IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

FILED

IN THE MATTER OF APPLICATION NUMBER ...2342L .., T OC ! G v 1989 d]‘b

Fiep py__Washoe County. Nevada

PROTEST
oN June. 23 19..89., 10 APPROPRIATE THE

waTers of.. Underaround

Comes now_ Board of Supervisors of the County of Modoc, State of California

Printed or typed name of protestant

whose post office address is P.0. Box 131, Alturas CA 96101
Sireet No. or P.O. Box, City, Staic and Zip Code

.hose occupationis...rolitical Subdivision, State of California , and protests the granting
of Application Number....23421 . , filed on June 23 R 1989
by Washoe County, Nevada to appropriate the

Printed or typed name of applicant _
waters of . Underground situated in.. Washoe

Underground or name of stream, lake, spring or other source

County, State of Nevada, for the following reasons and on the following grounds, to wit:
_.Potential adverse impacts. to the water.resources, water basins, economy,.citizens...

...... and environmental resources of Modoc and Lassen Gounties..as.described in Exhibit. .

__"A" attached_hereto.and.incorporated.by. reference herein.

THEREFORE the protestant requests that the application be denied

(Denied, issued subject to prior rights, #1¢., as the case may be)

and that an order be entered for such relief as the State Engineer. deems just and proper.
L

Signed

Ageq! or pr tant
Board of Supervxsor Countylof Modoc

Printed or typ name, if agent

Address P.0. Box 131
Street No. or P.O. Box No.

Alturas, CA 96101

Cily, State and Zip Code No.

.......................

1989

OFFICIAL SEAL
JULIE B. REESE
Notary Public-California

MODOC COUNTY State of.._California
My Comm. Exp. June 17, 1991

Notary Public

A County of Modoc

" $10 FILING FEE MUST ACCOMPANY PROTEST. PROTEST MUST BE FILED IN DUPLICATE.
ALL COPIES MUST CONTAIN ORIGINAL SIGNATURE.

-~
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Modoc County
Filing of Protests -

EXHIBIT "A"

In 1988 Modoc County filed protests in the matter of sixteen
application filed by Washoe County to appropriate water in
interstate ground water basins, in comnnection with the Silver
State Water Project. Although it has been reported (but not
confirned as requested) that Washoe County has withdrawn its
appropriation applications within +the Surprise Valley Basin,
Modoc County hereby protests, pursuant to Nevada Water Law,
appropriation applications numbered 53406 through 53434 filed by
Washoe County on June 23, 1989, totalling approximately 29
acre-feet per year.

Modoc County protests the referenced applications for the
following reasons:

1. That the appropriation of water in Honey Lake Valley
represents a portion of the Silver State. Project which has  the
potential +to cause detrimental impacts to the citizens, economy
and resources of Modoec County. No appropriation applications
which represent any portion of the Silver State project should be
approved until the environmental and social impacts of the entire
project are analyzed and mitigated. Modoc County continues to
maintain +that pending applications in Duck Flat and Long Valley
may cause adverse impacts due to the interconnection of these
basins with the Surprise Valley basin, and the interdependerncy of
citizens of Modoc County on the resources of Surprise Valley and
portions of Washoe County which are not constrained by political
boundaries, as discussed in the protests on file with the Revada
State Engineers Office for pending applications filed in 1986,
incorporated herein by referernce.

2. In support of the protection of the reszources of Lassern
County and the State of California against detrimental impacts as
stated in the letter from Hughes deMartimprey, Chairmsn, Lassen

County Board of Supervisors, to Peter G. Morros dated September
27, 1988 attached hereto.

3. To emphasize that no action should be taken until +the’
0.5.G.3. Honey Lake Basin study is complete, all data has hbeen
e uated, and concurrence on a safe yvield export amcunt is

val
reached by the States of California and Nevada and Lassen County.

Modoc County respectfully reserves the right to submit
additional evidence relevant to the points of protest and any
additional matters that may affect the ground water rights and
resources of the subject area as such evidence or information
becomes available,
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rater G. Morros, Nevada State Engineer
pepartment of conservation and

Natural Resources

Division of Water Resources

capitol Complex

201 South Fall Street

carson City, Nevada 89710

Ceay Mr. Morros:

Taszen County protests, pursuant to Nevada Law, water

appropriation applications numbered 53406 to 53434 filed by .
Washoe County on June 23, 1989 totaling approximately 29,000 acre

feet per year. The purpose of those applications ie to develop
groundwatar rescurces ir the Honey Lake Basin with the intent to
export water to the Reno area for municipal and industrial uses.

our protest is based on available data that indicates that these
applications represent an appropriation that would clearly and
substantially be in excess of the safe yield of "the Honey Lake

pasin. Lassen County bases this position largely in reference to

the report, Groundwatex Availability in Honey Jake Valley.

washoe County. Nevada; William F. Guyton Associates, Inc.,

rugugt. 1387, and preliminary results of the United States

Geological Survey presented at a guarterly meeting on July 18,

1086, in Carson City, Revada, concerning the uncompleted Honey

ke pasin Study. Lassen County's position on the ratter of
grounawater exportation continues to be as expressed in our

testimony presanted befere the Nevada Public cervice Commission
{Docket Nc. 89-107) with reference to the Sierra Pacific Water .
Resource Plan.

Exportation of groundwater from the Honey lLake Basin should not
be censidered until an adequate level of data anc analysis of the
groundwater resource from a quantlty and quality standpoint has
raer geveloped that is catisfactory to both states and Lassen
county. Such data ghould be sdeguate to establish a safe yield
amount that could be exported that will not be detrimental and
adverse to Lassen County.

Following are specific points of protest relative to potential
adversze effects on Lassen County that could result from the
granting of the raferanced applications:

)  Reduction of groundwater recharge

) Water table drawdown

) sasin-wide reduction of natural evapotranspiration
resulting in impacts including: Desiceation of natural

iad DM



Peter G. Morros, Nevada State Engineer
Ecptenmkbar 27, 19R9 ,
Page 2
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vegetation: reduction in livestock forage; reduction in
wildlite habitat, species numbers, diversity and
population levels: reduction in natural surface flow from
springs and streams

4) MHydraulic gradient influence

%) Change in rate and dlrection of underflow in consclidated
and unconsolidated subsurface material along the entire
bagin boundary and betwean the states

6] Groundwater guality through interception of natural
diecharge and groundwater drafting through pumping

7} Drawing of poor quality water toward production wells and
pulling poor quality water from the Slerra Army Depot,
thereby reducing water guality for beneficlal uses
including the Army Depot and others within Lassen County

8) Adverse changes to geothermal reservoire including
wendel/Amedee KGRA (Known Gecthermal Resource Area)

As referenced in Lassen County's testimony filed with the Nevada
Putlic Service Commission on May 16, 19889, specific conclusions
in the Guyton report {(1587) substantiate Lassen County's concern
with the amount of any export from the Honey Lake Basin. OQur
points of protest refer to the following excerpte from that
report: ‘

wpased on data pow available, it is estimated that from

about 5,000 acre feet per year to poesibly 10,000 acre fcocet
per yvear ¢f water can be obtained from Honey Lake Valley on a
long-term basis., While additional data need tc be obtained,
fhe results obtained from the additional work that is
propozcd for Honey Lake Valley would have to be very
favorable to snow that 10,000 acre feet of water is avallable
cn & long~term hasis.™

®,,.there is a limit ag to how much natural discharge can be
intercepted by pumping without causing an unacceptable amount
of the peor guslity water to move into the area of goed
quality water around the edge of the basin.®

Furthermore, the USGS reported preliminary results of the Honey
Lake Basin study at their guarterly meeting on July 18, 1989,
which indicate that under a scenario of drafting and exporting

“5 000 acre feet of groundwater frowm the Honpey Lake Basin a
substantial lowering (approximately 100 feet) of the groungwater
table and resulting desiccation of the natural vegetation would
resul®. Tt was also predicted that such pumping would induce an -
ircrease (from approximately 3% to 5%} in the propertion of the
total inflow to the Nevada portion of the Honey Lake Basin from
Lageen County.



Peter G. Morros, Nevada State Engineer
Septembey 27, 1989
Page 3
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Lacgen (ounty recognizes that the USGS study, pursuant to the
Tripartite Agreement for the¢ Cooperalive Investigation of the
Yenay Lake Groundwater pasin, has not been completed and the
filing for water appropriation applicatlons by wachoe County has
not been respective of the target completion of April 1950 nol
~he results of the study.

whe granting of the referenced permit applications, or any

poartion thereof, prior to full evaluation and understanding of

the potential Impacts on the groundwater resources of the basin

and establishment of appropriate mechanisms to manage the

rterstate groundwater resources of the Honey lake Basin on an
squitakle apportionment/sate yield basis, will be

ceunterproductive to efforts that have been made by the States ol
wevada and California and Lassen county to resolve the very .
serjous contlicte associated with these interstate water natters.

Lagsaen County respectfully reguests that consideration of the
referenced applications be held in abeyance pursuant to the
moratorivn established with the tripartite agreement and that
the applications be cconsidered only after an adeqguate level cf
technical and environmental analysis has been conducted te
avaluate the effects of the proposal and in a public hearing
forum.

Laesen County alse respectfully reserves the right to submit
aditiona; evidence relevant to our points of protest and any
zdditional mwatters thal pay effect the groundwater rights and
resources of Lassen County &as guch evidence and information
becomes avallable.

5 iincerely ’ .
A .
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“pghes defartinprey. rhalrman
Lasgen County Board of Supervisors
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