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Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting 

April 20, 2016, 9:00 am 
Willows City Hall, 201 N. Lassen Street, Willows, CA 

 

Agenda 
 

1. Open meeting/pledge of allegiance/introductions – Vickie Newlin 
 

2. *Consent Items – Vickie Newlin 
a. Approve Meeting Minutes of February 17, 2016 

b. Review‐approve agenda 

3. *Update on Prop 1 IRWM funding requirements for Storm‐water Resource Planning and other 
funding processes available.  (Eric Wedemeyer) 
 

4. *Discussion regarding the NSV Board process to accept new and updated projects into the 
project list for the NSVIRWM plan and consideration of an open solicitation process for new or 
revised projects.  (Mary Fahey) 

 
5. *Update on the Prop 1 ‐ Counties with Stressed Basins grant funding process.  (Vickie Newlin) 

 
6. *Report regarding process associated with the draft 2016 Request for Proposals 

Disadvantaged Community Involvement released by DWR and discussions with other 
IRWMs within the Sacramento River funding area.  (Vickie Newlin) 
 

7. *Update on the Inter‐basin Groundwater Flow project and review and confirmation of the 
Technical Collaborators.  (Paul Gosselin and Christina Buck) 
 

8. TAC County representatives reports regarding drought response and SGMA implementation: 
a. Butte 
b. Colusa 
c. Glenn 
d. Tehama 
e. Shasta 
f. Sutter 

 
9. *Water program: 

 
o Rosemary Knight:  Stanford’s Water in the West ‐ Acquisition of Geophysical Data Using 

Helicopter‐Flown Instruments: Imaging the Hydrostratigraphy of the Tulare Irrigation 
District 

   

10. TAC member comments and updates – Vickie Newlin 
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a. General comments and updates 
b. Suggested future agenda items 
c. Upcoming meeting reminders 
 

11. Public wishing  to address  the TAC on  items not  listed on  the agenda.    (The NSV  IRWM TAC  is 
prohibited by State law from taking action on any item presented if it is not listed on the agenda.  
Comments will be limited to three minutes per person. 
 

12. Correspondence:  communications and correspondence received – none 
 

13. Next TAC meeting:  May 18, 2016 
Next Board meeting:  June 6, 2016 
 

*Backup materials included 
 
Public Comments: The public comment period designated under Agenda Item 7 is a time set aside for members of the public to address the TAC 
on matters not included on the Regular Agenda.  Each speaker is limited to three (3) minutes to speak.  Speakers may not cede their time.  
Speakers must address the TAC, not the audience.  Comments should be limited to matters within the jurisdiction of the TAC.  If members of 
the audience have documents to present to the TAC to review, they should provide a minimum of twenty (20) copies.  
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MINUTES 

NORTHERN SACRAMENTO VALLEY INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY (TAC) COMMITTEE MEETING 

Wednesday, November 18, 2015 

Meeting Location: Willows City Council Chambers, 201 N. Lassen Street, Willows, CA 

Facilitator: Chair Vickie Newlin called the meeting to order at 9:09 A.M.  

TAC Members Present :   

Butte County Colusa County Glenn County 

 Vickie Newlin  Mary Fahey  Lisa Hunter 

 Mark Kimmelshue  Vacant  Vacant 

Shasta County Sutter County Tehama Co 

 Eric Wedemeyer  David Tomm  Ryan Teubert 

 Gerry Cupp  Dick Akin  Kevin Greer 

At Large Others  

 Allan Fulton   Bill Ehorn, DWR  

 Ben Pennock  Mary Randall, DWR  

 Oscar Serrano, Tribal Representative  David Guy, NCWA  

  Bruce Houdesheldt, NCWA  

 = Alternate Technical Advisory Committee Member 

 

Agenda Item 1: Open meeting/pledge of allegiance/introductions 

The meeting began with the pledge of allegiance and a moment of silence observed for the tragedy 
in France.   

Agenda Item 2: Consent Items 

The meeting minutes of October 21, 2015 and approval of the agenda were approved 
unanimously with the following correction: 

 Agenda Item 6—Insert a new paragraph prior to the Colusa County discussion. 

Agenda Item 3: Update on Prop 1 IRWM funding process and various associated 
legislation. 

Eric Wedemeyer reviewed the Proposition 1 money for critical basins grant applications are due 
December 8.  There was an SB 13 webcast the previous week which was very similar to Mark 
Nordberg’s presentation to the IRWM TAC last month.  Pre-applications are being accepted by 
the RWQCB for Proposition 1 funding for well contamination cleanup.   

Others clarified that the Stressed Basins grant applications are open to county government only.  
There will be other funding opportunities under Proposition 1 at a later time for other projects.  
Butte, Colusa, and Glenn Counties will most likely apply for these funds.   

Agenda Item 4: Discussion and recommendation to the NSV Board to accept new and 
updated projects into the project list for the NSVIRWM plan. 
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Mary Fahey discussed that there was a project solicitation period in May 2015.  The Board 
accepted the projects.  At that time, the Board discussed that there were not very many 
agricultural projects being brought into the plan.  The timing for that solicitation may have been 
difficult for agricultural water suppliers to submit applications.  It was requested that another 
solicitation period be opened in January or February.  To follow up on that request, the TAC 
agreed, by consensus, to forward a recommendation to the Board to open a project solicitation 
period from January 4-February 5, 2016. 

Agenda Item 5: TAC County representatives reports regarding drought response and 
SGMA implementation:  

Butte:  Vickie Newlin reported that the County is in the process of completing an assessment 
with the help of a consultant, Kearns & West.  They have met with several groups, using a focus 
group approach, to gather ideas and thoughts regarding governance and GSA formation.  Butte 
County has four basins that overlap into five counties and four cities.  A report will be developed 
at the end of the assessment.  Then broader outreach will be conducted.  The County anticipates 
submitting an application for recharge projects/opportunities.  They are in the process of building 
partnerships. 

Colusa: Colusa County has two groundwater basins subject to SGMA spanning several counties.  
Many entities are eligible to become GSAs.  At this time, Colusa County is focused on county-
level planning efforts and coordinating with surrounding counties.  The County was awarded 
facilitation support services through DWR.  Work is beginning on those efforts.  The facilitator 
is beginning discussions with the five water agencies that have filed to become GSAs.  There 
will be a series of group meetings and public meetings.  GSA governance is planned to be 
developed by June 2016.  The first public meeting will be December 16 in the evening, location 
to be determined.  The first group meeting is January 19 at 9:00 am.  Colusa County also plans to 
submit a Prop 1 funding application for GSP development.   

Glenn: Glenn County is similar to Colusa County.  The County was also awarded facilitation 
support services through DWR.  The Board of Supervisors reviewed and approved a scope of 
work November 17.  The scope still requires DWR approval.  Glenn County has three subbasins 
required to be managed under SGMA, each spanning multiple counties.  There are overlap issues 
that must be worked out.  There is also a private pumper group in the process of attempting to 
form a groundwater district in order to become a GSA.  Also similar to Colusa, the facilitation 
services will include public meetings and group meetings in order to develop a governance 
structure by June 2016.  Glenn County also plans to submit a Prop 1 funding application for 
groundwater modeling efforts and data management to further SGMA plan development.  This 
effort should provide a regional benefit no matter how GSA governance turns out.   

Tehama: Tehama County has eleven groundwater basins, eight of which are required to be 
managed under SGMA.  The Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(TCFCWCD) plans to include all eleven in the GSA/GSP development.  They plan to apply for a 
basin boundary modification to incorporate the small portion of the Colusa subbasin into the 
Corning subbasin.  November 3, the TCFCWCD held a public hearing and elected to become a 
GSA for all the portions of the eleven subbasins within Tehama County.  The notice was 
submitted to DWR November 4 and posted to the website November 13.  As mentioned at prior 
meetings, coordination took place between interested parties to develop this plan after a public 
hearing held in June.  A Groundwater Commission will be formed consisting of 11 members (6 
are agencies that expressed interest in the process and 5 appointments from the Board of 
Supervisor Districts).  The Commission will be advisory to the TCFCWCD.  Tehama County 



 

 3  

will be looking into the Prop 1 application process further and has not yet decided if they will 
submit an application.   

Shasta: Shasta County has two subbasins required to be managed under SGMA.  Both are 
contained within the County.  There are six agencies that previously worked together forming the 
Redding Area Water Council.  It was originally anticipated this same group would be the basis 
for a GSA.  Several agencies have recently expressed interest in being independent GSAs.   
For now, the group serves as a clearing house for information.  They will meet December 9 to 
further determine the next steps.  Shasta County intends to submit a Prop 1 grant application to 
re-establish the subsidence network (6 monuments) in Shasta County. 

Sutter:  David Tomm indicated that the discussion from the previous TAC meeting is still 
relevant.  Danelle Stylos added that there are three subbasins to be managed.  The County 
maintains the “wait and see” approach and plans to fill in the “white areas”.  It has been agreed 
to have one GSP per basin.   

Agenda Item 6: Presentation on the Winter Weather Outlook, projecting weather patterns 
anticipated for winter 2015-16 

Ryan Teubert gave the presentation for Cindy Matthews (NOAA).  The presentation showed 
interactive websites, including the National Weather Service overview, partner emails, and CA-
NV River Forecast Center.  The presentation also reviewed the long range El Nino strength 
forecast and what a strong El Nino means for California.  It does not always indicate above 
normal precipitation for California, and has no strong correlation to above normal precipitation 
for the Northern Sierra.  Ryan also reviewed the Climate Prediction Center 3 Month Outlooks 
through April 2016.  The presentation re-iterated the last 8 out of 9 years have been dry, and that 
2015 was the fourth dry year in a row.  The presentation also contained a list of helpful links and 
contact information. 

Agenda Item 7:  Presentation on the Mid and Upper Sacramento River Regional Flood 
Management planning process and related projects. 

Barry O’Regan began the discussion with an overview of the Regional Flood Management 
Planning (RFMP).  He discussed the Summary of the Mid and Upper Sacramento River RFMP 
of the Phase 1, and an overview of the Phase 2 efforts.  The plan is a locally driven assessment of 
regional flood risk as a follow up to the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan.  DWR funded this 
effort with no local match through a Prop 1E Bond.  There have been over 50 meetings to 
coordinate this plan.  The Draft Plan Public Review took place in Spring/Summer 2014, and the 
Final RFMP was posted to the website in November 2014. 

Barry’s second presentation provided additional background on the Mid and Upper Sacramento 
River Region, and Emergency preparedness of the region.  Flood Emergency Response Plans 
include 9 counties to date.  Flood Contingency Maps have also been created to provide a baseline 
information and logistics for operations during an emergency. These efforts also contain a 
Unified Flood Fight Command System Operations Manual.   Barry also discussed the 
standardized GIS-based map products and “Just In Time” Training.  It is anticipated these efforts 
will be completed in mid-2016. 
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Agenda Item 8:  Presentation on the Feather River Regional Flood Management planning 
process and related projects. 

Tom Engler discussed the Feather River RFMP efforts.  This plan is also a regional, locally 
driven planning effort.  The planning group consists of environmental groups, Farm Bureaus, and 
others which have been working together to find a balance for all regional needs.  The plan was 
released July 2014.  Several large projects were underway.  Over $1.5 billion of project needs 
were identified.  The focus is now on governance improvements, state institutional barriers and 
FEMA, and combining projects to create multiple benefits.  Tom also reviewed some current 
projects as examples.    

Agenda Item 9: TAC member comments and updates. 

Eric Wedemeyer announced the first invoice for the Prop 84 drought grant (2014) was submitted.  
The Rio-Alto Water District project is complete and the Live Oak project is just beginning.   

Mary Randall provided an update regarding the letters the counties sent to DWR requesting they 
provide support for a valley-wide subsidence survey.  The response letter is working its way 
through the DWR channels and should be available soon. 

Ben Pennock discussed the Basin Management Objective revisions occurring in Glenn County 
through the Water Advisory/Technical Advisory Committees.  The process being used for the 
revisions projects current trends and utilizes well infrastructure to evaluate risk to the current 
wells.  The TAC would like to ask Allan Fulton (a member of the Glenn County TAC) to 
provide a presentation to the TAC. 

Mary Fahey asked that Bill Ehorn provide a groundwater update.  The group was reminded that 
Bill will provide the update at the Board meeting in December.   

Vickie Newlin stated there will not be a TAC meeting December 16. 

Agenda Item 6: Public wishing to address the TAC on items not listed on the agenda. 

None. 

Agenda Item 7: Correspondence 

None discussed. 

Agenda Item 8:  Schedule next meeting 

The Board meets December 7.  The next TAC meeting will be held January 20, 2016 in Willows. 

Meeting was adjourned at 11:18 p.m. 
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____________________________________ 
Vickie Newlin, Chair 

 

ATTEST:  

 
 
BY: ____________________________________ 
       Lisa Hunter, Glenn County TAC representative 

In accordance with Federal law and U.S. Department of Agriculture policy, this institution is 
prohibited from discriminating on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, religion, 
sex, and familial status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs).To file a complaint of 
discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). 

 



 
  

STAFF REPORT 
 
TO: Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management 

Board (NSV Board) 

FROM: Eric Wedemeyer, Shasta County TAC Representative  

SUBJECT: Stormwater Resource Plan 

DATE: April 20, 2016 

 
 
Background, Discussion 
 
On September 25, 2014, the Governor signed SB 985 into law.  The new law adds 
sections to the Water Code requiring stormwater resource plans (SRP) be integrated 
into IRWM Plans.  As required by the law, the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) developed and adopted guidance. 
 
The City of Redding and the City of Live Oak with Sutter County have decided to 
develop SRPs.  The IRWM has discretion over how it includes SRPs into the IRWM 
Plan.  The TAC could recommend to the Board a full rewrite of the IRWM Plan to 
integrate the SRPs fully and address other issues.  At the other end of the spectrum, the 
TAC could recommend to the Board that SRPs be treated as flood control projects. 
 
SRPs should be integrated into the IRWM Plan.  SRPs are a little different than projects 
listed in the plan; by including an SRP, the IRWM indicates that it believes the SRP was 
developed in compliance with the SWRCB guidelines.   
 
 
Recommendations 
 
Appoint an SRP liaison(s) to work with SRP developers.  When the SRPSs are 
complete, add them as appendices to the plan.  Staff at Sutter County and City of 
Redding agree with this recommendation. 
 
Attachments: 
 SB 985 
 SWRCB SRP Guidelines Section C 
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Senate Bill No. 985

CHAPTER 555

An act to amend Sections 10561, 10562, 10563, and 10573 of, and to add
Sections 10561.5 and 10565 to, the Water Code, relating to stormwater.

[Approved by Governor September 25, 2014. Filed with
Secretary of State September 25, 2014.]

legislative counsel’s digest

SB 985, Pavley. Stormwater resource planning.
Existing law, the Stormwater Resource Planning Act, authorizes a city,

county, or special district, to develop a stormwater resource plan that meets
certain standards.

This bill would authorize one or more public agencies to develop a
stormwater resource plan. The bill would expand the standards to include
dry weather runoff. This bill would require a stormwater resource plan to
be submitted to any applicable regional water management group, to identify
and prioritize stormwater and dry weather runoff capture projects for
implementation in a prescribed quantitative manner, and to prioritize the
use of lands or easements in public ownership for stormwater and dry
weather runoff projects. This bill would eliminate the requirement that a
stormwater resource plan be consistent with any applicable integrated
regional water management plan. This bill would require an entity developing
a stormwater resource plan to identify in the plan opportunities to use
existing publicly owned lands and easements to capture, clean, store, and
use stormwater and dry weather runoff either onsite or offsite. This bill
would require the State Water Resources Control Board, by July 1, 2016,
to establish guidance for purposes of these provisions. This bill would require
the development of a stormwater resource plan and compliance with these
provisions to receive grants for stormwater and dry weather runoff capture
projects from a bond act approved by the voters after January 1, 2014, except
as provided. This bill would define dry weather runoff and stormwater for
the purposes of the act and conform the definition of stormwater in the
Rainwater Capture Act of 2012.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 10561 of the Water Code is amended to read:
10561. The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the following:
(a)  In many parts of the state stormwater and dry weather runoff are

underutilized sources of surface water and groundwater supplies. Instead
of being viewed as a resource, they are often seen as a problem that must
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be moved to the ocean as quickly as possible or as a source of contamination,
contributing to a loss of usable water supplies and the pollution and
impairment of rivers, lakes, streams, and coastal waters.

(b)  Improved management of stormwater and dry weather runoff,
including capture, treatment, and reuse by using the natural functions of
soils and plants, can improve water quality, reduce localized flooding, and
increase water supplies for beneficial uses and the environment.

(c)  Most of California’s current stormwater drainage systems are designed
to capture and convey water away from people and property rather than
capturing that water for beneficial uses.

(d)  Historical patterns of precipitation are predicted to change and an
increasing amount of California’s water is predicted to fall not as snow in
the mountains, but as rain in other areas of the state. This will likely have
a profound and transforming effect on California’s hydrologic cycle and
much of that water will no longer be captured by California’s reservoirs,
many of which are located to capture snow melt.

(e)  When properly designed and managed, the capture and use of
stormwater and dry weather runoff can contribute significantly to local
water supplies through onsite storage and use, or letting it infiltrate into the
ground to recharge groundwater, either onsite or at regional facilities, thereby
increasing available supplies of drinking water.

(f)  New developments and redevelopments should be designed to be
consistent with low-impact development principles to improve the retention,
use, and infiltration of stormwater and dry weather runoff onsite or at
regional facilities.

(g)  Stormwater and dry weather runoff can be managed to achieve
environmental and societal benefits such as wetland creation and restoration,
riverside habitats, instream flows, and an increase in park and recreation
lands, and urban green space.

(h)  Stormwater and dry weather runoff management through
multiobjective projects can achieve additional benefits, including augmenting
recreation opportunities for communities, increased tree canopy, reduced
urban heat island effect, and improved air quality.

(i)  Proper planning and implementation is vital to ensure that the water
supply and other benefits potentially available through better management
of stormwater and dry weather runoff do not come at the expense of
diminished water quality.

(j)  The capture and use of stormwater and dry weather runoff is not only
one of the most cost-effective sources of new water supplies, it is a supply
that can often be provided using significantly less energy than other sources
of new water supplies.

SEC. 2. Section 10561.5 is added to the Water Code, to read:
10561.5. Solely for the purposes of this part, and unless the context

otherwise requires, the following definitions govern the construction of this
part:

(a)  “Dry weather runoff” means surface waterflow and waterflow in
storm drains, flood control channels, or other means of runoff conveyance
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produced by nonstormwater resulting from irrigation, residential,
commercial, and industrial activities.

(b)  “Stormwater” means temporary surface water runoff and drainage
generated by immediately preceding storms. This definition shall be
interpreted consistent with the definition of “stormwater” in Section 122.26
of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 3. Section 10562 of the Water Code is amended to read:
10562. (a)  One or more public agencies may develop a stormwater

resource plan pursuant to this part.
(b)   A stormwater resource plan shall:
(1)  Be developed on a watershed basis.
(2)  Identify and prioritize stormwater and dry weather runoff capture

projects for implementation in a quantitative manner, using a metrics-based
and integrated evaluation and analysis of multiple benefits to maximize
water supply, water quality, flood management, environmental, and other
community benefits within the watershed.

(3)  Provide for multiple benefit project design to maximize water supply,
water quality, and environmental and other community benefits.

(4)  Provide for community participation in plan development and
implementation.

(5)  Be consistent with, and assist in, compliance with total maximum
daily load (TMDL) implementation plans and applicable national pollutant
discharge elimination system (NPDES) permits.

(6)  Be consistent with all applicable waste discharge permits.
(7)  Upon development, be submitted to any applicable integrated regional

water management group. Upon receipt, the integrated regional water
management group shall incorporate the stormwater resource plan into its
integrated regional water management plan.

(8)  Prioritize the use of lands or easements in public ownership for
stormwater and dry weather runoff projects.

(c)  The proposed or adopted plan shall meet the standards outlined in
this section. The plan need not be referred to as a “stormwater resource
plan.” Existing planning documents may be utilized as a functionally
equivalent plan, including, but not limited to, watershed management plans,
integrated resource plans, urban water management plans, or similar plans.
If a planning document does not meet the standards of this section, a
collection of local and regional plans may constitute a functional equivalent,
if the plans collectively meet all of the requirements of this part.

(d)  An entity developing a stormwater resource plan shall identify in the
plan all of the following:

(1)  Opportunities to augment local water supply through groundwater
recharge or storage for beneficial use of stormwater and dry weather runoff.

(2)  Opportunities for source control for both pollution and stormwater
and dry weather runoff volume, onsite and local infiltration, and use of
stormwater and dry weather runoff.

(3)  Projects to reestablish natural water drainage treatment and infiltration
systems, or mimic natural system functions to the maximum extent feasible.
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(4)  Opportunities to develop, restore, or enhance habitat and open space
through stormwater and dry weather runoff management, including wetlands,
riverside habitats, parkways, and parks.

(5)  Opportunities to use existing publicly owned lands and easements,
including, but not limited to, parks, public open space, community gardens,
farm and agricultural preserves, schoolsites, and government office buildings
and complexes, to capture, clean, store, and use stormwater and dry weather
runoff either onsite or offsite.

(6)  Design criteria and best management practices to prevent stormwater
and dry weather runoff pollution and increase effective stormwater and dry
weather runoff management for new and upgraded infrastructure and
residential, commercial, industrial, and public development. These design
criteria and best management practices shall accomplish all of the following:

(A)  Reduce effective impermeability within a watershed by creating
permeable surfaces and directing stormwater and dry weather runoff to
permeable surfaces, retention basins, cisterns, and other storage for beneficial
use.

(B)  Increase water storage for beneficial use through a variety of onsite
storage techniques.

(C)  Increase groundwater supplies through infiltration, where appropriate
and feasible.

(D)  Support low-impact development for new and upgraded infrastructure
and development using low-impact techniques.

(7)  Activities that generate or contribute to the pollution of stormwater
or dry weather runoff, or that impair the effective beneficial use of
stormwater or dry weather runoff.

(8)  Projects and programs to ensure the effective implementation of the
stormwater resource plan pursuant to this part and achieve multiple benefits.
These projects and programs shall include the development of appropriate
decision support tools and the data necessary to use the decision support
tools.

(9)  Ordinances or other mechanisms necessary to ensure the effective
implementation of the stormwater resource plan pursuant to this part.

(e)  A stormwater resource plan shall use measurable factors to identify,
quantify, and prioritize potential stormwater and dry weather runoff capture
projects.

SEC. 4. Section 10563 of the Water Code is amended to read:
10563. (a)  This part does not interfere with or prevent the exercise of

authority by a public agency to carry out its programs, projects, or
responsibilities.

(b)  This part does not affect requirements imposed under any other law.
(c)  (1)  The development of a stormwater resource plan and compliance

with this part in accordance with Section 10565 shall be required to receive
grants for stormwater and dry weather runoff capture projects from a bond
act approved by the voters after January 1, 2014.

(2)  This subdivision does not apply to either of the following:
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(A)  Funds provided for the purpose of developing a stormwater resource
plan.

(B)  A grant for a disadvantaged community, as defined in Section
79505.5, with a population of 20,000 or less, and that is not a copermittee
for a municipal separate stormwater system national pollutant discharge
elimination system (NPDES) permit issued to a municipality with a
population greater than 20,000.

SEC. 5. Section 10565 is added to the Water Code, to read:
10565. By July 1, 2016, the board shall establish guidance for this part

that shall include, but is not limited to, the following:
(a)  Identifying types of local agencies and nongovernmental organizations

that need to be consulted in developing a stormwater resource plan.
(b)  Defining appropriate quantitative methods for identifying and

prioritizing opportunities for stormwater and dry weather runoff capture
projects.

(c)  Defining the appropriate geographic scale of watersheds for
stormwater resource planning.

(d)  Other guidance the board deems appropriate to achieve the objectives
of this part.

SEC. 6. Section 10573 of the Water Code is amended to read:
10573. Solely for the purposes of this part, and unless the context

otherwise requires, the following definitions govern the construction of this
part:

(a)  “Developed or developing lands” means lands that have one or more
of the characteristics described in subparagraphs (A) to (C), inclusive, of
paragraph (4) of subdivision (b) of Section 56375.3 of the Government
Code.

(b)  “Rain barrel system” is a type of rainwater capture system that does
not use electricity or a water pump and is not connected to or reliant on a
potable water system.

(c)  “Rainwater” means precipitation on any public or private parcel that
has not entered an offsite storm drain system or channel, a flood control
channel, or any other stream channel, and has not previously been put to
beneficial use.

(d)  “Rainwater capture system” means a facility designed to capture,
retain, and store rainwater flowing off a building rooftop for subsequent
onsite use.

(e)  “Stormwater” has the same meaning as defined in Section 10561.5.

O
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SWRCB SRP Guidelines 
 
 
C. SUBMISSION TO ENTITIES OVERSEEING INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLANS AND OTHER LOCAL PLANS  
 
Upon development, [a Storm Water Resource Plan must] be submitted to any applicable 
integrated regional water management group. Upon receipt, the Integrated Regional 
Water Management group shall incorporate the [Storm Water Resource Plan] into its 
integrated regional water management plan. (Wat. Code, § 10562, subd. (b)(7).)  

 
The Plan should identify: (1) the existing integrated regional water management (IRWM) 
group to which the Plan will be submitted, and (2) other local plans that may affect or be 
affected by the Plan (e.g., local watershed plans, groundwater management plans, salt 
and nitrate management plans), as applicable.  

 
Storm water management on a watershed basis provides for a combination of storm 
water management objectives and multiple benefits throughout the watershed or sub-
watershed. Therefore, the Plan should discuss how the various storm water 
management objectives within the watershed will protect or improve water quality, water 
supply reliability, and/or achieve other objectives. The Plan should include a discussion 
of the added benefits to integration of multiple storm water management strategies, as 
compared to stand-alone projects.  
 
The Plan must discuss how its objectives and projects fit into the broader water 
management goals of the applicable IRWM plan. For the purposes of receiving project 
implementation funding, submittal of a Storm Water Resource Plan to the applicable 
IRWM group (for further incorporation into an existing IRWM plan) fulfills the public 
agency’s requirement for “incorporation.” However, the State Water Board recognizes 
that further collaboration and coordination with other agencies within the IRWM group is 
essential for long-term incorporation.  

 



 
  

STAFF REPORT 
 
TO: Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 

FROM: Mary Fahey, Colusa County TAC Representative 

SUBJECT: Projects received during January 4 – February 5, 2016 Project Solicitation 

DATE: April 20, 2016 

 
 
Background, Discussion 
 
A Project Solicitation period was opened from January 4 through February 5, 2016 in 
anticipation of Prop 1 funding becoming available in fiscal year 2016/2017. 
 
At the March 17, 2017 NSV Board meeting, a recommendation from the TAC was 
brought forth to accept 27 new/updated projects into the NSV IRWMP. These projects 
included 23 new projects, 2 revised projects and 2 projects to be removed from the 
Plan. The NSV Board voted to accept these new/updated projects. 
 
There were 7 additional projects that needed clarification and it was decided to bring 
those projects back to the TAC at their April meeting. A recommendation will be brought 
to the NSV Board at their June meeting. 
 
The attached spreadsheet contains a summary of the 7 projects to be reviewed by the 
TAC at today’s meeting. 
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Entity Name County Project Name Summary Goals and 
Objectives

Major Streams or 
Watersheds

Project Phase Project Cost Match What Phase(s) is the Project 
Requesting Funding for AND 
Ready to Proceed with?

Project 
Solicitation Date

PROJECTS TO BRING  BACK TO TAC AT APRIL/MAY MEEETING; JUNE BOARD MEETING
City of Yuba City Sutter Gas CI to Liquid CI 

Conversion
Yuba City's water treatment plant currently uses chlorine gas as the primary disinfectant 
and stores up to eight one-ton containers of chlorine gas. The City would like to convert to 
liquid chlorine or other safer to handle and store alternatives.

Not clear how this 
fits with NSV 
Goals

Feather River Planning $4.000,000 unknown Planning, Implementation / 
Construction

February, 2016

City of Yuba City Sutter Harter Reservoir 
Rehabilitation

The Yuba City's May 2014 Water Master Plan recommended the construction of additional 
water storage facilities in order to improve system operations in various areas within the 
City. The Harter reservoir, which consists of two 2 MG tanks, was built in 2004 and 
subsequently incorporated into the City's distribution system. The coating is failing on both 
the inside and outside of the tanks potentially affecting water quality and integrity of the 
tanks.

Not clear how this 
fits with NSV 
Goals

Feather River Maintenance $1,000,000 $0 Implementation February, 2016

City of Yuba City Sutter Security at Remote 
Sites

Water and wastewater system components are scattered throughout the City of Yuba City,
some in remote areas, making them vulnerable to vandalism and possible acts of 
terrorism. The City has experienced problems with wire theft, graffiti and damage to 
facilities. Yuba City proposed the installation of security video surveillance at four remote 
reservoir sites and seventeen lift stations to help reduce incidents of vandalism and 
trespassing.

Not clear how this 
fits with NSV 
Goals.

Feather River Planning $1,500,000 unknown Planning, Implementation / 
Construction

February, 2016

Mill Creek 
Conservancy

Tehama Mill Creek Fish 
Passage

Mill Creek - Potential Updates Ryan to follow up Planning, Environmental 
Documentation & CEQA

$665,000 $15,000 Environmental Documentation February, 2017

Tehama County 
Resource 

Conservation 
District

Tehama Deer Creek Fish 
Passage Project, 
DCID Dam

Deer Creek -  Proposed change project proponent to Trout Unlimited, change total cost to 
1.9 million, and match to $200,000

 Ryan to follow up. Concept, Feasibility Study $1,525,000 $587,500 Design, Planning, Implementation February, 2018

Tehama County 
Resource 

Conservation 
District

Tehama Impacts of Illegal Marijuana Activity on Fish - Request to change project proponent to 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Change watersheds catagory to Shasta and 
Tehama Counties, change project cost to $300,000, and project match to $300,000. Need 
a Local Sponsor to be included in Plan.

Ryan to follow up Concept, Feasibility Study, 
Monitoring

$200,000 $25,000 Concept February, 2019

Sutter Extension 
Water District

Sutter SPIRE Sunset Project for Integrated Restoratoin and Efficiencey (SPIRE) is an infrasstructure
improvement project that enables removal of the Sunset Pummps and the Adjacent dam 
by improving the Sutter-Butte Main Canal. The project will provide multiple regional benefits
to a diverse stakeholder group. The proposed improvements eliminate the last impediment 
to fish migration along the lower Feather River and increase canal capacity and water 
supply reliability.

Water Supply 
reliability; 
Watershed 
Protection

Feather River Concept, Feasibility Study, 
Planning

$18,390,000 $9,480,000 All phases, beginning with Concept 
and Feasibility Study

March, 2016

4b PROPOSED List of Projects for Review_4 20 2016 TAC.xlsx
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Miles

µ
Select Water Bodies (including lakes > 10 sq. mi.)
County Boundary

Grant Funds Awarded

Final Awards
Proposition 1 - Sustainable Groundwater Planning Grant Program

Counties with Stressed Basins Grant Solicitation
March 2016

1 Butte Evaluation of Restoration and Recharge Potential Within the Groundwater 
Basins of Butte County 249,272$     249,272$    

2 Colusa A Program to Advance Groundwater Sustainability for Colusa County 
through Policy, Institutional, and Technical Refinement 375,932$     250,000$    

3 Fresno Kings/Westside Groundwater Basin Boundary Monitoring Program 500,000$     500,000$    

4 Glenn
Data Management and Hydrogeologic Conceptual Modeling to Support a 
Groundwater Model in Support of Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Activities

259,962$     249,962$    

5 Humboldt Eel River Valley Groundwater Basin Assessment and Planning Project 270,418$     250,000$    
6 Kern Kern County Sustainable Groundwater Planning and Technical Support 1,001,300$ 500,000$    
7 Kings Kings County Critically Overdrafted Groundwater Basin Modeling Plan 500,000$     500,000$    
8 Madera Madera Subbasin and Chowchilla Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability 

Agency (GSA) Formation 500,000$     500,000$    
9 Mendocino Mendocino County Initial Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development 235,414$     200,000$    

10 Merced Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Readiness Project 499,942$     499,942$    
11 Monterey Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin Assessment and Modeling 1,727,024$ 250,000$    
12 Placer Western Placer County Groundwater Assessment 568,569$     242,016$    
13 San Diego San Diego County GSA Formation and GSP Task Development 1,061,301$ 250,000$    
14 San Joaquin San Joaquin County Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Readiness 

Project 499,900$     249,950$    
15 San Luis Obispo 2015 County of San Luis Obispo Sustainable Groundwater Proposal 739,728$     250,000$    
16 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara County Stressed Basins Proposal for GSA formation for the 

Cuyama Valley and San Antonio Creek Grounwater Basins 519,240$     249,240$    
17 Santa Cruz Santa Cruz Mid-County Groundwater Management Program 506,777$     249,000$    
18 Sonoma Sonoma County Sustainable Groundwater Data Management System 654,100$     250,000$    
19 Stanislaus Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for Implementation of the 

Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance 585,000$     250,000$    
20 Tulare Tulare County 2015 SGMA Planning Grant 661,000$     500,000$    
21 Ventura Development of  Groundwater Sustainability Plans for Two County of  

Ventura Critically Overdrafted Basins 551,807$     250,000$    
12,466,686$     6,689,382$       

ID County Project Title  Grant Award  Total Project 
Cost 
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FOREWORD 
This document contains the California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) Integrated Regional Water 
Management (IRWM) Grant Program Request for Proposal (RFP) for the Proposition 1 Disadvantaged 
Community Involvement funding.  

This document is not a standalone document and the applicant will need to refer to the 2016 IRWM Program 
Guidelines (2016 IRWM Guidelines) for additional information. The 2016 IRWM Guidelines can be found at 
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/prop1index.cfm.  

Grant Program Website 
DWR will use the internet as a communication tool to notify interested parties of the status of the grant 
funding opportunities and to convey pertinent information. DWR will post information at the following 
website: http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/prop1index.cfm.  

See the 2016 Proposition 1 IRWM Grant Program Guidelines (2016 IRWM Guidelines), Volume 1, Appendix A 
for other useful web links and Appendix B for common usage of terms and definitions. 

Mailing List 
In addition to the above-referenced website, DWR will distribute information via e-mail. If you are not 
already on the IRWM e-mail distribution list and wish to be placed on it, please visit the following site: 
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/subscribe.cfm.  

Contact Information 
For questions about the 2016 IRWM Guidelines, how to submit a Proposal, or other issues, please contact 
DWR’s Financial Assistance Branch at (916) 651-9613 or by e-mail at DWR_IRWM@water.ca.gov.  

For questions about this RFP, please contact: 

 Craig Cross at (916) 651-9204 or Craig.Cross@water.ca.gov 

 Melissa Sparks at (916) 651-9221 or Melissa.Sparks@water.ca.gov  

  

http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/prop1index.cfm
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/prop1index.cfm
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/subscribe.cfm
mailto:DWR_IRWM@water.ca.gov
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I. INTRODUCTION  
This document contains the California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) Request for Proposals (RFP) 
for the Disadvantaged Community Involvement Program (Program) authorized by the Water Quality, Supply, 
and Infrastructure Improvement Act (Proposition 1). The 2016 IRWM Guidelines can be found at the link 
listed in the Foreword. 

Water Code §79745 requires DWR to expend not less than 10 percent of the Proposition 1, Chapter 7 funds 
authorized for the IRWM Grant Program, $51 million, for the purpose of ensuring involvement of 
disadvantaged communities (DACs), economically distressed areas (EDAs), or underrepresented 
communities (in this document collectively referred to as DACs) in IRWM planning efforts. DWR is 
establishing this Program to support the following objectives: 

1) Work collaboratively to involve DACs, community-based organizations, and stakeholders in 
IRWM Planning efforts to ensure balanced access and opportunity for participation in the IRWM 
planning process 

2) Increase the understanding, and where necessary, identify the water management needs of DACs 
on a Funding Area basis 

3) Develop strategies and long-term solutions that appropriately address the identified DAC water 
management needs 

DWR will call for and evaluate Funding Area level proposals designed to support the above-referenced 
objectives. It is DWR’s intent to move forward efficiently with the RFP process so that the needs of DACs can 
be more fully included in IRWM planning efforts and future funding opportunities through the IRWM Grant 
Program or other financial assistance programs. 

DWR is seeking a single Funding Area-wide proposal from each of the 12 Proposition 1 Funding Areas. DWR 
will work with IRWM region(s), within each Funding Area, to develop proposals to perform activities that 
involve DACs in IRWM planning, including helping define, understand, and address DAC water management 
needs through a collaborative approach.  

II. FUNDING 
The funding dispersed by this RFP will be allocated and awarded with not less than 10 percent by Funding 
Area, as shown in Table 1.  

Because the Program is focused on involvement of or benefits to DACs, DWR is waiving the local cost share 
requirement of 50 percent of the total proposal costs.  

Table 1 – DAC Involvement Funding 
Proposition 1 Funding Areas Minimum Available Funds 

North Coast $2,650,000 
San Francisco Bay Area $6,500,000 

Central Coast $4,300,000 
Los Angeles $9,800,000 
Santa Ana $6,300,000 
San Diego $5,250,000 

Sacramento River $3,700,000 
San Joaquin River $3,100,000 

Tulare/Kern $3,400,000 
Lahontan $2,450,000 

Colorado River $2,250,000 
Mountain Counties $1,300,000 

III. PROGRAM SCHEDULE  
The schedule in Table 2 outlines the timeframe for this Program. Updates for the events listed in this 
schedule may be required. Any schedule updates will be posted on the DWR website listed in the Foreword.   
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Table 2 – DAC Involvement Program Schedule 
Milestone or Activity Schedule 

Release of Draft DAC Involvement RFP and Public Comment Period Opens January 22, 2016 
Public Workshops: 

February 22, 2016, 1:30pm  
California EPA Building 
1001 I Street, Byron Sher Auditorium 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

This meeting will be web broadcast via the following link: http://www.calepa.ca.gov/broadcast/ 

March 9, 2016,10:00am  
Visalia Branch of the Tulare County Library 
200 West Oak Avenue, Blue Room  
Visalia, CA 93291 

March 16, 2016, 10:00am  
California Tower 
3737 Main Street, Highgrove Room #200 
Riverside, CA 92501 

February/March 2016 

Draft DAC Involvement RFP Public Comment Period Closes March 18, 2016 
Release of Final DAC Involvement RFP April 2016 
Funding Area Coordination Meetings July 2016 
Approval of Funding Awards September 2016 
Italics denote a specific date that may vary dependent on previous activity deadline. 

IV. ELIGIBLE COSTS  
Costs incurred after the award of grant funds are eligible for reimbursement. Eligible costs include, but are 
not limited to, expenditures for involvement activities identified in Table 3. Grantees are encouraged to limit 
direct administrative costs to no more than 5 percent of the total grant share amount.  

V. PROPOSAL PROCESS 
DWR is requesting that one entity act as the Applicant, and subsequently as the Grantee, on the behalf of the 
DACs and Regional Water Management Group(s) (RWMG(s)) within the Funding Area. That entity must be 
an eligible applicant as defined in the 2016 IRWM Guidelines Sections III.A and Appendix B and shown 
below: 

 Public agencies 
 Non-profit organizations 
 Public utilities 
 Federally recognized Indian tribes 
 State Indian tribes listed on the Native American Heritage Commission’s Tribal Consultation list 
 Mutual Water Companies 

The Applicant will act as a single point of contact and will work with DWR, the DACs, RWMG(s), community 
based organizations, and stakeholders in the Funding Area to develop a proposal that is responsive to this 
RFP.  

A. Funding Area Coordination  

Prior to submitting a proposal to DWR, prospective applicants should, at a minimum, undertake the 
following actions, in conjunction with the DACs, RWMG(s), community based organizations, and 
stakeholders: 

 Discuss interest in being the Grantee for the execution and management of the DAC Involvement 
agreement 

 Develop an initial list of potential involvement activities  

http://www.calepa.ca.gov/broadcast/
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 Evaluate whether the initial list of potential involvement actives aligns with the eligible activities 
listed below or whether those activities are ineligible 

B. Eligible Activities 

Table 3 provides guidance to Applicants on the types of activities that are eligible for State reimbursement 
under this Program. Proposed activities submitted that fall outside of this guidance will need to be justified 
in the proposal for DWR to approve of the proposed activity and intended outcome.  

For examples of previous DAC pilot projects funded by the IRWM grant program and other DAC Reports and 
Studies, See Appendix A of the 2016 IRWM Guidelines. Applicants are encouraged to review the documents 
and build off the prior works and general recommendations to the extent feasible. 

Table 3 – Eligible DAC Involvement Activities 
General Activity Examples of Activity Desired Outcome 

Technical assistance 
Service provider trainings, local circuit 
rider programs to train water and 
wastewater staff 

Technical, financial or managerial assistance that 
results in community staff that are able to support 
local water resource decision making, gain knowledge, 
and retain technical skills within the Funding Area 

Needs assessments 
Surveys or meetings with community 
members to identify water 
management needs 

Needs assessments provide a better understanding of 
water management needs of the community to help 
direct resources and funding 

Project development activities 
Planning activities, environmental 
compliance, or pre-construction 
engineering/design activities 

Project development activities for future 
implementation/construction funding 

Site assessment 
Water quality assessments, median 
household income surveys, data and 
mapping activities 

Site assessment that results in extensive knowledge 
gained by staff and DAC members on specific water 
management needs, data, and development for future 
water-related project(s) 

Engagement in IRWM efforts 

DAC regional engagement coordinator 
role, DAC Advisory Committee to 
RWMG, DAC representatives in 
governance 

Engagement activities should result in increased 
activity and roles of DACs in RWMG decision making 
and increased participation in IRWM efforts 

Governance Structure 

Evaluation of existing governance 
structures and related plan financing 
efforts, assessments of the level of DAC 
involvement in decision making 
processes 

Development or implementation of RWMG governance 
structures that ensure participation in IRWM efforts 
regardless of the ability to contribute financially to the 
IRWM plan 

Community outreach  
Public project meetings open to 
community members, door-to-door 
outreach 

Outreach should result in increased participation of 
DACs in project development activities and IRWM 
planning activities 

Education 

Translation or interpretive services for 
information sharing, water education 
campaigns for community members, 
education for RWMGs on DAC needs 

Education and interpretive services should result in 
the better understanding by community members of 
their water management needs 

Facilitation Facilitated RWMG meetings, facilitated 
project development meetings 

Facilitation services should result in community 
participation and stakeholders being able to resolve or 
overcome obstacles in communicating water 
management needs 

Enhancement of DAC aspects in 
IRWM Plans 

Development of Funding Area-wide 
DAC plan to be utilized as a unified 
approach for all IRWM plans  

IRWM Plan DAC-related changes should result in 
tangible changes to the IRWM plan that support the 
IRWM’s understanding of their DAC water 
management needs in the region 

C. Ineligible Activities and Costs  

Ineligible activities and costs are not reimbursable by this Program and include, but are not limited to, the 
following items:  

 Application preparation costs for funding opportunities not consistent with the purposes of the 
Proposition 1 IRWM funding 

 Meals not directly related to travel 
 Payment of stipends 



 

2016 Proposition 1 IRWM DAC Involvement RPF  Page 7 

D. Proposal Review and Approval 

Complete proposals must be submitted in PDF format to DWR via email listed in the Foreword. Once 
proposals are submitted, DWR, in coordination with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), will 
review the materials for its responsiveness to this RFP and then contact the Funding Area applicant to 
schedule, if necessary, a coordination meeting. At this meeting, DWR may ask general questions regarding 
the proposal development process and discuss comments pertaining to the submittal. DWR may hold 
subsequent meetings with the Funding Area applicant regarding eligibility information and any needed 
proposal changes to ensure the proposed activities are appropriate for the Program. Throughout proposal 
development and implementation, DWR expects broad participation by the Applicant, members of DACs or 
community-based organizations, RWMG representatives, and stakeholders.  

Once all requirements of the RFP are met and DWR approves the proposal, DWR will announce awards by 
issuing a commitment letter on a per Funding Area basis. If an acceptable proposal is not developed in a 
timely manner, DWR may directly expend the funds to support DAC involvement actions within the relevant 
Funding Area or the Funding Area funds will remain un-awarded until such time that a responsive proposal 
is submitted. The approval of the grant award has been delegated from DWR’s Director to the Chief of the 
Division of IRWM, modifying the 2016 Program Guidelines, Section V.C for this Program only.  

VI. RESPONDING TO THIS RFP 
Applicants must submit the following information to DWR.  

A. Applicant 

Provide the Applicant contact information and a short statement (500 characters or less) of how the 
Applicant was selected by the DACs, RWMG(s), community based organizations, and stakeholders within the 
Funding Area.  

B. DAC Background  

Provide a baseline understanding on DAC water management needs from each Funding Area’s perspective. 
This section must not exceed 5,000 characters and shall include the following:  

 A description of the known DAC water management needs in the Funding Area 
 An outline of the existing Funding Area strategy(ies) to address DAC water management needs 

across the Funding Area  
 A discussion of whether the Funding Area has or has not been able to involve or engage DAC 

members in past IRWM activities; if not, identify the barriers encountered  
 A map that identifies and distinguishes all known DAC, EDA, and underrepresented communities 

within the Funding Area. Please show on the map all IRWM region boundaries and all proposed 
involvement activity boundaries. DWR’s DAC and EDA mapping tools may be useful references and 
can be found at the links listed in the 2016 IRWM Program Guidelines, Volume I, Appendix A 

 A discussion of the underrepresented communities within the Funding Area  

C. Activity Descriptions 

Provide a detailed description of the proposed activities. There is no page or character limit on this section, 
but applicants are encouraged to be clear and concise. The description should include the following:  

 Provide a title, description, and task outline for the proposed activities  
 Justify how the proposed activities meet one or more of the intended outcomes in Table 3; or other 

potential intended outcomes not listed in Table 3 
 Include a list of deliverables that will result from the proposed activities, including the development 

of a Funding Area-wide assessment final report (discussed below in Section VII, Reporting 
Requirement) 

 A description of the key milestones of proposed activities and any related assumptions for the 
proposal schedule 
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D. Statement of Qualifications  

The proposal must include a discussion of the entities that are anticipated to be tasked to undertake the 
proposed activities. The discussion must include a statement of qualifications for each activity that 
demonstrates that each entity tasked possesses the appropriate qualifications to interface and work with 
DAC members. This section must not exceed 5,000 characters and should include the following: 

 List the necessary qualifications of staff, community-based organizations, or consultants that are 
needed to work on the proposed activities 

 Identify participants, if known, including the Applicant, RWMG representatives, community-based 
organizations, or consultants who currently work with DACs. If known, describe the existing 
participant’s qualifications with the following criteria:  

o Past performance on similar projects  
o Qualifications and expertise in involvement activities listed in Table 1  
o Ability to proactively manage the proposed activities to ensure a timely and successful 

completion 

E. Schedule  

Provide a schedule of the key milestones for the proposed activities. Gantt charts, bar charts, or other 
graphic displays are acceptable. The schedule should assume a start date of no earlier than June 1, 2016 and 
not exceed two years in duration. The schedule should show the anticipated overall start date and end date 
of each proposed activity and also show quarterly and final reporting obligations. Activity tasks and sub-task 
schedule dates are not required.  

F. Budget  

Provide a budget in tabular form for the Proposal. This budget must include the anticipated overall budget 
for each proposed activity and the basis of estimate for the activities described within the budget. The 
budget must also include the estimate for all administrative costs, if any.  

VII. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS  
Funds will not be disbursed until there is an executed grant agreement between DWR and the Grantee. As 
part of the grant agreement, the Grantee will be required to submit quarterly progress reports and invoices. 
DWR may request formal visits or meetings to monitor activities through the duration of the agreement.  

As part of the grant agreement, a final grant completion report that includes a Funding Area-wide 
assessment and other deliverables will be required to be submitted. The following are required topics that 
must be included in the Funding Area-wide assessment section of the grant completion report:  

 Description of water-related needs of the DACs, EDAs, and underrepresented communities in the 
Funding Area  

 Map(s) identifying all DACs, EDAs, and underrepresented communities in the Funding Area with the 
IRWM regions overlaid 

 Discussion of DACs, EDAs, and underrepresented communities, and other interested stakeholders 
engaged and involved in Program efforts  

 Description of successful involvement activities performed in this Program 
 Identification of projects developed through the DAC involvement activities, if applicable 
 Identification ongoing barriers for DAC involvement in IRWM efforts 
 Recommendations for water managers on future DAC involvement activities  

Funding Areas may be requested by DWR to provide a presentation of completed activities near the end of 
the agreement. If requested, presentations will occur prior to termination of the agreement. 
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CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT 
 



Interbasin Groundwater Flow Evaluation Project‐ 
for Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Implementation 

 

Project Overview 

 Motivation: SGMA requirements 

o Interconnected sub‐basins in Sac Valley 

o Leaves assessment of inter‐basin 

interaction to DWR during review of 

GSPs 

o Better to start with consistent set of 

assumptions and understanding of basin 

flows 

o Local involvement in developing 

approach 

 

 Study Area‐ map  (eleven sub‐basins) 

 

 Objectives 

o Build technical capacity and local 
ownership of the methodology 

o Provide recommended approach to 
GSAs in the NSV 

o Aid DWR in their evaluation of whether 
one GSP plan adversely affects the ability of an adjacent basin to achieve sustainability  

o Provide a case study within the NSV for other basins in CA 
 

 Approach 

o Work through NSVIRWM TAC 

o NSVIRWM TAC subcommittee and series of dialogues with Technical Collaborators 

o Technical Collaborators ‐ groundwater modelers and experts in hydrogeology and water 

management in the NSV region.  List of individuals to be confirmed by the NSV TAC 

o Assess existing groundwater models, both regional and local 

 

 Outcome 

o Interbasin Groundwater Flow Evaluation report 

o Recommended game plan and technical tool that should be developed to account for 

interbasin flows and evaluate water management effects on flows between basins 

o Lessons learned 

 

 Timeline 

o Contract with consultant mid‐2016 
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o Final report and presentation to NSVIRWM Board Spring 2017 

Recommended Technical Collaborators for NSV TAC consideration:   

This list includes members of the NSV TAC subcommittee as well as other individuals with expertise in 

groundwater modeling, hydrogeology, and water use and management in the NSV region.  Requesting 

the NSV TAC confirm this list of individuals as Technical Collaborators for the project and/or identify 

additional individuals who should be added to the group.   

Christina Buck, Butte County Department of Water & Resource Conservation (IWFM) – Project Lead;  

Vickie Newlin, Butte County Department of Water & Resource Conservation and NSVIRWM TAC Chair;  

Allan Fulton, University of California, Cooperative Extension and NSVIRWM TAC member;  

Ben Pennock, Glenn Colusa Irrigation District and NSVIRWM TAC member;  

Oscar Serrano, Colusa Indian Community Council and NSVIRWM TAC member;  

Bill Ehorn, DWR, Northern Region Office and NSVIRWM TAC member ; 

Grant Davids, Davids Engineering;  

Steffen Mehl, CSU Chico (CVHM studies);  

Peter Lawson, CH2M (Sac FemFlow);  

Thomas Harter, UC Davis;  

Graham Fogg, UC Davis;  
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Acquisition of Geophysical Data  
Using Helicopter-Flown Instruments:  

Imaging the Hydrostratigraphy of the Tulare Irrigation District 
 
 

Rosemary Knight1, Jim Cannia2, Ted Asch2, Jared Abraham2,  
Ryan Smith1, Aaron Fukuda3, Paul Hendrix3 

1Stanford University, 2Aqua Geo Frameworks, 3Tulare Irrigation District 
Presenter: Rosemary Knight (rknight@stanford.edu) 

 
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) describes a new approach for 
the evaluation and management of groundwater in California. Sustainable groundwater 
management requires data to monitor and model the groundwater system. This can lead 
to a search for new ways to acquire data with sufficiently high levels of spatial sampling, 
in terms of both lateral and vertical extent, and resolution. 
 
One challenge is the development of the regional-scale conceptual model that captures 
important geologic units, boundary conditions, and primary pathways for recharge to 
shallow and deep aquifers. The conceptual model is critically important as it provides the 
framework for the quantitative groundwater model. Unfortunately the only data typically 
available for developing the conceptual model are limited well data.  
 
We are using an advanced geophysical method, airborne electromagnetics (AEM), as a 
way of imaging the hydrostratigraphy of the Central Valley to a depth of ~1600 ft., with 
spatial resolution on the order of five to tens’ of feet. Data are acquired with the SkyTEM 
system that uses a helicopter to fly the geophysical instruments over the study area. The 
acquired data are then processed to obtain an image of the electrical resistivity of the 
subsurface. Using all available subsurface data, and knowledge of the electrical 
properties of geologic materials, the electrical resistivity image is transformed into an 
image representing the hydrostratigraphy of the subsurface. 
 
In October 2015 we successfully acquired ~60 linear miles of AEM data over the 
northwestern part of the Tulare Irrigation District. The interpretation of these data has 
provided an image of the subsurface that captures the distribution of sands, gravels, and 
clays revealing considerable spatial complexity to a depth of ~1600 ft. Of particular 
interest are interpreted sand and gravel aquifers separated by clays at multiple levels. 
The imaging provides information about the hydrostratigraphy of interest for 
predicting/managing recharge and understanding the cause of subsidence observed in 
the area.  
 
AEM provides information that is essential in the development of accurate conceptual 
models of the subsurface – the first step in effectively evaluating and managing our 
groundwater systems. Given the rapidly-evolving efforts to comply with SGMA within the 
Kaweah Sub-Basin, there is great potential for further use of this AEM technology over 
much wider areas in partnership with other public water agencies in the region.   
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Rosemary Knight is the George L. Harrington Professor in the Department of 
Geophysics, Stanford and a senior fellow in the Woods Institute for the Environment.  She 
is the founding director of the Center for Groundwater Evaluation and Management, a 
research initiative to develop and demonstrate news ways of using geophysical methods 
for groundwater applications. 
 
James Cannia is Principal Hydrogeologist at Aqua Geo Frameworks with 35 years of 
geologic experience with 28 years of development, execution and management of 
hydrogeologic investigations using geophysical techniques and traditional methods. 
Extensive experience in water resources management planning at the local state and 
federal level.  
 
Ted Asch is a Principal Geophysicist at Aqua Geo Frameworks with over 35 years of 
geophysical exploration experience with particular emphasis on electrical and 
electromagnetic methods. Dr. Asch’s previous employers include the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, U.S. Geological Survey, Electromagnetic Instruments, and XRI Geophysics. 
 
Jared Abraham is a Principle Geophysicist at Aqua Geo Frameworks with 25 years 
experience in the use of geophysics for hydrogeologic mapping.  He has led and 
participate in many AEM projects throughout the world.  He worked as a researcher with 
the U.S. Geological Survey and as a visiting scientist with Geoscience Australia. 
 
Ryan Smith is a Ph.D. student working with Rosemary Knight in the Geophysics 
Department of Stanford University.  Ryan's research currently focuses on coupling 
geologic models with InSAR-derived measurements of subsidence to improve 
understanding of aquifer compaction. 
 
Aaron Fukuda is the District Engineer at the Tulare Irrigation District.  He has worked in 
the water resources industry, focusing on municipal and agricultural water management 
for 15 years.  His previous employment was with Summers Engineering Inc. in Hanford, 
California.   
 
J. Paul Hendrix is the General Manager of the Tulare Irrigation District.  He posseses a 
broad background in water resources, having held positions with various consulting 
engineering firms.  In addition to his current capacity, he has also served with several 
other agencies, including The Metropolitan Water District of So. Calif. and Belridge Water 
Storage District. 
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