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Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA)
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC)
Meeting

Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2026
Time: 9:00 AM -12:00 PM
Location: Chico City Council Chamber, Conference Room #1, 421 Main Street, Chico, CA.
Or Join the Vina GSA SHAC Meeting via Zoom
Meeting ID: 814 0243 0033
Join via phone: +1 669 900 6833

Live streaming and recording of Vina GSA SHAC meetings are provided for viewing purposes only. Please note that
in-person attendance is required for public participation. Streaming and recording services are subject to
discontinuance if technical or other issues prevent effective meeting proceedings.

MEETING AGENDA
June 24, 2026

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Business from the Floor

The public and Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC) members will have an opportunity to comment on
items not on the agenda and that are relevant to the SHAC. Committee members and Management Committee
staff are not required to respond to any issues raised during the public comment period. Commenters are asked
to respect differing perspectives and to keep remarks within three minutes.

3. *Review and Approval of 5/27/2026 SHAC Meeting Minutes

Requested Action: Approve the 5/27/2026 meeting minutes.

4. *Recharge Feasibility Analysis Project Recap

The Committee will receive a presentation on the main outcomes from the Recharge Feasibility Analysis, a
SGM grant funded effort to identify opportunities to enhance recharge in the Vina subbasin. When available,
the study’s reports will be available on the project webpage. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte County
Water and Resource Conservation and Joe Turner, Geosyntec Consultants)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

5. *Update on the Anticipated Timeline for the Vina Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Periodic
Evaluation and Plan Amendments

Staff will provide an update on the anticipated topics and timelines over the next several months related to the
Periodic Evaluation and Plan Amendments as well as a review of related webpages and interactive maps
available to support the discussions. (Report — Becky Fairbanks, GSA Project Manager)


https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81402430033
https://www.vinagsa.org/water-supply-and-recharge-project-implemented-by-butte-county

10.

Requested Action: Accept as information.

*North Sacramento River Corridor (NSRC) Interbasin Coordination Framework Update and Regional
Interconnected Surface Water Initiative

The Vina Subbasin participates in the North Sacramento River Corridor (NSRC) Interbasin Coordination (IBC)

effort, a collaborative program among seven hydrologically connected subbasins in the Northern Sacramento

Valley. Staff will present an update on the NSRC IBC Framework 5-Year Implementation Update, which guides

regional coordination through the 2027 Periodic Evaluations and beyond. The presentation will also cover a

proposed regional approach to interconnected surface water management, the corridor's current top

coordination priority and a shared regulatory obligation across all seven NSRC subbasins. (Dillon McGregor,

GSA Program Manager and Christina Buck, Assistant Director, Butte County Water & Resources
Conservation)

Requested Action: Staff recommend that the Committee receive this report and provide feedback on the North

Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update and the

proposed regional Interconnected Surface Water approach.

*Introduction to the Groundwater Level Strawman Proposal including discussion of the proposed 2027

Representative _Monitoring Site (RMS) Network and recent analysis of Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystems (GDE) in the Vina Subbasin
Staff will present an overview of the recently released Groundwater Level Sustainability Indicator strawman

proposal (an initial draft created to jump-start discussion serving as a starting point for collaborate refinement).
The presentation will also include relevant context including recent and historical groundwater level conditions,
evaluation of the groundwater monitoring network, and recent analysis contributing to characterization of
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems in the Vina Subbasin. SHAC is asked to discuss and provide feedback
on the monitoring network aspects of the strawman proposal. More in-depth discussion and input on Minimum
Thresholds and Sustainable Management Criteria will occur in July. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte
County Water and Resource Conservation)

Requested Action: Discussion and direction regarding changes to the Groundwater Level RMS network.

*Update and Discussion of Sustainable Yield, Groundwater Extraction and Change in_Storage

Calculations to Guide Periodic Evaluation Content Development

The Committee will receive an overview of how sustainable yield, groundwater extraction, and change in
groundwater storage have been estimated in the Vina Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan and recent
Annual Reports. The discussion will provide context for addressing Department of Water Resources comments
through the upcoming Periodic Evaluation and will provide an opportunity for questions and SHAC input on the
proposed approach going forward. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte County Water and Resource
Conservation)

Requested Action: Provide feedback to staff.

*GSA Program Manager and Management Committee Update (Verbal Report — Dillon McGregor,
GSA Program Manager and Management Committee Staff)

SHAC Future Agenda Requests
SHAC members may verbally request an item to be agendized at a future meeting. After stating what the

item would be, a majority vote of the SHAC is needed in order for the Management Committee to agendize the
item. SHAC members may also submit requests in writing to the GSA Program Manager to bring forward to the
SHAC for consideration on a future agenda.



11. Adjournment:

The Committee will adjourn to their next meeting, Wednesday, July 22, 2026.

*Materials included in agenda packet
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Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA)
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC)
Meeting

Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2026
Time: 9:00 AM -12:00 PM
Location: Butte County Library, Chico Branch, 1108 Sherman Avenue, Chico, CA 95926

MEETING MINUTES
May 27, 2026

Call to Order and Roll Call

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:05 AM

SHAC Committee Members Present: Chair Samantha Lewis, Vice Chair Greg Sohnrey, Joanne Parsley,
Patrick Riley, Evan Markey, Todd Greene, and Susan Schrader

SHAC Committee Members Absent: Anne Dawson and Holly Swan
RCRD Representative Present: Bruce McGowen

Staff Present: Dillon McGregor, GSA Program Manager; Becky Fairbanks, SGM Grant Project Manager;
Kamie Loeser, Director of Butte County Water Resource & Conservation; Christina Buck, Assistant Director of
Butte County Water Resource & Conservation; Brandon Mortimer, City of Chico

Business from the Floor

The public and Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC) members had an opportunity to comment on items
not on the agenda and that were relevant to the SHAC.

Public Comment(s): James Brobeck

*Review and Approval of 4/22/2026 SHAC Meeting Minutes

Public Comment(s): None

Action: Greg Sohnrey made a motion to approve the 4/22/2026 meeting minutes. That motion was seconded
by Evan Markey.

The motion passed unanimously.

*Consideration of Groundwater Sustainability Plan Amendments to the Land Subsidence Sustainable
Management Criteria (SMC) in response to the Department of Water Resources’ Recommended
Corrective Actions

Staff presented an overview of draft proposed amendments related to the land subsidence monitoring network
and SMC as provided in the attached memo for SHAC input and potential recommendation. (Christina Buck,
Asst. Director Butte County Water and Resource Conservation)



Public Comment(s):
- James Brobeck
- Cheetah Tchudi

Action:

Todd Greene made a motion to recommend that the Vina GSA Board of Directors approve the proposed Land
Subsidence SMC amendments as presented and amend the 2022 GSP, and to establish the land subsidence
RMS network consistent with the groundwater level sustainability indicator monitoring network. Evan Markey
seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

*Consideration of the Approach to Addressing Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) in the Periodic
Evaluation in response to the Department of Water Resources’ Recommended Corrective Actions

Staff provided an overview of the strawman proposal for addressing interconnected surface water in the Periodic
Evaluation. SHAC discussed the approach and provided a recommendation to the Vina GSA board regarding
the approach. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte County Water and Resource Conservation)

Public Comment(s):
- Bruce Smith
- James Brobeck

Action:

Todd Greene made a motion to recommend that the Vina GSA Board of Directors support a measured approach
to addressing interconnected surface water (ISW) in the Periodic Evaluation by documenting progress on
location and timing, defining a broad ISW monitoring network, and deferring ISW-specific Sustainable
Management Criteria (SMC) until additional monitoring data, Department of Water Resources guidance, and
regional coordination provide a stronger basis for future decisions. Evan Markey seconded the motion.

The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Samantha Lewis, Joanne Parsley, Patrick Riley, Evan Markey, Todd Greene, and Susan Schrader
NOES: Greg Sohnrey

ABSENT: Anne Dawson and Holly Swan

ABSTAIN: <NONE>

One dissenting vote due to concern of GSAs making new commitments absent state guidance.

Update on the Anticipated Timeline for the Vina Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Periodic
Evaluation. (Report — Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte County Water and Resource Conservation)

Public Comment(s): None
Action: Update Received.

GSA Program Manager Update (Verbal Report — Dillon McGregor, GSA Program Manager and
Management Committee Staff)

e Update on the Butte County Environmental Health Division’s Water Well Ordinance Update.

e Update on Interbasin Coordination

e Updates to Website

Public Comment(s): None
Action: Update Received.

SHAC Future Agenda Requests — SHAC members could verbally request an item to be agendized at a
future meeting.




No requests received.

ADJOURNMENT:

The Committee adjourned to their next meeting, Wednesday, June 24, 2026.

*Materials included in agenda packet
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GSA Agenda Transmittal

Subject: Recharge Feasibility Analysis Project Recap

Contact: Christina Buck Phone: 552-3593 Meeting Date: June 24, 2026 Agenda Item: 4

The SHAC will receive a presentation on the main outcomes from the Recharge Feasibility Analysis, a SGM
grant funded effort to identify opportunities to enhance recharge in the Vina subbasin. When available, the
study’s reports will be available on the project webpage. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte County Water
and Resource Conservation and Joe Turner, Geosyntec Consultants)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

Attachments:
1. Presentation Slides



https://www.vinagsa.org/water-supply-and-recharge-project-implemented-by-butte-county

Geosyntec®
consultants

engineers | scientists | innovators

Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program

Groundwater Recharge
Feasibility Study

PRESENTED TO

Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Date
June 10, 2026 and June 24, 2026

>
Butte County

A . &
Prepared by Geosyntec Consultants | In partnership with Butte County Department of Water & Resource Conservation

VINA GSA GRANT

Agenda

COMPONENT 5

(=]
=

Project Scope
Field Investigations
Pilot Studies

Proposed Projects

Key Takeaways
Next Steps
07 Questions
Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026 2/17




VINA GSA GRANT

Project Scope

The Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study consists of four core tasks:

Develop List of Potential Conduct Site Visits Conduct Recharge Conduct Pilot Tests
Sites Investigation
Identify potential groundwater Visit candidate sites to confirm Characterize subsurface Where feasible, implement
recharge sites and projects in accessibility, existing conditions using geophysics, pilot tests to quantify recharge
coordination with landowners conditions, and landowner borings, and monitoring wells. rates and validate project
and stakeholders. interest. viability.

undwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater ility Agency | June 10, 2026 3/17
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VINA GSA GRANT

ik Field Investigations

Investigative activities conducted at each site:
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Perched Groundwater Systems

Conceptual Model
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i Pilot Studies

VINA GSA GRANT

COMPONENT 5

Three pilot testing approaches were evaluated across four sites:

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026

[ ] [ ] [ ]

Infiltration Basin °

Reverse Tile Drain °
FloodMAR (WC N
§1242.1)

Three Methods Tested

Infiltration basins at all four sites; reverse tile
drain and FloodMAR under Water Code
§1242.1 were tested at Site S1 (Comanche
Creek area).

7/17
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COMPONENT 5
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Pilot System

0.34 acre-ft/day

= 100 gallons per minute sustained recharge

13 acre-ft/day

= 3,000 gallons per minute

Projected output from a 4,000-foot reverse tile drain system. One
line going north to south on the 87-acre parcel is over 2,000 feet.

8/17




VINA GSA GRANT

5 FloodMAR §1242.1 — Pilot Implementation

COMPONENT 5

Pilot Results — February 2025

Two events triggered §1242.1 diversion:
e February 20-21
e February 25-27

WATER DISCHARGED TO BASIN

~2M gallons

= 6 acre-feet recharged

62 acre-ft/day

Reverse tile drain showed similar results

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026 9/17

VINA GSA GRANT

s Proposed Projects

COMPONENT 5

Three projects are identified for advancement to design and potential pursuit of funding:

01

FloodMAR Infiltration Basins FloodMAR / Reverse Tile Drain DMWC Pipeline Restoration
Rock Creek / Keefer Slough Comanche Creek Durham Mutual Water Company
Up to 438 acres of floodplain Rehabilitation of historic diversion Condition assessment of ~16,000
infiltration with potential 200 plus 34-acre pond and reverse tile linear-feet of 36-inch concrete
AF/day recharge during qualifying drain system. pipeline with an estimated 20—
events. 40% water loss.

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026 10/17

10



— 4 1. FloodMAR Infiltration Basins

VINA GSA GRANT

COMPONENT 5

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026

Rock Creek / Keefer Slough

TOTAL POTENTIAL ACREAGE

438 acres

WATER STORAGE AT 3-FT HEIGHT

1,3 14 acre-feet

200 acre-ft / day

[Based on Western site showing 1 ft/day
linfiltration

Additional in-stream recharge achieved by
"slowing the water down".

11/17
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L 2. FloodMAR / Reverse Tile Drain

VINA GSA GRANT

COMPONENT 5

Comanche Creek

Project includes rehabilitation of the Old Diversion Point.

34-ACRE POND

Pilot test results:
Could handle 105 AF/day (23,760 gpm)

With factor of safety: 34 AF/day (7,694 gpm)
Additional 54 acres to south available if needed

REVERSE TILE DRAIN

Pilot test rate:
0.0033 ft/day per linear foot of tile drain

Projected output: 5,000 ft of tile drain = 16 AF/day (3,620 gpm)

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026

12/17
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ety 3. Durham Mutual Water Company Pipeline

VINA GSA GRANT

COMPONENT 5

Project Purpose

e Assess condition and performance of DMWC's primary irrigation
conveyance system

e Quantify potential leakage and infrastructure deficiencies
e Support near-term repair prioritization and longer-term funding
applications

System Overview

LENGTH PIPE TYPE

~16,000 Linear Feet 36" concrete

Early 1900s ‘ 20-40%

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026

14/17
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ey Durham Mutual Water Company Pipeline

VINA GSA GRANT

COMPONENT 5

What we are doing

e Comparing flow measurements between conjunction boxes
¢ Identifying potential leakage zones

e Targeted CCTV (Video) inspection

What we hope to accomplish

* Prepare condition assessment of pipeline

e Provide recommendations for repair with cost analysis

Mhat purpose?

* Assess condition and performance of primary irrigation
conveyance system

e Quantify potential leakage and infrastructure deficiencies

e Support near-term repair prioritization and longer-term
funding applications

e Reduce groundwater pumpingin area

* Provide source water for future groundwater recharge
projects

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026

14/17
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VINA GSA GRANT

Key Takeaways

"
Butte County

1. Groundwater recharge projects can be implemented within the Vina Subbasin
O Successful recharge pilot tests were conducted using both infiltration basins and reverse tile drains
2. Understanding the hydrogeology is a critical factor
O Perched groundwater is a major constraint at several sites, causing poor infiltration despite surface flooding.
QO tTEMis a high-value screeningtool, allowing rapid elimination or prioritization of sites before costly drilling.
3. FloodMAR under Water Code 1242.1 was a successful operational tool
a The pilot project demonstrates the Water Code can be applied practically and legally.
a Key insight - FloodMAR is a flood risk management tool with groundwater benefits, making it politically and
operationally attractive.
4. Pilot tests suggest significant capacity for groundwater recharge in the subbasin
a But safety factors need to be applied (assume less recharge will occur for planning purposes).
5. Water quality risks appear manageable - but require continued due diligence.
a Water quality monitoring would be included as part of projects.
6. Repairing infrastructure for existing surface water features would reduce dependance on

groundwater pumping

15 /17

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026
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VINA GSA GRANT

COMPONENT 5

JUNE 15, 2026 JUNE 30, 2026

Final Reports
Submitted to Vina GSA

Public Workshop

O

June 24, 2026

Vina Stakeholder Advisory Committee
Presentation

Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Study | Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency | June 10, 2026 16 /17
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Questions?

e

Butte County

Geosyntec

consultants
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Wy :
GSA Agenda Transmittal

Subject: Update on the Anticipated Timeline for the Vina Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Periodic
Evaluation and Plan Amendments

Contact: Becky Fairbanks Phone: (530) 552-3587 Meeting Date: June 24, 2026 Agenda Item: 5

Staff will provide an update on the anticipated topics and timelines over the next several months related to the
Periodic Evaluation and Plan Amendments as well as a review of related webpages and interactive maps
available to support the discussions. (Report — Becky Fairbanks, GSA Project Manager)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

Attachments:
1. Presentation Slides




Update on the Status and
Anticipated Timeline for
the Vina GSP Periodic

m Evaluation and Plan
Amendments
GSA
SHAC

June 24, 2026

Today’s Agenda

Overview of the Periodic Evaluation and Amendments process and key decision-making milestones
through January 2027

02 Webpages & Tools

Resources to follow progress, submit comments, and access interactive maps and supporting
documents

03 SGM Grant Project Updates

Status of remaining Sustainable Management Grant projects including well installations and recharge
feasibility work




%ﬁ \ GSP Periodic Evaluation &
GSA Plan Amendments Timeline

Periodic Evaluation
Available for Public

Roadmap for GSP Review and
Periodic Evaluation and Groundwater Levels Comment Submit Periodic
Potential Amendments Sustainable Yield (late Summer) Evaluation to DWR

Fall ‘Winter August Fall January
2025 2025/2026 2026 2026 2027

Stakeholder Meetings to Land Subsidence Groundwater Levels Review comments
recieve input on PE topics Interconnected Surface Water Water Quality and finalize
Projects & M: d ts for
Actions adoption

The focus of the Periodic Evaluation is to address the Department of Water Resources’ 6 Recommended Corrective Actions and
provide a written assessment of GSP implementation. Once submitted, DWR will complete its Periodic Review of the Vina GSP
and issue a determination of the status of the Plan: Approved, Incomplete, or Inadequate.

v. June 17, 2026

Public Meetings

Previous Meetings Upcoming Meetings

* May 7 — Subsidence Discussion + July 14 — Groundwater Levels

» May 8 — Legal Implications of Workshop
Recharge Webinar

 May 18 — GDE Discussion September 2 — Draft PE & PA
) ~ ) _ * September 2 — Dra
May 21 — ISWs Discussion Workshop

» June 15 — Groundwater Recharge
Workshop




PE & PA Resources

Track current topics, meeting materials, and updates at vinagsa.org

02 Supporting Documents

Access technical reports, drafts, and reference materials

03 Comment Form
Submit comments on the Periodic Evaluation and Plan Amendments

Contact Becky Fairbanks or Christina Buck with Questions

Interactive Maps Available

Interactive Groundwater Map — Vina GSA

VINA GWLRMS (GSP 2022)
A

Vina RMS Zones (2022)

Subbasin Boundary




Status of Remaining SGM Projects

* June - Filing for permits
+ July to August — construction, well completion reports, water sampling

» Surface Water Supplies and Recharge Feasibility
» Surface Water Supplies — completed 3/31/26
* Recharge Feasibility — completes 6/30/26

» Legal Implications of Recharge
* May 8 — webinar
+ SGM Recharge feasibility analyses currently under review
* Lindo Channel
+ South Vina Extension Water Supply Project
+ Ridge to Valley Water Supply

o
GSA




( Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency

s Agenda Transmittal

Subject: North Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Update: Framework Progress and Regional
Interconnected Surface Water Initiative

Contact: Dillon McGregor Phone: (530) 552-3589 Meeting Date: June 24, 2026 Agenda ltem: 6

The Vina Subbasin participates in the North Sacramento River Corridor (NSRC) Interbasin Coordination (IBC)
effort, a collaborative program among seven hydrologically connected subbasins in the Northern Sacramento
Valley. Staff will present an update on the NSRC IBC Framework 5-Year Implementation Update, which guides
regional coordination through the 2027 Periodic Evaluations and beyond. The presentation will also cover a
proposed regional approach to interconnected surface water management, the corridor's current top coordination
priority and a shared regulatory obligation across all seven NSRC subbasins.

The following materials are included in this packet:

o Staff Report: NSRC Interbasin Coordination Update: Framework Progress and Regional Interconnected
Surface Water Initiative

e Attachment A. Factsheet: North Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Overview
e Attachment B. Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update
e Attachment C. Factsheet: Working Together on Interconnected Surface Water

You can find the Workplan for Regional Coordination and Collaboration to Address the Depletions of Interconnected
Surface Water Sustainability Indicator in the Sacramento Valley document here.

Requested Action: Staff recommend that the Committee receive this report and provide feedback on the North
Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update and the proposed
regional Interconnected Surface Water approach.



https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-e2a529ae7b9e951eb7160602bda851df
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-e65fe78c2a043972c2f45955530f3d56
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba
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(530) 552-3592 - VinaGSA@gmail.com
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Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Staff Report

To: Vina GSA Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC)
From: Dillon McGregor, GSA Program Manager
Date: June 24, 2026

Subject: North Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Update: Framework Progress and
Regional Interconnected Surface Water Initiative

Background: North Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination

California's Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires local Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) to develop and implement Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs).
Because the groundwater subbasins of the North Sacramento River Corridor (NSRC) are hydrologically
connected, sharing boundaries, stream systems, and subsurface flows, effective SGMA implementation
requires cross-boundary coordination.

The NSRC Interbasin Coordination (IBC) effort brings together GSAs from seven subbasins: Red Bluff,
Antelope, Los Molinos, Corning, Vina, Colusa, and Butte. This effort is facilitated through the California
Department of Water Resources' (DWR) Facilitation Support Services (FSS) program. The coordination
effort is grounded in the Northern Sacramento Valley Inter-Basin Coordination Framework, first
established between 2020 and 2022, which organizes collaborative work around five pillars:

Information Sharing;

Joint Analysis and Evaluation;

Coordination on Mutually Beneficial Activities;
Coordinated Communication and Outreach; and

Issue Resolution.

o~

Each participating subbasin formally incorporated the framework into its GSP between 2021 and 2024,
reflecting the shared recognition of the benefits of a collaborative, long-term approach to sustainable
management of these hydrologically connected subbasins.

In preparation for the GSP Periodic Evaluations (PE) due to DWR in January 2027, the participating
GSAs, with technical support from Montgomery & Associates completed a Joint GSP Evaluation that
compared hydrogeologic conceptual models, water budgets, sustainable management criteria, and
monitoring networks across subbasins. This work identified differences and data gaps at subbasin
boundaries, particularly around stream-aquifer interactions and cross-boundary groundwater flows and
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directly informed the 5-year implementation update of the North Sacramento Valley IBC Framework
(attached). The effort was jointly funded through DWR SGM Grant program funds awarded to the Vina
and Wyandotte Creek subbasins.

Two public webinars supporting public participation in the preparation of the PE process have been
conducted. The first webinar was held in January 2026 and drew approximately 95 participants. This
webinar introduced the Interbasin Coordination Framework, particularly the 5 Pillars, and provided
updates on related work. A second webinar held June 16, 2026, provided an update on the IBC
Implementation Coordination Framework, gathered feedback on its direction, and encouraged ongoing
engagement with their respective GSAs.

Priority Regional Initiative: Interconnected Surface Waters
Regulatory Context

Under SGMA, each GSA must demonstrate that groundwater management does not result in
undesirable results caused by depletions of interconnected surface waters (ISW), including rivers,
streams, and other water bodies whose flows are influenced by groundwater pumping. ISW is one of
six sustainability indicators that all GSPs must address. Upon its initial review of the NSRC subbasins’
GSPs, DWR issued every subbasin a Recommended Corrective Action (RCA) related to ISW,
underscoring both the regulatory significance of this topic and the shared nature of the challenge across
the corridor.

Why Regional Coordination Is Essential

In the NSRC, hydrological connectivity is the rule, not the exception. The Sacramento River runs
through the corridor and forms subbasin boundaries, while tributaries such as Butte Creek cross multiple
subbasins. Groundwater and surface water interact throughout the region, and the effects of pumping
on streamflow do not stop at subbasin lines. As a result, understanding whether management in one
subbasin adversely affects neighboring subbasins, as SGMA requires, will benefit from a coordinated,
regionally consistent approach.

Existing local groundwater models have limitations for regional ISW analysis, and existing regional tools
require refinement. If each subbasin pursued ISW compliance independently, costs would be higher
and results difficult to compare, making cross-boundary analysis more difficult. A coordinated approach
produces commonly accessible tools and reduces cost to individual agencies.

The Proposed Regional ISW Work Plan

Consistent with Pillar 3- Coordination on Mutually Beneficial Activities of the Interbasin Coordination
Framework, , the NSRC subbasins have designated ISW as a central priority regional technical activity
for the 2026-2032 period. The Northern California Water Association (NCWA), contracting with MBK
Engineers, is working with water managers to support a regional ISW approach. The proposed work is
organized around three interrelated steps:

* Regional Data Collection: Field teams collect measurements along the Sacramento River,
Feather River, Butte Creek, and other shared streams to improve understanding of how water
moves between rivers and underground aquifers across subbasin boundaries.

* Refined Regional Modeling: Using collected data, technical teams would work with DWR to
improve an existing regional groundwater-surface water model to better simulate how
groundwater pumping affects streamflow across subbasin boundaries.




* Local Policy Support: Drawing on modeling results, a regional guidance document would
provide each agency with options and examples for defining its own ISW sustainability standards,
while preserving each GSA's full authority over its own decisions.

A draft ISW work plan describing these three steps has been developed and is currently under review
by all participating GSAs. As part of this report, each GSA is engaged in reviewing the technical work
plan and considering a coordinated approach that would establish the regional ISW effort as a shared
priority direction for the NSRC IBC group. Funding has not yet been secured; future grant funding
through Proposition 4 has been identified as a potential source. Coordinating with DWR on this effort is
expected to reduce costs to individual subbasins and produce shared tools that are commonly
accessible across the region.

The full work plan is available for review online. A fact sheet that describes this effort is attached to this
memo (Attachment A).

Benefits of the Regional Approach
Participation in this coordinated ISW effort offers several benefits in meeting its SGMA obligations:

« Better information: A shared regional model provides more reliable, consistent data for ISW
evaluations and cross-boundary impact assessments.

» Lower cost: Collaborative data collection and modeling costs significantly less than seven
subbasins independently duplicating similar work.

+ SGMA compliance support: The regional approach is designed to help each subbasin respond to
its DWR Recommended Corrective Action on ISW

» Local authority preserved: This joint effort does not transfer any GSA’s local authority. Shared
information informs each GSA’s decisions, and every agency sets its own sustainability criteria.

Next Steps and Timeline

MILESTONE DESCRIPTION

Summer 2026 GSA boards are invited to review the draft, regional ISW work plan and
IBC Framework 5-Year Implementation Update and share any
significant questions or concerns; feedback will be carried back to the
GSA IBC group, which includes representatives from each subbasin.

January 2027 GSP Periodic Evaluations due to DWR; each subbasin to incorporate
the Framework five-year implementation update, including IBC
commitments and ISW status in Periodic Evaluations.

2027-2032 Ongoing IBC activities per five-pillar framework; ISW modeling and
policy support deliverables developed.

More information: https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba



https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-a85feb96ee76af8fb5102c95ab4dc584
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-a85feb96ee76af8fb5102c95ab4dc584
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommend that the Committee receive this report and provide feedback on the North Sacramento
River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update and the proposed
regional Interconnected Surface Water approach.

More information: https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba

Attachments:

Attachment A. Factsheet: North Sacramento River Corridor Interbasin Coordination Overview
Attachment B. Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update
Attachment C. Factsheet: Working Together on Interconnected Surface Water



https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-e2a529ae7b9e951eb7160602bda851df
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-e65fe78c2a043972c2f45955530f3d56

Northern Sacramento Valley | Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
Interbasin Coordination in the North Sacramento River Corridor

Antelope | Butte | Colusa | Corning | Los Molinos | Red Bluff | Vina

Ensuring Regionally Sustainable Groundwater Management

The California Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires that SUS'l'alnqble
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) develop and implement Grou ndwa"‘er

Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) to manage groundwater resources and Manaaement
conditions in each of the State’s groundwater basins. One of the requirements 9

for a GSP is that it does not adversely affect sustainable groundwater Act

management in an adjoining groundwater basin or subbasin.
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long-term groundwater sustainability across
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the region while maintaining local control.
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Who is Involved?

\ Collaborative efforts have been ongoing since the early phases of SGMA when 11 subbasins in
the Northern Sacramento Valley (Antelope, Bowman, Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red
/v Bluff, Sutter, Vina, Wyandotte Creek, and Yolo) created an Interbasin Coordination Report

outlining a framework for sustained coordination during GSP implementation.

Seven of those subbasins make up the North Sacramento River Corridor (Antelope, Butte,
Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, and Vina). The GSAs have delved into more focused
conversations and analyses to outline a path forward for interbasin coordination across these
seven subbasins.

www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba



https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba

Five Pillars of Coordination

The Interbasin Coordination Framework is based on a foundation of five “pillars” of collaboration - Information sharing
ensures all subbasins stay informed about changing conditions and management approaches. Through joint analysis
and evaluation, the GSAs developed a shared understanding of policies adopted across the region’s GSPs; this
analysis is complete and informing individual Periodic Evaluations. Under coordination on mutually beneficial
activities, GSAs are pursuing joint projects and funding opportunities, with Interconnected Surface Water (ISW)
management emerging as the region’s current top coordination priority. Coordinated communication and outreach
ensures consistent messaging to stakeholders and the public. Finally, an issue resolution process provides a pathway
for addressing potential conflicts before they escalate.

Coordination

; - i i o:‘Mu;t-u_ll:v Cn-nrdil'!auF quﬁ‘
5-Pillar Framework " Sharing & Bvaluation o el
for Regional
Coordination
Where We Are Now

With all GSPs approved by the State, implementation is underway. Through funding from DWR's SGM grant
program, a technical analysis by Montgomery & Associates evaluated GSP contents across subbasins, identified
boundary flow patterns, and analyzed differences in sustainability criteria between neighboring areas.

Building on this work, GSA representatives are now developing the NSRC IBC Framework Five-Year
Implementation Update, which will guide regional coordination through the Periodic Evaluations due in 2027
and beyond. Key coordination priorities include understanding cross-boundary data gaps, regional modeling,
interconnected surface water management, analyzing boundary flows, coordinating on state-required
Recommended Corrective Actions, and exploring opportunities for joint projects.

What's Coming Next Subbasin
GSA representatives will continue (with website links) CSA(s)
meeting through summer 2026 to
> 4 finalize the NSRC IBC Framework Five- Tehama County Flood Control and Water
Antelope

Year Implementation Update. Conservation District (FCWCD)

In January 2026, the GSAs held a public webinar to
provide an overview of coordination activities and share Biggs-West Gridley WD, Butte County, Butte WD, City
progress on the Five Pillars. A public meeting is planned | 5,46 of Biggs, City of Gridley, Colusa Groundwater

for June 2026 to present updates on the IBC effort and o Authority, Glenn County, RD 1004, RD 2106, Richvale
the ISW Technical Work Plan, and to hear from the ID, Westem Canal WD

community.
) ) . Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD
The implementation framework update guides
coordination over the next five years through 2032,
supporting each subbasin’s path to sustainability while Red Bluft Tehama County FCWCD
maintaining local control.
Corni_ng Corning Sub-basin GSA, Tehama County FCWCD
How to Get Involved (Corning | Tehama)
Receive Updates - Sign up for your GSA's interested
ies li Colusa Glenn Groundwater Authority; Colusa Groundwater

PEmEs e (Glenn | Colusa) Authority

Contact Your GSA - Talk to your GSA representative

Attend Meetings - Attend public meetings and GSA Vi

mna

Board meetings (Vina | RCRD) Rock Creek Reclamation District, Vina GSA



https://tehamacountywater.org/
https://www.buttebasingroundwater.org/
https://tehamacountywater.org/
https://tehamacountywater.org/
http://countyofglenn.net/corning-sub-basin-gsa
https://tehamacountywater.org/
https://www.countyofglenn.net/government/departments/planning-community-development-services/water-resources/glenn-groundwater-authority
https://colusagroundwater.org/
https://www.vinagsa.org/
https://www.rockcreekreclamation.com/

NORTH SACRAMENTO RIVER CORRIDOR | REGIONAL INTERBASIN COORDINATION

DRAFT Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update

This 5-year update advances coordinated regional implementation of the Northern Sacramento Valley Interbasin Coordination Framework's Five Pillars through
the Periodic Evaluation/Plan Amendment process and over the subsequent 5 years between 2026—2032. The update focuses on topics relating to regionally-
scaled coordination among subbasins in the North Sacramento River Corridor, including Red Bluff (5-021.50), Antelope (5-021.54), Los Molinos (5-021.56),
Corning (5-021.51), Vina (5-021.57), Colusa (5-021.52), and Butte (5-021.70), and identifies each GSA's commitments to implement the Framework over that
period. Interbasin coordination on specific boundary topics is ongoing and will occur on a neighbor-to-neighbor basis.

This project builds on work completed from 2020-2022 to develop the Northern Sacramento Valley Inter-Basin Coordination Report which established an
Interbasin Coordination Framework for SGMA implementation. Additional background information on North Sacramento Valley regional interbasin
coordination can be found at the following website: https://www.buttecounty.net/1234/Inter-Basin-Coordination

Pillar 1. Information-sharing

. Inform each other on changing
conditions (i.e., surface water .
cutbacks, land use changes, policy I
changes that inform groundwater
management)

. Share annual reports and interim
progress reports

. 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)

Convene at least one regional meeting annually with GSA
Coordination representatives (and more often, as warranted)
Ongoing informal outreach to neighbors

Continue to use other existing collaborative venues to report
out progress and coordinate, as needed (e.g., Northern
Sacramento Valley IRWM, NCWA Groundwater Task Force,
etc.)

Pillar 2. Joint analysis & evaluation
a. Evaluate and compare contents of
GSPs with a focus on establishing

Inter-basin Coordination Analysis and Modeling Project

Timeline

Near-term (Periodic
Evaluation, January
2027)

At least annually
through next Periodic
Evaluation term (2027-
2032)

Responsible Parties

Consensus Building
Institute (CBI)
(facilitation through
2026)

GSAs

Funding Source(s)

Facilitation Support
Services (through 2026)
In kind GSA
representative time

Timeline

Completed in 2025

Interbasin Coordination Five Pillars Scope of Activities Implementation Deliverables

Agendas and
associated materials
for formal meetings
posted to regional
interbasin
coordination
website

e 2025 GSP Annual
Reports:
5-021.57 Vina

5-02.70 Butte
5-021.50 Red Bluff
5-021.54 Antelope
5-021.56 Los
Molinos

5-021.51 Corning
5-021.52 Colusa

North Sacramento River

Corridor Results

e Webinar Recording
1



https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/493
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/492
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/546
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/551
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/548
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/548
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/495
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gspar/preview/499
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6h35oWMzngc
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/5476/Northern-Sacramento-Valley-Inter-Basin-Coordination-Report---Final-PDF
https://www.buttecounty.net/1234/Inter-Basin-Coordination

Interbasin Coordination Five Pillars Scope of Activities Implementation Deliverables

Responsible Parties

a common understanding of basin
conditions at boundaries

. Identify significant differences,
uncertainties, and potential issues
of concern related to groundwater
interaction at the boundaries

. 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

Pillar 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

Evaluated and compared contents of GSPs in the North
Sacramento River region with a focus on establishing a
common understanding of basin conditions at boundaries.
Identified significant differences, uncertainties, and potential
issues of concern related to groundwater interaction at the
boundaries.

Analyzed SMCs between GSPs to identify significant
differences and possible impacts between Subbasins that
could potentially lead to undesirable results.

Updated Butte Basin Groundwater Model and use the revised
model to compute subbasin flows and stream-aquifer
interaction flows at subbasin boundaries.

Priority Activity (2026-2032):

Interconnected surface waters (ISW): develop and seek
funding for a regional approach to interconnected surface
waters that considers coordinated monitoring and modeling to
consistently respond to Recommended Corrective Actions that
each subbasin received. https://data.ca.gov/dataset/sgma-
depletions-of-interconnected-surface-
water/resource/38c8ab75-f8b3-4c00-aabb-38db84cccc94

Areas of Interest for Ongoing Exploration:

Boundary flow analysis and modeling: model-based boundary
flow analysis to better understand, quantify, and predict how
water flows across basin boundaries and if the actions of one
subbasin are affecting flow in another. Preparing for the
analysis will include a discussion of the use of existing models
and the possible coordination on shared modeling tools, when
possible.

Monitoring: Discuss monitoring networks with a focus on
shared boundaries, identification of data gaps in groundwater
level, water quality, and subsidence data.

Joint project implementation: Leverage resources and pursue
funding opportunities to implement projects that could offer
regional solutions, noting the potential to consider mutually
beneficial projects, such as recharge, among others.

Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update (Version: June 5, 2026)

Butte County contracted
with Montgomery &
Associates, technical
consultant

Funding Source(s)

DWR SGMA
Implementation Funding
(awarded to Vina and
Wyandotte Creek
Subbasins)

Timeline

Document progress in
the 2027 Periodic
Evaluations (PE) related
to ISW

Long-term (through the
next Periodic Evaluation
in 2032)

Responsible Parties

Northern California
Water Association
(NCWA) contracting with
MBK Engineers,
technical consultant,
GSA consultants working
on PEs

Coordination with the
Department of Water
Resources regarding
regional modeling tools

Funding Source(s)

Northern California
Water Association
(NCWA)

e Presentation Slides

e Technical Memo

Interbasin Flow
Evaluation with Regional
Model

e Webinar Recording
e Presentation Slides

e Technical Memo

e Northern Sacramento
Valley ISW Work Plan
Factsheet

e Additional work
products TBD overtime
within areas of
interest for ongoing
exploration


https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/16181/Part-1---Regional-GSP-Evaluation-Results-for-Northern-Sacramento-River-C
https://www.vinagsa.org/files/1d93ca817/TM+-+Joint+GSP+Evaluation+for+the+North+Sacramento+River+Corridor.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RuaE72sat5o
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/16478/Part-3---Inter-basin-Flow-Evaluation-with-Regional-Model----Presentation?bidId=
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/17793/IBC-TM-Inter-Basin-Flow-Evaluation-with-Regional-Model
https://data.ca.gov/dataset/sgma-depletions-of-interconnected-surface-water/resource/38c8ab75-f8b3-4c00-aabb-38db84cccc94
https://data.ca.gov/dataset/sgma-depletions-of-interconnected-surface-water/resource/38c8ab75-f8b3-4c00-aabb-38db84cccc94
https://data.ca.gov/dataset/sgma-depletions-of-interconnected-surface-water/resource/38c8ab75-f8b3-4c00-aabb-38db84cccc94
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-e65fe78c2a043972c2f45955530f3d56
https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba#docaccess-e65fe78c2a043972c2f45955530f3d56

Pillar 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 GSA/subbasin staff
contacts and websites

Pillar 5. Issue-resolution process

a. Establish and follow an agreed-
upon process for identifying and
resolving conflicts between GSAs

Create a list of GSA/subbasin staff contacts and websites
Develop informational materials that could be distributed
across the region within each of the subbasins’ using existing
communication mechanisms and venues; update materials
periodically to reflect ongoing implementation activities.
Continue to utilize the regional interbasin coordination
webpage hosted by Butte County to post information and work
products related to regional interbasin coordination activities.
Utilize existing regional venues to coordinate communications
and outreach, including: 1) NCWA Groundwater Task Force; 2)
NSV IRWM, and others, as warranted.

Periodically host public workshops coordinated through Pillar 1
GSA meetings.

GSAs confirmed the approach described in the Sacramento
Valley Inter-Basin Coordination Report (See Appendix D on
pages 37-38)

GSAs will continue to implement this framework and can
activate an issue resolution process on an as-needed basis.
GSAs will use consistent language in the subbasins respective
Periodic Evaluations describing regional Interbasin
Coordination in the North Sacramento River Corridor.

Interbasin Coordination Framework 5-Year Implementation Update (Version: June 5, 2026)

GSAs through technical
consultants (SGM
implementation
funding)

e Possible future grant
funding through
Proposition 4

Timeline

e Near Term (By 2027)

e Long-term (through the
next Periodic Evaluation
in 2032)

Responsible Parties
e CBI (through 2026)
e  GSA representatives

Funding Source(s)

e Facilitation Support
Services (through 2026)

e In-kind website
administration (Butte

County)

e In-kind staff time and
venue use

Timeline

e Ongoing

Responsible Parties

e CBI (through 2026)

e GSA Coordination Group
meetings (see Pillar 1)

Funding Source(s)

e Facilitation Support
Services (through 2026)
e In-kind staff time

Interbasin Coordination Five Pillars Scope of Activities Implementation Deliverables

GSA Directory with
points of contacts

for each subbasin
General Factsheet
Public webinar
recording and slide
deck (January 28,
2026)



https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/17532/NSRC-IBC-GSA-Reps-Roster-1232026?bidId=
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/16840/North-Sacramento-Valley-Interbasin-Coordination-Fact-Sheet
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7l3NgQ5XbFQ
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/17567/Northern-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Interbasin-Coordination-Webinar-Slides-January-28-2026
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/17567/Northern-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Interbasin-Coordination-Webinar-Slides-January-28-2026
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/5476/Northern-Sacramento-Valley-Inter-Basin-Coordination-Report---Final-PDF
https://www.buttecounty.net/DocumentCenter/View/5476/Northern-Sacramento-Valley-Inter-Basin-Coordination-Report---Final-PDF

NORTH SACRAMENTO RIVER CORRIDOR INTERBASIN COORDINATION

Antelope | Butte | Colusa | Corning | Los Molinos | Red Bluff | Vina

Working Together on Interconnected Surface Waters

A State Requirement and a Regional Opportunity Z 7 7 7
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California's Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA\) requires local agencies to understand how

groundwater pumping affects nearby rivers and streams Subbasim },., @@@ Mollnérs e s (|
i [ 7, s )
— a relationship known as Interconnected Surface Waters, @mlb I# a5 o

or ISW. In its first review of local Groundwater
Sustainability Plans, the Department of Water Resources
issued every subbasin in the North Sacramento River
Corridor a Recommended Corrective Action for ISW --

one of the six SGMA sustainability indicators each

Willows

subbasin must manage. Addressing this requirement is
Colllu'sTamms
- Bubbasim

essential for maintaining SGMA compliance and keeping

Sacramento Rive,

groundwater management under local control.

Why a Regional Approach? -2 oo 8 ey Sigiprcounty

H . .. . : ‘ s Yuba City , arysville

In this valley, hydrological connectivity is the rule, not the | £E5i Yuba County
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exception. The Sacramento River runs through the JLaked
County’
corridor and forms subbasin boundaries, while tributaries |~

like Butte Creek cross multiple subbasins.

Groundwater and surface water interact throughout the region, and the effects of pumping on streamflow
do not stop at subbasin lines. Understanding those effects (and demonstrating that management in one
subbasin does not adversely affect neighboring subbasins, as SGMA requires), demands a regional approach.

Regional Tools for a Robust Understanding

The Need for a Regional Approach

A shared regional groundwater-surface water model is the
most effective path forward, but getting there requires
work. Existing local models have limitations for regional
ISW analysis, and existing regional tools need refinement.
Targeted data collection is needed to fill gaps and build
confidence in model results. If each subbasin pursued this
independently, the cost would be higher and the methods
would likely be incompatible — making cross-boundary

Water can cross

T T — analysis harder, not easier. Coordinating with DWR reduces

Addressing
technical data gaps

costs to individual subbasins and produces tools that are
commonly accessible across the region.

https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba
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Value in Working Together

Better information Lower cost Local authority stays local

A shared regional model gives each Collaborative data collection and This joint effort does not take away
subbasin more reliable, consistent modeling costs far less than seven any GSA's local authority. It provides
data for ISW evaluations, boundary subbasins duplicating the same shared information to inform each
flow analyses, and cross-boundary work independently. GSA's decisions — every agency sets its
impact assessments. own sustainability criteria.

What Is Being Proposed?

] o ) STEP 1: REGIONAL DATA COLLECTION
The local water managers are exploring a joint technical work Gathering field data on "Multi-basin Streams’ to understand

plan to collect data, refine regional models, and develop D TIPSl SO S e
consistent information each agency can use to meet its state-
required obligations. The effort is built around three
interrelated steps:

1) Regional Data Collection: Field teams will collect
measurements along the Sacramento River, Feather River,

Butte Creek, and other shared streams to improve

understanding of how water moves between rivers and STEP 2: REFINED REGIONAL MODELING |
. . Improving existing DWR models to simulate how pumpmg
underground aquifers across the region. changes affect regional stream depletion

2) Refined Regional Modeling: Using that data, technical
teams will work with DWR to improve an existing regional

model so they can better simulate how groundwater

pumping affects streamflow across subbasin boundaries.

3) Local Policy Support: Drawing on the modeling
results, a regional guidance document will provide

each agency with options and examples to define its STEP 3: LOCAL POLICY SUPPORT ]
X . . Providing consistent scientific information to help local
own sustainability standards — while each agency agencies define their own sustainability criteria.

retains full authority over its own decisions.

Where Things Stand

An ISW work plan describing these three steps in greater detail 5

is in draft form and under review by local water managers. It ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ
has not been formally adopted, and funding has not yet been SUSTA,NAB,L,TY. CRITERA |=
secured.

Getting Involved. Local GSA boards will decide whether to move forward with this approach. If they do, this work is
expected to support each subbasin’s compliance obligations in 2027 and beyond. Your voice matters in that process.

This effort advances Pillar 3 of the Northern Sacramento Valley Interbasin Coordination Framework —
Coordination on Mutually Beneficial Activities — the regional structure that guides collaboration among the seven
NSRC subbasins since 2022. Visit the website to learn more.

https://www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba
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( Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency

- Agenda Transmittal

Subject: Introduction to the Groundwater Level Strawman Proposal including discussion of the proposed 2027
Representative Monitoring Site (RMS) Network and recent analysis of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
(GDE) in the Vina Subbasin

Contact: Christina Buck Phone: (530) 552-3593 Meeting Date: June 24, 2026 Agenda ltem: 7

Staff will present an overview of the recently released Groundwater Level Sustainability Indicator strawman
proposal (an initial draft created to jump-start discussion serving as a starting point for collaborate refinement).
The presentation will also include relevant context including recent and historical groundwater level conditions,
evaluation of the groundwater monitoring network, and recent analysis contributing to characterization of
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems in the Vina Subbasin. SHAC is asked to discuss and provide feedback on
the monitoring network aspects of the strawman proposal. More in-depth discussion and input on Minimum
Thresholds and Sustainable Management Criteria will occur in July. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte
County Water and Resource Conservation)

Requested Action: Discussion and direction regarding changes to the Groundwater Level RMS network

Attachments:
1. Staff Memo with attached Groundwater Level Sustainability Indicator Strawman Proposal

Relevant Links:
https://www.vinagsa.org/gsp-periodic-evaluation-plan-amendments
https://www.vinagsa.org/periodic-evaluation-supporting-documents
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MEMORANDUM

To: All Stakeholders

From: Christina Buck, Assistant Director, Butte County Department of Water and Resource
Conservation [providing technical staff support to the Vina GSA]

Date: June 18, 2026

Subject: Consideration of a Strawman Proposal: Approach to Addressing the
Groundwater Level Sustainability Indicator in the Periodic Evaluation in E

8)
e
Response to DWR Recommended Corrective Actions n

Background

The Vina Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was adopted in December 2021 by the Vina
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA and
subsequently reviewed and approved by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
in July 2023. DWR approved the GSP and found that the plan substantially complied with
SGMA and the GSP Regulations, while also identifying Recommended Corrective Actions
(RCAs) to be considered by the GSAs for the first Periodic Evaluation or addressed through
amendments to the GSP. The first Periodic Evaluation is due in January 2027.

This memo and the attached strawman proposal are provided to support stakeholder discussion
regarding how the GSAs could address 1) DWR’s RCAs related to chronic lowering of
groundwater levels, and 2) incorporate new information developed to address data gaps as
described in the 2022 GSP. A “strawman” proposal is an initial draft created to jump-start
discussion and identify potential weaknesses or areas for improvement, serving as a starting
point for collaborative refinement. Staff is using this approach with the different topics of the
RCAs and it is intended to provide a reasonable starting point with supporting information to
give the Boards and stakeholders enough information and detail to be able to weigh various
options and provide recommended direction. Viewpoints in the subbasin regarding the
groundwater level sustainability indicator vary widely from strongly held opinions that the 2022
GSP minimum thresholds (MTs) are too low and would result in unacceptable impacts to
domestic well users and the environment (such as deeply rooted Valley Oaks) while other
equally strongly held opinions recognize the MTs as an element of an adopted and approved
GSP with no DWR requirement for change. Given these widespread perspectives, the
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strawman proposal provides details around the potential development of a middle of the road
option between no change and a comprehensive MT revision.

There are essentially two key choices for the GSA Boards to consider:

1. Whether or not to revise the RMS monitoring network. This directly influences the
assessment of impacts on beneficial users, as requested in the RCA. Consideration of
revising the monitoring network is driven by 1) Replacement of at least two RMS wells in
the Vina South Management Area (due to frequent questionable measurements and/or
location outside of the subbasin) and, 2) Improved representativeness of the network
based on new information available since the adoption of the 2022 GSP.

2. Whether or not to make changes to the SMC (MT etc.). This goes beyond the scope of
the RCA, but the GSA may want to consider some changes in light of the new data and
information available and due to some stakeholder expressed concerns regarding impacts
to domestic wells and groundwater dependent ecosystems. In addition, there are inter-
subbasin differences in MT levels between Vina and neighboring subbasins near subbasin
boundaries.

Purpose of this Memo

The purpose of this memo is to solicit input on a strawman proposal for addressing groundwater
level RCAs in the 2027 Periodic Evaluation and any possible associated GSP amendments.
Board direction from the Joint GSA Board meeting on December 10, 2025, requested staff to
bring back more information regarding potential changes to the Groundwater Level network.
The strawman proposal makes strategic updates to the groundwater level Representative
Monitoring Site (RMS) network, assigns Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) (including
MTs and Measurable Objectives) to any new RMS wells by utilizing the 2022 GSP
methodology, documents the resulting potential impacts to beneficial uses and users, and
introduces a local management level approach for consideration of groundwater dependent
ecosystem (GDE)-areas.

The proposed approach is intended to acknowledge the 2022 GSP as an adopted and DWR-
approved plan, while also acknowledging required 5-Year Periodic Evaluations and DWR’s
continuing oversight role and possible needs for adaptive management. The RCAs provide an
opportunity to use new information developed since GSP adoption to improve documentation,
refine the monitoring network, and clarify how groundwater level SMC relate to domestic wells,
environmental users, and public water systems.

Why are we reconsidering aspects of the

Groundwater Level Sustainability Indicator?

The 2022 GSP was adopted after a significant public process and was
approved by DWR. DWR’s approval also included RCAs providing direction to provide sufficient
information regarding the “potential impacts to various beneficial uses and users of groundwater
related to the chronic lowering of groundwater level minimum thresholds”. Since GSP adoption,
the GSAs have developed new information (funded by the SGM Grant program) to help better
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understand beneficial users in the subbasin, including an updated domestic well inventory,
additional analysis of existing monitoring wells, and technical work related to groundwater
dependent ecosystems. This information is being developed in response to DWR’s request for
further documentation and to address data gaps described in the 2022 GSP, and to document
that currently the subbasin is avoiding undesirable results. The Periodic Evaluation is the time to
assess whether new information and responsiveness to DWR’s RCAs warrant any changes to
the groundwater level monitoring network or SMC or whether documentation of these topics is
sufficient.

Why consider a change to the Groundwater Level RMS network?

Representative Monitoring Site (RMS) wells are the specific wells used to measure groundwater
levels against the GSP’s Sustainable Management Criteria, including MTs, Measurable
Objectives (MOs), and Interim Milestones (IMs) for the Groundwater Level Sustainability
Indicator. In plain terms, these are the wells used to answer the question: Are groundwater
levels staying within the range the GSP says is acceptable and reflective of sustainable
groundwater management? Because RMS wells determine regulatory and compliance
significance, they need to be reliable, representative, and useful for evaluating conditions that
matter to beneficial users. Since adoption of the GSP, three of the RMS wells have been
identified as regularly having questionable measurements or missing data (23NO1W10EQ001M,
20NO2E09L001M, 21NO1E21C001M) and one of the wells is located just outside of the
southern subbasin boundary (20NO1E10C002M). Removing these wells from the

GWL RMS network would lead to the need to supplement the network with additional wells to fill
the gaps. Butte County staff, providing technical support to the GSA, conducted a monitoring
network evaluation to identify additional existing wells that may provide improved spatial
coverage and better alignment with domestic well depths.

It is not the intent to update the RMS network simply to make the network larger. Rather, the
purpose is to make the network more representative and more reflective of conditions in relation
to beneficial users. Expanding the network is also responsive to stakeholder feedback received
in Fall 2025, where all groups expressed interest in transparency around RMS selection;
domestic well and environmental stakeholders emphasized protectiveness, while agricultural
stakeholders emphasized data-driven decision-making and flexibility. See Attachment B for
more detailed summary of stakeholder feedback regarding the groundwater level sustainability
indicator.

Relevant Context

Groundwater levels are a central SGMA sustainability indicator and are also used to understand
several other sustainability indicators, including reduction of groundwater storage and linkages
of land subsidence to groundwater level change. The 2022 GSP focused Groundwater Level
SMC on protecting domestic well reliability and managing long-term groundwater level declines
through implementation of projects and management actions. While DWR approved the GSP,
as previously referenced, they also identified groundwater level issues that should be addressed
and evaluated in the first Periodic Evaluation.
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The 2022 GSP identified 17 groundwater level RMS wells across the Vina North, Vina Chico,
and Vina South Management Areas. These RMS wells have been assigned Groundwater Level
sustainability indicator MTs, MOs, and IMs. The 2022 GSP approach used domestic well
reliability as a key basis for Groundwater Level MTs and generally set MTs by using a graphing
method setting MTs in relation to domestic well depths within a representative area (RMS

polygon).

Since adoption of the GSP, additional review has identified several RMS wells that may warrant
removal or replacement due to questionable measurements, missing data, or boundary location.
At the same time, Butte County has a robust broad network of groundwater level monitoring
wells within the Vina Subbasin that can be evaluated for possible inclusion of wells with
historical data as additional or replacement RMS wells.

DWR approved the Vina Subbasin GSP in July 2023 and identified RCAs to be considered as
part of the first Periodic Evaluation.

Provided below is Recommended Corrective Action 3, as stated in the Determination Letter:

Provide sufficient information regarding criteria used to identify significant and unreasonable
conditions, undesirable results, and the potential impacts to various beneficial uses and users of
groundwater related to the chronic lowering of groundwater level minimum thresholds. The
GSAs should address the following items:

a. Revise the definition of undesirable results and language pertaining to significant and
unreasonable lowering of groundwater level to remove the non-dry year condition or
discuss how extractions and recharge will be managed as necessary to ensure that
reductions in groundwater levels or storage during dry years are offset by increases in
groundwater levels or storage during other years within the sustainable management
criteria for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels.

b. Provide information on impacts to domestic wells during projected conditions where
minimum thresholds are exceeded but undesirable results do not occur and also quantify
domestic wells that will be impacted by the proposed minimum threshold. Furthermore,
the GSAs should evaluate the impacts of proposed minimum thresholds on other
beneficial uses and users, such as public and small water systems and environmental
users and users.

c. Evaluate how the proposed minimum thresholds for the chronic lowering of groundwater
levels may impact other sustainability indicators (e.g., groundwater storage, depletion of
interconnected surface water, etc.).

Since adoption of the 2022 GSP, the GSAs, Butte County staff, and consultant teams have
developed new information directly relevant to groundwater levels and beneficial uses and users
within the scope of the Data Gap Identification and Data Improvement Project funded through
the SGM Grant program awarded to the Vina GSA in 2024. New relevant information includes
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the following technical memos and reports (available at https://www.vinagsa.org/periodic-
evaluation-supporting-documents):
¢ Groundwater level monitoring network evaluation. Butte County staff, providing technical
support to the GSA, evaluated the existing monitoring network based on access reliability,
measurement history and data quality, well construction, alignment with local domestic well
depths, domestic well density, and geographic distribution. This evaluation identified wells
that appear suitable for RMS designation, wells that could be considered, and wells that
should not be used as RMS.
- Periodic Evaluation Supporting Documents — Butte County Evaluation
o Domestic well survey and risk assessment. Larry Walker Associates (LWA) refined the
domestic well inventory used during development of the 2022 GSP using the Online System
for Well Completion Reports (OSWCR) and manual review of location information. Using
this information, LWA then estimated domestic wells at risk at existing MTs.
- Periodic Evaluation Supporting Documents — Domestic Well Survey & Risk Assessment
o GDE technical study. Environmental Science Associates (ESA), a subconsultant on the
LWA team, conducted a technical study to refine the GSP’s evaluation and understanding of
likely groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) within the Subbasin using depth-to-
groundwater and rooting depth thresholds.
- Periodic Evaluation Supporting Documents — GDE Technical Study
¢ Shallow groundwater network evaluation. Several efforts have developed and utilized
shallow groundwater data, stream gages, AEM information, model results, and other lines of
evidence related to understanding regional shallow groundwater conditions relevant to
GDEs and interconnected surface water.
- Periodic Evaluation Supporting Documents — Monitoring Network Assessment using
AEM Data
- Periodic Evaluation Supporting Documents — LWA TM Groundwater Monitoring Network
Enhancements
¢ Inter-basin coordination and neighboring subbasin comparisons. Regional
coordination and the Joint GSP Evaluation Tech Memo provide context for how neighboring
subbasins have approached monitoring networks, SMC, and MTs.
- Periodic Evaluation Supporting Documents — Joint Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Evaluation (Sacramento River Corridor)
- North Sacramento River Corridor Inter-Basin Coordination | Butte County, CA

As a middle-of-the-road option between maintaining the existing MT framework without change
and undertaking a comprehensive revision to MTs, staff is introducing the concept of Local
Management Levels (LMLs) for discussion. The concept is informed, in part, by the approach
used in the Yuba Subbasins’ Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), but the description below
is provided as an example of how this other basin has defined and used LMLs, not as a direct
proposed methodology for the Vina Subbasin (for application to Vina, see the strawman in
Attachment A).

In the Yuba Subbasins GSP, Local Management Levels are locally defined, non-regulatory
management triggers that are separate from, and generally set above, the Sustainable
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Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) MT. Yuba characterized LMLs as the lowest
groundwater levels that are locally preferred for management purposes, while recognizing that
groundwater levels below an LML may not necessarily constitute significant and unreasonable
conditions under SGMA. In other words, the LML does not define an undesirable result; instead,
it serves as an earlier warning point intended to prompt evaluation and adaptive management
before groundwater levels decline to the regulatory MT.

Yuba’s LML approach appears to have been motivated primarily by local groundwater
management considerations, including the desire to provide an early management trigger in a
conjunctively managed basin and to account for shallow domestic well vulnerability. If
groundwater levels approach or fall below an LML, the Yuba GSP does not require a fixed
automatic response. Instead, it establishes a response framework in which the condition is
flagged, the cause is investigated, the advisory committee is consulted, and the GSAs
determine appropriate follow-up actions. These actions may include increased monitoring,
coordination with local agencies or water managers, additional study, alternate water supplies,
recharge, or localized management changes.

For the Vina Subbasin strawman, staff is introducing the LML concept as a possible way to
more clearly define adaptive management under different observed groundwater level
conditions, particularly in areas where stakeholders have raised concerns regarding
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs). Under this concept, LMLs could provide a local
warning trigger without requiring a comprehensive revision to the MTs. For example, in GDE-
sensitive areas, an LML could be set at a defined level below the MO, such as 10-20 feet below
the MO, recognizing that the MO represents the groundwater level condition the GSAs are
seeking to maintain over time. Reaching the LML in these areas would not define an
undesirable result, but it would trigger investigation, monitoring, evaluation, and consideration of
appropriate adaptive management actions already in the GSP and as directed by the GSA
Boards. It should be noted this would be added as a precautionary adaptive management step,
not in response to an observed problem in the subbasin. Current groundwater conditions are
above historical lows throughout the subbasin and groundwater level trends in several very
shallow wells with historical data show relatively stable conditions over the past 15 or more
years.



Matrix of Options and Considerations — Groundwater Level

Sustainability Indicator
The GSAs may consider a range of potential approaches for addressing Groundwater Level
Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs) in the Periodic Evaluation. The strawman proposal is
a middle of the road option, one of a potential range of options that fall between a “limited
change approach” that leaves the monitoring network and Sustainable Management Criteria
(SMC) unchanged and a “comprehensive change approach” that broadly revises MTs. The table
below is intended to frame the policy and technical tradeoffs for discussion and incorporates

both key policy decisions:

2. Whether or not to make changes to the SMC (MT etc.).

Table 1. Matrix of Options and Considerations

What it would do

1. Whether or not to revise the RMS monitoring network, and

Approach Option
No Monitoring
Network or SMC
Change (“Option 3”
on December 10,

Retain the 2022 GSP
groundwater level RMS
network and SMC with limited
narrative updates; document

Advantages

Maintains the 2022 GSP
approach and avoids
reopening technical and
policy decisions. Lowest

Key Considerations

May not adequately address DWR
RCA 3. Does not resolve Butte
County staff analysis that some
2022 GSP RMS wells have data

2025 Board new information and continue near-term effort. quality concerns (specifically, wells
agenda). monitoring. Quantify/describe with numerous questionable
impacts to domestic wells, and measurements), are located outside
other beneficial uses/users of the subbasin, or have limitations
including small water systems. in how accurately the well
Explain how the current represents conditions in the
network is limited in polygon. This Option may be
representing groundwater viewed as insufficient by DWR.
conditions relative to GDEs Does not take into consideration
(includes only two shallow stakeholders’ input and concerns
wells). about potential impacts to domestic
wells and GDEs.
Targeted Make strategic RMS network Establishes more Approach does take into
Refinement updates; assign MTs and MOs | representative wells and consideration some stakeholders’
Approach to new RMS wells using the polygons. Addresses key | concerns regarding potential
(Strawman 2022 GSP comparable components of DWR RCA | impacts to domestic wells and
Proposal, see methodology; quantify 3 while maintaining GDEs by identifying triggers for
Attachment A) domestic well impacts by continuity with the adopted | further evaluation, although some

proposed RMS polygon; adjust
impact analysis by explicitly
adjusting for ground surface
elevation changes across a
polygon; and establish a ‘Local
Management Level’ in GDE-
sensitive areas to trigger
additional evaluation and
adaptive management.

GSP. Provides a concrete
response to GDE
concerns without revisiting
basin-wide MTs. Creates
an early-warning
management tool tied to
the MO. LML could be
defined and clarified to
remove the threat of it
being a new regulatory
hook.

stakeholders may maintain that this
option doesn’t go far enough in
protecting domestic wells and
GDEs. Other stakeholders may be
concerned that LMLs could become
de facto regulatory thresholds.
Could be documented in Periodic
Evaluation or the GSP could be
amended to reflect changes.




Approach Option
Expand the RMS
network and
change the
methodology of
setting MTs utilizing
approach of
neighboring
subbasins, which
effectively raises
MTs

(“Option 2~
previously
discussed
conceptually during
the Fall 2025
stakeholder
meetings)

What it would do

Make strategic RMS network
updates; Revise groundwater
level MTs to historical low
groundwater elevations minus
a 20- to 25-foot buffer, while
also updating the RMS
network to address concerns
regarding potential impacts to
domestic wells and potentially
GDEs. This is conceptually
similar to approaches adopted
in neighboring subbasin GSPs
(ex. Corning, Colusa, Butte
subbasin).

Advantages

Provides a more protective
threshold than the 2022
GSP approach and may
better address concerns
from domestic well and
environmental
stakeholders. More
reproducible MT method
because it is tied to
observed historical low
conditions with a defined
buffer.

Helps address differences
between adjacent
subbasin MTs and
alleviates concerns that
management of one basin
does not impact another.

Key Considerations

GSP amendment would be needed.
Would represent a significant policy
shift from the 2022 GSP and
requires amending the GSP. May
require substantial technical
updates of analyses, descriptions,
hydrographs, and technical
appendices in the GSP as well as
other current potential amendments
being considered.

Substantially addresses the RCA,
but it goes well beyond the
requirements of the RCA by
changing management approach of
the subbasin.

Would be opposed by stakeholders
who believe the adopted GSP
remains appropriate.

Requested Input and Next Steps
This memo and strawman proposal are provided to prompt discussion, stakeholder input, and
Board consideration of the groundwater level approach for the Periodic Evaluation and any
associated GSP amendments. The strawman proposal approach includes actions to show clear
progress by updating the Groundwater Level RMS network, documenting beneficial user
impacts, clarifying representativeness and data gaps, and adding a ‘Local Management Level’
concept for GDE-sensitive areas, while maintaining continuity with the core 2022 GSP
groundwater level SMC approach.

Stakeholders may wish to consider the following questions as they review the strawman

proposal:

e Should Local Management Levels (LML) be used in GDE-sensitive areas, and are 10-20
feet below the MO the appropriate starting point for those local management triggers?

¢ What additional information, maps, or tables would help stakeholders and the Boards
evaluate the tradeoffs?

The Vina Stakeholder Advisory Committee and the Vina GSA and Rock Creek Reclamation
District GSA Boards will consider this topic as part of the 2027 Periodic Evaluation process at
upcoming meetings in June, July and August.

Comments and questions may be directed to cbuck@buttecounty.ca.gov.

Attachments

A. Groundwater Level Strawman Proposal
B. Stakeholder Feedback received during Fall 2025 Meetings




Attachment A

E@ Groundwater Level Strawman

N
I~

Proposal for Discussion

The following strawman proposal is intended to frame and support discussion and solicit
stakeholder input. A ‘strawman’ proposal is meant to kickstart discussion, identify weaknesses,
and generate additional ideas and this is one proposed approach for the 2027 Periodic
Evaluation and any associated GSP amendments. It is a starting point and is not written as final
GSP or Periodic Evaluation language. The details of this strawman proposal can be explored
using this linked dashboard:

Link: 2027 RMS Dashboard

A similar dashboard was originally created by the Agricultural Groundwater Users of Butte
County (AGUBC). The Dashboard has been revised and adapted by the Larry Walker
Associates team to reflect the strawman proposal described below. It is very useful for
exploring the data and visualizing the network and graphs of groundwater level data.

The strawman proposal is intended to respond to the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) Recommended Corrective Action (RCA) 3 while maintaining continuity with the adopted
and DWR-approved 2022 GSP and introducing additional consideration of groundwater
dependent ecosystems. It has the following main components:

» Change the Groundwater Level RMS network from 17 wells to 29 wells (keeping 11,
removing six, and adding 18) to make the network more representative of conditions
relative to beneficial users (domestic wells, and shallow groundwater relevant to
potential groundwater dependent ecosystems).

» Consistent with the 2022 GSP approach, assign representative areas to RMS wells
using three management areas (North, Chico, South).

» Carry forward adopted 2022 GSP Minimum Threshold (MT), Measurable Objective
(MO), and 2027 Interim Milestone (IM) values for RMS wells retained from the 2022
network.

* Assign MT, MO, and 2027 IM values to new RMS wells using a method developed to
align the resulting values with the general range and intent of the SMC levels
established in the 2022 GSP.

* Quantify domestic well sensitivity at the MT by polygon, management area, and
Subbasin total, including results with and without a ground-surface-elevation adjustment.

* Introduce the concept of developing a Local Management Level (LML) of 10-20 feet
below the existing MO in Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem (GDE) sensitive areas as
local adaptive management trigger to create the option of developing early actions the
GSAs may take if conditions reach the LML before an exceedance of the MT.

The proposed 2027 Groundwater Level RMS network would change the Groundwater Level
RMS network from 17 wells to 29 RMS well across representative polygons defined in the Vina
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North and Vina South Management Areas. This would retain 11 wells from the 2022 network,
remove six wells, and add 18. Consistent with the 2022 GSP approach, the proposed strawman
would use a polygon approach within Vina Subbasin Management Areas. Under this method,
the Vina North Management Area includes 13 RMS (and associated polygons), the Vina Chico
Management Area is one integrated management area polygon with four California Water
Service-Chico (Cal Water) wells serving as the RMS (consistent with the 2022 GSP), and the
Vina South Management Area includes 12 RMS (and associated polygons).

The single polygon approach in the Vina Chico management area recognizes that Chico is
served by a municipal water supplier, Cal Water, and can be represented as one area. This is
consistent with the approach taken in the 2022 GSP.

Table 1 summarizes proposed 2027 RMS wells and representative polygons in each

management area. Table 2 (at the end of the document) lists the specific RMS wells and their
characteristics (well name, location, well depth, screening intervals).

Table 1. Summary of Proposed 2027 groundwater level RMS network

Management | RMS RMS Well | Notes
area / network | polygons | Count
North 13 13 Includes three RMS wells physically located in

Chico but assigned to the North network; their
representative polygons are clipped to the North.
Chico 1 4 Four Cal Water wells (same as in 2022 GSP), with
removal of well 28J003 (due to age of well which
shows evidence of actively caving in).
Management area treated as a whole (no

polygons)

South 12 12 Twelve RMS wells in the South Management Area
for SMC evaluation.

Subbasin total | 26 29 Method for strawman SMC and domestic-well

impact tables.

The SMC are assigned to the proposed 2027 RMS network using two approaches. First, for
RMS wells retained from the 2022 GSP, the adopted 2022 GSP MT, MO, and 2027 IM values
are carried forward unchanged. Second, for wells that are new to the RMS network, SMC are
calculated using a method developed to maintain consistency with the adopted 2022 GSP SMC
framework. This method was developed to assign MT, MO, and 2027 IM values that are
generally comparable to the range, spacing, and groundwater-level relationships reflected in the
adopted 2022 GSP SMC.

Under this comparability method, the average spring groundwater level (ASGWL) is calculated
for each well as the mean of groundwater elevation measurements in February, March, and
April, excluding questionable measurements, across the available DWR record. For each
management area, the average offset between the ASGWL and the adopted 2022 GSP MT,
MO, and 2027 IM values is calculated using retained 2022 RMS benchmark wells. These
management-area offsets are then applied to each new 2027 RMS well based on its assigned
representative area within the RMS network, such as the north or south area, rather than solely
on the well’s physical location. This approach is intended to provide internally consistent SMC
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values for newly added RMS wells while maintaining continuity with the adopted 2022 GSP
framework.

Table 3 lists the proposed MT, MO and IM for each RMS well based on the methodology
described above.

DWR RCA 3 asks the GSAs to “quantify domestic wells that will be impacted by the proposed
minimum threshold...and evaluate impacts of proposed minimum thresholds on other beneficial
uses and users, such as public and small water systems and environmental uses and users.”
The following updates will be made to the domestic well impact assessment using the proposed
2027 RMS network. Results are presented by RMS polygon, by Management Area, and as a
Subbasin total.

The domestic well count is strictly presented as a sensitivity analysis at a hypothetical at-MT
condition the basin has never reached and not as a forecast of future dry wells. Groundwater
conditions are currently on average about 71 feet above MT levels (according to the 2025
Annual Report). The analysis estimates how many domestic wells would have well-bottom
elevations above the applicable MT under the hypothetical at-MT condition if groundwater levels
were at the MT level in each polygon. Given all other SMC criteria (established MOs and IMs), it
should be noted that it is not the intent of the GSAs to manage groundwater levels to MT
conditions. On the contrary, the GSAs will manage groundwater levels to the MOs, which are
well above the MTs. It should also be noted that groundwater levels do not decline uniformly
across the basin (as the analysis suggests), and thus most wells identified in the sensitivity
analysis would not necessarily require mitigation.

Table 4 shows domestic well counts with and without a ground-surface-elevation adjustment.
Without the adjustment, a domestic well is counted if its well-bottom elevation is above the
applicable polygon Minimum Threshold (MT). With the adjustment, wells located at a higher
ground surface elevation than the Representative Monitoring Site (RMS) well are evaluated
using an adjusted MT that accounts for that elevation difference; wells located lower than the
RMS well are not adjusted downward.

This approach helps account for higher-elevation areas, including the eastern edge and foothill-
transition areas, where a lower-elevation RMS well may not fully represent local conditions.
Table 4 summarizes results by RMS polygon, management area, and Subbasin total. Figure 1
shows the proposed 2027 RMS polygons, domestic well counts, and wells above the MT using
the elevation-adjusted method.

The DWR RCA also states that the PE should describe how groundwater level SMC relate to
public water systems and small water systems. Where possible, small water systems will be
identified, mapped and compared to MTs to assess impacts. This information will be included in
the Periodic Evaluation.

The GDE Technical Study provides a new foundation for considering environmental users than
was available during development of the 2022 GSP. The study identified likely GDEs under
typical spring conditions, documented that likely GDEs are concentrated in the northwestern
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portion of the Subbasin, and found that groundwater connectivity throughout the Subbasin
varies significantly by season and drought condition. It is worth noting that some stakeholders
have called into question several aspects of the study’s conclusions, specifically expressing
concern with the magnitude of reduction and spatial distribution of reclassified GDES that
exclude GDE sites and species. Other stakeholder comments expressed concern that the study
was overly inclusive and inflated potential impacts to GDEs.

All parties agree uncertainty remains in characterizing the dependency of deep-rooted
vegetation (such as Valley Oaks) on regional groundwater. The varied stakeholder response to
this uncertainty ranges from a precautionary approach to a “monitor, investigate and adapt”
approach. In the Vina subbasin, the risk to vegetative health of groundwater level declines in
identified shallow monitoring wells is not well understood or established. This is due to
historically limited shallow groundwater data, but also the lack of baseline vegetation health
data. Questions remain regarding how dependent unirrigated, deep-rooted trees in the Chico
urban forest are on shallow groundwater; to the extent they are dependent on shallow
groundwater, a key question relevant to the GSAs is to what extent does groundwater pumping
driven changes in water levels in the principal aquifer have the potential to impact them verses
more localized conditions such as shallow perched water or nearby recharge from creeks or
local drainages and changes in water availability driven by drought. There is not sufficient
information/data to tease apart causation of vegetation stress due to drought impacts that
reduce precipitation derived available soil moisture (an undeniably important source of water for
unirrigated vegetation) and declines in groundwater levels that also occur during dry years.
Management of groundwater needs to consider these complicating factors, and fortunately in
the Vina subbasin management is not responding to observed negative impacts to
unirrigated/native vegetation, but is seeking to put appropriate monitoring in place so that if
observed conditions change driven by future pumping and/or hydrologic conditions, these
relationships are better understood and appropriate adaptive management activities can occur.

Therefore, in areas identified by the GDE Technical Study as likely GDE areas or areas where
shallow groundwater conditions may be important to GDE health, the GSAs could establish a
non-regulatory Local Management Level (LML). GDE-sensitive areas where additional local
management attention may be warranted are identified particularly along the Sacramento River
corridor and in the City of Chico area where appropriate. The LML concept would remain a non-
regulatory management overlay rather than a MT or undesirable result criterion. The LML would
be set at 10-20 feet below the applicable MO for the relevant RMS well. This is intended to
formalize the concept that the Subbasin is intended to be managed toward MOs, not allowed to
decline to MTs before management action occurs. The MTs for the five selected RMS wells
range from 61 feet to 67 feet below the MOs (9E001, 27L001, 36P001, 20K001, and 32E001).

Five 2027 RMS sites identified as representing regional shallow groundwater conditions and
that are located in GDE-sensitive areas are identified on Figure 2. These are the RMS wells
that would have identified LMLs since they are appropriate for comparing groundwater
conditions to groundwater dependent ecosystem characteristics. It is important to note that
other groundwater level RMS wells do not necessarily represent shallow groundwater conditions
supporting GDEs and therefore comparing their MTs or observed groundwater levels to rooting
depths of GDEs is not applicable.

If groundwater levels reach or fall below an LML in a GDE-sensitive area, the GSAs would

investigate/evaluate local conditions. Potential actions may include:

e Conducting additional GDE field monitoring, including evaluation of vegetation condition, canopy
health, species composition, regeneration, invasive species, and other indicators of ecological
condition;
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e Evaluating shallow groundwater conditions and available NDVI or other remote-sensing
information to determine whether observed changes appear related to groundwater levels,
surface water conditions, applied water, land use change, drought, pests, invasive species, or
other factors;

¢ Increasing the frequency of shallow groundwater monitoring in the area, where appropriate;

e More actively pursuing recharge projects in the area to support shallow groundwater conditions,
where feasible and consistent with water availability, landowner participation, permitting, and
funding;

e Evaluating temporary irrigation or other support for high-priority GDEs during drought, where
legally, practically, and financially feasible;

e Coordinating with resource agencies, neighboring subbasins, the City of Chico, landowners, and
other affected parties where GDEs, urban canopy, or surface water systems extend beyond a
single GSA management decision.

Figure 2 shows likely GDEs from the GDE Technical Study, RMS wells that are also identified as
wells representing shallow groundwater conditions, and proposed LML locations at five RMS
wells.

The 2022 GSP acknowledges and describes data gaps relevant to the GSAs’ management of
the subbasin and describes an adaptive management approach. The GSAs would continue to
adaptively manage the Subbasin and reconsider aspects of the GSP as needed as additional
monitoring data, stakeholder input, regional coordination, and DWR feedback become available.
This approach recognizes that the 2027 Periodic Evaluation is an important milestone, but not
the final opportunity to refine the GSP. Each 5 year periodic evaluation requires the GSAs to
self assess implementation considering current conditions and new information and is an
opportunity to respond and revisit plan elements, monitoring, and projects and management
actions as needed.
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Figure 1. Vina Groundwater Level Monitoring Network RMS wells showing RMS zones, with number of domestic wells with
depths above the MT (with ground surface elevation adjustment) and total domestic well count
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Table 2. Proposed 2027 RMS wells in Vina Subbasin.

Well Top Bottom
Depth Perforation Perforation
Index RMS Well Site Code Latitude Longitude (ft) (ftamsl) (ft amsl)
1 25C001M 23N02W25C001M | 398222N1220401W001 | North | 39.82220 | -122.0401 | 243
2 36P001M 23N01W36P001M | 397972N1219297W001 | North | 39.79720 | -121.9297 | 165
3 05M001M 22N01W05M001M | 397871N1220100W001 | North | 39.78711 | -122.0100 | 200
4 07H001M 23N01EO7HO01M | 398648N1219049W002 | North | 39.86482 | -121.9049 | 195 115 195
5 09E001IM 23N01W09EO01M | 398651N1219930W001 | North | 39.86510 | -121.9930 | 110
6 28M004M 23N01W28M004M | 398188N1219912W003 | North | 39.81877 | -121.9912 | 207 120 165
7 10M001M 23N01W10M001M | 398619N1219746W001 | North | 39.86194 | -121.9746 | 220 90 200
8 27L001M 23N01W27L001M | 398180N1219669W001 | North | 39.81800 | -121.9669 | 102 65 102
9 14R002M 23N01W14R002M | 398411N1219399W001 | North | 39.84105 | -121.9399 | 183
10 29P002M 23N01E29P002M | 398133N1218913W001 | North | 39.81332 | -121.8913 | 265
11 33A001M 23N01E33A001M | 398097N1218630W001 | North' | 39.80970 | -121.8631 | 506 53 506
12 20K001M 22N01E20K001M | 397445N1218905W001 | North' | 39.74450 | -121.8905 | 110
13 09B001M 22N01E09B001M | 397818N1218718W001 | North' | 39.78180 | -121.8718 | 156 84 156
14 CWSCHO01b 397284N1218374W001 | Chico | 39.72849 | -121.8375| >600
15 CWSCHO02 397284N1218374W002 | Chico | 39.72849 | -121.8375| >600
16 CWSCHO03 397284N1218374W003 | Chico | 39.72849 | -121.8375| >600
17 CWSCHO07 397284N1218374W004 | Chico | 39.72849 | -121.8375| <600
18 24C001M 20N02E24C001M | 395812N1217026W001 | South | 39.58120 | -121.7026 | 155 124 134
19 18C003M 21N02E18CO003M | 396820N1217970W003 | South | 39.68200 | -121.7970 | 240 130 200
20 26E006M 21NO2E26E006M | 396468N1217263W004 | South | 39.64680 | -121.7263 | 179 105 150
21 10B003M 21NO1E10BO03M | 396963N1218486W001 | South | 39.69630 | -121.8486 | 525 320 503
22 27D001M 21N01E27D001M | 396511N1218607W001 | South | 39.65110 | -121.8607 | 112
23 13L004M 21NO1E13L004M | 396735N1218144W003 | South | 39.67348 | -121.8144 | 353 240 340
24 25K001M 21NO1E25K001M | 396420N1218128W001 | South | 39.64200 | -121.8128 93
25 02HO003M 20NO01EO2HO03M | 396158N1218221W001 | South | 39.61576 | -121.8222 | 201 70 180
26 32E001M 21NO2E32E001M | 396339N1217845W001 | South | 39.63383 | -121.7845| 184 62 92
27 09G001M 20N02E0SGO01IM | 396154N1217391W001 | South | 39.61546 | -121.7391 | 202 130 180
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Well Top Bottom
Depth Perforation Perforation
Index RMS Well Site Code MA Latitude Longitude (ft) (ftamsl) (ft amsl)
28 32B001M 21NO3E32B001M | 396396N1216634W001 | South | 39.63958 | -121.6634 57 13 57
29 33L001M 20NO3E33L001M | 395435N1216466W001 | South | 39.54357 | -121.6467 | 101 13 101

1.

RMS well is located in Chico MA but is representative of a portion of North MA.

Table 3. 2027 RMS zones and Sustainable Mana

gement Criteria (SMC) (exp

lore on the Dashboard

MA Average
Average GWL-MT MA Average  MA Average
IM GWL Difference GWL-MO GWL-IM RMS Polygon

Index RMS Well MA MT MO 2027 Source? (ft amsl) (ft) Difference Difference Acreage

1 25C001M North 50 130 130 2022 GSP 5,850
2 36P001M North 45 108 110 2022 GSP 7,088
3 05M001M North 31 115 116 2022 GSP 7,541
4 07HO01M North 72 136 140 2022 GSP 8,272
5 09E001M North 68 | 135 | 136 | Comparable 159 91 24 22 5,311
6 28M004M | North 51| 118 | 120 | Comparable 142 91 24 22 3,359
7 10M001M North 71| 138 | 140 | Comparable 162 91 24 22 3,522
8 27L001M North 55| 121 | 123 | Comparable 146 91 24 22 3,166
9 14R002M North 66 | 132 | 134 | Comparable 157 91 24 22 3,975
10 29P002M North 61| 127 | 129 | Comparable 152 91 24 22 3,896
11 33A001M North? 72 125 128 2022 GSP 9,963
12 20K001M North? 48 | 115| 117 | Comparable 139 91 24 22 8,147
13 09B001M North? 46 | 113 | 115 | Comparable 137 91 24 22 1,966
14 CWSCHO01b | Chico 85 106 107

15 CWSCHO02 Ch!co 85 105 108 2022 GSP 29,718
16 CWSCHO03 | Chico 85 108 109

17 CWSCHO07 | Chico 85 95 97

18 24C001M South 18 77 81 2022 GSP 7,861
19 18C003M South 65 130 132 2022 GSP 5,244
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MA Average
Average GWL-MT MA Average  MA Average

IM GWL Difference GWL-MO GWL-IM RMS Polygon

Index RMS Well MA MT MO 2027 Source? (ft amsl) (ft) Difference Difference Acreage

20 26E006M° | South 36 95 97 | 2022 GSP? 11,480
21 10B003M South 10 64 67 | Comparable 102 92 30 28 6,650
22 27D001M | South 23 84 87 | Comparable 115 92 30 28 10,825
23 13L004M South 21 82 85 | Comparable 113 92 30 28 2,713
24 25K001M South 21 83 85 | Comparable 113 92 30 28 2,748
25 02HO003M South 11 73 75 | Comparable 103 92 30 28 5,200
26 32E001M South 30 91 93 | Comparable 122 92 30 28 4,534
27 09G001M South 25 87 89 | Comparable 117 92 30 28 6,521
28 32B001M South 133 | 195| 197 | Comparable 225 92 30 28 14,225
29 33L001M South 26 87 90 | Comparable 118 92 30 28 5,186

1. RMS well is located in Chico MA but is representative of a portion of North MA.

2. Wells with source ‘Comparable’ are calculated by (1) calculating average spring groundwater level, (2) calculating average difference
between 2022 RMS wells’ average spring groundwater levels and SMCs, and (3) taking the difference between calculations (1) and (2).

3. 2022 GSP had 26E005. 26E006 has been selected to be more representative, but the same 2022 GSP SMC are assigned.
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Table 4. Domestic well counts per RMS zone with well depths above the MT for elevation
adjusted and not adjusted

MT (ft Total . Domestic Well§ Domestic Wells :
Index  RMSWell MA el Domestic above IV!T (elevation ab<.Jve MT (no Difference
Wells adjusted) adjustment)
1| 25C001M North 50 6 0
2 | 36P001M North 45 53 5
3 | 05M001M North 31 1 0 0 0
4| 07HO01IM North 72 32 16 19 3
5| 09E001M North 68 12 6 6 0
6 [ 28M004M North 51 0
7 | 10M001M North 71 1
8 | 27L001M North 55 15 2 2 0
9 | 14R002M North 66 30 10 12 2
10 | 29P002M North 61 239 123 128 5
11 | 33A001M North? 72 88 22 56 34
12 | 20K001M North? 48 108 10 10 0
13 | 09B001M North? 46 11 1 2 1
14 [ CWSCHO1b | Chico
15 [ CWSCHO02 | Chico
16 [ CWSCHO03 | Chico 8 203 1 30 9
17 | CWSCHO07 | Chico
18 | 24C001M South 18 7 3 4 1
19 | 18C003M South 65 76 3
20 | 26E006M South 36 20 10 10 0
21| 10BO0O3M South 10 87 31 32 1
22 | 27D001M South 23 61 12 13 1
23 | 13L004M South 21 28 12 12 0
24 | 25K001M South 21 27 9 10 1
25 | 02HO03M South 11 15 6 6 0
26 | 32E001M South 30 110 51 53 2
27 | 09G001M South 25 2 1 1 0
28 | 32B001M South 133 0
29 | 33L001M South 26 2 0 2 2
Vina North Total 608 197 248 51
Chico Total 203 11 30 19
Vina South Total 442 141 152 11
Subbasin Total 1253 349 430 81
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Figure 2. Vina Groundwater Level RMS Monitoring Network showing RMS zones, wells identified as shallow RMS
wells, and RMS wells assigned an LML.



Hydrographs - 2027 RMS Network with 2022 GSP or Comparable MT
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Attachment B

Stakeholder Feedback received during Fall 2025 Meetings

Complete Meeting Summaries from the Fall 2025 stakeholder meetings are available in
the Vina GSA Board and Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA, December 10, 2025
packet materials. The staff memo summary is included below.

To: Vina GSA Board and Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA
From: Becky Fairbanks, GSA Project Manager

Date: December 10, 2025

Subject: GSP Periodic Evaluation Stakeholder Meetings Feedback

Purpose

This Staff Memo provides a summary of the four stakeholder meetings that were conducted this
Fall, including an overview of the content that was presented at those meetings, features of
stakeholder discussions, analysis of the similarities and differences in feedback that was
received across the groups, and requests direction on next steps.

Background

The Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA
voted to approve the Vina Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) in December 2021 and
submitted to the California Department of Water Resources in January 2022. The GSP was
approved by DWR in July 2023. As part of its review and approval, DWR provided six specific
Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs), including addressing data gaps. DWR communicated
an expectation that the GSA would work to address these items by the first required periodic
evaluation of the GSP. The Vina GSA also received funding through the Sustainable
Groundwater Management (SGM) Round 2 grant program to support this work, including
monitoring network improvements, domestic well data collection, and preparing the GSP Periodic
Evaluation and any Plan Amendments.

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), requires the Vina GSA complete the
periodic evaluation of the Vina GSP by January 2027. As part of this process, the Vina GSA
hosted a series of stakeholder meetings this Fall to gather preliminary feedback on potential
technical approaches for Groundwater Levels Sustainable Management Criteria and
Interconnected Surface Waters Sustainable Management Criteria.

Members of the Butte County Local Expert Group (LEG), and individuals and organizations
representing environmental users, domestic well owners, and agricultural groundwater users
were each invited to meet with GSA staff and technical consultants in small group venues on
October 14, October 27, and November 13, 2025. The purpose of these meetings was to:

(1) Provide informational updates on groundwater sustainability planning and management
activities, with a particular focus on the approach to groundwater level (GWL) and
interconnected surface water (ISW) sustainable management criteria (SMC) for the
upcoming GSP Periodic Evaluation, and

(2) Dedicate space to hear each individual stakeholder group’s input, thoughts, concerns,
and priorities on those topics.


https://www.vinagsa.org/vina-gsa-board-meetings?year=2025#docaccess-f8af34aed98b9d7c9396ca92654d53f1edac26ce2b67bf1fdec9c08eab4f1ae1
https://www.vinagsa.org/vina-gsa-board-meetings?year=2025#docaccess-f8af34aed98b9d7c9396ca92654d53f1edac26ce2b67bf1fdec9c08eab4f1ae1

Each of the four groups received the same informational presentation and were asked to weigh
in on the same questions, to inform and shape the GSAs’ approach to the GSP Periodic
Evaluation.

Summary of Stakeholder Meetings

Between October 14 and November 13, 2025, four stakeholder meetings were held to solicit
input on developing the Vina GSP Periodic Evaluation. Separate sessions were conducted with
the Local Expert Group, Environmental Groups, Domestic Well Users, and Agricultural Users to
share updates on GSP implementation, discuss key data updates, and gather input on
proposed refinements to Sustainable Management Criteria for groundwater levels and
interconnected surface waters.

The presentations provided an overview of the data gap analysis, DWR’s corrective actions, and
the ongoing efforts to update the domestic well inventory and refine the Representative
Monitoring Site (RMS) networks. Stakeholders were shown updated well maps and proposed
groundwater level and ISW monitoring networks, including options for recalculating Minimum
Thresholds (MTs) using new data. The discussion also covered the proposed process and
timeline for developing ISW and Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem (GDE) SMCs by 2026, as
well as the next steps toward incorporating feedback into the GSP Periodic Evaluation due in
2027. Attachment 1 contains the meeting materials provided to each group. An agenda and
meeting materials were sent in advance of the meeting.

Stakeholder Discussion Questions

The following questions were posed to each group:
e What reactions or questions do you have about the updated domestic well inventory and
proposed Groundwater Level RMS Network?
o What are your thoughts on the two options for setting the Minimum Thresholds (MTs)?
o Option 1: Recalculate using the updated domestic well inventory and RMS well
locations, or
o Option 2: Set based on historical minimum groundwater levels minus an agreed-
upon buffer.
o What are your reactions or suggestions regarding the development of a Domestic Well
Mitigation program as part of the Periodic Evaluation work?
e What reactions or questions do you have about the proposed ISW RMS Network?
e Do you have any recommended adjustments or additional considerations for the ISW
network?
o What are your thoughts on the proposed approach and timeline for developing ISW
SMCs?

Local Expert Group Meeting — October 14, 2025

The Local Expert Group (LEG) discussion differed from the other three meetings and focused
on technical refinements to the proposed monitoring networks and SMC methodologies,
including more discussion of initial model results. Members provided detailed feedback on how
to better represent domestic well conditions, integrate ISW and GDE considerations, and
improve the clarity and usability of model outputs for both technical audiences and the public.



Key points of discussion included the importance of selecting monitoring wells that reflect
conditions experienced by shallow domestic wells, evaluating the use of historical minimum
water levels with an added buffer to establish MTs, and determining the GSA’s potential role in
mitigating impacts to domestic wells. The group also emphasized improving visual tools and
communication materials to clearly depict stream connectivity, disconnection thresholds, and
groundwater—surface water interactions.

LEG Recommendations and Considerations:

o Ensure RMS wells selected for groundwater level monitoring are representative of

domestic well conditions.

Consider including multi-completion well 23N01W31M002M (600 ft) in the RMS network.

Consider using historical minimum groundwater levels plus a buffer when setting MTs.

Clarify the GSA’s approach and potential commitment to mitigating dry wells.

Include discussion of stream conditions and connectivity when presenting water balance

information.

Recognize that ISW/GDE monitoring may not capture effects on the urban canopy.

e Incorporate cross-section graphics to visually demonstrate where and when stream
disconnection occurs.

o Simplify model graphics—consider using “budgeted diagram” formats to improve clarity
and avoid overestimating conditions.

Environmental Stakeholder Meeting — October 27, 2025

The environmental stakeholders emphasized the importance of incorporating ecological
perspectives into the GSP updates, particularly in setting SMCs for groundwater levels and
ISWs. Participants urged the GSA to ensure that environmental thresholds—not just domestic
well data—inform MTs, emphasizing protection for valley oaks, blue oaks, and other
groundwater-dependent vegetation will also lead to protection of domestic wells.

Participants discussed gaps in The Nature Conservancy’s (TNC) GDE mapping, noting it
excludes urban forests and oak woodlands that rely on shallow groundwater. They encouraged
the GSA to coordinate with local data sources such as Cal FIRE, the Forest Health
Collaborative, and Butte County’s Habitat Conservation Plan to strengthen the environmental
dataset. Participants also expressed strong interest in combined stakeholder discussions and
broader public involvement, as well as enhanced collaboration with neighboring GSAs.

Environmental Group Recommendations and Considerations:

e Raise Minimum Thresholds to provide stronger protection for GDEs and ISWs.

e Use ecological indicators—such as valley oaks—as proxies when setting MTs and
developing SMCs.

o Evaluate rooting depths of groundwater-dependent vegetation (including urban forests)
to establish environmentally protective thresholds.

e Expand or refine GDE mapping to include valley oak woodlands and urban canopy
areas not captured by current TNC datasets.

o Consider using valley oak trees or other keystone species as biological monitoring
points.

e Increase opportunities for integrated public and stakeholder meetings rather than holding
isolated group discussions.



e Continue communication and transparency in responding to prior environmental
comment letters and technical input.

Domestic Well Users Meeting — October 27, 2025

The discussion with domestic well users centered on how groundwater level management and
MT methodologies directly affect residential well reliability. Participants expressed strong
concern that 2022 GSP MTs are too low to protect domestic wells and groundwater-dependent
vegetation. There was consensus that wells should be protected from going dry and that the
GSA should develop a mitigation program and more proactive communication with at-risk well
owners.

Participants also asked for greater transparency in how the RMS network is established and
how wells are classified by depth. Many favored using historical minimums (rather than the 2022
GSP inflection-point graphing method) to set MTs, paired with triggers or action levels to prompt
early response before undesirable results occur. Funding and equity concerns were
emphasized, with several participants calling for a financial mechanism to support well
deepening or replacement similar to agricultural assistance programs.

Domestic Well User Recommendations and Considerations:

o Raise MTs to better protect shallow domestic wells and avoid any wells going dry.

e Favor setting MTs using historical minimum levels rather than approaches that allow
levels to drop below historic lows.

e Include triggers or early-warning levels to prompt GSA action before MTs are reached.

e Increase the number of shallow wells included in the RMS network; consider recruiting
more volunteer wells for monitoring.

o Notify domestic well owners in areas where groundwater levels approach MTs.

o Establish a domestic well mitigation program to assist with repair, deepening, or
replacement when wells are impacted.

e Coordinate with Environmental Health on upcoming ordinance updates that may affect
well replacement setbacks.

¢ Recognize the disproportionate impacts on domestic users compared with agricultural
and development sectors and consider equity in mitigation funding.

» Provide continued opportunities for public input, including meetings scheduled at more
accessible times for working residents.

Agricultural Stakeholder Meeting — November 13, 2025

The Agricultural Representatives discussion centered on the implications of proposed updates
to the Representative Monitoring Site (RMS) networks, Sustainable Management Criteria
(SMC), and the domestic well inventory. Participants sought clarity on why RMS updates are
needed if the current GSP was approved by DWR, and asked detailed questions about
representativeness, data reliability, and how RMS wells are selected and validated. There was
strong interest in ensuring the GSA maintains flexibility—both in MT methodologies and in future
plan amendments—to avoid locking the basin into restrictive criteria before data gaps are fully
addressed.



Participants also emphasized the importance of evaluating economic impacts of any new MTs
or mitigation programs, noting that agricultural operations depend on predictable groundwater
access. While supportive of domestic well protection, they asked for more detail on the purpose,
scope, and funding responsibilities of any future well mitigation program. For ISW, several
participants expressed concern about moving forward given existing data gaps, recommending
the GSA proceed carefully and ensure decisions can be revisited as monitoring improves.

Agricultural Group Recommendations and Considerations:

e Clearly explain why RMS updates are needed in relation to what is required from DWR.

e Provide narrative descriptions of proposed changes before seeking detailed feedback
and decision making.

e Ensure RMS wells are truly representative of subbasin conditions and verify their
suitability (depth, historical data, reliability).

o Establish or maintain MTs that provide flexibility to farmers given relatively good
groundwater conditions present in the subbasin, even having gone through the recent
historic drought.

o Consider retaining current GWL MTs while identifying the number of wells at risk, rather
than recalculating MTs immediately.

o Evaluate the economic impacts of potential MT changes and any mitigation program,
particularly for agricultural operations.

o Clarify the purpose, responsibilities, and funding sources for any potential domestic well
mitigation program.

o Consider limiting mitigation responsibility to wells constructed after a certain year and
requiring well registration, as other basins have done.

e Proceed cautiously with ISW SMC development given existing data gaps; ensure
decisions can be adjusted in future evaluations as new data may warrant adjustments.

o Continue coordination with neighboring subbasins, especially regarding ISW connectivity
and model calibration.

Vina GSA Stakeholder Advisory Committee Feedback:
Minimum Thresholds and RMS Network

The Vina GSA Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC) is a conglomerate of the
representatives from each of the various beneficial users and stakeholders in the Vina
Subbasin. During the four stakeholder meetings, the corresponding SHAC representative(s)
was invited to attend the stakeholder meeting to gain insight into their user group’s concerns
and perspectives.

The SHAC received the summary of Stakeholder Meetings’ Recommendations and
Considerations detailed in this Memo at their December 3, 2025 meeting and were asked to
provide additional feedback based on the various perspectives of each stakeholder group to
share with the Board. SHAC expressed broad support for continuing to evaluate all three MT-
setting approaches presented by staff: 1) recalculating MTs using the updated domestic well
inventory and revised RMS polygons, 2) applying a historical-minimum with buffer approach,
and 3) considering retention of the current MTs and monitoring network as a reference point.
Members emphasized that additional data and side-by-side comparisons will be critical to
making informed decisions.



Several members noted the value of comparing Vina's MTs with those in neighboring subbasins
to help identify discrepancies and ensure consistency where appropriate. While some SHAC
members highlighted that GSAs ultimately manage to Measurable Objectives (MOs) and Interim
Milestones (IMs), others expressed concern that the existing MTs may not sufficiently protect
domestic well owners. The committee also discussed data limitations in the domestic well
inventory, with some members recommending efforts to improve well information, including the
potential for a well registry.

Domestic Well Mitigation Program Framework

The SHAC supported staff further exploring options for a Domestic Well Mitigation Program,
including reviewing approaches taken by neighboring basins. Members noted the importance of
clearly defining the GSA'’s role relative to Butte County’s existing mitigation program to ensure
the effort remains aligned with SGMA’s intent and avoids duplicating responsibilities. It should
be noted that the County’s Drought Resilience and Outreach Project program, which includes a
well mitigation program, is a temporary short-term program that is funded by the State Water
Resources Control Board for domestic well owners that have been impacted specifically by
drought, meet low-income disadvantage community requirements, and/or located within burn-
scar/disaster recovery areas.

While some members underscored that private well owners retain responsibility for maintaining
their wells, others felt a GSA-level mitigation program could still be appropriate if groundwater
conditions or MT methodologies contribute to avoidable impacts. Members also indicated that
development of any program should be informed by a more complete domestic well inventory
and consideration of agricultural well data.
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Subject: Update and Discussion of Sustainable Yield, Groundwater Extraction and Change in Storage
Calculations to Guide Periodic Evaluation Content Development

Contact: Christina Buck Phone: (530) 552-3593 Meeting Date: June 24, 2026 Agenda Item: 8

The Committee will receive an overview of how sustainable yield, groundwater extraction, and change in
groundwater storage have been estimated in the Vina Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan and recent
Annual Reports. The discussion will provide context for addressing Department of Water Resources comments
through the upcoming Periodic Evaluation and will provide an opportunity for questions and SHAC input on the
proposed approach going forward. (Christina Buck, Asst. Director Butte County Water and Resource
Conservation)

Requested Action: Provide feedback to staff.

Attachments:
1. Staff Memo




Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency
308 Nelson Avenue, Oroville, CA 95965
GSA (530) 552-3592 - VinaGSA@gmail.com

MEMORANDUM

To: Vina Stakeholder Advisory Committee

From: Christina Buck, Assistant Director, Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation
[providing technical staff support to the Vina GSA]; Ryan Fulton and Laura Foglia, Larry Walker
Associates

Date: June 18, 2026

Subject: Update and Discussion of Sustainable Yield, Groundwater Extraction, and Change in
Storage Calculation to Guide Periodic Evaluation Content Development

Background

The Vina Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was adopted in December 2021 by the Vina
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA and
subsequently reviewed and approved by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) in
July 2023. As part of its approval, DWR provided Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs)
identifying several areas for clarification or improvement. The GSAs are required to submit the
first Periodic Evaluation of the GSP by January 2027.

This memo supports Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC) discussion regarding sustainable
yield and two of its key building-block components: groundwater extraction and change in
groundwater storage. The Periodic Evaluation is the appropriate time to clarify these topics
because it is the first required five-year check-in on how the GSP is being implemented, how new
information has been incorporated, and how future reporting may be framed.

This memo is informational. The SHAC is asked to receive information, ask questions, and
provide feedback to inform how the Periodic Evaluation describes sustainable yield, groundwater
extraction, and change in storage methodologies. No formal SHAC recommendation is requested
at this time.

Purpose of this Memo
The purpose of this memo is to define the issue, provide context for how it was addressed in the
adopted GSP and subsequent Annual Reports, and outline a proposed approach for discussion.

Specifically, this memo is intended to:

e Explain how sustainable yield was calculated in the 2022 GSP;

o Describe how groundwater extraction and change in storage have been estimated in Annual
Reports since GSP adoption;

o Explain why DWR requested clarification and why the Periodic Evaluation is the appropriate
opportunity for that clarification;

e Describe the proposed approach to be used in the Periodic Evaluation; and


mailto:VinaGSA@gmail.com

¢ Frame questions and options for stakeholder and Board discussion without asking the SHAC
to select a final methodology at this meeting.

The Issue to be Addressed

Sustainable yield is the amount of water that naturally replenishes the aquifer and can be
extracted without resulting in undesirable results. Sustainable yield is not measured directly. It is
calculated using assumptions and estimates of groundwater extraction and change in
groundwater storage. Additionally, the resulting numerical value of these estimates is highly
influenced by the time period selected for the calculation. There are two issues related to
sustainable yield that need to be addressed:

1. DWR requested clarification. In its Determination Letter, DWR encouraged the GSAs to
update the Plan during future periodic evaluations to clarify how sustainable yield was calculated
and to confirm whether DWR correctly interpreted the GSP calculation.

2. The GSP and Annual Reports do not rely on exactly the same data and methodology
approaches. The 2022 GSP used the Butte Basin Groundwater Model (BBGM) to support its
sustainable yield estimate and its component parts. The BBGM remains an important technical
tool, but it is not updated annually to support Annual Report water budget numbers because
annual model updates are time- and resource-intensive. Since adoption, Annual Reports have
relied on more cost effective and repeatable annual methodologies to estimate groundwater
extraction and change in storage.

Because there is uncertainty in both groundwater extraction estimates and change in storage
estimates, it is helpful to use methodologies that are consistent over time and understandable to
stakeholders. Aligning the sustainable yield discussion with the Annual Report methods would
improve comparison across years and help the SHAC, Boards and stakeholders in the subbasin
understand what assumptions are being made and why.

Relevant Context

SGMA Definition of Sustainable Yield

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) defines sustainable yield as the
maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period representative of long-term future
conditions in the basin and including any temporary surplus, that can be withdrawn annually from
a groundwater supply without causing an undesirable result (California Water Code section
10721(w)).

In plain terms, sustainable yield is an estimate of how much groundwater can be withdrawn over
the long term while still avoiding significant and unreasonable impacts. It is best understood as a
management guidepost, not a precise annual pumping limit.

Sustainable Yield Calculation Concept

For the Vina Subbasin, sustainable yield was calculated in the 2022 GSP in relation to
groundwater extraction and change in groundwater storage. For clarity, the calculation can be
expressed as:

Sustainable Yield = Groundwater Extraction + Change in Groundwater Storage

In this formula, a positive change in storage means groundwater storage increased, while a
negative change in storage means groundwater storage decreased. When change in storage is
negative, it reduces the sustainable yield estimate. For example, if average groundwater
extraction is 243,500 acre-feet per year (AFY) and average change in storage is -10,000 AFY,
then sustainable yield would be 233,500 AFY.



2022 GSP Sustainable Yield and DWR Feedback

The 2022 GSP estimated sustainable yield for the Vina Subbasin as 233,500 AFY. This was
based on historical groundwater pumping (average over 2000-2018) of 243,500 AFY and an
estimated average annual storage decrease of 10,000 AFY. The GSP recognized that the
estimate was sensitive to the time period selected and the storage value used to translate
changes in groundwater levels into changes in groundwater volume.

DWR reviewed the approach and interpreted the GSP to have rounded an estimated storage
decline and deducted that value from historical pumping to arrive at 233,500 AFY. DWR
encouraged the GSAs to clarify this calculation during future periodic evaluations. The following
is an excerpt from the Determination letter related to DWR’s evaluation of the sustainable yield
calculation in the 2022 GSP:

The GSP estimates the sustainable yield based on projected water levels under baseline
conditions. Per the GSP, on average, groundwater levels will be 21 feet below
measurable objective in 2042 if no groundwater management measures are implemented.
17 This decline of 21 feet translates into 12,840 acre-feet per year of storage decline. %
While the GSP does not explicitly state this information, it appears that the GSP rounds
this decline in storage to 10,000 acre-feet per year and deducts this from historical
pumping of 243,500 acre-feet per year to estimate sustainable yield.’* Thus, the GSP
estimates a sustainable yield of 233,500 acre-feet per year which is expected to stop the
projected decline in groundwater levels. 122 Department staff encourage the GSAs to
update the Plan during future periodic evaluations to clarify how the sustainable yield was
calculated to ensure the inference by Department staff is correct.

147 Vina Subbasin GSP, Section 2.3.6, p. 178.
148 Vina Subbasin GSP, Table 2-10, p. 179.

149 Viina Subbasin GSP, Section 2.3.6, p. 179.

DWR was generally correct in their interpretation, and the Periodic Evaluation provides the
appropriate opportunity to clarify that the GSA Boards decided on the 10,000 AF estimate for
change in storage as a reasonable mid-level value given the possible range and uncertainty in
estimates. DWR was correct in its description of sustainable yield being calculated as the
change in storage + groundwater extraction.

How Annual Reports Have Addressed Groundwater Extraction and Change in Storage
Since GSP adoption, Annual Reports have been used to track groundwater conditions and water
budget information on a recurring basis. Annual Reports are prepared every year, so the
methodologies used for groundwater extraction and change in storage would ideally be
repeatable, cost-effective, and based on data that can be updated annually.

For groundwater extraction, Annual Reports use reported pumping records where available, such
as from water suppliers and municipalities (ex. Cal Water Chico). For unmeasured agricultural
groundwater extraction, the 2025 Annual Report describes use of the Groundwater Extraction
Estimates from Earth Observations (GEEEOQ) approach, which integrates satellite-based
evapotranspiration, land use, climate, and locally available water supply data to estimate the
groundwater extraction needed to meet remaining applied water demand on irrigated lands. In
other words, groundwater extraction is estimated as the difference between the estimated
irrigation demand for crops and the available supply (from precipitation or applied surface water).

For change in groundwater storage, Annual Reports use observed spring-to-spring groundwater
level changes at representative monitoring site (RMS) wells, representative areas around those
wells, and a storage coefficient derived from the BBGM. This method is intended to allow annual
change in storage estimates to be developed from observed groundwater level data while
maintaining reasonable consistency with the model-based understanding developed for the GSP.



Comparison of Approaches
The following table summarizes the key difference between the adopted GSP approach, the
Annual Report approach, and the proposed approach to be described in the Periodic Evaluation.

Topic 2022 GSP Approach Annual Report Approach Proposed Periodic
Since Adoption Evaluation / Going-
Forward Approach
Primary purpose | Establish initial GSP Report annual groundwater Clarify sustainable yield
water budget, conditions, groundwater methodology and align the
sustainable yield extraction, and change in building-block estimates
estimate, and storage to DWR and the with the methods used for
sustainability framework. | public. ongoing annual reporting.
Groundwater Estimated primarily using | Measured pumping records Use Annual Report
extraction the BBGM for the GSP where available; unmeasured | extraction methods as the
historical water budget groundwater extraction practical ongoing basis,
period. estimated through annual with clear documentation of
water use analysis / GEEEO | data sources, assumptions,
methods. and uncertainty. Specific

data sources/approach for
crop water demand
estimates can be reviewed
and can be easily
understood by
stakeholders.

Crop Water Estimated using the Estimated using the Use the Annual Report
Demand BBGM which includes Groundwater Extraction crop water demand
the Irrigation Demand Estimates from Earth approach as the starting
Calculator to calculate Observations (GEEEO) point, with possible
crop water demand approach, which combines refinements to specific ET
based on inputs for satellite-based Open ET data sources and how
evapotranspiration (ET), | evapotranspiration data, land | effective precipitation is
precipitation, crop use, climate data, effective accounted for. The goal
acreage, soil properties, | precipitation, and known would be to improve
and known surface water | surface water supplies to transparency and
supplies to estimate the | estimate the remaining stakeholder understanding
remaining irrigation irrigation demand met by of the building blocks used
demand met by groundwater. to estimate agricultural
groundwater. groundwater use.
Change in Estimated using BBGM Estimated from observed Use the Annual Report
groundwater water budget outputs and | spring-to-spring groundwater | storage method for
storage GSP assumptions. level changes at RMS wells, consistency across years.
representative areas, and a If the Groundwater Level
storage coefficient derived RMS network changes, this
from the BBGM. would be a change from
the previous annual
reports.
Key benefit Based on an integrated Repeatable, annually Repeatable, annually
model developed for the | updateable, and more updateable, and easier to
GSP basin setting and transparent for tracking understand. Improves
water budget. changes over time. comparability between

sustainable yield,
groundwater extraction,
and change in storage
estimates used in annual
reporting and long-term
planning.




Key limitation / Not practical to update Annual report methodologies | Periodic Evaluation is an
discussion point BBGM annually without | evolved over the past several | opportunity to clarify and
significant cost and effort. | years and reported values for | align approaches to reduce
groundwater extraction and uncertainty associated with
change in storage include a comparing results from
mixture of results derived from | differing methodologies.
BBGM and Annual report
calculation approaches

Proposed Approach for Discussion

The proposed approach is to use the Annual Report methodologies as the basis for describing
sustainable yield building blocks going forward. This would not require the SHAC to select a
single final sustainable yield number at this meeting. Instead, the Periodic Evaluation would
explain the methodology, compare it to the 2022 GSP approach, and document stakeholder and
Board direction regarding how the GSAs should frame these estimates in future reporting.

Under this approach, the Periodic Evaluation would:

e Clarify how the 2022 GSP sustainable yield estimate of 233,500 AFY was calculated and how
it relates to DWR’s interpretation in the Determination Letter;

Use groundwater extraction estimates based on measured pumping records where available

e Use crop water demand estimates based on land use data and ET estimates to estimate
groundwater use where direct measurements are not available (i.e. for agricultural
groundwater pumping).

e Use change in storage estimates based on observed groundwater level changes,
representative monitoring areas, and a documented storage coefficient consistent with the
Annual Report approach;

¢ Representative monitoring areas would be consistent with the Groundwater Level RMS
network, so changes to that network (ex. increased number of wells) would affect the change
in storage calculation;

¢ Present multiple averaging periods, such as 5-year, 10-year, and longer-term averages, to
show how the selected time period affects the resulting sustainable yield estimate; and

e Describe uncertainty clearly so the estimates are useful for management discussions without
implying a level of precision that the data do not support.

Considerations

This approach should be considered as the path forward because it directly addresses DWR’s
request for clarification, uses methods that can be updated on an annual basis, and creates a
more consistent connection between the sustainable yield discussion and the water budget
information presented in Annual Reports. It also provides an opportunity for stakeholders and the
Boards to revisit the assumptions in an open setting and develop a shared understanding of how
these estimates are being developed.

The approach also preserves flexibility. The BBGM can continue to provide important technical
context and can be used when updated model results are available. However, the GSAs would
not need to rely on annual BBGM updates to produce consistent annual estimates for
groundwater extraction and change in storage.

Requested Input and Next Steps

The SHAC is not being asked to make a technical recommendation or select a final sustainable
yield value at this meeting. The SHAC is asked to receive this information, ask questions, and
provide general feedback to inform how the Periodic Evaluation will describe sustainable yield,
groundwater extraction, and change in storage methodologies. Board and stakeholder input will
help shape the Periodic Evaluation narrative and any future direction regarding how these topics
are reported and discussed. Feedback on the following questions would be helpful to inform the
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Periodic Evaluation and future discussion of this topic:

o What assumptions or terms need additional explanation for stakeholders and the public?
o Are there concerns or additional considerations the Boards should understand before
providing direction on the approach?

Following SHAC discussion, the topic will be further refined as part of the Periodic Evaluation

process and brought to the Vina GSA and Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA Boards for
direction, as appropriate.

Comments and questions may be directed to cbuck@buttecounty.ca.gov.



9. GSA Program Manager and Management Committee Update

Butte_ounty

CALIFORMIA

The Butte County Department of Water and Resource Conservation is sharing
the following information on behalf of Butte County Public Health's
Environmental Health Division.

Please direct any questions, comments, or concerns regarding this effort to
Environmental Health at bclanduse@buttecounty.ca.gov.



mailto:bclanduse@buttecounty.ca.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/ooextx8ab.cc.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001urJCO573gSin8IwdrPL2RzOfKWNwjCmFNCcnmFuVV4rhhYyvgH_THNFYFiuaXsrrnuiR3jBJqI1JOaUcoXzQJJKqvIo62nnItqcKOiWvdRWLK9-dMu1ItmDYaOSyolRKDmAErmKJHfchTsMEwq5hBs76RrdKS05M_y6FrgK7WRCBrJdgAJxWIySmNvNUNwH759m4pUO9FEQ=&c=cSgNQGr3X7LHGEkSITsixzX6YaZJyF_T56pxriOd1z9TatpTMPhJRw==&ch=V3uga1v-NdfectJu62K9KERH8sMz8ToQzcS5_K2YaSB31G3lfRzuXg==__;!!KNMwiTCp4spf!DxV4pt-xOCauIgn67CYSc27-uNM9XhXstd5FVLZ2U7KF3F5PEg4EzPmmGvQTDWeXBv-UP_IJmCOqoWbxEO0ghJ_wlxCPzA$

Your Well. Your Septic.
Your Voice.

Help shape the
future of wells &
septic systems in
Butte County.

Scan to take

Water Well Survey Septic Survey fhe survey.
tinyurl/BCwellsurvey  tinyurl/BCseptic

Butte County Public Health's Environmental Health Division is seeking public
input as it updates the County's Water Well and Septic Ordinances and
associated manuals.

Community feedback will help inform the update process, and Environmental
Health has launched two surveys to gather input from residents, property
owners, well owners, septic system owners, contractors, and other interested
stakeholders.

Take the Surveys by August 21, 2026
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To access the surveys please scan the QR codes on the flyer above or click the
corresponding buttons below:

Public Meeting
Wednesday, July 22, 2026

5:30PM-7:00 PM

Butte County Human Resources Training Rooms East & West
3 County Center Drive

Oroville, CA 95965

Residents, property owners, and interested stakeholders are invited to learn
more about the ordinance update process and provide feedback, ideas, and
concerns.

Learn More

A project webpage is available with background information, timelines,
engagement opportunities, and additional resources:

https://www.buttecounty.net/2273/Well-Septic-Ordinance-Updates

Thank you for helping shape the future of water well and septic system
regulations in Butte County.



https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/ooextx8ab.cc.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001urJCO573gSin8IwdrPL2RzOfKWNwjCmFNCcnmFuVV4rhhYyvgH_THJl0hztTlXuWPYwjkh-YFgH426rwQTPnU_VFI_NoKizFge_1q3wFUrlqN4nJ_F0IwNHrtKBNUkg8x1Y1EeayEvNDjshrwR3SvpZncUrz8Ixx8iKDOtdA-z7ux-Ub1hBzqA==&c=cSgNQGr3X7LHGEkSITsixzX6YaZJyF_T56pxriOd1z9TatpTMPhJRw==&ch=V3uga1v-NdfectJu62K9KERH8sMz8ToQzcS5_K2YaSB31G3lfRzuXg==__;!!KNMwiTCp4spf!DxV4pt-xOCauIgn67CYSc27-uNM9XhXstd5FVLZ2U7KF3F5PEg4EzPmmGvQTDWeXBv-UP_IJmCOqoWbxEO0ghJ-H65nxWw$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/ooextx8ab.cc.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001urJCO573gSin8IwdrPL2RzOfKWNwjCmFNCcnmFuVV4rhhYyvgH_THJl0hztTlXuW8NeGtwquheqqwPmLbTS93Q6zSfbM8FbpJrtzOsVhtun_l6aOsSwSRP6v70MHXH8Q5Zwlt_ac6JdRGkXrv967fjQ15ZEX3D_6cD4df7CV5owLLuDbR44mBA==&c=cSgNQGr3X7LHGEkSITsixzX6YaZJyF_T56pxriOd1z9TatpTMPhJRw==&ch=V3uga1v-NdfectJu62K9KERH8sMz8ToQzcS5_K2YaSB31G3lfRzuXg==__;!!KNMwiTCp4spf!DxV4pt-xOCauIgn67CYSc27-uNM9XhXstd5FVLZ2U7KF3F5PEg4EzPmmGvQTDWeXBv-UP_IJmCOqoWbxEO0ghJ-s2Owedg$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/ooextx8ab.cc.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001urJCO573gSin8IwdrPL2RzOfKWNwjCmFNCcnmFuVV4rhhYyvgH_THJl0hztTlXuW_SY-KrSV5lUplaPjSi8G7JIeNLsVEBlyyMkSS0qPT0XS8rTbo3SBRieVRV5RIG2a6h0_kfvu9gJMplCP7ZsystdXqcb9lTbQVvB9ciANvUNFlompQzo5ZFyxXlDYLLk6kXIsOOoVBO6HTE7xNpyEtQ==&c=cSgNQGr3X7LHGEkSITsixzX6YaZJyF_T56pxriOd1z9TatpTMPhJRw==&ch=V3uga1v-NdfectJu62K9KERH8sMz8ToQzcS5_K2YaSB31G3lfRzuXg==__;!!KNMwiTCp4spf!DxV4pt-xOCauIgn67CYSc27-uNM9XhXstd5FVLZ2U7KF3F5PEg4EzPmmGvQTDWeXBv-UP_IJmCOqoWbxEO0ghJ-kxDO9JQ$

	06-24-26 VGSA SHAC Mtg Agenda_Final
	3. 05-27-26 VGSA SHAC Mtg Minutes_Final
	4. Recharge Recap
	5. PE Timeline Update
	6. Interbasin Coordination
	7. GWL Strawman
	8. Sustainable Yield
	9. Program & Management Committee Update



