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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Implementation

Vina Subbasin

Governance Working Group Meeting

California State University Sacramento

Tania Carlone, Senior Facilitator

February 22, 2018
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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 II 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
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Vina Governance Subcommittee Report

 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.

6
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Vina Governance Subcommittee Report

 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
7

Vina Governance Subcommittee Report

 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 8
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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. 9

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.

10



2/26/2018

6

Guiding Principles Discussion

What are other principles you would like 

to see reflected in SGMA governance in 

Vina?
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Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

There are currently 4 GSAs in the Vina Subbasin.

Governance Diagram
Vina Subbasin (Butte County, CA)

Groundwater Pumper Advisory 

Committee (GPAC)

Comprised of two agricultural 

representatives per basin and 

one environmental 

representative for the entire 

county. The GPAC represents 

groundwater beneficial users in 

the County Represented Areas. 

This group advises the County 

only. Members of the GPAC are 

appointed by the Butte County 

Board of Supervisors.

County of 

Butte

GSA 1 GSA 2

City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

GSA 4

Hiring

GSA 3

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District

All GSAs  have formally committed through letters of support to work 

toward the development of one GSP for the Vina subbasin. Currently, 

there are no formal agreements specifying the governance for GSP 

development and implementation.

12
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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

13

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

14
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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)

15

SGMA Governance: Understanding 

Tradeoffs of Different Governance Models

Open Discussion

16
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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.

17

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

GSA  Member Agencies Governance Option #3 
(Combination Centralized and Distributed Model)-
Option Multiple GSAs retain individual GSA status and develop one GSP 

through Legal Agreement

County of 

Butte

GSA 1 GSA 2

City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

GSA 4GSA 3

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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GSA Board  

Structure: 

Eligible Local 

Agencies retain 

independent GSA 

status; form a 

centralized GSA 

board for limited 

oversight related 

to shared 

responsibilities as 

stipulated in 

agreement. Non-

GSA stakeholders 

could participate 

on the GSA board 

and make 

decisions only 

pertaining to the 

limited powers 

granted to that 

entity or in a role 

granted at the 

individual 

GSA level.

Management 

Area 1

Management 

Area 2

Management 

Area 3

Governance Model #3 Combination of Centralized GSA and Distributed GSA through a legal 

agreement forming a GSA Board for coordination on data and modeling, review, comment and 

approval of GSP chapters, outreach and engagement, for example. Minimum thresholds, 

measurable objectives, monitoring, and projects and management actions would occur at the 

individual GSA /Management Area level. Regulatory powers, including fee assessment would 

occur at the Management Area level.
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Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

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)

County of 

Butte City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Option #1: Basin boundary 

modification or Option #2: 

Management Area with 

Coordination Agreement

GSA Board 

appointed 

Interest-

based seat

GSA Board 

appointed 

Interest-

based seat

GSA Board comprised of elected officials appointed by the three eligible GSA agencies and board 

appointed interest-based seats such as agricultural pumpers, environmental seats, private water 

company with limited or full voting rights.

Language in JPA 

“reserving” a seat 

on board for future 

eligible agencies 

through LAFCO 

process

GSA Board  

Structure: Butte 

County Eligible 

Agencies form a 

single, multi-

agency GSA and 

include 

placeholder 

language in legal 

agreement for 

future eligible 

agencies to 

participate; and 

include one or 

more appointed 

stakeholder seats 

with limited or 

full voting rights.

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

GSA  Member Agencies Governance Concepts-
Multi-Agency GSA with eligible current and future eligible local 

agencies develops one GSP through Joint Powers Authority

County of 

Butte City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

Hiring

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Management Committee
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.

Participating Agencies Roles and Equitable 

Distribution of Responsibilities

To save costs and create more streamlined 

approach establish roles reflecting the 

existing capacities of participating agencies. 

Consultants: Hired by GSA 

Board and report to the 

Management Committee.

A Brown Act stakeholder 

committee appointed by GSA 

Board representing diverse 

interests provides input and 

formal recommendations to 

GSA Board on GSA policies and 

GSP development and 

implementation

A Technical Advisory 

Committee (TAC) 

established by the 

Management Committee. 

The TAC advises the 

Management Committee on 

technical matters related to 

GSP development and 

implementation. 

Centralized GSA Board 

Structure illustrating 

Management Structure 

and Stakeholder 

Participation options--

GSA Board 

appointed 

Interest-

based seat

GSA Board 

appointed 

Interest-

based seat
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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)

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)?

23

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

25
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Back-up Slides

mailto:tcarlone@ccp.csus.edu
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Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

Governance Concepts-
Basin Boundary Modification Considerations

Vina Subbasin

County of 

Butte

GSA 1 GSA 2

City of Chico

Tehama 

County Flood 

Control and 

Water 

Conservation 

District

GSA 4

Hiring

GSA 3

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Tehama County DRAFT Options

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.

City of Chico 

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).   

Groundwater Sustainability Agency(GSA)

GSA  Member Agencies Governance Concepts-
Single Multi-Agency GSA develops one GSP through Legal 

Agreement (JPA)
Vina Subbasin

County of 

Butte
City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

GSA 2

Hiring

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Option #2: Keep the basin 

boundary as-is and create 

a Management Area for 

the Tehama portion of 

Vina

GSA 1

Coordination Agreement

GSA Board  

Structure: Butte 

County Eligible 

Agencies form a 

single, multi-

agency GSA and 

enter into a 

coordination 

agreement with 

GSA 2- Tehama
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Groundwater Sustainability Agency(GSA)

GSA  Member Agencies Governance Concepts-
Single Multi-Agency GSA of existing eligible local agencies develops 

one GSP through Legal Agreement (JPA)
Vina Subbasin

County of 

Butte
City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

Hiring

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Option #1: Basin boundary 

modification to the county 

line. No coordination 

agreement required. In a 

separate basin

GSA Board comprised of elected officials appointed by the three eligible GSA agencies.

GSA Board  

Structure: Butte 

County Eligible 

Agencies form a 

single, multi-

agency GSA. A 

coordination 

agreement not 

required if 

Tehama modifies 

the boundary.

Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

GSA  Member Agencies Governance Concepts-
Single Multi-Agency GSA with eligible current and future eligible local 

agencies develops one GSP through Legal Agreement (JPA)
Vina Subbasin

County of 

Butte City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

Hiring

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Option #1: Basin boundary 

modification or Option #2: 

Management Area with 

Coordination Agreement

Language in JPA 

“reserving” a seat 

on board for future 

eligible agencies 

through LAFCO 

process

GSA Board comprised of elected officials appointed by eligible GSA agencies.

GSA Board  

Structure: Butte 

County Eligible 

Agencies form a 

single, multi-

agency GSA and 

include 

placeholder 

language in legal 

agreement for 

future eligible 

agencies to 

participate.
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Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA)

Vina Subbasin

GSA  Member Agencies Governance Concepts-
Single Multi-Agency GSA with eligible current and future eligible local 

agencies develops one GSP through Legal Agreement (JPA)
Vina Subbasin

County of 

Butte City of Chico

Tehama County 

Flood Control 

and Water 

Conservation 

District

Hiring

Rock Creek 

Reclamation 

District
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Option #1: Basin boundary 

modification or Option #2: 

Management Area with 

Coordination AgreementManagement Committee

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.

Participating Agencies Roles and Equitable Distribution of Responsibilities

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.)

Language in JPA 

“reserving” a seat 

on board for future 

eligible agencies 

through LAFCO 

process

GSA Board comprised of elected officials appointed by eligible GSA agencies.

GSA Management 

Structure Options

Levels of 

Engagement-

Back- up slide 

for purposes of 

discussion
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