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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Implementation

Vina Subbasin
Governance Working Group Meeting

o) California State University Sacramento
‘ Tania Carlone, Senior Facilitator
February 22, 2018

Agenda Overview

= SGMA Updates and Announcements
= Governance Subcommittee Report
= SGMA Guiding Principles Discussion
= SGMA Governance Options Discussion

= Stakeholder Communications & Engagement
Implementation Discussion

= Next Steps
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Facilitation Support Services
- Purpose of Phase Il DWR Facilitation Support Services
(FSS) Program
- Basin-specific establishment of governance structure for
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development and
implementation

- Communications and Engagement Plan and Implementation

Facilitation Team
- Dave Ceppos, Associate Director (East and West Butte)
- Tania Carlone, Senior Facilitator (Vina and Wyandotte Creek)

- Malka Kopell, Senior Facilitator (Countywide support and Community
Engagement Specialist)
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GSA Updates

» Butte County

» Tehama County

» Rock Creek Reclamation District

» City of Chico

» Questions & Answers for Clarification

Vina Governance Subcommittee Repor

» Second meeting held on February 8, 2018 (meets
monthly between Working Group meetings)

» Purpose of Subcommittee (GSA Managers): To
develop governance proposals which all GSA parties
consider workable for GSP development and
implementation in the Vina Subbasin. The draft
proposals developed by Subcommittee will be
presented to the Working Group for input and
feedback. GSA governing bodies will make final
decisions about governance.
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Vina Governance Subcommittee Repor

» Key Discussion Themes:

» GSA managers confirmed interest in developing two “
governance options: (1) retain single GSA statuses and
coordinate on development of one GSP; (2) create a
multi-agency GSA that would establish a Joint Powers
Agency

» Butte County reaffirmed commitment to include
groundwater pumpers in SGMA governance board
structure

» All affirmed a commitment to establishing an
equitable representation of all GSAs

» Discussed the possible use of Management Areas

Vina Governance Subcommittee Repor

» Key Discussion Themes (continued):

» Some discussion that Joint Powers Authority may offer |
an advantage, particularly related to fee assessment
because it could help avoid overlapping and
inconsistent fee assessments on groundwater users
that could occur if the basin were governed by
multiple GSAs.

» Formerly discussed the inclusion of different options
to involve stakeholders, acknowledging that
particularly given the Vina subbasin’s reliance on
groundwater that all are affected by the SGMA.

» Agreed that guiding principles may offer a good
starting point for the agreements
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Guiding Principles

» Intend to work together in mutual cooperation to develop
and implement a GSP for the Vina subbasin in compliance
with SGMA.

» All affirmed a commitment to establishing an equitable
representation of all GSAs.

» GSAs are responsible for the sustainability of the basin, all
GSAs will not be responsible to bear that costs to remedy the
problems of individual jurisdictions. \

» No other agency will have the authority to limit or interfere
with the respective rights and authorities of any other
agency’s internal matters, including, but not limited to,
rights to surface water supplies and assets, groundwater
supplies and assets, facilities, operations, water
management and water supply matters.

Guiding Principles

» As is consistent with Water Code section
10720.5(b), SGMA does not determine or alter
surface water rights or groundwater rights under
common law or any provision of law that
determines or grants surface water rights.

» All groundwater users in the Vina subbasin have
an equal stake for sustainability in the basin. \

» The intent of governance in the Vina subbasin is
to seek a cost effective, practicable approach to
SGMA implementation that takes advantage of
economies of scale.
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Guiding Principles Discussion

What are other principles you would like
to see reflected in SGMA governance in
Vina?

Governance Diagram

Vina Subbbasin (Butte County, CA)

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

There are currently 4 GSAs in the Vina Subbasin.

GSA 1

GSA 2 GSA 3
Tehama County
County of Rock Creek Flood Control
Butte City of Chico Reclamation and Water
District Conservation

District

Comprised of two agricultural
representatives per basin and
one environmental
representative for the entire All GSAs have formally committed through letters of support to work
i, M EA(C EeEenls toward the development of one GSP for the Vina subbasin. Currently,

groundwater beneficial users in g
the County Represented Areas. there are no formal agreements specifying the governance for GSP
This group advises the County development and implementation.
only. Members of the GPAC are
appointed by the Butte County

Board of Supervisors.
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SGMA Governance: Understanding
Tradeoffs of Different Models

» #1 Distributed GSA

» Each GSA assumes all responsibilities for their service areas
(develop own GSP, implement, monitor, conduct investigations,
outreach, individual fee assessment, etc.)

» Coordination Agreements required
Considerations:

» Allows for more localized control (agencies not only retain existing
authorities but assume all new authorities as granted in Chapter 5 of
SGMA)

» More costly and may lead to duplicative efforts and inconsistent
regulatory framework

» Requires significant coordination to ensure basin-wide sustainability

» Does not provide a clear mechanism for non-public agency beneficial
users to hold decision-making roles

SGMA Governance: Understanding
Tradeoffs of Different Models

» #2 Centralized GSA
» Covers entire basin
» Assumes all authorities and responsibilities
» New or existing agency
Considerations:
» Efficient and more cost effective for management and oversight of GSP
» Data management and modeling more streamlined
» Consistent regulatory framework across the basin

» Concern about delegating authority to one entity if it results in a local
agency having less control in its service area

» With the formation of a new agency where two or more eligible agencies
exercise the Joint Powers Act provides a clear mechanism for non-public
agency beneficial users to participate in decision-making
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SGMA Governance: Tradeoffs

» #3 Combination of Centralized and Distributed
» Centralized GSA assumes some shared responsibilities
» Multiple GSAs assume remaining responsibilities

Considerations:

» Offers flexibility for distributing authorities and responsibilities

» Depending on how configured could require more coordination
(encompassing tradeoffs from Distributed model)

» Requires more responsibility and cost for individual GSAs

» Mechanism(s) for non-public agency beneficial users participation
unclear (could occur on Centralized GSA or at the individual GSA
level but requires further investigation)

SGMA Governance: Understanding |
Tradeoffs of Different Governance Mod

Open Discussion
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Management Areas: Brief Overview

Could be applied to governance model #2 or #3:
» Area within a basin for which a GSP may identify:
»Different minimum thresholds
»Measurable objectives
»Monitoring
»Projects and management actions

» GSP must describe each Management Area, including
rationale for approach

» Demonstrate it can be managed without causing
undesirable results outside the Area.

GSA Member Agencies Governance Option #3 ‘ GSA Board

(Combination Centralized and Distributed Model)- Structure:

Option Multiple GSAs retain individual GSA status and develop one GSP
through Legal Agreement

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

GSA 1 GSA 2 GSA 3 GSA 4

Tehama County
Rock Creek Flood Control
CO;:&VGM City of Chico Reclamation and Water
District Conservation

District

===
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GSA Member Agencies Governance Option #2-
(Centralized GSA Model- New Agency)

Single Multi-Agency GSA with interest-based seats develops one GSP
through Legal Agreement (JPA)

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

GSA Board
Language in JPA appointed

“reserving” a seat Interest-
on board for future based seat
eligible agencies County of . i Rock Creek
through LAFCO Butte City of Chico Reclamation GSA Board

District appointed
Interest-
based seat

process

Tehama County
Flood Control
and Water
Conservation
District Option #1: Basin boundary
modification or Option #2:
Management Area with
Coordination Agreement

GSA Member Agencies Governance Concepts-
Multi-Agency GSA with eligible current and future eligible local
agencies develops one GSP through Joint Powers Authority

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

Tehama County
Flood Control
and Water

Conservation

District

GSA Board
appointed
Interest-

based seat

Rock Creek
Reclamation GSA Board
District

County of
Butte

City of Chico

Consultants: Hired by GSA
Board and report to the
Comprised of one staff representative from each of the member agencies. The Management Committee takes direction from the GSA Management Committee.
Board; may recommend agenda topics, make staff recommendations, generate staff reports and proposals to GSA Board.

Posslble Stakeholder Committees

A Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)
established by the

Management Committee.
% The TAC advises the To save costs and create more streamlined
formal recommendations to approach establish roles reflecting the

A Brown Act stakeholder
committee appointed by GSA
Board representing diverse
interests provides input and

Management Committee on
technical matters related to
GSP development and
implementation.

GSA Board on GSA policies and
GSP development and
implementation

existing capacities of participating agencies.
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Communication & Engagement Plan Steps

Developing a C&E Plan consists of seven general steps. These steps are illustrated in Figure 2 and
explained in further detail below.

~

@rOr@rO6LORLO K

Set Goals and Identify Audience Messages Venues for Implementation Evaluation
Desired Your Survey and andTalking Engaging Timeline and
Outcomes Audiences Mapping Points Assessment
Describe the Develop a broad Conduct a Define the key Identify Create a timeline At certain points
situation at a high list of stakeholders, stakeholder messages you opportunities to inform the on the timeline
level-set clear goals groups, and survey to develop need to effectively (venues and process and evaluate if (and to
and objectives, organizations who a “Lay of the convey to your methods) to highlight when to what degree) you
identify overriding need to engage in Land” document various audiences engage engage with are meeting the
concerns the process stakeholders audiences C&E Plan goals
\, \ \ 4 \ 4 \ z \

~

=*DWR Guidance Document for C&E Plan

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/GD_C&E

Final_2017-06-29.pdf

SGMA Communications & Engagement

(C&E) - Beneficial Uses / Users

» All Groundwater Users

» Holders of Overlying Rights
(agriculture and domestic)

* Municipal Well Operators
and Public Water Systems

» Tribes
« County

* Planning Departments /
Land Use

Local Landowners

Disadvantaged
Communities

Business
Federal Government
Environmental Uses

Surface Water Users (if
connection between surface and

ground water)

2/26/2018
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http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/GD_C&E_Final_2017-06-29.pdf
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Communications & Engagement Discussion

» How can this process effectively engage and be inclusive of
the relevant beneficial users in this subbasin? Who are the
key audiences?

» What information do these groups need?
» How best to communicate with these groups?

» What are your recommendations for how to conduct
outreach and communications for the public workshop that
will take place later this spring?

» From your perspective, what should be the goals and
outcomes of the public workshop (agenda)?

Next Steps

= Overview of Governance Process Timeline (through
June 2018)

= Governance Work Group Meetings (the last Thursday of
every month)

= Joint GSA Managers Meetings (Governance
Subcommittee) (the second Thursday of every month)

= Vina Subbasin Public Meeting (April 26, 2018 from 6-8
pm instead of Working Group from 3-5)

= Possible Legal Review Subcommittee (Late Spring 2018) \
= Communications and Engagement Plan Draft (February

meetings)

24
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THANK YOU

= Tania Carlone, California State University, Sacramento
o (916) 200-5149 (cell)

o tcarlone@ccp.csus.edu

Back-up Slides
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Governance Concepts-
Basin Boundary Modification Considerations

Vina Subbasin

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

GSA 1 GSA 2 GSA 3

County of LR Conton ::Ld
Butte City of Chico Reclamation Wat
District o
Conservation

Distri

City of Chico is interested in pursuing a basin
boundary modification in order to bring the
entirety of the city into one subbasin (Vina).
Currently, part of the city limits fall in the West
Butte subbasin. Participation in two GSP planning
processes presents resource capacity concerns for
the City. Presently, the City is working with the
Department of Water Resources determining the
options for drawing the basin boundary (city limits,
sphere of influence,etc).

Option #1: Consider a basin boundary
modification to the county line. In this scenario
Tehama would create their own basin or merge
Vina with other Tehama subbasins and would not

participate in Butte GSA/GSP.
Option #2: Keep the basin boundary as-is and
create a Management Area for the Tehama
portion of Vina.

GSA Member Agencies Governance Concepts
Single Multi-Agency GSA develops one GSP through Legal
Agreement (JPA)

Vina Subbasin

Groundwater Sustainability Agency(GSA)
GSA 1

Rock Creek
County of City of Chico Reclamation
Butte District

Tehama County
Flood Control
and Water
Conservation
District

Option #2: Keep the basin
boundary as-is and create
a Management Area for
the Tehama portion of
Vina

14
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GSA Member Agencies Governance Concepts
Single Multi-Agency GSA of existing eligible local agencies develop
one GSP through Legal Agreement (JPA)

Vina Subbasin

Groundwater Sustainability Agency(GSA)

Rock Creek
County of City of Chico Reclamation

Butte District Tehama County

Flood Control
and Water
Conservation
District

Option #1: Basin boundary
modification to the county
line. No coordination
agreement required. In a
separate basin

GSA Member Agenmes Governance COI’]CG‘ptS
Single Multi-Agency GSA with eligible current and future eligible loca
agencies develops one GSP through Legal Agreement (JPA)

Vina Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

Language in JPA

“reserving” a seat
Rock Creek on board for future
County of . . 3 eligible agencies
Butte City of Chico Rechi";;‘:?ct:"" through LAFCO
process

Tehama County
Flood Control
and Water
Conservation
District

Option #1: Basin boundary
modification or Option #2:
Management Area with
Coordination Agreement

15
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GSA Member Agencﬁes Governance COﬂCéptS \
Single Multi-Agency GSA with eligible current and future eligible loca
agencies develops one GSP through Legal Agreement (JPA)

Vina Subbasin

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)
Vina Subbasin

Language in JPA
“reserving” a seat \ Tehama County
County of ) ) Rock Crefek on board for future \ Flood Control
Butte City of Chico Reclamation eligible agencies \ and Water
District through LAFCO \ Conservation

LSS District

Option #1: Basin boundary
modification or Option #2:
Management Area with
Coordination Agreement
Comprised of one staff representative from each of the member agencies. The Management Committee takes direction
from the GSA Board; may recommend agenda topics, make staff recommendations, generate staff reports and proposals
to GSA Board.

To save costs and create more streamlined approach establish roles reflecting the existing capacities of participating
agencies. For example, Butte County could serve as the technical lead and GSP Plan management since Butte County
has in-house technical and scientific capacities and was the lead on the GSP grant application to DWR. Other agencies
could provide in-kind contributions to ensure an equitable distribution of responsibilities (For example, an agency
could be in the lead on stakeholder communications and outreach, website management, meeting logistics, agenda
development, notetaking, etc.)

Levels of IAP2 Spectrum
Engagement- of Public Participation

.
Back- up slide

for purposes of Worm  Coowlt  tvw  Colibonme 8

International Association
for Public Participation

. . Bl o provide the Toobainpublic  Toworkdirectly  Topartnerwith  To place final
Public i
public with feedback on withthe public  the public in each  decision-making
l S C u S S l 0 n participation [EENEEESEEE] analysis, throughout aspect of the in the hands of
PR objecive aliernatives the process to decision including  the public
information and/or decisions. ensure that public  the development
10 assist them in concerns and of alternatives and
understanding the aspirationsare  the identification
problem, consistently of the preferred
alternatives, understood and solution,
opportunities considered.

and/or solutions.

We will keep Wewillkeepyou ~ We will work with ~ We will lookto ~ We will
you informed. informed, listen to  you to ensure that  you for advice implement
and acknowledge  your concerns and innovation  what you decide.
d and in
aspirations, and  are directly solutions and
provide feedback  reflected in the incorporate your
on how public alternatives advice and
input influenced  developed and recommendations
the decision. provide feedback  into the decisions
on how public to the maximum
input influenced extent possible.
the decision
E I ® Fact sheets = Public comment & Workshops ® Citizen advisory @ Citizen juries
Xample pupER ® Focus groups  ® Deliberative committees o Ballots 5,
techniques [EEECHIENEN ® Surveys polling = Consensus- = Delegated
» Public meetings building decision
® Participatory
decision-
making
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

NEWS FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

February 6, 2018

Contacts:
Lauren Hersh, Information Officer
(916) 653-2639; lauren.hersh@water.ca.gov

DWR to Invest Millions in Groundwater Sustainability for
Disadvantaged Communities and Local Agencies

Sacramento — The Department of Water Resources (DWR) today announced
$85.8 million in grants for groundwater sustainability projects that directly benefit
severely disadvantaged communities, and for local agency development of
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). These funds support the goals of the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), requiring local agencies to
sustainably manage the state’s groundwater basins.

“Groundwater is an important water supply, particularly during times of drought
when as much as 60 percent of the state’s water needs may be supplied by
groundwater,” said DWR Director Karla Nemeth. “Many basins have suffered
from over-drafting for decades and it will take decades to bring them back into
balance. It's critical that communities have plans to replenish their groundwater
when conditions are wet and ensure supplies stay clean.”

DWR received 78 grant applications and is recommending that all receive
awards, pending public comments and review of those comments. The grants
are funded by Proposition 1 passed in 2014 and awarded on a competitive basis
in two funding categories: 1) Projects that serve severely disadvantaged
communities; and 2) Development of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs).

Of the $85.8 million awarded:
e $16.2 million is for severely disadvantaged communities to support
groundwater sustainability planning and management.
e $69.6 million is for local agency GSP development

e $3.4 million is tentatively awarded to three basins. These awards will be
held pending a further review of their eligibility.

The full list of grant applications that were submitted is available on the
Sustainable Groundwater Planning Grant Program webpage.




Today’s announcement begins a 15-day public comment period. The public may
submit comments via email to SGWP@water.ca.gov or by U.S. Postal Service to:

Financial Assistance Branch

Division of Integrated Regional Water Management
Department of Water Resources

901 P Street

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

Public comments will be considered before finalizing the awards in late February.

HEH
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Today’s announcement begins a 15-day public comment period. The public may
submit comments via email to SGWP@water.ca.gov or by U.S. Postal Service to:

Financial Assistance Branch

Division of Integrated Regional Water Management
Department of Water Resources

901 P Street

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

Public comments will be considered before finalizing the awards in late February.
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Draft Funding Recommendations

2017 Groundwater Sustainability Plans and Projects Solicitation

February 2018
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Legend

e Major Area Cities

D County Boundary

(% Category 1 Project
:l Category 2 Project - High or Medium Priority Basin

| Category 2 Project - Critically Overdrafted Basin

m Category 2 Project - Basin with Alternative Plan

ﬁéﬁm Springs. .«

£

Note:

Groundwater basin boundaries are approximate.
Data source: DWR's CASGEM Groundwater
Basin Prioritization data layer as shown in:

hitps://ais.water.ca,gov/app/boundaries/



	WC180307i05
	WC180307i05a



