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Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency Board 
Meeting Agenda 

Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2025 

Time: 5:30 PM 

Location: Chico City Council Chamber, 421 Main Street, Chico CA 

Or Join the Vina GSA Board Meeting via Zoom 

Meeting ID: 869 8360 0705 

Join via phone: +1 669 900 6833 

No public comments or questions will be taken online. 

BOARD MEMBERS: 

• Evan Tuchinsky, Chair 
• Jeff Rohwer, Vice Chair 
• Matt Doyle 
• Tod Kimmelshue  
• Katie Hawley 

PUBLIC COMMENT INFORMATION: 

Public comment will be accepted in-person at the meeting or may be submitted by email prior to the 
meeting to VINAGSAPUBLICCOMMENTS@CHICOCA.GOV.  If you would like to address the Board at 
this meeting, you are requested to complete a speaker card and hand it to the Board Clerk prior to the 
conclusion of the staff presentation for that item. A time limit of three (3) minutes per speaker on all 
items and an overall time limit of thirty minutes for agenda items has been established. If more than 10 
speaker cards are submitted for agenda items, the time limitation may be reduced to one and a half 
minutes per speaker.  

When submitting public comments via email, please indicate the item number your comment 
corresponds to in the subject line. Comments submitted will be sent to the full GSA Board members 
electronically prior to the start of the meeting.  Email comments will be acknowledged and read into the 
record by name only during the public comment period for each agenda item.  Emailed comments 
received prior to the end of the meeting will be made part of the written record but not acknowledged at 
the meeting. 

  

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86983600705


VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY REGULAR 
BOARD MEETING AGENDA 

January 15, 2025 

1. VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (GSA) REGULAR BOARD MEETING  

1.1. Call To Order 

1.2. Roll Call 

1.3. Election of Chair and Vice Chair 

2. CONSENT AGENDA: 

2.1. APPROVAL OF THE 12-11-24 VINA GSA BOARD MEETING MINUTES. 

Action:  Approve the Vina GSA meeting minutes.  

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Members of the public may address the Board at this time on any matter not already listed on the agenda; 
comments are limited to three minutes.  The Board cannot take any action at this meeting on requests made 
under this section of the agenda. 

4. REGULAR AGENDA 

4.1. CONSIDERATION OF A LONG-TERM FUNDING MECHANISM FOR THE VINA GSA 

The Board will revisit the discussion of selecting a preferred funding mechanism for the Vina GSA’s long-
term fee structure, tabled at the December 11, 2024, board meeting. The Fee Study Workshop and 
Board meeting in December included a presentation on potential funding mechanisms, results from 
alternative fee modeling, and feedback from the public and the Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
(SHAC). The Board will now consider selecting a funding mechanism to guide Staff and the consultant in 
finalizing the Fee Study and preparing for implementation. (Report – Catherine Hansford, Hansford 
Economic Consulting) 

REQUESTED ACTION: Select a preferred funding mechanism for the Vina GSA’s long-term fee 
structure and provide direction to Staff and consultants to proceed with drafting the Fee Study and 
preparing for implementation. 

4.2. UPDATE ON THE DEMAND REDUCTION STRATEGIES PROJECT 

The Board will receive an update on the Demand Reduction Strategies (DRS) project, including recent 
changes based on feedback from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in late November 2024. 
The update will cover adjustments to the program, ongoing spatial analysis outputs, and budget 
considerations being reviewed by Agricultural Groundwater Users of Butte County and Land IQ. (Report 
– Tovey Giezentanner, Agricultural Groundwater Users of Butte County) 

REQUESTED ACTION: Accept as information. 

4.3. CONSIDERATION OF A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE VINA GSA AND 
ROCK CREEK RECLAMATION DISTRICT GSA AND THE TUSCAN WATER DISTRICT 

The Board will consider approving a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Tuscan Water 
District (TWD) to facilitate coordination and collaboration on groundwater management activities within 
the Vina Subbasin. The proposed MOU outlines the roles, responsibilities, and areas of cooperation 
between the Vina GSA, Rock Creek Reclamation District GSA, and TWD to ensure sustainable 



groundwater management and compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). 
(Report – Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 

REQUESTED ACTION: Approve the Memorandum of Understanding with the Tuscan Water District and 
authorize the Board Chair to execute the agreement or provide direction to staff. 

4.4. CONSIDERATION OF STREAMING AND RECORDING VINA GSA MEETINGS 

The Board will consider whether to continue streaming and recording Vina GSA meetings. Consistent 
technical issues have impacted the reliability of streaming and recording, raising questions about the 
feasibility and effectiveness of continuing these services. The Board will discuss the benefits, 
challenges, and potential alternatives to ensure transparency and accessibility in public meetings. 
(Report – Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 

REQUESTED ACTION: Provide direction to Staff on whether to continue streaming and recording Vina 
GSA meetings. 

4.5. DISCUSSION ON INCLUDING A STANDING ITEM FOR BOARD MEMBER REQUESTS 

The Board will discuss initiating the process to include a standing agenda item at future meetings that 
allows Board Members to propose topics, projects, or issues for future agendas. This discussion will 
focus on the benefits, process, and considerations for adding such a standing item to support effective 
planning and decision-making. (Report – Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 

REQUESTED ACTION: Provide direction to Staff on whether to include a standing agenda item in future 
meetings for Board Members to propose topics for future agendas. 

5. COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS  

5.1. Program Manager’s Report (Information Only - Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 

6. ADJOURNMENT: 

The Vina GSA Board meeting will adjourn to Closed Session after tonight’s Vina GSA Regular Board Meeting. 
 

**********************************************************************************

1. CLOSED SESSION PUBLIC COMMENTS OR BOARD DISQUALIFICATIONS:  

Members of the public may address the board at this time on the closed session item only; comments are limited 
to three (3) minutes, or time limit as determined by the chair. 

2. ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION:  

3. CLOSED SESSION  

3.1 Call to Order 

4. CLOSED SESSION AGENDA 

4.1 PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(d)(4) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL 
COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION  

4.2 PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(d)(1) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL 
COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION – Butte County Superior Court #23CV02789. 

4.3 PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(d)(1) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL 
COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION – Butte County Superior Court #22CV00321. 

5. CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT: 



 Report on any action taken during the closed session.  

6. ADJOURNMENT: 

The Vina GSA Closed Session will adjourn to a Vina GSA Regular Board Meeting on February 12, 2025, at 
5:30 p.m. at the Chico City Council Chamber Building at 421 Main Street., Chico, CA and online via Zoom for 
viewing only.   
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MINUTES OF THE 
VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY  

REGULAR BOARD MEETING  
Meeting of 

December 11, 2024, 5:30 p.m.  
Conference Room 1 in the Chico City Council Chamber Building, 421 Main Street, Chico CA 

IN-PERSON AND ONLINE VIA ZOOM (viewing/listening only) 
  
1. VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (GSA) REGULAR BOARD MEETING  

 
1.1.  Call to Order 

 
The Vina GSA meeting was called to order by Chair Tuchinsky at 5:41 p.m. in Conference Room 1 due 
to technical issues in the City Council Chamber. 
 

1.2. Roll Call 
 
Board Members Present:  
Evan Tuchinsky 
Jeff Rohwer 
Kevin Phillips-Durham Irrigation District Alternate 
Todd Kimmelshue 
Kasey Reynolds 
 
Board Members Absent:   None 
 
Management Committee Members Present:  
 
Becky Fairbanks, and Kamie Loeser (Butte County Department of Water & Resource Conservation 
(BCDWRC), Dillon Raney (Vina GSA Program Mgr.), and Linda Herman and David Kehn (City of 
Chico).  

 
2. CONSENT AGENDA: 
 

2.1 APPROVAL OF THE 11/13/24 VINA GSA BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 

Action: Approve the Vina GSA meeting minutes. 
 
Vice-Chair Rohwer informed the Board there was an error in the minutes in that he did not attend this 
meeting, and his Alternate Steve Koehnen took his place,  He also said that he would be abstaining 
from the vote on the minutes based on his absence from the meeting. 
 
Board Member Kimmelshue’s motion to approve the corrected minutes was seconded by Board 
Member Reynolds. 
 
The Motion carried as follows: 
 
AYES: Board Members Kimmelshue, Reynolds, and Chair Tuchinsky 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: None 
 
ABSTAIN: Board Member Phillips and Vice Chair Rohwer 

 

 

3. SPECIAL RESOLUTION OF THE VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY HONORING MS. 
LINDA HERMAN 
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The Board considered a Resolution commending Linda Herman for her 40 years of dedicated public service, 
including 28 years with the City of Chico. She Is retiring as the Parks & Natural Resources Manager for the 
City of Chico.  Linda has been an instrumental representative on the vina GSA Management Committee, 
playing a vital role in the development and implementation of the Vina GSA and its Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan (GSP). The resolution recognizes her exemplary service and contributions as she attends her final Vina 
GSA Board meeting. (Report – Kasey Reynolds, Vina GSA Board Director)  

 
REQUESTED ACTION:  Adopt the resolution honoring Linda Herman for her outstanding service and 
contributions to the Vina GSA and the community. 

 
Board Member Reynolds’s motion to adopt the Resolution was seconded by Vice-Chair Rohwer. 
 
The Motion carried as follows: 
 
AYES: Board Members Reynolds Kimmelshue, Phillips, Vice-Chair Rohwer and Chair Tuchinsky 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: None 
 
ABSTAIN: None 

 
4. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 
Members of the public may address the board at this time on any matter not already listed on the agenda; 
comments are limited to three minutes. The board cannot take any action at this meeting on requests made 
under this section of the agenda. 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Claudia Rawlins, Emily McCabe, Patrizia Hironimus and Timmarie Hamill (by attached letter submitted) 
provided Public Comments. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

5. REGULAR AGENDA 
  

5.1 CONSIDERATION OF A LONG-TERM FUNDING MECHANISM FOR THE VINA GSA  
 

The Board considered selecting a preferred funding mechanism for the Vina GSA’s long-term fee 
structure. This decision follows the Board Fee Study Workshop, which presented fee options, results 
from alternative fee modeling, and feedback gathered from the public and the Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee (SHAC). The selected funding mechanism will guide Staff and the consultant in finalizing the 
Fee Study and preparing for implementation. (Report – Catherine Hansford, Hansford Economic 
Consulting)  
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Select a preferred funding mechanism for the Vina GSA’s long-term fee 
structure and provide direction to Staff and consultants to proceed with drafting the Fee Study and 
preparing for implementation. 
 
The consultants provided a presentation on the work they have been doing to determine what should be 
evaluated in the new Fee Study.  The Board was asked to provide directions on the following items: 
 
1. Should the Part 1 Base Fee Methodology be based on a per parcel or per acre basis? 
 
2. Part 2 Fee Cost Methodology – Round to 90%/10% Split with periodic review or calculate it each 

year using a running average of recent years data? 
 
3. Hand bill properties that are currently not paying a fee? 
________________________________________________________________________________’ 
 
Jim Brobeck, Richard Coon, Anne Dawson, Tovey Giezentanner, Patrizia Hironimus, Robert Stone, 
Greg Brislain, and Bruce McGowan provided public comments regarding this item. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Board Member Kimmelshue said he would not be voting on a Part 1 base fee on all user groups to cover 
the GSA administration costs as he believes only irrigators should pay  
 
Vice-Chair Rohwer and Reynolds like the 90/10% split option for the Part 2 Fee. 
 

***Board Member Reynolds had to leave the meeting prior to the vote*** 
 
Board Member Phillips made a motion to look at another option not presented by the consultant to 
establish a per acre fee for domestic and Ag users and a per parcel fee for rangelands.  
 
The Motion was not seconded because the Consultant informed the Board that charging different types 
of fees for different users may not be legal as everyone should be charged using the same methodology. 
 
Vice-Chair Rohwer made a motion to table this discussion to the next Board meeting to allow 
consultation with legal counsel on the legality of Board Member Phillips’ first motion.  Board Member 
Phillips seconded  this motion. 
 
The Motion carried as follows: 
 
AYES: Board Members Kimmelshue, Phillips, Vice-Chair Rohwer and Chair Tuchinsky 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: Board Member Reynolds 
 
ABSTAIN: None 
 

***Vice-Chair Rohwer left the meeting*** 
 

5.2 CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED MONITORING NETWORK LOCATIONS 
 

The Board considered approving the finalized proposed monitoring network locations for the Vina 
Subbasin. These locations were discussed at the previous Board meeting and have been refined based 
on Board, SHAC and public input received. Additionally, Staff provided an update on the initial 
application to the California Stream Gage Improvement Program (CalSIP) to support the implementation 
of the monitoring network expansion. (Report – Ryan Fulton, Larry Walker & Associates) 
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Approve the final proposed monitoring network locations for the Vina Subbasin 
or provide direction to staff. 
________________________________________________________________________________’ 
 
Richard Coon, Tovey Giezentanner and Patrizia Hironimus provided public comments regarding using 
local groups to monitor, thanking for the work complected, and considering mapping the Ground 
Dependent Ecosystems higher upstream on Butte Creek. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Board Member Kimmelshue’s motion to approve the final monitoring network locations was seconded by 
Board Member Phillips.  
 
The Motion carried as follows: 
 
AYES: Board Members Kimmelshue, Phillips, and Chair Tuchinsky 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: Board Member Reynolds and Vice-Chair Rohwer 
 
ABSTAIN: None 
 

5.3.  CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PROGRAM MANAGER TO CONTRACT WITH 
LARRY WALKER ASSOCIATES AND APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION NO. 2024-03 VINA GSA 
STREAM GAGE PROJECT FUNDING 
 
The Board considered authorizing the Program Manager to execute a contract with Larry Walker 
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Associates (LWA), not to exceed $15,000, to complete the California Stream Gage Improvement 
Program (CalSIP) application process. This contract will allow LWA to develop and submit the necessary 
application materials to secure funding for the proposed monitoring network expansion in the Vina 
Subbasin.  
 
The Board also considered approving Resolution No. 2024-03, which authorizes the Chair to sign the 
funding request, acceptance, and execution for the Vina GSA Stream Gage Project. These actions are 
necessary to meet the December 31, 2024, CalSIP evaluation deadline and to advance the GSA’s 
monitoring network expansion goals. (Report – Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Authorize the Program Manager to execute a contract with Larry Walker 
Associates, not to exceed $15,000, to complete the CalSIP application process. Approve Resolution 
No.2024-03, authorizing the Board Chair to sign the resolution for the Vina GSA Stream Gage Project 
funding request. 
________________________________________________________________________________’ 
 
Richard Coon, Valerie Meza, Cheeta Chudri and Patrizia Hironimus provided public comments 
requesting that the Board consider using local groups to perform the monitoring functions of this project. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Chair Tuchinsky made a motion to approve 1) executing a contract with Larry Walker Associate up to for 
$15,000 and 2) adopt the CalSIP grant resolution.  Board Member Phillips seconded the motion.  
 
The Motion carried as follows: 
 
AYES: Board Members Kimmelshue, Phillips, and Chair Tuchinsky 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: Board Member Reynolds and Vice-Chair Rohwer 
 
ABSTAIN: None 
 

5.4 CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO THE STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SHAC) 
 

The Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) currently has two vacancies on its Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee (SHAC): one for a Domestic Well User Representative and one for a 
Nonirrigated/Rangeland Representative. Applications for the Domestic Well User position were accepted 
through November 30, 2024, while applications for the Non-irrigated/Rangeland Representative position 
are being accepted on a rolling basis. The Board reviewed the four applications received for the 
Domestic Well User position and considered appointing one applicant to fill the vacancy. (Report - 
Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Review the applications for the Domestic Well User position and appoint one 
applicant to the SHAC. 
 
Applicants Jim Graydon, Susan Schrader, and Robert Stone presented their qualifications and reasons 
for applying for the position to the Board.  Applicant Eric Johnson was unable to present due to technical 
difficulties with the Zoom online meeting. 
 
Board Member Phillips’ motion to appoint Jim Graydon as a Domestic Well User Representative on the 
SHAC was seconded by Board Member Kimmelshue. 
 
 
 
 
The Motion carried as follows: 
 
AYES: Board Members Kimmelshue, Phillips, and Chair Tuchinsky 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: Board Member Reynolds and Vice-Chair Rohwer 
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ABSTAIN: None 
 

5.5.  CONSIDERATION OF THE 2025 VINA GSA BOARD AND SHAC MEETING CALENDAR 
 
The Board considered the Management Committee’s recommended meeting calendars for 
the Vina GSA Board and SHAC for 2025. (Report - Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager) 
 
REQUESTED ACTION: Adopt the 2025 Vina GSA Board meeting calendar and approve the 2025 
SHAC meeting calendar or provide direction to Staff. 
 
 
Richard Coon, and Patrizia Hironimus provided public comments requesting the Board consider holding 
more meetings to allow the public more options to provide input on the Fee Study and other items. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
It was the consensus of the Board present to approve the 2025 calendars, with the changes that the 
Vina GSA January 8th Board Meeting be moved to January 15, 2025 to allow time for legal consultation 
regarding the Board Member Phillips’ long-term funding option provided under Agenda Item 5.1 and to 
have an additional SHAC meeting in December of 2025. 

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS  
 

6.1. GSA Program Manager’s Report (Verbal Report – Dillon Raney, GSA Program Manager)  
 
6.2. Update on SGM Grant Projects (Information Only)  

 
6.3. Butte County Public Health Department Quarterly Well Permit Summary (Information Only) 
 
 
There were no public comments on these items 
 
 
There was no action or direction given by the Board on these agenda items. 
 

7. REGULAR MEETING ADJOURNMENT: 
 

The Vina GSA Regular Board meeting adjourned to a Closed Session in Conference Room 1 after tonight’s 
Vina GSA Board Meeting. 
 

************************************************************************** 
 
1. CLOSED SESSION PUBLIC COMMENTS OR BOARD DISQUALIFICATIONS:  

 
Members of the public may address the board at this time on the closed session item only; comments are 
limited to three (3) minutes, or time limit as determined by the chair.  
  

 
There were no public comments or Board disqualifications 
 

 
2. ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION:  

 
3. CLOSED SESSION  
 

3.1 Call to Order 
 
Chair Tuchinsky called the Closed Session to order with Board Members Kimmelshue and Phillips in 
attendance.  

 
4. CLOSED SESSION AGENDA 
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4.1 PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(d)(4) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL 
COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION  

 
4.2 PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(d)(1) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL 

COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION – Butte County Superior Court #23CV02789.  
 

4.3 PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(d)(1) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL 
COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION – Butte County Superior Court #22CV00321.  

 
5. CLOSED SESSION ANNOUNCEMENT:  
 

Report on any action taken during the closed session.  
 
Chair Tuchinsky reported that no action was taken, or direction was given on these agenda items. 

 
6. ADJOURNMENT:  

 
The Vina GSA Closed Session adjourned at 8:00 p.m to a Vina GSA Regular Board Meeting on January 
15, 2025, at 5:30 p.m. at the Chico City Council Chamber Building at 421 Main Street., Chico, CA and 
online via Zoom for viewing only. 



Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Agenda Transmittal 

Subject: Consideration of a Long-Term Funding Mechanism for the Vina GSA 

Contact: Dillon Raney Phone: (530) 552-3582 Meeting Date: January 15, 2025 Agenda Item: 4.1 

Summary 

The Vina GSA is currently conducting a Fee Study to develop a sustainable, long-term funding mechanism. The 
Fee Study aims to establish a reasonable, legally defensible structure that provides adequate funding for the 
GSA’s operations while balancing the diverse needs of groundwater users in the Vina Subbasin. 

On December 11, 2024, the Board participated in a Fee Study Workshop where Hansford Economic Consulting 
presented funding options, modeling results, and stakeholder feedback presented.  

Two funding options were presented, both of which utilize a two-part fee system designed to address the 
administrative and compliance needs of the Vina GSA: 

• Part 1 Fee: This fee covers the general administrative costs of the Vina GSA and is applied either by
parcel or by acreage, depending on the structure selected.

o Option 1: Part 1 Fee collected based on the number of parcels.

o Option 2: Part 1 Fee collected based on acreage.

• Part 2 Fee: This fee addresses the costs associated with SGMA compliance, including regulatory
activities, monitoring, and reporting requirements.

During the subsequent board meeting, the Board raised questions about potential alternative funding 
mechanisms beyond those proposed in the study and did not reach consensus on a preferred funding 
mechanism. As a result, the Board voted to table the decision to allow for further exploration of these 
alternatives, ensuring a comprehensive evaluation of all options. 

At this meeting, Hansford Economic Consulting will provide additional context on the development of these fee 
structures. The presentation will also address why many of the alternative mechanisms suggested during the 
December meeting are either not feasible or fail to meet legal and practical requirements. 

The Board is now asked to select a preferred funding mechanism to guide Staff and the consultant in finalizing 
the Fee Study and preparing for implementation. This decision is a critical step toward ensuring the Vina GSA 
has a stable financial foundation to support its operations and ongoing groundwater management 
responsibilities. 

Fiscal Impact 
The final funding mechanism will determine the revenue generated to support the GSA’s operational and 
regulatory obligations. Selection of a preferred funding mechanism is a critical step toward implementing a long-
term solution. 

Requested Action 
Select a preferred long-term funding mechanism for the Vina GSA and provide direction to Staff and consultants 
to move forward with the Fee Study and prepare for implementation. 



 
 
VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY 
FEE STUDY PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS TO DATE 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT  
 

Stakeholder Meetings – Meetings were held with representatives with several interested parties. The following 
summarizes their opinions, as expressed at the meetings, about the current fee and considerations for the new fee 
study. 
 

Cal Water Representatives:  
• 100% groundwater, no agriculture properties, prefers fee placed on tax roll 

 

Rangeland & Rangeland Owners who also have Agricultural Properties: 
• Per acre charge has significant negative financial impact to cattle production; fee is charged per acre 

regardless of agricultural activity but arable farming (which uses large quantities of water) generates much 
greater profits per acre than cattle production (which uses negligible amounts of water). 

• Rangeland “preserves the scenic value of land” and recharges the aquifer. 
• Fee should demonstrate a benefit; generally, rangeland property owners do not think that the GSA’s 

activities benefit their properties. 
• Range/Ag combo users agree they should be charged on irrigated land, even if that increases the overall 

fee amount to them. 
• Want to be included in development of a restructured fee. 

 

Domestic Well Owner (DWO) Representatives: 
• More concerned about drilling new well than paying a small fee to protect groundwater availability. 
• Di minimis users should pay. 
• State-mandated – everyone should pay for GSA “administrative” fee. 
• Residential may have small orchards/crops and have more than one well.  
• Protect water quality and quantity. 
• Requested workshops with DWOs. 

 

Tuscan Water District - online presentation to the Board of Directors: 
• Mostly concerned about GSA fee being confused with the fee being developed to support TWD. 

 

Domestic Well Owners Workshops – Conducted two workshops, one in Chico and one in Durham, with domestic 
well owners. Invitation postcards were mailed private well owners within the GSA boundaries, concentrating in the 
Durham and Chico areas that have high concentrations of domestic wells. Discussions and voting boards were 
used to obtain opinions from attendees. Key findings were similar to those expressed in the DWO stakeholder 
meeting.  

• 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. 
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• 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 parcel. 
 
GSA Program Manager and Dept. of. Water and Resource Conservation Meetings  

• Butte County Resource Conservation District 
• Butte County Farm Bureau  
• Bute County Agricultural Commissioner 
• Butte College 
• City of Chico 
• Grower’s Day, Chico 
• Water Commission 
• Durham Irrigation District (GSA Activities Update) 
• Rock Creek Reclamation District 
• “Coffee with Water” Q&A General Information Meeting 

 

Online Survey – An online survey was developed to gauge the public’s knowledge about the GSA and the fee the 
agency collects, obtain opinions about potential fee structures and methodology, and ascertain perspectives about 
equability among fee-paying groups (domestic, commercial, irrigated or non-irrigated agriculture) so that the GSA 
can craft a fee structure that has considered many different perspectives on equability, and better educate 
property owners about the fee in the future. Advertising included three ads in the Chico ER, postcards mailed 
directly to DWOs, rangeland and agricultural landowners, and business cards distributed at meetings and events. 
Social media and cross-listing on websites provided additional avenues to encourage participation.  
 

Additional notification included: 
• Vina GSA e-mail list, website and socials 
• Durham Irrigation District Bill inserts 
• Butte County Farm Bureau e-mail list 
• Butte County Water & Resource Conservation Socials 

 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC) Workshop, November 2024 
In November 2024, a workshop was held with SHAC members. Consultants first summarized information gathered 
to date from stakeholders, interested parties, feedback received during GSA led meetings, and initial online survey 
responses. The presentation continued with examples of fee methodologies and key decision points to be 
considered when developing fee structure options. SHAC members were asked to anonymously respond to seven 
key decision points. Six of the 10 SHAC members, representing agriculture, domestic well owner, environmental, 
water provider and the business and science communities, were in attendance and voted as follows: 
 

1. Charge all Useable Parcels? 
 Yes: Charge All Useable Parcels - 4 
 No: Only charge Useable Tax Roll Parcels – 2  
 *One No vote said they would change to Yes if the agencies pay and it is cost effective for the GSA to do 
  

2. Base Fee? 
 Yes: All Chargeable Parcels pay a Base Fee [Part 1 + Part 2 fee structure] - 6 
 No: Only Agricultural & Domestic (Developed) Parcels Pay 
 *Some would like to see per parcel base fee versus per acreage fee. 
 

3. Allocate Annual Costs between Agricultural and Domestic Users of GW? 
 Yes: Allocate costs between GW users by share of pumping - 5 
 No: Uniform Fee for Part 2 fee (if have a Base Fee) - 1 
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4. Minimum Parcel Fee? 
 Yes: Every Chargeable Parcel pays something - 6 
 No: Some GW users don’t pay anything 
  
5. Uniform Agricultural Fee per Acre? 

Yes: All crops & golf courses pay the same annual fee per acre (at least 90% of acres planted use about the     
same amount of water each year) - 4 

 No: Weighted fee by crop type based on annual crop water consumption - 2 
* One person wants to use actual water use data (OpenET); One person wants us to explore OpenET - find   
out costs; One person wants to see how the Ag parcels could be charged differently 

 

6. Uniform Domestic Fee per Acre? 
 Yes: All Developed parcels pay the same annual fee per acre - 3 
 No: Weighted fee by land use based on estimated water use - 3  
  

7. Identify Agricultural Parcels using DWR Crop Mapping? 
 Yes: Use GIS tool to extract acreage by parcel - 6  
 No: Use Assessor land use codes 
 

Feedback received from the SHAC members was incorporated into the fee methodology and options being 
presented to the Vina GSA Board for consideration.  
 

COMMUNICATION MATERIALS  
Fact Sheet – A fee study fact sheet was developed to educate the public about the need and purpose for the new 
fee study and desired outcomes. The fact sheet will be expanded to provide details about the determined fee 
structure, methodology, impacts to payors and other pertinent information once decided. 
 

Internal Talking Points – Messaging was developed to provide staff and those who may receive questions about 
the GSA, its fee and the study to maintain consistency with responses. 
 
Website Updates/Content – The fee study page was edited to reflect current information and provide methods to 
learn more about the fee study. Previous materials and content were archived and new materials posted to 
eliminate confusion between the 2022/23 fee study and the current study.  
 

Postcards – A postcard was developed and sent to private well owners to introduce the new fee study and 
advertise two workshop dates. Another postcard was sent to private well owners, irrigated agriculture properties 
and non-irrigated rangeland properties to advertise the online survey and provide information about the fee study. 
 

UPCOMING COMMUNICATIONS EFFORTS 
The following actions are planned: 

• Update fact sheet and talking points 
• Revise website content 
• Host community information meeting, including pertinent meeting invitation/announcement 
• News release announcing the updated fee, once adopted 
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VINA GSA Board of Directors
Fee Study Discussion 

January 15, 2025

1

Developed Fee Structure
Accounts for:

Stakeholder input, Survey responses, SHAC direction,

Data sources and limitations & legal counsel input

2

Part 1 Fee Part 2 Fee

Pays for Administrative Costs Pays for GSP‐Driven Activities Costs
Paid by all Useable Parcels Paid by Groundwater Users

Agricultural & Domestic
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SHAC Direction November 20, 2024

Supportive of 2‐Part Fee Structure
• Part 1 – Base Fee for Administrative Costs
• Part 2 – Fee for GSP‐Driven Activities Costs charged to groundwater users

Present 2 Options to the Board for the Part 1 Fee
• Per Acre OR Per Parcel
• If the fee is Per Acre, have a minimum fee to ensure all parcels pay something 
(County will not place a fee less than 30 cents)

User groups pay for their share of groundwater extraction in Part 2 Fee
• Supportive of using the Vina GSA Annual Reports to allocate the GSP‐Driven 
Activities Costs between Agricultural and Domestic groundwater users

3

Supporting Input for 2‐Part Fee Structure

4

Should all properties pay a base fee? 

SHAC: Unanimous Yes

Survey: All Rangeland respondents No
Survey: All Others combined 68% Yes

A green check mark indicates the SHAC and 
survey respondents support the developed 
fee structure

68%

32%

YES NO

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

SHAC: 5 Yes, 1 No

Survey Chart
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SHAC Direction on Land Use Fees (Part 2)
Group 1: Agriculture

• Include cropped acreage and golf courses
• Uniform fee for every acre using most recent crop mapping because about 95% 
of crops grown in the Vina basin use about the same amount of water per acre

Group 2: Domestic
• Include all parcels with a structure using water for domestic water purposes 
(residential, commercial, industrial)

• Uniform fee per Acre or Weighted fee per Parcel – SHAC undecided
• Developed Parcel fee addresses SHAC concerns that acreage does not correlate 
with domestic water quantity used, and that weighting by estimated water use 
is too complicated

Group 3: All Other 
• Includes Rangeland & other Useable But Vacant land
• NO fee because not using groundwater

5

Supporting Input for Part 2 Fee

6

Should the fee for Agricultural 
users differentiate for quantity of 
groundwater used by different 
crops? 

SHAC – 2 Yes, 4 No
SHAC unanimous that DWR crop mapping 
be used to determine cropped acres

Survey: Agriculture Only ‐ 72% No

Should the fee for Domestic users 
differentiate for quantity of groundwater 
used by Residential, Commercial, 
Industrial and Institutional users?

SHAC: 3 Yes, 3 No

Survey: Domestic Users Only ‐ 34% No

The developed fee structure is modified 
from what the SHAC voted on to address 
their concerns; data limitations and 
administrative practicalities outweigh 
attempting to differentiate by user type
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7

:: ALTERNATIVE A :: :: ALTERNATIVE B ::

Part 1 Fee per Acre Part 1 Fee per Parcel

Part 2 Fees
Agricultural Use: Per Cropped Acre

Domestic Use: Per Developed Parcel

Part 1 Fee Methodology
Fee levels may change with adoption of FY26 budget

8

DRAFT

FY26 Cost Units Part 1 Fee

Alternative A $307,000 167,343 acres $1.84 per acre

Alternative B $307,000 36,203 parcels $8.48 per parcel
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Part 2 Fee Methodology

Cropped Acres

Includes all DWR crop codes except Idle and Unclassified. Includes golf courses.
*GSA may grant appeals based on evidence of surface water application or evidence of dry farming.*

Developed Parcels

Includes Residential, Non‐Residential, Agricultural & Rangeland Parcels with structures.

9

DRAFT

FY26 Cost Units Part 2 Fee

Agricultural 90% $361,170 68,473 cropped acres $5.28 / cropped acre

Domestic 10% $40,130 32,938 developed parcels $1.22 / developed parcel

Fee levels may change with adoption of FY26 budget

How would the Part 2 Fee for a Parcel be 
calculated?

By use of the land in the parcel boundary

• Agricultural use :: Identified with DWR crop mapping (remote sensing and ground 
truthing)

• Domestic Use :: Developed parcels are identified as having a structure(s) using 
Assessor and FEMA databases

• Some parcels have both Agricultural & Domestic use

10
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Revenue Collection by Parcel Category
DRAFT

Alternative A:
Part 1
Acreage Fee 

Alternative B:
Part 1
Parcel Fee

11

Parcel Category ALT. A Total
Description Part 1 Fee Ag. Use Dom. Use Fees

1 Cropped Acres Only $61,000 $148,800 $0 $209,800
2 Cropped Acres & Domestic Use $92,300 $212,600 $1,400 $306,300
3 Domestic Use Only $66,500 $0 $38,700 $105,200
4 Rangeland & Vacant Useable $87,000 $0 $0 $87,000

Total $306,800 $361,400 $40,100 $708,300

Parcel Category ALT. B Total
Description Part 1 Fee Ag. Use Dom. Use Fees

1 Cropped Acres Only $5,600 $148,800 $0 $154,400
2 Cropped Acres & Domestic Use $10,100 $212,600 $1,400 $224,100
3 Domestic Use Only $276,500 $0 $38,700 $315,200
4 Rangeland & Vacant Useable $14,600 $0 $0 $14,600

Total $306,800 $361,400 $40,100 $708,300

Parcel 
Category

Part 2 FeesParcel 
Category

Part 2 Fees

Impact of Fee Structure Change on Fee Payors
New fee alternatives include Part 1 + Part 2 fees  Detailed calculations contained in slides 17‐31

12

[1] Max. fee is 
$3.09 per acre.

$4.40 per acre 
is the amount 
the fee would 
have to be 
under the 
current fee 
structure to 
support the 
2025 Fee Study 
projected costs.

New Fee   
Alt. B

New Fee  
Alt. B

Part 1         
per acre

Part 1         
per parcel

Home (Urban Area) 0.25 $1.68 $9.70 $1.10
Condominium 0.05 $1.31 $9.70 $0.00
Home (Rural Area) 2.50 $5.82 $9.70 $11.00
Industrial/Retail/Office 5.00 $10.42 $9.70 $22.00

Agricultural 2,000 2,000 $14,240.00 $10,568.48 $8,800.00
Ag with a Home 100 95 $686.82 $511.30 $440.00
Rangeland 200 $368.00 $8.48 $880.00
Rangeland with a Home 50 $93.22 $9.70 $220.00

Annual Fee

Fee Payor
Parcel 
Acres

Cropped 
Acres

Current Fee 
@ $4.40 per 

acre [1]
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Board Direction Sought Tonight

1. Approval of the Proposed 2‐Part Fee Structure

2. Selection of either Alternative A or Alternative B

NOT voting on – and can refine over next few months:

• Split of annual cost between Part 1 and Part 2
• Split of Part 2 cost between Agricultural and Domestic Users
• Part 1 and Part 2 Fee Levels

13

DRAFT
Illustrative Fee Impacts to
Fee Payors

14
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Unusable or Undefined

15

Parcel owned by City of Chico
Wetlands / Ponds
Unusable

NO FEE

Cropped Acres Only

16

Agricultural parcel growing 
deciduous trees

Part 1 Fee
+ Part 2 Cropped Acreage Fee
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Calculated Fees :: Large Agriculture

17

# Parcels:  1 Cropped Acres:  2,000 DRAFT
Current

Structure Part 1 Total
Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8,800.00 $3,680.00 $10,560.00 $14,240.00

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $10,560.00 $10,568.48

Part 2 Fee

Part 2 Fee
Alternative A

Alternative B

Cropped Acres & Domestic Use

18

Parcel growing grapes and 
has a home

Part 1 Fee
+ Part 2 Cropped Acreage Fee
+ Part 2 Developed Parcel Fee
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Calculated Fees :: Agriculture with a Home

19

# Parcels:  1 Total Acres:  100
Cropped Acres: 95 

DRAFT

Current
Structure Part 1 Total

Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$440.00 $184.00 $501.60 $1.22 $686.82

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $501.60 $1.22 $511.30

Alternative A
Part 2 Fee

Alternative B
Part 2 Fee

Domestic Use Only (Urban Area)

20

Chico
Residential Subdivision

Part 1 Fee
+ Part 2 Developed Parcel Fee
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Calculated Fees :: Chico Typical Home

21

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  0.25 DRAFT
Current

Structure Part 1 Total
Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$1.10 $0.46 $1.22 $1.68

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $1.22 $9.70

Alternative B
Part 2 Fee

Alternative A
Part 2 Fee

Calculated Fees :: Condominium

22

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  0.05

Not currently 
charged 
because the fee 
is too low (less 
than 30 cents) –
Auditor 
Controller will 
not place on the 
tax bill

DRAFT

Current
Structure Part 1 Total

Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$0.00 $0.09 $1.22 $1.31

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $1.22 $9.70

Part 2 Fee

Alternative B
Part 2 Fee

Alternative A



1/10/2025

12

Calculated Fees :: Rural Residential (Private Well)

23

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  2.5
DRAFT

Current
Structure Part 1 Total

Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$11.00 $4.60 $1.22 $5.82

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $1.22 $9.70

Part 2 Fee

Alternative A
Part 2 Fee

Alternative B

Calculated Fees :: Apartments

24

# Parcels:  2 Acres:  11 DRAFT
Current

Structure Part 1 Total
Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$48.40 $20.24 $2.44 $22.68

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$16.96 $2.44 $19.40

Alternative B
Part 2 Fee

Alternative A
Part 2 Fee
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Calculated Fees :: Industrial

25

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  5 DRAFT
Current

Structure Part 1 Total
Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel
$22.00 $9.20 $1.22 $10.42

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $1.22 $9.70

Part 2 Fee

Alternative A
Part 2 Fee

Alternative B

Calculated Fees :: Large Vacant with 
Developed Structure(s)

Parcel is mostly vacant, 
owned by Mechoopda 
Tribe (not a parcel held in 
trust by the Federal 
government)

26

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  350 DRAFT
Current

Structure Part 1 Total
Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$1,540.00 $644.00 $1.22 $645.22

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $1.22 $9.70

Part 2 Fee

Alternative B
Part 2 Fee

Alternative A
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Calculated Fees :: (Butte College District)

Currently does not pay the 
fee because the parcels are 
not issued property tax bills.

The GSA would have to 
“hand bill” Butte College 
District.

27

# Parcels:  9
Developed Parcels: 5

Acres:  926    Acres in GSA: 736  
Cropped Acres: 67 DRAFT

Current
Structure Part 1 Total

Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$0.00 $1,354.19 $343.20 $6.10 $1,703.49

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$76.32 $343.20 $6.10 $425.62

Part 2 Fee

Alternative A
Part 2 Fee

Alternative B

Domestic Use Only (Rural Area)

28

Northern portion of the basin
Large rural residential lots, not 
growing crops

Part 1 Fee
+ Part 2 Developed Parcel Fee

Reece Rd
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Calculated Fees :: Rangeland with a Home

29

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  50
DRAFT

Current
Structure Part 1 Total

Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$220.00 $92.00 $1.22 $93.22

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $1.22 $9.70

Part 2 Fee

Part 2 Fee

Alternative B

Alternative A

Rangeland / Vacant Useable

30

Parcels near GSA 
boundary and 
crossing the GSA 
boundary used for 
cattle grazing

Part 1 Fee

Cohasset Rd
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Calculated Fees :: Rangeland

31

# Parcels:  1 Acres:  200 DRAFT
Current

Structure Part 1 Total
Fee Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$4.40 $1.84 $5.28 $1.22

per acre per acre
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$880.00 $368.00 $368.00

Part 1 Total
Fee Ag. Dom. Fee

$8.48 $5.28 $1.22

per parcel
per cropped 

acre
per developed 

parcel

$8.48 $8.48

Part 2 Fee

Alternative B
Part 2 Fee

Alternative A



Additional Illustrative Examples of New Fee Structure Alternative A and Alternative B 
Calculations 

 

ALTERNATIVE A 
   

Alt. A
Example Use Total Fee

1 0.5 Domestic $1.84 per acre $1.22 per developed parcel = ($1.84*0.5) + $1.22 $2.14

2 100 Agriculture $1.84 per acre $5.28 per cropped acre = ($1.84*100) + ($5.28*100) $712.00

3 100 Agriculture & Domestic $1.84 per acre $5.28 per cropped acre = ($1.84*100) +
(95 acres cropped) $1.22 per developed parcel ($5.28*95) + $1.22

4 100 Rangeland $1.84 per acre = ($1.84*100) $184.00

Fee Calculation
Parcel Size 

(acres)

$686.82

Part 1 Part 2



Additional Illustrative Examples of New Fee Structure Alternative A and Alternative B 
Calculations 

 

ALTERNATIVE B  

 

 

 

  

Alt. B
Example Use Total Fee

1 0.5 Domestic $8.48 per parcel $1.22 per developed parcel = $8.48 + $1.22 $9.70

2 100 Agriculture $8.48 per parcel $5.28 per cropped acre = $8.48 + ($5.28*100) $536.48

3 100 Agriculture & Domestic $8.48 per parcel $5.28 per cropped acre = $8.48 + $1.22
(95 acres cropped) $1.22 per developed parcel + ($5.28*95)

4 100 Rangeland $8.48 per parcel = $8.48 $8.48

$511.30

Parcel Size 
(acres) Part 1 Part 2 Fee Calculation



Comparison of Alternatives 

 

 

Example Use Alt. A Alt. B

1 0.5 Domestic $2.14 $9.70

2 100 Agriculture $712.00 $536.48

3 100 Agriculture & Domestic $686.82 $511.30
(95 acres cropped)

4 100 Rangeland $184.00 $8.48

Parcel Size 
(acres)

Total Annual Fee



Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Agenda Transmittal 

 

 
Subject: Consideration of a Memorandum of understanding Between the Vina GSA and Rock Creek Reclamation 
District GSA, and the Tuscan Water District 

 
Contact: Dillon Raney Phone: (530) 552-3582 Meeting Date: January 15, 2025 Agenda Item: 4.3 

Summary 

The purpose of this agenda item is to present the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Tuscan 
Water District (Tuscan), the Rock Creek Reclamation District Groundwater Sustainability Agency (Rock Creek 
GSA), and the Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency (Vina GSA) for Board consideration and approval. This 
MOU establishes a formal collaborative and cooperative working relationship among Tuscan, Rock Creek GSA, 
and Vina GSA to implement the Vina Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). It enables Tuscan to 
participate as a partner in Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) activities within the Vina 
Subbasin while maintaining the GSAs' respective roles and responsibilities. 

Background: 
The Tuscan Water District was formed to provide its landowners with sustainable management of groundwater 
resources within Tuscan’s boundaries, including, within those boundaries, implementation of the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) as well as the adopted Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Vina 
Subbasin (Vina Subbasin GSP). LAFCo's conditions of approval for Tuscan's formation included the requirement 
for an MOU with overlapping GSAs to establish roles, communication methods, and cooperation in implementing 
the Vina Subbasin GSP. 

The formation of the Tuscan Water District received support from multiple stakeholders, including the Butte 
County Board of Supervisors, which submitted a letter endorsing its establishment. The proposed MOU 
formalizes the relationship between Tuscan and the GSAs, acknowledging the distinct roles and responsibilities 
of the GSAs and Tuscan under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) while providing a 
framework for collaboration on projects and management actions to achieve groundwater sustainability. 

Summary of Key Provisions in the MOU: 
1. Roles and Responsibilities: 

o Tuscan will represent its landowners in developing projects and activities supporting groundwater 
sustainability. 

o Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA will retain their full authority under SGMA and will lead the 
implementation and amendment of the Vina Subbasin GSP within their respective boundaries. 

2. Communication and Collaboration: 
o The parties commit to sharing data and collaborating on projects, grants, and funding opportunities 

related to the Vina Subbasin GSP. 
o Annual meetings will be held among designated points of contact to discuss ongoing efforts and 

address challenges. 
3. Conditions of Termination and Amendment: 

o The MOU is effective for five years and may be terminated or amended by mutual agreement. 

Requested Action: 
Approve the Memorandum of Understanding with the Tuscan Water District and authorize the Board Chair to 
execute the agreement or provide direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact: 
This MOU does not impose any financial obligations on the parties.  
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AMONGST AND BETWEEN TUSCAN 
WATER DISTRICT, ROCK CREEK RECLAMATION DISTRICT GROUNDWATER 

SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY, AND VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY 
AGENCY 

 
 

THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) is entered into by and between 
TUSCAN WATER DISTRICT, a California water district (Tuscan), ROCK CREEK 
RECLAMATION DISTRICT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (Rock Creek 
GSA), and VINA GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY (Vina GSA) this _____ day 
of _________________, 2024 (Effective Date). Tuscan, Rock Creek GSA, and Vina GSA may 
each be referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively as the “Parties.” 
 

RECITALS 
 
A. Tuscan is a newly created California water district within Butte County formed to provide 
its landowners with sustainable management of groundwater resources within Tuscan’s 
boundaries, including, within those boundaries, implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act (SGMA) as well as the adopted Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Vina 
Subbasin (Vina Subbasin GSP). 

 
B. There are two Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) within The Vina Subbasin 
(Subbasin 5-021.57) (Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA).  There is a single groundwater 
sustainability plan for the Vina Subbasin – the Vina Subbasin GSP.  The GSAs are responsible for 
preparing, adopting, and implementing the Vina Subbasin GSP within their respective boundaries.   

 
C. The boundaries of the Tuscan overlap with the GSA boundaries.  Tuscan was formed in 
2024, well after Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA became GSAs, in 2016 and 2019 respectively.  
Tuscan is not a GSA and has not adopted the Vina Subbasin GSP.  However, the Tuscan recognizes 
the Vina Subbasin GSP is the planning document that provides guidance with regard to achieving 
groundwater sustainability in the Vina Subbasin, including the land within the Tuscan boundary.  
Tuscan’s primary purpose as a California water district is to sustainably manage groundwater 
resources within its boundaries and pursue projects and management actions designed to achieve 
and maintain groundwater sustainability.   

 
D. Rock Creek GSA commented to the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County 
of Butte (LAFCo) during the process to form Tuscan as a California water district.  In its May 11, 
2021 comment letter, Rock Creek GSA supported formation of Tuscan, subject to the following 
principles and understandings: 

 
1. Tuscan will not perform any service currently performed by RCRD; 
2. RCRD, in its capacity as a GSA, will retain its autonomy to develop, adopt, and 

implement the Vina Subbasin GSP within its boundaries. Tuscan may, however, 
participate in the development and implementation of the Vina Subbasin GSP; and 

3. Tuscan will, subject to an agreement with RCRD, cooperate with the Rock Creek GSA 
in the pursuit of projects and management actions identified in the Vina Subbasin GSP. 



 
#6306279v6 

 
E. LAFCo, by its Resolution No. 18 2022/2023, approved the formation of Tuscan as a 
California water district.  LAFCo’s Certificate of Completion for the formation of Tuscan dated 
February 1, 2024 and recorded on the same date as Document No. 2024-0003918 in the Official 
Records of Butte County (Certificate of Completion) identifies the conditions of formation 
required by LAFCo.  Condition 13 (Condition 13) requires Tuscan, within one year from 
recordation of the Certificate of Completion, to enter into a memorandum of understanding with 
Rock Creek GSA and other GSAs within the Vina Subbasin whose jurisdictional boundaries 
overlap with Tuscan establishing the formal government to government working relationship 
between Tuscan and the Vina Subbasin GSAs (including (1) acknowledgment of the roles of each 
agency under SGMA, and methods for communication, cooperation and collaboration, and (2) 
establishing points of contact and any other matter leading to cooperation in the implementation 
of the Vina Subbasin GSP, and identifying Tuscan as a GSA partner. 
 
F. Condition 18   provides, in part, that before approving any groundwater sustainability plan 
(GSP) implementation activity subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
Tuscan should work with the Vina GSA to ensure such projects are consistent with the Vina 
Subbasin GSP.   

 
G. The Parties desire to enter into this MOU to comply with Condition 13. 

 
THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows: 
 

AGREEMENT 
 

1. Purpose.  The purpose of this MOU is to establish a formal collaborative and cooperative 
working relationship between Tuscan, on the one hand, and Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA, on 
the other hand, in the implementation of the Vina Subbasin GSP enabling Tuscan to serve as a 
partner with those GSAs implementing SGMA within the Vina Subbasin. 
 
2. Acknowledgement of Roles. 

 
(a) Tuscan: 

 
1. Tuscan will represent its landowners in the development of projects and 

activities funded by Tuscan in achieving groundwater sustainability.  
2. Tuscan will serve as a partner to Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA and provide 

support through implementation of projects and management actions as 
identified in the Vina Subbasin GSP, as that GSP may be amended from time to 
time. Tuscan is not a GSA and will not undertake any duties or authorities of a 
GSA.    

3. Except as otherwise provided in this MOU, Tuscan may participate in the 
implementation of SGMA and the Vina Subbasin GSP to the same extent as any 
interested party within the Vina Subbasin. 
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(b) Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA: 
 

1. Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA will fulfill their duties and responsibilities as 
GSAs in the Vina Subbasin; neither GSA has delegated to Tuscan, and they each 
will retain, all of their authority as a GSA under SGMA, including all of their 
authority to amend and implement the Vina Subbasin GSP. 
 

2. Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA shall continue to fulfill their respective duties 
as GSAs, which may include, but is not limited to, submission of annual reports, 
updates to the Vina Subbasin GSP, continued collaboration with the Department 
of Water Resources, and implementation of projects and management actions 
identified for each in the Vina Subbasin GSP.  In the event either GSA 
collaborates with Tuscan on any of those projects and management actions, the 
GSA reserves for its discretion the scope of that collaboration.  

 
3. Methods for Communication, Cooperation, and Collaboration.  The Parties shall 

communicate, cooperate, and collaborate in the following ways: 
 

(a) Information Sharing: 
 

1. The Parties agree to share data, studies, reports, and other information related 
to groundwater conditions, Vina Subbasin GSP projects and management 
actions, and other topics reasonably related to groundwater management in the 
Vina Subbasin. 
 

2. The Parties shall each commit to timely and transparent communication 
regarding any changes or updates to projects and management actions that may 
affect the other Party. 
 

(b) Cooperation and Collaboration: 
 

1. Subject to and as provided under Condition 18, Tuscan may develop and 
implement groundwater projects and management actions within those areas of 
Tuscan’s boundaries overlapping with Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA and 
commits to inform and collaborate with the GSAs on such endeavors.  
 

2. The Parties will use their best efforts to identify opportunities to work together 
on groundwater management projects and management actions benefitting the 
sustainability goals outlined in the Vina Subbasin GSP. 
 

3. The Parties may collaborate to secure grants and funding for Vina Subbasin 
GSP projects and other groundwater sustainability actions in the Vina Subbasin. 
 

4. Points of Contact.  Tuscan, Rock Creek GSA, and Vina GSA shall each designate and 
maintain a primary point of contact to facilitate communication and coordination.  In the 
event of any change in the point of contact, the designating Party shall promptly notify the 
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others of the change.  The designated points of contact for each Party shall meet, either in-
person or by videoconference, at least annually to discuss water management activities in 
the Vina Subbasin, including ongoing Vina Subbasin GSP implementation efforts, 
opportunities for collaboration, and any potential challenges needing to be addressed. 
 

5. Term, Termination, and Amendment. 
 

(a) This MOU will remain in effect for a period of five (5) years following the Effective 
Date and may be extended upon mutual agreement of the Parties. 

 
(b) Any Party may terminate its participation in this MOU upon sixty (60) days’ written 

notice to the other Parties. However, before sending any notice of termination to 
the other Parties, the Party seeking to terminate participation in this MOU shall 
meet and confer informally with the other Parties to attempt resolution of any 
concern or dispute giving rise to its desire to no longer participate in this MOU. 

 
(c) This MOU may be amended or modified in writing by mutual consent of all Parties 

at any time during the term of MOU. 
 
6. General Provisions. 

 
(a) Except as expressly provided in this MOU, nothing in this MOU creates any 

financial rights or obligations among the Parties. Any sharing of costs among the 
Parties will be the subject of a separate written agreement. 

 
(b) This MOU (i) is the final and complete expression of the agreement among the 

Parties regarding its subject matter and may not be contradicted by evidence of any 
prior or contemporaneous oral or written agreement or representation, (ii) may not 
be amended, nor may any of its provisions be waived, except by an instrument in 
writing signed by all Parties, (iii) will be construed according to the laws of the 
State of California, and (iv) has been jointly negotiated and drafted, and Civil Code 
section 1654 will not apply in its interpretation.  

 
TUSCAN WATER DISTRICT ROCK CREEK RECLAMATION 

DISTRICT GSA 
 
 
By: ________________________________  By:        
       Richard McGowan, President         Date         Darren Rice, Chairman  Date 
 
 
VINA GSA 
 
 
By:_________________________________ 
      Evan Tuchinsky, Board Chair    Date 
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May 11, 2021 

 

Mr. Stephen Lucas, Executive Officer  

Butte Local Agency Formation Commission  

1453 Downer Street, Suite #C 

Oroville, California 95965 

Email: slucas@buttecounty.net 

 RE: Formation of Tuscan Water District  

Dear Mr. Lucas:  

 We, the Board of Trustees of the Rock Creek Reclamation District, are writing to express 

our support for the formation of the Tuscan Water District (Tuscan WD). 

 Rock Creek Reclamation District (Rock Creek RD) was formed in 1985 to provide flood 

control and drainage services in northern Butte County. Currently, the District provides these 

services to 4,644 acres of agricultural and single-family residential parcels. While the proposed 

Tuscan WD’s boundaries would overlap with Rock Creek RD’s boundaries, there would not be 

any duplication of services. Although Rock Creek RD has the latent power to provide water for 

irrigation purposes, it does not exercise that power. In fact, Rock Creek RD does not convey, 

transport, or export irrigation water to agricultural properties or residences within its boundaries. 

Any water conveyance the Rock Creek RD currently performs is for drainage and flood control.  

 Additionally, the Rock Creek RD serves as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

(GSA) for the area within its boundaries. As one of the two GSAs covering the Vina Subbasin, 

Rock Creek GSA is tasked with preparing and implementing a groundwater sustainability plan 

(GSP). Under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), each GSP must include 

management actions and projects that the GSA determines will achieve its sustainability goal for 

its basin. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 354.44, subd. (a).)  

The proposed Tuscan WD would play a much-needed role in planning and performing 

the management actions, and pursuing projects. We anticipate that Tuscan WD will cover over 

100,000 acres of land throughout Butte County and the Vina Subbasin. Therefore, the water 

district would be able to perform wide-scale and coordinated actions in furtherance of the goals 

of the GSP for the Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA. After all, this is one of the primary purposes 

for Tuscan WD’s formation: to participate and cooperate with Rock Creek GSA and Vina GSA 

in their efforts to achieve sustainability in the Vina Subbasin.   

ROCK CREEK RECLAMATION DISTRICT 

A Butte County Reclamation District Operating Under Division 15 of the 

California Water Code 

mailto:slucas@buttecounty.net


 
 

Accordingly, the Rock Creek RD offers its support for the formation of the Tuscan WD 

subject to the following understandings and principles:  

• Tuscan WD will not perform any service currently performed by Rock Creek RD.  

 

• Rock Creek GSA will retain its autonomy to develop, adopt, and implement its GSP 

within its boundaries. Tuscan may, however, participate in the development and 

implementation of Rock Creek GSA’s GSP. 

 

• Tuscan WD will, subject to an agreement with Rock Creek WD, cooperate with the Rock 

Creek GSA in the pursuit of management actions and projects identified in Rock Creek 

GSA’s GSP.  

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter. 

 

      Very truly yours, 

 

      Hal Crain, Chairman 

 

 

 

 

 

Chairman 



Vina Groundwater Sustainability Agency 
Agenda Transmittal 

 

 
Subject: Consideration of Streaming and Recording Vina GSA Meetings 
 

 
Contact: Dillon Raney Phone: (530) 552-3582 Meeting Date: January 15, 2025 Agenda Item: 4.4 

Summary 

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, beginning with the August 12, 2020, Board meeting, Vina GSA Board 
and Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC) meetings were conducted exclusively online via Zoom and were 
recorded. This format remained in place until the July 14, 2021, Board meeting, when meetings transitioned 
back to in-person attendance with the option to participate remotely. 

Beginning with the March 8, 2023, Board Meeting, meetings were made viewable online via Zoom; however, 
participation was restricted to in-person attendees. Despite these limitations, meetings continued to be recorded 
and made available on the Vina GSA website for public access. 

While this approach has provided significant benefits in terms of accessibility, Staff has faced consistent 
technical issues during meetings. These issues include unreliable streaming, interruptions, delays, and at times, 
an inability to maintain continuous access for online participants. These disruptions have impacted meeting 
effectiveness and accessibility for remote attendees. 

The Board will discuss whether to continue streaming and recording meetings given the ongoing technical 
challenges and the impact these challenges have on meeting accessibility and effectiveness. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Requested Action: 
Provide direction to Staff on whether to continue streaming and recording Vina GSA meetings. 

Fiscal Impact: 
None  
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