Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency
( 308 Nelson Avenue, Oroville, CA 95965

WU - (530) 552-3592

GSA VinaGSA@gmail.com

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

Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2026
Time: 9:00 AM -12:00 PM
Location: Butte County Library, Chico Branch, 1108 Sherman Avenue, Chico, CA 95926
Or Join the Vina GSA SHAC Meeting via Zoom
Meeting ID: 814 0243 0033
Join via phone: +1 669 900 6833

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

MEETING AGENDA
March 25, 2026

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

a. Election of Chair and Vice Chair.

2. Business from the Floor

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

3. *Review and Approval of 12/3/2025 SHAC Meeting Minutes

Requested Action: Approve the 12/3/2025 meeting minutes.

4. *Annual Status of the Vina Subbasin Brochure

The SHAC will receive a presentation on the Annual Status of the Vina Subbasin brochure for the 2025 water
year which highlights information contained in the 2025 Annual Report developed per Sustainable Groundwater
Management (SGMA) requirements. (Report — Eddy Teasdale, Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting
Engineers)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

5 *Consideration of Approach to Projects and Management Actions for the GSP Periodic Evaluation

The SHAC will receive a presentation on Projects and Management Actions (PMAs) as part of the Vina
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Periodic Evaluation work. The presentation will review the PMAs
identified in the 2022 Vina GSP and introduce a proposed approach for categorizing PMAs to improve tracking


https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81402430033

and reporting in future Annual Reports and the Periodic Evaluation. The discussion will focus on identifying
projects that represent the GSA’s Plan Implementation strategy and distinguishing them from other projects
that may provide ancillary groundwater benefits. (Report — Christina Buck, Butte County; Ryan Fulton, Larry
Walker Associates)

Requested Action: Review and discuss the proposed PMA classification and provide feedback to staff and
consultant team.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program Project Recap Presentations

6.1 *Feasibility of Enhanced Recharge in the Lindo Channel - Project Recap

The SHAC will receive a final project update on the Lindo Channel Groundwater Recharge Alternative
Feasibility Analysis, including field results, modeling, recharge potential, flow thresholds, and potential
infrastructure, permitting, and operational considerations for future implementation. The study concludes
March 31, 2026. (Report — Becky Fairbanks, GSA Project Manager; Joe Turner, Geosyntec; David
Jaffee, West Yost Associates)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

6.2 *Demand Reduction Strategies Project Recap

The SHAC will receive a presentation of the main outcomes from the Demand Reduction Strategies two
pilot projects: Extended Orchard Replacement and Precision Irrigation. The study concludes March 31,
2026. (Report — Tovey Giezentanner, AGUBC Project Manager; Joel Kimmelshue, Land IQ)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

6.3 *Surface Water Supplies Feasibility Analysis Recap

The SHAC will receive a presentation on the main outcomes from the feasibility analysis of two water
supply projects: 1. South Vina Extension - would utilize Western Canal Water District or Table A water
to irrigate parcels in south Vina, 2. Ridge to Valley — would utilize Paradise Irrigation District water to
irrigate parcels along Comanche Creek south of Chico. The report is available on the project webpage.
(Report — Christina Buck, Butte County; Maddie Munson, Water and Land Solutions)

Requested Action: Accept as information.

6.4 *Inter-Basin Coordination Analysis Recap

The SHAC will receive a presentation on highlights from the Joint Groundwater Sustainability Plan
(GSP) Evaluation for the North Sacramento River Corridor as reported in the finalized Technical Memo
and webinar available online: Inter-Basin Coordination Analysis and Modeling Project - Implemented by
Butte County - Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency. (Report — Christina Buck, Butte County)

Requested Action: Accept as information.


https://www.vinagsa.org/water-supply-and-recharge-project-implemented-by-butte-county
https://www.vinagsa.org/inter-basin-coordination-analysis-and-modeling-project-implemented-by-butte-county
https://www.vinagsa.org/inter-basin-coordination-analysis-and-modeling-project-implemented-by-butte-county

7. GSA Program Manager Update (Verbal Report — Kamie Loeser, Management Committee on behalf of
the Program Manager)

8. SHAC Future Agenda Requests — SHAC members may verbally request an item to be agendized at a
future meeting. After stating what the item would be, a majority vote of the SHAC is needed in order for the
Management Committee to agendize the item. SHAC members may also submit requests in writing to the
GSA Program Manager to bring forward to the SHAC for consideration on a future agenda.

9. ADJOURNMENT:

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

*Materials included in agenda packet



















































































































































































































































































































































Vina Subbasin
Surface Water Supply
Feasibllity Analysis




Project Background

« Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Surface Water Supply Project

* Initial Project List
« Sacramento/Feather River Exchange
* Feather River/Butte Creek Exchange
* South Vina Extension
* Maximize existing Butte Creek water rights
*  Oroville-Chico Pipeline
« Paradise-Chico Intertie (became Ridge to Valley)
* Local Creeks
* Sacramento River Riparian Rights
* New Water Right

« Water Commission narrowed to four on December 4, 2024 for Fatal Flaw Analysis

«  Water Commission recommend final two on April 2, 2025 and BOS concurred on May 9, 2025



Final Project Options

* South Vina Extension

Western Canal Water District deliver water into Vina
Subbasin

2,476 acres across three landowners
~6,970 AF/yr from WCWD or Butte County Table A

* Ridge to Valley

* Convey underutilized Paradise Irrigation District water

through Butte Creek to farmland in Vina Subbasin.
1,500 - 3,500 AF/yr

Ridge to Valley Option & @& GW level monitoring well
J Ridge to Valley Option B 855 vina Subbasin
|| East Cherokes Strip
[ Hamlin Slough
I \West Cherokee Stip

Vina Subbasin
Monitoring Wells

Spatial Reference: NAD 1983
CA State Plane Zone |

Created by: Water & Land Solutions
Date exported: 1/26/2026




Project Benefits

 Groundwater level benefits
commensurate with the amount of
surface water delivered

e South Vina Extension - 6,970 AF/yr

Ridge to Valley - 1,500 - 3,500 AF/yr

Site Code: 396654N1218780W001 State Well Number: 21NO1E21C001M Local Well Name:
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South Vina Extension

6,970 AF/yr

" [ East Cherokee Strip - 782 acres [=2] Western Canal Water District N Vina Subbasin
a [ Hamlin Slough - 1052 acres ' . __Simie Water
9 £=3 Vina Subbasin Spatial Reference: NAD 1983
% f Il west Cherokee Strip - 642 acres S e e ER S Pl e
0 025 05Mies  |Created by: Water & Land Solutions
£ (g ¥ [ -] Date exported: 1/23/2026




wVina Subba?‘Si___l]_,-

Infrastructure Needs

9 new or upgraded lift pumps

12 new meters

Pipe through Cottonwood Creek levee

» Significant permitting: 18 months, $215,000

y |
. Butte Su?basm 1

$5M+ in construction costs | s LIS
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Cost Estimates - Capital

* Preliminary capital costs per AF for infrastructure, including permitting, design, and construction

amortized over 10 years

Project/Site

Hamlin Slough
West Cherokee Strip
East Cherokee Strip
TOTAL

Total Estimated
Construction Cost

$749,000

$3,298,000
$1,091,000
$5,067,200

Acre-feet (7 $/AF
in 10 yrs)

15,687 $ 47.75
17,395 $ 174.60
15,708 $ 56.82

48,790 $ 10531



Cost Estimates - Water Cost

* To be determined by water supplier and project implementer
«  WCWD: likely higher than current out of district fee of $14/AF
« Additional wheeling charge for Hamlin Slough project
* Table A: $106.60/AF or $176/AF
« Additional wheeling charges from WCWD and private landowners

« O&M: $51/AF




Total Cost Benefit

Table A* Costs per Acre-foot

Property Total AF/yr Water Rate o&M' Capital Total Cost
Hamlin Slough” 2,240 $ 14155 $ - $ 4775 $ 189.30
West Cherokee Strip 2,485 $ 14155 $ 204.00 $ 174.60 $ 520.15
East Cherokee Strip 2,244 $ 14155 $ 102.00 $ 56.82 $ 300.37

*|f public funding were secured for capital costs, total costs would be reduced to:
 $141.55/AF/year for the Hamlin Slough projects,
« $345.55/AF/year for the West Cherokee Strip projects, and
« $243.55/AF/year for the East Cherokee Strip properties




South Vina Extension Recommendations

1. Define project implementer

2. Pursue grant funding to reduce capital costs and improve financial feasibility

Initiate permitting early

Determine water rates to determine funding needs and project strategy

Develop financial incentives for landowner participation as needed




Scale: 1:150,000
125 2.5 Miles

Ridge to Valley

1,500 - 3,500 acre-feet (AF)

‘ &= pyryott-Phelan Canal 3 vina subbasin Ridge to Valley
[ 4 &= prigrity Area P23 paradise Irrigation District
=1 @ Adams Diversion Dam Spatial Reference: NAD 1983
« | @ Parott-Phelan Diversion CA State Plane Zone |
i Created by: Water & Land Solutions
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Infrastructure Needs

 Conveyance - existing natural infrastructure
* Diversions - no additional

* Delivery to farm - no additional

* On-farm improvements

* For option A, up to 3 pump stations with filters, etc needed to create a dual source system
for walnuts

* For option B, no additional improvements needed to flood irrigate rice




Transfer Process

e SWRCB - temporary v long-term transfer

* Court Approval for amendments for Butte Creek adjudication

 CEQA Review

§



Cost Estimates - Upfront Costs

* On-Farm Improvements - Option A

Total Total AF Annual Capital
Capital ($/AF)

A-1 $202,300 700 $35

A-2 $134,867 400 $41

A-3 $110,977 300 $45

TOTAL $448,144 1,400 $40

 On-Farm Improvements - Option B

N/A




Cost Estimates - Water Costs

Seller Buyer/Leasee
Glenn Colusa Sutter Mutual Water
 Cost of water - TBD by PID Board :;:‘j‘:lf:" Company
Butte County Del Oro Water
. . . Company/Cal Water-
* Median price here is $297.50/AF, el
Butte County Palmdale Water
rounded to $300/AF District/Westside
Districts
* Additional cost for legal expenses & CEQA  YubaCounty  Healthy Riverand
Water Agency Landscape Program
° i i . South Sutter Woodland-Davis
Optlon A Whee“ng cost: $25/AF Water District Clean Water
Authority
Butte Water Santa Clara Valley
District Water District
Western Canal Metropolitan Water
Water District District of Southern

California

$/AF

$55.07

$106.70

$176.40

$290

$550

$650+

$600

Amount
(AF)
20,000

668

24,000

41,000

2,000

21,000

Upto
26,400

Year

2024

2025

2025

2025 -

2033

2024-25

2025

2025

Location

North-of-
Delta

North-of-
Delta

South-of-
Delta

In-Delta

North-of-
Delta

South-of-
Delta
South-of-
Delta



Total Cost Benefit

PID* Total Costs per Acre-foot

Property Total AF/yr Water Rate o&mM” Capital* Total Cost
A 1,400 $ 300.00 $ 86.07 $ 39.05 $ 42512
B 3,500 $ 300.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 300.00

* Funding options:

* On-farm improvements: State, Federal, local, private

* Could reduce total costs to $386.07/AF/year for Option A

» Cost of Water: private and local




Ridge to Valley Recommendations

1. Adopt a Phased Approach:

Phase 1: 1,500 AF to Option B for three years, with temporary annual transfers

Phase 2: Up to 3,500 AF with a long-term multi-year transfer

2. Cost Share

3. Option B is most cost effective and most easily implementable, but there may be other benefits to Option A

4. Consider further exploration of groundwater level benefits of the two project areas potentially using the Butte
Basin Groundwater Model to evaluate effects on groundwater levels.




Thank you

Maddie Munson
mmunson@waterandlandsolutions.com




Groundwater Sustainability Implications

Lowering  Reduction  Seawater  Degraded Land Surface Water
GW Levels of Storage  Intrusion  Quality  Subsidence Depletion

GSP showed downward trend in groundwater levels

Groundwater levels are a 2022 GSP proxy for storage, subsidence, and interconnected
surface waters

No known in-elastic subsidence

GSP tracks high calcium, high nitrates and total dissolved solids in the Chico area.

Seawater intrusion not relevant to Vina










Framework Report was outcome of Inter-basin

NSVIBC Framework Coordination during Plan Development
Report identified 5 (2020_2021 )

Elements/Pillars for

Implementation of IBC

Inter-basin Coordination Framework with 5 Pillars
Coordination occurs across
multiple time horizons and at

Coordination

) ] on Mutually Coordinated Issue
different levels of geograpth Information Joint Analysis Beneficial Communication Resolution
scale Sharing & Evaluation Activities & Outreach Process

Website: https://www.buttecounty.net/1234/Inter-Basin-Coordination
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Project Deliverables

O

e Documents all available on project webpage:

https://www.vinagsa.org/inter-basin-coordination-analysis-and-modeling-project-
implemented-by-butte-county

Includes Tech Memos and Webinar Recording/Slides for both:
e North Sacramento River Corridor Results of GSP Evaluation

¢ Inter-Basin Boundary Flows and Water Budget Results
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Tech Memo Highlights for
Sacramento River Corridor

Butte County




North Sacramento River Corridor — Overarching Observations

.

«  The Tehama County Subbasins (Los Molinos, Red Bluff,
Corning) have very similar methods and approaches to setting
Sustainable Management Criteria, especially after the
incomplete GSP revisions were submitted

«  Butte and Colusa Subbasins also have commonalities, for
example on setting water quality SMC, and seem to have
coordinated during GSP development

«  Corning and Colusa Subbasins also coordinated during GSP
development, this is evident through setting the same
subsidence Measurable Objective

Vina Subbasin has different Sustainable Management Criteria
values and approaches throughout — this Subbasin may warrant
additional coordination with its neighbors during GSP Periodic
Evaluation development
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Land Subsidence — Summary Observations

Minimum Undesirable Measurable
° Colusa is the onIy Subbasin with Thresholds Results Objective

measurable subsidence GWL Used GWL Used GWL Used

L . . Vina P P P
* Vinais the only Subbasin using sy as Proxy as Proxy
groundwater levels as a proxy — did

"ot use a speci fic subsidence 0.5 ft. over a 5-year period 25% of monitoring locations fall 0.25 ft over
IS€ Butte below MT S-yr period
monitoring network
. Butte. Red Bluff. Los Molinos and e T 0.5 ft. over a 5-year period 0.5 feet over a 5-year period 1 ft over 20
ed Blu
y ’ years
Corning have the same MTs, but
different MOs (goals) and URs P 0.5 ft. over a 5-year period 0.5 feet over a 5-year period 1 ftyc;\;e;; 20
°  Subbasins to the west of the . .
S3 cram ento River ( eg. Red B|Uff, Corning 0.5 ft. over a 5-year period 0.5 feet over a 5-year period 0 ft/yr
Corning, Colusa) are a focus area to
avoid subsidence in the future due to Tc())tjlfot/fZ ft. in 1m2,1c6r >(2) 1;t.f’t[;)tal subsiden1cg in 1tm2 , O 0 ftlyr
i >0.1 ftlyear across >0.1 ftlyear across 10 contiguous
Iowerlng of groundwater levels Colnsd contiguous square miles for 2 PLSS sections for 2 years
consecutive years
P DWR is taking a very strict and prescriptive approach to subsidence with the BMP coming out this year
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Recommendations for Further Coordination

Review monitoring networks along shared boundaries to identify possible data gaps,
coordination to fill gaps, and ensure adequate monitoring for boundary conditions

* Increase communication between GSAs where differences in SMC at boundaries may have
potential impacts on neighboring subbasins

« Review RCAs received on approved GSPs for similar topics, and coordinate on approach

All subbasins have RCAs on groundwater levels, land subsidence and interconnected
surface water

Butte and Vina Subbasins are asked to evaluate groundwater level MT impacts on beneficial users and
look at effects on other SMC

>
% »  Butte County Subbasins need to review their subsidence monitoring approach and revise SMC
@

Interconnected surface water characterization and SMC: consider a regional approach within the North
Sacramento River Corridor following the release of guidance by DWR in late 2025, especially as it relates
to the Sacramento River

&
MONTGOMERY
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Recommendations for Further Coordination

Subbasin coordination with Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program and CV-SALTS
@ to improve water quality monitoring and data collection

 Coordination on groundwater quality SMC approach due to differences in
salinity metrics used

&
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Extra Slides
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Importance of Inter-basin Coordination

Interconnection means we cannot
work in isolation

° Subbasins are hydrologically interconnected
—> water management decisions and actions in
subbasins (i.e., groundwater pumping and
processes affecting recharge) could influence
aquifer conditions.

* Local control, with shared understanding and
lines of communication across boundaries will be
important for achieving sustainability in each
subbasin.

*  Opportunity to learn from each other, and
collaborate on shared approaches when it makes
sense to do so.

J‘ /4 MONTGOMERY
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DWR is Required to Review Potential
Impacts on Adjacent Basins

Subbasins will soon begin work on Periodic Evaluations
which require:

o Describe relevant inter-basin coordination efforts.

*  Discuss how the proposed management of the Basin
(including minimum thresholds and measurable
gquctives) aligns with the management of adjacent

asins.

*  Describe potential impacts from adjacent basins and/or
to adjacent basins due to Plan implementation.

°  Assess whether Plan implementation is affecting the
abililty of an adjacent basin to achieve its sustainability
goal.

Results from this project can support these efforts




Summary of Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs) — Key Themes

crnavotr | ot QS| o uhy | g | Moo
Levels SMC [Subsidence SMC SMC SMC g Networks Acgons

1. Vina 1. Vina 1. Vina 1. Vina . Vina . Corning . Los Molinos 1. Corning
2. Butte 2. Butte 2. Butte 2. Corning 2. Corning 2. Los Molinos 2. Colusa 2. Colusa
3. Corning 3. Corning 3. Corning 3. Los Molinos 3. Colusa 3. Red Bluff 3. Red Bluff 3. Red Bluff
4. LosMolinos 4. LosMolinos 4. LosMolinos 4. Colusa 4. Red Bluff

5. Colusa 5. Colusa 5. Colusa 9. Red Bluff

6. Red Bluff 6. Red Bluff 6. Red Bluff

~ATA

All Subbasins have RCAs on groundwater levels, land subsidence and interconnected surface water — this is the chance
to coordinate to ensure Periodic Evaluations show regional collaboration to reach sustainability
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	Water Year 2025 (October 2024 - September 2025)
	ANNUAL STATUS OF THE VINA SUBBASIN
	Status of Groundwater in Our Community
	Each year the GSAs must provide an Annual Report to comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), and provide a snapshot of groundwater conditions from the previous water year (Oct. 1 - Sept. 30). The Annual Report tracks the subbasin’s progress towards meeting defined sustainability goals and provides a status update on project implementation.
	2025 - An Above Normal Water Year
	vinagsa@gmail.com | vinagsa.org


	WATER USE IN THE SUBBASIN
	2025 Water Use by Type
	Groundwater 91%
	The majority of residents within the subbasin use groundwater for irrigation, drinking water and commercial needs, although some areas depend on surface water for irrigation.
	Groundwater in the subbasin is primarily used for irrigation, followed by the municipal sector (Cal Water - Chico and the Durham Irrigation District). A small percentage is also used by the rural residential sector representing those with private wells. Since the first annual report developed for the 2020 Water Year, this trend has remained consistent.
	Surface water supplies, such as those from Butte Creek, are primarily used for irrigation when accessible. Maintaining or expanding access to surface water supplies is crucial for preserving the subbasin's sustainability.
	Total: 287,400 acre feet
	Surface Water 9%


	2021 - 2025  Groundwater vs. Surface Water Use
	268
	279
	242
	243
	262
	Thousand Acre Feet

	Total Groundwater Use Total groundwater use within the subbasin was estimated to be about 262 thousand acre-feet (TAF) in 2025, a little higher than the historical 25-year average of 245 TAF. The total annual groundwater extraction volumes were estimated using the water use analysis approach based on land use, described in detail in the report. The remaining volumes were estimated using pumping reports where available.
	Groundwater
	Surface Water


	2025 Groundwater Use by Sector
	Agriculture 92%
	Municipal  7%
	Rural  Residential  1%
	Groundwater Levels Groundwater levels are measured in 17 wells throughout the subbasin at the representative monitoring sites (RMS).
	Overall RMS groundwater levels were approximately 3 feet higher in the spring of 2025 compared to spring of 2024 and exceeded their measurable objectives in spring of 2025. All spring groundwater levels in the RMS wells were well above their measurable objectives. Across both spring and fall, all RMS wells had water levels well above their minimum thresholds.  In fall 2025, groundwater levels at the RMS were, on average, 11 feet above their historical fall lows.
	Groundwater levels in the Vina Subbasin have generally shown a declining trend over the past 21 years, particularly in and around Chico and Durham where wells have recorded declines of 18 to 35 feet during this period. The GSA is taking steps to address this issue, as detailed in the GSP implementation section of this report.
	Observations indicate that groundwater conditions are on track to meet the first 5-year interim milestones set for 2027.The above average conditions and availability of surface water supplies in 2025 contributed to increased groundwater levels across much of the subbasin compared to 2020 - 2022, driven by enhanced natural recharge, reliable surface water availability, and reduced groundwater extractions.


	Did you know?
	One acre-foot of water is approximately 326,000 gallons, or enough to meet the annual consumption of two families of four in Butte County.
	Groundwater Storage The changing amount of groundwater stored in the subbasin over time is estimated based on changes in groundwater levels. As groundwater levels fluctuate, the volume of groundwater stored in the subbasin changes accordingly. Over the past 10 years, there has been an average increase of approximately 11 TAF (thousand acre-feet) per year.
	In 2025, it is estimated that groundwater storage increased by about 44 TAF. Historically, wet water years have resulted in an average increase of 73 TAF, while critically dry water years have seen an average decline of about 65 TAF.
	Depletion from Creeks, Streams and Other Surface Water Determining if, when and where groundwater pumping depletes creeks, streams, and other surface water, also referred to as interconnected surface water is highly complex. The GSAs collaborated with scientists to develop a proxy for monitoring the depletion of interconnected surface water demand found no exceedances of minimum thresholds in Water Year 2025. The GSA is on track to meet the first five-year Interim. Milestones set
	for 2027 and avoid undesirable results for these criteria. Ongoing and planned activities aim to address data and information gaps related to this indicator as part of the sustainability plan's implementation.
	Groundwater Quality  The GSA monitors the basin's salinity by measuring specific conductivity (SC) to assess whether GSA projects or groundwater pumping are impacting water quality. Groundwater is tested annually in monitoring wells to compare SC concentrations against the measurable objectives and minimum thresholds established in the GSP. The GSA considers groundwater quality to be degrading if SC levels in two wells exceed the
	minimum thresholds for two consecutive non-dry years. In Water Year 2025, there were no exceedances of the minimum thresholds for water quality.
	Subsidence  Land subsidence (i.e., negative vertical land displacement) is generally tied to, though not exclusively caused by groundwater level decline. There have been no indications of inelastic subsidence in the Vina Subbasin.
	Water Year 2025

	GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY  PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
	The Vina Subbasin is in compliance with SGMA and on track to meet 2027 interim milestones.
	The Groundwater Sustainability Plan was submitted to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) in 2022. In July 2023, the GSP was approved by DWR, which included five key recommended corrective actions. The GSA received funding from the state to begin implementing projects outlined in the plan to address these corrective actions effectively through the Periodic Evaluation of the GSP, which is due in January 2027.

	Project Spotlight - Long-term Funding
	The GSA initially adopted a uniform acreage-based fee to fund SGMA compliance and operations, with plans to conduct a new fee study to better reflect the diversity of groundwater users. The study began in the previous water year, and in WY 2025 the GSA adopted a two-part SGMA fee for implementation in fiscal year 2025–26.



	$5.5 M
	In 2024, the GSA launched SGM implementation grant-funded projects to advance groundwater sustainability. Ongoing projects include:
	awarded by DWR
	Outreach Program
	Demand Reduction Strategies
	Lindo Channel Recharge Feasibility
	Long-Term Fee Study Project
	Inter-basin Coordination Analysis and Modeling
	Water Supply and Recharge Project
	Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Updates, Data Gaps, & Monitoring Network Enhancements

	More Information
	The complete 2025 Vina Subbasin Annual Report is available at www.vinagsa.org
	To access the data, scan or visit wdl.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary

	Ongoing activities of the GSA
	Communications and Stakeholder Engagement
	Holding public GSA Board, Advisory Committee and community meetings
	Ongoing intra- and inter-basin coordination

	Monitoring and Reporting
	Annual reporting of subbasin conditions and submission to DWR as required by SGMA
	Monitoring and recording groundwater level and groundwater quality measurements
	Maintaining and updating the Data Management System (DMS) with newly collected data




	Item 5_PMA Packet_03.25.2026 Final.pdf
	00 Item 5_Staff Report PMAs_SHAC 03.25.2026_Final
	Attachment 1_PE Annotated Outline_Section 4
	4 STATUS OF PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

	Attachment 2_GSP Chapter 5
	Attachment 3_PMA Module_Example
	Attachment 4_PMA Slide Presentation

	Item 6.1_Enhanced Recharge in Lindo Channel Recap.pdf
	SGM Grant Funded  Project Recap Presentations
	Slide Number 2
	Grant Projects�2024-2026 
	Grant Funded Projects
	Slide Number 5
	Agenda
	Lindo Channel Recharge Feasibility��Overview
	Slide Number 8
	Scope of Work
	Physical Setting
	Field Programs
	Infiltration Tests
	Flow Rates
	Continuous Water Levels
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Water Quality
	FLOW MODELING
	Approach
	Flood flow frequency analysis
	2D flow split modeling
	Lindo Channel 2D flow split model
	Flow split model Hydrographs
	1D Lindo Channel modeling
	Infiltration calculations
	Results – 2-year, as-built
	Results – 2-year, existing
	Results – 2-year, existing vs. as-built
	Takeways
	Next Steps

	Item 6.2_Demand Reduction Strategies Project Recap.pdf
	Demand Reduction Strategies
	Cooperators
	Demand Reduction Strategies - Background
	Project Approach
	Spatial Data for Pilot Studies - ET
	Spatial Data
	Spatial Data
	Spatial Data
	Extend Orchard Replacement:�Pilot Study Questions
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Precision Irrigation:�Pilot Study Questions
	Slide Number 24
	Precision Irrigation:�Analysis
	Precision Irrigation:�Analysis
	Precision Irrigation:�Technical Bulletins 
	Precision Irrigation:�Key Findings
	Precision Irrigation:�Key Findings
	Precision Irrigation:�Key Findings
	Precision Irrigation:�Key Findings
	Precision Irrigation:�Key Findings
	Precision Irrigation:�Key Findings
	Precision Irrigation:�Recommendations
	Precision Irrigation:�Recommendations
	Precision Irrigation:�Recommendations
	Precision Irrigation:�Recommendations
	Demand Reduction Strategies

	Item 6.3_Surface Water Supplies Feasibility Study Recap.pdf
	Vina Subbasin �Surface Water Supply Feasibility Analysis
	Project Background
	Final Project Options
	Project Benefits
	South Vina Extension
	Infrastructure Needs
	Cost Estimates – Capital
	Cost Estimates – Water Cost
	Total Cost Benefit
	South Vina Extension Recommendations 
	Ridge to Valley
	Infrastructure Needs
	Transfer Process
	Cost Estimates – Upfront Costs
	Cost Estimates – Water Costs
	Total Cost Benefit
	Ridge to Valley Recommendations
	Thank you
	Groundwater Sustainability Implications

	Item 6.4_Interbasin Coordination Analysis Recap.pdf
	Slide Number 1
	Subbasins in the Northern Sacramento Valley (NSV)
	NSV IBC Framework Report identified 5�Elements/Pillars for Implementation of IBC
	Slide Number 4
	Inter-Basin Coordination Analysis & Modeling
	Project Deliverables
	Slide Number 7
	North Sacramento River Corridor – Overarching Observations
	Groundwater Levels - Observations:�Minimum Thresholds
	Groundwater Levels - Observations:�2027 Interim Milestones
	Land Subsidence – Summary Observations
	Recommendations for Further Coordination 
	Recommendations for Further Coordination 
	Extra Slides
	Importance of Inter-basin Coordination 
	Summary of Recommended Corrective Actions (RCAs) – Key Themes




