Northern Sacramento Valley Inter-Basin Coordination Report

Draft available:
http://www.buttecounty.net/wrcdocs/planning/SGWMA/InterbasinCoordination/210707 NSV IB Coord Report Final.pdf

We are pleased to announce the release of the draft Northern Sacramento Valley Inter-Basin Coordination
Report. The content of the report is the result of staff recommendations resulting from regional inter-basin
coordination meetings among staff representatives from 11 subbasins (Antelope, Bowman, Butte, Colusa,
Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, Sutter, Vina, Wyandotte Creek, and Yolo), facilitated by the Consensus
Building Institute (CBI) in 2020-2021.

This report outlines a framework for inter-basin coordination for sustainable groundwater management in the
Northern Sacramento Valley. It describes a menu of options for ongoing communication and collaboration
between and among groundwater subbasins over the twenty-year implementation of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). This framework can be used by Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(GSAs) to support Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development and implementation in several ways.
1. This inter-basin coordination report could be included as an appendix to the GSP and could be updated
at regular intervals.
2. Individual subbasins could incorporate sections of the report into the body of the GSP, depending upon
specific boundary conditions at adjoining subbasins.
3. Subbasins could draw on the inter-basin coordination framework if they would like to consider
entering into one or more voluntary inter-basin agreements during GSP implementation (GSP
Regulations in Sec 357.2.

Staff will present the framework as a supporting document to guide and inform discussions with GSA Boards
and at other subbasin-specific public venues, such as advisory committees, groundwater commissions, or other
relevant venues. These discussions could help determine GSA priorities and the desired approach each GSA
would like to take to draw upon the inter-basin coordination framework within their individual GSPs.

Opportunities for public input: Butte County

Vina Subbasin Wyandotte Creek Subbasin Butte Subbasin

e Vina Stakeholder Advisory e Wyandotte Creek Advisory e Butte Subbasin Advisory
Committee Meeting: July Committee Meeting: August Board Meeting: : August 26,
20, 2021, from 9am-12:30 5, 2021, from 9am-12:00 pm 2021, from 1-3:00 pm
pm o Wyandotte Creek GSA o Draft GSP public review

e Vina GSA Board Meeting: Board Meeting: August 26, period
August 11, 2021, at 5:30 pm 2021, at 2:00 pm

e Draft GSP public review e Draft GSP public review
period period

Subbasin staff acknowledge that while this report builds upon a long-standing history of regional
collaboration, this is just the beginning of inter-basin coordination efforts under SGMA. Therefore, this
framework will be continually refined throughout GSP implementation and inter-basin coordination activities
will occur on an ongoing basis.


http://www.buttecounty.net/wrcdocs/planning/SGWMA/InterbasinCoordination/210707_NSV_IB_Coord_Report_Final.pdf
http://www.buttecounty.net/wrcdocs/planning/SGWMA/InterbasinCoordination/GSP_Regs_Art_8_Agreements.pdf
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Glossary of Acronyms

- CBI — Consensus Building Institute [link]

- DWR - California Department of Water Resources

- GSA — Groundwater Sustainability Agency

- GSP - Groundwater Sustainability Plan

- MOU — Memorandum of Understanding

- NCWA — Northern California Water Association

- NSV IRWM- Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management
- PMAs — Projects and Management Actions

- SGMA - Sustainable Groundwater Management Act

- SMC - Sustainable Management Criteria
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https://www.cbi.org/

Draft Final July 7, 2021

1. Introduction & Background

The content of the report is the result of staff recommendations resulting from regional inter-basin
coordination staff meetings in the Northern Sacramento Valley (2020-2021). The content will be
presented to inform discussions among Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) and gather public
input through existing public venues, such as advisory committees, groundwater commissions, and GSA
Board meetings.

Inter-basin coordination is critical in the Northern Sacramento Valley as GSAs develop and implement
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). Since groundwater subbasins in the Northern Sacramento
Valley are hydrologically interconnected, water management decisions and actions in subbasins (i.e.,
groundwater pumping and processes affecting recharge, water demand, and supply including climate
change) could change aquifer conditions. Understanding and accounting for these processes is important
towards achieving sustainability in all subbasins.

Figure 1. Map of the Northern Sacramento Valley
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Inter-basin coordination is described in the GSP Regulations in . Under the regulations, GSAs
must describe how they coordinate with adjoining subbasins to demonstrate implementation will not
adversely affect adjoining subbasins. The Department of Water Resources (DWR) is required to
evaluate whether a GSP adversely affects the ability of an adjacent basin to implement their GSP or
impedes achievement of sustainability goals in an adjacent basin (Water Code 17033(c)).

Coordination among GSAs can be formalized in different ways and inter-basin agreements are
voluntary. describes components of Sec 357.2.

Inter-basin coordination discussions among staff representatives from 11 subbasins (Antelope, Bowman,
Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, Sutter, Vina, Wyandotte Creek, and Yolo), with
facilitation support from the Consensus Building Institute (CBI) began during the summer of 2020.
While efforts have focused on these subbasins, coordination will occur, as warranted, with other
neighboring subbasins (Anderson and North Yuba).

Initial stages of inter-basin coordination efforts (May-December 2020) were closely aligned with the
GSP Regulations in components and delineated in Section 3 Evolution of Inter-basin
Coordination Efforts. After an initial attempt to compile technical information to better understand basin
conditions at respective boundaries, staff realized differing timelines for the completion of Basin Setting
content in each subbasin meant there would not be sufficient time during initial GSP development to
fully characterize or address major inconsistencies. Therefore, the goal for regional inter-basin
coordination shifted towards establishing a framework for long-term inter-basin coordination and
dialogue (post GSP submittal in 2022). Informal coordination discussions among staff and consultants
between neighboring subbasins continued during the GSP development process.

This report outlines the intent and purpose of inter-basin coordination in the Northern Sacramento
Valley. It describes the process followed and materials developed throughout the process. It also outlines
foundational elements, referred to as “key pillars,” of a framework for sustained coordination through
GSP implementation.

2. Intent & Purpose

Inter-basin coordination efforts in the Northern Sacramento Valley are focused on establishing a
foundation and guidelines for sustained inter-basin coordination through GSP implementation, following
the initial submittal of GSPs by January 31, 2022. GSAs intend to:

1. Establish a framework allowing for continued dialogue and a venue to address issues
and discrepancies during the implementation of the GSPs;

2. Coordinate on consistent messaging and communicate shared expectations at a
regional level;

3. Demonstrate regional coordination efforts and outcomes; and

4. Leverage existing agreements and arrangements in the region (e.g., Northern
Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management (NSV IRWM), the Six
County Memorandum of Understanding among Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama,
Shasta, and Sutter).
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The proposed deliverable from this effort is the development of a common approach and draft language
for incorporation into each subbasin’s GSP. This narrative describes the facilitated effort as well as the
framework and scope for long-term coordination during plan implementation. The public will have
opportunities to weigh in and provide input on the proposed framework through each subbasin’s existing
public venues, such as advisory committees, groundwater commissions, and GSA board meetings.

3. Evolution of Inter-basin Coordination Efforts

Inter-basin coordination efforts, facilitated by the Consensus Building Institute (CBI) began in summer
2020 among Subbasin staff from Antelope, Bowman, Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos, Red Bluff,
Vina, and Wyandotte Creek subbasins to identify priorities and resources available for inter-basin
coordination. Soon after, staff representatives from the Sutter and Yolo subbasins joined the meetings.
To date, CBI has facilitated nine inter-basin coordination meetings with staff and periodically with
technical consultants from the subbasins. Subbasin staff and/or CBI communicated regular updates to
GSA Boards and advisory committees in each of the subbasins regarding the status of inter-basin
coordination activities [ ]

Initial stages of inter-basin coordination efforts were closely aligned with the GSP Regulations in

1. General information of subbasins, plans and agencies participating in the coordination agreement,

2. Technical information including consistent and coordinated data or methodology for inter-basin
boundary flows and stream-groundwater interactions at basin boundaries, and information on
sustainable management criteria and monitoring that would confirm that no adverse impacts of
implementing the GSPs would result to any party to the agreement,

3. Adescription of the process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies that are parties to
an inter-basin coordination agreement.

Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.

The goal at the initial stage was to compile general and technical information identified by DWR in a
consistent manner to establish an accurate basis of comparison and to identify any significant
inconsistencies that may need to be addressed or resolved. This included developing a series of
information-sharing documents and outreach materials, summarized below.

1. Inter-basin Coordination Directory— This document provides an updated and centralized directory with

contact information for GSA managers, technical consultants, and facilitators in the various subbasins.
This document seeks to facilitate communication among the various representatives leading GSP
development [ 1.

2. Technical Information-Sharing Template— This template was developed among the managers and
technical consulting teams to compile and compare information on modeling tools and water budget
results for inter-basin flows, stream-aquifer interactions, and hydro-geologic conditions in the subbasins.
Potentially, this document could be used to compile information about Sustainable Management Criteria

and Monitoring Networks [ . The first output from the technical information-
sharing template summarizes the highlights of compiled model information across the subbasins [
1.

3. Outreach Presentation—This PowerPoint presentation provides updates on inter-basin coordination
activities to the various SGMA public venues (GSA boards, advisory committees, etc.) and an overview
of the scope and timeline of inter-basin coordination efforts. This presentation is continuously updated
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after each inter-basin coordination staff meeting for use in consistently communicating with GSA
Boards/advisory committees and the public throughout the region [ 1.

4. Outreach Factsheet— The inter-basin coordination factsheet aims to support public outreach and
information sharing in the various subbasins. This two-page flier or factsheet summarizes why regional
coordination is important under SGMA, who is involved in ongoing efforts, what the coordination
priorities are, and includes a table with links to each subbasin ’s website for additional subbasins’ specific
information [ 1.

5. Inter-basin Coordination Webpage— Butte County hosts a webpage to provide the most up-to-date
information on inter-basin coordination efforts in the Northern Sacramento Valley. The webpage provides
an overview of the scope and makes available documentation and results of the inter-basin coordination
work, including meeting agendas, summaries, and outputs [ 1

6. Meeting Summaries—CBI develops meeting summaries after each regional inter-basin coordination staff
meeting to summarize key discussion themes, action items, and next steps. These summaries are publicly
available on the inter-basin coordination webpage [ 1.

After an initial attempt to compile technical information, staff realized the broad aspirations were not
feasible during the initial stages of GSP development. The process of compiling and comparing modeling
outputs from the diverse regional hydrological models required a significant amount of time, resources,
and varying levels of data. Further, subbasins were at different stages of GSP development and GSAs
were facing tight timelines, competing priorities, and capacity limitations to meet the regulatory
deadline. While communication on a neighbor-to-neighbor basis on technical components was
encouraged through GSP development, subbasin staff representatives realized more robust technical
analysis and coordination between and among subbasins was not possible until initial plans (including
water budgets) were more fully developed or after adoption of the initial GSPs.

Following reflection from the separate inter-basin efforts and priorities moving forward, subbasin staff
recommended shifting the focus of regional coordination meetings to establishing a framework for long-
term inter-basin coordination and dialogue following GSP submission in January 2022. To do so,
subbasin staff identified desired outcomes in the short-term (during initial GSP development), mid-term
(first 5-year update), and long-term (GSP Implementation through 2042) [ ]. This approach
recognizes adoption of the 2022 GSPs as an initial step in sustainable groundwater management, not the
final step. Subbasin staff acknowledged while model outputs may not match perfectly, the main objective
is to identify and acknowledge significant discrepancies, understand why those differences exist, and
evaluate to the extent they need to be reconciled. Inter-basin coordination has been characterized as “a
marathon not a sprint,” and current efforts will serve to pave the path for long-term collaboration.
Further, GSAs can take advantage of annual reporting and five-year GSP updates to identify and address
discrepancies. Lastly, subbasin staff representatives acknowledge public participants are interested in
inter-basin coordination efforts and concerns from some subbasins can easily affect others. Subbasin
staff understand the need to share and educate the public on what is in the various GSPs, and the SGMA
requirements for inter-basin coordination. Staff will continue to provide updates and gather GSA Board
and public input related to the direction of current efforts and desired priorities, shared concerns, and
possible ideas for inter-basin coordination during GSP implementation.
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4. Inter-basin Coordination Framework

This section outlines the foundational pillars that comprise the framework for inter-basin coordination
under SGMA between and among subbasins in the Northern Sacramento Valley. These pillars build
upon a long-standing history of regional collaboration and embody a commitment for continued
coordination, collaboration, and communication for successful groundwater management in the region.
Honoring the individual authorities of the GSAs, these pillars represent a menu of options neighboring
subbasins can draw upon, based on individual or neighboring subbasins’ needs and challenges. GSA
Boards can decide which of these options they would like to support and implement, acknowledging

circumstances may change over time.

Pillars
1. Information-sharing
a. Inform each other on changing conditions (i.e., surface water
cutbacks, land use changes, policy changes that inform
groundwater management)
b. Share annual reports and interim progress reports
¢. Share data and technical information and work towards building
shared data across and/or along basin boundaries (e.g.,
monitoring data, water budgets, modeling inputs and outputs,
and Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems)
2. Joint analysis & evaluation
a. Evaluate and compare contents of GSPs with a focus on
establishing a common understanding of basin conditions at
boundaries
b. Identify significant differences, uncertainties, and potential
issues of concern related to groundwater interaction at the
boundaries
c. Engage in analysis and evaluation of SMCs between GSPs to
assess impacts and identify significant differences and possible
impacts between subbasins that could potentially lead to
undesirable results
3. Coordination on mutually beneficial activities
a. Communicate, coordinate, and collaborate on mutually
beneficial activities, which could include joint monitoring, joint
reporting, regional modeling, and other efforts to address data
gaps at subbasin boundaries
b. Collectively pursue funding and collaborate on mutually agreed
upon projects and management actions that provide benefits
across boundaries
c. Leverage existing collaboratives (NSV IRWM, NCWA etc.)

4. Coordinated communication and outreach
a. Coordinate and collaborate on regional-scale public engagement
and communication strategies that promote awareness on
groundwater sustainability, enhance public trust, and maintain
institutional knowledge
b. Maintain list of GSP/subbasin staff contacts and websites

5. Issue-resolution process
a. Establish and follow an agreed-upon process for identifying and
resolving conflicts between GSAs by the first five-year update
[Refer to for more details and discussion prompts
on issue resolution processes]
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Scale(s)

¢ Neighbor-to-
neighbor

e Coordination
groups [Refer
to section 4.1
below]

¢ Neighbor-to-
neighbor

e Coordination
groups [Refer
to section 4.1
below]

¢ Neighbor-to-
neighbor

e Coordination
groups

e Regional: NSV
IRWM,
NCWA
Groundwater
Task Force

¢ Regional: NSV
IRWM and
NCWA
Groundwater
Task Force

¢ Neighbor-to-
neighbor

e Coordination
groups

Timing

¢ Ongoing (GSP
Development)

o Near-term (5-year
update)

e Long-term (GSP
implementation)

o Near-term (5-year
update)

e Long-term (GSP
implementation)

¢ Ongoing (GSP
Development)

o Near-term (5-year
update)

e Long-term (GSP
implementation).

¢ Ongoing (GSP
Development)

o Near-term (5-year
update)

e Long-term (GSP
implementation)

o Near-term (5-year
update)

e Long-term (GSP
implementation).



4.1. Inter-basin Coordination Groups

Inter-basin coordination efforts, as outlined in the pillars above, would require resources and technical
support. Subbasin staff recommend organizing inter-basin coordination priorities by specific subbasin
boundaries. One suggested approach identifies specific “Coordination Groups” (see Figure 3 and list

below). Some of these groups are pairs and others include multiple subbasins around a river boundary.

1. Feather River Corridor- Butte, Wyandotte Creek, North Yuba, Sutter
2. North Sacramento River Corridor- Antelope, Los Molinos, Red Bluff, Corning, Vina, Butte, Colusa
3. South Sacramento Corridor- Colusa, Sutter, Yolo

Neighbor to Neighbor, examples:

4, - Corning, Colusa
5. Thomes Creek- Red Bluff, Corning
6. Butte/Vina- Vina, Butte
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5. Conclusion and Next Steps

In sum, this report outlines a framework for inter-basin coordination for sustainable groundwater
management in the Northern Sacramento Valley. The inter-basin coordination framework describes a
menu of options for ongoing communication and collaboration around substantive issues over the
twenty-year implementation of SGMA.

The pillars and other content from this report could be used by GSAs to support GSP development and
implementation in a number of ways. This inter-basin coordination report could be included as an
Appendix to the GSP and could be updated on a yearly basis. Individual subbasins can incorporate
sections of the report into the body of the GSP, depending upon specific boundary conditions at adjoining
subbasins. Finally, subbasins could draw on the inter-basin coordination framework if they would like
to consider entering into one or more voluntary inter-basin agreements during GSP implementation.

The content of the report is the result of staff recommendations resulting from regional inter-basin
coordination staff meetings. Staff will present the framework as a supporting document to guide and
inform discussions with the GSA Boards and other existing public venues, such as advisory committees
or groundwater commissions. GSAs in turn will discuss the menu of options for inter-basin coordination
outlined in this report to determine their priorities and desired approach to draw on the inter-basin
coordination framework in their individual GSPs. Lastly, Subbasin staff will come together to share
input received and determinations from their respective GSAs.

Subbasin staff acknowledge that while this report builds upon a long-standing history of regional
collaboration, this is just the beginning of inter-basin coordination efforts under SGMA. Therefore, this
framework and inter-basin coordination activities will be continually refined throughout GSP
implementation.
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Appendices

Appendix A: GSP Emergency Regulations, Article 8: Interagency
Agreements §357.2

8§ 357.2. Inter-basin Agreements (access )

Two or more Agencies may enter into an agreement to establish compatible sustainability goals
and understanding regarding fundamental elements of the Plans of each Agency as they relate to
sustainable groundwater management. Inter-basin agreements may be included in the Plan to
support a finding that implementation of the Plan will not adversely affect an adjacent basin’s
ability to implement its Plan or impede the ability to achieve its sustainability goal. Inter-basin
agreements should facilitate the exchange of technical information between Agencies and
include a process to resolve disputes concerning the interpretation of that information. Inter-
basin agreements may include any information the participating Agencies deem appropriate,
such as the following:

(a) General information:

(1) Identity of each basin participating in and covered by the terms of the agreement.

(2) A list of the Agencies or other public agencies or other entities with groundwater
management responsibilities in each basin.

(3) A list of the Plans, Alternatives, or adjudicated areas in each basin.

(b) Technical information:

(1) An estimate of groundwater flow across basin boundaries, including consistent and
coordinated data, methods, and assumptions.

(2) An estimate of stream-aquifer interactions at boundaries.

(3) A common understanding of the geology and hydrology of the basins and the hydraulic
connectivity as it applies to the Agency’s determination of groundwater flow across basin
boundaries and description of the different assumptions utilized by different Plans and how
the Agencies reconciled those differences.

(4) Sustainable management criteria and a monitoring network that would confirm that no
adverse impacts result from the implementation of the Plans of any party to the agreement. If
minimum thresholds or measurable objectives differ substantially between basins, the
agreement should specify how the Agencies will reconcile those differences and manage the
basins to avoid undesirable results. The Agreement should identify the differences that the
parties consider significant and include a plan and schedule to reduce uncertainties to
collectively resolve those uncertainties and differences.

(c) A description of the process for identifying and resolving conflicts between Agencies that are
parties to the agreement.
(d) Inter-basin agreements submitted to the Department shall be posted on the Department’s website.
Note: Authority cited: Section 10733.2, Water Code.
Reference: Sections 10727.2, 10733, and 10733.2, Water Code.
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I Appendix B: Inter-basin Coordination Fact Sheet

Northern Sacramento Valley | Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
Regional Coordination Between Subbasins

Antelope | Bowman | Butte | Colusa | Corning | Los Molinos | Red

Bluff | Sutter | Vina | Wyandotte Creek | Yolo
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What is SGMA? California enacted the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) in 2014 to better manage groundwater over the

long term. Sustainability is achieved by avoiding significant and
unreasonable conditions for the six “sustainability indicators.”

A Reduction of
Surface Water
Depletion

Why is regional coordination important? In the Sacramento Valley, inter-basin coordination
is critical as Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA) develop their Groundwater Sustainability
Plans (GSP). Since groundwater subbasins in the Northern Sacramento Valley (NSV) are
hydrologically interconnected, water management decisions and actions in one subbasin (e.g.
groundwater pumping) and processes like climate change could change aquifer conditions and
affect flows to other subbasins. Understanding and accounting for these processes is key to achieve

sustainability in all subbasins.

Who is involved in ongoing efforts?
Collaborative efforts have begun among
representatives from 11 subbasins (Antelope,
Bowman, Butte, Colusa, Corning, Los Molinos,
Red Bluff, Sutter, Vina, Wyandotte Creek, Yolo),
with facilitation support from the Consensus
Building Institute. While efforts have focused on

the subbasins mentioned, coordination will occur,

as warranted, with other neighboring subbasins
(Anderson and North Yuba).

What are the coordination priorities?
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies are
working together to establish a foundation for
open and transparent inter-basin coordination
and communication by developing tools to:
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Learn More & Get Involved

Receive Updates Contact Your GSA Attend Meetings
Sign up for your GSA's Talk to your GSA Attend public workshops,
interested parties list. representative Advisory Board, and GSA
Board meetings
Subbasin GSA(s) Website
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation
Antelope  pigtrict (FCWCD) Salaks.

Bowman Tehama County FCWCD Website
i Biggs West Gridley WD, Butte County, Butte WD, City
of Biggs, City of Gridley, Colusa Groundwater

Butte Authority, Glenn County, RD 1004, RD 2106, Richvale /225
ID, Western Canal WD

Los Molinos Tehama County FCWCD Website

Red Bluff Tehama County FCWCD Website

Corning Corning Sub-basin GSA, Tehama County FCWCD Website

Glenn Groundwater Authority; Colusa Groundwater Websites

Colusa Authority (Glenn) | {Colusa)
Butte WD, City of Live Oak, Sutter Community

Sutter Service District, Sutter County, Sutter Extension Water  Website
District, RD 70, RD 1660, RD 1500, City of Yuba City

Vina Rock Creek Reclamation District, Vina GSA WQ Egbs] iltz;cm

Criak yandotie Wyandotte Creek GSA Website

Yolo Yolo Subbasin Groundwater Agency Website
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APPENDIX C

Memorandum of Understanding

Four County (Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama Counties)

Regional Water Resource Coordination, Collaboration, and Communication
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Memorandum of Understanding
Four County (Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama
Counties) Regional Water Resource Coordination,
Collaboration, and Communication

1. BACKGROUND

The counties of Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama share common surface water
and groundwater resources. Based on these common resources, local water
resource managers understand that regular coordination, collaboration, and
communication can result in an improved water resource understanding at both
the county and regional level.

2. PURPOSE

The purpose of this document is to establish the mutual understandings of the
four counties with respect to their voluntary joint efforts toward regional
coordination, collaboration, and communication.

3. GOALS

The goals of the Four County Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) are:
2.1. To foster coordination, collaboration and communication between the
four counties on water-related issues, to achieve greater efficiencies, and
enhance public services.
2.2. To provide a framework for the management and disbursement of
funding associated with activities pursued jointly under this MOU.
2.3. To improve competitiveness for State and Federal grant funding.

4. DEFINITIONS
4.1. Four County. Participants including the counties of Butte, Colusa,
Glenn, and Tehama, with representation by the following:
e Butte County: Department of Water and Resource
Conservation
¢ Colusa County: Department of Planning and Building
¢ Glenn County: Department of Agriculture
e Tehama County: Flood Control and Water Conservation
District
4.2. Project Manager. A project manager will be determined by the
Counties signatory to this MOU for any given project regardless of funding
source to meet the goals set forth in this MOU.

5. MUTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
5.1, Participation. Signatories to this MOU constitute the current
participants. Participation is strictly on a voluntary basis and may be
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terminated at any time without recourse. Neighboring counties who share
water resources common to the participating counties and who are
engaged in similar activities will be invited to be signatory to this MOU.
Signatories aspire to work collaboratively with other regional programs
and technical outreach efforts.

5.2. Activities. Efforts pursued under this agreement will remain
consistent with and will not exceed the current authority for any individual
participating county. Efforts will include the study and investigation of
water resources common to participants, monitoring and reporting,
information dissemination and sharing between counties and with other
county departments, public outreach and education, and other activities at
the agreement and direction of individual county governing bodies.

5.3. County Funding. Counties are not required to commit funding
associated with activities completed under this MOU. It is understood that
activities under this MOU may result in the more efficient use of existing
and future department funding resulting from improved collaboration and
coordination.

5.4. External Funding. Signatories will work collaboratively in pursuit of
external funding associated with common interest activities based on
voluntary participation and agreement. When required, a mutually agreed
upon County representative will serve as the Project Manager for activities
completed under a contract with an external funding source. . Existing
county contracting mechanisms will be utilized where available for
contractual and invoicing purposes between participating counties.
Nothing in this MOU precludes individual counties from the individual
pursuit, contracting and completion of work from an externally funded
source regardless of a real or perceived regional interest.

5.5. Decision-making. Consensus will be sought when the need for a
decision arises.

5.6. Non-binding nature. This. document and participation under this
MOU are nonbinding, and in no way suggest that a county may not
continue its own activities as each county is expected to continue its own
policies and procedures and undertake efforts to secure project funding
from any source. A county may withdraw from participation at any time.

5.7. Termination. Because the MOU will require periodic review and
updating for use into the future, it is envisioned that the joint efforts of
those involved will be ongoing in maintaining a living document. Thus this
document will remain as a reflection of the understandings of the
participants. [ndividual signatories of this MOU may terminate their
involvement at any time with no recourse.
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6. SIGNATORIES TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

We, the undersigned representatives of our respective counties, acknowledge
the above as our understanding of how the Four County Coordination,
Collaboration, and Communication MOU will be implemented.

akonpe A 7
/,,Miiézaue PPROVED JAN 2 4 2006

—— -
Approved As To Form:
Bruce Alpert, Butte County Counsel
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6. SIGNATORIES TO THE MEMORANDUNM OF UNDERSTANDING
We, the undersigned representatives of our respective counties, acknowledge
the above as our understanding of how the Four County Coordination,
Collaboration, and Communicative MOU will be implemented.

Dare i

@M,BW

Christy Scofield, Chairperson
Colusa County Board of Supervisors

EXHIBIT B
PAGE3 OF 3
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;4 3, HEE " 6. SIGNATORIES TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
_ © - We, the undersigned representatives of our respective counties, acknowledge
‘the above as our understanding of how the Four County Coordinatlon

B unic .

Date

County P
APProved As To Form:

s 3 "

"°‘"“"’!‘Y; 99#9#!

County
Approved As To Form:

County Counsel

Date

By Board Chair

COunty
~ Approved As To Form:
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TE \ COUN OD CONYROL AND

WAT VATION DISTRICT
MINUTE ORDER

December 13, 2005

8. Approval of Four-County Regional Water Resource Coordination- MOU: Emie Ohlin reviewed that in
August 2004, the Board authorized staff to participate in the four county water effort. The MOU attached
is allowing all counties to participate together in water resource collaboration and communication. This
non-binding voluntary MOU recognizes coordination among Buite, Colusa, Glenn and Tehama County.

‘Roger Sherrill encouraged the four-county groups to participate and noted in Tiem 5.1 “Participation” is
strictly voluntary. Shasta County provides a major part of the recharge for the northern part of the
il Sacramentq Valley and to move forward could only make for a stronger overall group.

. ‘Mark Black, Ag Commissioner for Glenn County, added this will be presented to Glenn County next
Tuesday for support. Discussions with Sutter and Yuba County brings interest and they are awaiting the
outcome of the four counties. This is 2 good collaborative effort, giving us strength of possible capturing
of funding.

Motion by Director Warner to approve the MQU for signature.

Dircctor Willard questioned if this has been reviewed by County Counsel. Upon his approval, signature
will be completed.

Motion revised by Director Wamer (o approve the MOU for signature by the Chair upon review of County
Counsel. Second by Director Avilla and carried by those present 3-0 with 2 absent,

Ayes: Directors’:, Charles Willard; Ron Warner; Gregg Avilla
Noes: None
Absent or Not Voting: Director’s: Ross Turner, George Russell

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF TEHAMA )

I, Gary Antone, Director of the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District of the
County of Tehama, State of California, hereby certify the above and foregoing to be full, true and
correct copy of an order adopted by said Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District on this 13th day of _ December, 2005

Dated: This 13" day of December, 2005

Gary Antone
Director of the Tehama County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District of the County of Tehama, State of

California

& (Bl 18






