North Sacramento River Corridor

Joint Groundwater Sustainability

Plan (GSP) Evaluation

Highlights & Coordination Priorities
Vina, Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff Subbasins

Purpose of the Joint GSP Evaluation Why Inter-Basin Coordination Matters
Led by Butte County with Department of Water » Hydrologically connected subbasins — groundwater
Resources (DWR) Sustainable Groundwater moves freely across boundaries, influenced by
Management grant program funding for the Vina pumping, recharge, and surface water interactions
and Wyandotte Creek Groundwater Sustainability (ex., Sacramento River).
Agencies (GSAs). + SGMA requirement: Policies in one subbasin cannot
prevent a neighboring subbasin from achieving
Goal: Build a shared understanding of conditions sustainability.
and management approaches at subbasin « DWR will review:
boundaries to: o Relevant inter-basin coordination efforts.
« Support 2027 GSP Periodic Evaluations (PEs). o Alignment of thresholds and objectives across
« ldentify differences in Sustainable Management boundaries.
Criteria (SMC) that could affect neighboring o Potential impacts to or from adjacent subbasins.
subbasins.

» Encourage proactive coordination to prevent
cross-boundary impacts.

Recommended Coordination Actions Before 2027 Why This Matters Now
= Review and Discuss Monitoring Networks: focus on First Periodic Evaluations are due
,« shared boundaries; identify gaps in groundwater level, January 2027.

water quality, and subsidence data.

i Address SMC Differences at Boundaries: neighbor-to-
neighbor discussion of Minimum Threshold (MT) /Measurable . Reduce the risk of DWR-required

Objective (MO) differences, especially where differences

Early coordination will:

:  exceed 25-60 feet. FEVISIONS.
“% Coordinate on shared Recommended Corrective Build a stronger case for regional
Actions (RCAs): all subbasins have RCAs on collaboration.
H groundwater levels, land subsidence, and interconnected
surface water. Reduce technical analysis costs of
@ Strengthen Water Quality Coordination: standardize gl stioossine:
salinity indicators where possible; share information on s : .
o ; upport consistent, defensible
*  approach to coordination with other programs. -
: management decisions across the
&= Prepare for Model-Based Boundary Flow Analysis: Northern Sacramento Valley.
@ discuss use of models and coordinate on use of shared
+ tools when possible. Provides opportunities for GSAs to
; ] ] ] learn from one another, such as
g& Focus regional collaboration on mterco_nnected what worked/did not work, etc.,
surface water, where all subbasins received RCAs: a creating regional efficiencies as

regional approach is strongly recommended once DWR

GSA k th h future Periodi
issues guidance (expected in late 2025). Evalja\?ilggs ar:zugspu Hre FErodic

implementation.
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Key Findings from the Technical Review

N 1. Hydrogeologic Understanding g ", r}'* T
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« Differences in how Principal Aquifers are defined are not
considered a major policy conflict.

» Opportunity: Continue shared data development and
coordination with DWR and their Basin Characterization
program to fill data gaps.

2. Groundwater Levels

» Monitoring networks vary in density and depth based on
location of largest pumping centers with a good distribution
of wells throughout the subbasins; deeper wells more
common in the northern portion of the valley. Several
subbasins are actively working to expand their networks
and install new wells with grant funding.

o Minimum Thresholds:

o All subbasins aim to protect domestic wells and reflect
local aquifer conditions.

« Some differences in MT methodology, such as Vina’s use
of Management Areas, Corning & Colusa’s Focus & Non-
Focus Areas, resulting in different MT metrics across

Subbasins Evaluated
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subbasins:
o Significant differences exist in MT levels along some
boundaries.
» Vina—Corning: MTs in Vina are up to 60+ feet lower than in Corning.
= Vina—-Butte: MTs in Vina are 25-59 feet lower than in Bultte.
o Different approaches to defining Undesirable Results may lead to varying policy outcomes.
« Interim Milestones (2027 targets): Generally within 5-17 feet across most boundaries; differences
not likely to need attention.

& 3. Land Subsidence

» Colusa is the only subbasin with documented measurable subsidence.

» Vina uses groundwater levels as a proxy instead of a dedicated subsidence monitoring network. GSAs
will discuss the approach and potential changes during the Periodic Evaluation process.

« Coordination opportunity: All Subbasins received a DWR Recommended Corrective Action on land
subsidence.

» DWR released a Draft Subsidence Best Management Practices document in July 2025 for GSAs to
consider in refining their subsidence monitoring, evaluation, policy and management approaches.

4. Water Quality

« Salinity is the primary water quality indicator in the GSP and Annual Reports across all subbasins.

« Different metrics are used (TDS, EC, SC), but differences are not likely to need immediate attention.

» Coordination opportunity: Align monitoring approach to coordination with CV-SALTS and Irrigated
Lands Regulatory Program for data collection and evaluation.

A

Complete results of the analysis and evaluation are documented in a Tech Memo and presented
in a webinar, available online from the project website:
www.buttecounty.net/2221/North-Sacramento-River-Corridor-Inter-Ba

& MIONTGOMERY
A & ASSOCIATES

Water Besource Consultants




