






































Alternative proposal - Original version (12/2025)

APPENDIX B

(1o Be Adopted by Resolution and Amended as Needed)
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—]|Number: 1 Author: Elizabeth Merry Date: 1/22/26, 12:27:530PM -08'00'

This should go without saying, but touché.

ENumber: 2 Author: Elizabeth Merry Date: 1/22/26, 12:32:350PM -08'00"



Liz Merry Comments Jan 22, 2026

10. Next Steps/Action Items

e Planned outline/framework approved and adopted by TCFCWCD Board in Q1 2026 — to
be further developed consistent with Implementation Timeline above
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~ ( : B | Stephanie Horii <shorii@cbi.org>

January 27th Demand Management Working Group CANCELLATION notice

Steve Gruenwald <steve@growers-choice.net> Fri, Feb 6, 2026 at 6:36 PM
To: Liz Merry <lizmerry58@gmail.com>

Cc: Michael Ward <mward5577@outlook.com>, lan Turnbull <ian_turnbull@ruralits.com>, Lena Sequeira
<Isequeira@tcpw.ca.gov>, "bflynn@pacificfarms.net" <bflynn@pacificfarms.net>, "bomyhre@wildlifewestinc.com"
<bmyhre@wildlifewestinc.com>, Hal Crain <halcrain@crainranch.com>, Justin Jenson <jjenson@tcpw.ca.gov>,
"toddhamer@sbcglobal.net" <toddhamer@sbcglobal.net>, "wborrors@gmail.com" <wborror5@gmail.com>, Adam Englehardt
- District 2 <aenglehardt@outlook.com>, Adriana Langarica <alangarica@tcpw.ca.gov>, Stephanie Horii <shorii@cbi.org>

| think everyone who is going to share written comments has done so, and that was our assignment to complete before
our next DM meeting. I'm fine not having the lawyer from down south in the room, and would actually prefer him to be
remote but available for comment when appropriate. | believe Greg Jones and Justin Jensen were waiting for a 'scope of
proposed work' and rough estimate of cost to get approval to hire him, and he had not provided us with that the last |
heard earlier this week. We should have a pretty good idea of his hourly rate based on the work he's helped with so far.
With or without him on board, | would also like to get together to discuss our comments, concerns, and proposed edits to
the alternate plan, which at this point seems to have the most support from the group. We don't need a legally perfect set
of recommendations or proposals to forward to the commission, but we do need to produce recommendations and/or a
straw proposal.

For the most part | like the boilerplate document we have, with some exceptions:

1) The requirement for completion of 2.2 and 2.3 prior to implementation of Phase 1 measures, which do specifically state
in 1.3 to be "moved forward for immediate implementation”. The agricultural community is already engaged in many
Phase 1 measures, and | think we can recommend Phase 1 measures continue and expand in scope concurrently with
outreach milestones described in 2.2 and 2.3.

Efforts to rework much of the public engagement (listening sessions, workshops, targeted engagement, and public review
of draft Phase 1 measures) looks like an effort to kick the can further down the road than we already have.

2) System of credits, trading, and marketing. This needs to be examined carefully and through the lens of our goals
spelled out in section 1.2, ..."Program is to address and mitigate overdraft...by reducing demand for groundwater".
Furthermore, just because it's legally defensible doesn't necessarily mean we want it in our plan if it takes us further away
from our sustainability goals.

3) | would like to see some triggers incorporated into our annual evaluations that would consider limited Phase 2
measures should we see undesirable results (e.g. continued groundwater decline toward MT). I'm uncomfortable waiting
until 2032 to take action.

4) As the DM working group, are we asked to weigh in on funding and financing (section 7)? If so, | would advocate for
the majority of the costs to be borne by those pumping the most groundwater...volumetric fees. Minimal flat per parcel
fees for residential, dryland, rangeland, and a small annual de minimis user wellhead fee.

5) Appendix A goes further into detail than | think it needs to be at this stage. | would like to see some sections of 4 and 5
edited, conditional/commensurate with conditions, or removed.

Just my $.02 for now. I'm in favor of meeting again sooner rather than later. Next week works for me.
Steve Gruenwald
Growers' Choice Crop Consulting, Inc.

530-519-8377

[Quoted text hidden]
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( : B | Stephanie Horii <shorii@cbi.org>

FBDMP Comments

Michael Ward <mward5577@outlook.com> Sun, Feb 8, 2026 at 11:48 AM
To: Steve Gruenwald <steve@growers-choice.net>, Liz Merry <lizmerry58@gmail.com>, lan Turnbull
<ian_turnbull@ruralits.com>, Lena Sequeira <Isequeira@tcpw.ca.gov>, "bflynn@pacificfarms.net" <bflynn@pacificfarms.net>,
"bmyhre@uwildlifewestinc.com" <bmyhre@wildlifewestinc.com>, Hal Crain <halcrain@crainranch.com>, Justin Jenson
<jjenson@tcpw.ca.gov>, "toddhamer@sbcglobal.net" <toddhamer@sbcglobal.net>, "wborrors5@gmail.com”
<wborror5@gmail.com>, Adam Englehardt - District 2 <aenglehardt@outlook.com>, Adriana Langarica
<alangarica@tcpw.ca.gov>, Stephanie Horii <shorii@cbi.org>

Before | get started, | suggest that we meet next week. Michael Ward

More Comment...

FBDMP Section 5.4 Technical Support and Administrative Record

The District will support development and |mplementat|on of the allocation and enforcement framework with technical
data, analyses, and memoranda D ; and will incorporate those
materials into the Program’s administrative record (e.g., the Ludhorf & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE)
Technical Memorandum dated November 19, 2025, titled “Technical Foundations for Safe Yield, Sustainable Yield,
and Groundwater Demand Management in Tehama County,” and any subsequent updates or successor
memoranda).

THIS APPEARS TO BE A BLANKET STATEMENT SUPPORTING PROPOSED PROGRAM ELEMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
THE TM. The TM includes issues that have never been fully resolved. Referencing this doc serves as an endorsement
and should not be included in the draft plan. One of the issues is that it incorporates the current straw proposal
management actions by the County:

1. ISSUE: Management Action and Triggers -Management Action 1. This action generates administrative fees
based on fluctuations of GW elevations in relation to the MO. This has always been pointed out as a problem and
has never been addressed.

a. GW fluctuations relative to the MO should not be a source of revenue generation for the GSA. If we don't all
agree we need to discuss this in more detail. That said, | think the approach is good monitoring strategy.
We need to focus on MT exceedances.

2. ISSUE: Management Action and Triggers — Management Action 2. | support this approach, but | don’t think
we incorporate the material into the draft.

a. | appreciate LSCE efforts here, but the TM stops short of even suggesting that any aspect of this is legally
supportable or under what condition it is supportable. The TM is a general summary of what we’ve seen
over the last couple of years and provides no new insights here. I'm still waiting for a legal opinion that
supports it. Thiessen polygons probably work fine for “monitoring, public safety, research, modeling, and
resource assessments”, as the TM lays out, but can they serve for regulatory compliance, or do we need a
better foundation? Purpose matters here.

3. TM Section: Parcels Subject to the DMP suggests policy that all parcels that are not federal and state will be
subject to DM fees. If this is not what is being proposed, why do we identify the “number of parcels applicable to
fees.”

From: Steve Gruenwald <steve@growers-choice.net>

Sent: Friday, February 6, 2026 6:36 PM
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Appendix A - CBI revised (1/12/26) per DMWG Jan 7 Meeting

APPENDIX A
(To Be Adopted by Resolution and Amended as Needed)

Proposal Appendix Updated: 1/12/2026 per Groundwater Demand Management Working

Group 1/7/2026 Meeting Discussion

Priority Topics for DMWG discussion (Jan-Mar 2026). Not necessarily to be discussed in this

order:

2: Plan Area and Management Zones
3: Sustainable Yield Determination
4. Pumping Allocation

5. Credit System

6. Penalty Fee Structure

7. Curtailment

1. Executive Summary
1.1. Purpose and legal authority (SGMA, Tehama County ordinances)
1.2. Plan goals: Achieve sustainable yield by 2042, protect critical domestic wells, maintain
agricultural viability
1.3. Key mechanisms - Establish:

2. Plan Area and Management Zones

Management Zones

Calculation of Safe Yield

Use of Measurable Objectives and Minimum Thresholds

Base Fee Structure for GSA Administrative Purposes — Baseline Fee for Users at or
below Safe Yield

Fee Structure for Users above Safe Yield — Fees dedicated for projects to achieve
sustainability goals

Allocation of transferable pumping credits, with conditions. + tiered fee structure
Other as determined to be necessary

2.1. Subbasins (Antelope, Bowman, Los Molinos, Corning, and Red Bluff)

2.+2.2.  Define RMP ground water level decline that considers year to year fluctuations

2.2.2.3.  Delineation of Management Zones (MZs) based on hydrogeologic conditions,
historical pumping, and minimum threshold risks

23.24. Map (to the individual parcel level) series showing Management Zones

3. Sustainable Yield Determination

3.1. Update and refine best available sustainable yield estimate for entire subbasin and for
each Management Zone (acre-feet/year)

Sources: Updated GSP numerical model (2022-2025), DWR projections, local
studies

10

Commented [3]: District straw proposal outlines a
potential option for management zones approach
(using Thiessen first, then integrate hydrogeologic
conditions)

Commented [5]: District straw proposal outlines a
potential option for calculating sustainable yield
(combined safe yield areas)
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Appendix A - CBI revised (1/12/26) per DMWG Jan 7 Meeting

e Example: Tehama Subbasin sustainable yield = 220,000-250,000
AFY (to be refined)

e Verify/validate the sustainable yield estimate for each subbasin, management area,
and special zone using RMS data.

Commented [6]: Maybe we don't need this list in the
official proposal (but could include as an attachment or
additional notes)

o [Imported surface water (captured recharge)What is this term? [Commemed [7: imported surface water includes SW j
e Managed recharge potential What is this? imported for irrigation and for recharge.
e Climate change adjustment (—10% by 2070)

3.3. Allocation of funds for consultant in Q1&2 of 2026 to further refine sustainable yield
based on future data in addition to work completed to date

3.2. \Breakdown of sustainable yield components:\
e Native yield

4. Pumping Allocation and
4.1. Base Allocation

e For Management Zones below Measurable Objectives — All irrigated parcels within
such management zone receives a base allocation expressed in acre-feet per acre
(AF/ACQ) tied to the parcel

e Example of Calculation for Base Allocation for Management Zones below
Measurable Objectives: Allocation (AF/AC) = Total Sustainable Yield for
Management Zone divided by Total Irrigated Parcel Acres

e De Minimis users (e.g. parcels using less than 2 acre-feet per year) exempt from

curtailment

5. Credit System

5.1. A Credit System hnay‘be developed to include [Commented [9]: Ask legal counsel re: use of "may" vs. j
"shall"

e Credits provided for Base Allocation, Recharge, In-Lieu Activities, etc.

5.2. Transferability of Credits: A system may be developed to allow transfer or sale of credits
between parcels and property owners. Transfer, sale, or lease of groundwater or surface
water credits must be consistent with the Goals and Objectives of the Resolution stated
in Section 1.2.

5.3. Any credit/transfer system developed must not make conditions worse in areas in decline

5.4. Any credit/transfer system developed must not make conditions worse in periods of
drought

5:2.5.5.  Any credit/transfer system developed must not encourage ground that is not
actively irrigated to be used for credits elsewhere.

5:3.5.6. _ Develop Consumption Tracking with Appeal System

| Commented [10]: Suggestions to consider:

- | 3-tiered fee structure
«Additional backstop(s): For example, something more
than a monetary-based backstop?

6. Penalty Fee Structure (Demand Management Fee)\

11
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Appendix A - CBI revised (1/12/26) per DMWG Jan 7 Meeting

6.1. Excess Pumping Fee
e Where applicable, tiered escalating fee for every acre-foot pumped above Base
Allocation to be determined based on economic analysis for fees
e Fees adjusted every 3—5 years commensurate with issues. based on recharge project
costs and inflation
e Implement Penalty Fee Structure prior to 2032 (Interim Milestone) commensurate
with issues. — Prop 26 or Prop 218
6.2. Dedicated Use of Excess Pumping Fee Revenue
e Groundwater recharge projects (on-farm, dedicated basins, in-lieu)
e In-lieu conversion (surface water)
e Well mitigation program for domestic wells impacted by overdraft
e Drought reserve storage projects
e Incentive programs (e.g. extended fallowing, multi-benefit land repurposing,
development of surface water use infrastructure, irrigation efficiency. , land purchase
for areas in cone of depression, etc...)
e No use for general county funds

7. \Curtailments and Increased Fees Based on Triggers F Rampdown to Safe Yield (Excess Commented [11]: Flagging for future discussion to
. . explore the potential specific approaches. For instance,
Pumping can’t be perpetual) District's straw proposal is a potential example
7.1. Assessment annually beginning in 2027.in 2032 (Interim Milestone) approach.
. . . Other example basins to explore: Ventura, S. Crl Valley
e Review data and adjust fees, if necessary basins

e Possible adjustment of total allowed average consumptive use
7.2. Assessment in 2037 (Interim Milestone)

e Review data and adjust fees, if necAssessmessary
7.2 Possible adjustment of total allowed average consumptive use

8. Metering;-Monitoring, Self-Metering, and Reporting
73-8.1. __ Potential monitoring, reporting, and voluntary metering mechanisms:
o Satellite-based consumptive use reporting with option for grower to self-meter
e Self-metering annual pumping reports due by December 31

8:9.Appeals and Hardship Provisions
&19.1.  Hardship committee for temporary relief (drought, crop failure, new permanent
planting)
8.2.9.2.  Appeals process for allocation disputes

9:10. Implementation Timeline‘ [Commented [12]: J Hughes legal advice: Specify
timelines and dates for DWR

e 2026: Administrative Fee Collection (subject to Prop 26 or Prop 218); Finalize
Management Zones; and Establish Safe Yield per Management Zone

12
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Appendix A - CBI revised (1/12/26) per DMWG Jan 7 Meeting

e 2027: Issue initial parcel credit allocations
e 2028: Consumptive use program complete; credit trading platform live

. \2032: First excess pumping fees assessed (2031 pumping)\ Commented [13]: Consider alternatives for areas of
higher concern (already at/below their GSPs' MTs):

e 2032: Review and assessment of safe yield and fee structures, with adjustments as

needed Perhaps move up the timelines (similar to how SGMA
treats critically over-drafted basins)

e 2037: Review and assessment of safe yield and fee structures, with adjustments as
needed
e 2042: Achieve sustainable yield (SGMA deadline)

10:11. Next Steps/Action Items

e Planned outline/framework approved and adopted by TCFCWCD Board in Q2 2026 — to
be further developed consistent with Implementation Timeline above

13
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Feb 10 comments on revised alternative proposal from S Gruenwald

TEHAMA COUNTY GROUNDWATER DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Framework for the Antelope, Red Bluff, Corning and Los Molinos Subbasins

1. Program Basis and Authority
1.1 Resolution No. 4-2024

This Groundwater Demand Management Program (Program) is established pursuant to
Resolution No. 2-2024 and Resolution No. 4-2024 (Resolution), in which the District
Board committed the District, as GSA, to “review, consider, and undertake mitigation
actions for demand management” to address overdraft and groundwater level declines in
the Antelope, Red Bluff, and-Los Molinos and Corning Subbasins.

The Resolution recognizes the need for projects and management actions to achieve and
maintain sustainable groundwater conditions by or before 2042 and acknowledges that
hydrologic variability and project timing may increase the need for demand management.

1.2 Purpose and Objectives

Consistent with the Resolution, this Program is being developed to define the purpose,
objectives, scope, roles and responsibilities, requirements, and potential outcomes for
groundwater demand management in the four three-Subbasins. The anticipated goal of
the Program is to address and mitigate overdraft and groundwater level decline, and
related undesirable results, by reducing demand for groundwater during the GSP
implementation period.

1.3 Required Two-Phase Structure
The Resolution specifies that the Program will consist of two categories of measures:

e Phase I: Immediate Implementation Measures (Voluntary).
Measures to be “moved forward for immediate implementation (at the Program start
date),” limited to voluntary actions such as best management practices, conservation,
increased surface-water use in lieu of groundwater, multi-benefit land repurposing,
dry farming, and non-substitution fallowing.

+—Phase II: Phased Adaptive Implementation Measures (Mandatory).
Measures to be “moved forward for phased adaptive implementation,” developed so
that they are “ready to implement in phases, commensurate with issues.” These
include allocations, well restrictions, and pumping restrictions. -and-water

market/trading and/or fee structurcs.
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Feb 10 comments on revised alternative proposal from S Gruenwald

1.4 “Commensurate with Issues” Standard

The Resolution requires that phased adaptive measures be implemented commensurate
with (a) the amount of demand reduction required, and (b) the specific issues facing the
relevant area(s), considering regional “Special Zones,” subbasin-wide, and management-
area-wide applications as appropriate.

2. Stakeholder Communication and Engagement
2.1 Legal and Policy Basis

Under SGMA, GSAs must consider the interests of all beneficial users and “encourage
the active involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the
population within the groundwater basin prior to and during the development and
implementation of the groundwater sustainability plan.” (Wat. Code, § 10727.8; see also
§ 10723.2.) The Department of Water Resources’s Guidance Document for Groundwater
Sustainability Plan: Stakeholder Communication and Engagement and Best Management
Practices framework emphasize early, continuous, and documented engagement as a core

element of SGMA implementation. This direction and guidance makes clear that GSAs
should:

e Identify all beneficial uses and users and maintain a list of interested parties.

e Encourage active involvement of diverse stakeholder groups throughout planning and
implementation.

e Document outreach activities and how public input is incorporated into decisions.

2.2 Program Communication and Engagement Plan

Before-the Distriet-advanees-to-adoption-of_In conjunction with Phase I voluntary

measures and prior to adoption of Phase II regulatory measures (allocations, restrictions,

fee structures), it will prepare and maintain a written Program Communication and
Engagement Plan (C&E Plan) that is:

e Aligned with DWR’s Stakeholder Communication and Engagement Guidance and
related SGMA Best Management Practices materials;

e Basin-specific to the Antelope, Red Bluff, Corning, and Los Molinos Subbasins; and
e Integrated with;-but-distinet-from;-any broader GSP communication plans.
At a minimum, the Program C&E Plan will:

1. Identify stakeholder groups and beneficial users, including but not limited to:
agricultural pumpers, domestic well owners, small water systems, municipalities,
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