Tehama County Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Groundwater Commission

Wednesday, December 18, 2019 11:00 AM
Tehama County Board of Supervisors Chambers
727 Oak Street, Red Bluff, CA 96080
http://www.tehamacountypublicworks.ca.gov/Flood/
Dave Demo, City of Corning; Clay Parker, City of Red Bluff; Bill Borror, City of Tehama; Kris
Lamkin, El Camino Irrigation District; Todd Hamer, Los Molinos Community Services
District; Martha Slack, Rio Alto Water District
District 1: Harley North, District 2: Sam Mudd, District 3: Bart Fleharty,
District 4: Hal Crain, District 5: David Lester
Timothy J. McSorley, Executive Director, Ryan Teubert, Flood Control/Water Resources Manager
This meeting conforms to the Brown Act Open Meeting Requirements, in that actions and
deliberations of the Groundwater Commission created to conduct the people’s business are
taken openly; and that the people remain fully informed about the conduct of its business. Any
written materials related to an open session item on this agenda that are submitted to the
Clerk/Recording Secretary less than 72 hours prior to this meeting, and that are not exempt
from disclosure under the Public Records Act, will promptly be made available for public
inspection at Tehama County Public Works, 9380 San Benito Ave., Gerber, CA 96035 during
normal business hours

1.

Call to Order / Pledge of Allegiance / Introductions

2.

Public Comment
This time is set aside for citizens to address this Commission on any item of interest
to the public that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Groundwater
Commission provided the matter is not on the agenda or pending before this
Commission. The Chair reserves the right to limit each speaker to three (3) minutes.
Disclosure of the speaker’s identity is purely voluntary during the public comment
period.

3.

Summer and Fall Groundwater Level Update
Informational presentation on summer and fall groundwater levels.
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4.

Groundwater Sustainability Agency Groundwater Commission

December 18, 2019

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Grant Update
Informational update regarding the Tehama County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District Prop 68 Round 3 Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) grant
proposal.

5.

6.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development Request for Qualifications
Recommendation
a.

Informational update on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Request
for Qualifications (RFQ) consultant selection process.

b.

Requested Action: Review the GSP ad hoc committee recommendation to
accept the proposal from Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE)
to develop the Groundwater Sustainability Plans for the Bowman, Red Bluff,
Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins and provide direction to staff to present
the recommendation to the Board of Directors for consideration.

Corning Subbasin Update
Informational update on the Corning Subbasin.
a.

Informational update on the status of developing a contract with Montgomery
and Associates to assist with GSP development.

b.

Informational update on the Corning Subbasin GSA Coordination meetings.

c.

Informational update on the MOU with the Corning Subbasin GSA.

7.

Commission Matters

8.

Adjourn

The County of Tehama does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admission to,
access to, or operation of its buildings, facilities, programs, services, or activities.
Questions, complaints, or requests for additional information regarding the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) may be forwarded to the County’s ADA Coordinator: Tom Provine,
County of Tehama, 727 Oak St., Red Bluff, CA 96080, Phone: (530) 527-4655. Individuals
with disabilities who need auxiliary aids and/or services or other accommodations for
effective communication in the County’s programs and services are invited to make their
needs and preferences known to the affected department or the ADA Coordinator. For aids
or services needed for effective communication during Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Groundwater Commission meetings, please contact the ADA Coordinator prior to the day of
the meeting. This notice is available in accessible alternate formats from the affected
department or the ADA Coordinator.
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Groundwater Sustainability Agency Groundwater Commission
Meeting Date: December 18, 2019
Prepared By: Ryan Teubert
Preparer Phone: 530-385-1462
Preparer Email: rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov
Regular Item
Summer and Fall Groundwater Level Update
Requested Action(s)
Informational presentation on summer and fall groundwater levels.

Background Information:
Erin Smith from DWR will give a presentation on summer groundwater level contour
maps covering the Sacramento Valley. District staff will also give a presentation of fall
groundwater levels in District maintained monitoring wells.
Tehama County groundwater monitoring information can be viewed on the District's
website.
Attachment List:
District Groundwater Elevation Webpage
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Groundwater Sustainability Agency Groundwater Commission
Meeting Date: December 18, 2019
Prepared By: Ryan Teubert
Preparer Phone: 530-385-1462
Preparer Email: rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov
Regular Item
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Grant Update
Requested Action(s)
Informational update regarding the Tehama County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District Prop 68 Round 3 Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) grant
proposal.

Background Information:
On November 15, 2019 staff submitted a Prop 68 Round 3 grant proposal requesting an
additional $1,499,200 that will be used to assist with GSP development for the Red
Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins. The Round 3 funding will be used to
increase funding for all of the tasks included in the original Round 2 Grant Proposal.
The additional funding will allow the District to collect additional data, develop additional
project management actions and projects, perform additional investigations into
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs), and complete additional outreach and
coordination with the Board, Commission, and stakeholders. This funding will align each
subbasin's funding amounts similar to the proposals received for the Corning and
Colusa Subbasins.
Attachment List:
Grant Application

(PDF)

(ID # 16218)
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ATTACHMENT 3

Grant Proposal Title:

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development for the Red Bluff, Antelope, and
Los Molinos Subbasins

Applicant:

Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION
A. Project Description
The Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) is submitting a proposal to develop complete,
compliant Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for all portions of the following subbasins in Tehama County, as
identified by Bulletin 118: Red Bluff (5-021.50), Los Molinos (5-021.56), and Antelope (5-021.54). As of July 2019, the
District is recognized by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) as the Exclusive Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) for all portions of six groundwater subbasins located within Tehama County, including the three subbasins
in this application. The Red Bluff and Los Molinos subbasins are identified as Medium Priority basins, and the Antelope
Subbasin is identified as a High Priority basin according to the SGMA 2019 Basin Prioritization. These basins are located
entirely within the jurisdictional boundaries of the District.
While this proposal is specific to these three subbasins, the District intends to sustainably manage the groundwater
resources for all portions of the seven subbasins located within its jurisdiction. This will include working with the GSAs in
the subbasins that extend beyond or are adjacent to the jurisdiction of the District (Corning, Colusa, Vina, Anderson,
Millville), as well as three Very Low Priority subbasins within the District not eligible for funding under this Grant Solicitation
(Bend, Bowman, South Battle Creek).
Project Goals, Objectives, Technical Needs, and Tools
This section details the goals, objectives, technical needs, and tools that will be developed as part of this project.
The first goal of this project is to ensure the sustainable management of groundwater resources throughout Tehama County
into the future. Specifically, this project aims to develop GSPs for the three subbasins identified above: the Red Bluff,
Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins. These GSPs will serve to comply with DWR’s requirement that the GSA(s) in Medium
and High Priority subbasins each prepare, adopt and implement a plan “consistent with the objective that a basin be
sustainably managed within 20 years of Plan implementation without adversely affecting the ability of an adjacent basin to
implement its Plan or achieve and maintain its sustainability goal over the planning and implementation horizon” as defined
in the California Code of Regulations Title 23 (23 CCR), Section 350.4 (f).
The second goal of this project is to ensure that the needs and concerns of all groundwater users are addressed throughout
the GSP development process. Tehama County and its neighboring counties represent a diversity of beneficial users of
groundwater, including agricultural water users, municipal water users, wildlife refuges, and other stakeholders. A majority
of communities in Tehama County are considered Disadvantages Areas (DAs; see Attachment 6), and many are reliant on
groundwater.
To achieve these goals, the following objectives have been established:
1. Develop, adopt, and submit three (3) complete, compliant GSPs to DWR for the three (3) Medium and High Priority
project subbasins (Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins) by January 31, 2022.
2. Implement these three (3) GSPs and demonstrate achievement of sustainability within 20 years of GSP adoption
by preparing and submitting annual reports and periodic 5-year updates to DWR.
3. Ensure that these GSPs do not adversely affect the sustainability of Low or Very Low Priority subbasins, and do not
affect the ability of other Medium and High Priority subbasins to implement their GSPs.
4. Initiate and maintain public outreach efforts throughout GSP development to identify and address the needs and
concerns of all groundwater users, including DAs.
To achieve these objectives, the District will follow the tasks laid out in the Scope of Work below. Objective 1 will be
accomplished directly by Category (c): GSP Development, Task 13 (GSP Adoption), and directly supported by the activities
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WORK PLAN – GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN DEVELOPMENT FOR THE RED BLUFF, ANTELOPE, AND
LOS MOLINOS SUBBASINS

4.1.a

Technical needs that are required to accomplish these objectives will primarily be met through consultant support. The
District will engage consultant support or leadership for all project tasks. Consultants contracted by the District will work
under the direction of a licensed Professional Engineer (PE) or Professional Geologist (PG) with the experience required to
complete those tasks, per Public Resources Code §354.12 Subarticle 2. Additionally, the Executive Director of the District
is a PE and will serve as principal in charge on behalf of the GSA. All tasks will be achieved through consultant support,
including those with specific technical needs (e.g. integrated hydrologic modeling, development of monitoring protocols,
development of a Data Management System (DMS), development of the subbasin Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model (HCM),
development of subbasin water budgets, establishment of sustainable management criteria, development of monitoring
networks, and preparation of the GSP document). A complete list describing these technical needs is provided in Section
C. Technical Expertise.
The tools and key project deliverables that will be developed for each project subbasin during this process include:
1. Integrated Hydrologic Model (based on SVSim, C2VSim, or CVHM)
2. Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model (HCM)
3. DMS software, including data used in the development and implementation of the GSP and required to support
annual reporting
4. Data compilation tools (e.g. County well permit database and/or well completion report database)
5. Monitoring network (sufficient to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related
surface conditions, and yield representative information about groundwater conditions as necessary to evaluate
GSP implementation)
6. Draft and Final GSP (adopted and submitted to DWR by 01/31/2022)
7. Quarterly progress reports and final project report
Other deliverables are identified below in Section D.b. Project Deliverables. These tools and deliverables will allow the
District to develop, adopt, and submit three complete, compliant GSPs to DWR by January 31, 2022, and will support the
development of annual reports and periodic 5-year updates for each project subbasin, as required under SGMA as GSP
implementation progresses. Most importantly, these tasks and tools will facilitate the sustainable management of
groundwater resources in Tehama County into the future.
Description of Project Area
This project will culminate in the development and submittal of one GSP for each of the three Medium and High priority
subbasins located wholly within Tehama County (the Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins), resulting in three
GSPs that are consistent with the requirements described in the GSP Regulations. The District will work with local
stakeholders to develop, approve, and submit these three GSPs to DWR by January 31, 2022. The District is the Exclusive
GSA for each of the three subbasins and will therefore serve as the implementing agency for the project. The District will
complete the GSP development tasks for each subbasin simultaneously. As a result, the objectives, technical needs, and
tools described above are applicable to all three subbasins.
The Red Bluff Subbasin is a Medium Priority basin located in the central part of Tehama County, west of the Sacramento
River, and is completely located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the District. This subbasin contains approximately
one third of the entire population of Tehama County, and is considered an Economically Distressed Area (EDA) and a
Disadvantaged Community (DAC) (see Attachment 6). The majority of the City of Red Bluff and the communities of Rancho
Tehama, Gerber, Las Flores, and Proberta are all located in the Red Bluff Subbasin and are classified as Severely
Disadvantaged Communities (SDACs) with a combined population of approximately 18,000 in 2018. This subbasin also
includes the City of Tehama, which is classified as a Disadvantaged Community and has a population of just over 400
residents as of 2018. There are approximately 3,617 groundwater wells within this subbasin providing approximately 90,000
Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program
SGM Planning – Round 3 Proposal Solicitation Package
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and deliverables prepared in all Category (c) tasks. Under Objective 2, GSP implementation efforts will be accomplished by
the projects, management actions, and funding mechanisms identified in Category (c) Tasks 11 and 14, observed by the
monitoring protocols and monitoring networks developed in Category (c) Tasks 3 and 10, and evaluated by the sustainable
management criteria developed in Category (c) Task 9. Under Objective 2, annual reports and 5-year updates will be
prepared using the data, protocols, tools, and measures developed in Category (c) Tasks 1 – 5, and 9 – 10. Objective 3 will
be accomplished by the District through coordination with neighboring basins (Category (b):
Stakeholder
Engagement/Outreach), and through integrated hydrologic modeling (Category (c) Task 2), monitoring, and evaluation
efforts (Category (c) Tasks 9 – 10) in the project subbasins and adjacent lands. Objective 4 will be accomplished through
public meetings, workshops, and related activities (Category (b)) conducted by the District throughout the project. The
remaining task (Category (a)) will provide project management and administration that will guide the project to successful
completion.

4.1.a

The Antelope Subbasin is a High Priority basin located in the central part of Tehama County, east of the Sacramento River,
and is completely located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the District. This subbasin is also considered an EDA and
a DAC (see Attachment 6). A portion of the City of Red Bluff (a SDAC) is located in this subbasin, as are the community of
Dairyville and the Antelope area, a populated area in the unincorporated portion of the County. There are approximately
1,200 groundwater wells within this subbasin that provide approximately 22,000 acre-feet of groundwater annually.
Approximately 82% of groundwater within this subbasin represents agricultural water use, while the remainder is used for
domestic and industrial purposes. Agricultural needs are supplied with both surface water and groundwater, while domestic
water needs are exclusively supplied by groundwater. This area has experienced moderate growth in population over the
past 20 years and has experienced conversion of some of its surface water irrigated pastures to groundwater irrigated
orchard crops.
The Los Molinos Subbasin is a Medium Priority basin located in the central part of Tehama County, east of the Sacramento
River, and is completely located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the District. This subbasin is also considered an EDA
and a DAC (see Attachment 6). This subbasin includes the community of Los Molinos, which is classified as a SDAC and
had a population of approximately 2,000 as of 2010. There are approximately 360 groundwater wells within this subbasin
which provide approximately 7,000 acre-feet of groundwater annually. Approximately 68% of groundwater within this
subbasin represents agricultural water use, while the remainder is used for domestic and industrial purposes. Agricultural
needs are supplied with both surface water and groundwater, while domestic water needs are exclusively supplied by
groundwater. This area has experienced slow growth in population and has seen conversion of some of its surface water
irrigated pastures to groundwater irrigated orchard crops.
Figures 1 and 2 provide maps delineating the proposed project area, including the geographical location, service area, and
benefitting area of the project, as well as basin boundaries (per DWR Bulletin 118), GSA boundaries, EDAs (representing
DAs) within the service area, and other applicable features. Additional maps showing specific DACs and SDACs within the
service area are provided in Attachment 6.
Coordination Efforts
As described above, the District has taken and will continue to take a coordinated approach in developing the GSPs for
each of the included subbasins. This coordinated approach is summarized below, highlighting the District’s previous
accomplishments with groundwater management and creation of a broadly representative governance structure that will
facilitate the sustainable management of the groundwater resources within the District.
The District was enacted in 1957 to provide for the control and conservation of flood and storm waters and the protection of
watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property from damage or destruction from such waters; to provide for
the acquisition, retention, and reclaiming of drainage, storm, flood, and other waters and to save, conserve, and distribute
such waters for beneficial use within said District boundary, identified as the area included within the exterior boundary of
the County of Tehama. The governance structure of the District includes a Board of Directors, Groundwater Commission,
and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The District Board of Directors is the GSA Governing Body composed of the fivemember County Board of Supervisors, which are elected by Supervisorial District. The eleven-member Groundwater
Commission is comprised of representatives from the three incorporated cities within Tehama County, groundwater
agencies or districts, surface water agencies or districts, private pumpers, and the general public. The Commission has
broad responsibility for all aspects of GSP development and implementation, and will have decision-making authority
regarding permits and enforcement matters. The TAC is comprised of representatives from the three cities, agricultural
interests, private pumpers, domestic/industrial water providers, and natural resources interests.
The District has been active in the development of groundwater management documents and the management of
groundwater resources over the past 20 years. The County first adopted its Coordinated AB3030 Groundwater Management
Plan in 1996 and updated this plan in 2012. This plan has been supported extensively throughout the County and will serve
as the foundation for the GSP. The District has also completed Technical Memoranda that include Basin Management
Objectives, such as Groundwater Trigger Levels and Awareness Actions for each of the subbasins located within the County
(2008); Countywide Water Inventory & Analysis (2003); Small Water Systems Drought Vulnerability Assessment (2005);
Summary Report for Groundwater Recharge Area Location Study (2011); and has participated in the California Statewide
Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program since 2010.
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acre-feet of groundwater annually. Of these wells, approximately 87% provide groundwater for irrigation, with the remaining
13% providing groundwater for domestic and industrial uses. The two highest uses of groundwater within this subbasin are
agriculture water use and domestic water supply for the city of Red Bluff. This area has experienced moderate growth in
population and has seen some of its surface water irrigated pastures and non-irrigated rangeland converted to groundwater
irrigated orchard crops.

4.1.a

Attachment: Grant Application (16218 : Groundwater Sustainability Plan Grant Update)

Figure 1. Proposed Project Area, including the Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District Service
Area (Tehama County), the Project Benefitting Area, Project Area GSA Boundaries, and Neighboring Groundwater
Basin Boundaries (per DWR Bulletin 118).
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Figure 2. Economically Distressed Areas within Tehama County and the Proposed Project Benefitting Area.
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The District is somewhat unique in that it will be the sole GSA responsible for developing and implementing the GSPs for
the three Medium and High Priority subbasins included in this proposal. Additionally, the District will be coordinating with
the Corning GSA on co-management of the shared Corning Subbasin . The District is considering creating GSP type
documents for three very low priority subbasins (Bend, Bowman, and South Battle Creek). The District has broad
representation from throughout the seven subbasins and will coordinate with the appropriate agencies when developing
each individual GSP. The District will complete tasks outlined in the Work Plan concurrently for each subbasin and will
combine efforts where possible in order to create consistency and realize cost savings. Likewise, the District will attempt to
coordinate with surrounding subbasins in a similar effort to create consistency and reduce costs. At minimum, the District
will require that its consultant team coordinate with neighboring subbasins consultant teams to share data and make
alignments between models where possible.

The District is requesting a local cost share waiver because greater than 75% of each of the included subbasins are
considered either an EDA, DAC, or SDAC (see Attachment 6). While the District has been involved in groundwater
management over the past 20 years, much of the technical work has been accomplished with the assistance of grants due
to limited availability of local funding.
Notably, additional funding is requested for all tasks previously proposed and funded through the Proposition 1 SGM
Planning Grant – Round 2. When the Round 2 grant proposal was prepared in 2017, an estimated budget of approximately
$1.5 million was prepared based on the available Round 2 funding for all tasks to complete five GSPs across the five
Medium or High Priority subbasins that existed at that time (per the 2014 CASGEM Basin Prioritization). Thus, total available
funding was approximately $300 thousand per subbasin. Estimated GSP development costs based on Round 2 funding for
adjacent similar subbasins include the Corning Subbasin and Colusa Subbasin, which are estimated to be approximately
$1.0 million and $1.5 million for each respective subbasin, Considering the combination of staff costs, consultant costs, and
direct costs required to prepare these GSPs, and in light of recent consultant proposals that substantiate these costs, a
need for additional effort is anticipated in several key areas. The need for additional effort is further supported by costs
incurred for GSP development in critically overdrafted basins that are now nearing GSP adoption in 2020.
Based on this improved knowledge of the level of effort required to meet the requirements of the GSP Regulations, the
costs of developing the GSPs are expected to exceed the available Round 2 funding by approximately $500,000 per
subbasin for the three subbasins included in this proposal, or $1.5 million in total. With the predominance of DAs in Tehama
County, funding to cover the remaining costs of developing these GSPs is not currently available and uncertain. Therefore,
the District is requesting this additional funding to be able to complete the tasks required to develop a complete and
compliant GSP for each of the three included subbasins. If Round 3 funding is not received, the current Round 2 grant will
be completed; however, significantly less detail will be included in all components of the three GSPs, and less effort will be
invested to support long-term sustainability, resulting in some risk that the GSPs may be deemed inadequate or not fully
support the avoidance of undesirable results.
Justification of additional funds requested for specific tasks is further provided in Section D.a. Scope of Work. As described
above, and in Section D.a, additional funds requested for tasks presented in the Round 2 proposal are attributed to the
higher level of effort required to effectively meet SGMA requirements and GSP Regulations and the greater reliance on
consultant support than originally anticipated. Additional funds are also requested for additional efforts not included in the
Round 2 grant agreement to better characterize Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs) and to identify and evaluate
funding mechanisms that will be needed to support long-term GSP implementation. These efforts are included as part of
Category (c): GSP Development, Tasks 7 (Basin Setting) and Task 12 Prepare Plan for Implementation). These additional
efforts will include (1) and active stakeholder engagement process and additional technical analysis to identify and
characterize GDEs and (2) evaluation of potential funding mechanisms to pay for projects, management actions, and other
GSP implementation costs and is described in greater detail in Section D.a. Such efforts will be needed to successfully
implement the GSPs and achieve sustainability in and around Tehama County.
In the past the District has taken the lead on sustainable groundwater management in the County as is demonstrated by
development and implementation of its AB3030 Groundwater Management Plan, participation in the CASGEM program,
and actions taken so far to implement SGMA. Much of this information will be foundational to developing the GSPs detailed
in this proposal. The District will continue to work with DWR as it has in the past to sustainably manage the groundwater
resources within its jurisdiction.
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Explanation of Funding Request

4.1.a

B. Project Benefits
This project will directly benefit communities within Tehama County, a majority of which are considered either DACs or
SDACs. Over 75% of each of the three subbasins included in this project are considered Disadvantaged Areas (DAs),
according to the ArcGIS Map Package available from the DAC Mapping Tool website1 (see Attachment 6). Each individual
subbasin area is described below:
Antelope Subbasin – 100% of the project area within this subbasin is covered by the Disadvantaged Community
Tracts layer. Most of this subbasin includes rural residential and agricultural properties located within the
unincorporated portion of Tehama County. A portion of the City of Red Bluff (considered a SDAC) is located in this
subbasin along with the community of Dairyville (considered a DAC).
• Los Molinos Subbasin – 100% of the project area within this subbasin is covered by the Disadvantaged Community
Tracts layer. Most of this subbasin includes rural residential and agricultural properties located within the
unincorporated portion of Tehama County. The Communities of Los Molinos and Vina are located within this
subbasin and are classified as Severely Disadvantaged Communities.
• Red Bluff Subbasin – 78% of the project area within this subbasin is covered by the Disadvantaged Community
Tracts layer. This subbasin contains the City of Tehama and Community of Flournoy, which are listed as
Disadvantaged Communities. This subbasin also includes four Severely Disadvantaged Communities including the
City of Red Bluff, Rancho Tehama, Las Flores, and Gerber. Besides these communities, the subbasin includes rural
residential and agricultural properties located within the unincorporated portion of Tehama County. This subbasin
contains approximately 1/3 of the population of Tehama County, all of which rely on groundwater for their domestic
water supply.
Additionally, while there are tribal lands in Tehama County, none lie in the three project subbasins. Regardless, the District
actively coordinates with tribal interests in the County, including the Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians in the adjacent
Corning Subbasin.
DAs represent areas in the three subbasins that are the most vulnerable to and at risk of diminished water availability and
degraded water quality. Additionally, the livelihood of populations in these areas is heavily supported by the local agricultural
economy.
SDACs will directly benefit from and be served by implementation of the proposed project in the following ways:
1. During GSP Development: As the District initiates and maintains public outreach efforts to identify and address the
needs and concerns of all groundwater users, including DAs, it will establish Sustainable Management Criteria for
the project subbasins that protect these interests to meet the Sustainability Goal.
2. Throughout GSP Implementation: Sustainable management of the project subbasins will be defined based on the
measurable and quantifiable Sustainable Management Criteria defined following communication and feedback from
DAs during GSP development. These sustainable management criteria include the Measurable Objectives (MOs)
and Interim Milestones (IMs) that must be achieved in the subbasin during the 20 years following GSP adoption,
and the Minimum Thresholds (MTs) used to identify Undesirable Results (URs) in the subbasin.
While the specific measurable and quantifiable MOs, IMs, and MTs will be defined within the scope of this project, URs that
could affect SDACs in the project area include:
1. Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply and risk of
groundwater well stranding and increased pumping costs if continued over the planning and implementation
horizon.
2. Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage that affect overall water supply reliability.
3. Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes that impair
water supplies that impair beneficial uses for drinking water, irrigation, and other purposes.
4. Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that damages critical infrastructure, including water supply wells,
flood control levees, and surface water conveyances.
5. Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial
uses of the surface water.
It is anticipated that all of these URs will have the potential to occur in the project subbasins. As a result, the measurable,
quantifiable benefits to DAs (as embodied by MOs, IMs, and MTs) will include:
1

http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/resources_dac.cfm
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These benefits will be further quantified and achieved by the projects and management actions identified in the GSPs
developed under this project. Letters of support from these communities or representatives from these communities are
provided in Att3_SGM_WrkPlan_2of2. These letters describe support from City of Corning, City of Red Bluff, City of
Tehama, Los Molinos Community Service District, El Camino Irrigation District, and Rio Alto Water District. These are
agencies within the County that have permanent seats on the Groundwater Commission and are located within or near the
three subbasins included in this proposal. Letters of support have also been provided by representatives from adjacent
subbasins, including Colusa Groundwater Authority, the Vina GSA, and Glenn County (one of two agencies representing
the Corning Subbasin GSA).
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1. Greater stability in groundwater levels (compared to historical levels), avoiding well stranding and increased
pumping costs.
2. Greater stability in groundwater storage (compared to historical storage), avoiding loss of groundwater availability.
3. Reasonably unimpaired and/or stable groundwater quality, avoiding restrictions on use for drinking water, irrigation,
or other beneficial uses.
4. Reasonably stable conditions of land subsidence, protecting critical infrastructure.
5. Reasonably sustained levels of surface water and avoided depletions, avoiding impacts to beneficial uses by the
DAs and other beneficial users of surface water.

4.1.a

C. Technical Expertise

Water Bond and Large-Scale Planning Documents and Grants Completed by the District
The District and the stakeholders involved in GSP development have successfully completed several large-scale planning
documents and grant-funded projects. Since the mid-1990s, the District has been actively managing groundwater resources
within Tehama County. Much of this technical work has been accomplished with the assistance of grants.
In 1996, the County first developed and adopted its Coordinated AB3030 Groundwater Management Plan. This plan has
been periodically updated through ongoing groundwater management efforts, with the most recent update occurring in
2012. The District’s support of the plan is funded within the existing county budget allocations and supplemented with funds
from state competitive grant programs, including AB303 grant funding from DWR. Overall, this plan has resulted in: the
appointment of a nine-member Technical Advisory Committee that represent a broad cross-section of public sectors and
interests and guide plan implementation; the expansion of a groundwater monitoring well network (described below) and a
land subsidence monitoring network; and the development of a comprehensive groundwater management program to
ensure that sufficient groundwater supplies of useable quality are maintained for reliable, efficient and cost effective
extraction.
In response to this plan, the District completed a Water Inventory & Analysis study in 2003 with technical assistance from
DWR, Northern District and funding through an AB303 grant from DWR. This study provided the District with a greater
understanding of water resources in the District (e.g., water rights and contracts, water quality conditions and environmental
requirements, and the interrelationship between surface water use, groundwater use, aquifer recharge, and groundwater
levels), which has ultimately guided the District toward full implementation of its AB 3030 Groundwater Management Plan.
This study also identifies dozens of projects funded by CALFED programs throughout Tehama County in the 1990s and
early 2000s.
Since 2003, the District has worked with DWR, Northern Region to construct dedicated groundwater monitoring wells in
support of a dedicated monitoring well network, with multiple completions in Tehama County. Construction has been funded
by grants from the Local Groundwater Management Assistance Act of 2000. Since 2010, the District has participated in the
California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program. As of 2011, Tehama County had 115
groundwater monitoring stations, 102 of which are located in the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin and 13 of which
are located in the Redding Groundwater Basin. To date, the District has installed three 1,000-foot-deep multi-completion
groundwater monitoring wells in three known areas where depressed groundwater levels have been observed. The District
has also secured funding to instrument several existing DWR multiple-completion monitoring wells with pressure
transducers and dataloggers to provide real-time water level data. Grant funds have also been used to install additional
monitoring wells in areas slated for large-scale residential developments. Hourly groundwater level data, including
hydrographs, are available at the District website (http://www.tehamacountypublicworks.ca.gov/flood).
The District and stakeholders have also taken an active role in developing the Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated
Regional Water Management Plan (NSVIRWMP). This large-scale regional plan was completed in 2014 with funding from
a Proposition 84 planning grant through the DWR Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Grant Program
($900,000 awarded), a Proposition 50 grant through the Department of Public Health’s Drinking Water Program (DWP, now
the Division of Drinking Water in SWRCB) ($50,000 awarded), and a USBR-funded Sacramento Valley IRWMP Revision
Grant ($100,000 awarded). The NSVIRWMP documents the regional water resource management conditions, needs, and
strategies, and has resulted in a plan for the process and projects that will improve regional water resources management
in the IRWM region. All three project subbasins are located within the NSVIRWMP planning area, which includes all or
portions of Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Shasta, Sutter, and Tehama Counties. The plan is available online at:
http://www.tehamacountypublicworks.ca.gov/flood/documents/irwmp%20final.pdf.
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Roles and Responsibilities of the GSA
As the Exclusive GSA for all three included subbasins, the District is responsible for preparing, adopting, submitting, and
implementing complete, compliant GSPs for the Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins. The District has the legal
authority and is pursuing the financial resources necessary to fulfill these responsibilities through this grant to complement
previously awarded Round 2 funding. Pursuant to California Water Code (CWC) Section 10723.2, the District “shall consider
the interests of all beneficial uses and users of groundwater, as well as those responsible for implementing groundwater
sustainability plans.” The District has begun and will continue to work with local stakeholders to develop GSPs that will guide
sustainable management of the three subbasins. Stakeholders engage with the GSP planning and development process
by serving as representatives on the GSA’s Groundwater Commission and Technical Advisory Committee; by taking part in
GSA workshops, meetings, and outreach events; and by contributing to past groundwater management, basin
management, and other studies that will serve as a foundation for the GSPs.

4.1.a
The NSVIRWM group has successfully completed another study titled Assessment of Interconnected Subbasins in
partnership with Butte County with funding from the California Water Foundation. In view of SGMA’s requirements that
subbasins develop GSPs and achieve sustainable groundwater management, this effort evaluated opportunities and
barriers for agencies to account for interconnected basin dynamics that affect subbasin sustainability. This document will
serve as a guide for coordination efforts throughout GSP development.

In its flood control duties, the District completed a Flood Mitigation Plan in 2006 with funding from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (OES) through the Flood Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program. This plan resulted in a list of characterized hazards and risks associated with flooding in Tehama County
and an Action Program comprised of mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate long-term risks to people and property.
Through funding from the DWR Small Communities Flood Risk Reduction program, the District is also currently developing
Flood Risk Reduction Feasibility Studies for the communities of Gerber and Vina in Tehama County. These studies will
identify and select alternatives to reduce flood risk in each community, and then develop implementation plans.
The District in 2017 completed 2 repairs to the Elder Creek Levee System utilizing California Disaster Preparedness and
Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006 funding managed through the Department of Water Resources Flood System Repair
Project (FSRP) Program (Agreement Number 2015-FSRP-NA19-01). This contract was for $900,000 and included the repair
of two erosion sites along a levee system that the District is the Local Maintaining Agency for. The project consisted of
completing the environmental permitting, design, construction, contract administration. The District hired a contractor to
complete some of the environmental permitting and issued several purchasing agreements for construction materials which
were publicly bid. The remaining environmental permitting, design and construction activities were conducted using County
Force Account Labor. Both projects were completed on time and under budget. The District also is currently managing
another FSRP contract through DWR (Agreement Number 2017-FSRP-NA19-01) which should be completed by December
2020.
The County of Tehama also applied for and was awarded funding through the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Hazard Mitigation Grant Program in 2016. The total grant award was for $150,000 and was utilized to hire a
consultant to assist the County and three incorporated cities within the County with updating their Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan (MJHMP). The District took the lead on acquiring the grant funding, developing a Request for Proposal,
selecting and managing the consultant through the MJHMP update process, and administering the grant contract. This
project was completed on time and within budget.
Technical Qualification and Experience of the GSP Development Team
As described above, the technical needs that are required to accomplish the tasks described in this proposal will primarily
be met through consultant support. The District will engage consultant support or leadership for all project tasks, selecting
consultants or consultant teams with sufficient experience to complete each task. In particular, the District released a request
for qualifications to provide professional services for GSP development on September 16, 2019 and received four proposals
from qualified teams that are currently under review. Each of the teams submitting their qualifications includes professional
geologists and professional engineers that will prepare and/or direct GSP development. Additionally, the executive director
of the District is required to be a professional engineer this position will act as principal for the District throughout the
development of the GSPs. In evaluating the prospective teams, a selection will be made primarily based on qualifications,
experience, and proposed work plan, with a particular emphasis on demonstrated experience implementing SGMA in other
basins as well as prior water management experience in Tehama County and the Sacramento Valley.
Previously, the District has engaged the support of qualified, experienced consultants in GSP workplan development and
completion of a SGMA Risk Assessment in 2017. Tasks associated with the risk assessment were completed or directed
by a licensed professional engineer.
The SGMA Risk Assessment completed in 2017 provides a solid foundation along with other studies described previously
for successful completion of GSPs for the three subbasins that meet all SGMA regulations and DWR requirements. This
assessment includes the following and has informed GSP workplan development general planning related to SGMA
implementation and compliance:
1. Characterizes historical and recent land use, groundwater conditions, and other related factors in the subbasins,
2. Evaluates and describes sustainability indicators and potential undesirable results in the subbasins, and
3. Identifies next steps to evaluate groundwater conditions and develop sustainable management criteria for GSP
development.
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The District has also completed a number of Technical Memorandums, such as Groundwater Trigger Levels and Awareness
Actions for each of the subbasins located within the County (2008); Small Water Systems Drought Vulnerability Assessment
(2005); and Summary Report for Groundwater Recharge Area Location Study (2011). These documents identify basin
management objectives and will provide a strong foundation during development of the GSPs.

4.1.a

1. Integrated Hydrologic Modeling. Demonstrated ability to evaluate and compare model codes from existing
applications, select and refine a model to match conditions in the project subbasins, and develop model scenarios
and results to prepare the water budgets required by SGMA.
2. Monitoring Protocols. Demonstrated ability to review and update monitoring protocols as needed for consistency
with best management practices (BMPs) and GSP regulations, building upon the CASGEM Program, the 2012
Tehama County GMP, and other supporting efforts.
3. Data Management System (DMS). Demonstrated ability to develop specifications for a data management system
(DMS); to design and implement a DMS platform to compile data for GSP development; to develop, test, and
implement quality control procedures; and to develop a final DMS platform for long-term GSP implementation.
4. Basin Setting. Demonstrated ability to prepare the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model (HCM) for each subbasin;
analyze and summarize current and historical groundwater conditions; develop historical, current, and projected
water budgets; and define and describe management areas in accordance with the associated GSP Regulations
and SGMA BMPs.
5. Sustainable Management Criteria. Demonstrated ability to integrate information on beneficial uses of groundwater,
groundwater conditions, critical infrastructure (including but not limited to groundwater wells, water conveyances,
and flood control facilities), existing monitoring networks, and potential future conditions to define sustainability
goals, potential undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and interim milestones in
accordance with the associated GSP Regulations and SGMA BMPs.
6. Monitoring Network. Demonstrated ability to develop and describe a monitoring network capable of collecting
sufficient data to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related surface
conditions and to yield representative information about groundwater conditions as necessary to evaluate GSP
implementation relative to each sustainability indicator.
7. Projects and Management Actions. Demonstrated ability to formulate, evaluate, design, and implement a range of
potential projects and management actions potentially needed to avoid undesirable results.
The District will complete the tasks associated with each subbasin included in this project simultaneously, and the tasks
associated with GSP development for each of the three subbasins will be similar. Therefore, the technical experience,
knowledge, and skills listed below are applicable to all three subbasins unless otherwise specified.
Support and Assurance that a Complete GSP will be Adopted and Submitted to DWR
The District has received letters of support from other GSAs surrounding the project subbasins supporting the efforts of the
District in developing GSPs for the Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins. These letters are provided in
Att3_SGM_WrkPlan_2of2.
The District assures that it will have a completed GSPs that are adopted and submitted to DWR for review by the required
due date (January 31, 2022). As described above, the District has taken the lead in groundwater management throughout
Tehama County for over 20 years. Already, the District has begun stakeholder outreach engagement in the GSP
development process.
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The specific technical experience, knowledge, and skills necessary to complete the project, and requirements of the selected
GSP development consultant are described in greater detail Section D.a Scope of Work, and summarized as follows:

4.1.a

PROJECT DETAILS
D. Scope of Work and Deliverables
a. Scope of Work

Tasks are organized following the categorization structure used in the District’s current Round 2 Grant (Grant Agreement
No. 4600012702). Specific work activities are described under each task. As these tasks are aligned with previously funded
tasks under the District’s Round 2 grant, a description of the justification and need for additional funding is provided,
including associated additional effort above and beyond previously funded tasks. A list of the specific deliverables for each
task is provided below in Section D.b. Project Deliverables.
Interested parties, including groundwater users, stakeholders, and the general public, will be informed about the progress
of this project through the District’s email list, the District’s website, and through advertised public meetings, programs, and
discussions. Additionally, the District’s Board of Directors, Groundwater Commission, and Technical Advisory Committee
meetings are all noticed publicly and offer the opportunity for public participation and comment. Relevant reports and data
resulting from these tasks will be disseminated by the same means. Agencies and parties on the District’s GSA and GSP
email outreach distribution list are further described in Section E. Project Support (Table 1). A list of the past public meetings
at which District staff presented information on SGMA, or the Tehama County GSA and GSP efforts is also provided in
Section E. Project Support (Table 2).
Notably, funding is requested for all tasks (except Category (c) tasks 3 and 4) previously proposed and funded through the
Proposition 1 SGM Planning Grant – Round 2. When the Round 2 grant proposal was prepared in 2017, an estimated
budget was prepared for all tasks to complete five compliant GSPs across five Medium or High Priority subbasins (per the
2014 CASGEM Basin Prioritization). Funding during the Round 2 grant solicitation was limited to $1.5 million per GSA,
regardless of the number of subbasins that were within a GSA’s jurisdiction. Based on improved knowledge of the level of
effort required to meet the requirements of the GSP Regulations, as evidenced by recent cost estimates for neighboring,
similar subbasins (e.g. Corning and Colusa), and a greater reliance on consultant support than originally anticipated at the
time of the Round 2 application, the preliminary costs of developing the GSPs have been updated and refined. With the
predominance of DAs in Tehama County and limited local resources, funding sources to cover the remaining costs of
developing these GSPs is not currently available and uncertain. Therefore, the District is requesting additional funding to
complete a complete and compliant GSP for each of the three included subbasins.
Further justification of additional funds requested for specific tasks is provided below. As described previously in Section A:
Project Justification, additional funds requested for tasks presented in the Round 2 proposal are attributed to additional
funding needed to provide a similar level of rigor and detail for the GSPs for each of the three project subbasins as other,
nearby subbasins and throughout the State. Such efforts will be critical to successfully developing and implementing the
GSPs and achieving sustainability in and around Tehama County.
Category (a): Grant Administration
Work with DWR staff to develop and execute a Grant Agreement and amendments as necessary. Prepare reports detailing
work completed during the Grant Agreement as outlined in Exhibit F of the District’s funding agreement. Progress Reports
will include sufficient information for DWR Project Manager to understand and review backup documentation submitted with
invoices. Quarterly invoices will accompany the Progress Reports and should be submitted to DWR Project Manager for
review to receive reimbursement of Eligible Project Costs. Collect and organize backup documentation by task and prepare
a summary Excel document detailing contents of the backup documentation organized by task.
Prepare Draft Grant Completion Report and submit to DWR Project Manager for comment and review no later than 90 days
after work completion. Prepare Final Grant Completion Report addressing the DWR Project Manager’s comments. The
report shall be prepared and presented in accordance with the provisions of Exhibit F.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Increased
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This scope of work details the tasks that will be completed to develop a complete, compliant GSP for each of the three
project subbasins, resulting in three GSPs that are consistent with the requirements described in the GSP Regulations. The
District will be completing the tasks associated with each project subbasin simultaneously, and the tasks associated with
GSP development for each of the three subbasins will be similar. As a result, the tasks and subtasks summarized below
are applicable to all three project subbasins, unless otherwise indicated.

4.1.a
effort required for Stakeholder Outreach/Engagement (Category (b)) and GSP Development (Category (c)) described below
will directly result in additional effort for Grant Administration (Category (a)). This required effort will increase due to
increased detail for progress reporting, invoice preparation, coordination with the DWR Project Manager, collection and
organization of backup documentation, and Excel inventory of backup information organized by task. Additionally, increased
GSA staff time will be needed to track overall progress, schedule, and budget and to direct consultant efforts accordingly.

Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Coordination
with neighboring subbasins in Tehama County and neighboring counties will remain critical as part of GSP development for
the three project subbasins subject to SGMA following changes to basin boundaries and basin prioritization resulting from
the Bulletin 118 and CASGEM 2019 prioritization process. Increased inter-basin coordination will be needed to assure the
sustainable management of the three project subbasins and throughout Tehama County by avoiding adverse impacts to
neighboring subbasins. To support this need, additional funding will allow for increased engagement of and outreach to the
County-wide Groundwater Commission, including formation of and interaction with ad-hoc committees to address specific
subject areas related to GSP development and/or subbasin-specific considerations related to the Basin Setting,
Management Areas, Sustainable Management Criteria, Monitoring Networks, and Projects and Management Actions.
Category (c): GSP Development
Prepare GSPs based upon work and findings described below that meet SGMA regulations and DWR requirements.
Task 1. Data Collection and Analysis
Compile, evaluate, and analyze data necessary for development of GSPs. Identify data gaps and develop a plan for
obtaining data needed to fill gaps. Develop a County well permit database and/or well completion report database.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. As an
outgrowth of additional effort for Stakeholder Outreach/Engagement (Category (b)) and for the Category (c) tasks described
below, additional data collection and analysis will be needed for the three project subbasins. In particular, additional data
collection and analysis will be required to support increased efforts associated with Task 2 (model refinements to better
reflect local conditions within each subbasin and inter-basin flows with neighboring subbasins), Task 6 (documentation of
expanded stakeholder outreach/engagement as part of each GSPs Notice and Communication section), Task 7 (more
detailed characterization of the Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model; Groundwater Conditions; and historical, current, and
projected Water Budgets), Task 8 (additional discussion and evaluation of Management Areas within each subbasin), Task
9 (increased evaluation of Sustainable Management Criteria through refinements to the Integrated Hydrologic Model to
evaluate projected future conditions and the effects of Projects and Management Actions), Task 10 (integration of Monitoring
Network development with understanding of Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, understanding of Groundwater Conditions,
and evaluation of Sustainable Management Criteria), Task 11 (more detailed evaluation of Projects and Management
Actions, including evaluation of funding mechanisms to support implementation), and Task 12 (evaluation of funding
mechanisms to support ongoing costs of annual reporting and 5-year Plan updates).
Task 2. Integrated Hydrologic Modeling
Evaluate the available options and develop integrated hydrologic models for the subbasins. Compile, evaluate, and compare
simulated and local water budget information. Select and refine integrated hydrologic model for water budget development
and other GSP model scenario analysis. Develop model scenarios, complete model runs, and evaluate model results.
Develop model scenarios to support evaluation of potential projects and management actions or other analysis.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. In particular,
recent experience in neighboring subbasins (e.g. Colusa) indicates that substantial refinement of regional integrated
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Category (b): Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach
Communicate and engage with District Board, Groundwater Commission, Technical Advisory Committee, interested parties,
and beneficial users of groundwater within the Antelope, Los Molinos, and Red Bluff subbasins during the development of
the GSPs. Conduct coordination meetings between representatives of neighboring subbasins as necessary during plan
development and adoption process. Consider and incorporate, as applicable, information, impacts to, and input from the
neighboring Bend, Bowman, Corning, and South Battle Creek subbasins within the GSA’s jurisdiction.

4.1.a

Task 3. Monitoring Protocols.
Identify and compile existing monitoring protocols, evaluate monitoring protocols for consistency with SGMA regulations,
and document final monitoring protocols for GSP data.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
Monitoring Protocols for the three project subbasins are generally well established and consistent with DWR protocols. As
a result, no additional funding need for this task is anticipated. Adequate funding for this task is currently available under
the Round 2 Grant Agreement.
Task 4. Data and Reporting Standards
Develop data and reporting standard procedures for GSP-related data sets.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
Data and Reporting Standards for the three project subbasins are generally well established and consistent with DWR
standards. As a result, no additional funding need for this task is anticipated. Adequate funding for this task is currently
available under the Round 2 Grant Agreement.
Task 5. Data Management System
Evaluate and select Data Management System (DMS) and implement a DMS for GSP-related data sets. Build upon an
initial evaluation of the DMS developed for Glenn and Colusa counties in 2018, and consider a range of available options,
including proprietary systems, open‐source systems developed by DWR or others, and custom applications.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. A DMS for
each of the three project subbasins that includes a web-map application for online viewing of spatial and time series data
to support stakeholder outreach and engagement will be developed. This has proven a powerful tool for other GSAs and
will require additional funding beyond the initially planned effort for a basic DMS. Additionally, it will be necessary to
coordinate with the neighboring Corning Subbasin, as the District intends to implement a single DMS for all subbasins in
Tehama County subject to SGMA.
Task 6. GSP Administrative Information
Compile and organize information necessary for completing GSP Administrative Information sections.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Expanded
Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach, as described in Category (b) will require additional effort for each of the three project
subbasins to document the full breadth and depth of outreach and engagement activities for each GSP as part of the Notice
and Communication section, including outreach and engagement of neighboring subbasins in Tehama County and
neighboring counties. Additional outreach activities made possible by the requested funding will support periodic mailings
and other activities to publicize the GSP development process and maximize the engagement and input of interested
stakeholders.
Task 7. Basin Setting
Develop GSP Basin Setting sections for the subbasins including, but not limited to, hydrogeologic conceptual models
(HCMs), current and historical groundwater conditions, and water budgets.
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hydrologic models (e.g. C2VSim) to adequately represent local conditions for GSP development at the subbasin scale is
needed. Necessary refinements include updates to land use and surface water diversion updates, as well as better
calibration to adequately simulate groundwater conditions and stream-aquifer interaction in support of Water Budget
development, evaluation of potential Management Areas, establishment of Sustainable Management Criteria, and
evaluation of potential Projects and Management Actions to address sustainability challenges. For the three project
subbasins in Tehama County, it is anticipated that the C2VSim Fine Grid model will be selected. In addition to refinements
to spatial inputs to the model, it is anticipated that the model simulation period will be extended beyond 2015 through 2019
to incorporate recent changes in water budgets and groundwater conditions resulting from changes in land use as well as
changes in hydrology and surface water availability following the end of recent, historic drought conditions. These additional
efforts were not anticipated at the time of Round 2 planning.

4.1.a

This effort will include additional analysis of the aquifer based on well construction or other available data that were not
available at the time the Round 2 Grant Agreement was developed, including development of additional scaled geologic
cross-sections. Based on recent experience in other basins, increased detail in the characterization of the interconnection
of surface water systems with groundwater in the three project subbasins will be needed to address stakeholder comments,
including more detailed evaluation of the quantity and timing of depletions of those systems. Additional effort is also needed
to adequately delineate and characterize Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs) for incorporation into the GSP is
also needed. This effort will solicit and incorporate stakeholder input and technical analysis to support GDE considerations
into the identification of data gaps, the evaluation of Monitoring Networks, the establishment of Sustainable Management
Criteria, and the identification and evaluation of Projects and Management Actions. Examples of comments received on
other GSPs that support this are currently available as drafts for public review from the Groundwater Resources Hub at
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/sgma-tools/gsp-comments.
Task 8. Management Areas
If Management Areas are created within any of the subbasins, define and describe the reason for creation; Undesirable
Results, Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives; the level of appropriate monitoring and analysis; and description
about how creation of Management Areas won’t create undesirable results in adjacent areas.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Additional
technical analysis of basin conditions at the scale of potential Management Areas will be needed, along with expanded
Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach, as described in Category (b). This will require additional effort for each of the three
project subbasins to delineate and evaluate potential Management Areas based on consideration of differences in water
use sector, water source type, geology, aquifer characteristics, groundwater conditions, water budgets, and other factors.
Also, additional effort will be required to ensure that Undesirable Results are defined consistently between Management
Areas and that unique Minimum Thresholds and Measurable Objectives for individual areas will not result in undesirable
conditions in adjacent areas.
Task 9. Sustainable Management Criteria
Develop GSP Sustainable Management Criteria (SMCs) for each subbasin, including analysis and determination of
Sustainability Goals, Undesirable Results, Minimum Thresholds, and Measurable Objectives, as appropriate.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Based on
recent experience and comments submitted on draft GSPs released in other basins (e.g. North Yuba, South Yuba, Madera,
Chowchilla, and others), additional effort will be required to establish Sustainable Management Criteria due to the presence
of potentially sensitive interconnected surface water that could be subject to undesirable depletions, including streams and
GDEs. Additionally, due to the presence of extensive areas within the alluvium of the three project subbasins that have had
limited monitoring historically due to lesser well density of groundwater use (i.e. rangelands) as compared to areas of more
intense use (i.e. irrigated agricultural lands), additional effort will be needed to establish Minimum Thresholds and
Measurable Objectives that are protective of groundwater levels, groundwater storage, and other Sustainability Indicators.
Additional funding will help ensure that robust SMCs will be established to avoid undesirable results, including incorporation
of information on recent groundwater development in the past 3 to 5 years, which indicates that wells are being drilled
deeper than they were historically.
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Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Increased
intra-basin and inter-basin coordination for the three project subbasins and neighboring subbasins and associated
Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach (Category (b)) Several aspects of GSP development will require refined characterization
of the three project subbasins and immediate surrounding area. Refinements to the HCMs, Groundwater Conditions, and
Water Budgets will support improved understanding of the Basin Setting to support other aspects of GSP development,
including evaluation and delineation of Management Areas; identification of data gaps to be addressed through increased
monitoring or other means; establishment of Sustainable Management Criteria; and evaluation of Projects and Management
Actions.

4.1.a

Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Additional
effort to develop and evaluate the Monitoring Networks for each of the three project subbasins will coincide with additional
effort to establish Sustainable Management Criteria, particularly to the extent that Management Areas are established within
each subbasin. Based on recent experience and comments submitted on draft GSPs released in other basins, additional
effort will be required due to the presence of potentially sensitive interconnected surface water that could be subject to
undesirable depletions, including streams and GDEs that is expected to lead to a need for increased monitoring in the future
than previously anticipated. This will necessitate increased effort to identify and develop plans to address data gaps in the
existing Monitoring Network. Additionally, due to the presence of extensive areas within the alluvium of the three project
subbasins that have had limited monitoring historically due to lesser well density of groundwater use (i.e. rangelands) as
compared to areas of more intense use (i.e. irrigated agricultural lands), additional effort will be needed to identify and/or
establish monitoring sites to address data gaps, including outreach and coordination with landowners to identify and gain
access to selected sites.
Task 11. Projects and Management Actions
Develop Projects and Management Actions to achieve Sustainability Goals for each subbasin, describe the implementation
feasibility, and the method by which each will be evaluated for effectiveness.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. Based on
recent experience in other basins facing sustainability challenges, additional effort will be required to evaluate Projects and
Management Actions (PMAs) individually and in combination for the three project subbasins. This effort will include initial
screening of a wide range of PMAs identified through Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach, followed by ranking of individual
PMAs based on assessment of anticipated costs, benefits, and benefit areas. It is anticipated that the number of PMAs
evaluated will increase as a result of the establishment of Management Areas and based on limited recovery of groundwater
levels in some areas following the end of the 2015 drought. Finally, selected PMAs will be evaluated for robustly both
individually and in groups to support inclusion of specific PMAs or packages of PMAs in the GSP for each of the three
subbasins.
Task 12. Prepare Plan for Implementation
For the high and medium priority subbasin GSPs, develop an implementation plan (including annual reporting and periodic
evaluations) with schedules and costs. Detail a process for evaluating the monitoring network during five-year reviews.
Justification of Additional Funding Need:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. This task
will include additional effort than included in the Round 2 Grant Agreement to evaluate long-term funding mechanisms to
support PMA design, permitting, and implementation; annual reporting; and periodic evaluation (including 5-year updates)
following GSP adoption and submittal to the Department. This additional effort will review potential funding mechanisms to
fund these ongoing costs considering regulatory fees, other property-related fees, benefit assessments, and special taxes.
The potential funding mechanisms will be compared to identify which may be appropriate, acceptable, and well-suited for
long-term GSP implementation.
Task 13. GSP Adoption
A public hearing will be held on the Draft GSPs after the documents are circulated amongst GSA participating agencies
within the subbasins, interested parties, the general public, and DWR. The comments received on the Draft GSP will be
considered by the GSA prior to the plan adoption. Upon revision and adoption by the GSA, Final GSPs will be submitted to
DWR.

Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program
SGM Planning – Round 3 Proposal Solicitation Package

16
Packet Pg. 20

Attachment: Grant Application (16218 : Groundwater Sustainability Plan Grant Update)

Task 10. Monitoring Network
Develop monitoring network, for each subbasin, capable of collecting sufficient data to demonstrate short term, seasonal,
and long-term trends in groundwater and related surface conditions, and yield representative information about groundwater
conditions as necessary to evaluate GSP implementation. Evaluate and designate specific monitoring sites that represent
general groundwater conditions and are adequate to act as proxy for other sustainability indicators. Evaluate monitoring
networks for adequacy, determine data gaps, and develop a plan to address inadequacies and gaps. Develop reports and
forms to be used with the DMS for reporting required data to DWR in a format consistent with GSP Regulations.

4.1.a
Justification of Additional Funding:
As discussed in Section A: Project Description—Explanation of Funding Request, an overall increase in the funding needed
is anticipated as evidenced by planned and completed work in other basins to successfully complete the GSPs. For
example, recent experience in critically overdrafted basins demonstrates that comments from a wide range of stakeholders
require greater attention to ensure that they are properly included and integrated in the associated GSP sections.
Additionally, the DWR GSP upload and submission system is very detailed and is an additional task that was not anticipated
as part of the Round 2 Grant Agreement, particularly given that submittal of distinct GSP sections for each of the three
project subbasins will be required.

b. Project Deliverables
The project deliverables associated with each category described above in section D.a. Scope of Work are provided below.
The current status of each task is also described, including the estimated percent (0 – 100%) completed. Due to the District
currently selecting qualified consultants to complete these tasks, limited progress has occurred at this time. The District
anticipates issuing a Notice to Proceed to the selected consultant team in December 2019.
Note that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not directly apply to this project. Projects that prepare and
adopt GSPs are exempted from CEQA (CWC §10728.6).
Category (a): Grant Administration
Current Status: As of September 2019, Grant Administration is estimated to be 11% complete.
Deliverables:
1. Executed Grant Agreement and Amendment(s) if necessary.
2. Quarterly Progress Reports and Invoices with all required backup documentation.
3. Environmental Information Form.
4. Draft Grant Completion Report.
5. Final Grant Completion Report.
Category (b): Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach
Current Status: As of September 2019, Stakeholder Engagement/Outreach is estimated to be 1% complete.
Deliverables:
1. Meeting summaries included as attachments to the quarterly Progress Report.
2. Formal agreements including voluntary coordination agreements, technical agreements and others.
Category (c): GSP Development
Current Status: As of September 2019, GSP Development and all associated tasks are estimated to be 2% complete.
Deliverables:
Task 1. Data Collection and Analysis
1. Datasets developed.
2. Documentation of data collection, analysis, and results.
Task 2. Integrated Hydrologic Modeling
1. Model evaluation and selection documentation.
2. Technical documentation of comparisons of existing applications to local information.
3. Technical documentation of refinements to existing applications.
4. Technical documentation of model scenarios and results.
5. Electronic model files for refined model and scenarios developed.
Task 3. Monitoring Protocols.
1. Documented monitoring protocols for inclusion in the GSP.
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Category (d): Monitoring/Assessment
No tasks in the District’s Round 2 Grant Agreement are reported in Category (d). No additional effort is anticipated at this
time.

4.1.a
Task 4. Data and Reporting Standards
1. Inventory of compiled data and organized, formatted datasets to support GSP development.
2. Data gap action plan to support GSP development.
3. Documentation of actions to fill high priority data gaps.

Task 6. GSP Administrative Information
1. General information section of GSP document, including executive summary and list of references and technical
studies.
2. Summary of Agency information and GSP implementation costs for inclusion in the GSP.
3. Maps and narrative description of the plan area for inclusion in the GSP.
4. Notice and communication section of GSP.
Task 7. Basin Setting
1. Written description of the Subbasin, graphical depiction of the HCM, geologic map and cross sections, and other
maps as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
2. Maps, hydrographs, and other data required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
3. Water budget section including required content for inclusion in the GSP.
Task 8. Management Areas
1. Descriptions and maps of management areas as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
Task 9. Sustainable Management Criteria
1. Description of sustainability goal and supporting information required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
2. Description of Undesirable Results as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
3. Description of Minimum Thresholds as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
4. Description of Measurable Objectives as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
Task 10. Monitoring Network
1. Description of the monitoring network capable of yielding representative information about groundwater and related
surface conditions in the subbasin, including monitoring objectives, rationale for the selection of monitoring
locations, parameters and frequencies for each sustainability indicator.
2. Maps and tabular summary of the existing and proposed monitoring network.
3. Plan for developing the monitoring network.
4. Description of the Representative Monitoring sites, including supporting information justifying why each site reflects
general conditions in the area, as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
5. Assessment of the number and locations of monitoring sites, monitoring frequencies and the quality of the data
collected, as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
6. Recommendations for improvements to the monitoring network.
7. Description of the process for evaluating the monitoring network during five-year reviews.
8. DMS updates to produce monitoring data to be included in annual reports and electronic submittals on DWR forms.
9. Description of the DMS functionality for annual reporting for inclusion in the GSP.
Task 11. Projects and Management Actions
1. Description of Projects and Management Actions as required by the Regulations for inclusion in the GSP.
Task 12. Prepare Plan for Implementation
1. Description of the GSP implementation plan and the process for evaluating the monitoring network for inclusion in
the GSP.
Task 13. GSP Adoption
1. Draft GSP
2. Proof of Final GSP submittal to DWR
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Task 5. Data Management System
1. Preliminary DMS specifications technical memorandum.
2. DMS evaluation and selection technical memorandum.
3. DMS user guide.
4. DMS software, including data used in the development and implementation of the GSP and required to support
annual reporting.

4.1.a

MISCELLANEOUS
E. Project Support

Coordination of Subbasins within Tehama County
• The District has been managing the groundwater resources within the County over the past 20 years through its
groundwater monitoring well network and development of its Groundwater Management Plan, which was updated
in 2012 and has led SGMA efforts within Tehama County since 2014. This includes coordinating with numerous
water agencies and other stakeholders throughout Tehama County.
• The Notice of Intent (NOI) process for the District to form a GSA:
o The topic was discussed at several District Board meetings before the Board decided to move forward with
a public hearing concerning its intention to submit an NOI.
o The District developed an outreach distribution list (see Table 1 of this attachment, below) of agencies that
were either groundwater suppliers or represented groundwater users within the District, as well as GSA
eligible entities in surrounding subbasins. Additionally, the District collected email addresses from interested
constituents during public outreach events; these were not included in Table 1 for privacy reasons.
o Agencies on the outreach distribution list were sent a letter informing them of the District’s intent to become
the GSA and inviting them to attend the public hearing on the subject.
o A public hearing was held during a special Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of Directors
meeting on June 2, 2015. During this meeting several agencies expressed interest in participating in the
GSA governance structure. These agencies included the three incorporated cities within the County and
several of the larger water districts.
o District staff worked with these stakeholders to develop a Groundwater Commission which allowed them to
participate in the governance process. This team developed the existing governance structure which
included the Board of Directors as the governing body of the GSA and a Groundwater Commission that has
both advisory and regulatory responsibilities.
o The District received letters of support letter for the District’s submittal from those agencies interested in
participating in the governance structure. These included the three incorporated cities within the county and
three of the larger water districts.
o Agencies on the outreach distribution list were sent a letter inviting them to attend the second public hearing
on the District’s intent to become the GSA.
o A second public hearing was held during a special Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of
Directors meeting November 3, 2015 in which the Board approved submitting the NOI.
o The District submitted its NOI in November 2015 and was recognized by DWR as the Exclusive GSA in
February 2016.
o Agencies on the outreach distribution list were sent a letter on November 11, 2015 informing them that the
District Board of Directors had approved submitting a NOI to DWR. A copy of the District’s NOI was attached
to the letter.
• The District’s Board of Directors, Groundwater Commission and Groundwater Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
meetings are public meetings and offer the opportunity for education and participation in the GSA and GSP
processes within the District. These meetings follow the Brown Act requirements, with meeting notices, agendas,
minutes, and audio recordings being posted on the County’s website2.
• The Board of Directors, Groundwater Commissioners, and TAC members represent many of the agencies
throughout the District listed in Table 1. These members provide regular updates and information related to the GSA
and GSP development process to their respective Boards/Councils. This allows these Boards/Councils, which
represent a significant portion of the groundwater users within the District, an opportunity to participate in the
Tehama County GSA and the development of the GSP.

2

http://tehamacountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Calendar.aspx
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The District has strived to take the lead on informing local agencies and constituents of the regulations and developments
surrounding SGMA, the GSA, and each applicable subbasin’s GSP. The District has led coordination efforts between the
six subbasins within the District’s jurisdiction and has also been active in coordination efforts with those GSA entities located
in the shared and surrounding subbasins. Through these efforts, the District has engaged with SDACs and other beneficial
users of groundwater, including agricultural water users, municipal water users, wildlife refuges, the Paskenta Band of
Nomlaki Indians (Corning Subbasin), and other stakeholders to ensure their needs and concerns are addressed throughout
GSP development. Specific coordination, outreach, and education activities are described below. Letters of support from
SDACs, beneficial users of groundwater, and other local agencies are provided in Att3_SGM_WrkPlan_2of2.

•

•
•

•
•

The District requested and received letters of support (Att3_SGM_WrkPlan_2of2) for the submittal of the Round 3
GSP Grant Application from the three incorporated cities within the county along with three of the larger water
districts within the County including two within the three project subbasins. These six agencies, City of Corning, City
of Red Bluff, City of Tehama, El Camino Irrigation District, Los Molinos Community Services District, and the Rio
Alto Water District, have permanent seats on the Groundwater Commission. Additional letters of support were
requested and received from neighboring areas include the Vina GSA, Glenn County (a representative of the
Corning Subbasin), and the Colusa Groundwater Authority.
The District’s website3 includes information on SGMA, the GSA, GSP development, Basin Boundary Adjustments,
groundwater monitoring, Board of Directors, Groundwater Commission, TAC, and upcoming meeting dates.
District staff has given presentations (see Table 2, SGMA and the Tehama County GSA to the Corning and Red
Bluff City Councils, Rio Alto Water District Board of Directors, Capay Land Owners Association, Tehama County
Supervisor District 2 Town Hall, Tehama County Tea Party, Tehama County Drought Task Force, Tehama County
Farm Bureau, Shasta Tehama Watershed Education Coalition, and several Sacramento River Discovery Center
Thursday Evening Programs.
District staff coordinated with the local newspaper, Red Bluff Daily News, to provide accurate information during the
GSA development process.
In September 2017, District staff submitted an article on the Tehama County GSA Formation to the local University
of California Cooperative Extension Office to be included in their annual Water and Land Management newsletter,
which is distributed to approximately 4,000 people in Shasta, Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa Counties.

Coordination of Subbasins Partially or Completely Outside of Tehama County
•

•

•

•

•

•

3

The District has participated in several Butte County GSA development meetings (see Table 2). These were
facilitated meetings in which GSA eligible agencies from within Butte County’s four subbasins met to discuss SGMA
and GSA formation related topics. Additionally, the District participated in numerous Vina Subbasin specific
meetings with Butte County, the City of Chico, and the Rock Creek Reclamation District prior to the subbasin being
separated at the Butte/Tehama County Line. The District intends on continuing coordination with the three GSAs
within the Vina Subbasin to implement sustainable groundwater management within the region.
The District participated in several Glenn County GSA meetings. These were facilitated meetings in which GSA
eligible agencies from within Glenn County’s three subbasins (including the Corning Subbasin) met to discuss
SGMA and GSA formation related topics. Additionally, the District participated in several Corning Subbasin specific
meetings with Corning Subbasin GSA consisting of Glenn County and Glenn Colusa Irrigation District. The District
intends on signing a MOU with the Corning Subbasin GSA and coordinating on a single GSP for the Corning
Subbasin.
At the request of the GSA eligible entities in Shasta County, District staff gave an informal presentation on the
District’s GSA development process and governance structure. District staff have also had initial discussions
concerning inter-basin coordination and will initiate additional coordination once the District has a consultant under
contract.
The Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation District (ACID) considered filing a NOI for the portion of its District located
within Tehama County. District staff met with two ACID Board members and staff to inform them of the District’s
GSA development process and governance structure. Staff attended a public hearing held by ACID to determine if
they would submit a NOI for the portion of their District located within Tehama County. District staff presented the
District’s GSA development process and governance structure to the full ACID Board during the public hearing;
ultimately ACID decided not to submit a NOI for the portion of their District located within Tehama County. The ACID
Board did later submit a NOI for the portion of their District located within Shasta County.
The District also participates in the Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Watershed Management (NSV
IRWM) Planning Group. This group, which includes representatives from Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Shasta, Sutter, and
Tehama counties, and a regional Tribal representative, meets monthly. Each county has provided an update on
SGMA related activities since Summer 2015. These meetings allow for collaboration and coordination on GSA and
GSP activities amongst the county staff. These meetings typically include technical speakers, many of which have
covered SGMA related topics over the past 3 years.
The District also participates in the Northern California Water Association’s (NCWA) quarterly Groundwater
Management Task Force meetings. These meeting are well attended by representatives across the Sacramento
Valley and focus on SGMA related topics. This group has provided an excellent opportunity for collaboration
amongst GSA entities throughout the Sacramento Valley.

http://www.tehamacountypublicworks.ca.gov/flood
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4.1.a

4.1.a

Agencies on GSP Outreach Distribution List (in alphabetical order)
Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation District
Orland Unit Water Users Association
Butte County
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians
Cal Fire
Paskenta CSD
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Proberta Water District
California Department of Water Resources
Rancho Tehama Association
Cattlemen's Association
RCD of Tehama County
Cattlewomen's Association
Red Bluff Tree Farm
City of Corning
Reeds Creek Estates CSD
City of Red Bluff
Rio Alto Water District
City of Tehama
Rio Ranch Estates CSD
Corning Water District
Shasta County
Deer Creek Irrigation District
Shasta-Tehama Watershed Education Coalition
Deer Creek Watershed Conservancy
Stanford Vina Ranch Irrigation District
Department
Tehama Colusa Canal Authority
El Camino Irrigation District
Tehama County Administration
Gerber Las Flores CSD
Tehama County Agricultural Department
Glenn Colusa Irrigation District
Tehama County Board of Supervisors
Glenn County
Tehama County Environmental Health
Golden Meadows Estates CSD
Tehama County Farm Bureau
Kirkwood Water District
Tehama County Planning Department
Lake California Property Owners Association
Tehama County Public Works
Los Molinos Community Services District (CSD)
Tehama County Sherriff's Office
Los Molinos CSD
The Nature Conservancy
Los Molinos Mutual Water Company
Thomes Creek Water District
Mill Creek Watershed Conservancy
University of California Cooperative Extension
Mineral Water Company
USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service
Table 2. Public meetings District Staff presented information on the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act or the
Tehama County Groundwater Sustainability Agency.
Location
District Board Meeting
Groundwater TAC meeting
District Board Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
District Board Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
District Board Meeting
Corning City Council
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Rio Alto Water District Board
Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force

Date
10/9/2014
11/17/2014
1/22/2015
2/23/2015
3/2/2015
3/3/2015
4/15/2015
4/20/2015
4/21/2015
5/14/2015
5/20/2015
6/1/2015
6/2/2015
7/15/2015
7/20/2015
8/4/2015
8/11/2015
8/13/2015
8/19/2015
8/19/2015
9/14/2015
9/21/2015
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Location
Red Bluff City Council
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
District Board Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Tehama County Planning
Commission
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
District Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation
District Board Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
Capay Land Owners Association
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
District Board Meeting
Sacramento River Discovery
Center’s Thursday Evening
Program
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting

Date
10/6/2015
10/21/2015
11/3/2015
11/16/2015
11/18/2015
12/3/2015
12/7/2015
12/10/2015
12/14/2015
1/14/2016
1/27/2016
2/7/2016
2/22/2016
2/26/2016
3/7/2016
3/14/2016
3/23/2016
4/14/2016
4/20/2016

21
Packet Pg. 25

Attachment: Grant Application (16218 : Groundwater Sustainability Plan Grant Update)

Table 1. Agencies on District’s email outreach distribution list to receive information concerning the Tehama County
Groundwater Sustainability Agency and Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Location
Shasta County SGMA Meeting
Glenn County SGMA Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Glenn County SGMA Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
Association of California Water
Agencies Regions 2 & 4 SGMA
Discussion
Tehama County Supervisor District
2 Town Hall (Red Bluff)
Glenn County SGMA Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
District Board Meeting
Butte County GSA Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
Butte County GSA Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
Sacramento River Discovery
Center’s Thursday Evening
Program
Butte County GSA Meeting
District Board Meeting
Vina Subbasin Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Butte County GSA Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
District Board Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
Tehama County Tea Party
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
Sacramento River Discovery
Center’s Thursday Evening
Program
Groundwater Commission Meeting

Date
4/21/2016
4/26/2016
5/18/2016
5/24/2016
5/25/2016
6/6/2016
6/20/2016
6/21/2016
6/27/2016
7/14/2016
7/20/2016
7/27/2016
7/28/2016
8/2/2016
8/17/2016
8/22/2016
8/25/2016
9/12/2016
9/12/2016
9/15/2016
9/22/2016
9/26/2016
10/16/2016
10/19/2016
10/22/2016
11/9/2016
11/16/2016
12/5/2016
12/12/2016
12/14/2016
1/18/2017
1/23/2017
2/15/2017
2/22/2017
2/27/2017
3/6/2017
3/13/2017
3/20/2017
3/22/2017
4/19/2017
4/26/2017
5/15/2017
5/17/2017
5/22/2017
5/30/2017
6/5/2017
6/5/2017
6/17/2017
6/28/2017
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Location
District Board Meeting
Vina Subbasin Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
Groundwater Commission Meeting
Corning Subbasin Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
District Board Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
District Board Meeting
Tehama County Supervisor District
2 Town Hall (Red Bluff)
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
Groundwater Commission Meeting
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
City of Corning
Groundwater Commission Meeting
Tehama County Farm Bureau
District Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
District Board Meeting
Northern Sacramento Valley
Forum
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
Shasta Tehama Watershed
Education Coalition Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NSV IRWM Board Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force

Date
7/17/2017
7/18/2017
7/19/2017
8/9/2017
8/16/2017
8/21/2017
9/11/2017
9/11/2017
9/27/2017
9/28/2017
10/18/2017
10/25/2017
11/15/2017
12/4/2017
12/4/2017
1/24/2018
2/26/2018
2/28/2018
3/5/2018
3/12/2018
3/19/2018
3/26/18
4/18/2018
4/25/2018
5/16/2018
5/21/2018
6/4/2018
6/11/2018
6/14/2018
6/19/2018
7/18/2018
8/15/2018
8/22/2018
9/10/2018
9/17/2018
10/17/2018
10/23/2018
10/24/2018
11/14/2018
11/19/2018
12/10/2018
1/16/2019
1/23/2019
3/18/2019
4/5/2019
4/17/2019
4/24/2019
5/8/2019
5/15/2019
5/20/2019
5/22/2019
6/3/2019
6/10/2019
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Date
8/28/2019
9/9/2019
9/16/2019
10/16/2019
10/23/2019
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Location
Groundwater Commission Meeting
NCWA Groundwater Task Force
District Board Meeting
NSV IRWM TAC Meeting
Groundwater Commission Meeting

Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program
SGM Planning – Round 3 Proposal Solicitation Package

23
Packet Pg. 27

4.1.a

ATTACHMENT 4
GRANT PROPOSAL SUMMARY BUDGET – GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN DEVELOPMENT FOR THE
RED BLUFF, ANTELOPE, AND LOS MOLINOS SUBBASINS

The District is proposing a work plan that will include GSP Development for the three Medium or High Priority subbasins
subject to SGMA that wholly lie in Tehama County (Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos). Table 1 (Table 5A in the DWR
budget template) presents the total requested Round 3 grant amount, estimated local cost share, and estimated total cost
for the proposal, by budget category. These total costs include the GSP development tasks for all three subbasins. This
budget summary is consistent with the detailed budget presented in Table 2 (Table 6A in the DWR budget template), which
outlines the estimated total requested grant amount, estimated local cost share, and estimated total cost for each task.
The Project Budget Justification section of this attachment provides the basis of these budget items and a description of
the budget differences between the District’s current grant agreement and this Round 3 proposal.

Table 1 (DWR Table 5A). Grant Proposal Summary Budget (No Components)
Grant Proposal Title:

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development for the Red Bluff, Antelope, and
Los Molinos Subbasins

Applicant:

Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District

Grant Proposal serves a need of a DA?: ■ Yes
Local Cost Share requested: ☐ 25%

☐ 15%

☐ No
☐ 10%

■ 0%

(a)
Requested
Grant Amount

(b)
Local Cost Share: NonState Fund Source1

(c)
Total Cost

(d)
% Local Cost
Share (Col (b)/
Col (c))

(a) Grant Agreement Administration

$70,800

$0

$70,800

0%

(b) Stakeholder Engagement / Outreach

$98,200

$0

$98,200

0%

$1,330,200

$0

$1,330,200

0%

$0

$0

$0

0%

$1,499,200

$0

$1,499,200

0%

Budget Categories

(c) GSP Development
(d) Monitoring / Assessment
Grand Total
Sum rows (a) through (d) for each column
1 Tehama

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is requesting a waiver of the 25% local cost share requirement. Greater
than 75% of the project benefit area (the full extent of the Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins) is considered a DA. The
project is therefore eligible for a local cost share waiver of 100%. See Attachment 6 for more details.
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This attachment provides a summary of the project budget for the proposal submitted by Tehama County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District (District). This proposal encompasses the requested Round 3 funding to develop Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the three Medium or High Priority subbasins subject to SGMA that wholly lie in Tehama
County (Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins). The budget summary tables are presented first, followed by a
project budget justification explaining how the budget values were determined.

4.1.a

Table 2 (DWR Table 6A). Proposal Detailed Budget (No Components)
Grant Proposal Title: Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development for the Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los
Molinos Subbasins
Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District
(a)
Requested Grant
Amount

(b)
Local Cost Share: NonState Fund Source1

(c)
Total Cost

(a) Grant Administration

$70,800

$0

$70,800

Grant Administration

$70,800

$0

$70,800

(b) Stakeholder Engagement / Outreach

$98,200

$0

$98,200

Stakeholder Engagement / Outreach2

$98,200

$0

$98,200

$1,330,200

$0

$1,330,200

Task 1. Data Collection and Analysis

$129,600

$0

$129,600

Task 2. Integrated Hydrologic Modeling

$129,600

$0

$129,600

Task 3. Monitoring Protocols

$0

$0

$0

Task 4. Data and Reporting Standards

$0

$0

$0

Task 5. Data Management System

$125,800

$0

$125,800

Task 6. GSP Administrative Information

$67,600

$0

$67,600

Task 7. Basin Setting

$146,800

$0

$146,800

Task 8. Management Areas

$110,800

$0

$110,800

Task 9. Sustainable Management Criteria

$146,800

$0

$146,800

Task 10. Monitoring Networks

$132,400

$0

$132,400

Task 11. Projects and Management Actions

$182,800

$0

$182,800

Task 12. Prepare Plan for Implementation

$74,800

$0

$74,800

Task 13. GSP Adoption

$83,200

$0

$83,200

(d) Monitoring / Assessment

$0

$0

$0

NA

$0

$0

$0

$1,499,200

$0

$1,499,200

Budget Categories

(c) GSP Development

Grand Total
Sum rows (a) through (d) for each column
1 Tehama

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is requesting a waiver of the 25% local cost share requirement.
Greater than 75% of the project benefit area (the full extent of the Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins) is considered a DA.
The project is therefore eligible for a local cost share waiver of 100%. See Attachment 6 for more details.
2 Task also supports efforts under Budget Category (c) GSP Development.
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Applicant:

4.1.a

Project Budget Justification

The budget estimate considers labor costs, direct costs, and additional/updated costs estimated in the Round 3 proposal,
as compared to the District’s current Round 2 grant agreement. Labor cost estimates consider (1) the overall level of effort
required (hours), (2) the relative division of effort between consultants and local GSA staff, and (3) reasonable hourly costs
for consultant and staff contributions. Expected direct cost estimates include other costs, such as printing, meeting facilities,
public notices, etc. These estimates were originally developed and submitted with the District’s Round 2 proposal that was
funded by DWR. Since the Round 2 proposal and initiation of the current grant agreement, additional information and
understanding of the complexities surrounding GSP development have resulted in higher estimated costs for many of these
tasks. These additional/updated cost estimates developed during this Round 3 grant application process are described
below.
The total estimated cost for all tasks presented in this attachment encompass GSP development for all three project
subbasins (Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos subbasins). The District anticipates that it will realize substantial
efficiencies in this project through coordinated, concurrent GSP development for each subbasin.
Labor Costs
Funds awarded as part of the Round 3 grant are expected to cover consultant and staff labor costs. The estimated consultant
and staff hours are detailed in Table 3 below. Assumptions related to the ability to leverage prior work completed in the
District’s service area to the project are further described in the project scope of work (Attachment 3). Consultant costs are
estimated to average $180 per hour, based on a combination of contributions from a principal engineer/hydrogeologist
($216/hr), a supervising engineer/hydrogeologist ($196/hr), an associate engineer/ hydrogeologist ($166/hr), a staff
engineer/hydrogeologist ($147/hr), and a Technical/Project Assistant ($97/hr). GSA staff costs are estimated to average
$70 per hour. This proposal includes funding for a ¼ time District staff member for each year of the project. The District
anticipates funding at least an additional ½ to ¾ staff member during the development of the GSP.
A summary of estimated labor costs is provided in Table 3. The table includes estimated hours of consultant and staff time
and associated labor costs.
Direct Costs
The estimated direct costs for each task are detailed in Table 4. Direct costs include other costs, such as printing, meeting
facilities, public notices, etc. Assumptions related to direct cost items are as follows:
•

Stakeholder Engagement / Outreach (Budget Category (b)): This cost will cover printing, advertisement, and
meeting facilities for public outreach and education during GSP development and is estimated to be $15,000.

•

Data Collection and Analysis (Budget Category (c), Task 1): Direct costs for data collection and analysis for field
data collection, laboratory analysis, etc. are estimated to be 50% of labor costs.

•

Data Management System (Budget Category (c), Task 5): This cost will cover software and hardware for
implementation of a data management system and is estimated to be $15,000.

•

GSP Preparation and Adoption (Budget Category (c), Tasks 12 and 13): This cost will cover printing, advertisement,
and meeting facilities for GSP preparation and adoption and is estimated to be $10,000.

Cost Summary
A summary of estimated costs is provided in Table 3. For each Category and Task, an estimate of hours and associated
labor costs is provided, along with estimated direct costs and total labor and direct costs.
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Costs for development of the three GSPs were developed based on estimated costs for GSP development in neighboring,
similar subbasins; proposals recently received for the three project subbasins, and actual GSP development costs
associated with GSP development in other subbasins statewide. Additionally, budget estimates are informed by historical
and recent local groundwater conditions in the three project subbasins and likely undesirable results that will need to be
addressed as part of the GSP. The budget is informed in particular by the SGMA Risk Assessment developed by Davids
Engineering Team and associated considerations related to potential undesirable results in the subbasin.

4.1.a

Table 3. Summary of Estimated Round 3 Labor and Direct Costs.
Labor Hours

Task

Labor
Cost

Direct
Cost

Total Cost

Consultant

GSA Staff

Total

(a) Grant Administration

160

600

760

$70,800

$0

$70,800

(b) Stakeholder Engagement / Outreach

400

160

560

$83,200

$15,000

$98,200

(c) GSP
Development

1. Data Collection and Analysis

480

0

480

$86,400

$43,200

$129,600

2. Integrated Hydrologic Modeling

720

0

720

$129,600

$0

$129,600

3. Monitoring Protocols

0

0

0

$0

$0

$0

4. Data and Reporting Standards

0

0

0

$0

$0

$0

5. Data Management System

600

40

640

$110,800

$15,000

$125,800

6. GSP Administrative Information

360

40

400

$67,600

$0

$67,600

7. Basin Setting

800

40

840

$146,800

$0

$146,800

8. Management Areas

600

40

640

$110,800

$0

$110,800

9. Sustainable Management Criteria

800

40

840

$146,800

$0

$146,800

10. Monitoring Networks

720

40

760

$132,400

$0

$132,400

1,000

40

1040

$182,800

$0

$182,800

12. Prepare Plan for Implementation

400

40

440

$74,800

$0

$74,800

13. GSP Adoption

360

120

480

$73,200

$10,000

$83,200

0

0

0

$0

$0

$0

7,400

1,200

8,600

$1,416,000

$83,200

$1,499,200

11. Projects and Management
Actions

(d) Monitoring /
Assessment

NA
Total
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Budget
Category

4.1.a

ATTACHMENT 5
SCHEDULE – GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN DEVELOPMENT FOR THE RED BLUFF, ANTELOPE, AND
LOS MOLINOS SUBBASINS

The work plan for GSP Development for the three subbasins culminates in the submittal of three GSPs to DWR by the due
date of January 31, 2022 for non-critically overdrafted subbasins. The GSP development tasks for each subbasin will be
completed simultaneously, resulting in the same anticipated schedule for GSP development. This schedule is based on
estimates of the timing and sequence of tasks necessary to complete the GSPs as outlined in the work plan and in
accordance with schedule requirements identified in SGMA and the GSP regulations. Supplemental information (Figure 1)
illustrates the timing of all tasks and the dependencies among tasks. Many of the GSP development tasks will occur
concurrently. In addition to the milestones included in Table 7A, the completion of each of the tasks shown on the schedules
represent milestones in the project.
According to the Planning Grants Proposal Solicitation Package – Round 31 provided for the Sustainable Groundwater
Management (SGM) Grant Program Planning Grants, only work performed on the project between July 1, 2017 and April
30, 2022 (for GSP development projects for non-critically overdrafted subbasins) is eligible for reimbursement on this grant.
Therefore, the GSP development schedule indicates April 30, 2022 as the final completion date for all tasks, and December
31, 2021 as the completion date for all tasks associated directly with GSP development.

Table 7A – Grant Proposal Schedule (No Components)
Grant Proposal Title:

Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development for the Red Bluff, Antelope, and
Los Molinos Subbasins

Applicant:

Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation District

Categories
(a) Grant Administration
Milestone: Final Grant Report
(b) Stakeholder Engagement / Outreach
(c) GSP Development
Task 1. Data Collection and Analysis
Task 2. Integrated Hydrologic Modeling
Task 3. Monitoring Protocols
Task 4. Data and Reporting Standards
Task 5. Data Management System
Task 6. GSP Administrative Information
Task 7. Basin Setting
Task 8. Management Areas
Task 9. Sustainable Management Criteria
Task 10. Monitoring Network
Task 11. Projects and Management Actions
Task 12. Prepare Plan for Implementation
Task 13. GSP Adoption
Milestone: Draft GSP
Milestone: Final GSP
Category (d): Monitoring/Assessment
No tasks are included in Category (d).
1

Start Date
(Earliest Start Date)
1/1/2020
4/30/2022
3/1/2020
1/1/2020
1/1/2020
1/1/2020
1/1/2020
1/1/2020
5/1/2020
1/1/2020
1/1/2020
7/1/2020
5/1/2020
1/1/2020
4/1/2020
7/1/2021
7/1/2021
7/1/2021
12/31/2021
NA
NA

End Date
( Latest End Date)
4/30/2022
4/30/2022
1/1/2022
12/31/2021
6/30/2021
12/31/2020
3/31/2020
4/30/2020
3/31/2021
6/30/2021
12/31/2020
12/31/2020
3/31/2021
9/30/2020
3/31/2021
12/31/2021
12/31/2021
7/1/2021
12/31/2021
NA
NA

Available at: https://water.ca.gov/Work-With-Us/Grants-And-Loans/Sustainable-Groundwater
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This proposal encompasses the project to develop Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for the three Medium or High
Priority subbasins subject to SGMA that wholly lie in Tehama County (Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins).
Each of the three GSPs is expected to be completed on the same schedule provided below in Table 7A.

4.1.a

Attachment: Grant Application (16218 : Groundwater Sustainability Plan Grant Update)

Figure 1. Supplemental Schedule Information.
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Groundwater Sustainability Agency Groundwater Commission
Meeting Date: December 18, 2019
Prepared By: Nichole Bethurem
Preparer Phone: 530-385-1462 ext 3045
Preparer Email: nbethurem@tcpw.ca.gov
Regular Item
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development Request for Qualifications
Recommendation
Requested Action(s)
a.
Informational update on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Request for
Qualifications (RFQ) consultant selection process.
b.

Requested Action: Review the GSP ad hoc committee recommendation to
accept the proposal from Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) to
develop the Groundwater Sustainability Plans for the Bowman, Red Bluff,
Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins and provide direction to staff to present the
recommendation to the Board of Directors for consideration.

Background Information:
a.
The RFQ for the Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development Bowman, Red
Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins was advertised between September
16 and November 1, 2019. Four proposals were received, with the following
firms submitting proposals:
•
FlowWest
•
GHD
•
Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers (LSCE)
•
Montgomery & Associates
On November 15, 2019 the GSP ad hoc committee, composed of
Commissioners Crain, Fleharty, Hamer, Lamkin, and Slack, met to discuss their
individual review of the proposals received.
The ad hoc committee
(Commissioner Lamkin was absent) selected GHD, LSCE, and Montgomery &
Associates to advance to the interview stage.
The ad hoc committee and staff developed a list of 18 questions concerning
topics the ad hoc committee wanted clarification on from each of the three firms
being interviewed. The responses were due by December 5 and assisted the ad
hoc committee members in preparing for the interview process. For the interview
process, the three firms were asked to provide a 10-15 minute presentation,
provde in person answers to several of the 18 questions, and allow time for a
question and answer period.
Following the December 10, 2019 consultant interviews, the ad hoc committee
unanimously recommended the consultant team lead by LSCE. This
recommendation is based on their experience in developing plans for critically
(ID # 16168)
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overdraft basins, experience and focus on California agriculture, team member
involvement in the initial development of GSP regulations, and strong
relationships with regulators.

5.1

The consultant team lead by LSCE includes Davids Engineering, Inc., MBK
Engineers, MLJ Environmental, Consensus Building Institute, Inc., Water
Resources Consulting, and Steffen Mehl.
District staff participated in the review and interview process but were not voting
members of the ad hoc committee.
District staff fully supports the
recommendation to select the LSCE consultant team.
b.

If the Commission accepts the ad hoc committee recommendation, staff will
present the recommendation to the Board of Directors on January 7, 2020 and
begin developing a contract with LSCE.

Attachment List:
LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (PDF)
GSP Development LSCE Team Response to Questions
(PDF)
LSCE Interview Agenda (PDF)
LSCE Team Fee Proposal for GSP Development Services (PDF)
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Groundwater Sustainability
Plan Development

for the
Bowman, Red Bluﬀ, Antelope
and Los Molinos Subbasins
LSCE Team Proposal for Four Groundwater Sustainability Plans:
Providing the foundation for sustaining groundwater resources,
Recognizing more than a century of agriculture and its economic
importance to Tehama County, and
Planning for multiple beneﬁts essential to stakeholders and
maintaining quality of life.

Prepared By:

In Association With:
Davids Engineering, Inc.
MBK Engineers
MLJ Environmental

Consensus Building Institute, Inc.
Water Resources Consulting
Steﬀen Mehl
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Mr. Ryan Teubert, Flood Control and Water Resources Manager
Attention: Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development
Tehama County Public Works
9380 San Benito Avenue
Gerber, CA 96035

SUBJECT:

LSCE Team Proposal for Professional Services for Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Development for the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope and Los Molinos Subbasins

Dear Mr. Teubert:
Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers (LSCE) is pleased to submit this proposal in response to the
September 17, 2019 Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for Professional Services for Groundwater
Sustainability Plan development for the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins. To
assist the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) Exclusive
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) with the development of four individual Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSPs), we have assembled a strong team, including firms to perform specific
supporting roles. The additional firms comprising the LSCE Team are Davids Engineering (DE), MBK
Engineers (MBK), MLJ Environmental (MLJ), Consensus Building Institute (CBI) and Pacific AgroEcology
(PAE). To further support the team with select project elements, Water Resource Consultants (WRC) and
Dr. Steffen Mehl are also available on an as-needed basis.
LSCE will serve as the prime contractor; the specific roles and responsibilities of each subcontractor are
detailed in our proposal. Our proposal includes a scope, budget, and schedule for developing four
individual GSPs that respond to the RFQ requirements and will fulfill the requirements of the 2014
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and the GSP regulations for the Bowman, Red Bluff,
Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins.
LSCE’s Team members have worked on a variety of similar challenging and time-sensitive projects
involving surface water and groundwater resources management, including considerable work in both
the Redding Area and Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basins. All firms on the Team have offices within
a relatively short distance of one another. LSCE and DE also have offices located in Chico, CA, which will
enable close internal coordination, while minimizing travel costs during GSP development. The LSCE
Team will successfully perform the services that are critical for the development of SGMA-compliant
GSPs and establish the framework for effective long-term groundwater management in the four
subbasins. The LSCE Team will manage the preparation and adoption of the GSPs using a cost-effective
approach. Key factors in successful and timely completion of the GSPs include:
•

Fast start and local understanding. To achieve adoption and submittal of the four GSPs by
January 31, 2022 it will be critical to accelerate initial GSP efforts. Our experienced team knows
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the area and knows what it takes to complete GSPs on time, while providing sound technical
analyses and robust stakeholder engagement. Our understanding of the regional and local
setting and interests stems from years of work in the both the Sacramento Valley and Redding
Area Groundwater Basins.
•

Depth of expertise, capacity and experience to prepare multiple GSPs. Existing data available
from previous projects will be quickly reviewed and evaluated to identify data and information
needs for developing the GSPs. In coordination with the District, the LSCE Team will complete a
final scope, budget, and schedule early in the process. The LSCE Team’s technological capability
and staffing capacity provide the necessary resources to effectively complete four SGMAcompliant GSPs by January 31, 2022.

•

Coordination and shared efforts among four GSPs. Existing reports, studies, and data will be
used to the extent possible. Efforts will be coordinated across the four subbasins to leverage the
development of common GSP elements. The Team will also coordinate, as applicable, with
efforts occurring in adjacent subbasins and/or the entire Sacramento River Watershed (e.g.,
aspects related to the development of a data management system for the District for use in all
of Tehama County; a related DMS is under development by one of LSCE’s Team members for the
entire Sacramento River Watershed).

•

Deep bench of SGMA and water resources management experience. The LSCE Team includes
established leaders in California water resources. LSCE’s Team members have provided key
technical guidance on statewide regulatory and groundwater management programs such as
SGMA (including serving as advisors to the Department of Water Resources during development
of the GSP regulations and GSP Best Management Practices guidance documents), CV-SALTS,
the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP), and salt and nitrate management plans. Our
Team’s familiarity with other regulatory programs prompts us to integrate and streamline
efforts in ways that are mutually beneficial to stakeholders and make regulatory compliance
more cost effective where possible.

As requested, our proposal includes a scope and a budget; the budget is presented separately in a
sealed envelope. If selected, we will work closely with the District to expediently finalize the scope of
work, budget, and schedule and quickly implement GSP tasks to deliver four SGMA-compliant GSPs for
the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins.
We appreciate the opportunity to submit this proposal.
Sincerely,
LUHDORFF & SCALMANINI
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

_____________________________________

____________________________________

Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers
Vicki Kretsinger Grabert
President

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG
Supervising Hydrogeologist
(530) 661-0109
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Section 1 – Technical Approach/Project Schedule
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The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires the development
of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) for achieving or maintaining sustainable
groundwater management for high and medium priority groundwater basins and
subbasins. The Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins are preparing
separate GSPs that will outline plans and programs for achieving groundwater
sustainability within 20 years. A key to developing effective GSPs is preparing plans
that reflect the local water supply needs and priorities while satisfying all requirements
specified in the GSP regulations. The process for meeting the requirements and the
technical approach to developing plans that will provide the greatest value to each
subbasin, requires a strong understanding of local hydrogeologic, social, and economic
conditions and the involvement of local stakeholders to achieve consensus.

Key Aspects of LSCE Team Approach
The LSCE Team will prepare GSPs for the four subbasins that include completion of all tasks outlined in Section D
of the RFQ and additional elements as needed to comply with SGMA regulations. There are unique challenges
in concurrently developing and adopting four SGMA-compliant GSPs. Completing four GSPs within the available
schedule and funding limits will require achieving efficiencies in all aspects of the GSP development process.
However, working together on four GSPs also provides opportunities to achieve efficiencies. To do this, our approach
involves quickly identifying the most critical needs for the GSP and utilizes the combined resources and local
knowledge across all subbasins. Coordination amongst and between the subbasins and stakeholders will be one of
the keys for successful completion of the GSPs within budget while satisfying all GSP requirements. The LSCE Team
will work with the District to finalize a scope of work that efficiently addresses all requirements for the four GSPs.
Our overall approach involves four key elements that we believe are critical for successful completion of the GSPs.

Coordination and Sharing of Effort

A coordinated approach to completing the required GSP components will streamline GSP development and
provide considerable cost-efficiencies with greater consistency between the GSPs.
▶ Coordinate work and products for efficiency
▶ Build on existing and complementary regional activities
▶ Consistency in approach and content between GSPs saves time and money
Table 1 and Table 2 highlight how elements of the GSPs and preparation of technical content can be shared between
the four subbasins.

Sharing of Technical Content Between GSPs

Table 1:
Furthermore, other
Technical Memoranda
groundwater management
Basin Setting
and monitoring efforts
in the region, including
Monitoring Protocols Data &
monitoring and data
Reporting Standards
management programs
Integrated Hydrologic Modeling
implemented for the
Projects & Management Actions
Sacramento Valley
Sustainable Management
Water Quality Coalition
(SVWQC) for the Irrigated Criteria, Monitoring Network
Lands Regulatory
Shared: Technical content or efforts can be shared between subbasins and efficiently utilized for multiple
GSPs
Program, present
Specific: Technical content will be specific to each subbasin, but formatting for each GSP would be similar
potential opportunities
for coordination and
streamlining of efforts for
the purpose of the four GSPs. Through the LSCE Team’s close involvement working on these efforts, including the
development of a groundwater quality monitoring network and the data management system for the SVWQC, we
understand the potential for coordinating elements of the GSP with other ongoing activities in the region.

1
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Early identification of the key sustainability indicators of concern in each subbasin will enable focused activities
tailored to address the most critical sustainability indicators:
▶ Fast start on GSP development
▶ Focused efforts
▶ Schedule adherence

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

One key sustainability indicator is anticipated to be depletion of interconnected surface water that have significant
and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial users.
Stream depletion can be caused by groundwater pumping in areas where the groundwater system is in close
hydraulic communication with a stream or river. Thorough understanding of the hydrogeology and the sensitivity
of different areas within the subbasins to stream depletion, how groundwater pumping may impact streamflow,
and what represents a significant and unreasonable impact will be critical for establishing appropriate sustainable
management criteria. The evaluation of available analytical tools, including consideration of integrated hydrologic
modeling approaches and benefits of local refinements to existing modeling tools, can be tailored to focus on the
sustainability indicators of greatest concern in the four subbasins.

Coordination and Sharing of Tasks in Relation to Sections in DWR’s GSP Annotated Outline

1

Project Management and
Administration

2

Coordination with
Neighboring Basins

3

Integrated Hydrologic
Modeling

4

Data Collection and
Analysis

5

Monitoring Protocols

6

Data and Reporting
Standards

7

Data Management System

8

GSP Document Preparation
and Adoption

9

GSP Administrative
Information

10

Basin Setting

11

Sustainable Management
Criteria

12

Monitoring Network

13

Projects and Management
Actions
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Chapter 2: Plan Area and
Basin Setting
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Table 2:

SPECIFIC: Technical content will be specific to each subbasin, but formatting for each GSP would be similar
SHARED: Technical content or efforts can be shared between subbasins and efficiently utilized for multiple GSPs
SHARED/SPECIFIC: Some technical content and efforts can be shared between subbasins and utilized for multiple GSPs with locally specific information and
activities
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Estimates of streamflow depletion can vary greatly
depending on the tool or method used and the
resolution of the information contained in the tool.
Understanding how the selection of a given tool and
potential need for refinement of information relate
to the level of accuracy in estimates will be very
important.
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The LSCE Team has extensive experience evaluating
surface water and groundwater interactions in the
Sacramento Valley region and other areas. Team
members have participated in numerous investigations
of these relationships including applying a variety of
analytical and numerical modeling tools to evaluate
stream depletion and groundwater-surface water
interaction at local and regional scales, including as
part of understanding of how these interactions affect
operations of the Central Valley Project and State Water
Project.

Upfront Consideration of Projects and Management Actions

Coordination and sharing between subbasin and GSPs:
▶ Time for thorough evaluation of potential projects and management actions to achieve or maintain
sustainability
▶ Delineate project parameters for testing with hydrologic model
Projects utilizing natural surface water
▶ Assessment of technical and economic feasibility
infrastructure and targeting optimal
The GSPs must outline any projects and management actions that
situations for enhanced groundwater
will be implemented to sustainably manage groundwater subbasins.
recharge to different parts of the
Beginning work early with the local subbasin stakeholders to identify
groundwater system, may represent
potential projects and management actions will provide for more time
particularly strong proposals for grant
to identify the projects and management actions with the greatest
funding.
potential benefit and modeling future project and management
implementation scenarios.
The involvement of the LSCE Team, including MBK’s technical guidance and support for DWR’s Division of Statewide
Integrated Water Management in preparation of the Water Available for Replenishment (WAFR) Report as required
by SGMA, will be key to identify feasible opportunities for recharge projects. Early identification of potential projects
and management actions to achieve water resiliency, which is stated in the interest of DWR and the State, can open
additional opportunities to pursue grant funding support.

Local Understanding and Input

We provide a range of experience in
navigating SGMA and preparing GSPs, but it
Local understanding and stakeholder input will allow the
is local experiences, by our Team and through
subbasins to achieve consensus on effective sustainable
engaging stakeholders, that shape an effective
groundwater management:
understanding and strategy for sustainable
▶ Recognition of key local considerations
▶ Develop effective solutions
groundwater management. We will work with
▶ Achieve Plan consensus
the District and all stakeholders to ensure that
Identifying and understanding local hydrogeologic, social,
the GSPs recognize and are tailored to the local
and economic conditions and circumstances are important
needs and interests.
for developing approaches to groundwater management that
balance the broad interests of stakeholders in each subbasin. Engaging stakeholders across the subbasins throughout
the GSP development process will lead to a more robust and effective plan.
The experience and involvement of the LSCE Team in groundwater management activities in the Sacramento Valley
and within the four subbasins provides a broad base of understanding of many water resource-related concerns
in the area. Our Team’s ongoing and past work with a diversity of beneficial users of water in the area, including
individual agricultural users and the SVWQC, urban and rural communities, and ecological water needs provides us
with an appreciation of local demands and values associated with water resources in the four subbasins. Technical
work products are key for engaging the public on core GSP elements.

3
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Table 3 summarizes notable task assumptions and approach elements in our proposal along with some potential 5.1.a
scope refinements if additional funding support is available

RFQ Task
Project Management
& Administration
Coordination with
2 Neighboring Basins

1

Integrated Hydrologic

3 Modeling

Data Collection &

4 Analysis to Support
GSP Development

5 Monitoring Protocols
Data & Reporting

6 Standards

Data Management

7 System

GSP Document

8 Preparation &
Adoption

GSP Administrative

9 Information

10 Basin Setting
Sustainable

Scope Assumptions and Potential Refinements
Task
as in
RFQ

Proposal Assumptions or
Refinements to Scope of Work

Aspects for Potential Refinement
with Addition Funding Support

Regular task tracking, monthly status
None currently identified
meetings (or as needed), grant reporting
Interbasin coordination meetings

None currently identified

Evaluate/utilize existing calibrated regional model (e.g., C2VSim-FG, CVHM2,
SVSim) of four subbasins with limited
local refinement, select scenario development and runs

Perform model refinements to improve
representation of local conditions and
operations, model calibration to local
area, evaluation of additional and more
detailed scenarios

Emphasis on existing and readily publicly
available data supplemented with local
data as available
Utilize standards developed by LSCE
Team or as included in DWR BMP
Outline approach to fill data gaps for
implementation in GSPs
Coordinate and share aspects with
Corning Subbasin, limit on budget for
software and hardware cost (pending
selection of DMS platform), streamlined
DMS TMs, long-term DMS to fulfill core
GSP reporting needs
None currently identified

None currently identified
None currently identified
Add DMS functionality including interactive capabilities to facilitate stakeholder
outreach and engagement through web
map interface or real-time monitoring
data presentation, additional custom
tool development

Expanded DMS capabilities, improved stakeholder engagement in
groundwater sustainability monitoring, more efficient reporting
and analysis through custom tools

None currently identified

Includes 4 Kickoff Meetings (at different
locations), 24 Groundwater Commission
meetings, 6 Board of Directors meetings,
None currently identified
2 GSP Public Outreach Forums in Spring
2020, 2 GSP Public Forums in Spring
2021, Public hearing for GSPs
Achieve efficiency through coordination
between four GSPs on developing basin Develop water budgets for subareas
setting technical content, use hydrologic within each subbasin, as appropriate
model to evaluate stream depletion
None currently identified

None currently identified

12 Monitoring Network

Plan for future filling of data gaps

Investigate missing construction
details for wells historically monitored,
outreach to identify volunteers for
filling monitoring gaps, evaluate GWSW monitoring opportunities, install
automated monitoring instrumentation,
survey well locations and elevations

None currently identified

None currently identified

Projects &
Management Actions

Improved scenario simulations,
better estimates of sustainable
yield, more accurate assessment
of plan impacts, tool for other
groundwater management and
regulatory programs

None currently identified

11 Management Criteria

13

Benefit of
Potential Refinement

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Table 3:

Facilitate stakeholder understanding of local water budget
components and impacts of local
activities

Improved groundwater monitoring network, characterization and
tracking of groundwater-surface
water interrelationships, improved
monitoring data collection to identify temporal trends and patterns

Project Schedule
Our Team has experience managing GSPs on tight schedules, including multiple concurrent GSPs involving extensive
outreach elements. We believe staying on schedule requires: 1) establishing baseline schedule and expectations; 2)
effective communication; and 3) clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability.
Our role will be to take direction from the District and its representatives. We understand the importance of the role
of the District and interest in transparent communication and engagement with all stakeholders in the four subbasin
through robust document storage, management, and sharing. The LSCE Team will work with the District to select
systems for project and data management and for public outreach that are easy to access and understand, facilitate
efficient review and exchange of information, and fulfill the commitment to openness and transparency while
maintaining appropriate confidentiality. Our proposed schedule for completing all four GSPs by November 20-21 is
shown in Figure 1.
Packet Pg. 42
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Our approach to delivery of the four GSPs on schedule will include the following elements:

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

▶ Developing action plan for first 100 days to define critical initial activities.
▶ Establishing a Project Delivery Plan outlining GSP structure and roles and responsibilities. The Project Delivery Plan will also
provide the framework for Key Performance Indicators for measuring progress and success to ensure effective and efficient
project completion.
▶ Coordinating progress update meetings on a regular basis, as jointly agreed upon.
▶ Attend and provide updates on GSP development at groundwater commission board meetings, as requested.
▶ Establish an internal document storage system to enable sharing of resources for GSP team.
▶ Prepare and distribute monthly progress reports documenting project activities, progress, identified issues and proposed
strategies to address issues, and schedule and budget status.
▶ The LSCE Team will work with the District to develop a scope of work addressing each of the tasks identified in the RFQ and
consistent with the Scope of Work in the Sustainable Groundwater Management Planning grant agreement(s).

Figure 1 – Project Schedule

5
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Section 2 – Experience of Proposed Personnel
Qualifications – Who Are We?
Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers
(LSCE) was formed in 1980, and is a consulting company

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

are a result of extensive experience in the development,
calibration, application, and analysis of groundwater
with 44 staff persons. LSCE has always focused on
flow and transport models (analytical, numerical,
the investigation, development, use, protection,
and empirical). A sound conceptual understanding of
and management of groundwater resources. LSCE
the hydrogeologic system is critical to the success of
professional staff are
any hydrologic modeling
experienced in all aspects
project, and LSCE excels in
Applicable Groundwater Services:
of groundwater ranging
hydrogeologic interpretation
▶▶ Groundwater management plans
from hydrogeologic
and conceptualization.
▶▶ Groundwater monitoring and sampling
▶▶ Groundwater modeling
interpretation, hydrologic
LSCE is involved in SGMA
▶▶ Water budgets
modeling, GIS, and
and GSP-related projects in
▶▶ Urban water management plans
database design, to well
over 15 basins in California,
▶ Water modeling and forecasting
and pump station design
many of these in high priority
▶ Well site evaluation and inspection
and construction. LSCE
basins and basins designated
▶ Well design and rehabilitation
provides a full complement
as critically overdrafted.
▶ Groundwater Sustainability Planning
of groundwater resources
Additionally, LSCE’s experience
services, including
in regional characterization
conjunctive use planning, artificial recharge, analyses of
of groundwater conditions and understanding of the
groundwater - surface water (GW-SW) interaction, land
many geologic, hydrologic, legal, and institutional factors
subsidence analyses, groundwater modeling, and water
affecting groundwater provide a vital perspective for
budget development. LSCE routinely conducts analyses
groundwater management projects. See www.lsce.com
for water budget development and hydrogeologic
for more information.
characterizations, similar to those required for GSP
development. LSCE’s hydrologic modeling capabilities

Project Organization – LSCE Staff
Working under the administrative direction of the County’s project manager, and under the technical direction of
each Subbasin GSAs, our Team would be led by Eddy Teasdale who will serve as the day to day contact for GSA
agencies. Nick Watterson, serving as the Technical Support
Our team brings unparalleled technical capabilities
Lead, will coordinate the technical team and project
and experience with the local expertise needed to
budget and schedule. Vicki Kretsinger Grabert, president of
develop four compliant GSPs that will be accepted
LSCE, will serve in a senior advisory role to assist in project
by DWR and represent basin stakeholders’ interest.
management and strategic planning. The team includes
technical expertise in areas such as GSP development,
groundwater modeling, intrabasin and interbasin coordination, database management, funding opportunities, grant
funding, program management and public outreach and communication. As summarized in Figure 2 below, we have
included the following subconsultants to round out our team with experts in local irrigation practices, economics and
decision facilitation. LSCE has successfully worked with each of these companies in previous projects.
A pool of support staff and subject matter specialists from each of the firms on the LSCE Team is available for
additional technical support across a broad range of water resources and engineering disciplines.
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Project Contact Information:

Tehama County Flood Control
Water Conservation District GSA
Subbasins: Bowman, Red Bluﬀ, Antelope, Los Molinos

Project Manager: Eddy Teasdale,

Key LSCE Project Leaders
Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG,
Supervising Hydrogeologist
(LSCE)

Project Manager
Ryan Teubert, CFM
Tehama County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District

LSCE Team Project Management
(Task 1)

Senior Consultants

Lead: Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)

Vicki Kretsinger Grabert (LSCE)
Grant Davids, PE (DE)

Coordination with Neighboring Basins
(Task 2)

Integrated Hydrologic Modeling
(Task 3)

Data Collection and Analysis
(Task 4)

Lead: Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
Tania Carlone (CBI)

Lead: Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)
Barb Dalgish, PG (LSCE)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)
Lee Bergfeld, PE (MBK)

Lead: Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)
Lee Bergfeld, PE (MBK)

Monitoring Protocols
(Task 5)

Data & Reporting Standards
(Task 6)

DMS
(Task 7)

Lead: Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)

Lead: Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)
Melissa Turner (MLJ)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)

Lead: Melissa Turner (MLJ)
Barb Dalgish, PG (LSCE)

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers
Main Office Address: 500 First Street,
Woodland, California 95695
Branch Office Address: 550 Salem Street,
Chico, CA 95928
Phone and Email: 530-661-0109;
eteasdale@lsce.com

5.1.a

Figure 2 – LSCE Team Organization

Eddy has over 20 years of
GSP Admin Info
GSP Document Prep & Adoption
Basin Setting
(Task 8)
(Task 9)
(Task 10)
professional experience
Lead: Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
Lead: Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)
Lead: Nick Watterson, PG (LSCE)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)
Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)
in groundwater consulting in California,
Lee Bergfeld, PE (MBK)
of which 15 have been focused on
Monitoring Networks
Sustainable Management Criteria
Projects & Management Actions
groundwater resources development,
(Task 11)
(Task 12)
(Task 13)
Lead: Lee Bergfeld, PE (MBK)
Lead: Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
Lead: Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
management, and protection in Northern
Byron Clark, PE (DE)
Byron Clark, PE (DE)
Lee Bergfeld, PE (MBK)
Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG (LSCE)
Lee Bergfeld, PE (MBK)
John Williams, PhD (PAE)
California. Representative assignments
Josue Medellin-Azuara, PhD (DAE)
CEQA/Environmntal
include groundwater basin hydrogeologic
Additional Team Support Personnel
characterization, water balances, modeling,
and safe yield analyses; monitoring well, test
Steﬀon Mehl, PhD (CSU-Chico) - Hydrologic Modeling
Jacques DeBra, PE (WRC) - Funding Opportunities, Outreach
well, and production well design, construction,
Aaron King, Nick Newcomb,
Bernadette Boyle,
Jeevan
Jayakody, Faithe Lovelace (LSCE) - HCM, Modeling, Data
Well
Driller
CEQA/Environmntal
Collection/Analysis/Management
Roadrunner
Drilling and Pump
aquifer testing, and groundwater quality
Lindsay Hall (DE) - Water Budget, Root Zone Modleing, Data Management
Electrical
Walter Bourez PE, Darren Cordova PE (MBK) - Projects and Management Actions, Water Budget, Modeling
sampling; groundwater impact studies related
Robert Cima, Jilliant Chalfant, Victoria Bowles (MLJ) - Data Management System, Data and Reporting Standards
Nate Bogie (PAE) - Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
to treated wastewater disposal; evaluation
of percolation pond capacity; groundwater
Assignment: Project Manager
quality studies; groundwater impact studies
▶ Overall project performance
to support CEQA analyses; expert witness
▶ Communication of technical results to stakeholders
testimony and aquifer storage and recovery
▶ Ensure regulatory and contract compliance
feasibility studies. He has been conducting
▶ Primary point of contact for project,
communication and coordination, resource
and participating in groundwater studies in
coordination, workplan and schedule, regulatory
the Redding and Sacramento Valley Subbasin
support
since 2004.

Nick Watterson, PG, Supervising Hydrogeologist (LSCE)

Nick has over 19 years of experience studying
Assignment: Technical Support Lead
surface water and groundwater hydrology. His
expertise is in applying geospatial analytical
▶▶ Support the Project Manager
▶▶ Serve as secondary point of contact
and modeling techniques to characterize
surface water and groundwater resources and evaluate changing ▶▶ Oversee technical analysis
▶▶ Review project documents, plans and reports
conditions. His experience spans a broad range of groundwater
resource areas including groundwater modeling, quantification
of groundwater supply and aquifer storage capacity, characterizing aquifer and well mechanics, well construction
design, and evaluation of groundwater-surface water interactions. Nick’s recent work includes characterization of
groundwater conditions in agricultural areas and technical support for SGMA implementation. Nick has served as
the technical support lead on multiple GSP development efforts in the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys and has
also managed technical groundwater resources-related work for five agricultural Coalitions under the Irrigated Lands
Regulatory Program, including for the Sacramento River Water Quality Coalition.
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Vicki Kretsinger Grabert, Senior Principal Hydrologist (LSCE)

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Vicki has more than 30 years of experience in regional
Assignment: Senior Consultant
groundwater resource management and
quality assessments, including groundwater
▶▶ Insight on results, critical suggestions
supply sufficiency and availability assessments,
▶▶ Review project documents, plans and reports
▶▶ Provide other technical support as needed
design of monitoring networks and programs, long-term
groundwater quality monitoring and protection programs for
twelve agricultural coalitions in the Central Valley, and groundwater technical assistance to the Central Valley Salinity
Coalition since 2009. She has been the principal-in-charge of all SGMA-related technical work in the Napa Valley
Subbasin, including the preparation of an Alternative to a GSP submitted to DWR in December 2016, development of
a groundwater model for assessing streamflow depletion, and preparation of many SGMA-related technical
documents including two SGMA-required Annual Reports. She is the Founding President of the Groundwater
Resources Association of California (GRA) and served as a director for 23 years. She co-led the Groundwater Caucus
for the Department of Water Resources California Water Plan Update 2013 and is a member of DWR’s Practitioner
Advisory Panel that provides input to DWR on SGMA implementation. In 2017, she contributed input on the Berkeley
Law/UC Water paper on groundwater-surface water interactions under SGMA. She has worked on groundwaterrelated projects in the Sacramento Valley for more than 30 years and is currently working on GSPs for many basins.

Barb Dalgish, PG, Senior Hydrogeologist (LSCE)

Barb has 13 years of professional experience including ten years in groundwater consulting with
LSCE and 3 years as a hydrologist for the USGS. Her experience includes hydrogeologic groundwater
studies and evaluations, development and construction of site specific and regional groundwater
flow and transport models (with particular focus on salt and nitrate); investigation and assessment
of regional geologic and hydrologic conditions for groundwater resource management programs; collection and
interpretation of land subsidence data; data management; collection and evaluation of soil, surface water, and
groundwater quality data; and aquifer parameter estimation using field and analytical techniques. Her experience
includes modeling using the DWR C2VSim and USGS CVHM model platforms.

Project Organization – Teaming Partners (Sub Consultants)
As discussed above, the LSCE Team includes subconsultants that were specifically selected for their
expertise in areas critical to the GSPs.
Byron Clark (DE) - Byron has provided

a wide range of services to water and
resource managers for the last 15 years,
encompassing both surface water and
groundwater management. Services
he has provided include integrated surface water and
groundwater resources planning; development of
detailed water budgets; remote sensing of land and
water use; parameterization of groundwater model
surface layer processes; preparation of groundwater
management assistance and other grant applications;
and hydraulic analysis and facilities design.

Grant Davids (DE) - Grant has 40

years of agricultural and irrigation
engineering experience. His work has
concentrated on assisting irrigation
water suppliers and the irrigators
they serve to strengthen water management capacity
through integrated water conservation and management

planning, irrigation system modernization, water
conservation, and environmental stewardship initiatives.
Grant has extensive experience throughout California
and is intimately familiar with the inter-related technical,
institutional, legal and economic factors influencing
water supplies, demands and management.

Melissa Turner (MLJ) - Melissa Turner

currently manages water quality
projects including sampling design,
project development, database design
and implantation, quality assurance
procedures, and report writing. Since 2004, Melissa
has worked with a variety of databases in both Access
and SQL including the initial Surface Water Ambient
Monitoring Program (SWAMP) comparable databases
which eventually became part of the California
Environmental Data Exchange Network (CEDEN),
membership database tracking invoicing and enrollment
with Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP)
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quantitative assessments to identify ways to make
resource use and agricultural production compatible with
healthy ecosystems. John has worked as a professor of
management and conservation of biodiversity and has
also worked as an environmental consultant on forestry
issues. He received his Ph.D. and master’s degrees in
environmental management and public policy and his
bachelor’s degree in biology.

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Coalitions, survey information for management practices
and nitrogen applications, water accounting and tracking
and field survey information. As Vice President of MLJ
Environmental, she is a Senior Project Manager with
experience managing a variety of projects as both the
technical lead as well as providing technical assistance
as a subcontractor. She is engaged in various stakeholder
processes including the Delta Regional Monitoring
Program and the Central Valley Regional Monitoring
Collaborative.

Josué Medellin-Azuara, PhD (PAE) -

Josué is a managing partner for PAE and
he also serves in roles as an Associate
Lee Bergfeld (MBK) - Lee Bergfeld is
Professor at UC Merced, an Associate
a Principal at MBK with over 20 years
Director of the UC Agricultural Issues
of experience as a civil engineer. Lee
Center, a Research Scientist at the Center for Watershed
has developed and applied models
Sciences at UC Davis, and an Adjunct Research Fellow
to many aspects of water planning
including calculations of agricultural and urban demands, at the PPIC Water Policy Center. His professional
reservoir operations, water temperature, and conjunctive experience includes project and environmental
management and consulting positions for industry and
management of surface water and groundwater. He
non-governmental entities. He has conducted modeling
has provided technical modeling support for projects
and research projects on consumptive use, water
throughout California. Lee was a key member of the
supply and agricultural production considering climate
DWR team that produced the Water Available for
extremes, water quality, and food-water-energy system
Replenishment Report as required by the legislature
under SGMA. He has also been involved in studies across interactions.
multiple subbasin relating to the use of flood water
Jacques DeBra (WRC) - Jacques has
for managed aquifer recharge (Flood-MAR), including
more than 34 years of experience in
consideration of associated benefits for flood protection.
planning and development of local

Tania Carlone (CBI) - Tania Carlone is

a Senior Mediator with CBI and brings
more than 20 years of experience in
facilitation and mediation, community
organizing, organizational leadership,
and education. Tania’s core practice in facilitation and
mediation is focused on collaborative planning and
consensus building in multi-party water and natural
resources policy environments. Tania has facilitated
numerous SGMA public engagement meetings and
workshops statewide for DWR. She has facilitated
the formation of several GSAs, prepared stakeholder
communications and engagement plans, and designed
and conducted SGMA public engagement meetings
and workshops in seven groundwater subbasins in the
northern Sacramento Valley. Tania has also facilitated
Integrated Regional Water Management Planning efforts
and works with organizations on strategic internal design
solutions.

John Williams, PhD (PAE)-John is an
ecologist and research scientist with 20
years of experience working in natural
resource management, ecosystem
services and conservation biology.
His work focuses on the nexus of humans and natural
systems, where he uses an ecological framework and

and regional surface and groundwater
water supplies and programs, future
water demand and supply projections, groundwater
studies of safe yield and basin sustainability, water
system evaluations, water source portfolio optimization,
development of long range CIP Plans, enterprise rate
structure development and adoption, and securing
funding for projects. He has served in leadership
positions in developing regional groundwater programs,
including the development, implementation and securing
of funding for land subsidence, groundwater level,
and groundwater quality monitoring programs, and
groundwater modeling programs.

Steffen Mehl is a professor of civil

engineering at California State University,
Chico with expertise in the field of water
resources engineering. He specializes
in flow and transport modeling in
hydrologic systems, simulation of surface water/
groundwater interactions, and parameter estimation and
uncertainty analysis in hydrologic systems.
Detailed resumes for all key staff are included in
Appendix A.
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Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

As summarized in Table 4 below, we have included the following subconsultants to round out our team with experts
in local irrigation practices, economics and decision facilitation. LSCE has successfully worked with each of these
companies in previous projects. Together the LSCE Team possesses broad technical skills and qualifications and the
capacity to provide the full range of services needed to complete the tasks described in the RFP. We are thoroughly
familiar with SGMA and its many components and requirements and are extensively involved in SGMA-related work
in other groundwater basins in California. We are pleased to provide a strong team to assist the regions GSAs with
completing practical and cost-effective GSPs on schedule.

Percentage of Overall
Scope by Firm

Eddy Teasdale
LSCE

Nick Watterson

58%

Vicki Kretsinger-Grabert
Barb Daligish

DE

Byron Clark

15%

Grant Davids

MBK

Lee Bergfeld

13%

MLJ

Melissa Turner

5%

CBI

Tania Carlone

4%

PAE
WRC

John Williams

4%

J. Medellin-Azuara
Jacques Debra
Dr Steffen Mehl

As-needed support related to grant funding opportunities

<1%

As-needed support related to groundwater modeling & model development

<1%

Lead Company and Team Member
Key Supporting Company and Staff

LSCE Team Partners

Davids Engineering (DE) initially focused on agricultural water management, encompassing conjunctive water

management, water measurement, data management, irrigation system modernization, and water conservation
planning and verification. Over time, we have broadened our technical range to
include water resources management, irrigation facilities design and construction, Sacramento Valley River
Watershed: various agricultural
field services and remote monitoring, and GIS and remote sensing. Embedded
water management plans,
in many of our projects is the development and application of various modeling
irrigation engineering, and work
tools, including hydrologic, hydraulic, energy balance, and statistical models. Data on GSPs.
development for such models is one of our specialties. Most recently, Davids
Engineering’s extensive experience with surface water budgets in agriculturally dominated regions has led the firm
to support clients in implementing SGMA, recognizing that groundwater use and flow dynamics in irrigated regions
are substantially driven by land surface processes (cropping, irrigation systems, water source preferences, etc.). See
www.davidsengineering.com for more information.

10

Packet Pg. 48

serves a wide variety of water resources-oriented clients
in California,
Sacramento Valley River Watershed: Work
on behalf of DWR and USBR; agricultural and
Nevada, and
urban demands, reservoir operations, water
Oregon. The
temperature, and conjunctive management of
surface water and groundwater.
firm has
devoted its
entire professional staff to the resolution of complex
water resources issues or projects. MBK’s team is
made up of a mix of licensed Professional Engineers,
Certified Floodplain Managers, and Project Management
Professionals. MBK’s firm concentrates its efforts in
five Practice Areas: System Operations, Hydrology &
Hydraulics, Flood Management, Delta, and Water Rights.
See www.mbkengineers.com for more information.

MLJ Environmental (MLJ) is an environmental

consulting company located in Davis, CA. MLJ has
extensive experience with developing data management
procedures and documentation to ensure that
groundwater monitoring data meet data storage and
quality objectives, MLJ worked with the State Water
Resources Control Board during the inception and
implementation of the
Sacramento Valley River
California Environment
Watershed: work on behalf
of Sacramento Valley Water
Data Exchange Network
Quality Coalition including
(CEDEN) for storing of
DMS development for ILRP
groundwater data; contributes
surface water quality
to agricultural water quality
management through Farm
data and is currently
evaluation plan tracking and
one of three remaining
reporting.
Regional Data Centers.
MLJ currently provides technical services pertaining to
data management, data analysis and data storage for
six Central Valley Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program
(ILRP) Agricultural Coalitions, including the Sacramento
Valley Water Quality Coalition and also provides
monitoring and reporting services for the Central Coast
Groundwater Coalition groundwater program. See www.
mljenvironmental.com for more information.

CBI is a nonprofit organization with decades of

5.1.a

experience helping
Sacramento Valley River Watershed:
leaders collaborate to
Designed and conducted SGMA
engagement meetings
solve complex problems. public
and workshops in 7 subbasins in
Our staff are experts in
the northern Sacramento Valley;
GSA governance and formation in
facilitation, mediation,
Shasta, Butte, Glenn and Colusa
Counties. IRWMP in Yuba County
capacity building,
and the Cosumnes, American, Bear
citizen engagement, and and Yuba Watersheds.
organization strategy
and development. CBI is committed to using our skill to
build collaboration on today’s most significant social,
environmental and economic challenges We work
within and across organizations, sectors, and stakeholder
groups. See www.cbi.org for more information.

Pacific Agroecology (PAE) is an environmental research

and consulting company that works with private
landholders, industry, non-profit organizations and
governments to develop solutions that are good for
both the environment and the bottom line. PAE offers
technical expertise and
Sacramento Valley River Watershed:
Hydro-economic modeling for
consulting services
water management including: the
on a range of topics,
Statewide Agricultural Production
Model, and the California Value
including natural
Integrated Network model.
resource management
in agricultural and forested landscapes, groundwater
and watershed management, ecosystem service
quantification, assessment and vulnerability to climate
change, economic analysis of terrestrial and aquatic
resources, and guidance and support for strategic
planning and project implementation. See www.
pacificagroecology.com for more information.

Water Resources Consulting (WRC) and Steffen Mehl

are available to provide additional technical support on
an as-needed basis. WRC is available to assist on water
policy, project funding strategies, and grant development
aspects. Steffen Mehl is available to provide technical
support related to hydrologic modeling and model code
modification or development.

Section 4 – Prior Related Experience

For over 40 years LSCE has been a leader in conducting scientific groundwater investigations and
implementing engineering solutions to solve multidisciplinary problems. Although issues may often
be highly contentious, we continue to pioneer novel methods to bring maximum benefit to our clients
while remaining considerate of the needs of diverse stakeholders. The LSCE Team holds extensive
experience and knowledge of groundwater and water resource management throughout the
Sacramento Valley, with particular expertise in GSP development in the Redding Area and Sacramento
Valley Groundwater Basins.

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

MBK Engineers (MBK) Since its founding in 1960, MBK

Recently, the LSCE Team has directed similar projects in California, specifically in the Sacramento Valley region,
resulting in a team of qualified professionals with expert local knowledge ready to support the preparation and
adoption of the four GSPs. The following project descriptions provide a representation of similar work the LSCE Team
has recently completed to the services in the RFQ, with tasks surrounding groundwater management, groundwater
sustainability planning, and database management system development technical services. LSCE’s approach in
maintaining open communication with clients and stakeholders, meeting schedule and budget needs, and providing
outstanding services, both technical and non-technical, has earned LSCE a reputation of client satisfaction. Packet Pg. 4911

Location: Napa Valley, California

Project: SGMA and GSP-Related Services for Madera and
Chowchilla Subbasins
Location: San Joaquin Valley, California

Duration: 2009 - Current
Lead Investigator: LSCE
Benefits to Client: Advanced hydrogeologic conceptualization
to convey an understanding of groundwater management
needs prior to SGMA, implementing early management actions to address SGMA requirements.
Role: Comprehensive water resources technical support,
stakeholder outreach, groundwater modeling.

Duration: 2017 - Current
Lead Investigator: LSCE
Benefits to Client: Secured $5 million in grant support towards developing two GSPs (drafts to be finalized by January
31, 2020) and development of a groundwater monitoring
network.
Role: Technical GSP support, monitoring well design and
engineering.

5.1.a

Summary of Work Performed:

Summary of Work Performed:

▶ General SGMA support and technical services to improve
water resource management, including preparation of a
GSP Alternative Plan estimating sustainable yield, historical
and future water budgets, and developing sustainability
indicator objectives and thresholds.
▶ Compiling available groundwater-related data, developing a
water resources data management system, identifying data
gaps, and providing monitoring recommendations.
▶ Developing updated hydrogeologic conceptualization and
characterization of conditions, including eight geologic
cross-sections.
▶ Development, calibration, and implementation of a
numerical groundwater flow model.
▶ Further hydrogeologic characterization of areas with high
recharge potential.
▶ Planning and Installation of shallow, dual nested monitoring
wells at five sites (10 total wells) for analysis and
characterization of groundwater-surface water interactions.
▶ Presentation of investigation updates, analyses, and
scientific interpretations through reports, GIS, graphical
products, and stakeholder meetings.
▶ Submittal of two SGMA Annual Reports.

▶ Preparation of two separate GSPs and other SGMA-related
tasks.
▶ Data compilation and acquisition from public and local
entities for the GSP analyses (e.g., groundwater levels,
water quality, well locations, well construction details,
groundwater pumping, water use, land use).
▶ Geological characterization and preparation of HCMs for
both subbasins using existing information, supplemented
by additional work to develop updated subbasin crosssections and aquifer characterization.
▶ Interpretation of groundwater levels to develop
groundwater level contour maps, evaluate subbasin
storage change, groundwater quality, land subsidence, and
groundwater-surface water interactions.
▶ Development of historical basin-wide water budgets
estimating quantities of groundwater system inflows and
outflows.
▶ Strategic development of projects and management actions
to achieve basin sustainability, considering the technical,
economic, and financial feasibility of each.
▶ Planning and installation of a groundwater monitoring
network of 14 sites, each with triple-completion nested
wells (total of 42 wells) for monitoring complex conditions
and interactions at variable depths.

Similar Services

GSP (Alternative) preparation and development
Sustainable yield analysis and water budgeting
Numerical groundwater modeling
Evaluating groundwater-surface water interactions
Data gap analysis, including identification of key interest
areas
▶ Groundwater monitoring network planning,
development, and tracking
▶ Stakeholder outreach
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶

Client: Napa County, Department of Public Works
Contact: Patrick Lowe (707) 259-8600

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Project: Napa Groundwater and Surface Water Projects

Similar Services
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶

GSP preparation and development
Sustainable yield analysis
Evaluating projects and management actions
Numerical groundwater modeling
Evaluation groundwater-surface water interaction
Data gap analysis and monitoring network
Groundwater monitoring
Stakeholder outreach

Client: Madera County
Contact: Stephanie Anagnoson (559) 675-7703
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Project: SGMA and GSP-Related Services for the Westside
Subbasin
Location: San Joaquin Valley, California

Project: Technical Support for GSP Preparation Turner Island
Water District (Merced & Delta Mendota Subbasins)
Location: San Joaquin Valley, California

Duration: 2015 - Current
Lead Investigator: LSCE
Benefits to Client: Constructed a robust groundwater flow
and solute transport modeling platform for evaluating and optimizing water resources management; securing $2.5 million
in grant funding for GSP and groundwater monitoring facility
development.
Role: Model development and GSP related services

Duration: 2015 - Current
Lead Investigator: LSCE
Benefits to Client: All technical work was performed without
increase costs to accommodate the scope of work, meeting
all project deadlines.
Role: GSP related services

Summary of Work Performed:
▶ Technical support for GSP development and other SGMA
related efforts.
▶ Compiling existing hydrogeologic data (lithology, well
construction, groundwater pumping, land use, surface
water deliveries, subsidence) from the Westside Subbasin
and surrounding GSAs.
▶ Development of a HCM of the Westside Subbasin to
quantify groundwater conditions, historical water budgets,
and groundwater flow directions.
▶ Construction and calibration of a new basin wide numerical
groundwater flow and solute transport model using
MODFLOW-OWHM.
▶ Development of a data management system incorporating
monitoring data that produces GIS-based information
for electronic submittals to stakeholders and regulatory
agencies.
▶ Planning and installation of 15 monitoring wells at five sites.
▶ Successful preparation of DWR Proposition 1 grant
applications totaling $2.5 million for GSP preparation and
groundwater monitoring facilities.

Similar Services

GSP preparation and development
Numerical groundwater modeling
Analysis of sustainable yield and water budgeting
Evaluation of projects and management actions
Groundwater monitoring network planning,
development, and tracking
▶ Data gap analysis, including identification of key interest
areas to implement a monitoring network
▶ Stakeholder outreach
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶

Client: Westlands Water District
Contact: Kiti Buelna Campbell, PE (559) 241-6226

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)
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Summary of Work Performed:
▶ Hydrogeological technical support services including aquifer
testing and characterization, analysis of sustainable yield,
and subbasin water budget.
▶ SGMA assistance including peer-review of GSP chapters.
▶ Broad technical assistance to improve understanding and
management of water resources.
▶ Gathering available groundwater-related data, developing
water resources data management system, identifying data
gaps, and providing recommendations for water resources
monitoring.
▶ Developing updated hydrogeologic conceptualization and
characterization of conditions including eight geologic
cross-sections.
▶ Refining and further characterizing areas of greater
recharge potential.
▶ Analysis of the potential for groundwater-surface water
interactions.
▶ Identify potential grant funding opportunities
▶ Presentation of analyses and interpretations through
reports and associated GIS and graphical products.

Similar Services
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶

Numerical groundwater modeling
Analysis of sustainable yield and water budget
Groundwater-surface water interactions
Groundwater monitoring
Data gap analysis and monitoring network

Client: Turner Island Water District
Contact: Larry Harris (559) 285-5940
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Project: Tehama County SGMA Risk Assessment and GSP
Work-plan Development
Location: Tehama County, California

Project: Northern California Water Association – Groundwater
Data Quality Assurance and Data Management
Location: Sacramento Valley, California

Duration: 2017
Lead Investigator: DE
Benefits to Client: Preliminary SGMA analyses provided
guidance on compliance approach and expectations.
Role: GSP Related Support Services

Duration: 2019-Current
Lead Investigator: MLJ
Benefits to Client: Robust data collection and storage
supporting efficient and accurate technical analysis and
reporting.
Role: Data Management System Development, Quality
Assessment Project Plan

Summary of Work Performed:

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)
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Summary of Work Performed:

▶ Development of a groundwater data management system
(DMS) and Quality Assessment Project Plan (QAPP) for
the Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition (SVWQC)
Groundwater Quality Trend Monitoring Program in
accordance with ILRP requirements.
Compiled and reviewed available information describing
▶
Detailed the processes for managing, loading, verifying,
recent historical groundwater conditions in the County in
flagging and reporting groundwater data.
the context of SGMA’s six sustainability indicators.
▶ DMS will store groundwater data for the SVWQC region to
support ILRP efforts and facilitate trend monitoring analysis,
Identified chronic lowering of groundwater levels, land
mapping, graphing and maintaining data according to the
subsidence, and depletions of interconnected streams
QAPP.
as the sustainability indicators most likely to pose
operational constraints on the ability to maintain or achieve ▶ Groundwater data (well location, well construction, water
quality, water levels, environmental results, quality control
sustainability.
data, and other important data) are stored in a relational
database on a secure Relational Data System via a cloud
Evaluated the effects of reduced groundwater storage and
storage system through Amazon Web Services.
degraded water quality on operational constraints.
▶ DMS integration to enable data reporting and uploading to
the State’s GeoTracker system.
Public stakeholder outreach and education to support
▶ Accessible platform for developing online tools to submit
discussions of SGMA implementation, basin boundary
and retrieve data.
modifications, and GSP development.

▶ Developed a reconnaissance-level risk assessment of
potential undesirable results for the alluvial groundwater
basins in Tehama County.
▶

▶

▶
▶

Similar Services
▶ Evaluation of groundwater conditions
▶ Stakeholder coordination and outreach
▶ Data gap analysis

Client: Tehama County Flood Control & Water Conservation
District
Contact: Ryan Teubert(530) 385-1462

Similar Services
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶
▶

Develop specifications for DMS
Develop, test, and implement quality control procedures
DMS user guide
Compile and integrate data
Develop report templates
Evaluated DMS systems

Client: Northern California Water Association
Contact: Bruce Houdesheldt (916) 442-8333
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Project: US Bureau of Reclamation Long-Term Water Transfers
EIS/EIR
Location: Sacramento Valley, California

Project: California Department of Water Resources, Water
Available for Replenishment Report
Location: Sacramento, California

Duration: 2010-2015
Lead Investigator: MBK
Benefits to Client: Building on valuable project knowledge
Role: Groundwater-Surface water modeling, SW-GW
Interactions

Duration: 2015-2018
Lead Investigator: MBK
Benefits to Client: Hydrogeologic investigation, evaluation of
aquifer recharge project planning
Role: Project Feasibility, Water Supply Reliability

Summary of Work Performed

Summary of Work Performed

Similar Services

Similar Services

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)
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▶▶ Provided technical support, guidance, and assistance to
▶▶ Technical support for the Long-Term Water Transfer
DWR’s Division of Statewide Integrated Water Management
environmental document and Record of Decision to provide
in preparing the Water Available for Replenishment (WAFR)
coverage for multiple water transfers over a ten-year
Report as required by the 2014 Sustainable Groundwater
period.
Management Act.
▶▶ Utilized SACFEM2013, a finite-element groundwater
▶▶ Worked as an integral part of the DWR team to develop
model of the Sacramento Valley and CalSim II, a transfer
the technical approach for estimating WAFR for all ten
of operation models developed by MBK to analyze streamhydrologic regions in the state.
groundwater interaction in the Sacramento Valley.
▶▶ Leveraged existing statewide models to develop a range of
WAFR for each region based on varying assumptions.
▶▶ Specified inputs for deep percolation, river stage, and
▶▶ Assisted in writing sections of the report including
groundwater pumping developed with the DWR’s
significant portions of the chapter on the reliability of State
Integrated Water Flow Model Demand Calculator (IDC) that
Water Project and Central Valley Project contract supplies
simulates root zone processes.
through time.
▶▶ Sensitivity Analysis of SACFEM2013’s representation of
▶▶ Analysis of SWP and CVP reliability provides GSAs with SWP
stream-groundwater interaction to a variety of model
and CVP contracts a basis to estimate those supplies in the
inputs.
preparation of water budgets and GSPs.
▶▶ Resulted in improved understanding of stream-groundwater ▶▶ Drafted significant portions of the technical appendices that
provide guidance to GSAs as they consider projects during
interaction and its potential effects on the operation of the
preparation of GSPs.
Central Valley Project and State Water Project.
▶▶ Surface water and Groundwater Interactions
▶▶ Establish cooperative relationships amongst Basin
Stakeholders
▶▶ Facilitated workshops with member agencies
▶▶ Groundwater-Surface water modeling

Client: US Bureau of Reclamation
Contact: Brad Hubbard, (916) 978-5204

▶▶
▶▶
▶▶
▶▶
▶▶

Projects and Management Actions
Program Management
Stakeholder Coordination
Operation and Governance Plans
Water Banking/Conjuctive Use

Client: California Water
Contact: Jim Wieking, (916) 651-927
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Project Management and Implementation Measures

Efficient Utilization of District Resources
and Defined District Responsibilities
The LSCE Team is experienced assisting entities with
limited staff resources. Collectively, the LSCE Team has
experience developing over 15 GSPs, many of which are
located in critically overdrafted basins.

At the project kick-off meeting, the project team,
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District staff, and other select subbasin stakeholders
or representatives will meet for an open discussion of
the tasks to set the project in motion. This meeting will
include a review of the project scope and a discussion
of the most appropriate project approach for successful
completion. The need for special assignments,
consideration of the schedule, and methods for engaging
local stakeholders and any local advisory groups should
also be discussed.

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Our project management approach relies on the concept
of “ownership”. All team members are responsible for
ensuring their tasks are performed to your expectations
and appreciating how their tasks fit together with other
project tasks and the overall project schedule. The
control over project scope, schedule, and budget is a
major element of project management. We use many
tools to enable our project team to successfully and
efficiently collaborate, but are all reliant on effective
communication. The LSCE Team project manager Eddy
Teasdale will dedicate time each month to prepare a
monthly invoice, evaluate, and update the project status
report, and assess the project schedule. Communication
within the Team regarding project or task status and
schedule will be incorporated into regular internal
project update meetings. The information to be included
in monthly invoices will be discussed following the kickoff meeting, but will include contract budget, current
and previous billings, remaining budget, and total
percentage of work completed.

We recognize the importance of effective communication
throughout the course of this work. Therefore, the LSCE
Team will use regular (to be coordinated as needed)
updates, meetings, and workshops to foster consensus
building and decision-making. We recognize that GSA
and other local stakeholder representatives are busy
and that many decisions will be made during meetings
and workshops. If desired, these workshops could be
scheduled to coincide with or complement regular board
meetings to streamline the decision making process.
Based in Chico, Eddy Teasdale has the organizational and
communication skills, project management experience,
and breadth of technical expertise to lead workshops
and accommodate the key issues. Conducting regular
and more frequent project updates via teleconference
would save on travel time and would also be effective for
coordinating efforts, resolving action items, and planning
ahead to ensure the project stays on track.

We look forward to working through this project with your staff. In planning for this work, we have
assumed the District participation would include:
▶▶ Regular contact of the District project manager
with the consultant team project manager (with
effective use of email)
▶▶ Liaison with GSA representatives

▶▶ Review of handouts and presentations
▶▶ Provide comments on draft technical
memorandum and draft GSP reports

Familiarity with Local Water Issues & Relationship with CA DWR
Coordinating the development of four separate GSPs provides the opportunity to share many of the required
technical duties, enabling each GSP to reflect local interests and values while remaining consistent between each
plan. Years of work in the Sacramento Valley has trained the LSCE Team to understand issues that are unique to
the region and, in addition, has given us the skills required to effectively communicate across a broad range of
stakeholders. Local challenges the LSCE Team has addressed include issues surrounding groundwater supply and
quality, soil and ecosystem health, and stormwater and floodwater recharge, to name some.
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We recognize that there are unique local concerns for each subbasin and we intend to incorporate input from all
stakeholders as part of developing GSPs that reflect local interests. Some of the interests and concerns we will be
particularly aware of include:

▶ Water districts on the western side of the county
rely on utilizing surface water supplies as their
primary water supply. Recent drought conditions
have impacted those supplies and additional
groundwater supplies could be needed to diversify
that supply.
▶ Potential sources of chronic nitrates in private
domestic wells along Antelope Boulevard near Red
Bluff need to be actively managed.

▶ Concerns regarding groundwater exports. The
GSPs must protect against groundwater mining and
manage groundwater exports appropriately.

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

▶ Water districts on the eastern side of the county
are evaluating the feasibility of integrating
conjunctive use projects to promote ecological
factors.

▶ Avoiding centrally mandated groundwater
management. The GSPs should not be developed
or implemented as a top-down regulatory
requirement. They must be developed by locals
in accordance with existing property rights, and
must acknowledge the concerns of individual
landowners.

Figure 3- GSP Development Experience

LSCE was involved in the initial development of the GSP
regulations and subsequent implementation of the
regulations, including the development of several GSPs. This
experience provides LSCE with an understanding of which areas
of the GSP development process generate the most scrutiny
and attention by DWR. Through our experience working on
water transfers, recent water supply evaluations, conjunctive
use evaluations, and professional development through various
professional groundwater resources associations, we have developed
key relationships with DWR’s Northern District staff and understand
the caliber of work required to meet GSP approval. Furthermore, the
LSCE Team is made up of professionals who have built strong working
relationships with others in the field of water management, including
the Sacramento Valley water districts, public water systems, local growers,
watershed representatives, the State Water Resource Control Board, and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. The experience and knowledge gained
from these collaborations will be integral in the development of the GSPs, in which
LSCE can offer balanced and affordable approaches while promoting economic
vitality throughout the subbasins.
Figure 3 shows all GSP related activities that the LSCE
team in currently supporting or engaged in on behalf of
clients.
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The LSCE Team…
Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

Understands local Sacramento Valley issues and perspectives.
▶▶ Years of work for a broad range of stakeholders in the Sacramento Valley on
important local issues such as groundwater supply and quality, soil and ecosystem
health, agricultural water management, stormwater and floodwater recharge.

Knows SGMA and GSP requirements.
▶▶ Experience on GSPs in over 15 subbasins with the development of GSPs.
Understanding of GSP requirements and benefits of robust coordination and
outreach to achieve consensus on a plan tailored to local values.
▶▶ Experience with GSA meetings, technical advisory committees, public workshops,
and communicating GSP information to governing bodies.

Is good at building relationships.
▶▶ Strong professional and personal relationships forged with Sacramento Valley
water districts, public water systems, local growers (including 11 agricultural
coalitions in the Central Valley), watershed and subwatershed representatives
(including the Sacramento Valley), and representatives from DWR, the State Water
Resourced Control Board, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
▶▶ LSCE’s president, Vicki Kretsinger Grabert has been the principal involved with
groundwater work on behalf of the Central Valley Salinity Coalition for 10 years.
▶▶ Vicki was the founding president of the Groundwater Resources Association
(1992), served as a director for 23 years, and started an arm of GRA in 2011, the
Contemporary Groundwater Issues Council, comprised of about three dozen
state, federal, local, academic, and industry leaders who meet annually to discuss
California’s most pressing groundwater issues.

Coordinates well with DWR.
▶▶ Vicki Kretsinger Grabert, LSCE, and Grant Davids, Davids Engineering, are serving
in the capacity of members of DWR’s Practitioner Advisory Panel, which provided
input to DWR on the development of the GSP regulations, and they continue to
provide input to DWR during SGMA implementation.
▶▶ LSCE’s Team members have been involved in BMP guidance development, and
LSCE and other team members are also DWR technical services’ subcontractors.

Work related to rural and Disadvantaged Communities (DACs).
▶▶ In addition to the above, the LSCE Team has worked with rural communities in
various capacities, including groundwater development and groundwater quality
and treatment where required.
▶▶ LSCE is coordinating with others on GSP efforts involving DAC and SDAC grantsupported monitoring and outreach efforts.
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Section 6 – Project Budget

Attachment: LSCE Team Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

The LSCE Team’s budget to complete the tasks and scope of work outlined in the RFQ are provided in a separate
sealed envelope. Our budget build-up includes estimated person-hours by task, along with hourly rates by labor
classification. The budget includes all effort needed to accomplish the tasks associated with preparation, adoption,
and submittal of four separate GSPs for the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins.

Consultant Contract
We have reviewed the contract requirements and have no exceptions.

Insurance Requirements
LSCE is able to meet the insurance requirements as outlined in RFQ. LSCE is prepared to provide proof of insurance
meeting these requirements should we be selected for this project.

Conflict of Interest
The LSCE Team does not have any actual, apparent, direct or indirect, or potential conflicts of interest with respect to
our firm, management, or employees of LSCE or our subconsultants pursuant to this RFQ.

Acknowledgement of Addendum
We acknowledge receiving and reviewing RFQ Addendum #1 dated October 3, 2019. (See Appendix B).
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LSCE Team Response to Question #1 ‐ The LSCE Team considers District Staff, the Groundwater Commission
and Ad Hoc Committees to be an integral part of the GSP Team because of the institutional and hands‐on
knowledge of land and water use in Tehama County and the four specific GSP subbasins. DWR has stated it is
“fully committed” to having GSAs be successful to ensure that most of these basins are managed locally and
that those plans are going to help locals reach sustainability. The LSCE Team has prepared five GSPs in
critically overdrafted Basins and is in the process of preparing GSPs for the 2022 deadline. We understand
the GSP regulations; however, the local intuitional knowledge is essential for defining sustainable
management criteria and addressing data gaps. We view the LSCE Team as providing the technical and
scientific expertise, along with the facilitation expertise, to support the efforts of the entire GSP Team,
including the District, Commission and Ad‐Hoc Committees. Our suggested approach to accomplish GSP
Team integration and development of the GSP includes:
 Leveraging team expertise as needed. Team members are assigned to specific roles and have
responsibilities that align with their experience. We will pull in teaming partners to support specific issues
and provide review, but we will not duplicate work.
 Regular communication with the entire team. We will have a standing conference call with key team
members to discuss ongoing work, anticipated tasks, and resources needed. Meetings and public
workshops will be held to develop strategies for addressing issues, communicate results of tasks being
completed; inform, educate and obtain input from stakeholders, and seek input from Tehama County staff,
and Board. As part of our initial planning effort, we will develop specific Board meeting topics.
 Sustainability criteria will be developed to maintain sustainability or mitigate and avoid future undesirable
results, and to resolve identified problems, conflicts and issues. Sustainable management goals and criteria
will be developed collaboratively with the GSA Board and subbasin stakeholders. The LSCE Team will
prepare draft sustainability goals for GSA input early in the process. We will describe undesirable results
based on basin conditions, including conditions that may result in depletion of surface water and potential
impacts to GDEs, monitoring data, and groundwater model results. We will prepare draft minimum
thresholds appropriate for basin conditions to obtain stakeholder input. Working towards robust
stakeholder communication, we will use a questionnaire and workshop process to obtain input from
stakeholders on appropriate goals, minimum thresholds and measurable objectives.
LSCE Team Response to Question #2 ‐ We view GSP development as a GSP Team effort. The LSCE Team will
work with the District and GSA to develop the process for internal Commission and Board review of the
document. Providing draft chapters, or potentially select components of chapters, completed during GSP
development for internal review ensures that the Commission and Board have sufficient opportunity to
review individual parts of the GSPs and provide feedback, including ensuring common understanding of key
foundational aspects of the GSPs as they are developed. Additionally, we envision producing technical
memoranda documenting select technical elements of the GSPs, especially for technical components that
are shared between the four subbasins. Chapters may be released individually or in groups as mutually
agreed. In some instances, subchapters may also be released to facilitate ongoing review and input. to
provide the opportunity for ongoing input.
LSCE Team Response to Question #3 ‐ The LSCE Team has a strong understanding of what will be
required of compliant GSPs based on our experience and involvement in reviewing and developing
SGMA BMP guidance documents and in preparing GSPs in multiple critically overdrafted subbasins.
Through these experiences, we have become highly familiar with the language in the GSP regulations
and also have a deeper understanding of how the GSP regulations are being interpreted by DWR.
Our approach to addressing deficiencies focusses first on making sure that all GSP requirements are
addressed and identifying in the GSPs where additional work may be important in the future and
indicating the path to addressing any identified needs as part of the ongoing GSP reporting and/or
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five‐year update process. While it is not possible to guarantee that all the initially submitted GSPs
will be deemed compliant by DWR and without any need for revisions, refinements, or other
improvements, our involvement and experience in developing GSPs in critically overdrafted basins
and communications with DWR during these efforts brings a deeper understanding of DWR’s
expectations for compliant GSPs. To ensure development of a compliant GSP, upon DWR review of
the GSPs, if DWR does identify deficiencies in the GSPs, the GSP regulations require DWR to provide
a schedule for addressing these deficiencies. If deficiencies are identified, we will work with the
District, and also with DWR, on the appropriate approach and schedule to address them, including
potentially recommending additional work be completed and included in the first five‐year update
report in 2027.
LSCE Team Response to Question #4 ‐ We view the LSCE Team as part of the overall GSP Team. Our
proposal includes all tasks necessary to complete four compliant GSPs. We understand that District staff
resources are currently limited. Our team is prepared to lead the GSP development and submittal efforts,
but we will rely on District staff for guidance to ensure that the GSPs and the process followed in their
development accurately recognize and represent the local interests and values relating to groundwater
management. We anticipate relying on District staff primarily for interaction with the DWR grant manager
and administration of the grant agreement(s), along with scheduling and coordination of meetings with the
Commission, ad hoc committees, and others. As described above, we also anticipate ongoing interaction
with District staff to review and provide input on ongoing technical work activities.
LSCE Team Response to Question #5 ‐ The LSCE Team’s proposal identified a number of areas where
additional resources could be utilized if grant funding becomes available. We would propose utilizing
additional available the funds in a manner consistent with the Round 3 grant proposal and grant agreement
with a focus on a number of key areas including:
 Improved characterization of the Basin Setting, including refined characterization of the hydrogeology in
each subbasin, additional detail to describe groundwater conditions (including GDEs and surface water‐
groundwater interaction), and enhanced detail describing subbasin water budgets.
 Conduct a greater level of refinement and updating of the selected integrated hydrologic model to
improve calibration and spatial detail in direct support of the development of water budgets, evaluation of
the monitoring network, selection of sustainable management actions, and identification and evaluation of
projects and management actions.
 Support for anticipated meetings internal with the GSP Team and public stakeholders and additional
stakeholder outreach to inform interested parties of progress in GSP development while also enhancing
the ability to incorporate valuable input from the local perspective.
 Additional analysis of groundwater conditions and critical infrastructure to support discussions of
sustainable management criteria.
 Additional evaluation of the existing monitoring network and potential additions to the monitoring
network to ensure representative spatial and temporal monitoring of groundwater conditions in each
subbasin.
 Evaluation of a greater number of projects and management actions at a greater level of detail to provide
a robust set of options to address sustainability challenges.
LSCE Team Response to Question #6
 The LSCE Team would work with the District to articulate the need for monitoring data in identified data
gap areas; clarify why gathering monitoring data in those areas is important; describe what the data
would be used for; and describe what the benefits of data collection are for landowners and successful
development and implementation of GSPs.
 It will be helpful to convey to the public and landowners that a core purpose of the data is to maintain
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local groundwater management of the groundwater subbasins in Tehama County and avoid the state
stepping in. The GSA, Groundwater Commissioners or Ad Hoc committee members who understand the
need for and value of monitoring data can serve very beneficial roles as “ambassadors”.
 There may be landowners who are interested in participating in a monitoring program. Publicizing the
interest in working with willing well owners to improve monitoring at public meetings can be effective in
finding volunteers.
 Our extensive experience working on developing a groundwater quality monitoring network for the

Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition as part of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program has involved
outreach and communication directly with land and well owners to engage volunteers for monitoring. We
are very sensitive to skepticism or concern by well owners about how monitoring information from wells
may be used, especially in the context of a regulatory program. Recognition and appreciation of these
concerns is important and providing appropriate context for how data about a well or derived from a well
is or is not intended to be used (i.e., protection of confidentiality to the extent possible and practical,
representative monitoring of regional groundwater conditions and not site‐specific conditions) can
sometimes allay many concerns.
LSCE Team Response to Question #7 ‐ An integrated hydrologic model is a tool to help quantitatively
evaluate complex processes and their interactions and effects on the groundwater system and surface
water groundwater interconnections. A comprehensive hydrogeological conceptual model (detailed
physically model rather than a numerical model) serves as the foundation for the development of the
numerical model will improve understanding of the Tuscan and Tehama aquifers. Among the many benefits
of an integrated model is that it can be used as a tool to develop critical information required for a GSP.
Models are used to represent complex and interconnected systems and to improve our understanding of
those systems. We have had interactions with DWR with respect to DWR’s’ staff view of models; DWR
expects a hydrologic model and any plan developed without some form of modeling will likely be heavily
scrutinized. There are also risks associated with modeling. It can be expensive and can take time and there
can be a misconception that results from a model come without uncertainty. A key aspect of any modeling
effort is the interpretation of the results, including checks against real observations. There is a risk that a
model developed and validated for specific purposes will be used, without validation and checks, for other
purposes. Evaluating surface water depletion cause by groundwater pumping will likely rely considerable
on integrated modeling techniques as this is difficult or impossible to estimate at a subbasin scale with
other methods.
LSCE Team Response to Question #8 ‐ As indicated in our response to question number 7, a model is a tool.
The degree to which data may or may not be available (spatially and/or temporally) for the model affect the
uncertainty in the model results. During the development of the GSP regulations, DWR recognized that there
will be data gaps and uncertainty in the earlier stages of GSP implementation. It is important to recognize
and describe the uncertainty and outline how excessive uncertainty will be addressed. DWR has been
developing regional integrated groundwater models that cover all of Tehama County and the four subbasins.
However, from experience, it is likely that aspects of these models can or should be refined for the local
area. It will be important to identify how those data might be improved and the relative benefit derived
from improving those parts of the model. Additionally, the development and/or use of models helps to
identify data gaps. Examples of such data gaps include: limitations on aquifer parameters to spatially (areally
and vertically) to characterize the aquifer system, 2) insufficient groundwater level monitoring wells to
spatially and temporally characterize the response of the groundwater system to human‐influenced and
natural stresses, and 3) uncertainty in the sources of water (groundwater and/or surface water) utilized to
meet water demands. The LSCE Team will identify and capitalize on opportunities to incorporate data not
otherwise readily available based on local studies previously completed by members of our team. We will
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LSCE Team Response to Question #9 ‐ We believe it is in the GSP Team’s best interest to utilize one of the
existing groundwater models and to qualify or describe areas where there may be observed inconsistences
that will require additional work and analysis during the GSP implementation. The reasons for using a
groundwater model include:
 In our conversations with DWR about the sustainability criteria for the potential for streamflow depletion
(a criterion consisting of a rate or volume of streamflow depletion), DWR insists that sufficient rationale
be provided to demonstrate that any other criteria can be used as a proxy (such as a groundwater level
proxy), i.e., DWR wants a rate or volume of streamflow depletion to be used as the criteria. On a multi‐
basin scale, it would be difficult, if not impossible to establish such criteria without a flow model (and
analytical model would not suffice).
 The GSP regulations require a 50‐year projection for water budgets. Given all of the variables involved,
including three‐dimensional subsurface and surface water/groundwater processes, this would be nearly
impossible without the use of a numerical modeling tool.
LSCE Team Response to Question #10 ‐ The GSP regulations state that the Plan (GSPs) “shall rely on the best
available information and best available science to quantify the water budget for the basin in order to
provide an understanding of historical and projected hydrology…”. The LSCE Team has the capability of
compiling and utilizing the best available information. We are highly knowledgeable on available public data
sources and resources. These provide baseline sources of information and can be supplemented with
additional and available data provided by local stakeholders (as time and resources permit). The regulations
do not require extraordinary efforts to ferret out data that are not part of readily available datasets. We
have been heavily involved in the implementation of SGMA for several years now and have gained significant
insights through these endeavors. Our experience helping other GSAs with the development of GSPs has
given us insight into DWR’s expectations. Because of this, we are able to anticipate issues, address them
proactively, and focus on developing workable plans within budget.
LSCE Team Response to Question #11 ‐ Mistrust of SGMA itself, state regulation, and of local SGMA
implementing agencies is quite common. Overall, the most effective way to build trust with stakeholders is
to provide both consistent information (that is transparent and easily accessible) and venues for their
ongoing involvement in the process. Stakeholders need to have a structured way to plug into the process.
Stakeholders are likely to exhibit hostility when they are brought into the planning process late when all they
can do is react to something that has already been developed instead of having a role in shaping it by giving
early and consistent, periodic input. Engaging with stakeholders consistently and at key points also creates a
venue for stakeholders to learn throughout the process. In our experience, we have found that science‐
based information conveyed in a publicly‐digestible/understandable manner, and consistency in providing
that information, helps the public to better understand the objectives of the program, the purpose of the
data being collected, the analyses being conducted, and how these efforts relate to SGMA requirements and
value towards the local stakeholders. We have encountered small vocal groups who clearly have agendas
and are not willing to listen or be persuaded by scientific information or consistent messaging, but in our
experience, these groups represent a small fraction of the larger stakeholder group.
LSCE Team Response to Question #12 ‐ The LSCE Team has experience with DWR’s prioritization process and
has provided a number of comment letters to DWR to express different interpretations of data than those
represented by DWR in its basin prioritization process. Our approach will consider many factors (e.g., well
construction, location, hydrogeology, period of historical record) will be used in identifying appropriate
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additionally work with the District to identify and engage other local experts to ensure that the model is
based on the best available data. As part of the process, we will identify and prioritize data gaps to be
addressed during initial GSP development or in the future as part of the 5‐year GSP update process.
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We believe this is less a question of how many years and more a question of what years? As the question
mentions there are extreme fluctuations between drought and wet years, and this is the nature of California
hydrology. To address this, it is important to establish a base period for conducting analyses through
evaluation of a cumulative precipitation departure curve to make sure a variety of water year types and
hydrologic conditions are represented over an average long‐term base period.
LSCE Team Response to Question #13 ‐ The LSCE Team will work with District to establish a procedure. As an
example, draft versions of the GSPs can be published for public comment prior to submittal with written
comments received for a 30‐day period. All public comments can then be reviewed, categorized and
addressed in different ways including: Minor corrections/clarifications: Direct edits to text in GSPs will be
completed
 Substantive comments on Draft GSPs: Categorized by topic with master response developed for each topic
(comments for future consideration for GSP Implementation: categorized and compiled for GSA Board and
groundwater Commission). Identify comments that merit near‐term attention, are applicable but do not
require direct incorporation in the GSPs, or merit discussion with DWR to receive any further clarification.
LSCE Team Response to Question #14 ‐ Overall, the emphasis during development of the GSPs will be on
identifying, in coordination with the District staff and others, projects and management actions that can
potentially serve multiple benefits for Tehama County stakeholders. Examples of such projects and
management actions could include: Utilization of existing surface water conveyances to support winter
recharge or other projects increasing use of available surface water supplies. These could include
modernization of existing conveyance infrastructure to promote in lieu recharge through increased surface
water use by existing groundwater users; Promotion of the use of on‐farm irrigation systems capable of
utilizing surface water and groundwater, including filtration systems capable of removing debris in surface
water to make surface water suitable for pressurized irrigation systems; Watershed management projects to
reduce winter runoff and increase recharge from precipitation; Multi‐benefit floodplain management projects
to reduce winter recharge and increase recharge in ephemeral streams; Groundwater substitution; Develop
new projects (large water supply projects tend to be more expensive); Streambed modification projects to
address critical flow requirements in migratory streams by modifying critical riffles, side channels, etc.;
Consideration of groundwater trading system or market, if needed and desired. This can provide flexibility in
operations if insufficient supply is available; and establish pumping limitations in areas of chronic groundwater
level decline that cannot be addressed through other projects or management actions.
LSCE Team Response to Question #15 ‐ Sound technical work and analysis should always be impartial. The
LSCE Team will provide the sound technical work for consideration and in support of the policy decisions
stakeholders in the subbasins make during development of the GSPs. How technical information is used in the
policy arena is somewhat distinct from the technical work itself. That said, there is always uncertainty that
must be acknowledged, and a reasonable range of valid assumptions must be used for unknowns. While it is
true that there can be competition for a limited resource, it is in everyone’s best interest that we continue to
sustainably manage water within the Sacramento Valley, not by individual subbasin. With limited exceptions,
water in the valley has been managed sustainably in the past. SGMA and GSPs are putting structures in place
to ensure that continues into the future. Firms on the LSCE Team, including Davids Engineering, commonly
works for neighboring clients to address water management challenges. We avoid conflict by providing
objective technical. Historically, for DE these clients have been primarily agricultural water suppliers, though
more recently have included adjacent groundwater subbasins. As an example, DE is currently leading efforts
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representative monitoring sites for assigning and defining Sustainable Management Criteria. Comparison of
observed versus model‐simulated conditions can provide a measure of confidence in understanding of how
groundwater conditions in an area may behave under future scenarios of hydrology (with and without
climate change) or projects and management actions.

5.1.b

related to GSP development in the Colusa Subbasin in Glenn and Colusa counties and the neighboring Butte
Subbasin in Butte County. In each case, the best available technical information is being used to support
decisions by local stakeholders. The work is conducted in a transparent manner to support evaluation by
specific local interests.
LSCE Team Response to Question #16 ‐ The GSP regulations are vague on the requirements related to the
identification and consideration of GDEs. Since Fall 2016, DWR has referred GSP preparers to The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) regarding guidance that was underway at that time and has since been completed. It is
unknown to what degree DWR will consider the full implementation of TNC’s guidance to be necessary.
However, as is also the case with DWR’s own BMPs, both the DWR BMPs and the TNC guidance are not
regulatory requirements. TNC’s work is essentially a GIS analysis exercise that identified areas with shallow
GW and likely “identified” more GDEs than may actually exist. It is useful to acknowledge the information
exists, but more detailed review and data are needed to truly identify GDEs that must be addressed in the
GSPs. So TNC’s work is a starting point but will not be the sole resource used in the identification of GDEs in
the GSPs. The LSCE Team also will using existing data sources, inventory and map potential GDEs within the
GSA boundaries, map the location of invasive species that have the potential to affect water budgets for
areas where GDEs may be present. Areas where there is a connection between groundwater and surface
water and where sensitive vegetation and listed species are present will be identified and compiled in the
database for display and analysis in maps and tables. All potential GDEs will be categorized on the basis of
USDA methodology and will be evaluated regarding current conditions and potential future conditions. The
LSCE Team will evaluate the relationship between groundwater and surface water to potential GDEs. Using
available groundwater level data, streamflow data, rainfall, we will identify groundwater/surface water
connections and locations of gaining and losing reaches.
LSCE Team Response to Question #17 ‐ Historically, groundwater scientists analyzed groundwater basin water
budgets and basin conditions to estimate safe yield. SGMA, in the Act itself, defined sustainable yield.
However, the sustainable management criteria used to define undesirable results are defined within the
emergency GSP regulations. DWR is strictly invoking the definition of sustainable yield in the context of the Act
and the GSP regulations. An estimate of sustainable yield has not been developed for Tehama County.
Historical work conducted in the County does provide context with regard to groundwater and surface water
supplies used to meet County water demands; however, the determination of sustainable yield for each of the
County’s subbasins will require stakeholder definition of undesirable results for all applicable sustainability
indicators and the establishment of associated sustainability criteria (i.e., minimum thresholds and
measurable objectives). Previous studies have estimated that water demand varies from 378,000 acre‐feet per
year (AFY) in a normal year to 442,000 AFY in a wet dry year. Total available water supply is approximately
380,000 AFY (normal year) to 400,000 AFY (dry year). However, all of the sustainability indicators must be
taken into consideration when determining sustainable yield.
LSCE Team Response to Question #18 ‐ The LSCE Team shares the District’s philosophy. Long‐term clients are
the foundation of LSCE’ s, MBK’s, and DE’s business. For 40 years, LSCE has applied engineering and science to
California clients to address groundwater development and management needs. Most of LSCE’ s clients are
long‐term clients that utilize LSCE’ s services and resources on an ongoing, as needed basis. LSCE’ s business
began in California and has remained in California. Two of the Team firms (LSCE and DE) have offices in Chico,
understand the local North state community and are sensitive to the relationship between future water
resource management and how future growth in the region will occur. Our project manager, Eddy Teasdale
lives in Chico making him available to attend meetings or field visits on short notice. Once committed to a
project, LSCE places a high priority on keeping the assigned team of staff in place through project
completion. We don’t fragment our staff among many large complex projects to increase utilization. We
believe that long‐term commitments result in better technical work that maintains our professional
reputation.
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Luhdorff & Scalmanini – December 10, 2019 2:15pm -3:15pm

Groundwater Commissioners:
Todd Hamer
Martha Slack
Hal Crain
Kris Lamkin
Bart Fleharty
Attachment: LSCE Interview Agenda (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)

•
•
•
•
•

District Staff:
•
•

Ryan Teubert
Nichole Bethurem

Agenda:
2:15 -2:20 Introductions
2:20-2:35 Consultant Presentation:
2:35 -2:55 Response to Questions (1,7,8,9,10,12,13,16):
2:55 -3:15 Additional Questions by Commissioners:
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Mr. Ryan Teubert, Flood Control and Water Resources Manager
Attention: Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development
Tehama County Public Works
9380 San Benito Avenue
Gerber, CA 96035
SUBJECT:

Fee Proposal to Complete Groundwater Sustainability Plans for Bowman, Red Bluff,
Antelope and Los Molinos

Dear Mr. Teubert:
Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers (LSCE) is submitting this proposal to the Tehama County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) to provide Groundwater Sustainability Plan
(GSP)-related services pursuant to the Request for Qualifications (RFQ). Our budget build-up includes
estimated person-hours by task, along with hourly rates by labor classification. The budget includes all
efforts needed to accomplish the tasks associated with preparation, adoption, and submittal of four
separate GSPs for the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins.
Our fee proposal is responsive to the RFQ. Table 1 contains a summary of the work breakdown for all
four GSPs, and Table 2 provides a detailed cost breakdown structure for the preparation of four GSPs
that includes a cross reference to the proposed tasks and subtasks as suggested in the RFQ. As specified
in the RFQ, our total estimated fee for this effort is $1,329,832, which is under the required not-toexceed budget cap.
•

•

•

The proposed GSP budget in this proposal leverages the ability to share in preparation of four
GSPs for the Exclusive GSA, characterization of the regional hydrogeologic setting, and many
related efforts across the four subbasins, and while subbasin-specific interests will be essential,
it is anticipated that there will still be common interests and objectives that make the cost of
preparing four GSPs more cost effective than a single GSP.
At the outset of the GSP development process, the LSCE Team will develop an outline of the GSP
steps and the corresponding opportunities for stakeholder and public input. Ahead of each
major task, the LSCE Team will propose a meeting schedule, including meeting topics and
desired outcomes. Based on lessons learned at each step, we will propose updates and
refinements as needed.
The LSCE Team uses proven project controls for managing costs and keeping projects on
schedule. Our project manager, Eddy Teasdale, engages in detailed budget and schedule
management for large-scale programs with multiple ongoing tasks. He uses tools such as weekly
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•

progress updates, monthly budget reconciliation, and two-month “look aheads” to ensure all
tasks are proceeding as expected.
The LSCE Team has planned and budgeted for key staff to attend meetings, and given our
proximity to the meeting locations, we are offering all meeting travel and also attendance at
regular Groundwater Commission meetings pro bono. Proposed meetings the LSCE Team
would attend include:
• 4 GSP Kickoff Meetings (to be held in different locations)
• 24 Groundwater Commission meetings
• 6 Board of Directors’ meetings
• 2 GSP Public Outreach Forums in Spring 2020
• 2 GSP Public Forums in Spring 2021
• Public hearing for the GSPs

We are aware that the District is pursuing an additional $1,500,000 funding for GSP development
activities through the Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program Round 3 solicitation
process. The LSCE Team will work with the District to finalize a scope of work and budget based on
funding available, including funds received for GSP development as part of the upcoming SGM Grant
Program Round 3 awards. Note, our budget estimate (Tables 1 and 2) does not count on additional grant
funds being available for the requested GSP development activities. If additional funding is successful
through the current Proposition 68 grant activities, the LSCE Team will discuss the possibility of utilizing
a portion of those funds to support meeting involvement.
The LSCE Team’s cost estimate to complete four subbasin GSPs represents the maximum cost that could
occur if we execute all the tasks as described in the technical proposal. We believe that the technical
depth and experience of the LSCE Team and our proximity to the four subbasins will be an invaluable
asset in meeting the goals of all four GSPs.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide services to prepare four GSPs on behalf of the District, as the
Exclusive GSA, and all stakeholders in the subbasins.
Sincerely,
LUHDORFF & SCALMANINI
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

_____________________________________

____________________________________

Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers
Vicki Kretsinger Grabert
President

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
Eddy Teasdale, PG, CHG
Supervising Hydrogeologist
(530) 661-0109
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Task
Number

Task Name

Total Cost

1

Project Management and Administation

$73,520

2

Coordination with Neighboring Basins

$52,084

3

Integrated Hydrologic Modeling

4

Data Collection and Analysis to Support GSP

5

Monitoring Protocols

6

Data Reporting Standards

$30,372

7

Data Management Systems

$75,656

8

GSP Documentation Preparation and Adoption

$202,932

9

GSP Admininstrative Information

$122,780

10

Basin Setting

$234,668

11

Sustainable Management Criteria

$95,500

12

Monitoring Networks

$73,028

13

Projects and Management Actions
Total

LSCE Team Fee Proposal

$160,872
$82,240
$8,336

$117,844
$1,329,832

11/1/2019
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Table 1. Summary of Costs for Professional Services to Develop Groundwater Sustainability Plans for Bowman,
Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins

5.1.d

Table 2. Cost Summary by Person for GSP Development Services for the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins

Hourly Rates
$215

$202

$187

$155

$147

$140

$135

$123

$105

$105

$100

$75

$81

$69

$40

$240

$206

$188

$174

$154

$93

$195

$70

$250

$160

$165

$150

$135

$200

$150

$150

$150

Labor Costs
Subtotal

Direct Costs
Subtotal

Total Cost

$

$

$

Task 1 - Project Management and Administration

0

280

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40

0

0

0

0

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

24

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

$73,518

$0

$73,518

1.1. Grant and GSP development project management

0

80

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

12

0

0

0

0

0

0

$25,810

$0

$25,810

1.2. Project status meetings

0

160

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

$39,628

$0

$39,628

1.3. Invoicing

0

40

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$8,080

$0

$8,080

Task 1 Subtotals

0

280

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40

0

0

0

0

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

24

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

$73,518

$0

$73,518

Task 2 - Coordination with Neighboring Basins

4

80

0

0

0

0

40

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

24

0

0

0

0

64

72

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$52,084

$0

$52,084

2.1. Communication, meeting, meeting materials

4

72

0

0

0

0

40

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

24

0

0

0

0

64

56

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$49,348

$0

$49,348

2.2. Coordination agreements

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$2,736

$0

$2,736

Task 2 Subtotals

4

80

0

0

0

0

40

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

24

0

0

0

0

64

72

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$52,084

$0

$52,084

Task 3 - Integrated Hydrologic Modeling

4

80

68

0

8

0

0

0

8

40

0

144

0

0

0

0

48

160

0

0

0

0

0

68

0

$160,872

$0

$160,872

3.1. Model Evaluation and Selection

0

8

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

8

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

$10,700

$0

$10,700

3.2. Model Refinement and Calibration

0

32

24

0

0

0

176

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

20

0

80

0

0

0

0

16

64

0

0

0

0

0

32

0

$72,752

$0

$72,752

3.3. Model Scenarios

0

32

24

0

0

0

112

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

12

0

40

0

0

0

0

24

72

0

0

0

0

0

32

0

$58,784

$0

$58,784

3.4. Modeling Technical Documentation/TM

4

8

16

0

0

0

32

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

4

0

16

0

0

0

0

4

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$17,556

$0

$17,556

3.5. Prepare final model file package for DWR

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$1,080

$0

$1,080

Task 3 Subtotals

4

80

68

0

0

0

352

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

8

40

0

144

0

0

0

0

48

160

0

0

0

0

0

68

0

$160,872

$0

$160,872

Task 4 - Data Collection and Analysis to Support GSP Development

0

56

32

200

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

72

0

0

0

0

16

40

8

16

0

8

16

0

0

$82,240

$0

$82,240

4.1. Identification of data collection and analysis needs

0

8

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

8

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

$9,392

$0

$9,392

352
24

4.2. Implement data collection efforts

0

16

0

72

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

32

0

0

0

0

4

16

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

$25,544

$0

$25,544

4.3. Data analysis and documentation of methodologies and results

0

16

32

80

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

32

0

0

0

0

8

16

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

$35,392

$0

$35,392

4.4. Providing of Well Completion Report database

0

16

0

32

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

16

0

0

0

0

0

$11,912

$0

$11,912

Task 4 Subtotals

0

56

32

200

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

72

0

0

0

0

16

40

8

16

0

8

16

0

0

$82,240

$0

$82,240

Task 5 - Monitoring Protocols

0

16

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

$8,336

$0

$8,336

5.1. Identify and compile existing monitoring protocols

0

8

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$2,856

$0

$2,856

5.2. Review and update monitoring protocols to align with SGMA requirements

0

8

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

$5,480

$0

$5,480

Task 5 Subtotals

0

16

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

$8,336

$0

$8,336

Task 6 - Data and Reporting Standards

0

8

40

80

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

12

0

0

0

0

8

8

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

$30,372

$0

$30,372

6.1. Review and compile available data and reformat as needed

0

0

24

40

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

8

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

$15,220

$0

$15,220

6.2. Assess data gaps and develop data gap action plan

0

4

8

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$7,304

$0

$7,304

6.3. Document approach to fill high priority data gaps to support GSP development

0

4

8

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$7,848

$0

$7,848

Task 6 Subtotals

0

8

40

80

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

12

0

0

0

0

8

8

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

$30,372

$0

$30,372

Task 7 - Data Management System

0

28

0

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

48

152

104

0

0

0

0

$55,656

$20,000

$75,656

7.1. Preliminary DMS specifications technical memorandum

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

8

0

0

0

0

0

$3,328

$0

$3,328

7.2. DMS evaluation and selection technical memorandum

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

16

0

0

0

0

0

$4,528

$0

$4,528

7.3. Develop DMS User Guide

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

32

0

0

0

0

0

$8,248

$0

$8,248

7.4. DMS Software, including data used in the development and GSP implemenation

0

8

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

64

64

0

0

0

0

$24,352

$20,000

$44,352

7.5. Develop reporting template meeting DWR requirements

0

8

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

32

40

0

0

0

0

$15,200

$0

$15,200

Task 7 Subtotals

0

28

0

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

48

152

104

0

0

0

0

$55,656

$20,000

$75,656

LSCE Team Fee Proposal

Attachment: LSCE Team Fee Proposal for GSP Development Services (16168 : GSP Development Firm Recommendation)
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Labor Costs (hours)

12/12/2019
Packet
Pg. 68

5.1.d

Table 2. Cost Summary by Person for GSP Development Services for the Bowman, Red Bluff, Antelope, and Los Molinos Subbasins

Hourly Rates
$215

$202

$187

$155

$147

$140

$135

$123

$105

$105

$100

$75

$81

$69

$40

$240

$206

$188

$174

$154

$93

$195

$70

$250

$160

$165

$150

$135

$200

$150

$150

$150

Labor Costs
Subtotal

Direct Costs
Subtotal

Total Cost

$

$

$

Task 8 - GSP Documentation Preparation and Adoption

28

224

64

184

0

0

144

0

0

0

0

112

0

0

0

12

52

0

96

0

0

32

32

40

72

16

16

0

12

24

0

0

$188,532

$12,000

$202,932

8.1. Assemble draft GSP content

20

96

32

96

0

0

80

0

0

0

0

64

0

0

0

8

32

0

56

0

0

0

0

24

40

16

16

0

8

16

0

0

$99,852

$0

$99,852

8.2. Distribute GSP for public review and incorporate public comments, and faciliate GSP
adoption

8

120

32

80

0

0

64

0

0

0

0

32

0

0

0

4

20

0

40

0

0

32

32

16

32

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

$87,024

$0

$87,024

8.3. Provide draft and final GSP documents (includes hardcopy drafts as needed and 25
hardcopy final reports; 40 electronic versions of GSPs on thumb drives)

0

8

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$4,056

$12,000

$16,056

12

52

0

96

0

0

32

32

40

72

16

16

0

12

24

0

0

$188,532

$12,000

$202,932

0

20

0

36

0

0

52

104

24

40

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

$122,780

$0

$122,780

Task 8 Subtotals

28

224

64

184

0

0

144

0

0

0

0

112

0

0

Task 9 - GSP Administration

0

168

0

232

0

0

48

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

9.1. Prepare and support general information

0

64

0

80

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

8

0

16

0

0

0

0

8

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$37,080

$0

$37,080

9.2. Support agency information

0

48

0

72

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

4

0

0

0

0

8

8

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

$32,336

$0

$32,336

9.3. Prepare and support decription of plan area

0

48

0

72

0

0

24

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

16

0

0

4

8

8

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$34,428

$0

$34,428

9.4. Support notice and communication

0

8

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

48

96

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$18,936

$0

$18,936

Task 9 Subtotals

0

168

0

232

0

0

48

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

20

0

36

0

0

52

104

24

40

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

$122,780

$0

$122,780

Task 10 - Basin Setting

0

16

184

96

320

0

0

248

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

8

84

0

256

0

0

0

0

24

56

0

0

0

40

40

0

0

$234,668

$0

$234,668

10.1. Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

8

64

0

160

0

0

64

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

8

0

16

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$55,100

$0

$55,100

10.2. Current and historical groundwater conditions

4

48

0

160

0

0

48

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40

40

0

0

$55,836

$0

$55,836

10.3. Water budget information

0

64

96

0

0

0

128

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

72

0

240

0

0

0

0

16

48

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$118,352

$0

$118,352

10.4. Management Areas

4

8

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$5,380

$0

$5,380

Task 10 Subtotals

16

184

96

320

0

0

248

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

8

84

0

256

0

0

0

0

24

56

0

0

0

40

40

0

0

$234,668

$0

$234,668

Task 11 - Sustainable Management Criteria

20

200

0

0

0

0

208

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12

16

0

0

16

16

16

24

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

$95,500

$0

$95,500

11.1. Sustainability Goal

0

8

0

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$6,056

$0

$6,056

11.2. Undesirable Results

8

48

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$15,656

$0

$15,656

11.3. Minimum Thresholds

8

80

0

0

0

0

96

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

8

0

0

0

0

8

8

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

$42,616

$0

$42,616

11.4. Measurable Objectives

4

64

0

0

0

0

96

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$31,172

$0

$31,172

Task 11 Subtotals

20

200

0

0

0

0

208

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

12

16

0

0

16

16

16

24

0

0

0

16

16

0

0

$95,500

$0

$95,500

Task 12 - Monitoring Networks

0

112

0

216

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

12

0

0

0

0

16

12

4

8

16

8

0

0

0

$73,028

$0

$73,028

12.1. Develop and describe monitoring networks

0

32

0

48

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

$16,528

$0

$16,528

12.2. Designate, evaluate and describe represenative monitoring

0

48

0

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

$22,240

$0

$22,240

12.3. Assessment and improvement of monitoring network

0

16

0

40

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$11,256

$0

$11,256

12.4. Reporting monitoring data to the department

0

16

0

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

12

0

0

0

0

4

12

4

8

16

0

0

0

0

$23,004

$0

$23,004

Task 12 Subtotals

0

112

0

216

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

16

0

12

0

0

0

0

16

12

4

8

16

8

0

0

0

$73,028

$0

$73,028

Task 13 - Projects and Management Actions

4

56

8

0

0

0

176

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

20

0

64

0

0

0

0

48

224

0

0

0

44

44

0

0

$117,844

$0

$117,844

13.1. Identification of projects and management actions

0

8

8

0

0

0

16

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

4

0

16

0

0

0

0

8

32

0

0

0

4

4

0

0

$18,360

$0

$18,360

13.2. Develop pre-feasibility cost & benefit of projects & management actions

0

16

0

0

0

0

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

0

24

0

0

0

0

16

80

0

0

0

32

32

0

0

$45,696

$0

$45,696

13.3. Evaluate & select projects and management actions to achieve sustainability

4

24

0

0

0

0

64

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

4

0

16

0

0

0

0

16

80

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

$35,716

$0

$35,716

13.4. Refine costs & descriptions of selected projects and management actions

0

8

0

0

0

0

32

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

8

0

0

0

0

8

32

0

0

0

8

8

0

0

$18,072

$0

$18,072

Task 13 Subtotals
Grand Totals

LSCE Team Fee Proposal

4

56

8

0

0

0

176

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

8

20

0

64

0

0

0

0

48

224

0

0

0

44

44

0

0

$117,844

$0

$117,844

76

1,492

310

1,272

0

0

1,216

0

0

0

0

188

0

0

0

36

312

12

712

0

0

164

224

292

636

96

200

120

148

156

68

0

$1,297,830

$32,000

$1,329,830
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6.1

Groundwater Sustainability Agency Groundwater Commission
Meeting Date: December 18, 2019
Prepared By: Ryan Teubert
Preparer Phone: 530-385-1462
Preparer Email: rteubert@tcpw.ca.gov
Regular Item
Corning Subbasin Update
Requested Action(s)
Informational update on the Corning Subbasin.
a.
b.
c.

Informational update on the status of developing a contract with
Montgomery and Associates to assist with GSP development.
Informational update on the Corning Subbasin GSA Coordination
meetings.
Informational update on the MOU with the Corning Subbasin GSA.

Background Information:
a.
Informational update on the status of developing a contract with Montgomery and
Associates to develop the Corning Subbasin GSP.
b.

To date, six Corning Subbasin GSA meetings have taken place. These meetings
were facilitated by the Consensus Building Institute (CBI) which was tasked with
developing both the Stakeholder Communications and Engagement Plan and the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the two GSAs. A draft MOU was
developed and circulated to the Counsels of the participating agencies. The final
MOU will be presented to the Board of Directors on January 7, 2020.
Additionally, CBI has conducted interviews with ten stakeholder groups to identify
their interest in participating in the Corning Subbasin GSP processes. Information
collected was included in the Stakeholders Communications and Engagement
Plan. This is the initial plan and will be further updated during the GSP
development process.

c.

Informational update on the MOU between the District and the Corning Subbasin
GSA.

Attachment List:
Corning Subbasin MOU - Final Draft
(PDF)
Corning Subbasin SGMA Stakeholder CE Plan FINAL V 12-11-19 (PDF)

(ID # 16220)
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6.1.a

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AMONG GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY
AGENCIES IN THE CORNING SUBBASIN

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“Agreement”) establishing cooperation
among the Corning Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) is made and entered
into and effective upon the date when the last Member Agency signs this Agreement (“Effective
Date”) by and among the public agencies listed on the attached Exhibit A (“Members”).

WHEREAS, in 2014, the California legislature adopted, and the Governor signed into
law, three bills (SB 1168, AB 1739, and SB 1319) collectively referred to as the “Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act” (“SGMA”), that initially became effective on January 1, 2015,
and that has been amended from time-to-time thereafter; and
WHEREAS, the stated purpose of SGMA, as set forth in California Water Code section
10720.1, is to provide for the sustainable management of groundwater basins at a local level by
providing local groundwater agencies with the authority, and technical and financial assistance
necessary, to sustainably manage groundwater; and
WHEREAS, SGMA requires the designation of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(“GSAs”) for the purpose of achieving groundwater sustainability through the adoption and
implementation of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (“GSPs”) or an alternative plan for all
medium and high priority basins as designated by the California Department of Water Resources
(“DWR”); and
WHEREAS, Section 10720.7 of SGMA requires all basins designated as high or
medium priority basins by the DWR in its Bulletin 118 be managed under a GSP or coordinated
GSPs pursuant to SGMA; and
WHEREAS, the Corning Subbasin is designated subbasin number 5-021.51 in the most
recent edition of the DWR Bulletin 118; and
WHEREAS, Water Code Section 10723 (a) authorized local agencies with water supply,
water management or land-use responsibilities overlying a groundwater basin to elect to become
a GSA to manage groundwater within the basin; and
WHEREAS, the County of Glenn and Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (GCID), local
agencies eligible to become GSAs, established the Corning Subbasin GSA through a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) attached hereto as Appendix A, to serve as the GSA for the
portion of the Corning Subbasin within the jurisdictional boundary of the County of Glenn; and
WHEREAS, Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is the GSA
for the portion of the Corning Subbasin within the jurisdictional boundary of the County of
Tehama; and
WHEREAS, The Members have determined that the sustainable management of the
subbasin pursuant to SGMA may best be achieved through the cooperation of the Members
operating through this Agreement; and
WHEREAS, the Members agree that this Agreement does not establish, nor is it
intended to establish, a GSA; and
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Recitals

6.1.a

WHEREAS, the Members desire, through this Agreement, to enter into this Agreement
for the purposes of organizing the GSAs in the Corning Subbasin and cooperating in the
development of a single GSP for the Corning Subbasin; and
WHEREAS, each Member has determined it to be in the Member’s best interest and in
the public interest that this Agreement be executed;
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the matters recited and the mutual promises,
covenant, and conditions set forth in this Agreement, the Members hereby agree as follows:

ARTICLE 1. DEFINITIONS
As used in this Agreement, unless context requires otherwise, the meanings of the terms set forth
below shall be as follows:
1.1.
“Advisory Board” means a committee comprised of representatives from each GSA
that is publicly noticed in compliance with the Ralph M. Brown Act that makes advisory
recommendations to the GSAs, as further described in Article 7 of this Agreement.
1.2.

“Agreement” means this Memorandum of Understanding.

1.3.
“Basin” means the Corning Subbasin, to reflect the most recent DWR Bulletin 118
boundaries and as currently shown on the map attached to this Agreement as Exhibit B, which is
incorporated herein by this reference.
1.4.
Agreement.

“Committee” means any committee established pursuant to Article 8 of this

1.5.
“Coordination Agreement” means a required agreement that must be submitted to
DWR in cases where GSAs develop multiple GSPs within a basin. The Coordination Agreement
must demonstrate how multiple GSPs can achieve the sustainability goal for the basin.
1.6.
Agreement.

“Effective Date” means the date on which the last Member executes this

1.7.

“Fiscal Year” means July 1 through June 30.

1.8.

“GSA” means a groundwater sustainability agency.

1.9.

“GSP” means a groundwater sustainability plan.

1.10. “Management Area” refers to an area within a basin for which a GSP may identify
different minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, monitoring, or projects and management
actions based on differences in water use sector, water source type, geology, aquifer
characteristics, or other factors.
1.11. “Member” means each party to this Agreement that satisfies the requirements of
section 6 of this Agreement, including any new members pursuant to Section 6 of this Agreement.
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TERMS OF AGREEMENT

6.1.a

1.12. “Member’s Governing Body” means the board of directors, trustees or other voting
body that controls the individual public agencies that are Members.
1.13.

“SGMA” has the meaning assigned to it in the first Recital of the Agreement.

1.14. “Specific Project” means a project undertaken by one or more, but not necessarily
all Members, pursuant to Article 11 of this Agreement.
“State” means the State of California.

ARTICLE 2. PURPOSE OF THE AGREEMENT
2.1.
The purpose of this Agreement is to: (a) develop and implement a single GSP; (b)
cooperatively carry out the purposes of SGMA; and (c) develop, adopt, and implement a legally
sufficient GSP for the Basin in order to implement SGMA requirements and achieve the
sustainability goals outlined in SGMA; (d) to coordinate basinwide public involvement and
stakeholder outreach and engagement in developing and implementing the Corning Subbasin
GSP; and (e) to maintain mutual respect for the autonomy of individual Members and
preservation of each Member’s separate legal authorities, powers, duties and rights as separate
public agencies and GSAs, except as set forth in this Agreement.
ARTICLE 3. TERM
3.1.
This Agreement shall become effective on the Effective Date and shall continue
in full force and effect until terminated pursuant to the provisions of Article 13.
3.2.
By execution hereof, each Member certifies and declares that it is a legal entity
that is authorized to be a Groundwater Sustainability Agency pursuant to California Water Code
§ 10723.

ARTICLE 4. PRESERVATION OF POWERS
4.1 Preservation of Powers. Each Member retains its powers granted through SGMA.
Each Member reserves its rights, in its sole and absolute discretion, and all Members confirm
that nothing contained herein shall:
4.1.1 Alter any water right, contract right, or any similar right held by its
Members or any Member’s landowners or customers, or amend a Member’s water
delivery practice, course of dealing, or conduct.
4.1.2 Limit or interfere with the respective Members’ rights and authorities over
their own internal matters, including, but not limited to, an agency’s legal rights to
surface water supplies and assets, groundwater supplies and assets, facilities,
operations, water management and water supply matters.
4.1.3 Modify or limit a Member's police powers, land use authorities, well
permitting or any other authority.
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1.15.

6.1.a

5.1 Within the Basin. Each Member recognizes the benefits of cooperation amongst the
GSAs within the Corning Subbasin and, to that end, will in good faith, and with the consent of
each Member’s governing body, take actions to help effect the timely adoption of a GSP for the
entire Basin and satisfy its ongoing obligations under SGMA, including the implementation and
enforcement, if necessary, of the GSP. Such cooperation shall include, but not be limited to,
prompt delivery of all necessary data and information to prepare the GSP and taking of all
necessary actions to review, adopt and implement the GSP, including filing of annual reports and
documents required by SGMA. The Members shall, whenever and as often as reasonably
requested to do so by any other Member, execute, acknowledge, and deliver or cause to be
executed, acknowledged, and delivered any and all documents and instruments as may be
necessary, expedient or proper in the reasonable opinion of the requesting Member to carry out
the purposes and intent of this Agreement.
5.2 Coordination between Basins. If consistent with this Agreement, including Article 4
(Preservation of Powers), and if required to comply with SGMA, the Members shall strive to
coordinate between and among the other adjoining subbasins in complying with SGMA, which
may include agreement to certain areas of coordination.
ARTICLE 6. MEMBERS
6.1.
Initial Members. The initial Members of this Agreement shall be the Corning
Subbasin GSA and Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
6.2.
New Members. Additional Parties may join the Agreement and become a Member
provided that the prospective new member: (a) is an established GSA as provided by SGMA
(Water Code §10723); (b) pays its share of all previously incurred costs, if any; (c) pays all
applicable fees and charges, if any; and (d) receives unanimous consent of the existing Members,
evidenced by the execution of a written amendment to this Agreement signed by all Members,
including the additional public agency.
6.3
Role of Members. Each Member agrees to cooperate in the development of a
single GSP for the Corning Subbasin pursuant to the terms of this Agreement, and to comply
with implementation of SGMA. This support will involve the following types of actions:
6.3.1. The Members will provide designated staff to support facilitating the
development and implementation of the GSP by making available staff time, information,
services, and facilities within available resources.
6.3.2. Contributions of funds and of personnel, services, equipment, or property
may be made by any Member for any of the purposes of this Agreement, provided that no
repayment will be made for such contributions unless otherwise agreed upon in
accordance with Article 9.
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ARTICLE 5. BASIN COOPERATION

6.1.a

ARTICLE 7. CORNING SUBBASIN ADVISORY BOARD

7.1.1. Three (3) representatives appointed by the governing body of each
Member, at least one of whom shall be a member of the governing body (each, a “Member
Director”).
7.1.2 One (1) alternate representative appointed by the governing board of each
Member, who shall be a member of the governing body or designee of the Member (each, an
“Alternate Member Director”).
7.2
Purpose of the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board. The purpose of the Advisory
Board shall be to establish: 1) a GSA cooperation forum of Member Directors; 2) a publicly
noticed meeting and process pursuant the Ralph M. Brown Act for public involvement in GSP
development and implementation in the Basin; 3) a mechanism whereby Members raise, and
attempt in good faith to resolve, any disputes that may occur between and among Members
pursuant to Article 9.2 of this Agreement; and 4) to make advisory recommendations to the
Members concerning development and implementation of the GSP. All decision-making
authority resides with each Member’s governing bodies pursuant Article 9 of this Agreement.
7.3.
Alternate Member Directors. Alternate Member Directors shall not participate as
a Member Director in any discussions or deliberations of the Advisory Board unless appearing as
a substitute for a Member Director due to absence. If the Member Director is not present, the
Alternate Member Director appointed to act in his/her place shall have the authority to act in
his/her absence. Alternate Member Directors are encouraged to attend all Advisory Board
meetings and stay informed on current issues before the Advisory Board.
7.4.
Terms. The term for each member of the Advisory Board is four (4) years and
these individuals may be reappointed. Each Member Director and Alternate Member Director
shall serve at the pleasure of the appointing Member’s Governing Body and may be removed
from the Advisory Board by the appointing Member’s Governing Body at any time. If at any
time a vacancy occurs on the Advisory Board, a replacement shall be appointed by the
appropriate Member to fill the unexpired term of the previous Member Director’s seat pursuant
to this Article 7 and within ninety (90) days of the date that such position becomes vacant.
7.5.
Removal of Advisory Board Member Directors. A Director who no longer meets
the qualifications set forth in section 7.1.1 is automatically removed from the Advisory Board.
Upon removal of a Member Director, the Alternate Member Director shall serve as a Member
Director until a new Member Director is appointed.
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7.1.
Formation of the Corning Subbasin Advisory Board. This Agreement shall
hereby establish an Advisory Board. The Advisory Board shall meet at least annually. Without
amending this Agreement, the composition of the Advisory Board may be altered from time to
time to reflect the withdrawal of any Member Director and/or the admission of any New Member
Director. The Advisory Board shall be known as the “Corning Subbasin Advisory Board.” The
Advisory Board shall consist of the following representatives, who shall be appointed in the
manner set forth in Article 7:

6.1.a

ARTICLE 8. COMMITTEE FORMATION
8.1
Other Committees. The Advisory Board may, upon majority vote, form
committees to assist in the implementation of this Agreement and SGMA, including committees
comprised of staff representatives from the Members, technical advisory committees, stakeholder
advisory committees, and others. Committee meetings shall be noticed to and open to other
Members.

9.1.
Decision-making Authority. Decision-making authority resides with the
respective Members’ governing bodies. Topics where the Members desire coordinated decision
making will be considered by the Advisory Board, and the Member Directors will strive for
unanimous recommendations that will be presented to each Member’s governing bodies for
consideration.
9.2
Dispute Resolution. It is the desire of Members to informally resolve all disputes
and controversies related to this Agreement, whenever possible, at the least possible level of
formality and cost. If a dispute occurs, the disputing members shall meet and confer in an
attempt to resolve the matter. If informal resolution cannot be achieved, the matter will be
referred to the Advisory Board for resolution. The Advisory Board may engage the services of a
trained mediator, or resort to all available legal and equitable remedies, to resolve disputes, the
costs of which would be equitably shared upon agreement of disputing Members.
ARTICLE 10. MANAGEMENT AREAS
10.1 Formation of Management Areas. The Member Agencies may form Management
Areas within the Basin consistent with Article 1.13 of this Agreement.
ARTICLE 11. SPECIFIC PROJECTS
11.1. Member Specific Projects. In addition to the general activities undertaken by
Members of this Agreement, individual Members may initiate specific projects to implement or
comply with SGMA or the GSP that involve less than all Members, provided such Member or
Members enter into a Project Agreement.
11.2. Project Agreement. Prior to undertaking any Member specific project in Section
11.1 that does not involve all Member Agencies, the Members electing to participate in the
Project shall enter into a Project Agreement. A Member may elect not to participate in a specific
project matter by providing notice and not entering into the Project Agreement specific to the
matter in which the Member has elected not to participate. Each Project Agreement shall provide
the terms and conditions by which the Members that enter into the Project Agreement will
participate in the Project. All assets, rights, benefits, and obligations attributable to the Project
shall be assets, rights, benefits, and obligations of those Members which have entered into the
Project Agreement. Any debts, liabilities, obligations, or indebtedness incurred in regard to a
particular Project shall be the debts, liabilities, obligations, and indebtedness of those Members
who have executed the Project Agreement in accordance with the terms thereof and shall not be
the debts, liabilities, obligations, and indebtedness of those Members who have not executed the
Project Agreement.
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ARTICLE 9. DECISION-MAKING AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION

6.1.a

12.1. Funding and Contributions. This Agreement shall be initially funded through a
GSP grant awarded by the DWR to the County of Glenn and through in-kind contributions of
Members. In subsequent years and as needed, continuing cooperation may be funded by
additional Member contributions. If the Members decide that cost-sharing is required for any
contract or expenditure made pursuant to this Agreement, any cost-sharing allocations shall be
agreed to in writing by the Members in advance of executing any contracts with consultants,
vendors, or other contractors or incurring any expense. Such written approval for cost-sharing
shall be subject to any necessary approvals required by each Member’s governing body or
designee pursuant to that Member’s contract approval procedures. Any such contracts shall be
drafted in a manner that reflects that consultants, vendors, or contractors hired to perform work
under this Agreement are working on behalf of the Members and will be expected to work with
the Members on a collective basis and with each Member on an individual basis, as needed.
Such contracts shall be made enforceable by the Members. The contracts shall include
appropriate indemnity and insurance provisions agreed upon by the Members. In the event a
Member of this Agreement acts as the official contracting party and executes a contract on behalf
of the Members (the “Contracting Party”), the Contracting Party:
12.1.1. shall comply with all applicable local, state, and federal laws including,
without limitation, the California Public Contract code and California Labor Code;
12.1.2. shall provide the other Members a reasonable opportunity to review any
bids received and to review and provide input on any draft contract prior to its execution;
12.1.3. shall not approve any change orders that increase the cost of the original
contract by more than 10% without prior consultation and written consent of the other
Members;
12.1.4. shall provide diligent oversight of the work conducted by any contractor,
vendor, or consultant under contract executed pursuant to this Agreement; and
12.1.5 shall maintain complete, accurate, and clearly identifiable records with
respect to all contracts executed, and provide to the other Members, upon reasonable
request, all records, documents, reports, conclusions, work product, and other information
related in any way to any contract executed on behalf of the Members pursuant to this
Agreement.
ARTICLE 13. WITHDRAWAL AND TERMINATION
13.1 Any Member may terminate this Agreement upon sixty (60) days written notice.
The Members shall meet and confer during the 60-day notice period regarding: (a) whether as a
result of the termination, a coordination agreement or other arrangement is necessary to satisfy
SGMA requirements; (b) any other issues and steps that are necessary to avoid triggering a
probationary status determination by the State Water Resources Control Board.
13.1.1 In the event that there are more than two Members to this Agreement, the
Agreement shall continue and remain in effect unless and until terminated by the written
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ARTICLE 12. FINANCIAL PROVISIONS

6.1.a

13.1.2 In the event that there are more than two Members to this Agreement, any Member
may decide, in its sole discretion, to withdraw from this Agreement by providing 60-days
written notice to the other Members. A member that withdraws from this Agreement shall
remain obligated to pay its share of costs and expenses incurred or accrued under this
Agreement and any related cost-sharing agreement or arrangement up to the date that
member provides notice of withdrawal as provided herein. In the event of withdrawal by
one of the Members, the Members shall meet and confer during the 60-day notice period
regarding: (a) whether, as a result of the withdrawal, a coordination agreement or other
arrangement with the withdrawing member is necessary to satisfy SGMA requirements;
and (b) any other issues and steps that are necessary to avoid triggering a probationary
status determination of the Corning Subbasin and State Water Resources Control Board
intervention.
13.1.3 Withdrawal shall not be effective until the Members have met, conferred
and satisfactorily attempted to resolve associated issues to ensure that the withdrawal
does not cause the Corning Subbasin to be noncompliant with SGMA and potentially
subject the Subbasin to probationary status. Withdrawing Members or the withdrawing
Member’s successor GSA shall be entitled to utilize the GSP for future implementation
of SGMA within its GSA boundaries.
13.2. Termination of Agreement. This Agreement may be terminated by unanimous
written consent of all Members.
13.3. Involuntary Termination. The Members acknowledge that SGMA requires that
multiple GSPs within a given Basin must be coordinated by using the same data and
methodologies for certain required technical assumptions and that the entire Subbasin must be
covered by one or more GSPs for the Basin to be deemed in compliance with SGMA. As a
result and in the event that there are more than two Members to this Agreement, upon unanimous
recommendation by the Advisory Board and determination by the respective Members’
governing bodies that the actions of any Member: 1) fail to comply with the terms of this
Agreement; or 2) conflict with or undermines the preparation and implementation of the
requirements of SGMA, upon resolution from the remaining Member agencies’ governing bodies
may terminate that Member’s membership in this Agreement, provided that prior to any
Advisory Board vote to remove a Member involuntarily, the Members have engaged in at least
the informal dispute resolution process as set forth in Section 9.2.
13.4. Right of Member in Event of Withdrawal or Termination. Upon any withdrawal or
termination of this Agreement, any Member shall be entitled to use data or other information
developed through this Agreement during its time as a Member.
ARTICLE 14. MISCELLANEOUS
14.1. No Predetermination or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources. Nothing in this
Agreement shall constitute a determination by any of its Members that any action shall be
undertaken or that any unconditional or irretrievable commitment of resources shall be made,
until such time as the required compliance with all local, state, or federal laws, including without
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unanimous consent of the Members.

6.1.a

limitation the California Environmental Quality Act, National Environmental Policy Act, or
permit requirements, as applicable, has been completed.
14.2. Notices. Notices hereunder shall be sufficient if delivered via electronic mail or
First-Class mail with acknowledgment of receipt to the addresses as specified in Exhibit A.

14.4. Agreement Complete. This Agreement constitutes the full and complete
agreement of the Members. This Agreement supersedes all prior agreements and understandings,
whether in writing or oral, related to the subject matter of this Agreement that are not set forth in
writing herein.
14.5. Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be invalid or
unenforceable, the remaining provisions will remain in force and unaffected to the fullest extent
permitted by law and regulation.
14.6. Execution in Counterparts. The Parties intend to execute this Agreement in
counterparts. It is the intent of the Parties to hold one (1) counterpart with single original
signatures to evidence the Agreement and to thereafter forward four (4) other original
counterparts on a rotating basis for all signatures. Thereafter, each Member shall be delivered an
originally executed counterpart with all Member signatures.
14.7. Withdrawal by Operation of Law. Should the participation of any Member to this
Agreement be decided by the courts to be illegal or in excess of that Member’s authority or in
conflict with any law, the validity of this Agreement as to the remaining Members shall not be
affected thereby.
14.8. Assignment. The rights and duties of the Members may not be assigned or
delegated without the written consent of all other Members. Any attempt to assign or delegate
such rights or duties in contravention of this Agreement shall be null and void.
14.9. Binding on Successors. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be
binding upon, the successors or assigns of the Members.
14.10. Venue. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with
the laws of the State of California, and any legal action related to the terms of this Agreement
will be filed in either Glenn or Tehama County Superior Court.
14.11. Mutual Indemnification. Each Member shall indemnify and hold harmless the
other Members of this agreement, their officers and employees from and against damages,
liabilities, losses, costs, and expenses, but only to the extent caused by the negligent acts, errors
or omissions of the Member, or of those for whom the Member is legally liable, which arise out
of the Member’s performance of its actions in conformity with this agreement.
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14.3. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended at any time, by unanimous
agreement of the Members, provided that before any amendments shall be operative or valid,
they shall be in writing and signed by all Members hereto.

6.1.a

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto, pursuant to resolutions duly and regularly adopted
by their respective governing boards, have caused their names to be affixed by their proper and
respective officers as of the date of execution of this Agreement.

By:______________________________ Date:______________
Chair of the Board of Directors, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (on behalf of Corning Subbasin
GSA)

By:______________________________ Date:______________
Chair of the Board of Directors, Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
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By:______________________________ Date:______________
Chair of the Board of Supervisors, County of Glenn (on behalf of Corning Subbasin GSA)
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EXHIBIT A: MEMBER AGENCIES
Corning Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA)
P.O. Box 351
Willows, CA 95988
(530) 934-6501
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Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
9380 San Benito Avenue
Gerber, CA 96035
(530) 385-1462
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EXHIBIT B: CORNING SUBBASIN MAP

Page 13 of 22

Packet Pg. 83

Attachment: Corning Subbasin MOU - Final Draft (16220 : Corning Subbasin Update)

6.1.a

Page 14 of 22

Packet Pg. 84

6.1.a

Attachment: Corning Subbasin MOU - Final Draft (16220 : Corning Subbasin Update)

APPENDIX A: MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT ESTABLISHING THE CORNING
SUBBASIN GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
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Background
The purpose of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), signed by Governor
Brown in 2014, is to ensure local sustainable groundwater management in medium- and highpriority groundwater basins statewide. California’s Department of Water Resources has determined
that the Corning Subbasin located in Tehama and Glenn counties is high priority and subject to
SGMA.

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

June 30, 2017
Groundwater sustainability
agencies formed

January 31, 2022

January 31, 2042

All high and
medium priority
basins managed by
groundwater
sustainability plans

All high and
medium priority
basins achieve
groundwater
sustainability

Desired Outcomes & Goals of the Plan
Outcomes: The desired outcome of this Communications & Engagement plan is to achieve

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

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

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

Interested Parties and Other Stakeholders
SGMA identifies interested parties that the GSA must consider when developing and implementing
the GSP, including:











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

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

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




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

Community engagement activities will be focused on development of GSP plan elements. The GSP
will be prepared iteratively and in a logical progression, building on previously developed technical
and policy information. Throughout the process of preparing the GSP, background materials along
with draft text, figures and tables for each section will be provided to the GSAs’ staff, the Corning
Subbasin Advisory Board, and the public in advance of meetings for input and comment. The
Advisory Board and the public will have opportunities to comment on each element, before the
element is ultimately adopted by the governing bodies of the GSAs.
It is anticipated that the GSP will be developed in six phases:
CORNING SUBBASIN COMMUNICATIONS & ENGAGEMENT PLAN
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These two GSAs have entered into a Cooperation Agreement to:

1. Preparation and submittal of initial notification of GSP preparation
2. Definition of plan area and basin setting
3. Development of sustainable management criteria, including the sustainability goal,
undesirable results, minimum thresholds, measurable objectives and interim milestones
4. Design of monitoring program and data management system
5. Identification and evaluation of proposed projects and management actions
6. Development of GSP implementation costs, detailed schedule, and reporting
Each phase requires robust outreach with the goal of educating and engaging the general public,
stakeholders, and the Advisory Board on the technical and policy aspects of the GSP plan elements.
Each phase will include a mix of communication tools, to be used in a variety of forums.

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

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

Public Meetings/Hearing

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

Public Workshops

The Corning Subbasin Advisory Board will convene public workshops. These workshops provide
less formal opportunities for people to learn about groundwater, SGMA, and GSP elements.
Workshops can be organized in a variety of ways, including open houses, “stations” where people
can ask questions one-on-one, and traditional presentations with facilitated question and answer
sessions. In order to solicit feedback from people who may not be comfortable speaking in public,
workshops can include small group breakout discussions, comment cards and other techniques to
promote inclusion. Whatever format is used, workshops will be designed to maximize opportunities
for public input.
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In addition to the public notice required for fee adoption, SGMA requires that prior to initiating the
development of a GSP, GSAs must provide a written statement describing the manner in which
interested parties may participate in the development and implementation of the GSP. The
statement must be provided to all the cities and counties within the subbasin.
As outlined in this Communications and Engagement Plan, there will be a variety of opportunities
for people to participate in the development and implementation of the GSP, including workshops,
public hearings, providing comments at GSA and Corning Subbasin Advisory Board meetings and
through written comments.

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

Interested Parties List

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

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






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

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







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

Mailings and Utility Bill Notifications

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

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

Surveys

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

Media Plan

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

Outreach Partners
In addition to the communication tools listed above, other organizations can also partner to assist
the Corning Subbasin GSAs reach their communications and engagement goals, including:
 California Water Service
 Capay Landowners Association
 City of Corning
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Corning Water District
Glenn County Resource Conservation District
Glenn County Farm Bureau
Glenn Groundwater Authority
Hamilton City CSD
Monroeville Water District
North Sacramento Valley (NSV) Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) group
Orland Water Users
Paskenta Band of the Nomlaki Indians
Reclamation District 2140
Shasta-Tehama Watershed Education Coalition
Tehama County Farm Bureau
Tehama County Ground Water Commission
Thomes Creek Water District

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

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

Before GSP Planning
Activities

Between Notice of
GSP Planning and
January 31, 2022

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

During GSP
development

During GSP
development

Required Community
Engagement Under SGMA
Notification of GSA formation

Communication Strategies



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

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






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



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





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

GSP adoption no
later than January 31,

Milestone or
Stage

Prior to GSP adoption
or amendment

Required Community
Engagement Under SGMA

o Provide notice to cities and
counties within Plan area

CORNING SUBBASIN COMMUNICATIONS & ENGAGEMENT PLAN

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

Milestone or
Stage

2022

GSP adoption no
later than January 31,
2022

Prior to GSP adoption
or amendment

Required Community
Engagement Under SGMA
o Consider comments provided
by the cities and counties
o Accommodate requests for
consultation received from the
cities and counties within 30
days
No sooner than 90 days following
public notice, hold public
hearing/ public workshop
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SEE ABOVE
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Appendix A: Tribal Engagement in the Corning Subbasin: Guidance
Document
SGMA’s Tribal References
SGMA Section 10720.3. …any federally recognized Indian Tribe, appreciating the shared interest
in assuring the sustainability of groundwater resources, may voluntarily agree to participate in the
preparation or administration of a groundwater sustainability plan or groundwater management
plan under this part through a joint powers authority or other agreement with local agencies in the
basin. A participating Tribe shall be eligible to participate fully in planning, financing, and
management under this part, including eligibility for grants and technical assistance, if any exercise
of regulatory authority, enforcement, or imposition and collection of fees is pursuant to the
Tribe's independent authority and not pursuant to authority granted to a groundwater
sustainability agency under this part.
Draft Discussion Paper Tribal Participation with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/SGMA_Tribal_GSAs.pdf
Must a local agency exclude federal and tribal lands from its service area when forming a
GSA?
No, federal lands and tribal lands need not be excluded from a local agency’s GSA area if a local
agency has jurisdiction in those areas; however, those areas are not subject to SGMA. But, a local
agency in its GSA formation notice shall explain how it will consider the interests of the federal
government and California Native American tribes when forming a GSA and developing a GSP.
DWR strongly recommends that local agencies communicate with federal and tribal
representatives prior to deciding to become a GSA. As stated in Water Code §10720.3, the federal
government or any federally recognized Indian tribe, appreciating the shared interest in assuring
the sustainability of groundwater resources, may voluntarily agree to participate in the preparation
or administration of a GSP or groundwater management plan through a JPA or other agreement
with local agencies in the basin. Water Code References: §10720.3, §10723.2, §10723.8
Tribal Outreach Resources
The following are links to agency tribal outreach resources and considerations, each of which
captures important principles and resources for tribal outreach. A short summary of key outreach
principles can be found below.
 Draft Discussion Paper Tribal Participation with Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
 CalEPA Tribal Consultation Policy Memo (August 2015)
 DWR Tribal Engagement Policy (May 2016)
 CA Natural Resources Agency Tribal Consultation Policy (November 2012)
 SWRCB Proposed Tribal Beneficial Uses

Consultation With Federally Recognized Native American Tribal Governments (a model from
the transportation sector)
 CA Court Tribal Outreach and Engagement Strategies
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Traditional Ecological Knowledge resources
Water Education Foundation Tribal Water Issues












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

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

Email
vmtim@pulsarco.com
yfyles@yahoo.com; yfyles@gmail.com
valleymirror@pulsarco.com
Ruby Larson rlarson@appealdemocrat.com
News Desk
localnews@chicoer.com
News Desk
adnewsroom@appealdemocrat.com
News Room
news@actionnewsnow.com
Laura Eng
leng@actionnewsnow.com
News Director news@kaeftv.com
Sarah Bohannonsebohannon@csuchico.edu
Bruce

Phone

Red Bluff Daily News
Corning Observer/ Appeal-Democrat
Record Searchlight

Julie Zeb

530-737-5053

jzeeb@redbluffdailynews.com
adnewsroom@appealdemocrat.com
rrsedit@redding.com

530-749-4780
530-896-7761
530-749-6552
530-343-1212
530-520-5970
530-232-5702
530-893-3932
530-345-6397

(530) 749-6552
530-225-8211

Notes
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Agency
The Sacramento Valley Mirror
The Sacramento Valley Mirror
The Sacramento Valley Mirror
Appeal-Democrat, Glenn County Transcript
Chico ER
Appeal Democrat
Action News Now
Action News Now
KRCR
NSPR
CPAY Radio

Include
Include
KHSL
Local A
Local P
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