 5.1) . If the predicted
39% increase in agricultural irrigation use did not happen between 2010 and 2015 as predicted
in the 2010 URMP, what makes NID think the 46% increase in agricultural irrigation will happen
in the next five years as predicted in the 2015 URMP? These projections indicate the
tremendous level of elasticity that exists in the use of raw water. NID’s best opportunity for
managing water use wisely in the future lies in this category of agricultural irrigation. This entire
category is mis-named, as most of the water in this category is not commercial agriculture. It is
rural estate landscape water which is labeled “irrigated pasture.” It is undeniable that rural
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development and water use in the past half century has seen the demise of most commercial
grazing, and its conversion to rural estate suburban housing. Most of this water should be
categorized as urban water use, and analyzed in detail in this Urban Water Management Plan. It
should be managed as urban landscape water, and brought up to the same standards of
measurement (and metering) as urban treated water, and the same suite of conservation
measures for landscaping should be applied as are used for urban treated water. The blanket
term “agricultural irrigation” is being mis-used to describe all raw water applications. Suburban
landscaping is not agriculture. Truly commercial agriculture should be addressed in the Ag
Water Plan, and suburban landscaping should be included in this UWMP

2015 Table 3.2  plans to expand agricultural irrigation by 5% from 2020 176,626  to 2040
184,271. It is essential to discern ag water from rural estate landscape water. How much of this
increase will be commercial agriculture? How much will be increased rural estate suburban
landscape water?

In addition, 2015 Table 3.2 provides a challenge to NID’s claim that increased storage
capacity is needed in the future. Total projected volume in 2020 of 184,704 AF increases in
2040  to 211,930 AF. However, as noted above, the huge elasticity of “agricultural irrigation”
calls these figures into question. Is the agricultural irrigation figure accurate, or is it overstated
39% (2010 UWMP) or 46% (2015 UWMP)?
[from public comment letter to the 2015 NID UWMP by Otis Wollan, et al]

Here is what that unrealistic demand forecast looked like as it appeared in NID documents:
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It is a good sign that NID has moderated its excessive demand projections in this 2020 UWMP.
What NID has never mentioned, however, is that there is a realistic scenario that demand for
water, and especially raw water, may decrease. Our regional NRCS agricultural advisor has
indicated that several areas of agriculture are in decline, particularly grazing. Demand from
commercial agriculture may decrease (see also notes previously submitted on the 2020 NID
AWMP in the section on OBIA). Demand for raw water from suburban lifestyle growth in our
rural areas may also decline, as many hopeful home builders are having a very difficult time
getting fire insurance. The potential of fire catastrophe will affect us in the future. While we hope
it will never happen here, it would be instructive to see what has occurred in both urban and raw
water demand in the Paradise, CA area. I personally have seen long term residents moving out
because of the newly realized fire dangers to our community. NID should consider in the Plan
for Water that a very possible scenario for the future is no growth in demand, and even
reduction of demand in worst case scenarios.

Climate Change and water supply. Not only does NID overstate demand, it may very well be
overstating supply as well, especially when forecasting the future with climate change
scenarios. Overestimating supply is quite dangerous, especially when adamantly advocating for
a new 225,000 AF reservoir. Building a reservoir and not being able to fill it is disastrous. There
are several areas that I think NID needs to be mindful of when projecting supply. I have made a
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hobby of studying climate change for my entire adult life, stimulated first in a course on
Ecoscience taught by Paul Erlich in 1968. Here are some of the observations.
Current advice on climate change scenarios offered by the State of California is in my view
suspect, because it is oversimplified and omits several pieces of the puzzle that point to much
higher levels of uncertainty. Uncertainty may be the only certainty about climate change. Here
are two uncertainties that the State has not recommended for consideration, but should, and
NID should consider.
The first precedes any thought about climate change. That is the cycle of drought, and
especially the cycle of megadrought. It is curious that these are not more the center of our
attention. The Colorado River Compact was based on hydrology that was at the top of the
drought cycle before 1920, and the shortages and conflicts have all stemmed from the original
over estimation of supply. We know the hydrology of the past hundred fifty years.

The hydrology that I have seen from NID does not adequately take into account the years
1910-1935. Has NID chosen as its hydrologic baseline a time period of more recent years that
will inflate the supply projections?
Tree rings provide a history that is much longer, and it is in understanding the drought cycle
from the thousand year perspective that suggests an even more dramatic possibility--- millennial
drought cycles in addition to the centennial drought cycles. It is the deep drought period in the
Middle Ages, which is referred to as an anomaly, that some more recent data which considers
the previous several thousand years may prove to be a repeated millennial cycle.
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What all of this investigation into the hydrology of the past several thousand years within the
10,000 year Holocene is pointing to is this:

● Decadal drought cycles
● Centennial drought cycles
● Millennial drought cycles

It turns out that choosing your baseline hydrologic period is a non-trivial exercise. It is humbling.
It is only within the past year or so that we are beginning to see water articles on the possibility
of mega-drought. Much of that literature is coming from our Southwestern drought that is well
into its second decade--- a possible millennial megadrought that is over-riding the patterns of
both decadal and centennial drought cycles. If NID is relying on supply projections just the past
fifty years, those projections will be inaccurate by at least 30%, and far more if megadrought is
considered. This is sobering data when planning appropriate supply storage, as it may never fill
for years on end when you need it most.
Considering these drastic drought cycles is not an outlier in peer reviewed science.  As
published in Science Advances: from NOAA and NASA: Unprecedented 21st century drought
risk in the American Southwest, Benjamin I. Cook1,2*, Toby R. Alt3 and Jason E Smerdon2

Abstract: In the Southwest and Central Plains of Western North American, climate change is
expected to increase drought serenity in the coming decades. These regions nevertheless
experienced extended Medieval-era droughts that were more persistent than any historical
event, providing crucial targets in the paleoclimate record for benchmarking the severity of
future drought rists. We use an empirical drought reconstruction and three soil moisture metrics
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from 17 state-of-the-art general circulation models to show that these models project
significantly drier conditions in the later half of the 21st century compared to the 20th century
and earlier paleoclimatic intervals. This desiccation is consistent across most of the models and
moisture balance variables, indicating a coherent and robust drying response to warming
despite the diversity of models and metrics analyzed. Notably, future drought risk will likely
exceed even the driest centuries of the Medieval climate Anomaly (1100-1300 CE) in both
moderate (RCP w.5) and high (RCP 8.5) future emissions scenarios, leading to unprecedented
drought conditions during the last millennium.

While these lofty studies of the past millennia and the future projections for the next hundred
years are dizzying to say the least, there is a simple important takeaway for our local water
agencies when planning for the future. There are lots of uncertainties when planning for the
future, and some of them have huge impact. Pondering these offers some takeaways:

● It is wise to first take care of the existing infrastructure to make sure it is reliable and
resilient.

● It is wise to first make sure that every drop of the existing demand is used efficiently.
● It is wise to know the customers and the existing uses thoroughly and to understand

where there is flexibility, and where there is rigid demand.
I hope NID is able to reflect on these scenarios, and that it informs the approach to a Plan for
Water.

“Hot Drought” is the second issue that NID needs to include in its climate change scenarios.
This new concept in drought comes again from studies on the Colorado River, first published in
the Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society, January 2014 edition in an article entitled
“River of Doubt: The Uncertain Colorado in a Changing Climate”. The story here is that in the
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years 2000-2010 of relatively normal precipitation, the temperatures that averaged 2 degrees
Centigrade above normal were creating hydrologic condition that mimicked the precipitation
drought of 1955-1965. This has been labeled “hot drought”, where the higher temperatures
trigger a complex of conditions that reduce watershed runoff. Those conditions are:
➔ Rain melts snow (rain-on-snow events)
➔ Sublimation from snow
➔ Evapotranspiration from plants and soils
➔ Evaporation of surface water
➔ Longer growing season for vegetation
➔ More rain less snowpack
➔ Positive feedbacks amplifying these impacts

Hot drought plus precipitation drought has brought these issues to the forefront, and we are now
reading about the Colorado River water shortage in the daily news.
But hot drought is not limited to the Colorado River. Roger Bales of UC Merced has studied hot
drought in the Sierra, and this data is available for use in scenarios in the Plan for Water. This
year is an example of hot drought conditions and impacts right in front of our eyes in this
moment.  NID should partner with PCWA to make a connection with Roger Bales at UCMerced,
who has worked with PCWA for decades, to develop a scenario approach that specifically
addresses Hot Drought and its range of impacts for watershed yield of the Yuba and Bear.

Climate change planning takeaways. When NID undertakes the next round of planning which
will include developing climate change scenarios, it will be important to rethink the assumptions
and take a more comprehensive view than previously implemented. From the outside, it
appears that NID is again taking the “mandate compliance” approach it has taken toward the
AWMP and the UWMP. To get the more comprehensive future scenarios, I urge NID to:
➔ Partner with PCWA to extend their climate modeling to the Drum Spaulding and Yuba

Bear systems
➔ Partner with PCWA to ensure that a Hot Drought scenario is developed following the

counsel of Roger Bales et al at UC Merced
➔ Partner with PCWA to include a megadrought scenario based on millennial tree ring

history.

Summary and Recommendations for Plan for Water.
The Plan for Water should anticipate likely major system changes that will change the water
supply paradigm, for example, the relatively near term acquisition of the PG&E Drum Spaulding
system by an NID/PCWA JPA. Planning for this should include the financial side; this should
include acquisition costs and how NID plans to use its future modest borrowing capacity (will it
be used for maintenance, emergencies, capital improvements, or acquisitions such as this?).

Then, the single biggest need within NID seems to be the nearly total gap of good data on raw
water use. Until NID understands the customer need, any planning exercise is lacking a target.
NID must understand what the individual raw water customer does with the water currently, and
what conservation strategies might be implemented on an individual customer basis. This will
require auditing many or most of the raw water customers. Without this data, a planning
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exercise is meaningless, as it can’t determine the goal/target of meeting the needs of the
customers.

Once the true demand is known, the full range of demand side and supply side options should
be developed.
Demand Side:

● First and foremost, audit the raw water customers with individual conservation strategies.
A miner’s inch is 9 gallons a minute, equivalent to flushing a toilet every ten seconds;
each miner’s inch sold is a goldmine for conservation.

● Develop policies that can support commercial agriculture.
● Ramp into true market values for “lifestyle water uses” for raw water customers.
● Implement telemetry on all canals.
● Automate canal conveyance, like PCWA.
● Implement urban conservation, including DMM’s that NID has not addressed:

○ Toilet replacement rebates
○ Turf reduction buyout
○ High efficiency landscape watering systems
○ Complete rollout of sophisticated metering with customer feedback capacity
○ Conservation rate structures

Supply side:
● Optimize existing systems:

○ Raising Rollins dam, or Silver Lake dam, or other system reservoirs
○ Raising Fordyce dam, anticipating acquisition and ownership of this PG&E facility
○ Raising Camp Far West, in partnership with SSWD

● Meadow restoration, like Bear Valley and Norden
● Watershed function restoration, like forest management for water yield
● Watershed function protection, like forest management for fire safety
● Analyze possible biomass utilization technologies and integration with hydropower

system
● Analyze carbon sequestration potential of NID and JPA watersheds
● Assess groundwater recharge potential, and possible partnerships and markets
● Fully assess conjunctive use with partnerships in the American River Sub-basin

NID has such great potential, but seems to be constrained by its insular culture. The work of
developing a Plan for Water from a new paradigm that leapfrogs NID’s current perspective of a
century old agriculturally based irrigation water provider will be central to a successful future for
our community. Neighboring water agencies have made much of that leap into the future, and I
sincerely wish NID well on this journey.



NID Response to:
Otis Wollan 

Comment Noted.  The Comment does not specifically address edits or questions regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the document.  NID will address more general inquiries concerning 
long range District planning in the Plan for Water process. 



From: Susan Sanford
To:

Cc: NID Info
Subject: water restrictions
Date: Sunday, July 04, 2021 4:53:38 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution
when opening attachments or on clicking links from unknown senders. 
Dear Nevada Irrigation District and Nevada City City Council members,

As a native Californian, now in my 60s, I am intimately aware of the need to conserve water. I
have been a diligent practitioner of water-saving for a very long time.

Percentage reductions in water use are only part of the mosaic because another factor is at
least as important: household size.

I would find it more helppful to see a chart of water use targets for household size, rather than
a percentage. For those of us who have been dogged water conservationists in our homes and
gardens for decades, it’s a huge challenge to figure out where else to cut back.

Long term planning might be well served by learning what people are doing, or want to do, re:
watering to grow food and/or reduce fire danger.

As we all know, water in California is a very complex and multi-generational dance.

Thanks for your consideration,
Susan

------------------------------------
Susan Sanford

------------------------------------

mailto:info@nidwater.com


NID Response to:
Susan Sanford 

Comment Noted.  The pending State Water Use Objectives will dictate indoor and 
outdoor irrigation treated water use. 



 

 

 

      FOOTHILLS WATER NETWORK 
 
July 2, 2021 
 
Jennifer Hanson, General Manager 
Chris Bierwagen, Division II, President, Board of Directors 
Ricki Heck, Division I, Board Member 
Karen Hull, Division III, Board Member 
Laura L. Peters, Division IV, Board Member 
Rich Johansen, Division V, Board Member 
 
Nevada Irrigation District 
1036 West Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 
 
Submitted via e-mail: info@nidwater.com 
 
Re: Comments on the 2020 Update of the Urban Water Management Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Hanson, President Bierwagen, and Directors Heck, Hull, Peters, and Johansen, 

 
The Foothills Water Network (the Network) is a coalition of non-governmental organizations1 

concerned with watershed management issues in the American, Bear, and Yuba River watersheds.  
While the Network is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the June 14, 2021 version of the 
2020 Draft Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) it is necessary to note that reconciling the 
information provided in the October 2020 Water Planning Projections, the 2020 Agricultural Water 
Management Plan (AWMP) and this Draft Urban Water Management Plan is unfortunately convoluted. 
As pointed out in the public workshops held on June 23 and 24, 2021, the Plan for Water public process 
will ultimately need to reconcile the various documents, other perspectives and implications, and 
provide a much more clear discussion, explanation, and presentation of the assumptions used, their 
alternatives, sensitivity of the derived numbers to them, and linking them together thoroughly and 
accurately. Unfortunately, publication of multiple versions of the UWMP including this and the June 7, 
2021 version and resulting corrections, adds confusion rather than helping clarify and build confidence 
in the results. 
 
I. Introduction 
 
                                                 
1 Foothills Water Network includes American Rivers, American Whitewater, California Outdoors, California Sportfishing 
Protection Alliance, Friends of the River, Gold Country Fly Fishers, Northern California Council of Fly Fishers International 
(formerly Northern California Council Federation of Fly Fishers), Sierra Club, South Yuba River Citizens League, and Trout 
Unlimited. 
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With this UWMP and the recently adopted 2020 AWMP, NID is entering the new era of water 
management and planning required by numerous legislative and regulatory initiatives still being 
developed since the previous 2015 reports. The Network appreciates NID’s recent and continued efforts 
to include the public and provide adequate review time and opportunities for questions and discussion. 
However, as the public is encouraged to participate, the need for carefully prepared and presented 
information increases. The following comments are intended in good faith and in support of NID’s 
ongoing efforts to inform and engage the public in understanding the water planning challenges our 
community and NID face. 
 
These comments will address the importance of the Plan for Water, better understanding of in-stream 
flows, the need for clear and complete information, the value of conforming to regional information 
standards, and recommend that the resolution to adopt the UWMP include language similar to the 
adoption resolution for the AWMP. 
 
NID's commitment to the Plan for Water public process 
The Network appreciates the commitment NID is making to the Plan for Water public process described 
in the last paragraph of Section 1.1, in references to it throughout the UWMP and AWMP, and as 
described on the NID website. Together, these statements outline the beginnings of a challenging work 
plan for the Plan for Water public process.2 The many deferrals to the Plan for Water process in the 
UWMP highlight the Network’s concern with the UWMP especially after the June 14 revisions. As 
reinforced in the public workshops, the Network expects that all of the planning numbers and 
assumptions published as part of and since the October 2020 Water Planning Projection (WPP) 
documents will be reconsidered and validated as part of the Plan for Water public process. To be clear, 
the Network considers all of the assumptions and values published since October 2020 to be 
placeholders for further analysis, validation, and understanding. 
 
The Network has been advocating for the Plan for Water public process, or similar stakeholder process, 
to help inform NID of the numerous options and decisions before it in meeting the challenges of climate 
change, changing economics, and assuring the beneficial uses of water.3 The Network expects the Plan 
for Water to fulfill its ambitious intentions and will monitor and engage in the process to assure that it 
does. 
 
For example, the Water Planning Projection (WPP) documents process allowed stakeholders and the 
public to have a common understanding and confidence in the numbers, modeling, and methodology. 
The UWMP numbers and report undercut that progress. Similar to the conclusions in the AWMP 
process, NID should return to these assumptions and modeling before the Plan for Water continues and 

                                                 
2 Plan for Water recommendations stated in the UWMP: Latent Demand analysis, p. 10; Raw water use analysis and future 
unit demands, p. 11; Further analyze customers and population growth when the 2020 census date is available, p. 18; Revisit 
outdoor water use budgets after outdoor guidance is issued, p. 19; Revisit FERC flows and implementation once the license is 
"finalized" and implementation is started; Section 4.7 Future Water projects.  "The District does anticipate studying the 
expansion of reservoir capacity…”.  
3 see the South Yuba River Citizens League’s April 26, 2018 and the Network’s May 21, 2018 letters to NID relating to the 
Raw Water Master Plan process (now the Plan for Water public process). 



 

 

the resolution to adopt this UWMP should contain similar language to this affect as the resolution to 
adopt the AWMP does.4 
 
Correct understanding of new in-stream flow requirements 
NID was intimately involved in developing the in-stream flows that will be part of the new Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license for the Yuba-Bear project.5 The statement in section 
3.3, “In-stream flow requirements are flows the District must leave in the respective streams, using the 
District’s supplies,” is misleading. The understanding by NID at the time the flows were developed was 
that not all of these flows are taken from NID’s static storage as the statement implies; these flows, 
especially in Wet and Above Normal years and significant portions of the Below Normal and even lower 
water year types are fulfilled, at least in part, by water spilled when storage is full or from planned 
voluntary releases for power generation.  
 
As recommended in the Network’s October 19, 2020 comment letter regarding the Water Planning 
Projection Documents, NID should model a scenario that includes median climate change hydrology, 
Final Environmental Impact Statement projected future FERC flow requirements, and existing NID 
demand which would allow comparison of the relative impact on NID water supply operations of the 
new FERC flow requirements and projected demand increases under climate change hydrology. 
 
While the new in-stream flows are a challenging change to account for and to understand correctly, the 
Network suggests NID enthusiastically embrace the improvements in riverine habitats and recreation 
that its new license will help create. The Network’s point of view is that our rivers and watershed are 
whole unto themselves and we as a community extract our needs for water and energy from them while 
benefitting from a healthy river. Without a healthy river system and larger watershed, there is less 
reliable water and energy for our community and for the downstream benefits that support our 
watershed’s health.  
 
Please refer to the List of Acronyms and Abbreviations in the UWMP for definitions of acronyms used 
in this letter. 
 
 
II. General Concerns 
 
In general it is not clear how NID is approaching the UWMP as it relates to new and emerging 
requirements for improved integrated water management planning. Some of the lack of clarity is the 
result of a rapidly changing regulatory framework and the deficiencies of responsible state agencies; 
however, it is in just such an environment that NID must be particularly clear and explicit about its 
purpose and approach to any given document, like the AWMP and UWMP. Is it a plan or a report? Is it 
both? Is its main purpose to demonstrate compliance or to provide a definitive and sound basis for 
further planning, or all of those? 

                                                 
4 NID 2020 AWMP Appendices Final April 30.pdf, Appendix B: 2020 AWMP Adopted Resolution 
5 NID negotiated in good faith for more than 10 years with State and Federal agencies, PG&E, neighboring water agencies, 
and the Foothills Water Network within the relicensing process for the Yuba-Bear Project to establish essential flows for all 
stakeholders, including NID customers and the environment. NID proposed the new flows in their Final License Application 
to FERC.  Flows were negotiated and agreed to based on existing infrastructure. 



 

 

 
While these questions are addressed tangentially in the UWMP and were partly addressed in the June 23 
and 24 workshops, it is still far from clear. Also of particular concern is the inability for different 
audiences to follow the information within the UWMP or from one document to another and understand 
explicitly new or changed information so that as comprehension evolves, it can be reexamined from 
different points of view. Amongst many techniques that can aid in clarity and continuity, the Executive 
Summary, or in the rubric of the 2020 UWMP Guidebook,6 the “Lay Description” is of paramount 
importance. It is in this opening section that the writer has the opportunity to ground the reader in the 
writer’s intent, approach, structure and guidance for stepping into the detail of the document. 
 
As NID continues the Plan for Water public processs, the presentation of technical information needs to 
improve. Correct and accurate numbers, sensible assumptions, and logical conclusions are of little value 
if they cannot be easily conveyed and understood. Following are a number of critiques and suggestions 
for this and future water planning reports and plans with some examples. 
 
The UWMP is difficult to follow 
It is the technical writer’s obligation to consider their audiences and provide different levels of 
information for each of them while maintaining consistency and accuracy. Critical in each type or level 
of information is providing the reader consistent and complete references, cross references, and 
explanations for each piece of information or conclusion proposed and presented. The reader must be 
provided explicit references from any given value in a table or text to its origin and derivation so it can 
be quickly reviewed and understood. The writer must guide the reader through the material such that it 
builds on itself in a cohesive way so the reader is left with the satisfying feeling of, “I get it” rather than 
confusion.  
 
A first example of this is the lack of any explanation provided for the numerous changes made from the 
June 7 version to the June 14 version. Without explanation, these changes undermine the readers’ 
confidence in the analysis before even beginning to attempt to follow the thread of assumptions and 
analysis. If mistakes are made and corrected, they should be described and explained. Candidness is the 
foundation of confidence. 
 
For instance, the UWMP states on page 32 in the Water Supply Characterization section that, “The 
average runoff supply does not include supplies from the Bear River and the South Yuba River.  The 
District is likely to receive some water from the Bear and SY sources in dry years.  Due to the 
uncertainty of the supply available from these two sources, it has not been quantified in this UWMP.” 
This is a significant revelation from the October 2020 WPP documents and deserves a candid 
explanation for the sake of credibility. The reader is left with a disconcerting question in their mind of 
“Why not?” Nowhere else in the document is ‘uncertainty’ used as a reason for not making assumptions 
from which conclusions are proposed. Of course this will be addressed in the Plan for Water. 
 
The UWMP is also difficult to usefully analyze because of incomplete or irreconcilable information or 
description. For instance, if one wishes to calculate the GPCD for a given customer category in order to 
compare one to another or to ‘standards’, the number of connections is not always given, such as in the 
                                                 
6 State of California, Natural Resources Agency DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, Division of Regional 
Assistance, Water Use Efficiency Branch, Urban Water Management Plan Guidebook 2020, FINAL March 2021. 



 

 

cases of Broadview Heights, Lake Vera Water Company, City of Grass Valley, or Nevada City or are 
inconsistent, such as the 219 Treated Water Retail Multi Family accounts indicated in table 2-4 and 
section 2.5.1 and the 175 units described in Section 3.1.1.  
 
It is also challenging to extract important information out of the descriptive text, such as the unit demand 
factors in Section 3.1.1, and apply them to information in tables such as Table 2-4. Including all the 
useful information in the tables with references to other tables or text for detail  is helpful as is complete 
and accurate table titles and headings that indicate, at least with a footnote, where values such as Annual 
Growth Rate in table 2-4 are derived, shown, and discussed. Please help the reader by providing 
complete and accurate titles, definitions, and cross-references in the text, tables, and in footnotes in a 
consistent and thorough way. 
 
The lack of references, context, and discussion provided for the required ‘Unconstrained Demand’ and 
‘Single Dry Year’ analyses are examples of the need to be explicit about the source and purpose of a 
report element. These analyses are regulatory requirements and are not particularly useful in terms of 
actual planning without understanding their regulatory intent. Being clear in the text or in footnotes 
about why and how this information is developed and presented would help the reader not familiar with 
the regulatory requirements understand that the numbers shown are an intermediate step and not a 
conclusion unto themselves.  
 
 
The UWMP falls short as a compliance report 
As a compliance report it is difficult to correlate this UWMP to the 2020 UWMP Guidebook or other 
suppliers’ UWMPs. NID is an important part of our region’s and state’s ongoing efforts to integrate 
water planning information and plans. In the future, the Network recommends organizing the UWMP in 
the way the Guidebook or other guidance recommends. It is helpful to be able to refer to common 
nomenclature and organizational elements between plans as part of regional and statewide planning. 
Although NID’s circumstances are relatively complex, the Network commends the format and approach 
exemplified by the California Water Service UWMP format and approach.7 The City of Lincoln’s 
UWMP is also a good example of presenting information that conforms to the regulatory standard.8 
 
 
III. Conclusion 
Thank you for considering these comments and for providing the opportunity for discussing and 
clarifying the UWMP in the two public workshops in June. The Network appreciates the challenges NID 
faces and supports your efforts at public engagement. As the Plan for Water public process unfolds, it is 
critical that information developed and presented be readily understandable by a variety of audiences by 
providing thorough and explicit references and cross-references within and between documents as well 
as helpful explanations. The Network intends that the critiques and examples provided help NID 
develop future documents and reports. 
 

                                                 
7 https://www.calwater.com/conservation/uwmp-review/ 
8 http://www.lincolnca.gov/Home/Components/News/News/2780/73?backlist=%2f 



Additionally, the Network requests that the UWMP adoption resolution include the language in 
paragraph 2 of the recently adopted AWMP resolution which states, “The District will review, and 
amend as appropriate, supply and demand assumptions at the beginning of the Plan for Water Process to 
better understand available water supply and corresponding demands.”9 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments on the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.  
The Network looks forward to engaging with NID on the Plan for Water process. 

 Respectfully submitted, 

Foothills Water Network 

___________________________ 
Traci Sheehan Van Thull 
Coordinator, Foothills Water Network 
PO Box 573 
Coloma, CA 95613 
traci@foothillswaternetwork.org 

______________________________ 
Melinda Booth 
Executive Director 
South Yuba River Citizens League 
313 Railroad Avenue, Suite 101 
Nevada City, CA 95959 
(530) 265-5961 x 205

9 NID 2020 AWMP Appendices Final April 30.pdf, Appendix B: 2020 AWMP Adopted Resolution

melinda@yubariver.org 
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NID Response to:
Foothill Water Network 

Bear River/Yuba River flows.  As discussed in the AWMP and UWMP workshop process, due to 
provisions in the PG&E Coordinated Operations Agreement, hydrologic variability, and the fact 
that the District is not the senior water right holder, the historical runoff data evaluated to 
estimate the District’s average runoff supply does not include supplies from the Bear River and 
the South Yuba River.  NID will investigate these water sources in more detail in the Plan for 
Water.  

The remaining comments address long term planning issues and will be addressed in the Plan 
for Water process. 



URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

PUBLIC COMMENTS – WORKSHOP 

June 24, 2021 

Otis Wollan 

You know I did spend 20 years on the Board of PCWA, and President of American 

Rivers Watershed Institute, at the current moment.  There are a couple of differences 

between the Raw Water Master Plan and the Urban Water Master Plan draft as we're 

seeing it.  One is in the in the Ag Water Management Plan, you stated, particularly in an 

appendix that all raw water is measured, and my comments on this is, no, in fact, it's 

not.  And in this Urban Water Management draft, I’m saying actual raw water customer 

usage is difficult to quantify, because basically it varies by customer according to 

customer practices.  So, basically, you're only able to measure the raw water in the 

aggregate, and not by the individual user, nor by carriage water, or seepage, or 

evaporation, or stock water, or theft, or another category called unknown uses.  And 

particularly this year we have a tremendous opportunity, because most of that water, I 

mean, they're great opportunities for carriage water.  PCWA saved a tremendous 

amount of water spots apparently 15,000 acre-feet of water by just managing and 

measuring tail water very accurately and putting baffles and measuring how much water 

was being introduced at the top end of the canals.  So there's a lot of opportunities 

there.  But on the customer's side, that's where the real opportunity is.  And here with 

the, the only way you can get to that is by doing audits of the of the actual uses, of the 

actual customers.  Actually knowing your customer, actually knowing what they need 

and not what they just contract to buy.  If we have another dry year next year, you're 

going to have to really make arrangements with literally every customer.  So I really 

urge NID to begin auditing this year, really.  A strategic approach to understand what 

the benefits would be by auditing your customer base.  

There was another difference that was interesting, previously, when I would suggest 

doing audits and making special arrangements for commercial agriculture, because all 

of us support commercial agriculture, and we want to make a distinction between 

genuine commercial agriculture and landscape uses, or turf, or water features, or all 

kinds of other things that are where people are using raw water for.  And in this report, 

actually, you suggest in the drought plan that you actually have an exemption for 

commercial agriculture, and that might be based on an IRS Schedule F, and that you 

could actually make a distinction between commercial agriculture and other uses.  This 

is a tremendous opportunity because you can't treat large volume commercial 

agriculture; you can't paint them with the same brush.  It doesn't work.  You really have 

to meet their individual needs and their demands, and you can only do that if you know 

them very well and have really audited the circumstance.  If you do a blanket 30 or 50 

reduction it can be devastating, but if you know what the farmer needs and can make an 
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assurance that we're going to back commercial agriculture, that gets us over a big 
hump.  And there's a lot of water to be saved.  So it's really just urging the entity to take 
up the opportunity to learn your customers really, really, well, because that's where the 
savings in water can really happen.   
 
And I urge you to maybe take up a program of auditing the commercial agriculture folks 
as a pre-exemption, before they have to file an exemption to a blanket thirty percent or 
fifty percent reduction.  Begin immediately with making that distinction so we know that 
we can meet the needs of local agriculture.  Because it was true in the 20-years I was 
on PCWA, and it's true for all of you sitting on the Board.  Everyone in our community 
wants to see commercial agriculture successful, and the only way we can do that is with 
really clear knowledge of what's happening there.  So, I think that's the fundamental 
message that I wanted to convey.  
 
There's some progress, I think you're making some progress on the demand numbers, 
and look forward to furthering that.  I really look forward to the Plan for Water because 
the momentum of looking at both the Ag Water Management Plan and the Urban Water 
Management Plan as simply compliance documents to a State mandate, has really 
damaged your ability to see them as opportunities.  As I also noted in my comments to 
the Ag Water Management Plan, PCWA uses these exercises as genuine planning 
exercises and they include an appendix that explains to DWR how it is in compliance 
with their mandate.  But the body of the document is actually meat of planning, it's the 
real thing.  So I urge you, in the future, to pick this up, and hopefully, that in the Plan for 
Water, we will see that really extensive planning effort take effect. 
 
So again, thanks for the opportunity, and hopefully we can be helpful in the future and 
continue to comment and help to refine the approaches that you're taking. 



URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 
PUBLIC COMMENTS - WORKSHOP 

June 23, 2021 
 

 

 
Traci Sheehan  
Good morning everyone, Traci Sheehan, Foothills Water Network.  I really appreciate all 
the work that's been put into this and the conversation and discussion this morning has 
been really encouraging, so thank you.  I like the direction that you're moving in.  I want to 
touch on two main points having to do with the Plan for Water, and then, also information 
I’ve heard having to do with the environmental flows and the FERC re-licensing. 
 
So first of all, for folks who don't know, the Foothills Water Network was founded back in 
2003, in response to the idea that there would be re-licensing with three different agencies.  
Basically PCWA in the Middle Fork, YWA and YRDP, the Yuba River, and then also Yuba 
Bear, with NID and PG&E.  The network was formed because there was an understanding 
that all of these systems are interlinked, so one system takes a hit, another system takes a 
hit.  And because we are involved with these processes, since about 2003, I think, we 
learned a lot about all of these watersheds.  But we were also afforded the opportunity to 
learn a lot of technical expertise, from hydrology, to water rights, to just how the system 
works.  It's really interesting, and I'd love to talk about it another day, but the beginning of 
relicensing we didn't really understand even how the systems were plumbed.  People were 
arguing on maps, of how the canals were connected.  So we have come really far as a 
community, and having an understanding on these issues.  
 
So the first thing I want to touch on has to do with what we call “minimum in-stream flows.”  
I really appreciate that Greg explained that we're kind of convoluting three different issues.  
We call them “minimum in-stream flows” for FERC re-licensing, I’m not your Delta person, 
I’m not going to touch on that today, and it's not part of the Urban Water Management Plan 
that I know of, but I would like to touch on these “minimum in-stream flows” because 
they've come up as an issue before.  
 
I really appreciate what Dustin said on the resource issues, you know the licenses and the 
minimum in-stream flows that NID has now, are based on the original license, and that 
license started in the 1960’s, way before we had modern environmental regulations or an 
understanding of what resources needed.  So, you are operating under that same license 
requirement, way back before we understood what the resource needs were.  An important 
piece of this is, really, what are the environmental flows.  And many times I sit in the room 
and I simply hear folks.  I’m trying to get a dashboard understanding of how the 
environmental flows, or minimum in-stream flows, here I’m correcting myself, how the 
minimum in-stream flows impact supply.  And one thing to know is, that it's not, people 
often describe this as if you're taking water out of like a stagnant bathtub or reservoir, but 
it's actually not the case. Because when we negotiated the flows, we came, and we wanted 
to look at, if our interest is resource protection and your interest is power generation and 
water supply how can we negotiate this?  The environmental flow, the minimum in-stream 
flows, include power generation. Water flows that happen during power generation, it 
includes, when you're in a  normal year, or a wet year, when you're just spilling, when the 
bathtub is just filling, those flows are included in the environmental minimum in-stream 
flows. 
 
There's more than that, but those are just two basic ones that come to mind.  And, I think 
that's critical to understand because you can't simply just say ‘okay we're minusing this out 
of a stagnant reservoir’, there are other inputs there, so that's one thing to keep in mind.  
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The other part is also process, so while it isn’t a collaborative negotiation, that process is 
driven by a draft license application that NID sends to FERC.  So NID proposes the flow 
regime, and NID proposed the minimum in-stream flows, and then those were negotiated.  
My understanding is that we all came to agreement, that's what I can remember now.  So 
that's all I can do in my 60 seconds of our 10-years of minimum in-stream flows.  But I 
would love to sit down with anyone and get into the details.  There are so many times when 
I hear these generalizations and I wish I could respond, so I’m glad they're part of the 
Urban Water Management Plan and I can discuss those now. 
 
So the second thing on the overall plan, I really believe the, Network believes, that the 
focus here really is on the Plan for Water, and I’ve heard that from folks, and part of the 
presentation, so I really appreciate it.  As you're calling the Plan for Water we had a lot 
more time in the beginning to look at the hydrology, there were stakeholders involved, and 
this is very different, the way this has rolled out is different.   
 
We knew that there would be gaps in the modeling, so we anticipated that.  This is not a 
criticism, but it just brings me back to the fact that we need to look beyond this and look to 
the Plan for Water to look at, and to reaffirm, and to really dig into those assumptions 
again.  Some of the gaps that I see, and again these are anticipated, these supply numbers 
do not include the runoff from the Bear and Yuba Rivers.  It doesn't include it.  We often 
forget to highlight that, and that was something we said we would address in the Plan for 
Water.  It also doesn't have solid numbers on demand, we talked today a little bit about 
latent demand.  We also need to think about census, and the fact that the growth 
projections included here, and in the last Urban Water Management Plan, and possibly the 
Plan for Water, actually, are based mainly on the Department of Finance numbers.  And 
those numbers, while they show growth for the County, they don't show growth in NID's 
service area only.  And so it can be confusing if you’re thinking about development in 
Truckee versus really what's happening just within the service area.   
 
So those are a few more that come to mind.  In closing, I would really like to thank NID for 
holding these extra public hearings, and including the public.  You know in the past, NID, I 
think held one public hearing and that's all that's required for the Urban Water Management 
Plan.  So I think it's really critical to hold these additional meetings, and hold them in this 
format with the workshops and let the public be more included. So that's all I have to say. 
Thanks so much 
 
Ricki Heck 
Traci I don't know if you're still on the line but I really wanted to understand again, get my 
brain around that you're saying, that there were no  runoff numbers from the Bear River 
included in these assumptions.  Is that what you said? 
 
Traci Sheehan 
Thank you, Yes, and it says that in it, and it said it in the (oh sorry), yes so the runoff from 
the Bear and Yuba are not included.  And that is true of the Water Planning Projections as 
well.  And it's a big thing that we wanted to revisit as the Plan for Water.  the Urban Water 
Management Plan does say that in dry years water will be available from the Bear and 
Yuba, but it's not quantified. 
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Ricki Heck 
So then my question then, back to Chip, is, first of all, I’m  going to ask Chip a couple 
questions. So is that true, that these numbers do not show runoff from the Bear or Yuba 
River? 
 
 
Chip Close 
Yes, that's correct.  There's a multitude of answers, but let's start with the easy ones.  
There are many players within the Bear River and the South Yuba systems.  We all 
coordinate flows, and we all have pieces in there.  We all have overlapping water rights, it's 
very complicated, and the District, in its past, has never quantified those amounts.  Our 
water rights weren't super great in those arenas, but there's still some there, we never went 
through the finality of finding out what those are.  The Plan for Water process and the TM 
papers that we started, and the hydrology studies with HDR, begin studying that, and we 
will be bringing those back as we move into the Plan for Water process.  We will try to 
quantify those for future references, and they were included in the initial study on how 
much unimpaired flows are available.  So that HDR study also included the Bear, included 
the Yuba, it also included some of the small tributaries like Deer Creek; those weren't in our 
models in the past either.  So Traci is correct, they are not in this document.  We make a 
reference to that.  We know there's water available, we just don't know how much, because 
we haven't quantified it in the past.  Moving forward, for planning purposes, we intend to 
include them in the future.  
 
Ricki Heck 
Okay, now that leads me to this other question; so are the Bear and the Yuba included in 
the unimpaired flow requirements that we're getting from FERC?  So in other words, we're 
not counting it in supply, are they counting it as part of their demand? Do you know what I 
mean?  Is there a disconnect there? 
 
Chip Close 
I was not involved in the FERC negotiation, however, I do know that HDR was integral in 
developing the model in which all of these in-stream flow agreements were based upon.  
So there was elements of each one of those reaches that were used in determining what 
these, as Traci puts, at minimum in-stream flows, were, how they were developed.  It all 
came out of that model.  It had a bunch of nodes in it for the Bear River.  It had nodes in it 
for the Yuba River, and it basically looked at all the unimpaired flows.  I don't think it was as 
specific enough to just have NID solely, it was a model that includes the entire watershed.  
And so I think that's where we're eager to move into the Plan for Water, and right review 
that with you all once again so you get a full understanding of where we're at, and moving 
forward we'll put all that information in our planning. 
 
Karen Hull 
Traci's other comment on the composition of minimum in-stream flows would be worth 
understanding at a Board level.  
 
Chris Bierwagen 
I think she makes a good point that they were negotiated, they were agreed on, and we 
inherited that.  We don't know any of that conversation.  I mean we don't know any of the 
right backgrounds, we don't know the details of how they got there.  We inherited that so I 
don't disagree. 
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Karen Hull 
It just seems like some of our conversation we may not be talking about the same right, or 
impact, and understanding what exactly is included.  How much is water, additional water, 
versus water that's flowing in the system anyway?  
 
Chris Bierwagen 
I would very much like to ask you the question that Rich just asked, what is the science 
behind additional in-stream flows?  Is it just that we think it's a great idea, is there science? 
 
Traci Sheehan 
I don't think that I can represent all the science behind it, but yes, there was science 
involved.  Especially from the resource agencies and it's something that they have to send 
to FERC, and be very clear on because FERC can dismiss it, and FERC has dismissed 
monitoring plans, many plans, studies that just never happen.  And then, this is all from a 
conservation perspective you know, I’m speaking frankly, but it's true, when you enter into 
re-licensing, certain interests will ask ‘well let's study this, let's study fish, or yellow-legged 
frog’, and we have a very hard time getting the studies.  And it might be more of a FERC 
issue, or maybe the licensees issue, but from study to monitoring those plans, those flows 
are very hard to come by.  What I’m trying to say is the bar is high, and it's negotiated, but 
if you'd be interested in understanding the resource issues connected with the yellow-
legged frog, there are experts.  For example, Amy Lind at the Forest Service, who could tell 
you a lot about it, and I think the yellow-legged frog was one of the key ones in Yuba-Bear. 
 
 
Diana Suarez 
Diana Suarez, Colfax, along the Bear River.  Thank you to the Board and welcome to the 
new General Manager.  I wasn't going to comment, but you are talking about monitoring, 
and the increased flows, and I go down to the river around three times a week, and I create 
videos, and I create monthly flow reports, and I have shared some of those with at least a 
Director or two.  I share them with the State and what I have noticed is through talking to 
the anglers that fish at Bear, the fishery has gone downhill in the past 20 years, 10 years.  
I’ve had people tell me they used to catch a limit in the first couple hours, now they can't 
catch a limit all day.  It's the trout, it's the frogs, so I started going down about a year and a 
half ago and checking the flows, and what was the major problem was the lack of ramping.  
We get to the season where the little trout are in the side channels, and the frogs, then NID 
will drop the water, and it'll all die and stink.  The ramping is from the 60s, and the ramping 
is in the new FERC license, and has been waiting almost a decade.  It used to be a drop of 
a foot in 24-hours.  The new standard is a drop of a foot at the gauging station in three 
weeks.  That's the difference, it gives the trout, the little trout, and a chance to get out of 
the little pools and into the main stem of the river, gives the frogs a chance to develop 
where they can pop out of the pools. 
 
I’ve documented the connection between the surface water and the groundwater and how 
those two interact to enhance the life that is along the river.  Adequate flows are very 
important and they don't even have to be that high.  If you look in the final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the FERC license, in some of your minimum in-stream flows, you see 
weighted available habitat for the trout in the mature species is only down to 35 percent in 
a lot of these flows.  It's only in  the normal and wet years where the habitat is up in the 
80’s.  So, you've got the trout living in 35 percent of what they could have, the juvenile trout 
have a much better habitat range in the lower flows, and the frogs do well as long as the 
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flows are stable.  I’ve been monitoring the flows this spring because the recommendation in 
the Environmental Impact Statement is a stable flow.  And they have been stable, and the 
frogs and the trout are doing well this spring.  My hope is that you will care about the river, 
care about the environment, and enhance this fishery back to where it used to be. It used 
to be something that everybody was proud of.  It's devastated right now due to the lack of 
stewardship along the Bear River below Rollins Reservoir, and above Combie.   
 
This is also a stretch where NID does not lose the minimum in-stream flows because they 
are recoverable in Combie Reservoir.  So, I would encourage the Board to adopt some of 
the recommended mitigations in the FERC license for the health and stewardship of the 
watersheds.  Thank you.  
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Diana Suarez: 
 
Hi,  thank you very much, President Beerwagon, and I thank the board for this enlightening 
discussion and this wonderful presentation.  I had a written comment here, but you've 
addressed a lot of my statements. I did express difficulty in determining where the numbers 
that lead to the raw water demand and supply assertions originate. The discussion was 
very enlightening for me, and I thank you very much.  One of the things that I did ask that 
wasn't covered so far is I ask to please separate out the treated water demand from the 
raw water demand for the reliability analyses in order to meet the objectives of the urban 
water supply and demand in tables three ten three eleven three, twelve, five-four, five-five, 
and five-six.  The response I got was, "NID elects to" blah blah blah.  In other words, no, 
we don't want to, and I think it could have been a better response in tables five-four, five-
five, and five-six.  The columns simply include supply-demand, and the methodology is 
non-responsive and leaves out a key component to an Urban Water Management Plan.  In 
fact, the next sentence affirms that quote "the District's water shortage contingency plan 
addresses different measures for treated water versus raw water customers." I think it's an 
important point to make and an important addition to your analysis.  Finally, the universal 
response quote "the remaining comments address long-term planning issues that can be 
reviewed in the Plan for Water." That's understandable, but maybe a little bit more, well 
here, I'll just read what I had written, "this Plan for Water process has been a panacea for 
loose ends and unanswered questions for years," no worries, it will be in the Plan for 
Water.   
 
I think a verbal assurance to the population on what issues are important and what issues 
will be brought forward would help.  You know, it's a kind of a turn-off when someone writes 
an 11-page comment, and they get a one-sentence response.  However, I am grateful for 
the responses I did receive, but I did also get this no worries, it will be in the Plan for 
Water, and I think, at the very least, the major issues must be delineated, acknowledged, 
and brought forward in a demonstrable way to guarantee the stakeholders that these 
issues are important to the District, and there is a process and methodology in place to find 
the answers and address the issue, and I look forward to this wonderful change in attitude 
with gratitude. I think you guys are doing a great job, and I appreciate it.   
 
There was another issue I had reducing legitimate planning documents to compliance-only 
reports smacks of reluctance to do the hard work of progressing to modern, sophisticated 
platforms.  So, hopefully, the Plan for Water will help us engage in a comprehensive water 
budget and integrated, truly integrated water management with new leadership; the future 
is bright.  I am encouraged by the enlightened discussions at the board meetings and a 
willing supportive community to tackle these opportunities collectively and collaboratively.  
And I would like to point out one statement that I made in this document quote "NID is 
committed to controlling its own water resources in a self-determining manner." From a 
larger perspective, I would like to quote the Foothill Water Network "The Network's point of 
view is that our rivers and watersheds are whole unto themselves, and we as a community 
extract our needs for water and energy from them while benefiting from a healthy river.  
Without a healthy river system and a larger watershed, there is less reliable water and 
energy for our community and for the downstream benefits that support our watershed's 
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health.  Best wishes to you guys.  I really do think you're doing a good job, and I look 
forward to working with you in the future.  Thank you. 
 
Diana Gamzon: 
 
I'm the executive director of the Nevada County Cannabis Alliance. We are the local trade 
association that represents the legal industry through education and public policy 
initiatives.  As a key stakeholder here in the County, we have not had any outreach by NID 
on the plans related to cannabis for this Urban Water Management Plan despite our 
request to meet to participate in this process.  So we want to ensure that all stakeholders 
are engaged in this process,  and we will follow up with NID to ensure that we are part of 
this discussion.  And specifically, we would like to discuss what was brought up today 
about the proposal to classify legal cannabis as an industrial industry, so I will follow up 
about that.  We look forward to engaging. Thank you, and we appreciate everyone's hard 
work on this  
 
Chip Close, NID Operations Manager: 
 
I appreciate the comments from Diana. If I could take a second, she specified or requested 
that the District separate treated water usage and demands from ag water usage demand, 
especially and specifically for shortages.  I think that's what I heard from her, and I just 
wanted to let her know that we tend to agree. We attempted to do that during the last 
drought in 2015 and submitted that to the State for proof that we had ample enough 
supplies to include our treated water customers for multiple years, and the State denied us 
reviewing it that way.  They said you have to include all your users as a whole when doing 
your availability analysis.  So, that's the reason why we have to combine them in these 
documents.  That's per the State's direction.  We do, in table 3.9, clearly spell out the top 
half of that label as treated water.  The bottom half is raw water, and then stream-flows at 
the bottom of that, so we do have them, but just for our planning purposes and drought 
contingency planning.  The State wants us to combine them together. 



July 14, 2021 
 

Hello and Good morning to the Board and everyone else, Dianna Suarez, Colfax 

I would like to address the response to public comments in the Urban Water 
Management Plan document.  I will start with the response to my comments: 

 
• I expressed difficulty in determining where the numbers that lead to the 

demand and supply assertions originate.   
o Page 27, Section 3.1.4 Raw Water Retail Customers; speaks to the 

issue of lack of ability to measure raw water demand and use.  “As 
stated earlier, the actual amount used is unknown as each customer manages their 
own raw water use strategies.”   

There was no response and no additional information in the document. 
Where do these numbers come from? How does the District affirm the 
accuracy of these numbers? 
 

• I asked to please separate out the treated water demand from the raw water 
demand for the reliability analyses, in order to meet the objectives of the 
Urban Water supply and demand, in tables 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 5-4, 5-5, and 5-
6 .  The response was, ”NID elects to… blah blah blah”.  In other words, No, 
we don’t want to.  Followed by, “The treated water demands are listed 
separately in the table.” Unfortunately, this is not true.  The columns in 
tables 3-10, 3-11, 3-12 are: Retail, wholesale, unrecoverable environmental, 
and total.  A subscript states that retail includes treated and raw water 
customers, and all system losses.  Given the numbers in table 3-9, these 
computations could have been accomplished.  Is it up to the reader to do the 
math? 
 

• Tables 5-4, 5-5, and 5-6 columns simply include supply, demand, and 
difference. This methodology is non-responsive and leaves out a key 
component to an Urban Water Management Plan.  In fact the next sentence 
affirms that “The District’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan addresses 
different measures for treated water versus raw water customers.”  It almost 
seems a deliberate strategy to blur the lines between human drinking water; 
and irrigation, rural landscaping, and system losses.  This lack of attention 
to detail precludes a more comprehensive understanding of the system, 
needed to face future demand challenges. 

  



• And finally, is the universal response, “The remaining comments address 
long term planning issues that can be reviewed in the Plan for Water 
process.”  I understand that this sentence is meant to address:   

o Lack of ability to accurately measure raw water demand and use 
o Lack of integrated water management to include groundwater and 

environmental water 
o All 11 pages of Otis Wollan’s comments 
o And all 6 pages of the Foothill Water Network’s comments 

This Plan for Water process has been a panacea for loose ends and unanswered 
questions for years now.  “No worries, it will be in the Plan for Water.”  I sincerely 
hope this is true, however history has illuminated this bait and switch tactic.   
 
When NID proposed Centennial Dam on Bear River, we asked, “Does the District 
have the financial resources to complete this major infrastructure project?”  The 
answer was, “This will be explained and analyzed in the DEIR.”  Another question 
was, “Is there enough water in the system to fill this facility?” The answer was, 
“This will be explained and analyzed in the DEIR.”  What about alternative storage 
opportunities?  The same answer, DEIR.  Well, the DEIR for Centennial never 
materialized.  And all those questions were never publically addressed.  Maybe, if 
the District had taken counsel with the public, and did the work transparently, we 
would all be in a better place today. 
 
There is a certain element of dismissive arrogance in a one sentence response to an 
11 page comment, a 6 page comment, and most comments.  At the very least, the 
major issues must be delineated, acknowledged, and brought forward in a 
demonstrable way, to guarantee the stakeholders that these issues are important to 
the District, and that there is process and methodology in place to find the answers 
and address the issues.  I look forward to a change in attitude with gratitude. 
 
Reducing legitimate planning documents to compliance-only reports smacks of 
reluctance to do the hard work of progressing to modern sophisticated platforms 
like a Comprehensive Water Budget, Farm-gate technology to account for tailwater 
waste and reintroduction into the groundwater system, raw water customer audits, 
and an Environmental Water Management Plan to complete the integrated water 
management system.  With new leadership the future is bright.  I am encouraged 
by the enlightened discussions at the Board meetings, and a willing, supportive 
community to tackle these opportunities collectively and collaboratively. 
 



“NID is committed to controlling its own water resources in a self-determining 
manner”, from a larger perspective, and I quote Foothill Water Network, “The 
Network’s point of view is that our rivers and watersheds are whole unto 
themselves and we as a community extract our needs for water and energy from 
them while benefitting from a healthy river. Without a healthy river system and 
larger watershed, there is less reliable water and energy for our community and for 
the downstream benefits that support our watershed’s health.” 
 
Thank you, Dianna Suarez 
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RESOLUTION NO.  2021-24 
OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

ADOPTING, FILING, AND IMPLEMENTING THE  
NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT  

URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE 

WHEREAS, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 797 (Water Code Section 
10610 et seq., known as the Urban Water Management Planning Act) during the 1983-
84 Regular Session, and as amended subsequently, which mandates that every supplier 
providing water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more 
than 3,000-acre feet of water annually, prepare an Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP), the primary objective of which is to plan for the conservation and efficient use 
of water; and 

WHEREAS, the District is a supplier of water providing urban water to over 19,000 
connections; and 

WHEREAS, the UWMP shall be periodically reviewed at least once every five years, and 
that the District shall make any amendments or changes to its UWMP which are indicated 
by the review; and 

WHEREAS, California Water Code requires that UWMP be adopted, after public review 
and hearing, and filed with the California Department of Water Resources by July 1, 2021; 
and 

WHEREAS, the District has prepared and circulated a draft Urban Water Management 
Plan for public review and review by the Counties and Cities within the District’s 
service area, and other interested parties, and a properly noticed public hearing 
pursuant to Government Code 6066 regarding said UWMP was held by the District’s 
Board of Directors on July 14, 2021.

WHEREAS, the District shall file said Plan with the California Department of 
Water Resources. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the 
Nevada Irrigation District as follows: 

1) The District is committed to developing a plan for the implementation of water
efficiency improvements to be implemented in the next five to ten years with
specific metrics;
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2) The District will review, and amend as appropriate, supply and demand
assumptions at the beginning of the Plan for Water process to better understand
available water supply and corresponding demands;

3) The Urban Water Management Plan, 2020 Update, is hereby adopted and ordered
filed with the District;

4) The Secretary of the Board of Directors is hereby authorized and directed to file
the Urban Water Management Plan,  2020 Update, with the California Department
of Water Resource;

5) The General Manager is hereby authorized and directed to implement the Urban
Water Management Plan, 2020 Update, which includes water shortage
contingency analysis and recommendations to the Board of Directors regarding
the necessary procedures, rules, and regulations to carry out effective and
equitable water conservation and water recycling programs;

6) The General Manager shall recommend to the Board of Directors additional
procedures, rules and regulations to carry out effective and equitable allocation of
water resources.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Nevada Irrigation District at a 
regular meeting held on the 14th day of July 2021 by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAINS: 

Directors: Heck, Hull, Johansen, Peters, Bierwagen
Directors: None 
Directors: None
Directors: None
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