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Background

The purpose of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), signed by Governor
Brown in 2014, is to ensure local sustainable groundwater management in medium- and highpriority groundwater basins statewide. California’s Department of Water Resources has determined
that the Corning Subbasin located in Tehama and Glenn counties is high priority and subject to
SGMA.

SGMA Milestones: There are two Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in the Corning
Subbasin that formed by the state-mandated deadline of June 30, 2017, constituting SGMA’s first
major milestone. These GSAs have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the
purpose of developing a single Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the subbasin. The second
major milestone in SGMA is the adoption of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) by January
30, 2022. The GSP is prescribed by SGMA and contains required elements not specified in this Plan.
The third milestone is achieving sustainability by 2042.
Figure 1. SGMA Milestones
January 31, 2022

June 30, 2017
Groundwater sustainability
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All high and
medium priority
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January 31, 2042
All high and
medium priority
basins achieve
groundwater
sustainability

Desired Outcomes & Goals of the Plan

Outcomes: The desired outcome of this Communications & Engagement plan is to achieve

adoption of the GSP with input from and in consideration of the people, the economy, and the
environment within the subbasin and in coordination with adjacent subbasins. As the participating
GSAs near completion of the GSP, this Communications & Engagement Plan will be updated to
address implementation actions.

Goals: SGMA requires GSAs to consider the interests of all beneficial uses and users of

groundwater, and encourages involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the
population within the subbasin during GSP preparation and implementation. The goals of the
Communications & Engagement Plan are to:
1. Enhance understanding and inform the public about water and groundwater resources in the
Corning Subbasin, the purpose and need for sustainable groundwater management, the
benefits of sustainable groundwater management, and the need for a GSP.
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2. Engage a diverse group of interested parties and stakeholders and promote informed
feedback from stakeholders, the community and groundwater-dependent users throughout
the GSP preparation and implementation process.
3. Coordinate communication and involvement between the GSAs and other local agencies,
elected and appointed officials, and the general public.
4. Utilize the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board to facilitate a public engagement process.
5. Employ a variety of outreach methods that make public participation accessible and that
encourages broad participation.
6. Respond to public concerns and provide accurate and up-to-date information.
7. Manage communications and engagement in a manner that provides maximum value to the
public and constitutes an efficient use of the GSAs resources.

Duration of Plan

The Plan is intended to cover communications and engagement from January 2020- January 2022,
when the GSP is due to be submitted to California Department of Water Resources. Since this is a
multi-year effort, the key activities needed to achieve these goals will likely be broken down into
annual work plans, and may be amended, as needed.

Interested Parties and Other Stakeholders

SGMA identifies interested parties that the GSA must consider when developing and implementing
the GSP, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Agricultural users of water
Domestic well owners
Municipal well operators
Public water systems
Land use planning agencies
Environmental users of groundwater
Surface water users
The federal government
California Native American tribes (see Appendix A for Tribal Outreach Guidance
Document)
Disadvantaged communities (including those served by private domestic wells or small
community water systems).

Outreach Roles

There are two GSAs in the Corning Subbasin—the Corning Sub-basin GSA and Tehama County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The Corning Sub-basin GSA was formed by a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between County of Glenn, Glenn Colusa Irrigation District
(GCID), and Monroeville Water District. The Corning Sub-basin GSA has jurisdiction for the
portion of the Corning Subbasin overlying Glenn County. The Tehama County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District has jurisdiction for the portion of the Corning Subbasin overlying
Tehama County.
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These two GSAs have entered into a Cooperation Agreement to:
1. Develop, adopt, and implement a legally sufficient GSP for the subbasin
2. Coordinate basinwide public involvement and stakeholder outreach and engagement in
developing and implementing the Corning Subbasin GSP
3. Maintain mutual respect for the autonomy of individual GSAs and the preservation of each
GSAs’ separate legal authorities, powers, duties and rights as separate public agencies and
GSAs.
The Corning Subbasin Advisory Board is comprised of elected officials and designees appointed
by each of the GSAs in the subbasin. As is specified in the Memorandum of Understanding forming
the Advisory Board, the purpose of this entity is to establish:
1. A GSA cooperation forum.
2. A public noticed meeting and process in accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act for public
involvement in GSP development and implementation in the subbasin.
3. A mechanism for GSAs to raise and attempt in good faith to resolve disputes that may occur
between and among GSAs.
4. To make advisory recommendations to GSAs concerning development and implementation
of the GSP.
When evaluating the options and making decisions, GSAs and the Corning Subbasin Advisory
Board will solicit public input through a variety of methods, including public workshops, written
and verbal comments, meetings with stakeholder organizations, and other applicable methods. Input
can be made during public comment periods at GSA board meetings, at the Corning Subbasin
Advisory Board meetings, and in writing.

Communications and Engagement for GSP Plan Elements

To truly engage the public in development of a GSP that is science-based, complex, technical, and
includes achievable outcomes, GSAs will strive to meet these overall objectives:
•
•
•

Educate the public in meaningful ways. Communicate what may often be complex concepts
in straightforward, comprehensible ways;
Show how the input received has been considered and incorporated as appropriate into the
plan or process;
Remain focused on results.

Community engagement activities will be focused on development of GSP plan elements. The GSP
will be prepared iteratively and in a logical progression, building on previously developed technical
and policy information. Throughout the process of preparing the GSP, background materials along
with draft text, figures and tables for each section will be provided to the GSAs’ staff, the Corning
Subbasin Advisory Board, and the public in advance of meetings for input and comment. The
Advisory Board and the public will have opportunities to comment on each element, before the
element is ultimately adopted by the governing bodies of the GSAs.
It is anticipated that the GSP will be developed in six phases:
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1. Preparation and submittal of initial notification of GSP preparation
2. Definition of plan area and basin setting
3. Development of sustainable management criteria, including the sustainability goal,
undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives and interim milestones
4. Design of monitoring program and data management system
5. Identification and evaluation of proposed projects and management actions
6. Development of GSP implementation costs, detailed schedule, and reporting
Each phase requires outreach with the goal of educating and engaging the general public,
stakeholders, and the Advisory Board on the technical and policy aspects of the GSP plan elements.
Each phase will include a mix of communication tools, to be used in a variety of forums.

Communication & Engagement Forums
Member Agencies Governance Briefings

Member Agency board members may brief their councils or boards regularly on GSA activities and
may work with the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board to provide additional briefings on sensitive or
important topics.

Stakeholder Briefings

Corning Subbasin Advisory Board members will meet with and communicate regularly with the
stakeholders they represent. To promote consistent messaging, to the extent possible, all briefings
will be coordinated through the Advisory Board structure.

Public Meetings/Hearing

Public meetings or hearings are formal opportunities for people to provide official comments on
programs, plans and proposals. Regular meetings of the GSAs and the Corning Subbasin Advisory
Board constitute regular public meetings that will be noticed and conducted in accordance with the
Ralph M. Brown Act. SGMA requires that public meetings be held prior to the adoption of fees or
the adoption of GSP elements and the final GSP document. There are also constitutional
requirements for public hearings for some fee/rate options. Public meetings and hearings are an
important forum for people to share viewpoints and concerns, but often occur at the end of a
process, when only one option is under consideration. The GSAs will hold required public meetings
and hearings, but will also use less formal public workshops to solicit feedback and information
throughout the process.

Public Workshops

The Corning Subbasin Advisory Board will convene public workshops. These workshops provide
less formal opportunities for people to learn about groundwater, SGMA, and GSP elements.
Workshops can be organized in a variety of ways, including open houses, “stations” where people
can ask questions one-on-one, and traditional presentations with facilitated question and answer
sessions. In order to solicit feedback from people who may not be comfortable speaking in public,
workshops can include small group breakout discussions, comment cards and other techniques to
promote inclusion. Whatever format is used, workshops will be designed to maximize opportunities
for public input.
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Public Notices

In addition to the public notice required for fee adoption, SGMA requires that prior to initiating the
development of a GSP, GSAs must provide a written statement describing the manner in which
interested parties may participate in the development and implementation of the GSP. The
statement must be provided to all the cities and counties within the subbasin.
As outlined in this Communications and Engagement Plan, there will be a variety of opportunities
for people to participate in the development and implementation of the GSP, including workshops,
public hearings, providing comments at GSA and Corning Subbasin Advisory Board meetings and
through written comments.

Communication & Engagement Tools

The GSAs in the Corning Subbasin will use a variety of communications and engagement tools to
keep the public informed, including the following.

Interested Parties List

SGMA mandates the creation of an interested parties list. SGMA does not specify the type of list
(email versus hard copy). The first preference is an email list, to get information out quickly and to
reduce costs. A secondary list will be developed for people who do not use email. GSAs can
contribute names of organizations, agencies, and individuals to the list. Whenever new inquiries are
made and when new individuals participate in public meetings and workshops, their names will be
added to the list if requested. Each GSA in the Corning Subbasin maintains separate interested
parties lists.
The lists are broad and include anyone who would like to stay informed about SGMA activities and
anyone the GSAs think should be informed about the GSP process and the outcomes of the
planning effort. The Corning Subbasin Advisory Board will coordinate on the distribution of
periodic updates to the interested parties lists. The lists will also be used for dissemination of
information about public workshops, public meetings, and other engagement opportunities.

Informational Materials

Developing a variety of informational materials is critical to successful education and necessary to
circulate consistent, accurate information. The Corning Subbasin GSAs will develop a range of
materials, which may include:
•
•
•

•

Talking Points: Clear, concise messages to be used by GSAs when communicating with
media, organizations, and stakeholders.
Milestone Fact Sheets: For initiating the GSP and completion of elements of the GSP.
Periodic Updates: As stated above, the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board will coordinate
on the distribution of periodic updates that can then be used by the GSAs for distribution to
the groups and organizations they represent using existing communications tools, such as
newsletters, social media, list serves, and other.
Newspaper editorials: Authored by GSA staff or the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board
for submittal to local news sources.
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•

Briefing Packets: For milestone briefings to the public and stakeholders. Packets will
include standard talking points, and other materials to assist in educational outreach and for
soliciting feedback.

Website

The GSAs’ websites will be a tool for distributing and archiving meeting and communication
materials as well as a repository for any studies and informative, educational materials. The GSAs are
responsible to ensure that its website is updated on a consistent basis to ensure up to date, timely
information. The website will include the following information:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Home page: summary, calendar of meetings and events, highlighted topics
Groundwater basics, SGMA background including links to existing sources of relevant
information, such as https://groundwaterexchange.org.
Corning Subbasin specific information
Information about adjacent basins, if warranted and relevant
Information about Corning Subbasin GSAs
Corning Subbasin Advisory Board agendas and meeting materials

In addition, a Corning Subbasin GSP-specific website will be maintained throughout the
development of the GSP and can be accessed at: https://www.corningsubbasingsp.org/.
This website will host all common public meeting materials (such as agendas, presentations and
handouts for the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board meetings) and will have GSP sections posted
when ready for public review.

Mailings and Utility Bill Notifications

Individual GSAs may utilize postcards or other means to include updates and relevant GSP
development information in utility bills or other regular mailings.

Social Media

Existing Facebook, Twitter, and other emerging social media technologies may be leveraged to
provide updates on milestone progress to interested parties.

Surveys

Online tools, such as Survey Monkey, may be used periodically to gather stakeholder ideas and to
provide feedback on key issues.

Media Plan

The GSAs, with input from the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board will develop press releases and
Public Service Announcements (if appropriate) at each milestone and for meetings and workshops.
The press releases will be distributed to local and regional media and elected officials. See Appendix
B for a media contact list that will be updated on a periodic basis.
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Outreach Partners

In addition to the communication tools listed above, other organizations can also partner to assist
the Corning Subbasin GSAs reach their communications and engagement goals, including:




















California Water Service
Capay Landowners Association
City of Corning
Corning Water District
Glenn County Resource Conservation District
Glenn County Farm Bureau
Glenn Groundwater Authority
Hamilton City CSD
Kirkwood Water District
Monroeville Water District
North Sacramento Valley (NSV) Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) group
Orland Unit Water Users Association
Paskenta Band of the Nomlaki Indians
Reclamation District 2140
Shasta-Tehama Watershed Education Coalition
Tehama Colusa Canal Authority
Tehama County Farm Bureau
Tehama County Groundwater Commission
Thomes Creek Water District

Inter-Basin Coordination

While inter-basin agreements are optional under SGMA, GSAs in the Corning Subbasin intend to
coordinate with adjacent subbasins to share technical information and to ensure that the
implementation of the GSPs in adjacent subbasins are compatible and will not cause any adverse
effects in the Corning Subbasin or any other adjacent subbasins.
Adjacent subbasins include:
• Butte Subbasin
• Colusa Subbasin
• Los Molinos Subbasin
• Red Bluff Subbasin
• Vina Subbasin

Evaluation and Assessment

Any communication strategy should include opportunities to check in at various points during
implementation to ensure that it is meeting the communication and engagement goals and
complying with SGMA. These check-ins will occur at least on an annual basis.
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Table 1. Summary of Engagement Opportunities and Milestones
Timeframe

Shortly after GSA
formation

Before GSP Planning
Activities

Between Notice of
GSP Planning and
January 31, 2022

Milestone or
Stage

After identification of
outreach
responsibilities
among GSA member
agencies
Prior to beginning
GSP development

During GSP
development

During GSP
development

Required Community
Engagement Under SGMA
Notification of GSA formation

Communication Strategies

•

Provide notice of GSA outreach resources: website, email
listserv, calendar of GSA Board and subcommittee
meetings
Develop and continue to update list of interested parties

Provide to the public and State,
notice of intent to begin GSP
planning and description of
opportunities for interested
parties to participate in GSP
development and
implementation
Public workshops, public
meetings, Corning Subbasin
Advisory Board meetings, GSA
Board meetings and other
opportunities providing
stakeholder avenues to
participate in GSP development

•
•
•
•

Public workshop (s)
GSA Board meetings
Email notices and updates
Newspaper notice of public workshop(s)

•

Active involvement of diverse
social, cultural, and economic
elements of the population
within the Subbasin

•
•
•

Public workshops and/or public meetings on GSP
development.
Email notice of public workshops / meetings
Newspaper notices of public workshops / meetings
Updates and information on GSP development at
standing meetings
Disseminate updates via interested parties list, websites
social media, outreach partners
Provide email notices and updates
Update website regularly
Convene regularly scheduled Corning Subbasin Advisory
Board meetings
Convene regularly scheduled meetings of GSA Boards
Identify and communicate opportunities for public
engagement on GSP development, (providing clear

•

•
•
•
•

•
•
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Timeframe

GSP adoption no
later than January 31,

Milestone or
Stage

Prior to GSP adoption
or amendment

Required Community
Engagement Under SGMA

o Provide notice to cities and
counties within Plan area (9010

Communication Strategies
messages that GSAs retain legal responsibility for final
GSA and GSP related decisions)
• Develop consistent, coordinated messages and talking
points
• Arrange for technical support to stakeholder groups
through presentations or workshops conducted by GSA
representatives/staff
• Develop content appropriate to the audience and their
interests, ensuring information can be easily understood
• Conduct legislative briefings at strategic milestones (and
any other groups upon request)
• Utilize updated interested party stakeholder list, GSA
listservs delivered via email and/or U.S. Mail, outreach
partners mechanisms for communications and other
media outlets such as newspaper and radio to provide
notices
• Strategically engage local, special SGMA identified groups
• Utilize local channels and meetings to identify and
communicate opportunities for public engagement
and/or public comment during meetings on GSP
development
• Leverage and support local agencies and community
organizations in disseminating information and engaging
stakeholders, including through existing community
meetings, newsletters, websites, and social media
• Organize public meetings around concrete impacts to
specific stakeholders
• Develop additional, locally-targeted communication
strategies to engage difficult-to-reach communities and
community members
SEE ABOVE

Timeframe
2022

GSP adoption no
later than January 31,
2022

Milestone or
Stage

Prior to GSP adoption
or amendment

Required Community
Engagement Under SGMA

days prior to adoption)
o Consider comments provided
by the cities and counties
o Accommodate requests for
consultation received from the
cities and counties within 30
days
No sooner than 90 days following
public notice, hold public
hearing/ public workshop for GSP
adoption
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Communication Strategies

SEE ABOVE

Appendix A: Tribal Engagement in the Corning Subbasin: Guidance
Document
SGMA’s Tribal References

SGMA Section 10720.3. …any federally recognized Indian Tribe, appreciating the shared interest
in assuring the sustainability of groundwater resources, may voluntarily agree to participate in the
preparation or administration of a groundwater sustainability plan or groundwater management
plan under this part through a joint powers authority or other agreement with local agencies in the
basin. A participating Tribe shall be eligible to participate fully in planning, financing, and
management under this part, including eligibility for grants and technical assistance, if any exercise
of regulatory authority, enforcement, or imposition and collection of fees is pursuant to the
Tribe's independent authority and not pursuant to authority granted to a groundwater
sustainability agency under this part.
Draft Discussion Paper Tribal Participation with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/SGMA_Tribal_GSAs.pdf
Must a local agency exclude federal and tribal lands from its service area when forming a
GSA?
No, federal lands and tribal lands need not be excluded from a local agency’s GSA area if a local
agency has jurisdiction in those areas; however, those areas are not subject to SGMA. But, a local
agency in its GSA formation notice shall explain how it will consider the interests of the federal
government and California Native American tribes when forming a GSA and developing a GSP.
DWR strongly recommends that local agencies communicate with federal and tribal
representatives prior to deciding to become a GSA. As stated in Water Code §10720.3, the federal
government or any federally recognized Indian tribe, appreciating the shared interest in assuring
the sustainability of groundwater resources, may voluntarily agree to participate in the preparation
or administration of a GSP or groundwater management plan through a JPA or other agreement
with local agencies in the basin. Water Code References: §10720.3, §10723.2, §10723.8
Tribal Outreach Resources
The following are links to agency tribal outreach resources and considerations, each of which
captures important principles and resources for tribal outreach. A short summary of key outreach
principles can be found below.
♦ Draft Discussion Paper Tribal Participation with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
♦ CalEPA Tribal Consultation Policy Memo (August 2015)
♦ DWR Tribal Engagement Policy (May 2016)
♦ CA Natural Resources Agency Tribal Consultation Policy (November 2012)
♦ SWRCB Proposed Tribal Beneficial Uses
♦
Consultation With Federally Recognized Native American Tribal Governments (a model from
the transportation sector)
♦ CA Court Tribal Outreach and Engagement Strategies
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♦
♦

Traditional Ecological Knowledge resources
Water Education Foundation Tribal Water Issues

Key Outreach Principles
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Engage early and often
Consider tribal beneficial uses in decision-making (identified by region here); identify and seek to protect
tribal cultural resources
Share relevant documentation with tribal officials
Conduct meetings at times convenient for tribal participation with ample notifications
Request relevant process input/data/information from tribes
Empower tribes to act as tribal cultural resources caretakers
Designate a tribal liaison(s) where appropriate
Share resources for tribal involvement as is feasible
Develop MOUs where relevant
Be mindful of the traditions and cultural norms of tribes in your area

Key Outreach Partners/Liaisons
♦ California Indian Water Commission, Inc.
♦ DWR Office of Tribal Advisor
♦ DWR Regional Office
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Appendix B: Media Contact List

Media Contact Update:
Julie Zeeb is no longer with Red Bluff Daily News.
New contact is: George Johnston (gjohnston@redbluffdailynews.com)
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Appendix 2B

Initial Notifications

Corning Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
Corning Sub-basin GSA
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

December 13, 2018

Re: Notification of Intent to Develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Corning Subbasin
To Whom It May Concern:
Pursuant to California Water Code Section 10727.8, the Corning Sub-basin Groundwater
Sustainability Agency and the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District have
submitted a Groundwater Sustainability Plan initial notification to the Department of Water
Resources via the SGMA Portal. This notification indicates the intent of the agencies to work
together to develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Corning Subbasin (5-021.51) of the
Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. More information on the notice can be found on the
Department of Water Resources SGMA Portal at:
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/init/preview/149
The Corning Sub-basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency and the Tehama County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District (Agencies) are exclusive Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
covering the entire geographic extent of the Corning Subbasin.
The Agencies intend to work together to develop a single Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the
Corning Subbasin. The Agencies are dedicated to working together with the intent to develop a
Coordination Agreement, or another agreement, to provide guidance for an ongoing coordinated
effort.
The public will have ample opportunities to participate in Groundwater Sustainability Plan
development in the Corning Subbasin. The Agencies have and will continue to consider the interests
of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater listed in Water Code Section 10723.2 in operating
their respective Agencies and developing and implementing the Corning Subbasin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan. The Agencies intend to develop an outreach plan in which these opportunities
will be further defined. Staff from both Agencies maintain a list of interested parties pursuant to
Water Code Section 10723.4. All information relevant to Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
planning and implementation is readily available to the public via websites, newsletters, emails,
presentations, and public meetings.

The Agencies will continue their ongoing outreach efforts, which began in early 2015, continue to
expand the lists of interested parties, and continue to encourage broad local and regional
stakeholder engagement during development and implementation of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan. For more information, and to add your name to the list of interested parties,
please visit the Agencies’ websites or contact staff members listed below:
Corning Sub-basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency:
http://www.countyofglenn.net/dept/agriculture/water-resources/sustainable-groundwatermanagement-act-sgma/corning-subbasin-0
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District:
http://www.tehamacountypublicworks.ca.gov/flood/default.html

Sincerely,

Lisa Hunter
Corning Sub-basin
Groundwater Sustainability
Agency
PO Box 351
Willows, CA 95988
530-934-6501

Thad Bettner
Corning Sub-basin
Groundwater Sustainability
Agency
PO Box 150
Willows, CA 95988
530-934-8881

Ryan Teubert
Tehama County Flood Control
and Water Conservation
District
9380 San Benito Ave.
Gerber, CA 96035
530-385-1462

Attachment 1: Corning Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies Map
Cc:
Board of Supervisors, Glenn County
Board of Supervisors, Tehama County
City Council, City of Corning
California Public Utilities Commission
General Public via Window Posting/Website Posting
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ryan Teubert
Tad Williams
Nichole Bethurem; Julie Leimbach
FW: CA Department of Water Resources is hosting a 3 part Webinar on Tribal Regional Water Management - May
19, May 26 and June 2, 2020
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 1:54:54 PM
CorningSubbasin_GSP NOI_FINAL_signed_Attachment.pdf

Tad, please see the attached Notice of Intent (NOI) to develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for
the Corning Subbasin. We recently realized that the Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians was not
included when the NOI was sent out on December 13, 2018. Hopefully you have been able to
participate in the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board (CSAB) meetings that occur the first Wednesday
of each month from 1:30-3:30pm. Agendas, presentations and meeting minutes from the CSAB
meetings can be found on https://www.corningsubbasingsp.org/. Currently these meetings are held
virtually and I would encourage you to participate if possible.
Please let me know if you would still like me to give a more in-depth presentation to the Council
Members on the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and the Corning Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development. I’m not sure if the Tribal Council is currently
meeting in person or not, but we could either wait until they are or I could set up a virtual meeting if
this is preferred. Please let me know what works best for you and the Council Members.
Thank you,

Ryan Teubert, CFM
Tehama County Flood Control &
Water Resources Manager
rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov
Tel: (530)-385-1462 x3020
Cell: (530)-200-2166

From: Ryan Teubert
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2020 4:57 PM
To: Tad Williams <TWilliams@paskenta.org>
Subject: FW: CA Department of Water Resources is hosting a 3 part Webinar on Tribal Regional
Water Management - May 19, May 26 and June 2, 2020
Tad, hope all is well with you. Please see the email below concerning DWR’s Webinar on Tribal
Regional Water Management. Sorry for the delay on this as I think the first of a three part webinar
series occurred this week. I will follow up this email with another one recapping the first email.
I also still need to set up a meeting with you to discuss developing a presentation for your Tribal
Council on Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). We are starting the process of
developing the Corning Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan which is due in January 2022. The

Corning Subbasin Advisory Board meets monthly on the first Wednesday of each month from 1:303:30pm. These meetings are being held virtually for now. You will be included on our outreach
distribution list, so you should start receiving emails concerning the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board
meetings. You can also check the new website for meeting materials and agendas at
https://www.corningsubbasingsp.org/ . Please let me know if you still are interested in me giving a
presentation to the Council or if you have any questions.

Ryan Teubert, CFM
Tehama County Flood Control &
Water Resources Manager
rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov
Tel: (530)-385-1462 x3020
Cell: (530)-200-2166

From: Vellines, Patricia@DWR <Patricia.Vellines@water.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 3:40 PM
To: Seemann, Hank <HSeemann@co.humboldt.ca.us>; Marina Deligiannis
<Marina.Deligiannis@lakecountyca.gov>; Mary Fahey <mfahey@countyofcolusa.com>; Lisa Hunter
<LHunter@countyofglenn.net>; Disney, Jaclyn <jdisney@cityofredding.org>; Watkins, Joshua
<jwatkins@cityofredding.org>; Sierra Vly Groundwater Management District
<sierravalleygmd@sbcglobal.net>; Ryan Teubert <rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov>; Matt Parker
<mparker@co.siskiyou.ca.us>; Kraig Beasly <kbeasly.tid@cot.net>; Tiffany Martinez
(tiffanymartinez@co.modoc.ca.us) <tiffanymartinez@co.modoc.ca.us>; Gaylon Norwood
<GNorwood@co.lassen.ca.us>; Buck, Christina <CBuck@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Katherine Gledhill <kgledhill@westcoastwatershed.com>; Angelina Cook <usrrwag@gmail.com>;
Stacey Hafen <northcalnevarcdc@gmail.com>; Kayla Meyer <kmeyer@honeylakevalleyrcd.us>; Eric
Wedemeyer <ewedemeyer@co.shasta.ca.us>
Subject: FW: CA Department of Water Resources is hosting a 3 part Webinar on Tribal Regional
Water Management - May 19, May 26 and June 2, 2020
Registration links below
May I ask you to share this information within your Tribal network. This webinar (3-part) will be
discussing the grants program and what funding is available from Department of Water Resources.
CA Department of Water Resources, Office of Tribal Policy Advisor and Division of Regional
Assistance is hosting a three-part series on Tribal Regional Water Management that will take place
on May 19, May 26, and June 2, 2020. This three-part series will discuss Integrated Regional Water
Management funding and technical assistance opportunities for Tribes; improving and strengthening
regional water funding coordination; identifying regional needs and reviewing needs assessment;
and effective Tribal guidance of Integrated Regional Water Management.

Please share with your Tribal Networks – Intended Audience is Tribal Leaders, Tribal Water
Managers and Program and Grant Management Staff.
Each date has a separate registration link as indicated below by date and session.
SAVE THE DATE FLYER IS ATTACHED AND THE REGISTRATION LINKS FOR EACH SESSION:

May 19, 2020
SESSION 1 - https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/578622798757918223
May 26, 2020

SESSION 2 - https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/5451568173109801741
June 2, 2020

SESSION 3 - https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/6460970424943054605
Thank you for sharing within your network.
Respectfully,
~Anecita
Anecita Agustinez
Tribal Policy Advisor
Executive Division
Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1148-2
Sacramento CA 94236-0001
Office 916.653.8726
Cell 916.216.8637
http://www.water.ca.gov/About/Tribal-Policy

Appendix 2C

Summary of CSAB Meeting Topics and Primary
Outcomes

The following table provides the date, meeting topics, and primary outcomes for the CSAB
meetings.
Date and #

Meeting Topics

Primary Outcomes

CSAB Meeting #1
(Apr. 27, 2020)
CSAB Meeting #2
(June 3, 2020)

Introduction to SGMA and GSP

CSAB Meeting #3
(July 1, 2020)

Review of Water Budget, GW Model,
and DMS

Primer on SGMA and GSP Process; answer questions on
GSP.
Established background conditions in Subbasin;
Recommendation to GSAs on groundwater model
platform
Action: Recommendation to the GSAs to use the
C2VSIM-FG model version 1 if it comes out within one
month. If version 1 comes out after one month, then the
GSAs will use the Beta2 version.
Refined groundwater model inputs; Discussed options for
management areas.

CSAB Meeting #4
(Aug. 5, 2020)

Monitoring Network and SMC
Overview

CSAB Meeting #5
(Sept. 2, 2020)
CSAB Meeting #6
(Oct. 7, 2020)

Introduction to Water Level SMC

CSAB Meeting #7
(Nov. 4, 2020)

Sustainable Management Goal for
SMC, Integrated Model Updates,
Revise of Water Budgets

CSAB Meeting #8
(Dec. 2, 2020)

Open Discussion on GSP Sections
and Feedback: Overview of GSP
sections, process for public review,
and in-depth review of Section 1:
Introduction, and Section 2: Plan Area
Open Discussion on GSP Sections
and Feedback: Overview of GSP
sections, process for public review,
and in-depth review of Section 3:
Basin Setting – Hydrogeologic
Conceptual Model and Groundwater
Conditions
Review Status and Path Forward on
GSP Development; Introduction to
Streamflow Depletion data and SMC;
Introduction to Subsidence data and
SMC

CSAB Meeting #9
(Jan. 6, 2021)

CSAB Meeting #10
(Feb. 3, 2021)

Review of Plan Area, HCM, and GW
Conditions

Potential Water Level SMC

Recommendation to GSAs to remove seawater intrusion
from list of applicable sustainability indicators; Manage
Subbasin as single management area and single aquifer
for now.
Action: Recommendation to GSAs to remove seawater
intrusion from the list of applicable sustainability
indicators.
Drafted sustainability goal; Primer on water level SMC
Gathered initial feedback from CSAB and public
regarding potential methods for determining water level
SMC
Gathered CSAB and public feedback on Sustainable
Management Criteria for Chronic Lowering of
Groundwater Levels;Reviewed Integrated Model Updates
and Water Budgets
Shared understanding with participants of draft GSP
Sections 1 and 2.
Gathered public feedback.
Shared understanding with participants of draft GSP
Section 3.
Gathered public feedback.

Public Comment on all agenda topics.

Date and #

Meeting Topics

Primary Outcomes

CSAB Meeting #11
(Mar. 3, 2021)

General GSP Updates, Priority Actions
for Plan Implementation and Data
Gaps, Continue to Evaluate Funding
Mechanisms, Upcoming DWR Grant
Opportunities, Open Discussion on
GSP Sections and Feedback

CSAB Meeting #12
(Apr. 7, 2021)

GSA Updates, Groundwater Level
SMC, Subsidence SMC, Projected
Water Budgets and Introduction to
Storage Decline SMC, Initial Review of
Projects and Management Actions

Discusion on: 1) Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels
SMC, 2) Land Subsidence SMC, 3) Streamflow Depletion
SMC, and 4) draft GSP Completion Process and
Adoption Timeline.
Public Comment on all agenda topics.
Action to recommend to the GSAs statements on Chronic
Lower of Groundwater Levels SMC, Land Subsidence
SMC, and Streamflow Depletion SMC.
Action: Make recommendation to GSAs on draft GSP
Completion Process and Adoption Timeline
General CSAB agreement around Land Subsidence
SMC.
Public Comment on all agenda topics.

CSAB Meeting #13
(May 2021)

GSA Updates, Water Quality SMC,
Streamflow Depletion SMC, Projects
and Management Actions
Overview of Groundwater Level SMC
Comments Received to Date,
Monitoring Network Data Review and
Well Locations, Potential Groundwater
Level (GWL) Sustainable Management
Criteria (SMC) Revisions

Public Comment on all agenda topics.

CSAB Meeting #14
(June 2, 2021)

GSA Updates, Degraded Water
Quality SMC, Land Subsidence SMC,
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater
Levels SMC, Reduction in Storage
SMC, Streamflow Depletion SMC

CSAB Meeting #15
(July 6, 2021)

General GSP Updates, Projects and
Management Actions, Introduction to
Funding Mechanisms
General GSP Updates, Priority Actions
for Plan Implementation and Data
Gaps, Continue to Evaluate Funding
Mechanisms, Upcoming DWR Grant
Opportunities, Open Discussion on
GSP Sections and Feedback
Review and Release Final Draft GSP,
Outreach Activities, and Next Steps for
GSP Adoption and Implementation

Action: Recommendations to GSAs on: 1) Degraded
Water Quality SMC, 2) Land Subsidence SMC, 3)
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels SMC, , 4)
Reduction in Storage SMC, and 5) Streamflow Depletion
SMC.
Public Comment on all agenda topics.
CSAB and Public Feedback on all topics

Special CSAB
Meeting (May 5,
2021)

CSAB Meeting #16
(Aug. 4, 2021)

CSAB Meeting #17
(Sept. 1, 2021)

• Agreed to explore using fixed/static buffers for the MTs
closer to the river where water levels are more stable and
using the percentage approach for the western areas of
the subbasin.
• Divergent perspectives on the fixed numeric buffer and
percentage buffer.
• Request to revisit the measurable objectives to confirm
feasibility and protectiveness.
• Request for contour maps based on stable and declining
wells and buffers in identified years to inform setting the
MT and MOs.

CSAB and Public Feedback on all topics

CSAB and Public Feedback on all topics
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Glossary of Acronyms
-

CBI – Consensus Building Institute [link]
DWR – California Department of Water Resources
GSA – Groundwater Sustainability Agency
GSP – Groundwater Sustainability Plan
MOU – Memorandum of Understanding
NCWA – Northern California Water Association
NSV IRWM– Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management
PMAs – Projects and Management Actions
SGMA – Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
SMC – Sustainable Management Criteria
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Draft Final

July 7, 2021

1. Introduction & Background
The content of the report is the result of staff recommendations resulting from regional inter-basin
coordination staff meetings in the Northern Sacramento Valley (2020-2021). The content will be
presented to inform discussions among Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) and gather public
input through existing public venues, such as advisory committees, groundwater commissions, and GSA
Board meetings.
Inter-basin coordination is critical in the Northern Sacramento Valley as GSAs develop and implement
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). Since groundwater subbasins in the Northern Sacramento
Valley are hydrologically interconnected, water management decisions and actions in subbasins (i.e.,
groundwater pumping and processes affecting recharge, water demand, and supply including climate
change) could change aquifer conditions. Understanding and accounting for these processes is important
towards achieving sustainability in all subbasins.
Figure 1. Map of the Northern Sacramento Valley
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Inter-basin coordination is described in the GSP Regulations in Article 8. Under the regulations, GSAs
must describe how they coordinate with adjoining subbasins to demonstrate implementation will not
adversely affect adjoining subbasins. The Department of Water Resources (DWR) is required to
evaluate whether a GSP adversely affects the ability of an adjacent basin to implement their GSP or
impedes achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin (Water Code 17033(c)).
Coordination among GSAs can be formalized in different ways and inter-basin agreements are
voluntary. Appendix A describes components of Sec 357.2.
Inter-basin coordination discussions among staff representatives from 11 subbasins (Antelope, Bowman,
Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, Sutter, Vina, Wyandotte Creek, and Yolo), with
facilitation support from the Consensus Building Institute (CBI) began during the summer of 2020.
While efforts have focused on these subbasins, coordination will occur, as warranted, with other
neighboring subbasins (Anderson and North Yuba).
Initial stages of inter-basin coordination efforts (May-December 2020) were closely aligned with the
GSP Regulations in Article 8 components and delineated in Section 3 Evolution of Inter-basin
Coordination Efforts. After an initial attempt to compile technical information to better understand basin
conditions at respective boundaries, staff realized differing timelines for the completion of Basin Setting
content in each subbasin meant there would not be sufficient time during initial GSP development to
fully characterize or address major inconsistencies. Therefore, the goal for regional inter-basin
coordination shifted towards establishing a framework for long-term inter-basin coordination and
dialogue (post GSP submittal in 2022). Informal coordination discussions among staff and consultants
between neighboring subbasins continued during the GSP development process.
This report outlines the intent and purpose of inter-basin coordination in the Northern Sacramento
Valley. It describes the process followed and materials developed throughout the process. It also outlines
foundational elements, referred to as “key pillars,” of a framework for sustained coordination through
GSP implementation.
2. Intent & Purpose
Inter-basin coordination efforts in the Northern Sacramento Valley are focused on establishing a
foundation and guidelines for sustained inter-basin coordination through GSP implementation, following
the initial submittal of GSPs by January 31, 2022. GSAs intend to:
1. Establish a framework allowing for continued dialogue and a venue to address issues
and discrepancies during the implementation of the GSPs;
2. Coordinate on consistent messaging and communicate shared expectations at a
regional level;
3. Demonstrate regional coordination efforts and outcomes; and
4. Leverage existing agreements and arrangements in the region (e.g., Northern
Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management (NSV IRWM), the Six
County Memorandum of Understanding among Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama,
Shasta, and Sutter).
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The proposed deliverable from this effort is the development of a common approach and draft language
for incorporation into each subbasin’s GSP. This narrative describes the facilitated effort as well as the
framework and scope for long-term coordination during plan implementation. The public will have
opportunities to weigh in and provide input on the proposed framework through each subbasin’s existing
public venues, such as advisory committees, groundwater commissions, and GSA board meetings.
3. Evolution of Inter-basin Coordination Efforts
Inter-basin coordination efforts, facilitated by the Consensus Building Institute (CBI) began in summer
2020 among Subbasin staff from Antelope, Bowman, Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff,
Vina, and Wyandotte Creek subbasins to identify priorities and resources available for inter-basin
coordination. Soon after, staff representatives from the Sutter and Yolo subbasins joined the meetings.
To date, CBI has facilitated nine inter-basin coordination meetings with staff and periodically with
technical consultants from the subbasins. Subbasin staff and/or CBI communicated regular updates to
GSA Boards and advisory committees in each of the subbasins regarding the status of inter-basin
coordination activities [Access Webpage Here].
Initial stages of inter-basin coordination efforts were closely aligned with the GSP Regulations in Article
8:
1. General information of subbasins, plans and agencies participating in the coordination agreement,
2. Technical information including consistent and coordinated data or methodology for inter-basin
boundary flows and stream-groundwater interactions at basin boundaries, and information on
sustainable management criteria and monitoring that would confirm that no adverse impacts of
implementing the GSPs would result to any party to the agreement,
3. A description of the process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies that are parties to
an inter-basin coordination agreement.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.

The goal at the initial stage was to compile general and technical information identified by DWR in a
consistent manner to establish an accurate basis of comparison and to identify any significant
inconsistencies that may need to be addressed or resolved. This included developing a series of
information-sharing documents and outreach materials, summarized below.
1. Inter-basin Coordination Directory– This document provides an updated and centralized directory with
contact information for GSA managers, technical consultants, and facilitators in the various subbasins.
This document seeks to facilitate communication among the various representatives leading GSP
development [Access Here].
2. Technical Information-Sharing Template– This template was developed among the managers and
technical consulting teams to compile and compare information on modeling tools and water budget
results for inter-basin flows, stream-aquifer interactions, and hydro-geologic conditions in the subbasins.
Potentially, this document could be used to compile information about Sustainable Management Criteria
and Monitoring Networks [Access Draft Template Here]. The first output from the technical informationsharing template summarizes the highlights of compiled model information across the subbasins [Access
Here].
3. Outreach Presentation–This PowerPoint presentation provides updates on inter-basin coordination
activities to the various SGMA public venues (GSA boards, advisory committees, etc.) and an overview
of the scope and timeline of inter-basin coordination efforts. This presentation is continuously updated
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after each inter-basin coordination staff meeting for use in consistently communicating with GSA
Boards/advisory committees and the public throughout the region [Access Here].
4. Outreach Factsheet– The inter-basin coordination factsheet aims to support public outreach and
information sharing in the various subbasins. This two-page flier or factsheet summarizes why regional
coordination is important under SGMA, who is involved in ongoing efforts, what the coordination
priorities are, and includes a table with links to each subbasin’s website for additional subbasins’ specific
information [Access Here].
5. Inter-basin Coordination Webpage– Butte County hosts a webpage to provide the most up-to-date
information on inter-basin coordination efforts in the Northern Sacramento Valley. The webpage provides
an overview of the scope and makes available documentation and results of the inter-basin coordination
work, including meeting agendas, summaries, and outputs [Access Here].
6. Meeting Summaries–CBI develops meeting summaries after each regional inter-basin coordination staff
meeting to summarize key discussion themes, action items, and next steps. These summaries are publicly
available on the inter-basin coordination webpage [Access Here].

After an initial attempt to compile technical information, staff realized the broad aspirations were not
feasible during the initial stages of GSP development. The process of compiling and comparing modeling
outputs from the diverse regional hydrological models required a significant amount of time, resources,
and varying levels of data. Further, subbasins were at different stages of GSP development and GSAs
were facing tight timelines, competing priorities, and capacity limitations to meet the regulatory
deadline. While communication on a neighbor-to-neighbor basis on technical components was
encouraged through GSP development, subbasin staff representatives realized more robust technical
analysis and coordination between and among subbasins was not possible until initial plans (including
water budgets) were more fully developed or after adoption of the initial GSPs.
Following reflection from the separate inter-basin efforts and priorities moving forward, subbasin staff
recommended shifting the focus of regional coordination meetings to establishing a framework for longterm inter-basin coordination and dialogue following GSP submission in January 2022. To do so,
subbasin staff identified desired outcomes in the short-term (during initial GSP development), mid-term
(first 5-year update), and long-term (GSP Implementation through 2042) [Access Here]. This approach
recognizes adoption of the 2022 GSPs as an initial step in sustainable groundwater management, not the
final step. Subbasin staff acknowledged while model outputs may not match perfectly, the main objective
is to identify and acknowledge significant discrepancies, understand why those differences exist, and
evaluate to the extent they need to be reconciled. Inter-basin coordination has been characterized as “a
marathon not a sprint,” and current efforts will serve to pave the path for long-term collaboration.
Further, GSAs can take advantage of annual reporting and five-year GSP updates to identify and address
discrepancies. Lastly, subbasin staff representatives acknowledge public participants are interested in
inter-basin coordination efforts and concerns from some subbasins can easily affect others. Subbasin
staff understand the need to share and educate the public on what is in the various GSPs, and the SGMA
requirements for inter-basin coordination. Staff will continue to provide updates and gather GSA Board
and public input related to the direction of current efforts and desired priorities, shared concerns, and
possible ideas for inter-basin coordination during GSP implementation.
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4. Inter-basin Coordination Framework
This section outlines the foundational pillars that comprise the framework for inter-basin coordination
under SGMA between and among subbasins in the Northern Sacramento Valley. These pillars build
upon a long-standing history of regional collaboration and embody a commitment for continued
coordination, collaboration, and communication for successful groundwater management in the region.
Honoring the individual authorities of the GSAs, these pillars represent a menu of options neighboring
subbasins can draw upon, based on individual or neighboring subbasins’ needs and challenges. GSA
Boards can decide which of these options they would like to support and implement, acknowledging
circumstances may change over time.
Pillars
1. Information-sharing
a. Inform each other on changing conditions (i.e., surface water
cutbacks, land use changes, policy changes that inform
groundwater management)
b. Share annual reports and interim progress reports
c. Share data and technical information and work towards building
shared data across and/or along basin boundaries (e.g.,
monitoring data, water budgets, modeling inputs and outputs,
and Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems)
2. Joint analysis & evaluation
a. Evaluate and compare contents of GSPs with a focus on
establishing a common understanding of basin conditions at
boundaries
b. Identify significant differences, uncertainties, and potential
issues of concern related to groundwater interaction at the
boundaries
c. Engage in analysis and evaluation of SMCs between GSPs to
assess impacts and identify significant differences and possible
impacts between subbasins that could potentially lead to
undesirable results
3. Coordination on mutually beneficial activities
a. Communicate, coordinate, and collaborate on mutually
beneficial activities, which could include joint monitoring, joint
reporting, regional modeling, and other efforts to address data
gaps at subbasin boundaries
b. Collectively pursue funding and collaborate on mutually agreed
upon projects and management actions that provide benefits
across boundaries
c. Leverage existing collaboratives (NSV IRWM, NCWA etc.)
4. Coordinated communication and outreach
a. Coordinate and collaborate on regional-scale public engagement
and communication strategies that promote awareness on
groundwater sustainability, enhance public trust, and maintain
institutional knowledge
b. Maintain list of GSP/subbasin staff contacts and websites
5. Issue-resolution process
a. Establish and follow an agreed-upon process for identifying and
resolving conflicts between GSAs by the first five-year update
[Refer to Appendix D for more details and discussion prompts
on issue resolution processes]

Scale(s)
• Neighbor-toneighbor
• Coordination
groups [Refer
to section 4.1
below]

Timing
• Ongoing (GSP
Development)
• Near-term (5-year
update)
• Long-term (GSP
implementation)

• Neighbor-toneighbor
• Coordination
groups [Refer
to section 4.1
below]

• Near-term (5-year
update)
• Long-term (GSP
implementation)

• Neighbor-toneighbor
• Coordination
groups
• Regional: NSV
IRWM,
NCWA
Groundwater
Task Force
• Regional: NSV
IRWM and
NCWA
Groundwater
Task Force

• Ongoing (GSP
Development)
• Near-term (5-year
update)
• Long-term (GSP
implementation).

• Neighbor-toneighbor
• Coordination
groups

• Ongoing (GSP
Development)
• Near-term (5-year
update)
• Long-term (GSP
implementation)
• Near-term (5-year
update)
• Long-term (GSP
implementation).
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4.1. Inter-basin Coordination Groups
Inter-basin coordination efforts, as outlined in the pillars above, would require resources and technical
support. Subbasin staff recommend organizing inter-basin coordination priorities by specific subbasin
boundaries. One suggested approach identifies specific “Coordination Groups” (see Figure 3 and list
below). Some of these groups are pairs and others include multiple subbasins around a river boundary.
1. Feather River Corridor- Butte, Wyandotte Creek, North Yuba, Sutter
2. North Sacramento River Corridor- Antelope, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, Corning, Vina, Butte, Colusa
3. South Sacramento Corridor- Colusa, Sutter, Yolo

Neighbor to Neighbor, examples:
4. Stony Creek- Corning, Colusa
5. Thomes Creek- Red Bluff, Corning
6. Butte/Vina- Vina, Butte
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5. Conclusion and Next Steps
In sum, this report outlines a framework for inter-basin coordination for sustainable groundwater
management in the Northern Sacramento Valley. The inter-basin coordination framework describes a
menu of options for ongoing communication and collaboration around substantive issues over the
twenty-year implementation of SGMA.
The pillars and other content from this report could be used by GSAs to support GSP development and
implementation in a number of ways. This inter-basin coordination report could be included as an
Appendix to the GSP and could be updated on a yearly basis. Individual subbasins can incorporate
sections of the report into the body of the GSP, depending upon specific boundary conditions at adjoining
subbasins. Finally, subbasins could draw on the inter-basin coordination framework if they would like
to consider entering into one or more voluntary inter-basin agreements during GSP implementation.
The content of the report is the result of staff recommendations resulting from regional inter-basin
coordination staff meetings. Staff will present the framework as a supporting document to guide and
inform discussions with the GSA Boards and other existing public venues, such as advisory committees
or groundwater commissions. GSAs in turn will discuss the menu of options for inter-basin coordination
outlined in this report to determine their priorities and desired approach to draw on the inter-basin
coordination framework in their individual GSPs. Lastly, Subbasin staff will come together to share
input received and determinations from their respective GSAs.
Subbasin staff acknowledge that while this report builds upon a long-standing history of regional
collaboration, this is just the beginning of inter-basin coordination efforts under SGMA. Therefore, this
framework and inter-basin coordination activities will be continually refined throughout GSP
implementation.
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Appendices
Appendix A: GSP Emergency Regulations, Article 8: Interagency
Agreements §357.2
§ 357.2. Inter-basin Agreements (access here)
Two or more Agencies may enter into an agreement to establish compatible sustainability goals
and understanding regarding fundamental elements of the Plans of each Agency as they relate to
sustainable groundwater management. Inter-basin agreements may be included in the Plan to
support a finding that implementation of the Plan will not adversely affect an adjacent basin’s
ability to implement its Plan or impede the ability to achieve its sustainability goal. Inter-basin
agreements should facilitate the exchange of technical information between Agencies and
include a process to resolve disputes concerning the interpretation of that information. Interbasin agreements may include any information the participating Agencies deem appropriate,
such as the following:
(a) General information:
(1) Identity of each basin participating in and covered by the terms of the agreement.
(2) A list of the Agencies or other public agencies or other entities with groundwater
management responsibilities in each basin.
(3) A list of the Plans, Alternatives, or adjudicated areas in each basin.
(b) Technical information:
(1) An estimate of groundwater flow across basin boundaries, including consistent and
coordinated data, methods, and assumptions.
(2) An estimate of stream-aquifer interactions at boundaries.
(3) A common understanding of the geology and hydrology of the basins and the hydraulic
connectivity as it applies to the Agency’s determination of groundwater flow across basin
boundaries and description of the different assumptions utilized by different Plans and how
the Agencies reconciled those differences.
(4) Sustainable management criteria and a monitoring network that would confirm that no
adverse impacts result from the implementation of the Plans of any party to the agreement. If
minimum thresholds or measurable objectives differ substantially between basins, the
agreement should specify how the Agencies will reconcile those differences and manage the
basins to avoid undesirable results. The Agreement should identify the differences that the
parties consider significant and include a plan and schedule to reduce uncertainties to
collectively resolve those uncertainties and differences.
(c) A description of the process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies that are
parties to the agreement.
(d) Inter-basin agreements submitted to the Department shall be posted on the Department’s website.

Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
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Appendix B: Inter-basin Coordination Fact Sheet
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APPENDIX C
Memorandum of Understanding
Four County (Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama Counties)
Regional Water Resource Coordination, Collaboration, and Communication

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

Appendix D: Issue Resolution Process for Discussion Purposes
This document aims to guide discussions and provide pertinent information as subbasins consider
inclusion of an issue resolution process in the Northern Sacramento Valley inter-basin
coordination framework. These discussions will take place in the period leading up to the first fiveyear GSP update.
Discussion Prompts
1. What are potential benefits/challenges or concerns of including an issue/dispute resolution process
in the inter-basin coordination framework?
2. What are shared expectations between and among subbasins?
3. What are the GSAs preferences for addressing conflicts if/when they arise?

Background
The Groundwater Sustainability Plan Regulations in Article 8 recommend including a “description
of a process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies” as a part of inter-basin
coordination (Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code). A recent study by Tara Moran,
Janet Martinez, and William Blomquist, part of Stanford University’s Water in the West found
that the ability of interagency coordination “to solve complex challenges will be contingent on the
ability of these organizations to effectively prevent and manage conflicts before they arise and to
resolve these conflicts equitably and efficiently when they do.” (Moran, Martinez, and Blomquist,
2021). Further, given how likely it is for disagreements at a local level to occur during SGMA
implementation, the study suggests investing in establishing issue resolution processes before
disagreements arise. Meanwhile, deferring their development could complicate the resolution
process in times of conflict. Given these recommendations, consider the following questions for
reflection and discussion.
Purposes of issue resolution processes
There are many options to identify and resolve issues that involve different parties,
goals/objectives, and resources. Ideally, issue resolution processes are thoughtfully designed and
tailored to specific contexts. The broader goal for such a process can be to meet the agencies’
long-term needs, considering local dynamics, desired outcomes, and expected uses. Goals can
include keeping things simple and efficient, maintaining relationships, ensuring quality of the
process, fostering participation and community engagement, etc.
The figure below shows different types of dispute resolution processes. In some cases, agencies
draft clauses that outline a tiered approach. They often begin with negotiation, which gives the
parties control over the process and outcomes. Then, mediation, which brings in a neutral thirdparty (mediator) to facilitate the discussion and help parties work towards resolving issues. Often,
negotiation and mediation lead to “non-binding” outcomes, non-enforceable by courts. Parties
could opt to move towards arbitration or litigation, which are controlled by a third party (arbitrator
or judge/jury) and can lead to binding and non-binding outcomes (Moran, Martinez, and
Blomquist, 2019).
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From Moran, Martinez, and Blomquist, 2019
Examples
1. Example from Moran, Martinez, and Blomquist, 2019
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2. Example from Butte Subbasin Cooperation Agreement
Note: This example doesn’t provide much specificity. However, acknowledges shared intent to
resolve disputes.
ARTICLE 9. DECISION-MAKING AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION
9.1.
Decision-making Authority. Topics where the Members desire coordinated
decision-making will be considered by the Advisory Board, and the Member Directors will strive
for unanimous recommendations that will be presented to each Member’s governing body for
consideration. Such topics include, but are not limited to, development and implementation of the
GSP, and associated financial arrangements. When unable to reach unanimous recommendations,
the Advisory Board will outline the areas in which it does not agree, providing some explanation
to inform the respective GSAs’ governing bodies. Despite the recommendations of the Advisory
Board, ultimate decision-making authority for topics considered by the Advisory Board resides
with each Member’s governing body.
9.2.
Dispute Resolution. It is the desire of Members to informally resolve all disputes
and controversies related to this Agreement, whenever possible, at the least possible level of
formality and cost. If a dispute occurs, the disputing Members shall meet and confer in an attempt
to resolve the matter. If informal resolution cannot be achieved, the matter will be referred to the
Advisory Board for resolution. The Advisory Board may engage the services of a trained mediator
or resort to all available legal and equitable remedies to resolve disputes.
Possible Process in the Northern Sacramento Valley

Negotiation

Coordination Groups

Mediation

• Parties can attempt to
resolve the issue
internally through
informal negotiations.

• Parties can bring issue to
the coordination group(s)
for joint problem solving.
Coordination Groups could
work to assess the issue,
gather information, and
explore options for
resolution (with or without
support from a facilitator).

• If the parties cannot
resolve the issue [in X
amount of time], the
parties will hire a
mediator, prior to
pursuing legal action.

Arbitration/
Litigation
• If the issue cannot be
resolved through
mediation, any party
could pursue any legal
remedies available
(e.g., arbitration,
litigation)
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Worksheet: Key Questions and Considerations for Issue Resolution Process
The questions below could be used to guide the development of a specific issue resolution process
in the context of inter-basin coordination in the Northern Sacramento Valley by the first 5-year
GSP update. These questions could help to clarify the level of specificity that subbasins would
find beneficial and mutually agreeable when/if conflict occurs.
Adapted from Moran, Martinez, and Blomquist, 2019
1) What are the process goals?
a) Consider what disputes the process aims to
address – all disputes arising at basin boundaries
or only a subset?
b) Consider inclusivity and transparency of the
process, cost efficiency for parties and the
GSA(s), timeframes, and other factors important
to your agency(ies).
c) Other potential objectives include dispute
prevention, enhanced relationships, procedural
and substantive fairness, legal compliance,
durability of resolution and organizational
improvement.

2) Who can initiate and participate in the dispute
resolution process?
a) Consider what parties can initiate the dispute
resolution process – is it only parties to the
agreement or can external parties invoke it? There
are pros and cons to both choices, so discussing
this in advance will ensure thoughtful
consideration.

3) What processes are used to make decisions related
to dispute resolution and what information is
necessary?
a) What is the process for selecting a mediator,
facilitator, lawyer or other impartial party?
b) Consider including a range of processes beginning
with internal negotiations and escalating based on
clear timelines.

4) Who pays for the dispute resolution process?
a) Consider who will pay for the mediator,
facilitator, lawyer or other impartial party. Will it
be paid for by the disputing parties, the GSA(s) or
through a state-funded program?
b) How could you assess whether the outcome of the
dispute resolution process was successful?
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https://www.buttecounty.net/wrcdocs/Reports/SpecialProjects/InterbasinGWFlow/NSVBoardAss
essment20170615.pdf

39

Appendix 2E

Outreach Documentation

Co rning Subbasin Outreac h & Enga gement
A ctivities (Led by Co nsensus B uilding Institute (CB I))

As of September 3, 2021 (these activities are in addition to the monthly CSAB meetings described in
Section 2)

Materials / Public Meetings
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Corning Subbasin General SGMA Factsheet - Link
Tehama County SGMA Factsheet – Link
North Sacramento Valley SGMA Regional Coordination Flyer – Link
SGMA Update in Tehama County Subbasins Webinar | October 8, 2020 - Slide Deck | Video
o Brief introduction of GSP development effort in Corning Subbasin.
SGMA Update in Tehama County Subbasins Webinar | December 9, 2020 – Corning Subbasin
Slide Deck | Video
o Portion of webinar dedicated to providing an update on development of the Corning
Subbasin GSP
SGMA and Tribal Engagement Slide Deck | April 6, 2021 - Link
Tehama County quarterly eNewsletter – Winter 2020 | Spring 2021 | Summer 2021
Tehama County Subbasins Online Survey | Projects / Management Actions ideas (March - July
2021) – Link
o 16 total responses. 4 responses related to Corning Subbasin
Tehama County Subbasins Online Survey | Domestic Well Owners (March 2021 – Present) – Link
o To date: 9 total responses. 1 response from Corning Subbasin

Stakeholder O&E Communications
Factsheet sent by Outreach Team for Distribution by Partner Agencies to
their Stakeholders/Members
• Corning Water District (Mitch Hardwick) (Nov 2020)
• Corning SGMA factsheet (Link) and Tehama SGMA factsheet (Link) were sent to all potential
outreach partner interviewees listed below as part of introductory email requesting an interview
(March 2021)
Interviews with Potential Outreach Partners [March – April 2021]
• Interview purpose – Speak with potential outreach partners to receive insight and ideas on how
to improve outreach and engagement.
• Interviewees were added to the Tehama County or the Glenn County interested parties lists (if
they weren’t already subscribed).
• Examples of utilizing partnerships – the Corning SGMA factsheet was shared with interviewees
to share with their network; Tehama County GSA asked outreach partners to help advertise
upcoming public webinars.

Outreach Partners Contacted

RCAC (Rural Community Associates Corporation)
Latino Outreach of Tehama County
Glenn County Farm Bureau
Individual Well Owners
Glenn County Rangelands Association
Glenn County RCD
Glenn/Colusa Cattlemen's Association
Glenn/Colusa Cattlewomen
Tehama County Cattlemen's Association
Tehama County Cattlewomen's Association
Shasta-Tehama Watershed Education Coalition (STWEC)
Tehama County Farm Bureau
Tehama County RCD
UCCE
Water Districts within Subbasin

Appendix 2F. CSAB and Public Comments and
Responses on Initial Draft GSP Sections
This Appendix provides a compilation of comments received from CSAB and the public on
initial draft GSP sections, as they were developed and posted on the Corning Subbasin GSP
website (https://www.corningsubbasingsp.org/), for CSAB and public review. These
comments relate to specific sections (1 through 6) and include responses from the GSP
Development Team and a status of the revisions in the GSP. Section 7 was reviewed by the
CSAB and partner agencies prior to posting for the public review period. Section 8 was made
available to the CSAB for review prior to posting for the public review period.
Additional comments made on general GSP development during CSAB public meetings, and
responses by the GSP Development Team, are available as part of the monthly meeting
summaries, posted on the Corning Subbasin GSP website:
https://www.corningsubbasingsp.org/csab-meetings

Corning Subbasin GSP ‐ Comments on Section 1 INTRODUCTION and Section 2 PLAN AREA

Comment
Number
1

Page

Subsection Table

Figure

Date

Commenter/Affiliation

Comment

GSP Development Team Response (optional)

1‐1

1.0

N/A

1‐1

11/27/20

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

2
3
4
5
6
7
8

1‐5

1.3

N/A

1‐3

11/27/20

2‐3
2‐15
2‐16
2‐17
2‐17

2.1.1
2.4.5
2.4.5
2.4.5
2.4.5

N/A
N/A
N/A
2‐4
N/A

2‐2
N/A
2‐9
N/A
N/A

11/27/20
11/27/20
11/27/20
11/27/20
11/27/20

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

GSP Development Team checked with the Tribe
The graphic shows "Paskenta Rancheria". It would be a good idea to check with
the tribe on what the Corning location is called. The Paskenta Rancheria I am
familiar with was formed in the early 1900's and terminated in 1959. It was
located in the foothills near the town of Paskenta. I do not know how they refer
to the approximately 2000 acre current rancheria near Corning. I have only seen it
called "The Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians" Rancheria.
Same as above.

9
10

2‐19
2‐27

2.5
2.5.6.8

N/A
N/A

2‐10
N/A

11/27/20
11/27/20

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

11

2‐28

2.6

2‐5

N/A

11/27/20

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

12
13
14

2‐29
2‐30
2‐26

2.6
2.6
2.5.6.5

N/A
N/A
n/a

2‐12
2‐13
n/a

11/27/20
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
11/27/20
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
11/28/2020 Steve Gruenwald, CSAB member

16

2‐26

2.5.6.6

n/a

n/a

11/28/2020 Steve Gruenwald, CSAB member

Same as above.
Same as above.
Same as above.
Same as above.
Additional industrial groundwater users that I know of in the Corning Subbasin are: Thank you for providing
Olson Meats (slaughterhouse) 7301 Cutler Ave, Orland, CA 95963; Sunsweet
Growers (Prune Dehydrator) 7714 Co Rd 9, Orland, CA 95963; Capay Farms
(Walnut Hulling and Drying) 7929 Co Rd 9, Orland, CA 95963; GCID Headgates
(Pumping Plant) End of Co Rd 203, Orland, CA; North State Hulling Cooperative
(Almond Hulling and Drying) 7559 Hwy 32, Orland, CA 95963
See comment SEC 1‐1; same comment for all future appearances not noted.
Noted
Noted
I don't agree with the statement regarding Hamilton City Community Services
District that "none are related to water supply and are not relevant for the GSP
planning and implementation". The district operates a wastewater treatment
facility and the discharge from this facility may provide a source for a future
recharge project.
I reviewed DWR's Well Completion Report Map Application for a few areas that I Noted ‐ revised information was received/developed during GSP
am familiar with and there is a significant undercount of the number of domestic development; additional refinements will take place during GSP
and agricultural production wells in some areas. As a guess, it looks like only about implementation
25% of the wells in a given square mile are shown. I believe that this will be mostly
in older communities where agricultural uses have been established for many
decades. This discrepancy needs to be addressed in this document. If the DWR
data will be used for guiding future mitigation actions and is applied as a base for
using valuable tools such as Alan Fulton's, the impact of setting a minimum
thresholds at a particular level will be grossly understated.

Status/Revisions
(as needed)
Figures were modified
accordingly

Information was added to
the GSP

This section was revised

GSP was updated
accordingly

Same as above.
Same as above.
GCID description should mention the fact that they have a number of production
wells within our subbasin, along their canal system that can and at times do pump
water for distribution to agricultural interests outside of our subbasin. Because
this groundwater can replace diverted surface water for the district after their
surface water is sold outside of their irrigation district, it amounts to selling and
transferring groundwater from the area. This may not be the time and place to
add this to the Draft, but it may be mentioned in public comments, so we should
consider getting ahead of that concern.
Noted
Orland water users does not supply water to their members year round, rather
only during the irrigation season generally from April through October. The lack of
winter water availability has been an impediment to using that water during high
streamflow periods in the winter for off stream groundwater recharge projects.
To help set the stage for future collaborative recharge efforts with OWUD, we
might spur interest and discussion by mentioning this within the context of the
proposed plan framework. Again, this may not be the time or the place for this
comment, but growers in the area are looking at the OWUD system for potential
recharge projects.
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Comment
Number
17

Page

18

2‐41

Subsection Table

2‐40

2.8.2

Figure

Date

Commenter/Affiliation

n/a

n/a

11/28/2020 Steve Gruenwald, CSAB member

n/a

n/a

11/28/2020 Steve Gruenwald, CSAB member

19

12/2/2020

David Lester/CSAB Member

20

12/2/2020

Ryan Teubert/Tehama GSA

21

12/2/2020

David Lester/CSAB Member

22

12/2/2020

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

23

12/2/2020

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

Comment

GSP Development Team Response (optional)

Status/Revisions (as
needed)

Noted
Re: Agreement between OUWUA and TCCA to sell and transfer water. An
increasing number of OUWUA growers are transitioning away from flood irrigation
water from the district and relying more on groundwater to irrigate new orchards.
It does not make sense to sell the water from the stoney creek watershed for
export out of local west side watershed and out of the area. Work on recharge
projects using that water before we start sending it out of the area. Maybe
outside of our scope, but worth mentioning.
Glenn County Groundwater Ordinance. Wells and pumpers exporting water out of Noted ‐ this is further discussing in Section 7
the area have some oversight and are singled out as the first to be regulated or
having to modify their pumping practices in the event of "causing harm" to a
neighboring non export pumper. While we are focusing on managing our
groundwater and ultimately rationing it in some fashion as this continues, should
we be advocating for the export of groundwater out of the area?
I am concerned about the accuracy of DWR well mapping. Production well map is Well density maps are part of the general data collection. Water
showing wells that I know are abandoned near Corning. How are you doing water budgeting in the model is not tied to the well distribution maps.
Groundwater pumping is estimated in the model based on surface
budgeting, it it tied to this inaccurate mapping?
water supplied and water demands of planted crops.
How is domestic well pumping estimated in the model? What about urban
Domestic well pumping is estimated based on per capita population
pumping?
distribution. Public supply wells from City of Corning and Hamilton City
are represented in the model.
The section language should emphasize that the well density maps are an estimate The section language does emphasize that well density maps are based
and will improve over time. If we are looking at distribution of domestic wells for on the available information and give a general overview of where
establishing sustainable management criteria; if the data is bad then we can end wells are installed in the Subbasin. The maps and summary tables of
up making uninformed decisions.
wells by type are not expected to accurately count where every well is
installed or where every old well has been abandoned in the Subbasin.
The sustainable management criteria for lowering of water levels are
being developed based on general information regarding well
distribution and water level history. We are using domestic well
statistics to guide this effort, but not to set levels.
Climate discussion in Section 2 should include a longer timeframe than the last
We can add references for climate from DWR as applicable. The
climate section is not a requirement of the GSP so don’t want to go
couple of decades as a backdrop for climate change in the Subbasin. The report
into a huge level of detail here. DWR prepares climate reports and
gives a snapshot of recent rainfall and temperature trends and refers to it as
climate change studies that will be incorporated into future
"climate" but I think that a longer timeframe needs to be analyzed to be
considered indicative of climate patterns. The DWR has some good information
groundwater modeling scenarios in this GSP.
that could be referenced.
Think that this document should acknowledge that more wells are continuing to be Information on overdraft will be provided in future sections of the GSP
installed and that water levels are dropping. Where will you discuss the problem of (mainly, sections 3, 4, and 6)
overdraft in this basin and the water use?
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Comment
Number
1

Page
8

Subsection

Table
4‐1

Figure

Status/Revisions
(as needed)
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
Most of the data are inherent to the model developed by DWR and
can be reviewed directly from the DWR data and C2VSim model
report (https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/c2vsimfg‐version‐1‐
0/resource/4f904e97‐a47b‐4138‐81df‐9b74bd952948); the input data
that are being modified are described in the Appendix 4A or
throughout the Water Budget section as needed.
The model indicates that even with increased rainfall in the projects that there will The projected climate change data predict both increased
be decreased deep water percolation due to stream flow. With increased
precipitation and increased ET due to higher temperatures. These
precipitation would that still lead to increased replenishment in shallower
have inverse effects on recharge to groundwater. Results from the
aquifers? Is that taken into account?
2030 and 2070 projected simulations indicate that the increased ET
may have a larger effect on the Corning Subbasin due to an increase in
crop water demand, than the increased precipitation, leading to
decreased deep percolation to groundwater. These simulations also
predict some increased seasonality (the additional precipitation will
generally fall in a shorter rainy season) which may lead to some of the
additional rain ending up as overland flow rather than percolating to
groundwater.
In addition to the statement above won’t that also lead to increase flows from the Yes, increased precipitation alone would lead to increased surface
Sacramento river and therefore increased inflows from Stony creek and Thomes water inflow, however the model suggests increased ET may “use up”
Creek into the basin?
much of this upstream water before it reaches the Corning Subbasin.
This is likely a combination of increased riparian ET and increased land
surface ET, both of which reduce the total downstream flow.

Date
4/1/2021

Commenter/Affiliation
Brian Mori/CSAB Member

Comment
Any modeling that is listed in the table “Budget Data Components and Data
Sources” should be made available for review with the budget. All assumptions
that are able to be adjusted and are not a set amount should be delineated out so
the public knows what data options to focus upon.

2

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

3

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

4

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

Furthermore, with increased precipitation will that also lead to increased project
water available for surface water applications? Therefore, resulting in a net
increase of surface water in the basin not net decrease? This should in turn adjust
some of the additional assumptions on increased pumping due to surface water
curtailment as well?

* There could be more water available for surface water application in
some years, but what we have seen in the recent past is that districts
are not using their full allocated amount because some growers prefer
to pump groundwater, as described in Section 4.2.5. We will simulate
a projected scenario that shows how pumping would decrease if
surface water was used to its full potential allocation in the future.
* Also, CVP water contracts are set and would not be able to be
increased even in future years.
* Data and information on private riparian water rights is more
difficult to obtain and would be a data gap to evaluate during GSP
implementation.
* Increased precipitation and flows could help with developing
additional recharge projects, which we will explore.
* The increased temperature creates increase in ET, which means
more crop demand and more water used overall (in this baseline
scenario, through pumping).

5

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

The two models we are using for climate, the 2030 and 2070 central
tendency models, are the least aggressive ones available and
acceptable by DWR. There may be revised climate change models and
data available in the future that could be used for GSP updates. This is
the best available information at the moment.

6

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

7

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

The current budget is listed as “generally in balance” therefore the two biggest
drivers that seem to lead to a deficit in future budgets are the increase in ET in the
climate model and an assumption of increased pumping? However, are these
conclusions derived and are they subject to adjustment in the model or mandates
from DWR? If they are is there a less aggressive climate change model available
that is acceptable to DWR?
Increased precipitation will lead to higher level of water at the surface that is
available to permanent crops which make up a majority of the basin. In research
supported and vetted by UC Davis, a larger available early season storage of water
in soil allows for a delayed irrigation to permanent crops even with higher ET
values. This decreased overall seasonal water use and therefore diminishes ET loss
not increases it.
Are ET values in the climate model allowed to be adjusted for actual crop use
coefficients? Are the ET assumptions based upon ETO? If so, that is above the
actual water use of a majority of the irrigated acres in the basin.

The hydrologic model is not totally set up that way, because not
enough information is available to support this; but this can be
modified in future GSP updates. So for now, we are using a “worst
case scenario” approach.

ET values in the groundwater model are adjusted from the climate
ETo to account for crop specific coefficients and irrigation efficiencies
are also included. That is detailed in the attachment to Appendix 4A.
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Comment
Number
8

Page
2

Subsection
4.1.1

9

4

10

Commenter/Affiliation
Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

4.1.1.2

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

13

4.1.4

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

11

13

4.1.4

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

12

13

4.2.1

4‐2

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

It seems the change in storage should be the difference between the sums of the
inflows and outflows. The numbers in the table don't reflect that. What's
missing?

13

13

4.2.1

4‐2

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

14

30

4.2.3.1

4‐5

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

The sensitivity to error in the various components of the water budget seems large Changes in these components based on water year type are not
indications of error, but reflect changes in stresses on the
in comparison to the resulting calculated "changes in groundwater storage".
groundwater system such as precipitation and temperature.
It's odd that there's no "streambed recharge" from the River to the groundwater Groundwater‐surface water interaction is calculated on a net annual
system during the minimum flow condition. Unless the river is completely dry, I'd basis per reach, meaning that in years with 0 streambed recharge, the
expect some groundwater recharge, especially due to groundwater pumping along Sacramento River was consistently gaining over the year in all reaches.
the river.
There may be stream nodes or months where the river was losing, but
these budgets are calculated as annual averages.

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

Since the sub‐basin includes portions of watersheds, how were the numbers
proportioned for the different inflow and outflows of Stony Creek, and Thomas
Creek between Corning Sub‐basin and the adjoining sub‐basins? It would be
helpful if these assumptions could be explained on how the split was made in the
first part of the report

Stony Creek and Thomes Creek represent surface water inflows to the
Corning Subbasin, the data in the model come from historical stream
gage data. The model then calculates the routing of the surface water
flow dowstream when it reaches the Sacramento River; the split of
surface water flows between subbasins at the boundaries is also
calculated by the model, based on interaction with groundwater,
taking into account groundwater gradients and groundwater levels.

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

The first bullet on Page 13, states that the sub‐basin is not in an overdraft
condition. However, with the water levels dropping, I am not sure how that
statement can be made. The overdraft may be minimal at this point in time, but
maybe it should be stated more clearly. It seems that there is still an overdraft
although it may be for a relatively short historical time period.

Simulated groundwater budgets display a positive change in
Text was edited for clarity
cumulative groundwater storage over the historical period, which is
the basis of the statement that the Subbasin is not in overdraft. From
2010 onward the model does simulate negative change in
groundwater storage, which could be interpreted as overdraft.
However over the long‐term historical period the groundwater
budgets do not present an extended overdraft condition.

16

13

4.1.4

Figure

Status/Revisions (as
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
needed)
The base of freshwater is considered an acceptable bottom of the
model by DWR, who developed C2VSim. While the model does not
simulate water quality, it is possible to estimate upward flow from
saline layer 4 into layer 3, which could provide an estimate of
potential upwelling. However, modeling connate water upwelling is
not within the scope of this GSP. Minimum Thresholds established by
the GSA are what will protect groundwater elevations, preventing
upwelling.
Evapotranspiration ‐‐ Should include transpiration from all vegetation, not just
ET does include transpiration from native vegetation on native
Replaced "crops" with
crops.
vegetation lands
"crops and native
vegetation"
Are we certain that the subbasin as a whole is not in overdraft? Are there
As simulated by the model, the Subbasin has gained a significant
Text was edited for clarity
sufficient data to make this statement?
amount of groundwater storage since the start of the historical model
period. While the model is not a perfect simulation of the Subbasin,
the general historical trends indicate the Subbasin gained storage
between 1974‐and 2015. This trend reverse when we start looking at
the current modeling period and then some overdraft is proejcted to
occur in future periods.
Annual Change in storage reflects the change in groundwater in
This is confusing. Is the gain actually in storage or in storage capacity? The 7th
Text was edited for clarity
and 8th bullets are also unclear. Is "cumulative change in groundwater storage", storage (inflows‐outflows) on an annual basis. Cumulative
as shown on Fig 4‐8 meaningful?
groundwater storage is the sum of these annual changes in storage
over time (here, over the model simulation period). Cumulative
change in groundwater storage gives an estimation of how much total
groundwater in storage was gained or lost over a period.

Date
4/7/2021

15

Table

Comment
Bottom of model is no‐flow boundary representing base of freshwater. Is this a
valid assumption for the western area of the Corning Subbasin? Will the model be
protective of water quality, or could there be degradation of the deep pumped
aquifer due to upward migration of saline water?

Small differnces between total inflow‐outflow and change in storage
result from rounding the numbers to the nearest hundred acre‐feet.

Added a note to all budget
tables with *Small
discrepancies between
inflow minus outflow and
change in storage may
occur due to rounding
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Comment
Number
17

Page
14

Subsection
4.1.4

18

64

4.4.2

Table

4‐15

Figure

Date
4/26/2021

Commenter/Affiliation
Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

Comment
The report references historical data, yet it is still being referred to as simulated,
on Page 14, in the first sentence. Also, on Page 14, "‐19,700" is stated, but the
units are missing.
Table 4‐15 should also show the total for inflows, and outflows from all the other
sub‐basins.
The numbers are more difficult to digest with the watersheds being split between
the different sub‐basins.

Status/Revisions (as
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
needed)
Added "acre‐feet" after ‐
The model simuates historical conditions using measured historical
data where available, and calculates values that are not measured, as 19,700
described in Table 4‐1.
Subsurface flows to/from adjacent subbasins are shown on the water
budget figures. Splitting these flows allows for more robust analysis of
where the water is flowing to and from the subbasin
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Comment
Number
1

Page
8

Subsection

Table
4‐1

Figure

Status/Revisions
(as needed)
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
Most of the data are inherent to the model developed by DWR and can be
reviewed directly from the DWR data and C2VSim model report
(https://data.cnra.ca.gov/dataset/c2vsimfg‐version‐1‐0/resource/4f904e97‐a47b‐
4138‐81df‐9b74bd952948); the input data that are being modified are described in
the Appendix 4A or throughout the Water Budget section as needed.

Date
4/1/2021

Commenter/Affiliation
Brian Mori/CSAB Member

Comment
Any modeling that is listed in the table “Budget Data Components and
Data Sources” should be made available for review with the budget.
All assumptions that are able to be adjusted and are not a set amount
should be delineated out so the public knows what data options to
focus upon.

2

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

The model indicates that even with increased rainfall in the projects
that there will be decreased deep water percolation due to stream
flow. With increased precipitation would that still lead to increased
replenishment in shallower aquifers? Is that taken into account?

3

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

4

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

In addition to the statement above won’t that also lead to increase
Yes, increased precipitation alone would lead to increased surface water inflow,
flows from the Sacramento river and therefore increased inflows from however the model suggests increased ET may “use up” much of this upstream
water before it reaches the Corning Subbasin. This is likely a combination of
Stony creek and Thomes Creek into the basin?
increased riparian ET and increased land surface ET, both of which reduce the total
downstream flow.
Furthermore, with increased precipitation will that also lead to
* There could be more water available for surface water application in some years,
increased project water available for surface water applications?
but what we have seen in the recent past is that districts are not using their full
Therefore, resulting in a net increase of surface water in the basin not allocated amount because some growers prefer to pump groundwater, as
net decrease? This should in turn adjust some of the additional
described in Section 4.2.5. We will simulate a projected scenario that shows how
assumptions on increased pumping due to surface water curtailment pumping would decrease if surface water was used to its full potential allocation in
as well?
the future.
* Also, CVP water contracts are set and would not be able to be increased even in
future years.
* Data and information on private riparian water rights is more difficult to obtain
and would be a data gap to evaluate during GSP implementation.
* Increased precipitation and flows could help with developing additional recharge
projects, which we will explore.
* The increased temperature creates increase in ET, which means more crop
demand and more water used overall (in this baseline scenario, through pumping).

5

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

6

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

7

4/1/2021

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

The current budget is listed as “generally in balance” therefore the
two biggest drivers that seem to lead to a deficit in future budgets are
the increase in ET in the climate model and an assumption of
increased pumping? However, are these conclusions derived and are
they subject to adjustment in the model or mandates from DWR? If
they are is there a less aggressive climate change model available that
is acceptable to DWR?
Increased precipitation will lead to higher level of water at the surface
that is available to permanent crops which make up a majority of the
basin. In research supported and vetted by UC Davis, a larger available
early season storage of water in soil allows for a delayed irrigation to
permanent crops even with higher ET values. This decreased overall
seasonal water use and therefore diminishes ET loss not increases it.

The projected climate change data predict both increased precipitation and
increased ET due to higher temperatures. These have inverse effects on recharge
to groundwater. Results from the 2030 and 2070 projected simulations indicate
that the increased ET may have a larger effect on the Corning Subbasin due to an
increase in crop water demand, than the increased precipitation, leading to
decreased deep percolation to groundwater. These simulations also predict some
increased seasonality (the additional precipitation will generally fall in a shorter
rainy season) which may lead to some of the additional rain ending up as overland
flow rather than percolating to groundwater.

The two models we are using for climate, the 2030 and 2070 central tendency
models, are the least aggressive ones available and acceptable by DWR. There may
be revised climate change models and data available in the future that could be
used for GSP updates. This is the best available information at the moment.

The hydrologic model is not totally set up that way, because not enough
information is available to support this; but this can be modified in future GSP
updates. So for now, we are using a “worst case scenario” approach.

Are ET values in the climate model allowed to be adjusted for actual ET values in the groundwater model are adjusted from the climate ETo to account
crop use coefficients? Are the ET assumptions based upon ETO? If so, for crop specific coefficients and irrigation efficiencies are also included. That is
that is above the actual water use of a majority of the irrigated acres detailed in the attachment to Appendix 4A.
in the basin.
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Comment
Number
8

Page
2

Subsection
4.1.1

9

4

10

Table

Status/Revisions (as
Comment
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
needed)
Bottom of model is no‐flow boundary representing base of freshwater. The base of freshwater is considered an acceptable bottom of the model by DWR,
Is this a valid assumption for the western area of the Corning
who developed C2VSim. While the model does not simulate water quality, it is
Subbasin? Will the model be protective of water quality, or could
possible to estimate upward flow from saline layer 4 into layer 3, which could
there be degradation of the deep pumped aquifer due to upward
provide an estimate of potential upwelling. However, modeling connate water
migration of saline water?
upwelling is not within the scope of this GSP. Minimum Thresholds established by
the GSA are what will protect groundwater elevations, preventing upwelling.

Date
4/7/2021

Commenter/Affiliation
Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

4.1.1.2

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

Evapotranspiration ‐‐ Should include transpiration from all vegetation, ET does include transpiration from native vegetation on native vegetation lands
not just crops.

13

4.1.4

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

Are we certain that the subbasin as a whole is not in overdraft? Are
there sufficient data to make this statement?

11

13

4.1.4

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

12

13

4.2.1

4‐2

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

It seems the change in storage should be the difference between the
sums of the inflows and outflows. The numbers in the table don't
reflect that. What's missing?

13

13

4.2.1

4‐2

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

14

30

4.2.3.1

4‐5

4/7/2021

Tamara Williams/Stakeholder

The sensitivity to error in the various components of the water budget
seems large in comparison to the resulting calculated "changes in
groundwater storage".
It's odd that there's no "streambed recharge" from the River to the
groundwater system during the minimum flow condition. Unless the
river is completely dry, I'd expect some groundwater recharge,
especially due to groundwater pumping along the river.

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

15

Figure

16

13

4.1.4

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

17

14

4.1.4

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

18

64

4.4.2

4/26/2021

Lerose Lane/Stakeholder

4‐15

Replaced "crops" with
"crops and native
vegetation"
Text was edited for clarity

As simulated by the model, the Subbasin has gained a significant amount of
groundwater storage since the start of the historical model period. While the
model is not a perfect simulation of the Subbasin, the general historical trends
indicate the Subbasin gained storage between 1974‐and 2015. This trend reverse
when we start looking at the current modeling period and then some overdraft is
proejcted to occur in future periods.
This is confusing. Is the gain actually in storage or in storage capacity? Annual Change in storage reflects the change in groundwater in storage (inflows‐ Text was edited for clarity
The 7th and 8th bullets are also unclear. Is "cumulative change in
outflows) on an annual basis. Cumulative groundwater storage is the sum of these
annual changes in storage over time (here, over the model simulation period).
groundwater storage", as shown on Fig 4‐8 meaningful?
Cumulative change in groundwater storage gives an estimation of how much total
groundwater in storage was gained or lost over a period.
Small differnces between total inflow‐outflow and change in storage result from
rounding the numbers to the nearest hundred acre‐feet.

Added a note to all budget
tables with *Small
discrepancies between
inflow minus outflow and
change in storage may
occur due to rounding

Changes in these components based on water year type are not indications of
error, but reflect changes in stresses on the groundwater system such as
precipitation and temperature.
Groundwater‐surface water interaction is calculated on a net annual basis per
reach, meaning that in years with 0 streambed recharge, the Sacramento River was
consistently gaining over the year in all reaches. There may be stream nodes or
months where the river was losing, but these budgets are calculated as annual
averages.
Stony Creek and Thomes Creek represent surface water inflows to the Corning
Since the sub‐basin includes portions of watersheds, how were the
numbers proportioned for the different inflow and outflows of Stony Subbasin, the data in the model come from historical stream gage data. The model
then calculates the routing of the surface water flow dowstream when it reaches
Creek, and Thomas Creek between Corning Sub‐basin and the
adjoining sub‐basins? It would be helpful if these assumptions could the Sacramento River; the split of surface water flows between subbasins at the
be explained on how the split was made in the first part of the report boundaries is also calculated by the model, based on interaction with groundwater,
taking into account groundwater gradients and groundwater levels.
Simulated groundwater budgets display a positive change in cumulative
Text was edited for clarity
The first bullet on Page 13, states that the sub‐basin is not in an
overdraft condition. However, with the water levels dropping, I am
groundwater storage over the historical period, which is the basis of the statement
not sure how that statement can be made. The overdraft may be
that the Subbasin is not in overdraft. From 2010 onward the model does simulate
minimal at this point in time, but maybe it should be stated more
negative change in groundwater storage, which could be interpreted as overdraft.
clearly. It seems that there is still an overdraft although it may be for a However over the long‐term historical period the groundwater budgets do not
relatively short historical time period.
present an extended overdraft condition.
Added "acre‐feet" after ‐
The report references historical data, yet it is still being referred to as The model simuates historical conditions using measured historical data where
available, and calculates values that are not measured, as described in Table 4‐1. 19,700
simulated, on Page 14, in the first sentence. Also, on Page 14, "‐
19,700" is stated, but the units are missing.
Table 4‐15 should also show the total for inflows, and outflows from Subsurface flows to/from adjacent subbasins are shown on the water budget
all the other sub‐basins.
figures. Splitting these flows allows for more robust analysis of where the water is
The numbers are more difficult to digest with the watersheds being
flowing to and from the subbasin
split between the different sub‐basins.
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Comment
Number
1

Page

Subsection

Table

2

7

6.5

6‐1

3

20

6.6.2.2

4

22

5

Figure Date

Commenter/Affiliation

Comment

GSP Development Team Response (optional)

9/8/2020

Matt Hansen/Tehama County Landowner

Comment letter was passed along to CSAB members; comments were
considered during development of Chronic Lowering of Groundwater
Levels SMC

N/A

7/12/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

We are currently in a drought and the County continues to allow the
redevelopment of grazing land into orchards. Surface water use is nearly non‐
existent compared to the past and the water is coming from the ground in
extraordinary amounts. I recommend the GSA adopt the current levels as the MT
threshold. Doing so would protect domestic wells,
many of which are already threatened. I understand it would be bold move
because at the current course the water level will predictably continue to fall
below the MT forcing the County to take some sort or regulatory action to turn
things around.
It is also important to have more information before setting the MT in the GSP. A
few monitoring wells close to the River
do not paint an accurate picture about how the draw is affecting residents in the
outlying areas such as Rancho Tehama
Reserve. Monitoring wells in these areas are important to the over‐development
groundwater use and should also be
included in the plan.
The last point I took away from this article was that DWR has the authority to
reject GSPs where the MT is too low. This
is likely because several GSAs developed plans in the San Joaquin Valley with low
MTs which did not protect domestic
water and thousands of wells have run dry. In this regard, I ask the Red Bluff and
Corning Subbasin GSA to take
responsible action in accordance with our local resources.
I believe we are no longer using EC as a salinity indicator (at bottom of table)

N/A

N/A

7/12/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

6.6.2.2

N/A

6.6

7/12/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

23

6.6.2.2

N/A

6.7

7/12/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

6
7

28
31

6.6.3.1
6.6.3.1

N/A
N/A

N/A
6.10

7/12/2021
7/12/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate
I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

8

38

6.8

N/A

N/A

7/12/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

General Comments
on Minimum
Thresholds

Status/Revisions
(as needed)

Deleted footnote below
table
Text was edited to include
As has been commented previously, the approach you used to look at the impact Comment noted. This approach also excludes older wells in the
database that are no longer used, so there really is no way to capture clarifications per the
on domestic wells is sound, but the data and at least one of the assumptions is
accurately without an overhaul of the well completion database.
comment
seriously flawed. Excluding domestic wells older that 30 years is not consistent
with real well lifespans in the subbasin. It leads to a significant undercount (some
would say gross undercount) of functioning domestic wells. As stated in earlier
comments, I reviewed DWR's Well Completion Report Map Application for a few
areas that I am familiar with and there is a significant undercount of the number
of domestic and agricultural production wells in some areas. As a guess, it looks
like only about 25% to 40% of the wells in a given square mile are shown. I believe
that this will be mostly in older communities where agricultural uses have been
established for many decades. This discrepancy needs to be addressed with very
clear language in this section and Appendix 6A of the document. The reader must
know that the number of affected wells you show as a result of your calculations is
likely to be significantly lower than the actual number of wells affected.

I am struggling with the text in the explanation box. Since we are looking at
groundwater elevations, I believe it should read "Elevation of Bottom of well > (is
more than) 25 feet BELOW Minimum Threshold" and "Elevation of Bottom of well
< (is less than) 25 feet BELOW Minimum Threshold"
As before, the text in the explanation box. Since we are looking at groundwater
elevations, I believe it should read "Elevation of Bottom of well > (is more than) 25
feet BELOW Fall 2015 Water Level" and "Elevation of Bottom of well < (is less
than) 25 feet BELOW Fall 2015 Water Level"
Same comment as SEC 6‐1 for discussion of domestic well affected by the MO
As before, the text in the explanation box. Since we are looking at groundwater
elevations, I believe it should read "Elevation of Bottom of well > (is more than) 25
feet BELOW Measurable Objective" and "Elevation of Bottom of well < (is less
than) 25 feet BELOW Measurable Objective"
I believe we are no longer using EC as a salinity indicator

Correct

Comment noted.

Figure Explanation was
modified for clarity

Same as above

Same as above
Same as above

Correct

Comment addressed
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Comment
Number
9

Page

Subsection

Table

Figure Date

Commenter/Affiliation

Comment

GSP Development Team Response (optional)

51

6.9.2.6

N/A

N/A

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

Comment noted

10

9

6.6.2.1

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

11

13

6.6.2.1

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

12

20

6.6.2.2

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

I believe inelastic and elastic should be reversed: "Annual comparison of data will
help the GSAs isolate inelastic (elastic) subsidence related to seasonal
groundwater pumping from elastic (inelastic) subsidence caused by chronic
groundwater level decline (Figure 3.2‐17 and Figure 3.2‐18)."
The bullet point refers to the methodology of the hydro graph being manually
adjusted. A list of what was adjusted and why should be provided.
In the review projected simulation model results 2015 surface water use as well as
2070 climate change, with no projects was utilized in the model‐ this decline of
just 10 ft in the literal worst case scenario should be stressed as compared to the
average decline in the 20% MT selection. in other words that 20% that was voted
on is actually still very conservative
I disagree with this domestic well impact report presentation. To put a "25 ft
safety buffer" on domestic wells is going to impact the total impact on the rmp
intersects for ground water elevation. How can we apply a 20 ft buffer on an MT
for stable wells in the basin but put a 25 ft safety buffer unitlaterally on all
domestic wells. That is seems to be making the % impact inflated even at a 20%
MT application

13

26

6.6.2.5

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

14

26

6.6.2.5

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

15

28

6.6.3.1

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

16

32

6.6.4.1

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

to clarify is the final RMP count 56? I thought we had elminated some RMP wells
due to faulty data

17

72‐73

Appendix 6A

Brian Mori/CSAB Member

Is it necessary to present the original fall 2018 example and numbers? Is this to
point out that a more aggressive data set was not used? What is the purpose of
including this in the GSP?

7/12/2021

The MTs were not manually adjusted for the final versions; agreed this Second portion of sentence
may be confusing.
was deleted
No change to text
10 ft is the average decline, this cannot be easily compared to MT
based on 20% buffer for gw depth. In many cases the MT is greater
than the projected simulated level with climate change.

The MT is based on drawdown of regional water levels over time and
is not related to the domestic well safety factor. The domestic well
analysis uses a 25 ft safety factor to account for drawdown of the
regional water table in wells when they are turned on to allow them
to operate. Use of a 25‐foot safety factor on top of shallow domestic
well depths to maintain sufficient water in domestic wells to operate
pumps is an industry standard.
Under the "agriculural land uses and uses" the bullet point regarding permantent You are right, the text doesn't really explain various effects on
versus annual crop water use has no relevance as crops selection is determined by beneficial users and land uses as well as it could. Propose changing to
market value.
something like this: "Changes to crop types from annual crops to
permanent crops is based on market value. Permanent crops provide
less flexibility for irrigation during potential future droughts as the
opportunity to fallow in dry periods does not exist. The groundwater
elevation minimum threshold allows for some drawdown during
droughts to accomodate irrigation of the current land use."
Increasing ag inflation in land values is not a positive aspect as it will bring
cumbersome taxes and elimate the ability for small family farms to compete for
land
Same issue as before. 6% of domestic wells impacted at MO with the 25 ft
intersect buffer. If water levels are at fall max of 2015 after the last drought cycle
and those wells survived that cycle how are 6% still affected?

Status/Revisions (as
needed)
Comment addressed

Added a statement for
clarification

Statement was added to
address the operational
range to help protect the
permanent crops that are
already planted

Comment noted

This is a rough analysis based on the best possible data with inexact
well locations, inactive wells, etc. Its likely that of this 6% of wells
went dry in 2015, some were replaced, or that are in an area where
water level data are not available and thus are prone to errors in
water level interpretation between points.
That’s correct. Some wells were removed, 2 new observation wells in
Glenn Co were added. Will also likely add 2 new observation wells in
Tehama Co in City of Corning so ultimately this may be 58.
This was an analysis requested by the CSAB and GSA staff, based on
previous work done by Allan Fulton. It is useful in that it shows steps
of the process not described in detail in the main text.

Added a sentence
explaining that this is a
baseline estimate of already
impacted wells in the well
database.

Appendix 6A was modified
to be more succinct
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Comment
Number
1

Page

Subsection

Table

Figure Date

Commenter/Affiliation

Comment

7‐5

7.2.4

N/A

7‐2

8/8/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

The graphic still has not been changed to reflect the proper name of the tribe. See The correct name is introduced in (the revised) Section 1, and then
we are calling this the Paskenta Reservation after abbrev. in Plan
comment from Section 1. In addition, this has not been corrected where this
Area (Section 2).
graphic appears in subsequent sections from Section 1.

2

7‐31

7.4.3.1.6

N/A

N/A

8/8/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

3

7‐39

7.4.3.3.3

N/A

N/A

8/8/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

4

7‐43

7.4.3.4

N/A

7‐10

8/8/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

5

7‐44

7.4.3.4

N/A

7‐11

8/8/2021

I. Turnbull/TCFCWCD CSAB Alternate

6

7‐22

8/9/2021

Rick Massa, OUWUA Manager

7
8

7‐29
5

8/9/2021
8/9/2021

Rick Massa, OUWUA Manager
Rick Massa, OUWUA Manager

It might add to clarity to remind the reader that OUWUA's infrastructure is
entirely within Glenn County and therefore only the Corning Sub‐basin GSA has
jurisdiction.
Another benefit not directly related to the GSP is fire hazard reduction. Arundo
has become so thick in the Orland area that it has provided significant fuel for
wildfires. They have become a regular occurrence. This may be an avenue for
additional removal funding.
A legend indicating what are represented by the different colors would
significantly add to clarity.
A legend indicating what are represented by the different colors would
significantly add to clarity.
Page 7‐22 and throughout the report—Please correct “Orland Unit Project” to
read “Orland Project”
Page 7‐29 through 7‐34 Looks OK
Suggest a re‐write to state something like this:

Appendix 7D

GSP Development Team Response (optional)

Comment addressed; clarification added

Status/Revisions
(as needed)
All figures in the GSP were
revised to include
"Reservation" instead of
"Rancheria". Per feedback
from the Tribe.
Comment addressed;
clarification added

Comment noted

Comment addressed;
clarification added

Comment noted

Will revise figure for final
GSP
Will revise figure for final
GSP
Comment addressed

Comment noted
Comment noted

Comment noted

Revised text to add more
details per comment

Comment noted

Revised text per comment

Orland Project (Operated and Maintained by Orland Unit Water Users’
Association)
The Orland Project relatively has not suffered cutbacks in supply with the
exceptions of the years 1976, 1977, 2014 and 2021.
Orland’s water rights allow for the diversion of 279 cfs of Stony Creek flows to a
maximum of 85,000 AF annually. However; natural flows do not occur long
enough during the irrigation season to provide for 85,000 AF. In addition, Orland
operates two storage reservoirs, each having approximately 50,000 AF of storage.
Total annual diversions during the years 2009 through 2020 ranged from 61,042
AF (during the drought year 2014) to 94,548 AF in 2012. Diversions during 2021
will be considerably less than that of 2014. The area served by the North canal
system typically accounts for 1/3 of total annual diversions.
Note that we can provide you with monthly/annual diversions for the time period
2009 through 2020.
9
10

9
1

Appendix 7D
Appendix 7E

8/9/2021
8/9/2021

Rick Massa, OUWUA Manager
Rick Massa, OUWUA Manager

I am unsure of the data to comment. However; what I see looks reasonable.
In the last sentence of the first paragraph,
“…existing CVP and Orland Project contracts, as described in Section 7.3.2.4.”

11

2

12

13

Appendix 7E

8/9/2021

Rick Massa, OUWUA Manager

7‐38

8/13/2021

K Manhart, Executive Officer, GLENN COUNTY RESOURCE
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

7‐40

8/13/2021

K Manhart, Executive Officer, GLENN COUNTY RESOURCE
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

Orland Project does not have a water contract—see explanation above.
Please note that Stony Creek and Tributaries are subject to a federal decree
Comment noted
(United States of America v H.C. Angle et al.), and therefore, any and all
tributaries are not unappropriated.
Comment noted
Glenn County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) is currently being
updated with an anticipated finalization date in early 2022; the project remains a
high priority in the updated document.
We will likely add Upper Stony Creek to the priority list as well.
I would like to see a bullet point added ‐ Intensive permitting costs and restrictions Comment noted

Revised text to clarify

Text revisions were made

Text added
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Comment
Number
14

Page

Subsection

Table

Figure Date

Commenter/Affiliation

Comment

GSP Development Team Response (optional)

7‐47 or 7‐ Expected
49
Benefits and
Evaluation of
Benefits
section

8/13/2021

Allan Fulton, UCCE, retired

Comment noted
Might mention strengths of such practice:
•Oﬀ‐stream surface water storage would provide water for irriga on in‐lieu of
groundwater pumping.
•A prac ce that preserves groundwater in storage by reducing pumping should out‐
perform other direct recharge methods like Flood MAR or dedicated groundwater
recharge basins. With direct recharge methods there is more uncertainty about
the fate of the recharge waters both in terms where and when they are ultimately
stored and about impacts on water quality.

15

7‐48

8/13/2021

Allan Fulton, UCCE, retired

16

General 7.4

7/15/2021
and
8/17/2021

Jenny Sheer, Ag Water Specialist, Water & Land Solutions LLC

Might include lift pumps as part of the conveyance consideration. Might also
Comment noted
include frequency and cumulative days of water availability for off‐site storage
along with volumes available for off‐site storage in an assessment. In previous
assessments the challenge has been the infrequent and flashy nature of
unallocated stream flows. The flashy nature of stream flows leads to need for a
large pumping plant requirement to capture as much water as quickly as possible
when unallocated stream flows are available but the infrequent occurrence of
such high flow on these ephemeral streams risk leaving the large pumps sitting
idle a high proportion of time. This in turn affects costs and economic feasibility.
Might need grant support in some form for practice to be affordable for local
users.
Our client, California Olive Ranch, is interested in a recharge project at their ranch Additional techncial information was provided by commenter
east of Corning. We are doing some feasibility analysis on the concept right now,
and we wanted to make sure to include it for the PMA chapter because we know
recharge projects will be so important for managing the subbasin.

Status/Revisions
(as needed)
Text revisions were made

Considered information for
additions to the text

Proposed project was
added to the GSP Section
7.4.4
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Comment
Number
1

Page
8.6.2

Subsection

Table

Figure

Date

Commenter/Affiliation
Steve Gruenwald, CSAB

Comment
Well registration program includes discussion of metering wells. This has been
described as a 'non starter' for some, and likely to meet with widespread
opposition from the agricultural community. The old saying is something like 'what
they can measure, they can tax', and although this is true, we need to have an idea
of how much water we're using to measure our water conservation efforts. As
much as I dislike the idea of metering, a per unit fee would be the most equitable
way to develop a structure to fund the implementation of SGMA.

GSP Development Team Response (optional)
Comment noted and will be taken into consideration during further
projects and management actions development for GSP
implementation.

2

8‐5

Steve Gruenwald, CSAB

Additional information on general cost assumptions are provided in
The cost estimates in this table seem low...where can we get qualified
management staff for $75,000 per year? Insurance, consulting services all look like Section 8.9.1. Costs are estimated, subject to change, and may be
higher or lower upon implementation. Costs will be further refined by
they are low, where did these estimates come from?
the GSAs during the implementation phase. Cost estimates were
developed based on a review of cost/fee studies from other GSAs,
coordination with GSA staff, and consultants' prior SGMA experience.
For cost estimation purposes, Staff are assumed to be provided from
Tehema and Glenn Counties to serve GSA duties on a part‐time basis.
Estimated consultant costs in Table 8‐5 are based on a general on‐call
budget for miscellanous support and is not inclusive of consultant
costs for dedicated implementation tasks.

3

8‐6

Steve Gruenwald, CSAB

Estimated planning costs look prett inexpensive as well; video logging one well is
over $1000.00, so the $10,000 budget for that task would only allow for viedo
logging maybe 8 wells. Is this a good estimate? Five observation wells for
$125,000? Is this for the cost of construction or for monitoring existing wells?

Costs are estimated, subject to change, and may be higher or lower
upon implementation. Costs will be further refined by the GSAs
during the implementation phase. Estimated videologging and
observation well costs are based on anticipated GSA grant
administration, cost‐share, and planning responsibilities. The costs of
labor, service, materials, and construction are anticipated to be
funded via grants and are not included in the estimated costs.

4

23

Steve Gruenwald, CSAB

Fees and Assessments: Who will determine the fee structure, how will it be
determined? If the primary source of new revenue for implementing SGMA will be
coming from 'fees, charges, and assessments', how will these new taxes be
determined? Prop 26 and prop 28 are referenced frequently in association with
these fees, I need to learn more about that.

Additional information on potential funding sources and mechanisms
is provided in Section 8.2 of the Draft GSP. Any fees, charges, and/or
assessments levied by either GSA will be determined and approved by
each GSA's respective Board pursuant to the processess and
requirements of the appropriate legal statutes.

5

23

Steve Gruenwald, CSAB

Rate Study: Who will be doing the rate study?

At the time of writing, no specific fee, charge, and/or assessment
structure has been proposed or adopted by either GSA. The
presentation made at the August 4th, 2021 CSAB meeting provided
hypothetical cost breakdowns based on an example budget to
illustrate how costs may be allocated based on a set of example
approaches for discussion purposes only and did not propose a
specific fee or approach. Any fees, charges, and/or assessments levied
by either GSA will be determined and approved by each GSA's
respective Board pursuant to the processess and requirements of the
appropriate legal statutes. Stakeholder feedback will continue to be
welcomed and considered by the GSAs as they consider funding
mechanisms in the future. Additional information on potential
funding sources and mechanisms is provided in Section 8.2 of the
Draft GSP.

Status/Revisions
(as needed)
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8/26/2021

Commenter/Affiliation
Jaime Lely, for the West
Side Landowners and
Tenants group in the
Corning GSA

Comment
Summary of Comment Letter: Provided stakeholder feedback on the limited use,
quality, and availability of groundwater on foothill non‐irrigated lands in the
Corning Subbasin, concerns regarding the equitable sharing of GSA costs among
irrigated and non‐irrigated lands, and representation. Conveyed that a per‐acre fee
of $2.90/acre is not a viable option and represents greater than 32% of livestock
grazing lease income on average. Conveyed that allowing non‐irrigated
landowners to sell or transfer their groundwater rights is not a viable option.
Shared concern regarding costs for surface water users that do not use
groundwater. Provided suggested solutions, such as basic minimum fees, per well
fees, agreements/contracts to not pump groundwater, and pumping fees. Shared
concern regarding west side landowner representation on the GSA Boards.
Referenced information from the August 4th, 2021 CSAB Presentation.

Status/Revisions
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
(as needed)
SGMA implementation funding and the equitable distribution of
implementation costs are important issues. At the time of writing, no
specific fee, charge, and/or assessment structure has been proposed
or adopted by either GSA. The presentation made at the August 4th,
2021 CSAB meeting provided hypothetical cost breakdowns based on
an example budget to illustrate how costs may be allocated based on
a set of example approaches for discussion purposes only and did not
propose a specific fee or approach. Any fees, charges, and/or
assessments levied by either GSA will be determined and approved by
each GSA's respective Board pursuant to the processess and
requirements of the appropriate legal statutes. Stakeholder feedback
will continue to be welcomed and considered by the GSAs as they
consider funding mechanisms in the future. Additional information on
potential funding sources and mechanisms is provided in Section 8.2
of the Draft GSP.

7

n/a (Comment
Letter)

9/7/2021

John Whitney, Glenn
County Rangeland
Association

Summary of Comment Letter: Provided stakeholder feedback on the limited use,
quality, and availability of groundwater on foothill non‐irrigated lands in the
Corning Subbasin, concerns regarding the equitable sharing of GSA costs among
irrigated and non‐irrigated lands, and representation. Conveyed that a per‐acre fee
of $2.90/acre is not a viable option and represents greater than 32% of livestock
grazing lease income on average. Shared concern regarding west side landowner
representation on the GSA Boards.

SGMA implementation funding and the equitable distribution of
implementation costs are important issues. At the time of writing, no
specific fee, charge, and/or assessment structure has been proposed
or adopted by either GSA. The presentation made at the August 4th,
2021 CSAB meeting provided hypothetical cost breakdowns based on
an example budget to illustrate how costs may be allocated based on
a set of example approaches for discussion purposes only and did not
propose a specific fee or approach. Any fees, charges, and/or
assessments levied by either GSA will be determined and approved by
each GSA's respective Board pursuant to the processess and
requirements of the appropriate legal statutes. Stakeholder feedback
will continue to be welcomed and considered by the GSAs as they
consider funding mechanisms in the future. Additional information on
potential funding sources and mechanisms is provided in Section 8.2
of the Draft GSP.

8

n/a (Comment
Letter)

8/26/2021

Dennis Barkley, Landowner Summary of Comment Letter: Provided stakeholder feedback on the limited use,
quality, and availability of groundwater on foothill non‐irrigated lands in the
Corning Subbasin, concerns regarding the equitable sharing of GSA costs among
irrigated and non‐irrigated lands, and representation. Conveyed that a per‐acre fee
of $2.90/acre is not a viable option and represents approximately 48% of current
income from the stakeholder's property. Conveyed that allowing non‐irrigated
landowners to sell or transfer their groundwater rights is not a viable option.
Shared concern regarding costs for surface water users that do not use
groundwater. Provided suggested solutions, such as basic minimum fees, per well
fees, agreements/contracts to not pump groundwater, and pumping fees. Shared
concern regarding west side landowner representation on the GSA Boards.
Referenced information from the August 4th, 2021 CSAB Presentation.

Your comment is appreciated. SGMA implementation funding and the
equitable distribution of implementation costs are important issues.
At the time of writing, no specific fee, charge, and/or assessment
structure has been proposed or adopted by either GSA. The
presentation made at the August 4th, 2021 CSAB meeting provided
hypothetical cost breakdowns based on an example budget to
illustrate how costs may be allocated based on a set of example
approaches for discussion purposes only and did not propose a
specific fee or approach. Any fees, charges, and/or assessments levied
by either GSA will be determined and approved by each GSA's
respective Board pursuant to the processess and requirements of the
appropriate legal statutes. Stakeholder feedback will continue to be
welcomed and considered by the GSAs as they consider funding
mechanisms in the future. Additional information on potential
funding sources and mechanisms is provided in Section 8.2 of the
Draft GSP.
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Date
8/30/2021

Commenter/Affiliation
Comment
GSP Development Team Response (optional)
Dennis Barkley, Landowner Summary of Comment Email: Provided stakeholder feedback on potential property Your comment is noted and will be been taken into consideration.
taxes, their impact on range land, and equity.

8/26/2021

Kathryn Vogt‐Haefelfinger, Summary of Comment Letter: Provided stakeholder feedback on the limited use,
Landowner
quality, and availability of groundwater on foothill non‐irrigated lands in the
Corning Subbasin, concerns regarding the equitable sharing of GSA costs among
irrigated and non‐irrigated lands, and representation. Conveyed that a per‐acre fee
of $2.90/acre is not a viable option and represents greater than 32% of livestock
grazing lease income on average. Conveyed that allowing non‐irrigated
landowners to sell or transfer their groundwater rights is not a viable option.
Shared concern regarding costs for surface water users that do not use
groundwater. Provided suggested solutions, such as basic minimum fees, per well
fees, agreements/contracts to not pump groundwater, and pumping fees. Shared
concern regarding west side landowner representation on the GSA Boards.
Referenced information from the August 4th, 2021 CSAB Presentation.

Status/Revisions
(as needed)

SGMA implementation funding and the equitable distribution of
implementation costs are important issues. At the time of writing, no
specific fee, charge, and/or assessment structure has been proposed
or adopted by either GSA. The presentation made at the August 4th,
2021 CSAB meeting provided hypothetical cost breakdowns based on
an example budget to illustrate how costs may be allocated based on
a set of example approaches for discussion purposes only and did not
propose a specific fee or approach. Any fees, charges, and/or
assessments levied by either GSA will be determined and approved by
each GSA's respective Board pursuant to the processess and
requirements of the appropriate legal statutes. Stakeholder feedback
will continue to be welcomed and considered by the GSAs as they
consider funding mechanisms in the future. Additional information on
potential funding sources and mechanisms is provided in Section 8.2
of the Draft GSP.
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