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Water Boards

State Water Resources Control Board

April 20, 2017

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
clo Jennifer Vise

Clerk of the Board

Tehama County

633 Washington St., Rm. 12

Red Bluff, CA 96080

R.E.: GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (GSA) FORMATION DEADLINE
Dear Supervisors:

This is a reminder that the deadline to form groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) is
fast approaching. Beginning July 1, 2017, the State Water Resources Control Board

(State Water Board or Board) can intervene in groundwater basins that contain unmanaged
areas. Anunmanaged area is a part of a basin that is not managed by a GSA, because: 1) no
local agency has formed a GSA; or 2) there are GSA notifications that have not taken effect
because of overlap in the management areas proposed by local agencies. Extractors in
unmanaged areas will be required to report their groundwater extractions to the State Water
Board.

As of April 6, 2017, there were no basins in Tehama County that contained unmanaged areas.
To prevent state intervention, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires
that high- or medium-priority basins be managed, in their entirety, by a GSA or a collection of
coordinated GSAs by June 30, 2017. A map showing the location of high- and medium-priority
basins in the County is included as an attachment to this letter. We understand that local
agencies are working to meet this deadline, that coverage is changing rapidly, and that the
County may already be involved in these efforts. This letter is intended to ensure that County
leaders and constituents understand the impacts of state intervention. Current information on
GSA formation is available at http://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal.

If management conditions change, there are several options Tehama County can take to
eliminate unmanaged areas and prevent state intervention. The County can choose to become
a GSA for unmanaged areas by accepting its presumptive role described by Water Code
section 10724. Alternatively, the County could partner with other local public agencies and
develop a multi-agency GSA. SGMA is written to encourage counties to become the GSA for
unmanaged areas in their basin, but it does not require them to do so. Accordingly, a county
should notify the Department of Water Resources (DWR) whether or not it intends to become
the GSA for any unmanaged areas within its jurisdiction prior to July 1, 2017, or as soon as
possible thereafter. Additional information on the County's presumptive role as the GSA for
unmanaged areas can be found in the FAQ document included with this letter.

1001 | Street, Sacesmento, CA 95814 | Ma www.Watarboards.ca,gov

Date

Trigger

July 1, 2017

Failure to form a GSA.

January 31, 2020

Failure to adopt and/or adequately implement a groundwater sustainability plan for a
basin in a critical condition of overdraft.

January 31, 2022

Failure to adopt and/or adequately implement a groundwater sustainability plan in all
other high- or medium-priority basins.

January 31, 2025

There are significant depletions of interconnected surface waters and the
sustainability plan is not being implemented adequately.

As of April 6, 2017, there were no basins in Tehama County that contained unmanaged areas.
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Northern Sierra Precipitation: 8-5Station Index, May 22, 2017
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@ Snow Water Equivalents (inches)

Provided by the California Cooperative Snow Surveys

Data For: 22-May-2017

% Apr 1 Avg. /% Normal for this Date
AR § Data For: 22-May-2017
i MNumber of Stations Reporting 25
Average snow water equivalent 2127
Percent of April 1 Average 75%

Northern Sierra / Trinity

Percent of normal for this date 203%

Central Sierra

Data For: 22-May-2017
Number of Stations Reporting 39
Southern Sierra Average snow water equivalent  31.4"
Percent of April 1 Average 107%

Percent of normal for this date 220%

Data For: 22-May-2017
Mumber of Stations Reporting 24
Average snow water equivalent  23.8"
Percent of April 1 Average S0%
Percent of normal for this date 177%

STATEWIDE SUMMARY

Change Date - Data For: 22-May-2017
’ . D |22-May—2[}1? | | Belisshlala | Mumber of Stations Reporting 83

Average snow water equivalent  26.4"
Percent of April 1 Average 94%

Percent of normal for this date 204%
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Lake OrovilleReservoir Level (AF)

Lake Oroville Storage Levels
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TEHAMA COUNTY GROUNDWATER MONITORING WELLS L
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HALL ROAD - SOUTH OF SOUTH AVENUE
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DEPTH BELOW GROUND SURFACE (FT)
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MOLLER AVENUE @ 5TH AVENUE
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Sacramento Valley
Spring 2017 Groundwater Level
Update

DRAFT

Department of Water Resources

Northern Region Office



NORTHERN SACRAMENTO VALLEY
GROUNDWATER MONITORING GRID
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@ Dedicated Observation Wells (242)
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Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin Boundary

County Boundary

Northern Region Office
Department of Water Resources
2440 Main Street
Red Bluff, CA 96080
(530) 529-7300
http://www.water.ca. gov/index.cfm
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Groundwater Change Maps
100 - 450 ft Deep Wells

(~80% of all wells)
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act

»0On September 16, 2014, Governor Brown signed SB1168,
AB1739, and SB1319 into law, enacting SGMA

»SGMA became effective on January 1, 2015




What 1s SGMAS purpose?

> Promote sustainable management of groundwater
basins

> Enhance local management of groundwater, state to
step In If necessary

> Improve data collection and understanding of
groundwater resources and management

> Avold or minimize
Impacts for land
subsidence




Promote Sustainable Management Of
Groundwater Basins

. » California currently has 43 High
Y Priority and 84 Medium Priority
SRS e Y Basins

» Increase in demand from:
« Population
« Agricultural Production
 Environmental Uses



Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Timeline

v June 30, 2017: Deadline to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency

» January 31, 2022: Groundwater Sustainability Plans required for all
high and medium priority groundwater basins

» January 31, 2042: Basins must achieve sustainability




State Water Resources Proposed Fee Schedule

Proposed Schedule of Fees

Fee Category

Annual Fee Amount

Applicable Parties

Base Filing Fee

$300 per well

All extractors required to report

Unmanaged Area
Rate

$10 per acre-foot,
if metered

$25 per acre-foot,
if unmetered

Extractors in unmanaged areas

Probationary Basin
Rate

S40 per acre-foot

Extractors in probationary basins

Interim Plan Rate

S55 per acre-foot

Extractors in probationary basins where the Board
determines an interim plan is required.

De minimis Fee

$100 per well

Parties that extract, for domestic purposes, two acre-
feet or less per year from a probationary basin, If the
Board decides the extractions will likely be significant.

Late Fee

25% of total fee
amount per month late

Extractors that do not file reports by the due date.




Tehama County Groundwater Sustainability Agency
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Groundwater Sustainability Plan Regulations

Defining 6 Undesirable Results

Minimum Threshold Metrics
- Statewide Framework -

| Sustainability Indicators |

& on @ A & &
Lowering Reduction Seawater Degraded Land Surface Water
GW Levels of Storage Intrusion Quality Subsidence Depletion
8 = = = = =
5 = E| | E e
Groundwater Total Isocontour Degraded Rate of Volume of SW
Elevation Volume of Chloride Quality Subsidence Depletions

*Groundwater Elevations - can be used for multiple minimum thresholds




MINIMUM THRESHOLD METRICS
- STATEWIDE FRAMEWORK -

Interim Milestones ~ Sustainability
Goal

2027 2032 2037 2042

*

Step 1-Existing Data  Step 2 - Set Criteria  Step 3 - Implement Plan
«  Admin. Info » Sustainable » Projects and Management

- Basin Setting Management Criteria Actions

 Monitoring

Initial GSP GSP Implementation




Tehama County GSA History
> Staff started researching SGMA In Fall of 2014

> Board directed staff to start the process for the District to become the GSA

for all portions of the subbasins within the County in April 2015.




ORDINARNCE MNO. 14617

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING, ENACTING AND REEMNACTING
THE SUDSTANTIVE PROVISIONS OF ORDINANCES 1552 AND 1553
OF THE COUNTY OF TEHAMA

Tehama County Flood Control
And Water Conservation
District

inassociation with the
California Department of Water Resources, Northern District

Coordinated AB 3030 Groundwater
Management Plan 2012

Tehama County Flood Control
| and Water Conservation District

Tehama County AB-3030
Groundwater Management Plan

Water Inventory and Analysis
Praparedfor September 2003 Background Document

Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District Board of Directors N
Proposing Groundwater Trigger Levels and Awareness Actions = " s S S i e :
By posing 99 TEHAMA COUNTY SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS w i
Gary Anione, Executive Director, Tehama County Flood Conirol and Water Conservation District for Tehama County
S

Tohama County Flood Conirol and Water Conservation District Staff
Linda Madea, Nichole Bethurem, Judy Brown

University of California Cooperaiive Extension
Allan Fulton

California Department of Water Resources, Northern Region
Seth Lawrence, Kelly Staton, Debbie Spangler, Bill Ehorn, Dan McManus, and Roy Hull,

The AB 3030 Technical Advisory Committee Members

Allan Fulton, Agriculnural Punpers Chuck Crain, Water Districts

Bill Richardson, Agricultural Pumpers Walt Mansedl, Natural Resources DISTRICT 1

Ryan Sale, Agriculnure Punpers Bruce Here, City of Red Blugf DISTRICT 3
Dean Sherrill, Small Districts Carolyn Stefian, City of Tehama

Stan Wangberg, Water Districts John Stoufer, City of Coming

DISTRICT 2

DISTRICT 5

JFamro s
DISTRICT 4 Legend:
o *  Local Communities
o &7 incorporated Cities
= 2 Ssacramento River
1
-‘ Tiaer Supervisor Districts
District 1
District 2
July 1, 2008 e
—rrTrTT T District 3
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 9 » . L Diokrict 4
9380 San Benito Avenue District §

Gerber, CA 96035-9701

(530)-385-1462



Tehama County GSA History

» First public meeting was held on June 2, 2015.
» Second public meeting was held on November 3, 2016.

» Tehama County GSA recognized as Exclusive GSA by DWR on February 11, 2016.




Governance Structure

> Governing Board — Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation
District Board of Directors (County Board of Supervisors)

» Groundwater Commission (similar to Planning Commission) with both
decision-making and advisory responsibilities

» Technical Advisory Committee




Tehama County GSA History

» 6 Designated Agencies elect GC representatives by July 2016.

»Board of Directors approves remaining 5 GC members on September
26, 2016.

» First Groundwater Commission meeting held on November 9, 2016.




Groundwater Commission

* The Commission will be made up of 11 members

« 6 agencies will have designated seats on the commission and appoint their own members.

» 1 - City of Corning — 773 million gallons per year (GPY)
» 1 — City of Red Bluff —1.18 billion GPY
» 1 — City of Tehama — 35 million GPY

» 1 — El Camino Irrigation District — 2.28 billion GPY

> 1 — Los Molinos Community Services District — 70 million GPY

> 1 — Rio Alto Water District — 241 million GPY




* Five additional members will be made up of one representative from each

County Supervisor District

» Recommendations to be made by the seated Groundwater Commission members and
confirmed by the FCWCD Board of Directors;

» Members should be a resident, property owner, or groundwater user within Tehama County;

» Appointees will be expected to meet certain qualifications:

v 2 members should represent surface water agencies/districts;

v 2 members should represent private pumpers; TEHAMA COUNTY SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS @@
: : 5
v 1 member will be an “at large” representative; e

v No Agency or district shall be represented

by more than 1 member on the Groundwater

Commission.

District 2

District 3

........




Groundwater Commission Members

» City of Corning — Dawn Grine
» City of Red Bluff — Clay Parker
> City of Tehama — Bill Borror

> El Camino Irrigation District — Kris Lamkin

» Los Molinos Community Services District — Todd Hamer
» Rio Alto Water District — Martha Slack

» District 1 — Harley North, private pumper

» District 2 — Gib Bonner, general public

» District 3 — Bart Fleharty, surface water agency/district

> District 4 — Hal Crain, surface water agency/district

» District 5 — David Lester, private pumper




Groundwater Commission Duties

» Develop GSP and all GSA ordinances, rules, and regulations, making final recommendations
to the Board of Directors.

» Conduct investigations to determine the need for groundwater management, monitor
compliance and enforcement, and propose fee increases.

» Review all proposed grant applications

» Decision-making authority for permits or similar entitlements

» Make quasi-judicial decisions in GSA enforcement matters




Next Steps

> Develop a timeline for completing the Groundwater

Sustainability Plan

> Submit a grant for Plan development

> Start developing the Plan
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Conservation District, upo

LIFORNIA L ARTMENT OF

WATER RESOURCES

T T ImE T appointed and serving.

Floodplain Management 9380 San Benito Avenue, Gerber, CA 96035-9701  Phone: (530) 3851462
All Commission members
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| Operations & | Transit Agency Board | TRAX & Transit Information

residents, property owners
County Ordinance NO. 2

Economic Intsrests - For
CASGEM Nichole Bethurem at 53i

Powered by Google Translate

+ Emergency Flood Information

z Groundwater Information
Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District

Ryan Teubert

Groundwater Management September 2. 2016 fo the Flood Contral & Water Resourcss Manager
n S Click to view and print the . e
.
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SGEMA Presentations Sustainable Groundwate Drought Information appointed and serving BBAT - Basin Boundary

On Septsmber 16, 2014, Floodplain Management Announcements Azzzscment Too
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potable urban water us ge that builds off of the mandatory 25% reduction called for in Executive
Order B-29-15and less ns leamed through 2016. Click to continue reading...

Sustsinable Groundwater Mgmt. Act soon. Region Office Contacts
D Groundwaster Sustainabiliy Agency
Basin Boundary Adjustments AE¥ Final 2016 Basin Boundaries Now Available

The Bulletin 118 groundwater basin boundary modification process is now complete. The Final 2016 B.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan
i . Groundwater Sustainabi

ndaries have been released and ars now av: Download a zipped shap = Agencies
sundaries here (meant for use in G5 applicat 4 f i t for use in Google G54 Formation Table
rth) here

er Act
On September 16, 201.  Gevemnor Brown signed into law a package of bills (SB1168, AB1739 and
SR42401 mnllartivaly m=! 1d the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The Tehama County Flood

_ Control and Water Conservation District was recognized by DWR as the Exclusive Groundwater

Sustainability Agency on February 11, 2016, for the 11 groundwater subbasins or the portions of those

SGMA Fresentations

£ Water & Environmental Agencies

GSA Interactive Map

Eridge Mzintenance subbasins located within Tehama County. The District also submitted a Basin Boundary Adjustment
in March 2016 to Incuruurﬁte the small portlun of the Colusa Subbasin located within Tehama Counly

G5P Emergency Regulations Guide Available

Pavement Management

The Final GSF Emergency Regulstions Guide is now available online. Access it here

DWR Posts Motice of Proposed Emergency Regulatory Action
dure Act that woulkd make the

regulations that establish a process by whil oundwater Sustainability Flans and
Alternatives effective. View t i i img ergency here ; _
er Availsble For
nishment
esources
OWR has developed a3 f its Suctanable Groundwater Management Program. Tl t Water Mgmt. Planning
deseribes DWR's responsibilities and vision for eamrying out the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, a SGWP Grant Frogram
Tehama County FCWCD: http://www.tehamacountywater.ca.gov package of s s o prtect v g provdemre tan o e e s

use in dry years. The draft plan outlines key actions DWR will underiake over the next severa rs to position

. Falforni SGMA Definitions
i=elf to better support local agencies across California to achieve sustainable groundwsater management. To read

the plan, click hers Related Links

SGM Archive

DWR: http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/index.cfm

California Groundwater: The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)

The California Groundwater website offers links to partners invohred in the SGMA implementation. multi-agency OUNDWATER INFORMATION
s and information, a groundwater blog. and the text of the SGMA legislation. More info. ..




The 2014
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act:

A Handbook to Understanding
and Implementing the Law

Published by Water Education Foundation

Table of Contents

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act: An Overview Chapter 1

Approach and Options for New Governance Chapter 2
Timeline Chapter 3
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) Chapter 4
SGMA Fees Chapter 5
Case Studies Chapter 6
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 Chapter 7

‘The mission of the Water Education Foundation, an impartial, Is tocreate abetter water
resources and foster public understanding and resolution of water resource Issuesthrough faciitation, education and outreach.

Published 2015

‘WATER EDUCATION

rrrrrrrrrr

1401 217 Street, Suite 200 « Sacramento, CA 95811
www.watereducation.org

Calfornia Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program

Sustainable Groundwater
Management Program

Groundwater
Sustainability
Plan (GSP)

Emergency
Regulations
Guide

July 2016

1. Linkto the Water Education Foundation SGMA guidebook:
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management-act
2. Linktothe DWR GSP regulations guide book.

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/GSP Final Regs Guidebook.pdf
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Questions

Ryan Teubert
Tehama County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District
530-385-1462
rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov

Tehama County FCWCD: http://www.tehamacountywater.ca.gov

DWR: http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/index.cfm



