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VINA GSA SHAC Meeting

Fee Study

November 20, 2024

Meeting Objectives

* Present and Discuss
* Fee Study Timeline, Goals & Methodology
* Outreach Efforts and Findings
* Data
* Budget Projections
* Fee Structure Options

* Obtain Input from SHAC for the December 11t Board meeting on
outreach ideas, the budget, and fee structure options
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Fee Study Timeline

June —

December

September 2024
2024 Board
Stakeholder Direction on " August 2025
Input & Fee Structure April 2025 Tax Rolls
Board & SGMA Fee Public Submitted to
Meeting Type Workshop(s) County
October - January - May - June
November March 2025 2025
2024 Present Draft Board Adopt
Survey Fee Study to Final Fee
Rollout Board Study & Fee

SHAC Input Resolution

Fee Study Goals
1. Establish a fee that considers the diverse groundwater users and
land uses within the GSA’s boundaries

2. Examine all fee setting options allowable under SGMA that are legally
defensible

3. Secure a fee structure that generates a sufficient, stable revenue
stream based on best available data and developed information

4. Secure a fee structure adopted with maximum buy-in from fee
payors

5. Demonstrate due diligence to incorporate input and knowledge
received during the outreach process into the fee-setting process
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Methodology to Build a Fee

Fee structure must be based on:

¢ Reasonable relationship
Best between the charge and
Customer benefit received

Available
Input

Data ¢ Resources capabilities of the

GSA to implement the fee

Outreach Efforts & Findings

Completed June 2024-November 2024
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Community Outreach and Education

* Stakeholder Meetings @
* Cal Water -
* Tuscan Water District .« | A
2 about factors that should be considered
° Ra ngeland & Agricultu re . - L gt Y while deve\optmg a fee structure.
Representatives : :
* Domestic Well Owner ot

Representatives

* Domestic Well Owners
Workshops

* Online Survey
* Fact Sheet

GSA Staff-Led Meetings

* Butte County Farm Bureau

* Butte County Resource Conservation District
* Butte County Agricultural Commissioner

* Butte College

* Water Commission

* Durham Irrigation District

* Rock Creek Reclamation District
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Stakeholder Meetings — Key Points Heard

Domestic Well Owners (DWOs) Rangeland & Agriculture

* Per acre charge has significant negative financial impact; pay

“I feel if we are not paying, we are not part of '
per acre but profits are not based on per-acre water use.

the process. We should pay something.”
« More concerned about drilling new well than * Rangeland “preserves the scenic value of land”; provides
paying a small fee to protect groundwater groundwater recharge.
availability. * Fee should demonstrate a benefit; it does not for rangeland.

* Think di minimis users should pay. * Range/Ag combo users agree they should be charged on
« State-mandated — everyone should pay for irrigated ag acreage, even if that increases the overall fee

GSA “administrative” fee. amount to them.

« Residential may have small orchards/crops *Want to be included in development of a restructured fee.

and have more than one well. calwWater

* Protect water quality and quantity. * Uses 100% groundwater to serve 33,000+ connections, none
* Requested workshops with DWOs. are agriculture.

* Largest Customers: Mobile home parks, Mission Linen, Schools,
CARD, Sierra Nevada (also has own wells), Silver Dollar
* Don’t want confusion between GSA fee and Fairgrounds.

TWD new fee * Prefers charge placed on tax roll. H A N S F O R D

9 ECONOMIC CONSULTING

Tuscan Water District

Domestic Well Owner Workshops
October 1 in Durham and October 2 in Chico

Perceived Benefits of GSA

* Ability to use well in future years
* Support community vitality
* Sustained water table for all to use

32 Public attendees in addition to GSA-affiliated attendees




Workshops Activity

Voting Exercise — Six questions with a YES or NO column

Differentiating by Purpose of Water Use: Should the fee Agriculture Water Consumption: Should the fee for
structure account for differences in water use by Agriculture agricultural water users differentiate for quantity of water
and Municipal Users? used by different crops?

1 ECONOMIC CONSULTING

Domestic Well Owner Workshops Key Findings

* Wanted reassurance private wells “di minimis users” will not be metered
* Fee amount not currently a concern and generally feel they should be paying

* Fee based on cost per acre without considering use is flawed. Ex. 2-acre parcel can
be fully watered. A 25-acre parcel on a non-irrigated cliff pays more.

* Want to see an equitable balance b/t agriculture/commercial and domestic users’
consumption in the fee structure

* Interested in a fee based on land use type

* Generally supportive of a base fee in the structure and having all properties
(including tax exempt properties) pay

* Parcel fee is not equitable for every parcel to pay the same amount per year per

arcel
° HANSFORD

12 ECONOMIC CONSULTING

11/19/2024



11/19/2024

Online Survey

* Vina GSA e-mail list, website and

ety 2 socials
take the 5-minute survey or go = 9 . . .
to bit y/FeeStudySurvey. = * Direct mail to agriculture, rangeland

and domestic well owner parcels

Vina GSA is developing a new

Participate in a

short online survey!

P ———— * Durham Irrigation District Bill inserts
GSA that receive a property tax bil. The GSA's current

annual budget (2024/2025) is sbout $450,000 1o fund
essential operating expenses, support staffing. and fund
studies that improve the understanding of the Vina
groundwater basin The budget 3130 SUDDOTts
‘moniioring activities, the preparation of annual reports.
and penodic evakiations. as required by SGMA

il * Butte County Farm Bureau e-mail list

The current 202412025 annual fee is §2.53 per acre
Itis collected on behalf of the Vina GSA by the
Butts County Assessor's Office with property tax
bills

,

The Vina GSA is reevakuating fs fee structure and is

» Butte County Water & Resource
Conservation Socials

* Chico ER Nov. 14, Nov. 24, Nov. 28
* Business cards

i

C]
Y,

s HE

HANSFORD
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Sample Opinions Based on Open-ended
Survey Comments Provided to Date

* Keep the overall GSA budget to a minimum for non-grant funded
actions.

* Quantity of groundwater used by a parcel should be a substantial
consideration.

* Those who use the greatest amounts of groundwater should be
charged accordingly.

* Parcels that do not use groundwater/non-irrigators should not pay a
fee.

» Determine fees by usage/extraction.

HANSFORD

14 ECONOMIC CONSULTING
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SHAC INPUT

Any input for additional outreach?

Data All Data shown is DRAFT

Developed September - November 2024
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Vina GSA Beneficiaries (Acreage)

Commercial/ Industrial/ Other/
6%

Rangeland/Dry
Farming
28%

Residential
18%

Agriculture
48%

Online Survey Findings (as of 11/18/24)

Who responded? 94 Responders Were the responders aware of the
73% Residential were Domestic Well Owners

current fee?
About 40% of DWOs NOT Concerned about water supply

Agricultural
Residential, 2

49 Environmental,
y 6

" Non-Res/Commercial,

s = YES = NO
RangtLland, 10

HANSFORD
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Online Survey Findings (as of 11/18/24)

Do you agree or disagree that, unless Should all properties pay a base fee for the
exempt by law, all properties should pay =~ management of groundwater in the Vina subbasin
a fee? as prescribed by the State?

All 10 Rangeland respondents said No
Ag & Rangeland combined 57% Yes

m AGREE = DISAGREE
m YES = NO RD

19 ECONOMIC CONSULTING

Online Survey Findings (as of 11/18/24)

Should the fee structure account for quantity
of groundwater usage by Agricultural and
Domestic users?

Should a minimum parcel fee be included
in the fee structure?

= YES = NO = YES = NO

HANSFORD
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10



Online Survey Findings (as of 11/18/2024)

Should the fee for Domestic users Should the fee for agriculture groundwater
differentiate for quantity of groundwater users differentiate for quantity of
used by Residential, Commercial, Industrial groundwater used by different crops?
o 5
and Institutional users? Ag & Rangeland Only - 41% Agree

Non-Ag & Rangeland Only - 76% Agree

2

n YES = NO m YES = NO

HANSFORD

ECONOMIC CONSULTING

21

11/19/2024

Land Use Definitions

Agricultural Growing crops and golf course

Rangeland Used for cattle grazing; property structural improvements
<$100,000 *

Developed Residential or commercial is the primary use of the parcel, must
have structural improvements at least $100,000 *

Vacant Useable, but undeveloped; property is unlikely to be using
groundwater

* Value can be altered.

HANSFORD
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Key Data — Land
All data shown is rounded, DRAFT, and is subject to change

) Excludes Rock Creek RD GSA and
Land Item TaxRoll Hand Bill Total SGMA-exempt (Federal) parcels

ACRES [1] With a Base Fee structure, all acres

Total Useable Vina GSAAcres [1] 162,321 9,312 171,633 would pay the Part 1 Fee.
[2] Acreage only paying the Part 1 Fee

Rangeland & Vacant Land [2] 71 ,01 9 8,535 79,554 with a Base Fee Structure.
[3] A bject to the Part 2 F ith
Developed [3] 19,908 94 20,002  [3]Acreagesubject tothe Part2 Fee wi
Agriculture [3] 71 ,394 683 72,077 [4] Ricg acreage used as proxy. The fee
Est. Surface Water Fields ~ [4] 4,600 4800 oo an spped o remove
Net Agriculture Acres 66,794 66,794 acreage charged upon evidence of surface

diversion every year.

HANSFORD
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SHAC INPUT

Any input on additional data for consideration?

HANSFORD

24 ECONOMIC CONSULTING
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Budget Projection

Developed October - November 2024

GSA
DRAFT

25

Operations Category FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030

Budget Yr1 Yr2 Yr3 Yrd Yr5
inflation --> 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%

Administration GSA Staff
Biennial Audit $15,000 $10,400 $10,820 $11,250 $11,700 $12,170 H H
Financial Services $7,000 $7,280 $7,580 $7,880 $8,190 $8,520 PrOJECtlon Of
Legal Services $25000 $26,000 $27,040 $28130  $20,250  $30,420 Annual Costs
Program Manager $110,000 $114,400 $118,980 $123,740 $128,690 $133,840
Office Expenses $6,000 $16,640 $17,310 $18,000 $18,720 $19,470 PIUS 10%
Professional Services $50,000 $52,000 $54,080 $56,250 $58,500 $60,840 )

Legal Defense Reserve $160,000 $104,000 $108,160 $112,490 $116,990  $121,670 contingency
County Tax Roll Fee Support $9,000 $9,360 $9,740 $10,130 $10,530 $10,950
Subtotal Administration $382,000 $340,080 $353,710 $367,870 $382,570 $397,880
Admin. with 10% Contingency $374,090 $389,090 $404,660 $420,830 $437,670

SGMA Compliance
Annual Reporting $1,850 $41,600 $43,270 $45,000 $46,800 $48,670
Monitoring $0 $52,000 $102,760 $106,870 $111,140 $115,590
Periodic Evaluations $0 $52,000 $54,080 $56,250 $58,500 $60,840
Surface-GW Modeling $0 $41,600 $43,270 $45,000 $46,800 $48,670
GSA Coordination & Outreach $0  $31,200 $32,450 $33,750 $35,100 $36,500
Data Management System Maint. $0 $15,600 $16,230 $16,880 $17,550 $18,250
Long Term Financing Planning $87,000 $20,800 $21,640 $22,500 $23,400 $24,340
Grant Procurement $0 $15,600 $16,230 $16,880 $17,550 $18,250
Subtotal SGMA Compliance $88,850 $270,400 $329,930 $343,130 $356,840 $371,110
SGMA Compliance with 10% Contingency $297,440 $362,930 $377,450 $392,530 $408,230

Total Operations Budget $470,850 $610,480 $683,640 $711,000 $739,410 $768,990

Fee Setting Budget (includes contingenc  $470,850 $671,530 $752,020 $782,110 $813,360 $845,900

Annual Percentage Increase 42.6% 12.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%

26
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Reasons for Increased Budget Projection from
2023 Fee Study Budget Projection

* SGMA grant funds expire in 2026, no longer covering compliance costs,
shifting expenses directly to the GSA

* As we are further into the projects, realistic costs became more
apparent

* Operational experience highlights higher costs for running the GSA,
including:
* Increased need for professional services
* Higher legal fees than initially anticipated

* Budget adjustments ensure accurate reflection of true costs and
support effective groundwater management

27
Avg. Annual Annual Annual PV
Cost Next Present with 10%
Operations Cost Category Five Yrs Value (PV) Contingency
Discount Factor
Administration 2024 $ 4%
Biennial Audit $11,268 $10,033 $11,100 Present Value of 5-year
Financial Services $7,890 $7,025 $7,800 . .
Legal Services $28,168 $25,080 $27,600 PrOJECtlon Of GSA COStS
Program Manager $123,930 $110,343 $121,400
Office Expenses $18,028 $16,051 $17,700 + PrUdent Reserve
Professional Services $56,334 $50,158 $55,200
Legal Defense Reserve $112,662 $100,310 $110,400
County Tax Roll Fee Support $10,142 $9,030 $10,000
Subtotal Administration $361,200
SGMA Compliance
Annual Reporting $45,068 $40,127 $44,200
Monitoring $97,672 $86,964 $95,700
Periodic Evaluations $56,334 $50,158 $55,200
Surface-GW Modeling $45,068 $40,127 $44,200
GSA Coordination & Outreach $33,800 $30,094 $33,200
Data Management System Maint. $16,902 $15,049 $16,600
Long Term Financing Planning $22,536 $20,065 $22,100
Grant Procurement $16,902 $15,049 $16,600
Subtotal SGMA Compliance $327,800
Prudent Reserves $20,000
Total Operations Budget $709,000

28
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Projected Cash Flow

Revenues and Fiscal Year Ending
Expenses FY2025 FY2026 FY2027 FY2028 FY2029 FY 2030 Fee collections allow
Financial Health Criteria Vina GSA to pay
Target Reserves 25% of Costs ~ no no no no no yes antici pated costs and
Gross Revenues Ratio 1.2 no no no yes yes yes

meet two financial

mmm Ending Cash —«~ Target Reserves (3 months costs) criteria gradually over
5 years

$200,000

$150,000

$100,000
$50,000 I
$0 —

FY2025  FY2026  FY2027  FY2028  FY2020  FY2030 H A N S ’: O R D

Comparison 2023 & 2025 Budget Projections
| 2023FeeStudy | 2025FeeStudy |

Next 5 years average annual cost with

. $510,000 $773,000
contingency

10% Admin, 8%

Contingency in projection SGMA compliance 10%
Recommended annual cost for $540,000 $709,000
fee-setting All 5 years with annual inflator tied to index
FY 26 Estimated Costs $486,000 $672,000

FY 26 Fee — NO change to fee structure $3.09 per acre $4.13 per acre

HANSFORD
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SHAC INPUT

Any input on the budget for purpose of fee-setting?

Fee Structure Options

Developed November 2024

16



11/19/2024

Fee Structure Options

Does it Work

Fee Type . Why?
yp for Vina GSA? v
Wellhead NO Insufficient data on location of wells
. Insufficient recording of extraction; estimation would be based
Extraction NO . -
on many assumptions — potential legal challenge
Parcel POSSIBLY Migh‘t use for a minimum fee; might be used for properties not
growing a crop
Acreage VES Current structure & simple to administer — use Assessor data
g unless not available (use GIS if not)
About 31,550 connections in GSA; Cal Water serves 96%; works
Water System ! ’ ’
C ty NO well for Cal Water but administratively difficult for other
onnection systems — could do if don’t charge domestic well parcels
Hybrid YES Can have a combination of Acreage & Parcel Fees

33 ECONOMIC CONSULTING

Decision Points

Charge All Parcels / Only Tax Roll Parcels
* Parcels not on tax roll mostly governmental
* Can hand bill parcels not on tax roll; adds administrative effort; many GSAs do this

Base Fee / No Base Fee
* Supported by Rangeland (about 28% of total acreage)
* Very little support from any other user group at this time

If have a Base Fee (Part 1 Fee)
* Part 1 Fee - All useable property pays for administrative operating costs
* Part 2 Fee — Pays for SGMA-Compliance costs
* Group 1— Agriculture
* Group 2 — Domestic
* Group 3 — Vacant (only pay Part 1 fee / no Part 2 fee)

HANSFORD

34 ECONOMIC CONSULTING
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Part 1 Fee Part 2 Fee Total FY26
Activity Admin. Ops.  SGMACosfs  (Base Year)
Biennial Audit $11,100 $11,100
Financial Services $7,800 $7,800
Legal Services $27,600 $27,600
Program Manager $121,400 $121,400
Office Expenses $17,700 $17,700
Professional Services $55,200 $55,200
Annual Reporting $44,200 $44,200
Monitoring $95,700 $95,700
Periodic Evaluations $55,200 $55,200
Surface-GW Modeling $44,200 $44,200
Grant Procurement $16,600 $16,600
Subtotal Cost Categories $240,800 $255,900 $496,700
Share of Subtotal Costs 48.5% 51.5%
Costs Split between Admin. Ops & SGMA Compliance
Legal Defense Reserve $53,520 $56,880 $110,400
County Tax Roll Fee Support $4,850 $5,150 $10,000
GSA Coordination & Outreach $16,100 $17,100 $33,200
Data Management System Maint $8,050 $8,550 $16,600
Long Term Financing Planning $10,710 $11,390 $22,100
Prudent Reserve $9,700 $10,300 $20,000
Subtotal Split Costs $102,930 $109,370 $212,300
Total $343,730  $365270  $709,000
Total (rounded up) $344,000 $366,000 $709,000

Cost Split

Part 1 / Part 2 Fees

35

Decision Points (cont’d)

Allocate Annual Costs between Agricultural and Domestic Users of GW

* No, continue with a uniform fee for SGMA compliance costs (Part 2 fee)

* Recognize the difference in extraction for different purposes
* Use the GSA annual reports to split annual costs between Agricultural and Domestic Users

Total Agriculture

Agricultural Municipal Domestic Groundwater as % of

WaterYear  Production [1] [2] Use Total
Acre-Feet

2021 242,400 23,280 2,300 267,980 90.5%
2022 253,800 22,300 2,600 278,700 91.1%
2023 218,600 21,900 1,500 242,000 90.3%
Total 3 Years 714,800 67,480 6,400 788,680 90.6%

[1] Cal Water and Durham Irrigation
District only.

[2] Includes all other public water

systems, small water systems, and
domestic wells.

36
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Decision Points (cont’d)

Minimum Parcel Fee
* Many parcels not paying anything (condominiums good example)
* Every useable parcel pays a minimum amount (for example 50 cents or $1)

Agricultural Fee Structure
* Uniform acreage fee for cropped acreage
* Different acreage fee for different types of crops

Domestic Fee Structure
* Uniform acreage fee for all parcels with Domestic use of water
* Different parcel fee for different types of Domestic uses

37

Decision Points (cont’d)

Agricultural Parcels Identification
* Land Use Codes based on majority use of parcel and can be (very) outdated
* Use GIS tool to be more precise

¢ Can use DWR Crop Mapping (2-year lag) to determine cropped acres
* Not much more administrative effort

Domestic Parcels Identification

* Only way is to use Land Use Codes used to group Domestic uses
* SF residential & condominiums
* Duplex, triplex, fourplex, multiplex
* MF residential
* Commercial & mobile home parks
* Manufacturing & industrial

38
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Example New Fee Structure — Part 1 Fee

Base Fee — |llustrative Only, DRAFT

Fee
Item

Parcel Fee Collection

TaxRoll Hand Bill

Total

Cost Allocation for Part 1 Fee
Per Acre Fee

Fee-Paying Acres

Fee Acres with error margin

162,321

5.0% 154,205
Fee per Acre per Year (All Acres)

$2.11

Fee per Acre per Year (TaxRoll Only)  $2.23

9,312
8,846
$2.11

$344,000

171,633
163,051
$2.11

39

Example New Fee Structure — Part 2 Fee

Item TaxRoll HandBill  Total
Total Part 2 Fee Cost $366,000
Group 1: Agricultural Users
Cost Allocation 91% $331,715
Agricultural Acres 66,794 683 67,477
Fee Acres with Error Margin 5% 63,454 649 64,103
AgFee per Acre per Year (all acres) $5.17
AgFee per Acre per Year (tax roll only) $5.23
Group 2: Domestic & Municipal Users
Cost Allocation 9% $34,285
Domestic & Municipal Acres 19,908 94 20,002
Fee Acres with Error Margin 5% 18,913 89 19,002
Municipal Fee per Acre per Year (all acres) $1.80
Municipal Fee per Acre per Year (tax roll only) $1.81

[llustrative Only,
DRAFT

40
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Example how Part 2 Domestic Fees might be

differentiated by Land Use lllustrative Only,

DRAFT

Estimated Avg. Est.
Gallonsper Connections Gallonsper EDU Factor Number Fee per
Municipal / Domestic Land Use Connection per Parcel Parcel PerParcel Parcels EDUs Parcel
a b c=a'b d=c/12,060 © f=d*e g=d*f
Single-Family Residential per month [1] 11 [1] Uses Cal Water data
SF Residential 12,060 1.00 12,060 1.00 24,816 24,816 $0.50 ’
SF Residential Large Lot 17,892 1.00 17,892 1.48 3,415 5,066 $0.74
Duplex 12,456 1.00 12,456 1.03 690 713 $0.52
Triplex 18,685 1.00 18,685 1.55 154 239 $0.77
Fourplex 24,913 1.00 24,913 2.07 323 667 $1.03
Miscellaneous Multiplex 12,060 1.34 16,197 1.34 1,291 1,734 $0.67
Condominium 12,060 1.00 12,060 1.00 904 904 $0.50
Subtotal Residential 34,139
Multi-Family Residential 74,239 3.95 293,134 24.31 532 12,931 $12.16
Non-Residential
Manufacturing & Industrial 74,574 1.61 120,181 9.97 564 5,620 $4.98
Mobile Home Parks & Commercial 48,275 1.61 77,734 6.45 2,460 15,856 $3.22
Subtotal Non-Residential 21,476
Total Municipal & Domestic 68,546
Total Cost Allocation $34,285
Cost per EDU $0.50
41
Example Bill Impacts lllustrative Only, DRAFT
Parcel Current New Structure
FY26 Budget Size  Structure Part 1 Part 2 Fee Part1+ Minimum  Total Fee
$708,900 Acres Fee Fee Agriculture Domestic Part 2Fees $0.50 Fee Change
FeeperAcre  $4.13 $2.11 $5.17 $1.80
Agricultural Parcel
Growing 75 $309.82 $158.23 $388.10 $546.34
Homestead / No Crop 5 $20.65 $10.55 $10.55
Total Agricultural Parcel 80 $330.47 $168.78 $388.10 $556.88 $556.88  $226.41
Rangeland Parcel (cattle grazing) 80 $330.47  $168.78 $168.78 $168.78 ($161.69)
Condominium 0.07 $0.00 $0.15 $0.13 $0.27 yes $0.50 $0.50
Typical Home 0.25 $1.03 $0.53 $0.45 $0.98 $0.98 ($0.05)
Domestic Well Lot 2.29 $9.46 $4.83 $4.13 $8.96 $8.96 ($0.50)
42
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SHAC INPUT

Summarize input on decision points and structures to move forward
with for the Board

Contact Information

Technical Questions: Process & Management:
Catherine Hansford Dillon Raney
(530) 412-3676 (530) 552-3589
catherine@hansfordecon.com draney@buttecounty.net

Outreach:
Schaelene Rollins
(916) 397-1915
rollinsprconsulting@gmail.com

22



