




































Addendum on September 5, 2019 

 

Page 7-33 

7.4.2.2   Status of Implementation 

 

In the third sentence of the first paragraph there is an additional correction which was missed in 

my original comments’ submission on September  3, 2019, and it states, “…Despite the water 

budget surplus, as evidenced in Section 2 (Basin Setting Appendix 2A), groundwater levels and 

storage have been in decline within the Mid-Kaweah area…”.  In fact, there is not a water 

budget surplus as stated above (go to the MKGSA website and see Section 2 Appendices 2A, 

Page 109, Table 32, which shows a -77.6 TAF deficit for the entire Kaweah Subbasin), but 

rather it’s the water accounting framework which shows a surplus within the MKGSA of 

around 38 TAF in Section 6 – Water Supply Accounting (on Page 6-3, Table 6-3 of this 

GSP).  Later in that same sentence it states, “…and hydrogeologic evaluations will continue to 

determine the reason for the differences between the between the water budget surplus and the 

conditions of decline…”.   Again, it’s the water accounting framework which shows a surplus 

(~38 TAF) and not the water budget (~ -13 TAF—see Page 2-3, Table 2-1 of this GSP).  With 

those corrections that sentence should now read as follows, “…Despite the water budget water 

accounting framework surplus, as evidenced in Section 2 (Basin Setting Appendix 2A) Section 

6 – Water Supply Accounting (on Page 6-3, Table 6-3) of this GSP, groundwater levels and 

storage have been in decline within the Mid-Kaweah area and hydrogeologic evaluations will 

continue to determine the reason for the differences between the water budget water accounting 

framework surplus and the conditions of decline…”. 

 

I’m concerned that there is incorrect interchangeable usage of the terms water budget and water 

accounting framework and will confuse the causal reader.  On Page 2-2, 2.3   GSA Water 

Budget, there’s a good definition and the current estimate of the MKGSA water budget:   

“…This localized water budget represents the estimated physical movement of water in and out 

of the MKGSA area on an annual basis and provides an average for the 21-year period.  During 

that period, average groundwater storage depletions were 12.6 thousand acre-feet (TAF) per 

year due to a combination of water management activities within the GSA as well as influences 

from neighboring GSAs both in the Kaweah Subbasin and in neighboring subbasins…”.  Also on 

Page 2-2 there is a good definition of the water accounting framework [which is specifically 

addressed on Page 6-3, Table 6-2 and Table 6-3 of this GSP] and shows an Imputed Balance 

(Table 6-3) surplus within the Mid-Kaweah area of approximately 37.8 thousand acre-feet 

(TAF) per year:  “…To apportion responsibilities for the development of projects and 

management actions (extraction reductions), Section 6 of this GSP segregates groundwater 

inflows based on a legal construct of native, foreign, and salvaged components. These 

components are proportionately assigned to each of the three Subbasin GSAs. This construct and 

apportionment were considered and accepted by each GSA and represent a preliminary water 

accounting framework to be further discussed and refined during the first five-year assessment 

of this GSP…”.  These two components/entities are calculated quite differently, and should not 

be loosely interchanged particularly when one is negative and the other is positive.   

 

Addendum #2 on September 7, 2019 

 



Page 5-11 

5.3.3   Minimum Threshold– Degraded Water Quality  

5.3.3.1   Overview 

 

While in the process of doing an extensive word search on “projects’ and “management actions”, 

a second identical sentence to the one on Page 5-21, section 5.4.3  Water Quality Measurable 

Objectives was found (obviously an oversight on my part when I first read this GSP) which 

states, “…All future projects and management actions implemented by the MKGSA will be 

designed to avoid causing further groundwater quality degradation…”.  As stated then in my 

initial GSP comments (submitted on September 3, 2016), this sentence should be stricken from 

this GSP in the final document version for submission to DWR.  I’ll refer the reader of these 

GSP comments back  

to my original comments on Page 5-21 which will apply here also. 

 

Please insert this page between Pages 9 & 10 of my originally submitted comments of September 

3, 2019. 

 

Addendum #3 on September 10, 2019 

 

A general comment on the term “sustainable yield” as it is used in the MKGSA GSP.  The term 

“sustainable yield” is used a total of 10 times in this GSP but it does not indicate or state an 

actual numerical value for the “sustainable yield” in any of the text.   

 

At many of the KSB’s GSA meetings over the past 6 months it’s been stated by the 3 GSA 

managers and others, and shown in tabular form that the “sustainable yield” is 659,999 AF 

(660,000 AF rounded up) for the KSB.  This is depicted on Page 6-3, Table 6-2: GSA 

Apportionment, of this GSP. (NOTE:  This table is also known as the Water [Supply] 

Accounting Framework, and also referred to as the “Three Buckets” accounting method)  In 

that table in the lower right-hand corner is the figure of 659,999 which is oftened referred to as 

the “sustainable yield” but not specifically labeled as such.  I would suggest putting a double 

asterisks (**) after the 659,999 number.  Then below the table add this additional footnote (to the 

ones already there) with a double asterisks (**).  The footnote would then read, 

“…**Sustainable Yield for KSB…”.  

 

Although “sustainable yield” is used 10 times, there is no concise definition of the term 

“sustainable yield” found anywhere in this GSP.  At the MKGSA website under Documents in 

Section 3 Appendices, 3B Sustainable Management Criteria Best Management Practices, 5. 

KEY DEFINITIONS, Page 34, it gives the definition of “sustainable yield” as follows: 

 

(w) “Sustainable yield” means the maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period 

representative of long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus, that 

can be withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result.  

 

Perhaps this definition should be inserted in parenthesis the first time the term “sustainable 

yield” (last bullet point) is used in the 1. Introduction, General Information, 1.1.1 Purpose of 

GSP on Page 1-1.  That last bullet point would now read in part, “…the sustainability goal and 



ensure that the Subbasin is ultimately operated within the sustainable yield.  (“Sustainable 

yield” means the maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period representative of 

long-term conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus, that can be withdrawn 

annually from a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result.)…”. 

  

Please add this Addendum #3 to the last page of my GSP comments which were originally 

submitted on September 3, 2019. 

 

Edward T. Henry, DVM 

 

Addendum #4 on September 14, 2019         Page 1 of 2 

 

The term “hydrogeologic zone(s)” (AKA HZs) is used 14 times in the MKGSA GSP, and yet 

there is not an actual map/figure of the KSB showing those nine (9) HZs of which there are four 

(4) HZs in the MKGSA—1, 2, 4, and 7.  An excellent map/figure is found (at the MKGSA 

website) under Documents, Section 5 Appendices, Appendix 5A Overview of Application of 

Hydrogeologic Zones for Development of Groundwater Level Minimum Thresholds, Figure 

5.1 on Page A5-1.            For easy reference by the reader of this GSP, I would suggest 

imbedding Figure 5.1 into Section 2.  Basin Setting at the bottom of Page 2-5 and above the 

Section 2 – Basin Setting explanation box.                      In the first sentence of the third 

paragraph from the bottom on Page 2-5, it reads in part, “…Each MA’s minimum thresholds 

have been determined using the hydrogeologic zone mapping…”, and yet there is no HZs map in 

this GSP.  Since the word “…mapping…” is used here, this would be an excellent place to 

include/insert this map/figure.  After the word “…mapping…”, should be added (Figure 5.1), so 

as to read, “…Each MA’s minimum thresholds have been determined using the hydrogeologic 

zone mapping (Figure 5.1)…”. 

In Appendix 5B Groundwater Level Sustainable Management Criteria Hydrographs there are 

approximately 34 hydrographs.  In the heading at the top of each hydrograph there is a well 

designation (plus other information), i.e. Well KSB-0922, but it does not identify the HZ where 

that particular well is located.  After some prolonged looking, Well KSB-0922 can be found in 

HZ1.  It would be more convenient if the HZ for each hydrograph were to be labeled with the 

HZ in the heading as shown in the example below:                  Well KSB-0922 – HZ1               

Mid Kaweah GSA                Well ID: CID_038               Aquifer System: Unknown – Model 

Layer 3                 Also, none of the 34 hydrographs listed in Appendix 5B have a Figure 

designation, i.e. Figure x.xx, in their lower left-hand corner as do other Figures and Tables in 

this GSP and the accompanying Appendices at the MKGSA website.  Having all Tables and 

Figures labeled as such would be more convenient for referencing and cross-checking when 

needed. 

 

Addendum #5 on September 15, 2019         Page 1 of 3 

 

In the last sentence of the second complete paragraph down from the top of Page 5-19 of this 

GSP it states, “…This approach is summarized in the bullet list that follows and is illustrated on 

Figure 5.1 of Appendix 5A:…”.  There is a definite inaccuracy here related to “…Figure 5.1 of 

Appendix 5A:…” as Figure 5.1 is a map/figure (not a hydrograph) of the Hydrogeologic Zones 

in the KSB (see map/figure below).  Could you be referring instead to Figure 5.2 through Figure 



5.5 in Appendix 5A, OR RATHER is it in Appendix 5B where the first hydrograph 

(unlabeled—no Figure designation) is shown as Well KSB-0922?  In looking further at the 

“…bullet list…” and in the discussions that follow about the minimum thresholds, measurable 

objectives, and interim milestones, it seems logical that Well KSB-0922 is the well being 

referred to here as the example illustration.  But since Well KSB-0922 does not have a Figure 

designation attached to it, it was confusing initially.  (See hydrograph of Well KSB-0922 on 

Page 2 of 2 below.) 

 

In the second sentence of the next to the last paragraph on Page 5-19 it states, “…Figure 5-1 

shows these criteria at a single well in the southwest area of MKGSA and Appendix 5B includes 

these criteria for each well…”.  That “…single well…” is Well KSB-0922 which is in HZ1 (the 

southwest area of the MKGSA) but it does not have a Figure 5-1 designation (confusing).  All 

34 hydrographs in Appendix 5B need to be updated with a Figure designation, i.e. Figure x.xx, 

in the lower left-hand corner (below the hydrograph) of the each hydrograph for a more concise 

and easier referencing process. 

 

 

 

 

 

As mentioned earlier on Page 2 of 2, Addendum #4 (of these GSP comments) where the 

example for Well KSB-0922 – HZ1 is shown (to include the HZ number), it is first of all 

suggested here that the “well title headings” include the HZ for all 34 hydrographs.  Secondly, it 

also would be very convenient to have all hydrographs grouped by Hydrogeologic Zones for 

easier referencing in this GSP.  Although on Page 5-2 it states,   

 

“…one-third of the Subbasin’s representative monitoring sites exceeding minimum thresholds 

for water levels would constitute an undesirable result…”, it would be very helpful to know if 

those exceedances are random within the KSB or even the MKGSA or if one HZ is statistically 

more heavily impacted than another HZ.  If those exceedences were isolated to a particular HZ, 

then possibly Projects and Management Actions could be specifically tailored to that HZ or a 

region of that HZ, and/or the Management Area occupying that HZ.  There is the possibility the 

exceedances could occur in only one Management Area of a particular HZ (which potentially 

traverses one or more Management Areas—i.e. HZ4 which traverses all three Management 

Areas of the MKGSA) and not throughout an entire HZ.  As an example, what if the “…one-

third…” exceedances occurred only in the northeast section of the City of Tulare which is in part 

of HZ4?  The whole KSB and the MKGSA should not be penalized in that scenario.  In 

summary, there are several main points here:  First, is to identify the HZ in which each well 

resides and add to each well’s “well title headings” which HZ it’s located in, and secondly, 

would be to group the 34 wells by HZ.  

 

In the MKGSA GSP in Table 4-5: Groundwater Level monitoring network Well Summary 

on Page 4-8 there are 43 Well IDs listed, and yet in Appendix 5B there are hydrographs for only 

34 wells.  That’s a difference of nine monitoring wells without hydrographs.  All nine wells are 

in the Tulare Irrigation District and have the following Well ID:  KSB-1320s; KSB-1320d; KSB-

1408s; KSB-1408d; KSB-1536s; KSB-1536d; KSB-1545s; KSB-1545d; & KSB-1879.  With the 



exception of KSB-1879 the other eight wells appear to have good and complete Well 

Construction Information as listed in those three columns of Table 4-5.  Why are those nine 

wells which are listed in Table 4-5 not showing hydrographs in Appendix 5B? 

 

  

 

Edward T. Henry, DVM 

 


