July 23, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority
P.O. Box 475
Colusa, CA 95932-9804

Colusa Groundwater Authority Board Members,

| object to the CGA SGMA Operational Assessment for several reasons. My objections may or
may not be based on constitutional grounds, | am far from a constitutional scholar, but they are
objections, none the less. | hope that they will be considered.

The CGA Board and (highly paid) contracted managers and consultants have failed the
landowners they serve. CGA has already been in place for some 7 years and there is a rush to
put a groundwater monitoring system in place to meet upcoming State deadlines because initial
proposal (in 20237) was not acceptable to the State. There has been an apparent lack of
planning, and/or action, and/or communication with the landowners who will be impacted by the
pending CGA Assessment. There is now a ballot, with an August 7 deadline, to put
assessments on the Colusa County tax bills for 2025-26 that will fund the CGA's plans. The
managers and consultants are supposedly experienced in these matters, but | am not seeing
evidence of their expertise. They may be keeping the CGA actions compliant with legal
guidelines, but they are not helping them communicate effectively, accurately, and in a timely
manner with the voters they are hired {o serve.

1. The CGA has structured the assessment categories to guarantee the CGA will receive the
funding it seeks.

» Ballots are weighted by the dollar amount of the assessment. 1 do understand that Prop
218 was structured this way, the weighting strategy is legal, and the reasoning behind it,
but | still think it is wrong.

« Large landowners, who have deep, high volume draw, commercial wells, and are in the
highest cost per acre category, will have a significant and unfair voting advantage over
all other property owners. These same large landowners do not want meters on their
wells, nor do they want any outside control exercised over the amount of water they can
draw. How much they draw is at least part of the reason for local land subsidence.

+ One vote - one parcel would have been far more equitable.

2. Parcel assessment categories are inaccurately identified for the CGA assessment ballot.
| checked with several neighbors. Like me, they were also incorrectly categorized. | have
attended public meetings where others have also indicated their parcels were incorrectly
categorized.

« There was insufficient effort made by the CGA, or their consultants who developed the
assessment categories, to place individual parcels in the correct category before the
ballots went out to landowners. A lack of planning and attention to detail.

« The descriptions of the assessment categories on the ballot were not sufficiently
explanatory for voters to determine if they were or were not in the correct assessment
category.

o CGA consultants used a "broad brush" strategy and assumptions, hased on ArcGIS
mapping, to identify which parcels belonged in which assessment category and
strategically weighted these in order to generate enough assessment dollars to fund the
proposed $1.9M budget.




Zoom in on the ArcGIS map. For example, there is a preponderance of small parcels
around Williams, Princeton, and south of Arbuckle to the Yolo County line. Most of
these are rural, residential parcels that have domestic wells and maybe Colusa County
Water District (CCWD) or other surface water. Some undoubtedly have ag wells. Most
of the ag wells were probably in place before the properties were subdivided and at least
some may be abandoned. Some parcels may have both an active ag well and CCWD,
but the majority do not. This means that these many, many parcels have been
incorrectly identified as Conjunctive Use instead of Surface Water.

At the Board Meeting on July 11, which | attended, the CGA Board intended to appoint a
committee to address this issue. |t was the the only agenda item and the balloting had
already been in progress for weeks. A process to address incorrect rate categories
should have been in place BEFORE the ballots even went out. Better yet, the accurate
status of each parcel should have been determined. Time consuming? Yes, but
accuracy counts. The chair admitted fo those present..."\WWe have over promised and
under performed". Due largely to time constraints with the ballots due August 7, it was
decided that the authority to correct problems was IMPLIED by previous Board actions
and that the consuitant should proceed with corrections.

Getting your assessment category corrected has been and is inefficient and
cumbersome. The 800 number on the ballot only took messages during business hours
and it took a week for my second call, when { could leave a message, to be returned.
Others have had the same experience. Then, there was no form yet in place to request
the correction! The consultant still had to create it, which took another week!
Landowners then had to submit the form, requesting a change and a new ballot. As of
July 23, | still did not have a corrected ballot. | may have to personally attend the August
7 meeting in order for my assessment category to be correct and my ballot to be
counted.

Roughly 6,700 ballots were sent out. To expect everyone whose ballot is incorrect or
missing, and who may not get a corrected ballot before the deadline, and thus need to
vote in person, is simply unreasonable. The rush is in place so, if the measure passes,
the CGA can give the results to the County in order to have the assessment on the
2025-26. Clearly a lack of planning on the part of the CGA and with no help from the
consultants.

Once the assessment is in place, presuming it passes, and the County has the wrong
assessment information, how are property owners supposed to get their assessment
category corrected?

3. Inthe budget, the CGA proposes to establish a very costly "accounting system" that will ,
utilize satellite-based evapotranspiration (ET) data to estimate ground water use. And the high
cost continues annually. They are "reinventing tlie whee!" to the financial burden of taxpavers,
with a system that has acknowledged flaws.

First, the ET data is already available from the USDA, for FREE! A friend in Butte
County sends it to me.

Second, | know of a local grower who used a satellite ET system to water their trees.
It was an epic fail - the ET data was totally inaccurate for their needs.

Third, other California groundwater authorities have already established accounting
systems that the State of California has approved. Why not buy a copy of the already
approved software? Can our needs be so different from others that we need to start
over?

4. Communications by the CGA to the public and landowners are simply inadeguate. It may be

legal, but it is insufficient. Emails with huge attachments are largely ineffective. Notices of
special meetings arriving by email the day before do not help people attend. | don't read the
paper, but are regular meeting notices published there? Have articles been submitted to the




local paper describing the CGA's mission, the processes that are ongoing, the progress made to
date, and the importance of the ballot, how parcels were categorized, and how to get
corrections made?

+ Public meetings are simply not well attended. People have day jobs or family obligations
and cannot just drop what they are doing in order to attend, especially with only a day or
two notice. Evening meetings do provide a second opportunity, but the meetings | have
attended had less than 50 people, including CGA personnel, present. And there are
THOUSANDS of property owners who will be impacted by this vote.

« Atthe July 11 Board Meeting, this problem was brought up. There was an Information
Guide provided with the ballot, but there was no description of the assessment
categories that property owners could use to confirm they were in the correct
category. As of July 17, a FAQ sheet had nhot yet been completed per Ryan Aston's
email to me. After another Board meeting on July 18, where the continuing lack of the
FAQ sheet was brought up, the CGA did send out a FAQ sheet via email that afternoon.
It still lacked clear definitions or simple examples of the assessment categories. Did it
go to all property owners representing the 6,700 ballots? Doubtful.

» Has ANY of the material been presented in Spanish? NO! Colusa County has a
significant Hispanic population. State voting materials are presented in multiple
languages. Based on the County census, there is apparently no requirement for the
CGA materials to be provided in Spanish. Regardless, how is this equitable to all
County property owners who will be impacted by this assessment?

5. It is generally understood that the State of California will eventually mandate meters on all
wells. | fully admit that nobody wants this, especially those landowners with large, deep wells
and hundreds of acres to irrigate. It is the pumping from these wells that is, at the least, a
significant contributing factor to ground subsidence and domestic well failures. Metering wells is
the ONLY accurate way to measure ground water use, at least that | am aware of,

« Because meters will eventually be mandated, why not mandate, subsidize, and phase in
the installation of meters on the large, agiicultural weils now, followed, if required by the
State, with domestic wells?

» There is supplemental funding available through USDA-NRCS and/or other agencies as
well as from grants. Whether the meters are read by a person or by some satellite
method is an open question. A human and a laptop would be inexpensive compared
with a satellitel.

» A participant at the June 23 public meeting at Granzella's had installed a meter on his ag
well for less than ~$2500. Yes, adding State certification would be an additional cost.
Another participant indicated there were less than 2000 wells in the area in question that
need monitoring. Either way, Installing meters will cost less in the long run. Someone
with 1000 acres who installed a meter, even if it cost $5000, would save money
compared with their new $11+/acre assessment if this measure passes. And, the meter
is probably a tax deductible business expense, anyway.

| appreciate the opportunity to present my concerns. | would be happy to discuss these matters
with the CGA board, aithough | have voiced them at some of the board and public meetings.

Respectfully,

Ay fSltgentiacl

Penelope J. Walgenbach Parcel Number: 021130091000
421 Wyer Road 530-476-2151, land line
Arbuckle, CA 95912 pjwalgenbach@frontiernet.net




August 1, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority (“GCA”)
PO Box 475
Colusa California 95932

RE: Objection Letter to Proposed Prop 218 Assessment For Parcels 015-165-007-000, 015-165-0(_)&000

& 015-162-001-000 | di§=1§ 5 -geff~ou7 ¢

Dear CGA,

Benjamin and Laura King 2020 Trust hereby submits its objection to the Proposed Assessment for the
reference above. We believe that the Proposed Assessment is unconstitutional because the CGA and its
Consultants did not use the best available and current information to make the parcel designation
groupings and was negligent in the designation of multiple parcels for which CGA Directors and its
consultants had actual or constructive knowledge.

The three parcels which are the basis for this objection are located on the east edge of the City of Colusa
and are connect to the City of Colusa municipal water supply. The three parcels are NOT located within
the jurisdiction of the City of Colusa but are in the County of Colusa — none of these parcels have a well.
One parcel is a commercial lot {015-162-001-000) that is not in use, another parce!is a house at 215 Bridge
Street in Colusa (015-165-007-0000 and the remaining parcel is a vacant lot just east of the house.

Our primary objection is that we believe that the Proposed Assessment is unconstitutionally assesses on
the City of Colusa water users because water users get no benefit from the proposed assessment. The
City is already closely regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board and the USEPA with no
oversight, benefit or other assistance or regulation by the CGA. Furthermore, itis disproportionally and
unconstitutional to assess the Planning and Groundwater Sustainability Costs to the City of Colusa water
users since there is no possible benefit to City water users and City water users have done no harm to the
Subbasin nor are they responsible for any of the domestic well failures or subsidence in the Subbasin.

Finally, as noted by the DWR in their October 2023 Letter the time series of water use which was used to
calculate groundwater use for the Proposed Assessment is not the best information currently available
and is unconstitutional because a proper allocation of costs by benefit can not be determined with the
use of the outdated irrelevant data set referenced in the Engineers Report. The Engineers Report used a
25-year time series starting in 1990 (35 years ago) and ending in 2015 {10 years ago). The DWR required
the CGA to use the 2016 to 2021 time series to render the most recent submission of the GSP complete.

One glaring unconstitutional defect of the Engineers Report is the parcel designations ouiside the Cities
of Colusa, Princeton, Williams and Arbuckie which may have had surface water deliveries decades ago but
do not now. In Colusa for example, the Roberts Ditch Company used to provide surface water to the




northwest of the City of Colusa on the west side of Hwy 45 towards Princeton but over the last few
decades they have ceased to do so. The use of the 1990 to 2015 period may have included historical
surface water deliveries by the Roberts Ditch Company that no longer are current. For example, all of the
west side of 141" Street seems to be designated as Surface Water while the City of Colusa is Groundwater.
This is obviously unfair and unconstitutional and is only because an outdated and irrelevant time series
was used by the Engineers Report. Exhibit A is a magnified snapshot of the Figure 3 on Page 44 of the
Engineers Report which the Assessment Map used to designate parcels. The assessment groupings in
this Figure have multiple incorrect designations and is unconstitutional

Here are some more reasons why the Proposed Assessment is unconstitutional (Please Note that Exhibits
B -] are included in the Objection Letter For Parcels 015-165-009-000, 015-164-006-000 & 015-164-007-
000):

1. The Engineers Report Intentionally Presents a Dire Financial Condition for the CGA that is
Untrue

On Page 42 of the Engineers Report, the Line ltem for “Beginning Unrestricted Net Assets is “S 0. This
is an intentional misrepresentation because the CGA had $ 1,309,800 in Beginning Unrestricted Net
Assets as of June 30, 2025, and more at the time of adoption on June 10, 2025. Since annual current
assessments are approximately $ 480,000 per year and will continue the CGA could continue to operate
as it currently is operating for several years and prudently spend on projects necessary to meet DWR
conditions. See Exhibit 3 for Page 42 of the Engineers Report certified by John Bliss and the CGA Cash
Balance and Financial Excerpts for the full year period ending June 30, 2025 (See Exhibit B)

2. The Historical Subarea Water Budgets for Parcel Grouping were Based on a Data Set Rejected

by the DWR when the Initial GSP Filing was Not Accepted. The Engineer’s Report parcel
groupings should be based on the same 2016 — 2021 Data Set that Were Included in the

Approved GSP. The Parce| Groupings are Based on Irrelevant Out of Date Data that Do Not
Reflect Current Groundwater Use by Parcel Groups

On Page 46 of the Engineers Report there is a reference to Appendix 3F

“Historical subarea water budgets from Appendix 3F of the Colusa GSP were used to estimate
groundwater pumping by subarea.”

Appendix 3F incorporates a data set from 1990 to 2015 which is not representative of current
groundwater use in the Colusa Subbasin. The DWR in its October 23, 2023, Letter that deemed the GSP
Submittal on January 28, 2022, as Incomplete — stated on Page 8 that the 1990 to 2015 Data Set
included conflicting information and was not representative of the overdraft of approximately 1-million-
acre feet that had occurred from 2006 to 2015. Consequently, the DWR requested a Corrective Action




requiring that the GSP be based on a relevant time series. (See Exhibit C for Letter Excerpt). Inthe Cover
Letter from the CGA to the DWR dated April 23, 2024, for the version of the GSP that was actually
approved, an updated relevant time period of 2016 — 2021 was used resulting in an annual overdraft of
62,000 per year.

The same relevant and current time-period used for the only version of the GSP approved by the DWR
should have been used by the Engineer to calculate the groundwater use by Budget Subarea. The 1990
to 2015 period is irrelevant and not representative of current groundwater canditions or relevant
groundwater use by any parcel in the subbasin. On average this data set used is over 22 years old and
totally irrelevant, Furthermore, it is not based on the GSP because the GSP Budget was revised to be
based on the 2016 — 2021 time-period.

On the bottom of Page 8 {last sentence to first lines of Page 9) of the DWR October 2023 Letter
determining that the 2022 GSP submission was incomplete it states:

“Based on a review of the information included in the GSP and annual reports, and the discrepancies
in the reported projections of overdraft, Department staff are unable to conclude the GSAs have
included a reasonable assessment of overdraft condition for the Subbasin based on the best available

information. "

Just as the 2022 draft submission of the GSP was deemed “incomplete” due to the outdated irrelevant
data set used for Appendix 3F which is the basis of the Assessment Figure 3 on Page 44 of the Engineer’s
Report — the parcel groupings derived from this 1990 to 2025 data set is unconstitutional because it is
not the “best available information”. The CGA should have used the same time- period 2016 -2021
which was required by the DWR to deem the GSP complete to ensure a constitutional and correct
Assessment.

3. The Proposed Costs for the Water Accounting System and Satellite Imagery Data should Have
Been Allocated to Planning Services Rather Than Groundwater Sustainability Surfaces Since It
will Benefit the Whole Subbasin And Done in Conjunction With the Glenn Groundwater
Authority To Be Used on the Glenn County Portion of the Subbasin Also,

The $850,000 per year budgeted for the Water Accounting System and Sateliite Imagery System is
intended for the benefit of the whole of Colusa County and Glenn County portions of the Colusa
Subbasin located on the west side of the Sacramento River. This Costs should be considered part of
Planning Services and allocated across all the parcels west of the Sacramento River where this data
could possibly be a benefit.

It is clear from the Frequently Asked Questions that were sent out by the CGA Administrator that these
costs are for the benefit of the whole of the Basin west of the Sacramento River since it references the
benefit of the whole Subbasin including Glenn County. It will not include the east side of Glenn County
because that area is in the Butte Subbasin, and it should not include the East Side of Colusa County
because there is no Monitoring Network infrastructure on the East Side.




4. The CGA Was Negligent and lgnored the March 28, 2018, Technical Memorandum By Davids
Engineering Detailing the Location and Well Type of 1044 Wells in the Colusa Subbasin

In a Technical Memorandum Entitled “Characterization of Groundwater Development in Colusa County
and Evaluation of Potentia! Future Groundwater Demands” Prepared by Davids Engineering on March
28, 2018 for Mary Fahey who was the CGA Administrator, Davids Engineering located by parcel 1044
Domestic and Agricultural Wells (See Exhibit D). On Page 3 Section 2.1.1:

“Well locations were refined using a combination of methods depending on available
information and resources. The available information in the well logs included well address,
street intersection, location sketch, and tract location in sections, depending on the well
completion report. In some cases, latitude and longitude coordinates were provided. Once the
available information was reviewed, Google maps and the aerial imagery from the National
Agricultural Imagery Program (NAIP) were used to determine general, if not definite,
locations of the wells. If the basic location information listed above was missing, well gwner
names, parcels, and well types were reviewed and cross-referenced within the respective
sections using NAIP imagery and a parcel shapefile provided by Colusa County to approximate
the well location.”

The CGA had the parcel location of 1044 wells in the Colusa Subbasin but negligently used the outdated
irrelevant data set rejected by the DWR to assess landowners for the Proposed Assessment.

5. Thad Betiner was Negligent By Not Incorporating the Most Recent Well Use Data
Referenced in the March 2023 Sacramento Valley Regional Water Management Plan that
he Prepared as General Manager of Glenn Colusa Irrigation District

Glenn Colusa Irrigation District has between 100 to 200 landowner members who have
wells on their parcels with an aggregate conjunctive capacity of 77,000-acre feet.
(Section 2.2.3.2 of Attached Report (See Exhibit E). None of these parcels were
designated “Conjunctive Use” or “Groundwater Only” but are assessed at the lower
“SQurface Water” tier for the Assessment Rolls making them free riders and resulting in an
unconstitutional proportionality for other parcels at higher assessment rates.

6. Thad Bettner was Negligent By Not Designating Commercial Parcels withing GCID
that rely on groundwater only as Groundwater Only for the Assessment Rolls.

See the attached parcel maps of 5 commercial use parcels — 4 of which are within GCID
jurisdiction, and one is within RD 108 jurisdiction. All these parcels are designated as
Surface Water where it is clear that these parcels use groundwater for office, shop and
warehouse purposes (See Exhibit I)




7. The CGA Was Negligent in Not Requiring Member Agencies to Provide Most
Recent Groundwater Use by Parcel Within Their Districts For Parcel Groupings To
Ensure Proportionality

The CGA chose to rely on an outdate irrelevant data set rather than ask Member Agencies
for their accounting records which would have shown irrigation supply type by Parcel within
each Agencies Jurisdiction. For example, the Colusa County Water District Water
Management Plan (See Exhibit G) states on Page 19:

“The District collects and compiles water use by crop and field, which it has distributed
widely since 1995. Monthly meter readings are available totalizing use and the District
provides an annual review of water use in acre feet per acre for the entire District so that
each water user can compare his annual use to the District wide summary to see if any
improvements to his irvigation practices are needed. This information is available at
District office request.”

This information was available at the request of the CGA in preparing the Engineer’s Report
and the CGA was negligent in not requesting this information. If a parcel has almonds on it
and it does not receive surface water — it is Groundwater. If it does receive surface water, it
is conjunctive, or surface water based on the acre feet used per acre — information easily
obtained but not used.

One large grower within the CCWD is likely to have several groundwater only parcels that
are being assessed as Conjunctive Parcels. Attached is a Warren Act Agreement which has
a table of irrigation supply by field. Here is a summary of the spreadsheet on Pages 10 to 13
of Exhibit I:

a. T&P Farms by itself farms over 2600 acres on well water alone according to the attached filing -
see pages 10 to 13 of the attachment above.

b. T&P Farms reported farming 73 Parcels in CCWD — 41 of the 73 use WELL WATER ONLY. There
is not disclosure on others in CCWD, but the overwhelming majority of T&P field parcels are
essentially White Areas within CCWD. Only 15 field parcels rely exclusively on CCWD water and
only 17 T&P field parcels use well and district water. Approximately 88% of T&P field parcels
use some well water or are solely dependent on well water.

8. We also incorporate the Constitutional Objections contained in the Letter by Brownstein Hyatt
of August 1, 2025, as atfached in Exhibit J.

We are relying on the general constitutional objections included in the Brownstein Hyatt Letter
for these parcels and not the specific objections that relate to parcels located on the East Side of
the Sacramento River.




We look forward to your response to our Objections. Piease email us at bking@pacgoldag.com . Our
mailing address is PO Box 29, Colusa California 95932

Sincerely,

D M

Ben King

On behalf of Benjamin and Laura King 2020 Trust
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August 1, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority (“GCA”)
PO Box 475
Colusa California 95932

RE:_Objection Letter to Proposed Prop 218 Assessment For Parcels 015-165-009-000, 015-164-006-000
& 015-164-007-000

Dear CGA,

Benjamin and Laura King 2020 Trust hereby submits its objection to the Proposed Assessment for the
reference above. We believe that the Proposed Assessment is unconstitutional because the CGA and its
Consultants did not use the hest available and current information to make the parcel designation
groupings and was negligent in the designation of muitiple parcels for which CGA Directors and its
consultants had actual or constructive knowledge.

The three parcels which are the basis for this objection are located on the east edge of the City of Colusa
and historically were part of the Colusa Irrigation Company. After the dissolution of the Colusa Irrigation
Company, these parcels were allocated Settlement Contractor status by the Bureau of Reclamation in the
name of Ben and Laura King. Thad Bettner who is acting as a Consultant to the CGA for this Prop 218
process Is currently the Executive Director of the Sacramento River Settlement Contractors and is fully
aware that these parcels have Settlement Contractor rights. Ironically the CGA designated these parcels
in different groupings.  Parcels 015-164-006-000 and 015-164-007-000 were designated as “Surface
Water” and Parcel 015-165-009-000 was designated as “Groundwater” even though all three parcels have
Sacramento River Settlement Contractor Rights. Ironically, there is a well on parcei 015-164-006-000
which is used to also irrigate Parcel 015-165-009-000 but 006 was designated Surface Water and 009 was
“Groundwater”. If Thad Bettner had reviewed the designation of all the Sacramento River Settlement
Contractor parcels in the Assessment area, he would have easily noticed that these two parcels had
different grouping. Since we converted our irrigation system from flood irrigation from the River to drip
irrigation from our well, we informed the Consultant at SCI about the change in irrigation and asked that
all three parcels be designated as Ground Water since we want to be honest and correct.

How could it be that one parcel with a well within the same orchard could be designated Surface Water
and the other parcel without a well be designated Ground Water — obviously, no one checked for
consistency of geographic areas but also the fact is that the CGA is using an irrelevant and outdated time
series for its parcel groupings.  As referenced in the Engineer’s Report — the CGA used the time series in
Appendix 3F {which relates to the data set in Appendix 3E) and is for a 25 year period starting in 1990 and
ending in 2015. By any rational assessment using a time series that starts 35 years ago and ends 10 years
ago is obviously irrelevant and unconstitutional because the groupings have no relationship to actual




groundwater use or land use today. It is common knowledge that a large portion of the farmiand in
Colusa County has undergone a conversion from row crops to almond and walnut orchards and from flood
irrigation to drip irrigation. Since drip irrigation requires a filter system and uniform pressure for uniform
application in an orchard — many orchards have converted to well irrigation or have been based on well
irrigation since 2015 and in the last 10 to 15 years. Water use from a time series that begins in 1990 and
ends in 2015 is no way representative of actual water use and it is foreseeable that multiple parcels will
have outdated designations for this Proposed Assessment { See Exhibit A for the CGA Assessment Notice
and Bureau of Reclamation Settlement Contractor Invoices for these Parcels}

We will go into more detail below but it is clear that Thad Bettner and the Long-Term Funding Ad Hoc
Committee did not review the Assessment Diagram - Figure 3 on Page 44 of the Engineers Report, The
discrepancies jump out at you when you review them — how can you have a Groundwater Only Parcel
next to a Surface Water Only Parcel if both parcels are known Settlement Contractors? How can there
be a Surface Water designation for a warehouse on the west side of the Colusa Basin Drain next to College
City if RD 108 does not deliver surface water on the west side of the Colusa Basin Drain? Why didn’t the
Chairman of the CGA who is also the Vice Chairman of the Colusa Drain Water Company not know or care
that the service area of the Colusa Drain Mutual Water Company on the west side of the Colusa Basin
Drain was not represented and that CDOMWC landowners were being over assessed? How is it that Thad
Bettner who was the General Manager of GCID for over a decade before becoming a Consultant to the
CGA not point out that multiple parcels in CGID are in fact groundwater only or conjunctive use. Was all
of this negligence or selective disclosure — it definitely was not the correct information and definitely not
a constitutional way to assess landowners who rely on a rational and constitutional process from the CGA
Board and its consultants.

Here are some more reasons why the Proposed Assessment is unconstitutional:

A. The Proposed Prop 218 Assessment by the CGA Is Unconstitutional Because the Engineering
Report Intentionally Misrepresents the Current Financial Condition of the CGA and Is Based on
Conflicting and Outdated Data.

1. The Engineers Report Intentionally Presents a Dire Financial Condition for the CGA that is
Untrue

On Page 42 of the Engineers Report, the Line item for “Beginning Unrestricted Net Assets is “$ 0. This
is an intentional misrepresentation because the CGA had $ 1,309,800 in Beginning Unrestricted Net
Assets as of June 30, 2025, and more at the time of adoption on June 10, 2025. Since annual current
assessments are approximately $ 480,000 per year and will continue the CGA could continue to operate
as it currently is operating for several years and prudently spend on projects necessary to meet DWR
conditions. See Exhibit 3 for Page 42 of the Engineers Report certified by John Bliss and the CGA Cash
Balance and Financial Excerpts for the full year period ending June 30, 2025 ( See Exhibit B}




2. The Historical Subarea Water Budgets for Parcel Grouping were Based on a Data Set Rejected
by the DWR when the Initial GSP Filing was Not Accepted. The Engineer’s Report parcel
groupings should be based on the same 2016 — 2021 Data Set that Were Included in the
Approved GSP. The Parcel Groupings are Based on Irrelevant Out of Date Data that Do Not
Refleci Current Groundwater Use By Parcel Groups

On Page 46 of the Engineers Report there is a reference to Appendix 3F

“Historical subarea water budgets from Appendix 3F of the Colusa GSP were used to estimate
groundwater pumping by subarea.”

Appendix 3F incorporates a data set from 1990 to 2015 which is not representative of current
groundwater use in the Colusa Subbasin. The DWR in its October 23, 2023, Letter that deemed the GSP
Submittal on January 28, 2022, as Incomplete ~ stated on Page 8 that the 1990 to 2015 Data Set
included conflicting information and was not representative of the overdraft of approximately 1-million-
acre feet that had occurred from 2006 to 2015, Consequently, the DWR requested a Corrective Action
requiring that the GSP be based on a relevant time series. (See Exhibit C for Letter Excerpt). In the Cover
tetter from the CGA to the DWR dated April 23, 2024, for the version of the GSP that was actually
approved, an updated relevant time period of 2016 — 2021 was used resulting in an annual overdraft of
62,000 per year.

The same relevant and current time-period used for the only version of the GSP approved by the DWR
should have been used by the Engineer to calculate the groundwater use by Budget Subarea. The 1990
to 2015 period is irrelevant and not representative of current groundwater conditions or relevant
groundwater use by any parcel in the subbasin. On average this data set used is over 22 years oid and
totally irrelevant. Furthermore, it is not based on the GSP because the GSP Budget was revised to be
based on the 2016 — 2021 time-period.

On the bottom of Page 8 (last sentence to first lines of Page 9) of the DWR October 2023 Letter
determining that the 2022 GSP submission was incomplete it states:

“Based on a review of the information included in the GSP and annual reports, and the discrepancies
in the reported projections of overdraft, Department staff are unable to conclude the GSAs have
included o reasonable assessment of overdraft condition for the Subbasin based on the best available

information. “

Just as the 2022 draft submission of the GSP was deemed “Incomplete” due to the outdated irrelevant
data set used for Appendix 3F which is the basis of the Assessment Figure 3 on Page 44 of the Engineer’s
Report — the parcel groupings derived from this 1990 to 2025 data set is unconstitutional because it is
not the “best available information”, The CGA should have used the same time- period 2016 -2021
which was required by the DWR to deem the GSP complete to ensure a constitutional and correct

Assessment.




3, The Proposed Costs for the Water Accounting System and Satellite Imagery Data should Have
Been Allocated to Planning Services Rather Than Groundwater Sustainability Surfaces Since It

will Benefit the Whole Subbasin And Done in Conjunction With the Gilenn Groundwater
Authority To Be Used on the Glenn County Portion of the Subbasin Also.

The $850,000 per year budgeted for the Water Accounting System and Satellite Imagery System is
intended for the benefit of the whole of Colusa County and Glenn County portions of the Colusa
Subbasin located on the west side of the Sacramento River. This Costs should be considered part of
Planning Services and allocated across all the parcels west of the Sacramento River where this data
could possibly be a benefit.

It is clear from the Frequently Asked Questions that were sent out by the CGA Administrator that these
costs are for the benefit of the whole of the Basin west of the Sacramento River since it references the
benefit of the whole Subbasin including Glenn County. t will not include the east side of Glenn County
because that area is in the Butte Subbasin, and it should not include the East Side of Colusa County
because there is no Monitoring Network infrastructure on the East Side.

4. The CGA Was Negligent and Ignored the March 28, 2018, Technical Memorandum By Davids
Engineering Detailing the Location and Well Type of 1044 Wells in the Colusa Subbasin

In a Technical Memorandum Entitled “Characterization of Groundwater Development in Colusa County
and Evaluation of Potential Future Groundwater Demands” Prepared by Davids Engineering on March
28, 2018 for Mary Fahey who was the CGA Administrator, Davids Engineering located by parcel 1044
Domestic and Agricultural Wells ( See Exhibit D). On Page 3 Section 2.1.1:

“Well locations were refined using a combination of methods depending on available
information and resources. The available information in the well logs included well address,
street intersection, location sketch, and tract location in sections, depending on the well
completion report. In some cases, latitude and longitude coordinates were provided. Once the
available information was reviewed, Google maps and the aerial imagery from the National
Agricultural Imagery Program (NAIP) were used to determine general, if not definite,
locations of the wells. If the basic location information listed above was missing, well owner
names, parcels, and well types were reviewed and cross-referenced within the respective
sections using NAIP imagery and a parcel shapefile provided by Colusa County to approximate
the well location.”

The CGA had the parcel location of 1044 wells in the Colusa Subbasin but negligently used the outdated
irrelevant data set rejected by the DWR to assess landowners for the Proposed Assessment,




5. Thad Bettner was Negligent By Not Incorporating the Most Recent Well Use Data
Referenced in the March 2023 Sacramento Valley Regional Water Management Plan that

he Prepared as General Manager of Glenn Colusa Irrigation District

Glenn Colusa Irrigation District has between 100 to 200 landowner members who have
wells on their parcels with an aggregate conjunctive capacity of 77,000-acre feet.
(Section 2.2.3.2 of Attached Report (See Exhibit E). None of these parcels were
designated “Conjunctive Use” or “Groundwater Only” but are assessed at the lower
“Surface Water” tier for the Assessment Rolls making them free riders and resulting in an
unconstitutional proportionality for other parcels at higher assessment rates.

6. Thad Bettner was Negligent By Not Designating Commercial Parcels withing GCID
that rely on groundwater only as Groundwater Only for the Assessment Rolis.

See the attached parcel maps of 5 commercial use parcels — 4 of which are within GCID
jurisdiction, and one is within RD 108 jurisdiction. All these parcels are designated as
Surface Water where it is clear that these parcels use groundwater for office, shop and
warehouse purposes ( See Exhibit )

7. The CGA Was Negligent in Not Requiring Member Agencies to Provide Most
Recent Groundwater Use by Parcel Within Their Districts For Parcel Groupings To
Ensure Proportionality

The CGA chose to rely on an outdate irrelevant data set rather than ask Member Agencies
for their accounting records which would have shown irrigation supply type by Parcel within
each Agencies Jurisdiction. For example, the Colusa County Water District Water
Management Plan (See Exhibit G) states on Page 19:

“The District collects and compiles water use by crop and field, which it has distributed
widely since 1995. Monthly meter readings are available totalizing use and the District
provides an annual review of water use in acre feet per acre for the entire District so that
each water user can compare his annual use to the District wide summary to see if any
improvements to his irrigation practices are needed. This information is available at
District office request.”

This information was available at the request of the CGA in preparing the Engineer’s Report
and the CGA was negligent in not requesting this information. If a parcel has almonds on it
and it does not receive surface water — it is Groundwater, If it does receive surface water, it
is conjunctive, or surface water based on the acre feet used per acre — information easily
obtained but not used.

One large grower within the CCWD is likely to have several groundwater only parcels that
are being assessed as Conjunctive Parcels. Attached is a Warren Act Agreement which has




a table of irrigation supply by field. Here is a summary of the spreadsheet on Pages 10 to 13
of Exhibit I

a. T&P Farms by itself farms over 2600 acres on well water alone according to the attached filing -
see pages 10 to 13 of the attachment above.

b. T&P Farms reported farming 73 Parcels in CCWD ~ 41 of the 73 use WELL WATER ONLY. There
is not disclosure on others in CCWD, but the overwhelming majority of T&P field parcels are
essentiafly White Areas within CCWD. Only 15 field parcels rely exclusively on CCWD water and
only 17 T&P field parcels use well and district water. Approximately 88% of T&P field parcels
use some well water or are solely dependent on well water.

8. We also incorporate the Constitutional Objections contained in the Letter by Brownstein Hyatt
of August 1, 2025, as attached in Exhibit J.

We are relying on the general constitutionai objections included in the Brownstein Hyatt Leiter
for these parcels and not the specific objections that relate to parcels located on the East Side of
the Sacramento River.

We look forward to your response to our Objections. Please email us at bking@pacgoldag.com . Our
mailing address is PO Box 29, Colusa California 95932

Sincerely,

Ben King

On behalf of Benjamin and Laura King 2020 Trust
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& property is owned by an individual, the individual may sign. [ 1. Verify that the owner name, address, and parcel numbear(s)
2.1 a property is owned by more than one person, any one ownermaysignforall. | assessment ballot are correct. If they are not correct call (800) 273-5167,
3. Ifthe property s owned by a corporation, the assessment ballot may be signed | 2. Fill in or clearly mark the oval next fo the word “YES” or *NO" to approve of
for the corporation by an officer or officers authorized to make contracts or by | disapprove of the proposed assessment. You may use a pen only,
resolution of the corporation's Board of Directors. 3. Sign and date fhe assessment bafot, Only official assessment baflots which

€

4. If the property is owned by another legal eniity, the assessment ballot may | are signed and marked with the property owner's support or opposition wil
be signed by any person authorized by law to make contracts for the entity. | be counted. After marking your vote, simply FOLD the assessment ballot so

5. If the property is owned by a public agency, the assessment ballot may be | that your vote is on the inside of the fold. Then place the assessment ballot
signed by any person authorized by law to make contracts for the agency or
by resolution of the agency's Governing Board.

in the return envelope provided. No postage is necessary to maif back your

assessment ballot.

4. If you make a mistake in completing your assessment balfot or wish fo change
or withdraw your assessment ballot, please call (800) 273-5167.

See enclosed notice for further information)
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User ID: birptuser

RECIAMATION —_

Contractor: KING, LAURA (FORMERLY KING, BARBARA)

Post Date Start:  2025/01

FBMS Payment Summary Report

Contract No.:
Customer No.:
Post Date End

3000026443
1 2025/06

‘Payment Group ... " [ Check No

" I Doc: Number. -

Contract, | -

T Amount

PostDate " . | Orig.PostDate ' .

S P A B Total Payments [

Check Summary

ST e ST L Amont

Check No..” " ] Check Date’ "

2 Payment Groups

Coaimen b TR L Total Paymenty

Comments

| Check Date ~ | Check No. -

ST Check Amount | Adjustment Notes.

*Negative Amounts indicate a Refund.

*“Includes payments for Friant Surcharge and Recovered Water-SJRR.

Page 1 of 1

Aug 1, 2025 8:49 AM




User ID:
Contractor:
Post Date Start:  2025/01

birptuser

—— BUREAU OF —
RECLAMATION

KING, BEN (FORMERLY DOMMER, ELIZABETH)

FBMS Payment Summary Report

Contract No.:
Customer No.:
Post Date End:

3000026436
2025/06

Payment Group - .

T checkNo.

LT I Doe: Number i Contragt:

PostDate " | Orig. Post Date’ . -

Check Summary

] B Amount

‘Check No, /-7 | Check Date -

T [PaymentGroup

T [

L Total Payment: [

ERheLnan s T e

Comments

[CheckDate ™| Check No.

SRR TR R Oheck Amount | Adjustment Notes

*Negative Amounts indicate a Refund.,

*includes payments for Friant Surcharge and Recovered Water-SJRR.

Page 1 of 1

Aug 1, 2025 8:48 AM
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Page 42

Assessment

The amount to be paid for said CGA Administration and GSP Implementation Services and the
expense incidental thereto, to be paid by the parcels in CGA for the FY 2025-26 is generally as

follows:
Costs '
Beginning Unrestricted Net Assets 5o 8,209 , T U ¢
Total Annual Costs $1,991,000
Less Contribution from other Sources $0

$1,991,000

Net Amount to Assessment | '$1,991,000

The Assessment is subject to an annual adjustment tied to the annual change in the Consumer
Price index for the Western Region as of January of each succeeding year, with the maximum
annual adjustment not to exceed 3% for each of the four {4} years following its adoption.
Thereafter, the Assessment cannot be increased without approval from property owners in
another assessment ballot proceeding. In the event that the actuai assessment rate for any given
year is not increased by an amount equal to the maximum of 3% or the yearly CPl change plus any
CPI change in previous years that was in excess of 3%, the maximum authorized assessment shall
increase by this amount. In such an event, the maximum authorized assessment shall be equal to
the base year assessment as adjusted by the increase to the CPI, plus any and all CPi adjusiments
deferred in any and all prior years. The CPI change above 3% can be used in a future year when
the CPi adiustment is below 3%.

The Assessment Diagram attached hereto and incorporated by reference herein shows the
exterior boundaries of CGA. The distinctive number of each parcel or iot of land in CGA is its
County Assessot’s Parcel Number appearing on the Assessment Roll.

Each parcel or lot of land is described in the Assessment Roll by reference to its parcel number as
shown on the Assessor’s Maps of the Counties of Colusa and Yolo for the fiscal year 2025-26. For
a more particular description of said property, reference is hereby made to the deeds and maps
on file and of record in the office of the County Recorders of Colusa and Yolo County.

Engineer of Work

COLEL

John Bliss, License No. C052019

By

. . s e A R e |
Colusa Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency 471ConsultingGroup

SGMA Operational Assessment
Engineer's Report, FY 2025-2026
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CGA

As of June 30

CASH BALANCE

June 2025 Activity

Cash Receipts

Operations Flat Fee 7,409.85
Total Cash Receipts 7,409,85
Cash Disbursements
Warrants - May 8,835.74
Warrants - April 32,172.40
Total Cash Disbursements 41,012.14
Cash Balance
Prior Month to Current Month Ending Balance Reconciliation
May Cash Balance By Investment
Umqua Checking 361,608.61
Umqua Money Market 875,736.61
Umgua Savings 33,007.81
Total Cash Balance 1,270,353.03
June Activity
Cash Receipts 7,408.85
Cash Disbursements (41,012,14)
Interest Earnings Checking 7.20
Interest Earnings Savings (Pending Qtly Statement) 0.82
Short Pay to be Adj 90.00
Total Activity (33,504.27)

Ending Cash Balance

Less: Outstanding Warrants:
Warrants - April
Warrants - May
Warrants - June

Total Available Cash By Activity

June Cash Balance by Investment

1,236,848.76

(5,675.49)
(36,746.05)
(48,120.26)

1,142,306.96

Umqua Checking

Umgua Money Market
Umqua Savings

Total Balance

Less: Outstanding Warrants

Total Available Cash by Investment

328,096.32
875,743.81
33,008.63

1,236,848.76
{94,541,80)

1,142,306.96

Outstanding Warrants are vendor invoices received and not yet paid or in transit.

2-Cash Balance-June 25
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State of California
Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management P
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Assess
Staff Report

Groundwater Basin Name:  Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasir

Colusa Groundwater Authority Groung
Sustainability Agency and Glenn Grou
Groundwater Sustainability Agency

Initial GSP Submission
January 28, 2022
Incomplete

October 26, 2023

Submitting Agency:

Submittal Type:
Submittal Date:
Recommendation:
Date:

rogram
sment

(No. 5-021.52)

water
ndwater Authority

The Colusa Groundwater Authority Groundwater Sustainability A
Groundwater Authority Groundwater Sustainability Agency (colleq
submitted the Colusa Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (G
Department of Water Resources (Department) for evaluation and asse
by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA}! and the
The GSP covers the entire Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin
implementation of SGMA. As presented in this staff report, a single
entire basin was adopted and submitted to the Department for review

gency and Glenn
stively, the GSAs)
SP or Plan) to the
ssment as required
(GSP Regulations.?
(Subbasin) for the
GSP covering the
by the GSAs.?

Evaluation and assessment by the Department is based on wheth

r an adopted and

submitted GSP, either individually or in coordination with other adogted and submitted
GSPs, complies with SGMA and substantially complies with the |GSP Regulations.
Department staff base its assessment on information submitted as part of an adopted
GSP, public comments submitted to the Department, and other materials, data, and
reports that are relevant to conducting a thorough assessment. Department staff have
evaluated the GSP and have identified deficiencies that staff recommend should preclude
its approval.® In addition, consistent with the GSP Regulations, Depariment staif have

provided required corrective actions® that the GSAs should review whi
and whether to address the deficiencies. The deficiencies and requireg
are explained in greater defail in Section 3 of this staff report and are g

T Water Code § 10720 ef seq.

223 CCR § 350 et seq.

3 Water Code §§ 10727(b)(1), 10733.4; 23 CCR § 355.2.
423 CCR §355.2(e)(2).

523 CCR §355.2()(2)(B).

California Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program

e determining how
corrective actions
enerally related to

Page 1 of 20




GSP Assessment Staff Report
Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin (No. 5-021.52)

mitigate overdraft.*! While the GSP presents information about oy

October 26, 2023

erdraft, it is unclear

whether this assessment is reasonable or uses the best available information, because

the GSP's reported overdraft varies greatly from recent change in g
data. Furthermore, the projects and management actions proposeg
have been developed to address the projected overdraft conditions,
sufficient to mitigate the actual overdraft conditions in the Subbasi
have identified this as a deficiency that should preclude plan appro
foliowing section describes specific details about the deficiency and d
corrective actions the GSAs must take to address to correct it.

roundwater storage
in the GSP, which
do not appear fo be
n. Department staff
sal af this time. The
utlines one or more

The GSP presents conflicting information about overdraft occurring in the Subbasin.

While the Plan acknowledges overdraft is observed in the Subbasin
projected water budgets, the current water budget shows a positive
The historical water budget, which reflects the period from 1990 to
average negative change in groundwater storage (overdraft) of 28,00
(AFY).#2 The change in storage figure provided in the GSP shows af
increased recently resulting in an overdraft of approximately 1,000,
2006 to 2015.4 However, the Plan's current water budgst shows an
of 1,000 AFY. The projected water budget with future land use a
anticipates an increasa in groundwater

n the historical and
change in sforage.
2015, estimates an
D acre-feef per year
1nual overdraft has
000 acre-feet from
ncrease In storage
nd climate change

pumping by 58,000 AFY vett presents a lower

value of overdraft of 7,300 AFY {(cumulative change in groundwater storage of -365,000

acre-feet) over the 50-year implementation horizon.4

Since the GSP submittal, annual report data submitted to the Departr]
that groundwater storage within the Subbasin has dramatically decrea
the values reported in the GSP for the historical and projected water bu

the overdraft reported for water year {(WY) 2021 (which represents

nent demonstrates
Bed, deviating from
dgets. Specifically,
change between

October 1, 2020, and September 30, 2021) was -418,000 acre-feet and -377,170 acre-

feet for WY 2022.46 Combined, these values represent a loss of stora

e of over 795,000

acre-feet in just a two-year period, which is more than double the a ticipated overdraft
predicted over the 50-year implementation horizon. Department staff recognize WY 2021
and WY 2022 were critically dry years; however, the magnitude of the loss of storage
observed during these two years is significantly greater than the average value provided
in the historical water budget of -168,000 acre-feet for the previous ¢ritically dry water
year types, indicating that overdraft is increasing.¢ Based on a review|of the information

included in the GSP and annual reports, and the discrepancies in the re

of overdraft, Department staff are unable to conclude the GSAs

4123 CCR § 355.4(b)(6).

2 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Table 3-12, p. 2185,
43 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Figure 3-29, p. 184.
* Colusa Subbasin GSP, Section 3.3.6, n. 229,

“% Department of Water Resources, SGMA Portal, Annual Report Module, WY 2021

Reported Overdraft, Colusa Subbasin.
“8 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Table 3-13, p. 218,

California Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program

orted projections
have included a

and WY 2022 Data,

Page 8 of 20
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GSP Assessment Staff Report
Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin {No. 5-021.52)

reasonable assessment of overdraft conditions for the Subbasin 4

available information. (See Corrective Action 1a).
RS S

October 26, 2023

ased on the best

GSP Regulations require the Department to evaluate whether the Plan includes a
reasonable means to mitigate overdraft. ' While the GSP documents a projected
groundwater overdraft in the Subbasin of 7,300 AFY, Department siaff believe the actual
overdraft the GSAs will be required to mitigate is likely much more baged on information
included in the GSP and annual reports. The GSP proposes an adaptive management

approach with planned projects and management actions to address

groundwater level

declines in the Orland and Arbuckle areas and a portfolio of other ongoing and potential

projects to achieve sustainability across the Subbasin.*® The planned

projects all involve

reducing groundwater pumping by securing more surface water for djrect application or

in-fieu groundwater recharge.

The GSP states that the expected benefits of all planned projects will
80,000 AFY to the Subbasin at full implementation and “are expected ts

provide more than
b address potential

sustainability concerns in the projected future conditions water budgets, even under the

effects of 2070 CT climate change.”*® However, Depariment staff no
that certain projects will not be available for implementation during criti

te the GSP states
ally dry years and

two of the projects described as ongoing are described as having expiring contracts so
the actual benefits of these projects may be lower than the projected values. Further,
given the recent reduction of groundwater storage of 795,000 acre-feet in the last two
years, it would take nearly ten years of these projects being fully implemented combined

with the Subbasin operating within its sustainable yield to offset this lo

of storage. Whiie

SGMA states that overdraft during a period of drought is not sufficignt to establish an

undesirable result for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels, this i
GSAs managing extractions and recharge as necessary to ensure

contingent on the
that reductions in

groundwater levels or storage are offset by increases in groundwater levels or storage

during other periods.?° Based on the information contained in the GSP
the GSAs have proposed a suite of projects and management a

it does not appear
ctions that will be

sufficient to offset the recent overdraft observed in the Subbasin. The GSAs do not appear

to have an urgency to implement the necessary projects and mana

gement actions to

mitigate overdraft and Department staff are concerned that contiqued overdraft will
exacerbate the current problems the basin is experiencing, which incjude dry wells and
worsening land subsidence. Accordingly, for the above reasons, Depaftment staff cannot
conclude that the GSP has presented a reasonable means to mitigate overdraft (see
Corrective Action_1b). '

47 23 CCR § 355.4(b)(B),

48 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Chapter 8, p. 301.

49 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Section 6.2.2, p. 312
50 Water Code § 10721(x)(1).

California Department of Water Resources

Sustainable Groundwater Management Program Page 9 of 20




Aprit 23, 2024

Paul Gosselin

Deputy Director for Sustainable Groundwater Management
California Department of Water Resources

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

-
.

RE Revisions to the 2022 Colusa Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability
Dear Mr. Gosselin:

In January 2022, the Colusa Groundwater Authority {CGA) Groundwater Sustai

COLUSA

SUBBASIN
¥ Elactr
Plan
nability Agency (GSA)
oundwater

and the Glenn Groundwater Authority (GGA) GSA jointly submitted an initial G#
Sustainability Plan (Initial GSP) for the Colusa Subbasin {Subbasin) to the Cali

ornia Department of

Water Resources (DWRY}. The Initial GSP outlined the CGA’s and GGA’s {jointly referred to as the
GSAs) plan to achieve and maintain sustainable groundwater conditions in thg Subbasin by 2042,
consistent with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Develppment of the Initial
GSP was completed through extensive technical efforts and stakeholder engagement processes

spanning more than two years. Subsequent GSP revisions in 2023-2024, leadi

GSP, have likewise been made through a public-facing process with considera
comments at public GSA governing body meetings, GSA Technical Advisory Cc
meetings, and public hearings. The Initial GSP submitted in January 2022 and §
the product of these public processes and reflect a balance of local interests &
diverse cross-section of stakeholders and beneficial uses and users of ground
Subbasin.

g to this Revised
ion of stakeholder
mmittes (TAC)

his Revised GSP are
cross a broad and
water in the

The GSAs pursued development of the
Initial GSP utilizing the hest available
science, data, and credible information
for making decisions leading up to
2022, Unfortunately, drought conditions
in 2020-2022 coincided with the
development, and subsequent
approval, of the Initial GSP, a timing that
did not permit complete evaluation and
inclusion of data from those years in the
Initial GSP. The circumstances of that
period — including historic reductionsin
surface water supply allocations ~
contributed to groundwater conditions
that differed vastly from those ohserved
in the historical and current periods
evaluated in the Initial GSP. Sustained




COLUSA
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while the GSAs implement other projects and management actions (PMA$) to achieve
sustainability. See Section 6.3.7 and Appendix 6F of the Revised GSP for dptails.

e Updates to other GSP projects to include new, available details regarding {
and benefits of planned and proposed projects that would help to mitigate
and bolster groundwater levels, and reduce subsidence.

e Revision of the Subbasin overdraft estimate through analysis of empirical §

he scope, timealine,
overdraft, stabilize

sroundwater

elevation data from representative monitoring site (RMS) wells in the Subbhsin over a more

recent, current period from 2016-2021. This analysis resulted in a revised (¢

verdraft estimate of

62,000 acre-feet per year. The revision is consistent with the approach useld to quantify

groundwater storage changes in the Colusa GSP Annual Reports.

L

Provision for recurring evaluation of overdraft in the Subbasin each year in the Annual Repott,
based on newly available data from RMS wells, and use of this information
management of the Subbasin through adaptive implementation of PMAs.

to inform adaptive

»  Revision an'd clarification of what constitutes undesirable results (URs) related to groundwater
levels, particularly in regard to drinking water well users, subsidence, and ¢ther beneficial uses
and users of groundwater. Revisions include quantitative supporting information and

justification, including analysis of conditions in the Subbasin during the 20
period.

e Revision of the groundwater level SMC (Table 2) to provide for:

o Clear representation and evaluation of local conditions in different are
distinguishing between:

= “Focus RMS wells” (18 of 48 total): RMS wells in areas where URs h

already, as observed by nearby subsidence and/or domaestic wells i

2020-2022 drought period.

= “Non-Focus RMS wells” (30 of 48 total): RMS wells in areas where |

occurred, as observed by the same metrics.

o Minimum thresholds {MTs) that are clearly related to and will avoid URs:

@ Focus RMS wells: MTs set to 2020-2022 lows, whan URS occurred.
2 Non-focus RMS wells: MTs set to 2020-2022 lows, minus a 15-25 ft

P0-2022 drought

hs of the Subbasin,

ave occurred
mpacts duting the

Rs have not

margin set based on

local analyses of potential well impacts and subsidence risk to detgrmine a threshold

beyond which URs may occur,

o Subbasin-wide URs occur when 12.5% (6 of 48) RMS wells in the Subbasin exceed their MTs

for two consecutive fall minimum vatues.

Colusa Subbasin GSP Revisions 4
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 28, 2018
TO: Mary Fahey, Colusa County
FROM: Davids Engineering

SUBJECT: Characterization of Groundwater Development in Colusa County and
Evaluation of Potential Future Groundwater Demands

1. OVERVIEW

This technical memorandum (TM) characterizes the historical development of wells used for
groundwater extraction in Colusa County and has been prepared according to Task 4 of the
agreement between the County of Colusa and the State of California as part of the County’s
Proposition 1 Stressed Basins Grant awarded in 2016 (Grant)'. Additionally, based on historical
and potential future land and water use within the County, an analysis of potential future
groundwater demands for itrigation has been prepared. The Grant more broadly includes the
following tasks:

Grant Administration

Update and Implement Local Ordinances

County-Wide Groundwater Assessment

Groundwater Development Characterization

County-Wide Groundwater Level Monitoring Well Network
Groundwater Data Management Program

AR

! DWR Grant Agreement 4600011469.

DAVIDS ENGINEERING 1 WEST YOST ASSOCIATES




Technical Memorandum
March 28, 2018
Page 2

To characterize historical groundwater well development in the County (Task 4), this TM
includes the following sections and subsections. Page numbers are provided for convenient
reference.

1. OVERVIEW. .....cocicimionisimsnsssssnminmssmmosiossssasssssscssisesssessssssessosssssssssssnssssssrosesssssrertsnsonts 1
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2.2.3.  Irrigation Well Characteristics.......ovvemmimnmnn e s 21
3. POTENTIAL FUTURE GROUNDWATER DEVELOPMENT .......cccvvevrrrermrannssassvnesns 35
3.1. POTENTIAL FOR EXPANSION OF IRRIGATED AREA. ..o 35
31,10 MEthOOIOZY ooveeeree it ieiinii ittt s bbb bbb e 35
31,2, RESULES covviicriesiiieitereeetcreee st st ee e s e aassussvasssassrssoat e e b r e s an e s s s RS e e s e R e e T E AR e 38
3.2, POTENTIAL INCREASED CONSUMPTIVE IRRIGATION DEMANDS FROM
CROPPING CHANGES ...t ccctreniiintrerrescesesirr e tbbsssissassasssasssssssatbasssssntessbbissasesssnsssstrnssernssssas 42
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2. EXISTING GROUNDWATER DEVELOPMENT
2.1. HMethodology

Using an existing database of well completion reports developed and provided by the
Department of Water Resources (DWR), Colusa County wells were mapped by their identified
township, range, and section. Individual well locations were further refined using additional
information contained in scanned well completion reports filed by well drillers and provided by
DWR. The majority of well completion reports contain information describing the well owner,
specific well location, well sketch, well test data, well screen and casing diameters and depths,
and geologic log. Data from these categories other than the geologic log (i.e. lithology) were
added to the database if not already there, and analyzed to summarize well development over
time and to provide other practical data to support implementation of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).

2.1.1. Refinemeni of Well Locations

Initially, development of the database of wells for Colusa County was limited to wells drilled
after 1950. All post-1950 wells were added to a GIS point shapefile based on section, and
locations were refined as described above based on scanned DWR well completion reports. Well
Jocations were refined using a combination of methods depending on available information and
resources. The available information in the well logs included well address, street intersection,
location sketch, and tract location in sections, depending on the well completion report. In some
cases, latitude and longitude coordinates were provided. Once the available information was
reviewed, Google maps and the aerial imagery from the National Agricultural Imagery Program
(NAIP) were used to determine general, if not definite, locations of the wells, If the basic
location information listed above was missing, well owner names, parcels, and well types were

reviewed and cross-referenced within The Tespective sections using NATP imagery and a parcel

shapetile provided by Colusa County to approximate the well Iocation. Locations that could ot
be refined due to lack of information were flagged in the GIS attribute table for potential future
additional investigation and ground-truthing. The reasons for not being able to refine well
locations were the absence of specific or correlating information on well locations, illegible or
faded scanned well completion reports, and locations that require field work or extensive
knowledge of the County but should still be within the correct section.

Following a meeting with DWR regional office staff on October 13, 2016 and based on input
received, including an updated database of well completion reports, new DWR information was
used to update the database. The majority of the information that was updated from the new
DWR database was associated with wells drilled before 1950, Other updates included well type,
depth, diameter, and perforation length. Changes in the database were annotated using a coding
system of whether the values were the same (0), different but updated value was confirmed to be
accurate (1), different but the original value was confirmed to be accurate (2), absent from the
updated DWR database but included in the original database (3), and absent from the original
database but included in the updated DWR database (4).
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2.1.2. Update of Well Attributes

In addition to refining the locations of wells through development of a GIS coverage, well
construction attributes from the scanned well completion reports were manually updated and
added. Such attributes added included screened intervals, perforation lengths, total well depth,
casing diameter, duration of well tests, flow rate from well tests, and specific capacity.

2.1.3. Weli Development over Time

Following the refinement of well locations and update of well attributes, well development was
characterized over S-year periods from 1950 to 2015. Using Microsoft Access, categories of
well type, year, and the number of wells drilled were summarized in a query of the database.
Well development (wells drilled over time) was summarized by well type (irrigation and
domestic), groundwater basin/subbasin, and for the County as a whole,

2.1.4. Distribution of Existing Wells

Using the GIS shapefile of refined domestic and irrigation well locations, each well was assigned
to a DWR Bulletin 118 basin/subbasin, as applicable?. The wells were additionally assigned an
itrigation water source from a draft 2014 DWR land and water use survey provided by the
Northern Regional Office. This allowed the wells to be classified relative to available surface
water supplies in addition to underlying groundwater basin/subbasin, The GIS atiribute table
was then imported to Microsoft Access to query the number of wells in the following categories:

¢ Groundwater Basin/Subbasin
o Colusa Subbasin in Colusa County
o West Butte Subbasin in Colusa County
o Other Alluvial Basins in Colusa County
o Outside Alluvial Basins in Colusa County
» Irrigation Water Source
o Native Lands (no identified irrigation water source)
o Surface Water
o Groundwater
o Mixed (Surface Water and Groundwater)

2.1.5. Total Well Depth and Depth to Bottom of Lowest Screened Interval

Both total well depth and depth to bottom of lowest screened interval were characterized in the
database®. Total well depth was identified from the scanned well completion reports when not
already in the database. With two depths occasionally being reported, the depth used was “Total

2 For purposes of this effort, wells have been assigned to basins/subbasins as defined by DWR Bulletin 118 in 2003.
In 2016, DWR updated the Bulletin 118 basin/subbasin boundaries, including slight expansion of the Colusa
subbasin in Colusa County to the west. It is estimated that approximately 30 primarily domestic wells now lie in the
Colusa subbasin as a result of this adjustment.

3 The total well depth may be greater than the depth to the bottom of the lowest screened interval due to screening of
the well above the greatest depth drilled to.
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Depth of Completed Well.” The depth to the bottom of the lowest screened interval was also
recorded from the well completion reports when not already included in the database.

2.1.6. Total Perforated Length

The original well completion report database provided by DWR included only two attributes for
perforated depth (top of first screened interval and bottom of lowest screencd interval). Three
categories were added to the DWR database to better characterize individual perforated intervals.
Screened intervals were added to the database by having a field of “Top Depths” and “Bottom
Depths” with “Top Depths” listing the depth of the top of each screened interval, separated by
semicolons, and the “Bottom Depths” listing the depth of the bottom of each screened interval.
There were often several screened intervals in a well, particularly for irrigation wells. Total
perforated length was also calculated by summing the length of each screened interval.

2.1.7. Well Casing Diameter

Continuing the refinement of the DWR database, casing diameters were generally already
included in the database received from DWR but were manually added when values wete absent
and specified in the scanned well completion reports. As with the total well depths, two values
wete occasionally shown on the completion reports with the “Casing Diameter” value being
selected.

2.1.8. Specific Capacity

Well test information including pumping rate, total drawdown, and test duration were added to
the database based on the scanned well completion reports where available, if not already
included, Specific capacity was then calculated by dividing the pumping rate in gallons per
minute (gpm) by the amount of drawdown in feet (ft). Specific capacity values were filtered to
include only wells that had a well test performed for a duration of 6 hours or greater and a
specific capacity of less than 300 gpm/ft.*

2.2. Resulls

Characterization of wells in Colusa County was accomplished through the development of a
series of tables, figures, and maps. The depths, diameters, specific capacity, perforation lengths,
and depth of lowest screened interval were analyzed for all domestic and irrigation wells that
were mapped. Well development over time and other characteristics have been summarized
according to the following areas: Colusa Subbasin, West Butte Subbasin, Other Alluvial
Subbasins, and Outside Alluvial Subbasins.

2.2.1. Distribution of Existing Weils

The number of identified domestic and irrigation wells in each basin/subbasin area is
summatized in Table 1, along with the average well density (wells per section). A map showing
individual well locations by basin/subbasin areas is shown in Figure 1. Figure 2 provides the

4 Specific capacity values greater than 300 gpm/ft are likely to be reported in error based on review of reported
specific capacity values for the Sacramento Valley and on professional judgement.
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same information, but adds the locations of groundwater level monitoring wells identified by the
County. Figures 3 and 4 show the well density for domestic and irrigation wells within the
County, respectively.

As indicated in Table 1, the greatest number and density of both domestic and irrigation wells
exists in the Colusa Subbasin, with 1,044 domestics wells (4 per sq. mi.) and 944 irrigation
wells (3 per sq. mi.). The remainder of domestic wells reside in the West Butte Subbasin (63),
other alluvial basins (216, primarily in the Stonyford Town Area and Little Indian Valley
Basins), and outside of identified alluvial basins (31). The majority of remaining irrigation wells
reside in the West Butte Subbasin (149), with 29 additional irrigation wells residing in other
alluvial basins and 2 outside of alluvial basins.

The concentration of domestic wells tends to be greatest around populated areas, as indicated in
Figure 1. These areas include the area from Arbuckle south to the County Line (and Dunnigan),
Colusa, Williams, Stenyford, and Lodoga. The greatest density of irrigation wells tends to occur
in areas with groundwater only or mixed surface water and groundwater supplies.

Table 1. Number of Domestic and Irrigation Wells and Average Well Density by Basin/Subbasin Area.

Well Type
Area Domestic Wells Irrigation Wells
Density
Square Number (Wells per Number | Density (Wells
Area Miles Acres e, 5. Mi.) of Wells | per Sq. Mi.)
Colusa ( h
Subbasin 621 397,509 . 1,044 /| 3.8 946 2.9
West Butte
Subbasin 66 42,381 \639—”‘/ 2.2 149 2.7
Qther Alluvial
Basins 128 81,944 216 3.7 29 1.5
Outside
Alluvial Basins 341 218,095 31 2.2 2 1.0
Totals/Average 1,156 739,929 1,354 2.8 1,124 2.0
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Figure 1. Colusa County Domestic and Irrigation Wells and Avaifable Water Source Areas.
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2.2.2. Domestic Well Characteristics

Well Development over Time

The rate of wells being drilled generally increased from the carly 1950’s, peaking in the early
1990°s to the early 2000’s (Figure 5). The rate of wells drilled plateaued at around 150 wells
every 5 years until the early 2000’s and then decreased between 2006 and 2015. The majority of
domestic wells have been drilled in the Colusa Subbasin, followed by other alluvial basins
(Figure 6). The locations of domestic wells drilled by decade are shown in Figure 7.

umber of Wells -4== CLimulative Count
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L.
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Figure 5. Domestic Wells Drilled by 5-Year Interval for Colusa County.
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Figure 6. Domestic Wells Drilled by 5-Year Interval by Area.
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Distribution Relative to Availabie Water Sources

For the Colusa Subbasin, the majority of domestic wells are located in mixed supply water
source areas, followed by surface water supply areas, native lands, and groundwater only supply
areas (Figure 8). The West Butte Subbasin relies primarily on surface water for ifrigation, and

the majority of domestic wells reside in this area.

The locations of individual domestic wells relative to basin/subbasin areas and available water
source areas are shown in Figure 9.
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GSP Assessment Staff Report
Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin (No. 5-021.52) October 26, 2023

reasonable assessment of overdraft conditions for the Subbasin based on the best
availabie information. (See Corrective Action 1a).

GSP Regulations require the Department to evaluate whether the Plan includes a
reasonable means to mitigate overdraft. 4" While the GSP documents a projected
groundwater overdraft in the Subbasin of 7,300 AFY, Department staff believe the actual
overdraft the GSAs will be required to mitigate is likely much more based on information
included in the GSP and annual reports. The GSP proposes an adaptive management
approach with planned projects and management actions to address groundwater leve!
declines in the Orland and Arbuckle areas and a portfolio of other ongoing and potential
projects to achieve sustainability across the Subbasin.*® The planned projects all involve
reducing groundwater pumping by securing more surface water for direct application or
in-lieu groundwater recharge.

The GSP states that the expected benefits of all planned projects will provide more than
80,000 AFY to the Subbasin at full implementation and “are expected to address potential
sustainability concemns in the projected future conditions water budgets, even under the
effects of 2070 CT climate change.”® However, Department staff note the GSP states
that certain projects will not be available for implementation during critically dry years and
two of the projects described as ongoing are described as having expiring contracts so
the actual benefits of these projects may be lower than the projected values. Further,
given the recent reduction of groundwater storage of 795,000 acre-feet in the last two
years, it would take nearly ten years of these projects being fully implemented combined
with the Subbasin operating within its sustainable yield to offset this loss of storage. While
SGMA states that overdraft during a period of drought is not sufficient to establish an
undesirable result for the chronic lowering of groundwater levels, this is contingent on the
GSAs managing extractions and recharge as necessary to ensure that reductions in
groundwater leveis or storage are offset by increases in groundwater levels or storage
during other periods.5® Based on the information contained in the GSP, it does not appear
the GSAs have proposed a suite of projects and management actions that will be
sufficient to offset the recent overdraft observed in the Subbasin. The GSAs do not appear
to have an urgency to implement the necessary projects and management actions to
mitigate overdraft and Department staff are concerned that continued overdraft will
exacerbate the current problems the basin is experiencing, which include dry wells and
worsening land subsidence. Accordingly, for the above reasons, Department staff cannot
conciude that the GSP has presented a reasonable means to mitigate overdraft (see
Corrective Action 1b).

47 23 CCR § 3556.4(b)(6).

48 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Chapter 6, p. 301.

4? Colusa Subbasin GSP, Section 6.2.2, p. 312,
% Water Code § 107214 (x)(1).

California Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program Page 9 of 20
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with entitlements of 55,000 and 50,000 ac-ft, respectively. The contract identifies July and August as the
critical months. For the critical months, the total Base Supply is 220,000 a¢-ft and the total Project Supply
is 105,000 ac-ft, as shown in Tabie 2.2-3.

Table 2.2-3. GCID: Settlement Contract Supply

Base Supply Project Supply
{ac-ft) {ac-ft)
Critical Months 220,000 105,000
“Non-critlcal Months 500,000 0
Total Annual 720,000 105,000

Non-contract Periaod (November - March)

Cantract No. 0855A does not limit GCID from diverting water for benefictal use during the months of
November through March, to the extent authorized under California law. GCID has a water right permit for
non-contract-period diversions for the amount of 182,900 ac-ft (up to 1,200 cfs), as shown in Tabla 2.2-2,
Although some pre-irrigation accurs within the District, non-contract-period diversions are predominantly
used for rice straw decomposition and to support associated waterfowl habitat, Approximately 35,000
acres are typicatly flooded annually,

GCID has an agreement with Reclamation to convey water to approximately 22,500 acres of wildlife refuges
year-round. GCID is strictly a water conveyor for Reclamation in this agreement and is paid on an ac-ft basis.
The water delivered to the refuges by GCID Is not counted toward GCID's water right entitlement.
Approximately 60,000 to 80,000 ac-ft/yr of supply is conveyed by GCID to the refuges. However, the District
must be prepared, if necessary, to convey up to 105,000 ac-ft to meet Level 4 requirements. In addition, as
noted above, GCID may hold a right to divert up to 900 cfs from the Sacramento River during "all seasons of
the year,” pursuant to the May 9, 19086, Act of Congress (Pub. L. No. 151, Ch. 2439),

Other Surface Water Sources

As discussed above, GCID has entitlements to water from Stony Creek, which can be diverted from Stany
Creek, or equivalant quantities can be diverted from the Sacramento River. The GCID service area is
relatively large and contains a number of small tributaries to the Sacramento River. GCID holds water rights
to pump from Hunters Creek, Funks Creek, and Colusa Basin Drain, as shown In Table 2.2-2.

22.3.2 Groundwater/Conjunctive Use

Groundwater use within GCID is generally lUmited because of the availability of surface water supplies and is
driven primarily by climatic conditions. In the past, GCID has managed and operated a voluntary
groundwater conjunctive water management program to increase capacity when water supply does not
meet demand. Up to 100 landowners have participated in the groundwater program, representing a

- combined capacity of approximately 500 ¢fs. Pumping has ranged from 20,000 ac-ft/yr during years of
high surface water supply to as much as 77,000 ac-ftin critically dry years. Seasonal fluctuations in
groundwater levels are generally less than 10 feet, but can be up ta 30 feet in drought years, Historical
trends show that groundwater levels in the GCID area are generally stable over the long term, although
short-term fluctuations in groundwater levels are observed that can be corretated with precipitation trends.
The stability of the groundwater fevel is due in part to GCID's average groundwater recharge of 126,000 ac-
ft to the basin during the contract period (Aprit through October). The source of this recharge Is
approximately 88,000 ac-ft due to deep percolation from agricultural land and 38,000 ac-ft of seepage
water percolation from GCIL¥'s unlined conveyance system,

2.2-4 FES0402211241RDD




APrenprK )
SVRWMP

District/Company Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District

TABLEB
Glenn-Celusa Ierigation District ~ 2020 District Water Balance
{April through October Petiod Only)

2020 Sacromento Volley Reglonal Water Management Plan Annug! Updote

Waoter Supplies (exduding recirculation)”
District Water Supply fincludes Distriet Groundwoter) &h P ? {L Table 3 673,128
Private Groundwater ¥ v Toble2 92,389
e “P‘S Q ‘J “N’d Estimated e 9,766 _. .
Available Soil Moisture® . N“ J Estimated 1449
GL \9 \CY b w Total Water Supplles = €96,731
Distribution System Evaporation ond Seepoy \C"(L B‘( Gf
Seepage (Canals/Laterals) V ﬂ‘\\! Table 4 120,808 -
Evaporation - Precipitation {Canals/Laterals) Q Table s : 10,255
Riparian e [Canals Laterals) Estimated &,500
Conveyance System Eilling” {Canats/lLaterals) Estimated L8000,
Totl Olstributlon System = 45,562
Crap Consuniptive Use Woter Needs'
Evapotranspiration of Appiled Water - ETAW {includes Evep from Rice Straw Decomposition) Table 5 . 382,165
EvapOLranspiration of Precip - €T, Table§ gm0
Cultural Practices fincludes Leaching Regquirament) Tahle 5 10,280
Total Crop Water Needs = ' 394,779
Ipistrict Outflows
Water Supply Delivered to Other Bistricts or Users Dlstrlct Records 18,483
Irrigation Season Ralnfall Runoff* Estimatad 878
Rice Cultural and Ecosystem Recuirement™ Estimated 1 50,000
Upstope Oralnwater Flow Though' Estimated -
Rarnalader Dealnwater Outfiow Colcutated 107566
Total District Outflow {from District Records) = 186,339
Internnl Redlrculgtion and Reuse
Total Quantity Redrculated for Rese District Records 181,544

Parcolation from Agricultural ands® (Totel Supphies - Distribution System - Crop Woter Needs - District Outflows) 70,051

"Wwater Supplies - Ineludes surface and groundwater supplies diverted or pumpied Into the District to meet Crop Consumptiva Use Water Needs, District Operational needs, and
water required for cultural practice neecds (&g, flooding, reflcoding, and flow through for tice cultivation). Does not incluge water recicculated by the District.

Binflow from Precipitation is calculated as total April - September precipitation x Total Rice Acres plus Qctobor presipitation XTonal Rice Straw Decomp Acres.

“Available Soil Molsture Is estimated a5 a 10% of Jan precip + 30% of Feb precip + 50% of Mar precip on Non-Rice and Nan-Habitat acres.

“Riparian ET ls estimated baged on observation.

*Conveyance System Filling - Quantity estimated by the Districe required to initially fill conveyance canals and laterals. The conveyance systems ara typleally drained after October
.

'Cmp Consumptive Use Water Needs do not include quantitles required for fload-up or fiaw through far rice,

Netgation Season Rainfal Runoff - Portion of District Outflow estimated to bethe result of rainfali that canngt be captured of recinculated. This water i avaliable to downstream
water users, for nstraam flow, and to meet Deltd Quiflow requirements.

Paice Cultural and Ecosystem Requirement - Portlon of District Quiflow estimated to be due to the cultural requirements for rice flood-up and flow through. This water is avallable
0 downstrean water users, for Instream ow, and to meet Delta Qutfiow requirements.

'Upstape dislnwater flow through is S0 of Aprl, May, and June upslope water, fimited by the Total Dlstrict Qutflow.

Iprainwater Ottflow - Qutliow from operational spllls and end-of-season drainage, This water 1s available to (and used by} downstreamwater users, for instream flow, and to
meet Delta Cutflow requirements.

Ypaccolation from Agricultural Lands is the closure term In the mass water balance, As such, in addition to any parcolaton to the groundwater basin, tha quantity shown inctudes
unaccountad for draln water cutflow, any errors In 2ssumptions used In caltulations or estimated uses such s crop water use [£T}, effective precipitation, evaparation,
grotundwater recharge, etc. A positive value indicates assumed percolation to groundwater greater than groundwater pumping. A negative value may indicate uncounted for
groundwatar pumping from privately owned wells.

PDF pace 737

ROD/122750001 (1020 WateiBakince, CAHII2E Mavter Spreadshect vl unpeotecied 2071-04-23%
WHEOS 151214 2656R0D 40f5
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RULES AND REGULATIONS

Secondary Apportionment of Available Supply

A secondary apportionment will be made for any water that is not
sold by the deadline for the purchase of primary apportionments. The
remaining water will be apportioned on a pro-rata basis to all
landowners that (1) made a purchase of primary apportionment and
(2} indicated on their apportionment payment form a desire fo
receive a secondary apportionment should it be available. The
deadline for the purchase of secondary apportionments will be set by
the Board.

Water Application Process

The Board will establish a deadline for landowners and water users
1o file water application(s) for the year. The applications will indicate
which crops will be grown with their available supply, where those
crops will be located, and which lands will be left fallow. Each
cropped acre will be “charged” against water users’ available supply
in accordance with the crop unit duties established by the District.

Critical Year Conservation Plan

In Critical years, under current cropping patterns, the demand for
irrigation water exceeds the available supply by approximately
100,000 acre-feet if normal year conservation practices are utilized
instead of moderate conservation measures. . In order {o maximize
the use of the limited supply, the District will require moderate
conservation measures, including limited re-flooding of rice and a
strict no-spill policy during the months of July and August.

District Groundwater

The District owns a number of groundwater wells that may be used
at the Board’s discretion (subject to receiving the necessary
environmental clearances) to supplement the District’s available
water supply in a Critical year. If the Board elects to use the wells,
they will set the price per acre-foot for such supplemental
groundwater supplies in order to recover at least the estimated
operation, maintenance and capital costs to produce such
groundwater. Available District groundwater will be offered for sale to
interested parties, at the price set by the Board.

Commingling of Groundwater - Private Weills
In order to facilitate the ability of GCID water users with access to
private wells to use well water to irrigate additional District lands
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RULES AND REGULATIONS

during a Critical year, the District will facilitate the commingling of
private well water with District surface water. Commingling is subject
1o operational considerations and the terms of the Joint Water
Service Agreement for the Commingling of Well Water and District
Surface Water, which contains metering requirements and certain
groundwater well standards.

Wheeling of Groundwater — Private Wells

Water users with private wells who request to utilize the District’s
conveyance facilities to move their groundwater from one location
within the District to another may do so subject to operational
considerations, conveyance capacity, and the terms of the District’s
Wheeling Policy.

RULE 7: ENFORCEMENT OF APPORTIONMENT

To enforce Rule 6 of the Rules and Regulations, the District may do any
or all of the following:

(@)

(b)

(d)

Refuse 10 serve irrigable lands applied for if required fallowed fands
have not been designated and prepared to prevent the flow of water
on to the designated fallow acreage.

Shut off or reduce the flow of water to any landowner or tenant
irrigating excess acreage or wasting water as described in the
District’'s Wafer Management and Conservation Policy. Draining rice
fields or spilling to lower levels in rice checks shall be deemed a
waste of water, unless adequate advance notice is given to the
District to permit reduction of inflow into the field and substantial
lowering of the water in the checks prior to the start of the draining or
spilling.

Charge and collect as part of the water charge, a penalty as
determined by the Board for any crops growing on designated
fallowed lands.

For lands in which the delivery of water is determined by the District
10 be excessive and may end up requiring more water than the
landowner’s allocation amount, the District may install a
measurement device and measure the flow of water onto the land
and turn off service when the landowner’s share has been delivered,
based on the measured amount and the estimated amount prior to

6




RULES AND REGULATIONS

the period in which the measurement commenced. The landowner’s
share shall be determined as provided in Rule 6 of the Rules and
Regulations. :

(e) Land for which the District has not received a water application may
be irrigated with water pumped from private wells, provided that the
groundwater is not mingled with District supplied water in ditches or
in the field. if such mingling occurs, the entire water supply shall be
deemed to be suppiied by the District, unless a written agreement
between the District and landowner is executed prior to the mingling,
and such agreement assures the District of the amount, adequacy,
and dependability of the water to be supplied from private wells.

RULE 8: APPLICATIONS FOR WATER

On or before the last business day in March, or such other date as the
Board may designate, each landowner and tenant seeking to irrigate
land within the District must file an application for water at the District
office in Willows. This application for water must be submitted on the
Water Application form provided by the District. Water may not be used
for any purpose other than that specified in the Water Application.
Specific information required to complete the Water Application includes
the crop(s) to be irrigated or water application(s) o be made, the
corresponding acreage of each crop or water application(s), the name of
the landowner, the name of the tenant or tenants, and the location and
description of the land. All Water Application forms must be signed by
the landowner, and all appropriate fees must be paid prior to receiving
water deliveries.

Water Applications received after the closing time specified for receipt of
applications will have a penalty of five percent (5%), or a greater amount
as set by the Board of Directors, added to the water charges. Under
certain circumstances, late applications may require the consideration
and approval of the Board of Directors prior to acceptance by the District.
in years of water shortage, and in accordance with Waier Code section
22252.1, the Board generally will not accept late applications.
Landowners and water users who apply water to land prior to executing
a Water Application with the District will have a penalty of ten percent
(10%) added to the water charges on any and all land within the
parcel(s) and field(s) where water was applied. This provision will not

7







7/19/25, 8:28 PM Details - ParcetQuest Lite

Arnold Gross, Colusa County Assessor

Propenty Addrese SHTE MANWELL R MANWELL OA 85045

General Information

Parcel # (APN):
Ownar:

Mailing Address:
Legal Description:

014-110-073-000
Avaifable

PO BOX 368 MAXWELL CA 95955

5 AC POR SEC 2 T16N R3W POR LOT 701

" Download Assessor Mag

Use Type: COMMERCIAL
Tax Rate Area:  066-017
Assessment
Total Value:  $967,231 Year Assd: 2025
Land: $87,016 Zoning: "
Structures:  $880,215 Use Code:  Available Detail Report $14.95
Other: Census Tract:  Available
% Improved:  Available Price/SqFt:  Available
Exempt Amt;
Exempt Type: N
Sale History
Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Transfer
Document Date:  08/07/2018 Available Available
Document Number:  2018R2924 Available Available
Document Type:  Available Avaitable
Transfer Amount:  $750,000 Available
Seller (Grantor):  Available
Property Characteristics
Bedrooms: Fireplace: Units:
Baths (Full): AC Stories:
Baths (Haif): Heating: Quality:  Available
Total Rooms: Pook: Building Class:  Available
Bldg/Liv Area: 26,500 Park Type: Condition:  Available
Lot Acres:  5.000 Spaces: Site Influence;
Lot SqFt: 217,800 Garage SqFt; Timber Preserve:
Year Buitt: 2002 Ag Preserve;
Effactive Year:  Available
“The information provided here is deemed refable, but Is not guaranteed, Additional reports on this property b
© 2025 ParcolQuest | wwwparcelquestcom | PrivacyPolicy | Refund Polley | UserAoreement | Usage Limits
Y

https:llassr.parcelquest.com/HomelDetéils!O 1M




7/19/25, 8:22 PM

Details - ParcelQuest Lite

Arnold Gross, Colusa County Assessor

Praperty Addresy
General Information
Parcel # {APN): ©011-280-071-000 Downkiad Assossor Map.
Owner:  Available
Mailing Address: 201 EAST 5T WOODLAND CA 95776
Legaf Description: 13,50 AC POR SEC 35 T17N R3W
Use Type:  COMMERCIAL
Tax Rate Area: 066-017
Assessment
Jotal Valua:  $1,658,269 Year Assd: 2025
iand:  %$300,520 Zoning: i i
Structures:  $1,357,749 Use Code:  Awvailable Detail Report $14.95
Other: Census Tract:  Available
% Improved:  Available Price/SqFt:
Exempt Amt:
Exampt Type: N
Sale History
Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Transfer
Document Date: Avallable
Document Number: Avallable
Document Type:
Transfer Amount;
Seller (Grantor):
Property Characteristics
Bedrooms: Fireplace: Units:
Baths (Full): AIC Stories:
Baths (Haif): Heating: Quality:
Total Reoms: Pool: Building Class:  Available
Bldg/Liv Area: 2,400 Park Type; Condition:
Lot Acres: 13,500 Spaces: Site Influence;
Lot SyFt: 588,060 Garage SqFt Timber Preserve:
Year Bulit: Ag Preserve;
Effective Year:
*The infarmatien provided here is deemed reliable, but is nat guaranteed. Additional reports on this peoperty b
@ 2025 ParcelQuest | www.parcelquest.com | Privacy Pelicy | Refund Policy | UserAgreement | Usage Llmjts

hitps:/fassr.parcelquast.com/Home/Details/0
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7/19/25, 8:19 PM Delails - ParcelQuest Lite

Arnold Gross, Colusa County Assessor

Properiy Addrass T COMET LR BEANWELL CRO5U55 8062

Generaf information

Parcel # (APN): ¢14-170-017-000
Owner:  Available
Mailing Address: P O BOX 490 WILLIAMS CA 95987
Legal Dascription: 5.5 AC POR SEC 10 T16N R3W
Use Type:  INDUSTRIAL
Tax Rate Area; 066-035

TBownkoad Assessor Map

Kssessment
Total Value:  §2,290,033 Year Assd: 2025 o
land: $69,684 Zoning: _(_3_0(._?91
Structures:  $2,220,349 Use Cade:  Available Detail Report $14.95
Other: Census Tract:  Available
% Improved:  Available Price/SqFt:  Available
Exempt Amt:

Exempt Type: N

Sale History

Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Transfer
Document Date:  05/25/2005 Available
Document Number: 200583419 Available

Document Type:  Available
Transfer Amount:  $309,000
Seller (Grantor);  Available

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms: Fireplace; Units:
Baths (Fuli): AJC Stories:
Baths (Half): Heating: Quality:
Total Rooms: Poal: Building Class:  Avaifable
Bldg/Liv Area: 16,000 Park Type: Condition:
Lot Acres:  5.500 Spaces: Site Influence:
Lot SqFt: 239,580 Garage SaFt; Timber Preserve:
Year Built: Ag Preserve:

Effective Year:

**The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed. Additional reports on this property Jr
© 2025 ParcelQuest | www.parcelquestcom | PrivacyPolicy | Refund Policy | User Agregment | Usage timits

https://assr.parcelguest.com/Home/Detalls/0 1M




7/18/25, 8:12 PM Details - ParcelQuest Lite

Arnold Gross, Colusa County Assessor

Mroperiy Address

General Information

Parcel # (APN): 019-130-081-000
Owner;  Available
Maiting Address: PO BOX 1189 ARBUCKLE CA 95912
Legal Crescription: 4,102 AC POR SEC 32 T14N R1W
Use Type:  AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE
Tax Rate Area:  067-002

 Downinad Assossor Map..

Assessment
Total Value:  $396,970 Year Assd: 2025
Land:  $2,425 Zoning: H
Structures:  $394,545 Use Code:  Avaitable Detail Report $1495 § B
Other: Census Tract:
% Improved:  Available Price/SqgFt:  Available
Exempt Amt:

Exempt Type: N

Sale History
Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Transfer
Document Date;  12/28/2020 ’ Available
Document Number:  2020R4380 Avallable

Document Type:  Available
Transfer Amount:  $3,250,000
Seller (Grantor):  Available

Property Characteristics

Bedrooms: Fireplace: Units:
Baths {Fuil): AJC; Stories:  Available
Baths {Half): Heating: Cuality:  Available
Total Roorns: Pool; Building Class:  Available
Bldg/Liv Area: 600 Park Type: Condition:
Lot Acres:  4.100 Spaces: Site Influence:
Lot SqFt: 178,585 Garage SqFt: Timber Preserve:
Year Built: 1969 Ag Preserve:  Available

Effective Year;  Avallable

*The Information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed. Additional reports on this property
© 2025 ParcelQuest | www.parcelquestcom | PdvacyPoficy | RefundPolicy | UserAgreement | iUsage Ummits

hitps:/fassr.parcelquest.comiHome/Details/0
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Colusa County Water District
Water Management Plan
2020 Criteria

Date of first draft — October 2021
Date of final — April 13, 2022
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Section 1: Description of the District

District Name: Colusa County Water District

Contact Name: ______Shelly Murphy Title: General Manager

Telephone: 530 476-2669

E-mail. cewd2@frontiernet.net Web Address none

A. History

1. Date district formed.: May 18, 1954 Date of first Reclamation contract:__May 14, 1962
Original size (acres): 27,196/ 23.841 Current year (last complete calendar year):2019

2. Current size, population, and irrigated acres

Data Year 2019
Size (acres) 45,670
Population served ' NA
Irrigated acres 34,693

*irrigated acres are those acres receiving water from CCWD. Assessed acres include acres that could be irrigated with
CCWD water but are either idle or use private groundwater. Irrigated acres above reflect M&I acres taking water for
irrigated landscape - Golf Course and Cemetery. This is not reflected in A6 table as it states agricultural only.

3. Water supplies received in 2019

Water Source AF
Federal urban water (Tbl 1) 109
Federal agricultural water (Tb1 1) 20,306
State water (Tbl 1)

Other Wholesaler (define) (Thl 1)
Local surface water (Thl 1)
Upslope drain water (Ibl 1)
District ground water (1bl 2)

Banked water (Thl 1)
Transferred water (Thl 6) 20,000
Recycled water (Thi 3)
Other (define) (Tbl 1) —2135 water Ag 9950
Other (define) (Thl 1) —213 waler MI 50

Total 50,415

4. Annual entitlement under each right and/or contract
AF Source Contract # Availability period(s)
Reclamation Urban 300+/- | USBR 14-06-200-304-A-LTR1 | Yearly Mar 1- Feb 28
AF/Y Subject to M&I
shortage policy
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Reclamation 62,200 | USBR 14-06-200-304-A-LTR1 | Yearly Mar 1 - Feb 28

Agriculture AF/Y Subject to BOR
Allocation
Announcement

Reclamation 5,666 USBR 1-07-20-W0220-LTR1 Yearly Mar 1 - Feb 28

Agriculture AF/Y County of Colusa Sub- | Subject to BOR

Contract Assignment Allocation

Announcement

Other AF/Y (25,000) | Westside Transfer agreement — See Above

12,000 | WD (USBR) | 12,000 AF up to 25,000
Other AF/Y 8,000 RD108 5 year “In-Lieu” June — October
(USBR) Transfer Agreement (2018-2022)

5. Anticipated land-use changes

Due to increasing land-based costs, District anticipates fallowed/unplanted acres will transition
to irrigated crops as well as shift from annual crops to more permanent crops.

6.Cropping patterns (Agricultural only)

List of current crops (crops with 5% or less of total acreageare combined in the ‘Other’ category).

Original Plan (1992) Previous Plan (2013) Current Plan (2019)

Crop Name Acres Crop Name Acres Crop Name Acres
Almonds 14,943 Almonds 26,442 Almonds 28,918
Vineseed 1,395 Wheat 1,183 Alfalfa 580

Wheat 1,663 Grapes 1,415 Grapes 1,315
Grapes 1,021 Tomatoes 1,091 Tomatoes 402
Alfalfa 1,143 Vineseeds 1,223 Vineseeds 827
Wheat 638
Walnuts 643
Other (<5%) 1,910 Other (<5%) 3,007 Other (<5%) 1,277
Total 22,075 Total | 34,361 Total 34,600
7.Major irrvigation methods (by acreage) (Agricultural only)
Original Plan (1992) Previous Plan (2008) Current Plan (2019)
Irrigation Method Acres Irrigation Method Acres Irrigation Method Acres
Border 1,745 Border Border 1333
Sprinkle 11,867 Sprinkle 2,556 Sprinkle 249
Furrow 5.410 Furrow 1,377 Furrow 373
Drip 3,053 Drip 30,428 Drip 32,645
TOTAL 22,075 TOTAL 34,361 TOTAL 34,600
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B. Location and Facilities

A general boundary map of the Colusa County Water District and its sphere of influence is in
Attachment A. Electronic maps containing the following: conveyance system (TC canal),
incoming flow locations (canal side pumping plants), re-lift pump stations with regulating
reservoirs and/or tanks, distribution system (pipelines) and turnouts (meters) are available upon
request. Due to cyber-security concerns these items are not available to the general public. No
outflow/spill locations are identified and the District does not own or operate any wells or have
water quality monitoring locations and/or groundwater facilities.

Water is diverted from the T-C Canal at eight locations. Five of the diversions are by pump and
three are by gravity. Water from each diversion enters a closed pipeline distribution system.

The eight separate pipeline lateral systems which comprise the itrigation distribution system of
the District are numbered from north to south: 6BP, 5BP, 4G, 3BP, 2BP, 2BG, 7AP, 8G.
Pumped systems are designated by the letter P. and the gravity systems designated by the letter
(. The pumped systems are served by canal side pumping plants and water is delivered into the
gravity systems through gates on the canal side turnouts. System 6A, 6B, 3B, 3BA share a
common turnout structure and flow meters, although the systems are operated independently.
All systems include buried pipelines, farm outlets (also referred to as farm turnouts), and
appurtenant facilities. Gravity flow systems serve lands located to the east of the Tehama-
Colusa Canal while the pumped systems predominantly serve lands on the western side of the
canal. See Map (ii) for District diversion facilities.

1. Incoming flow locations and measurement methods

Location Name Physical Location Type of Measurement Accuracy
Device
6BP-1&2 R.3 W.14 (SW corner) 1-Venturi Meter/ <5%
2-Sontek <2%
SBP R.2 W.19 (SE corner) Venturi Meter <5%
Turnout 4 (4G) | R.2 W 20 (center) McCrometer < 5%
3BP-1&2 R.2 W.33 (S§W corner) Venturi Meter < 5%
2BP-1&2 T.I3N.R 2W 14 (SE corner) 1-McCrometer/ <5%
2-Sontek <2%
2BG T.13N.R 2W 14 (SE corner) Venturi Meter < 5%
TAP T.13N.R 2W 25 Venturi Meter <5%
Turnout 8G- T.A3N.RIW 31 1-McCrometer/ <5%
1&2 2-Sontek <2%

The above metering devices are operated and maintained by the Tehama Colusa Canal Authority
(TC) for the Bureau. The Venturi sizes range 30~ 54”. Unfortunately, the TC found that the
Sontek meters were unreliable and required replacement more often and are now transitioning
back to the Venturi style meters.

2. Current year Agricultural Conveyance System

Miles Unlined - Miles Lined - Canal Miles Piped Miles - Other
Canal
0 0 105 0
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4. Storage facilities (tanks, reservoirs, regulating reservoirs)

Name Type Capacity (AF) Distribution or Spill
O6A Regulating Tank 1.11 Distribution
6B Regulating Tank 1.48 Distribution
5B Regulating Tank 92 Distribution
3A Regulating Tank 92 Distribution
3CD Regulating reservoir Distribution
3CG Regulating reservoir Distribution
3D Regulating reservoir Distribution
3D Regulating Tank .59 Distribution
3G Regulating Reservoir Distribution
2C Regulating reservoir Distribution
2D Regulating reservoir Distribution
2E Regulating Reservoir Distribution
7B Regulating reservoir Distribution
7B Regulating Tank 7 Distribution
5. Description of the agricultural spill recovery system and outflow points.
NONE- no spill, completely piped system
Provide this information in Section 2 F,
6. Agricultural delivery system operation (check all that apply)
On-demand Scheduled Rotation Other (describe)
X X

The District delivery system is scheduled (11am prior day notice for turn on and turnoff), with
1/3 limitation which results in some rotation type restrictions.

7. Restrictions on water source(s)

Contract limitation

Source Regstriction Cause of Restriction Effect on Operations
CVP Water Service | Reduced Drought, Regulatory { Water rationing and/or increased
Contract Allocations restraints groundwater pumping &
transferred water purchases
Transfer water Reduced See above Increased groundwater pumping,
Allocations, Cost of water water rationing, crop idling, loss

of trees/permanent crops

All source - CVP &
Transfer water

Rotational delivery
times

District system
designed as a “3-day
system”

Transition to drip irrigation,
water users unable to irrigate
everyday — rotation often means
they convert to GW pumping

8. Proposed changes or additions to facilities and operations for the next 5 years —
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Currently, there are no plans for changes/additions to existing facilities. The District has had
landowner requests to upgrade system in order to eliminated “3-day” system of rotation and help
reduce reliance on groundwater to meet irrigation needs however, in order to increase pipeline
capacities, pumping plants would also need to be upgraded. Not only would this work be cost
prohibitive, the Districts current water service contract quantities do not justify the upgrades.

Due to SGMA the District does anticipate operational changes within the District over the next 5
years. Currently, the gravity flow systems of the District are under-utilized due to less expensive
groundwater pumping costs on the east side compared to the western side of District. Asa
founding member of the Colusa Groundwater Authority (CGA) the District has been working
with the other CGA members on finalizing the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the
Colusa Sub-basin. This plan is due by January 2022 and once implemented the District expects
surface water use to increase as a result of potential costs or limitations on groundwater

pumping.

The passage of the WINN Act in 2016 allowed the District to complete the contract conversion
process in hopes that the reduction in water rates from paying off the construction component
would further incentivize the use of surface supplies over groundwater pumping in years that the
District received an ample CVP allocation, Unfortunately, the current drought has not allowed
for this to come to fruition.

C. Topography and Soils
1. Topography of the district and its impact on water operations and management

The District lies on recent and older alluvial fan soils of the eastern slopes of the Pacific Coast
Range. The topography of the District varies slightly from gently rolling (slopes less than 6%) in
the west to relatively flat (slopes of 10 ft per mile) in the easterly portion. The unleveled greater
slopes are suitable for sprinkler or drip irrigation and constitute most of the District land devoted
to orchard.

2. District soil association map (Agricultural only)
See Attachment B, District Sotls Map

3. Agricultural limitations resulting from soil problems (Agricultural only)

Soil Problem Estimated Effect on Water Operations and
Acres Management
Salinity NA
High-water table NA
High or low infiltration rates NA
Other (define) NA
D. Climate

1. General climate of the disirict service area
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The service area climate is typical of the Sacramento Valley and is generally characterized by two
distinct seasons: a hot, dry summer and a cool, wet winter. Annual precipitation averages about 16
inches and occurs almost entirely between November and March. Between May and September
rainfall averages about 1.5 inches with a range of 0 to 5.5 inches. Hot, dry north winds are common
during the summer with the average daily temperature of 95 F for July. The winter is generally mild
with an average of 256 frost free days per year and a range of 188 to 336 days.

However, over the past ten years, there has been a significant change in weather patterns, generally
warmer, drier patterns offset by greater rainfall associated with flooding verses colder snow patterns.

Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Annual
AvgPrecip. 325127011951 98| 35| 221 03| 07 37| 75} 21471 2.80 15.61
Avg Temp. 453 | 499 53.61 59.0 | 67.1} 7471 785| 76.5| 719 | 63.7] 52.6 | 45.6 61.5
Max. Temp. 545| 60.8| 6581 732 82.1| 91.2| 96.6 | 94.6 | 89.1 | 7921 64.6 | 554 75.6
Min. Temp 36.1] 39.0| 413 | 44.8| 520 583 | 60.4 | 584 | 54.8 | 483 | 40.6 | 36.5 47.6
ETo (32) 121] 258 365 542 7.00] 801 | 772 | 633 | 524 | 481 | 2.05 | 1.58 4.63

CIMIS ID Williams, CA {049677)

Average wind velocity

5.4 mph

Data period: Year 1906 to Year 2016

Average annual frost-free days:

2. Impact of microclimates on water management within the service area

NONE

E. Natural and Cultural Resources

1. Natural resource areas within the service area

254

Name

Estimated Acres

Description

NONE

2. Description of district management of these resources in the past or present

NA

3. Recreational and/or cultural resources areas within the service area

Name

Estimated Acres

Description

NONE

F. Operating Rules and Regulations

1. Operating rules and regulations
See Attachment C, District Rules and Regulations (water related)

2. Water allocation policy (Agricultural only)
See Attachment C, Page 1, and Attachment E, Drought Ordinance 2009-1
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Summary - The District's water allocation policy as stated in item 1 of Rules and Regulations
and item 1 of the Drought Ordinance as follows: "Each property having full water rights and
eligible under Reclamation Law and District rules to receive water in a year will be allocated a
quantity of water based on its assessed acres...”

3, Official and actual lead times necessary for water orders and shut-off (Agricultural only)
See Attachment C, Page 2

Summary - The minimum lead time necessary for water orders is stated in item 8 of the Rules
and Regulations as "before 1:00 pm the day before starting an irrigation." The minimum lead
time necessary for water shut-off is stated in item 8 of the Rules and Regulations as "before 1:00
pm the day prior to finishing an irrigation.

4. Policies regarding return flows (surface and subsurface drainage from farms) and outflow
(Agricultural only)
See Attachment C, Page 2

Summary - The District's return flows policy is stated in item 10 of the Rules and Regulations as
follows: "To avoid drainage problems, it shall be the responsibility of every water user to control
the water to be applied to his land. Any water user who deliberately, carelessly, or otherwise
wastes water on roads, adjoining land, or creeks will be informed by District personnel that he is
not complying with this rule. He will be allowed a reasonable time to correct the situation. If he
makes no prompt effort of correction, his water service will be discontinued.”

5. Policies on water transfers by the district and its customers
See Aitachment 1,

Ordinance No. 2009-01 Establishing Rules and Regulation for Water Delivery during a
Water Shortage Emergency
G. Water Measurement, Pricing, and Billing

1, Agricultural Customers

Refer to BMP A.1. Information on water measurement for agricultural contractors is completed
under BMP A.l on page 4-15.

2. Urban Customers

a. Total number of connections 10
b. Total number of metered connections 10
c. Total number of connections not billed by quantity 0
‘d. Percentage of water that was measured at delivery point 90%
e. Percentage of delivered water that was billed by quantity 100%

While all deliveries have metering devices installed sometimes meters fail when this happens
water use is either calculated using orders or estimated based on crop needs.
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[ Measurement device table

Meter Size and | Number | Accuracy Reading | Calibration | Maintenance Frequency

Type (+/- Frequency | Frequency (Months)
percentage) (Days) (Months)

2 "

3" Seametrics 3 +/- 1% 30 60 Every 60 mos or as needed

4" Propeller 4 +- 2% 30 60 Every 60 mos. or earlier if

necessary

6" Propeller 1 +/- 2% 30 60 “ “

8" Propeller 2 +- 5% 30 60 “ *

Qther (define)

Total 10

3. Agriculture and Urban Customers

The District “Urban Customers” are non-potable irrigation use delivered under an M&I contract.

a. Current year agriculture and /or urban water charges - including rate structures and billing

[frequency

The Districts agricultural water charge is set annually with the rate applied by quantity and
structured as a uniform rate per acre-foot of metered use to encourage water conservation. Water
user billings are described in item 5 of the Rules and Regulations as follows: "Prior to April 15,
the District must receive one-half of cach user’s seasonal estimate. Prior to July 1, the balance of
each estimate is due. Any balance due or credit is determined by final meter readings. No water
will be delivered until installments are paid." Meter readings are done monthly with final meter
reading in November/December weather permitting.

b. Annual charges collected from customers (current year data)

Fixed Charges (Urban & Ag)

Charges Charge units Units billed during $ collected
(8 unit) year (3 times units)
(acres)
$9.25 $/assessed acre 39,872 $368.816
$24.50 Per assessed acre 39,872 $976,864
Volumetric charges
Charges Charge units Units billed during § collected
(8 unit) year (8 times units)
AF
$106.00 $/AF (Ag) 50,038 $5,304,028
$167.31 $/AF (full cost) 218 $36,474
$74.00 $/AF (urban) 159 $11,766
TOTAL 50,415 $5,352,268

See Attachment E, District Sample Bills
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¢. Describe the contractor’s record management system
Sec Attachment E, District Sample Bills

In 2017, the District purchase Sage100 billing software to integrate with the H20 meter reading
program, This eliminated the outdated Dbase program it had been using allowing for more
reliable integration of readings and subsequent water charges. All records have automated
backup and District retention policies dictate how long these records are available.

H. Water Shortage Allocation Policies

1. Current year water shortage policies or shortage response plan - specifying how reduced
water supplies are allocated
See Attachment D, Drought Ordinance 2009-1

The District's water allocation policy as stated in item 1 of the Drought Emergency Plan as
follows: "Each property having full water rights and eligible under Reclamation Law and District
rules to receive water in a vear will be allocated a quantity of water based on its assessed acres.
The number of acre-feet is to be determined by dividing the total water available to the District
by the total assessed acreage in the District.

2. Current year policies that address wasteful use of water and enforcement methods
See Attachment C and Attachment D; item 3 and item 5

The District's policy that address wasteful use of water and enforcement is stated in item 10 of
the Rules and Regulations as follows: "To avoid drainage problems, it shall be the responsibility
of every water user to control the watet to be applied to his land. Any water user who
deliberately, carelessly, or otherwise wastes water on roads, adjoining land, or creeks will be
informed by District personnel that he is not complying with this rule. He will be allowed a
reasonable time to correct the situation. If he makes no prompt effort of correction, his water
service will be discontinued."

I. Evaluate Policies of Regulatory Agencies Affecting the Contractor and
Identify Policies that Inhibit Good Water Management.

Good water management starts with an abundant, secure water supply which is lacking in
California. Environmental interests have forced regulators to implement policies that inhibit
irrigated lands groundwater recharge hurting the water cycle as a whole. Areas with ephemeral
streams could be “stair-stepped” or staggered to slow down the runoff of water that only occurs
during high rain events and be allowed to percolate into the aquifers, recharging much of
California’s underground supply. Current streambed alteration policies prevent this even when
the so-called stream is dry 90% of the time. The “conservation” mantra has not only prevented
more storage projects from being built but has forced agricultural users to install drip irrigation
systems that also do not aliow for any extra seepage into the groundwater basin.
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Section II: Inventory of Water Resources

A. Surface Water Supply

1. Surface water supplies in acre feet, imported and originating within the service area, by month.
See Water Inventory Tables, Table 1

2. Amount of water delivered to the district by each of the district sources for the last 10 years
See Water Inventory Tables, Table 8

B. Ground Water Supply

1. Groundwater extracted by the district and delivered, by month (Table 2)

Water Inventory Tables, Table 2 — No groundwater is extracted by the District. Landowners
may pump groundwater and convey it through the system for their own use utilizing the Bureau

Warren Act Contract. This water is metered and accounted for per Contract requirements.

1. Ground water basin(s) that underlies the service area

Name Size (Square Miles) | Usable Capacity (AF) | Safe Yield* (AF/Y)
Sacramento Valley 5,000 22,000,000 28,000 (CCWD)
*the safe yield in CCWD service area according to Colusa County Groundwater Management

Plan
2. Map of district-operated wells and managed ground water recharge areas

CCWD does not own or operate any groundwater wells nor does it currently have any formally
identified groundwater recharge areas. Due to conservation requirements and limited surface water
supplies most of the District has converted to drip or micro-sprinkler irrigation. This conversion
from furrow/flood/sprinkler pipe irrigation limits groundwater recharge capabilities.

However, in 2018, the District entered into an “in-lieu” groundwater recharge project with RD108.
The hope was to bring more surface water into the District in order to help recharge groundwater
supplies by conserving them and using more surface water. However, due to allocation reductions in
CCWD’s CVP supply and the cost of pumping groundwater being significantly less than the surface
supply the benefits of the project have not yet been fully actualized.

In addition to the “in-licu” project the CGA and member agencies ate working with landowners
within the District on a “pilot-project” for groundwater recharge however the water source for this
recharge has yet to be identified.

3. Description of conjunctive use of surface and ground water

The District has roughly 40,000 acreas of irrigable land and two surface water contracts for a total of
67,866 acre-feet (AF) of water. This equates to about 1.7 AF per acre of water. Most crops require
between two and three AF per acre. Therefore, CCWD has been conjunctively using surface water
and groundwater for years,
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5. Ground Water Management Plan

Although, the Colusa County Board of Supervisors adopted a county-wide groundwater
management plan in 2008 (see http://colusagroundwater.ucdavis.edu/ for a complete copy of the
plan) since then SGMA forced the formation of groundwater sustainability agencies (GSA’s) in
California. CCWD is a member of the Colusa Groundwater Authority (CGA) and is in the
process of developing its Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for submittal by the January
2022 deadline. Information regarding this plan can be found at hitp://colusagroundwater.org.

6. Ground Water Banking Plan
NONE

C. Other Water Supplies

1. “Other” water used as part of the water supply — Describe supply
See Water Inventory Tables, Table 1

“Other” water used is water made available to the District through transfer agreements
with neighboring districts. The District water service contract is not sufficient for the

total acreage within the boundaries and as such multi-year arrangements not only help in
good years but are a necessity in reduced allocation years.

D. Source Water Quality Monitoring Practices
1. Potable Water Qualily (Urban only)
All M&I deliveries are non-potable no water quality monitoring is necessary.

2. Agricultural water quality concerns: Yes No___ X
(If yes, describe)

3. Description of the agricultural water quality testing program and the role of each participan,
including the district, in the program

All water delivered is from surface supplies delivered by the Tehama Colusa Canal Authority
under BOR contract. At present there are no water quality issues however, information can be
obtained from the TCCA Water Quality Sampling Program.

4. Current water quality monitoring programs for surface water by source (Agricultural only)

TCCA conveys surface water. Information can be obtained directly from TCCA’s Water
Quality Sampling Program.

5. Current water quality monitoring programs for groundwater by source (Agricultural only)

CCWD does not own or operate any groundwater wells. Individual customers that utilize
the Warren Act Contract with BOR are required to test the groundwater bi-yearly and
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meet the standards stipulated in the BOR Warren Act Contract. Wells that do not meet
the standard criteria are not permitted to pump into the Tehama Colusa Canal.

E. Water Uses within the District

1. Agricultural

See Water Inventory Tables, Table 5 - Crop Water Needs

2. Types of irrigation systems used for each crop in current year

Crop name Total Level | Furrow - | Sprinkler - Low Multiple
Acres Basin - acres acres Volume - methods -
acres AaClres acres
Alfalfa 580 580
Almonds 28918 30 28,888
Apples 3 3
Apricots 6 6
Beans 167 167
Pears 15 15
Asparagus 21 21
Figs 5 5
Grapes 1316 1316
Other Fruit 10 10
Other Hay 55 55
Other Veg 42 42
Olives 406 406
Onions 28 28
Pasture 194 30 164
Peaches 6 6
Pistachios 131 131
Prunes 102 102
Rice 85 85
Tomatoes 402 402
Vineseed 827 178 649
Walnuts 643 643
Wheat 638 638
TOTAL | 34600 | 1333 373 249 32645
3. Urban use by customer iype in current year

Customer Type Number of Connections AF
Landscape irrigation 6 151
Other (livestock) 2 2
Fire Protection 2 6
Unaccounted for 0

Total 159
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Treatment Plant

Treatment Level (1, 2, 3)

AF

Disposal to / uses

NONE

5.Ground water recharge/management in current year (Table 6)

Recharge Area

Method of Recharge

AF

Method of Retrieval

NONE

6a. Transfers and exchanges into the service area in current year — (Table 1)

From Whom To Whom AF Use
Westside WD CCWD 12,000 ! Ag/Crop Irrigation
RD108 CCWD 8,000 | Ag/Crop Irrigation

Total 20,000
6b. Transfers and exchanges out of ihe service area in current year — (Table 6)

From Whom To Whom AF Use

NONE

7. Wheeling, or other transactions in and out of the district boundaries — (Table 6)

From Whom

To Whom

AF

Use

NONE

8. Other uses of water in current year

Other Uses

AF

NONE

F. Outflow from the District (Agricultural only)

1. Surface and subsurface drain/outflow in current year
NONE - District does not have drain or outflow issues with surface supply. 90% Drip or
micro-sprinkler irrigation with little to no run off.

2. Description of the Outflow (surface and subsurface) water quality testing program and the

role of each participant in the program |
NONE - District does not have need for program however, landowners within the

District belong to the Colusa Basin Sub Watershed to cover any water that may “run-off”

due to irrigation problems or high rain events.

3. Outflow (surface drainage & spill) Quality Testing Program
NONE - District is within Colusa Sub-basin Drainage District boundaries. They
provide all necessary testing and information.
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4. Provide a brief discussion of the District’s involvement in Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board programs or requirements for remediating or monitoring any
contaminants that would significantly degrade water quality in the receiving surface walers.

CCWD and its customers have no surface or subsurface outflow. CCWD customers are
members of the Colusa Basin Watershed group which does conduct required runoff water quality
testing.

G. Water Accounting (Inventory)

1. Water Supplies Quantified

a Surface water supplies, imported and originating within the service area, by month
{Table 1)

Effective precipitation by crop (Table 5)
Estimated annual ground water extracted by non-district parties (Table 2)

c
d
f. Other supplies, by month (Table 1)
2.

Water Used Quantified

3 L)
I3 &

c. Applied irrigation waler - crop T, water used for leaching/cultural practices (e.g., frost
protection, soil reclamation, etc.) (Table 5)
d. Urban water use (Table 6)

g round water-recharge{Luble-6}
IA Water exchanges and transfers and out-of-district banking (Table 6)
g Estimated deep percolation within the service area (Table 6)
-‘. ‘ Q Eg ‘l . ; g- - @ E ‘[ ;/J
J Other
3. Overall Water Inventory
a. Table 6

Section III: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Agricultural
Contractors

A. Critical Agricultural BMPs

1. Measure the volume of water delivered by the district to each turnout with devices
that are operated and maintained to a reasonable degree of accuracy, under most
conditions, to +/- 6%

4-17 -




a. Number of delivery points (turnouts and connections) 708
b. Number of delivery points serving more than one farm 10

c. Number of measured delivery points (meters and measurement devices 703

d. Percentage of delivered water that was measured at a delivery point 95%

e Total number of delivery points not billed by quantity 0

f Delivery point measurement device table

Measurement | Number | Accuracy™ Reading Cualibration Maintenance
Type (t+/- %) Frequency Frequency Frequency
{(Days) (Months) (Months)

Orifices
Propeller 703 +- 6% 30 60 Every 1000 AF or
meter® sooner if necessary
Weirs
Flumes
Venturi
Metered gates
Acoustic
Doppler
Qther (define)
Total 703

*All District meters are instantancous flow rate indicating, totalizing, in pipe 1
District and the accuracy stated is only for operation within designed and speg
See attached meter accuracy documentation — Attachment F.

2. Designate a water conservation coordinator to develop and implement the
Drogress reporis

Name: Shelly Muiphy Title: General Manager

hroughout the
ified flow range.

Plan and develop

Address: 840 1st Street, Arbuckle CA 959012

E-mail:

Telephone:(530) 476-2784 cewd2(@frontiernet.net

The District General Manager acts as the water conservation coordinator. She/he is responsible

for updating and implementing the plan as well as developing progress reports.

Job Description: Manages and coordinates water conservation activities incl
programs and audits. Designs, implements, administers and promotes various
efficiency programs as time and resources allow. Monitors and evaluates pro
impacts on conservation efforts.

Minimum Qualifications: Any combination of experience and training that w

1ding studies,
water use
pram results and

ould likely provide

the required knowledge and abilities. Including but not limited to 3 years of increasing

responsibility providing water management and conservation, including one y
coordination activities.
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3. Provide or support the availability of water management services lq waler users

See Attachment [, Notices of District Education Progtams and Servicels Available to Customers.

a. On-Farm Evaluations

1) Onfarm irrigation and drainage system evaluations using a mobile

lab type assessment

Total | #surveyed | #surveyed # projecied # projected
in last year in current | for nextyear | 2"r in future
district year
Irrigated acres 34,600
Number of farms 260 0 0 0 0

*total acres are what’s irrigated with District water; total irrigable acrgs is greater

Landowners within the District are notified via e-mail, mailers and presgntations of services

available from PG&E, Chico State and Colusa County RCD to assess th
efficiency. E-mails are sent as soon as the District receives notice from

eir irrigation practices and
one of these entities

offering services. This is generally 2 to 3 times a year. To date, the Disirict is unaware of any
landowners who have utilized these services. However, several landowaers have purchased
computerized probe technology that has helped them determine irrigation needs and efficiency on

their own farms. Furthermore, the District does perform “on-farm” eval

nations via random checks

by O&M staff on landowners throughout the District while traveling thejr daily routes. These
evaluations address water usage relative to zero tail-water (waste) and mjaking growers aware of

problems that may exist.

2} Timely field and crop-specific water delivery information fo the wategr user

The District collects and compiles water use by crop and field, which it

has distributed widely

since 1995, Monthly meter readings are available totalizing use and the District provides an

annual review of water use in acre feet per acre for the entire District so

that each water user can

compare his annual use to the District wide summary to see if any imprgvements to his irrigation
practices are needed. This information is available at District office upgn request.

b. Real-time and normal irvigation scheduling and crop ET information

The District and its customers make use of the Soil Conservation Service, UC Davis Agricultural

Extension Offices, the office of the Agricultural Commissioner for Colusa|County, and various
other informational agricultural organizations. Information needed for nornal and real time
irrigation scheduling such as crop ET is available to all customers within gne hour from the District
that maintains a computer and modem for connection to the CIMIS data n%twork. The data made

available through CIMIS, the California Irrigation Management Informati
available at the Colusa office of the Cooperative Extension of the Univers

internet to anyone with a private computer, in the local newspaper or on radio. The State DWR is
administering the CIMIS program and the area's local weather station is just north of Colusa. The

n System, is presently
ty of California, by

Districts Annual newsletter and periodic e-mails keep waterusers up to date on where this

information can be located.

¢ Surface, ground, and drainage water quantity and quality data provided to water users
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Surface, ground, and drainage water quantity and quality data from other monjtoring programs
is provided to water users on request. Sources of this information are obtained|from the TCCA
Water Quality Sampling Program and the Colusa County Groundwater Management Couneil.
No significant drainage from the district that would warrant monitoring and/of reporting.

d. Agricultural water management educational programs and materials for fariners, staff, and

the public
Program Co-Funders (If Any) Yearly Targets
District Newsletters & E-mail Various All Landowners/
watgr users
Monthly Water use reports NONE All whter users
Weekly ET reports UC Davis Water users/
Public
Leslie J Nickels Trust-Field Day UC Davis Farmer$, staff, public
Energy Solutions for Ag & Watdr users/
Irrigation PG&E Pyblic
Irrigation methods CSU Chico All Landowners/

waltdr users

#See Attachment G for samples of provided materials and notices

The District employs many methods to support educational materials not only for its staff and
water users but also for the public in general.

On the larger scale the District's active membership in the Association of California Water
Agencies, and Central Valley Project Water Association provides funding usad for the
preparation and dissemination of a great variety of educational material. The District from
time to time contributes financially to the activities of the Water Education Fqundation,
Family Farm Alliance, Farm Water Alliance, Public Officials for Water and Hnvironment

Reform, and other activities to inform the public of water issues.

At the water user level our office is filled with posters and other material encquraging water

conservation. Frequent mailings to the water users are used to circulate educational materials.
The District is looking at website development and plans to have one in place|within the next
few years to aid with the dissemination of information.

The staff of the District consists of five positions; a General Manager, Bookkgeper/Secretary,
and three field operations men. The Board encourages all staff to actively par] icipate in
seminars and programs, relating to their work.

e. other
NONE

4. Pricing structure - based at least in part on quantity delivered

The Districts pricing is billed on a per acre-foot of metered use basis. The rates are directly
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related to the yearly water rates published by the Bureau of Reclamation plus
conveyance fee. The latter component is divided by the total acre feet allocat
contract equating to a per acre foot (af) charge that is then added to the Bureal
setting procedure the less water delivered (allocated or transferred) the higher
component. For 2019, the allocated water price was set at $106/af for agricull
$167.31/af for full cost water.

5. Evaluate and improve efficiencies of district pumps

h

the Tehama Colusa Canal

d under the Districts

1 fees. Under this rate
the rate is due to the TC
ure, $74/af for M&]1 and

Describe the program to evaluate and improve the efficiencies of the contraci¢r’s pumps.
Total in #surveyed | #surveyedin || # projected for next
district last year current year year
Wells 0
Lift pumps 75 6 8

The District evaluates district pumps at pumping plants on a daily basis. Twig
requiring oil are checked and serviced. The remaining motors are water lubed
and maintained as needed. As deemed necessary larger pumps have been pul
outside company’s such as Beymer Well Service and Industrial Electrical. 8
2400 volt motors have been pulled and overhauled over the years averaging 1

e a week motors

and are spot checked
ed and overhauled by
vut of the Districts 11,
every 5 years, The

smaller pumps are pulled and checked more frequently either on sight or taken into the District

maintenance yard for service.

In 2016, the District completed its SCADA installation and Medium Voltage
Efficiency Upgrade project at the 2BC pumping plants. New pumps controls
were installed replacing electrical panels with a PUC and converting pumps &
improves pump efficiencies and lengthens the life expectancy of the pumps. |
also installed throughout the District automating the pumping facilities and al
connection and control of systems as well as gaining information on efficienc
pump issues. While this has helped with system reliability and troubleshootir
we are unable to evaluate power savings.

B. Exemptible BMPs for Agricultural Contractors
(See Planner, Chapter 2, Addendum B for examples of exemptible conditi

1. Facilitate alternative land use

Pump Controls

bperating off transducers
soft-starts which
SCADA technology was
owing for remote

les that helps identify

g as a WAPA customer

ons)

Drainage Characteristic Acreage Potential Alterrate Uses
High water table (<5 feet) 0 NA
Poor drainage 0 NA
Ground water Selenium 0 NA
concentration > 50 ppb
Poor productivity 0 NA

Program actions - NONE, no problem soils

2. Facilitate use of available recycled urban wastewater
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WELL OWNER AGREEMENT FOR

CONVEYANCE OF NON-PROJECT WATER DURING 2022 UNDER C(PLUSA COUNTY

WATER DISTRICT WARREN ACT CONTRACT

THIS PRIVATE WELL OWNER AGREIMENT ("Agreement”) is made

2022 (the “Effective Date”) by and among wf"; /J Jm e )
[ £ P gy , (“Receiving Owner” if different than )
Recipient) and Colusa County Water District ("CCWD"), who agree as follows:

k]

1. Backeround and Purpose,

a. The Parties. Well Owner is the owner of certain real propert
boundaries of CCWD, commonly known as "7 7 A7 fig .~ tan—9 (Mulf) _upon

as of-».?é 2 [ 2.2,
("Well Owner"),

Well Owner and

v within the
which is located a
tenant of certain real

groundwater well (the "Well Property"). Well Owner or Recipient is the owner 07
property, distinct from the Well Property, that is capable of being served with wat
groundwater well (“Receiving Property”). Receiving Owner is the owner o
Well Owner or Recipient is not the owner of th

all of the Owners and Tenants may be collectively referred to as "Water Users."

b. 2018 Warren Act Contract. CCWD and Reclamation are p

Contract for the Conveyance of Non-Project Water (the "2018 CCWD WA Contra
as Attachment C and hereby incorporated by reference. Pursuant to the 2018 WAIC

authorized to use the Canal for the conveyance of 30,000 acre feet of Non-Project
purposes, subject to certain conditions and limits set forth in the 2018 WA Contra

c. Purpose. The purpose of this Agreement is to set forth the tq
ant to which Well Owner may convey Non-Project Water from Well Owner'

pursu
nal and CCWD’s water distribution systes

the Receiving Property via use of the Ca

2, Reclamation Requireients. Prior to conveying water from the We.
undwater well to the Receiving Property under a CCWD WA Contract, Well O
ict in accordance with the requirements of the CCWD |
Owner for a Discharge

gro
discharge plans to the Distr
will then submit an application and fees on behalf of Well

Usc of Projeel Facilities. CCWD hereby authorizes and agrees to f]
use of the Canal and CCWI)’s water distribution system to convey and provide gr
Well Property groundwater well to the Receiving Property, pursuant to the terms §
Bureau requires that all Warren Act pumped water must be utilized within 30 days

cannot be “banked” for use longer than 30 days. There may be times that water u§
one-to-one with pumping and no hold time will be allowed.

3.

4, Term and Termination.

a. This Agreement shall automatically expire on February 28,

Page 1 of' 9

1778067v3

r from the

f the Receiving Property if
e Receiving Property. Where the cpntext requires this,

ies to that certain
ct"), attached hereto
ontract, CCWD is
ater for irrigation

=

s and conditions
; groundwater well to
M.

1 Propetty
whner must submit
WA Coniract. CCWD

Licensing Agreement.

heilitate Water Users'
hundwater from the
et forth herein. The
of pumping and

e must be matched

2023,

Int.




b. CCWD may terminate this Agreement for arny reason upon §

to Well Owner.

5. Compliance with Warren Act Contracts, Water Users hereby ackno
their use of the Canal to convey gronndwater as set forth in this Agreement is subj
conditions and restrictions of the BOR 2018 WA Contract.

6. Costs and Fees.

a. Water Meters. (1) In order to measure the quantity of water
Well Praperty into the Canal and subsequently to the Receiving Property, Reclams
installation of water meters (the "Input Water Meters") at the location where gro
from the Well Property will be discharged into the Canal. Well Owner is responsi
associatcd with the Input Water Meters and Well Owner’s discharge facilities. (ii)
CCWD policy, the Receiving Property must bave a water meter capable of measur
delivered to the Receiving Propetty, including the water that is the subject of this £

even (7) days’ notice

wledge and agree that
act o the terms,

pumped from the
ition will require the
nndwater pumped
ble for all costs

In accordance with
ing the water that is
\ greement

(“Receiving Water Meters”) (sec Attachment B). Well Owner (or Recipient, if different from Well

Owner) shall be responsible for ensuring that the Receiving Property meets this 1e
bear all associated costs.

b. Reclamation Water Costs. Well Owner will pay all costs thy
Tehama-Colusa Canal Autharity ascess on the conveyance of the water pursuant t
Contract and this Agreement (“Reclamation Costs”). This may include charges i
of the Canal, well tosting and costs of conveyance electric power. ‘Within one we
Date, District will make its best estimate of the Reclamation Costs that will result
Well Owner must deposit the cstimated Reclamation Costs with the District prior
water under this Agresment. Well Owner is aware that the estimated Reclamation
to Reclamation's year-end “truc-up” of actual costs. After the year-end true-up, if
Reclamation Costs are higher than the estimated Reclamation Costs, Well Owner
to District within 30 days of District presenting an invoice for the actual costs; ang
Reclamation Costs are less than the estimated Reclamation Costs, CCWD shall er

difference to Well Owner,

c. The obligations of Well Owner (or Recipient, if different fr
pay the costs set forth above shall survive the termination of this Agreement.

7.
Bureau contract water allocation, landowners arc expected to use, and pay for, the

District water they request in a given season. Warren Act pumping is intended to }
District supply, and may be limited to ensure landowners are using their full Disty
Owners who request but forgo District supply in favor of WA pumping will not b
for unused District supply they have reguested and/or been allocated.

8. Convevance of Waler.

All conveyance of water pursuant to this Agreement must §

a.
(2) days’ notice prio

CCWD. Well Owner must provide CCWD with at least two
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| 778067

quirement and shall

it Reclamation and the
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1 connection with use
k of the Effective
from this Agreement.
o conveying any
Costs will be subject
the actual

will pay the difference
| if the actual

bdit or refund the

ym Well Owner) to

Warren Act Pumping as Supplemental Supply. To ensure the full use of the District’s

full amount of

be supplemental to
ict allocation. Well
s eligible for refunds

e approved by
r to placing water in
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the Canal, using the notice form that CCWD will provide. Well Owner’s conveyance of water must be
in accordance with the notice.

b. If the proposed conveyance will be from Well Owner to angther water user
(including Recelving Owner), the notice must also stato the terms upon which the ponveyance will be
made. Due to groundwater conditions in the area, conveyances that transfer groundwater outside of
District boundaries will generally not be approved, unless the proponents can dempnstrate that the net
impact on District conditions is neutral (i.e., groundwater is being applied outside the District in
exchange for additional surface water applied inside the District).

0. Water Quality. Well Owner shall be liable for any harm caused by changes in water
quality within CCWID’s water conveyance system thal are attributable to Well Owper’s conveyance of
water pursuant to this Agreement. Reclamation has drafted drought water quality standards that exceed
the limits of non-drought standards. Well Owners whose wells arc over the non-drought standard may
have their ability to put water into the Canal or CCWD’s water conveyance system limited or terminated
at CCWD’s discretion. In addition, if Well Owner’s well water is above the Buregu of Reclamation’s
non-drought water quality standards, Well Owner will pay a pro-rata share of the total costs of
monitoring wells in cormection with conveyances under the CCWD WA Contract(s). Such well
monitoring costs will be caleulated and billed to Well Owner by the District at thelend of the term of this
Agreement.

10.  Right ol Bniry, Well Owner hereby grants CCWD the non-exclusive right to enter the
Well Property, and Recipient and Receiving Owner grant CCWD the non-exclusive right to enter the
Receiving Property for the following purposes: (i) to install any Water Meters if ngcessary, {ii) to

inspect and monitor the groundwater well and (iii) to inspect and monitor any Water Meters.

11.  Conveyance Capacity. The demand of Water Users, together with the demand of other
parties who execute similar Well Owner Agreements with CCWD, may exceed the conveyance capacity
available in the Canal or COWD’s water distribution system from time to time, orjmay exceed the
annual total of 30,000 acre-feet available to CCWD under the CCWD WA Contratt. In case of any such
shortage of capacity, CCWD expects to make an allocation per capita, for each wdll that is the subject of
these Well Owner Agreemerts, but reserves the discretion to allocate the capacity [in other equitable
ways, in order to maximize the total capacity available for all parties to these Well Owner Agreements.
CCWD also reserves the right to realiocatz from time to time any unused capacity|to other parties to
these Well Owner Agreements. The allocation of capacity available in CCWD's water distribution
system pursuant to this Agreement shall be subject to CCWD’s use of the system fo convey Central
Valley Project water, if any, or other water supplies CCWD may obtain for use within its boundaries.

12.  Insurance. Prior to exercising any rights or obligations under this Algreement, Well
Owner shall obtain and masntain, or cause its contractors, tenants, agents or repres entatives to obtain and
maintain, in full force and affect during the term of this Agreement, with an insurér(s) having a Best's
Insurance rating of "A" or better Commercial General Liability Insurance and/or 4 Liability Umbrella
Policy with a combined single limit in the amount of $1,000,000 per occurrence, naming CCWD as an
additional insured.
a. Wotice of Change in Policies. All policies of insurance required to be maintained

under this Agreement shall be written so that COWD will be notified in writing off any cancellation,

1TI067¢3 Page30f9 Int. 7 <~




termination or restrictive amendment of such policy at least thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of
such cancellation, termination o restrictive amendrment, Prior to exercising any rig hts under this
Agreement, Well Owner ghall provide CCWD with original certificates from insurers evidencing the
above insurance,

13, Indemnity and Release. Well Owner, Recipient, and Receiving Owner will, jointly and
severally, indemnify and hold harmless CCWD, its employces, agents, and directors from all injuries,
losses and liabilities in any way and all claims of liability from any person or entity, on any basis, for
any injury, damage, or loss resulting from or attributable to any occurrence arising|from the use of the
Canal or CCWD’s water distribution system. Well Owner, Recipient, and Receivipg Owner release and
will indemnify CCWD, its employees, agents, and directors from liability for any injuries and losses of
Well Owner, Recipient, or Raceiving Ownex in any way arising from this Agreement unless such
injuries or losses arise from the gross negligence or willful misconduct of District,|its employees, agents,
or directors. The rights and obligations under this Scction shall not be limited to the insurance
coverages required as part of this Agreerent and shall not cease and shall survive fhe cxpiration or
earlier termination of this Agreement, CCWD shall not be required to pursue an i demnifying party to
this Agrecment in any particular order, nor shall CCWD be required to pursue all guch parties
simultaneously. CCWD’s indermpity rights include, at CCWD’s option but withoyt limitation, its costs
of defense against any such claims, demands, or lizbility, the right to be defended by counsel of its
choice, and the vight to contre! the defense and resotve the claim.

14. General Provisions,

a. Amendment. This Agreement may be amended or modified only by a written
instrument executed by each of the Parties to this Agreement.

b. Entive Agrecment. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties
with respect to the subject maiter of this Agreement and supersedes any prior oral jor written agreement,
understanding, or representaior: rslating to the subject matter of this Agreement.

c. Third Party Bencficiaries. This Agreement shall not create|any right or interest in
any non-party or in any member of the pubtic as a third party beneficiary.

d. Jurisdiction and Venue. This Agreement shall be governed|by and construed in
accordance with the laws of the state of Califoraia, except for its conflicts of law qules. Any suit, action,
or proceeding brought nuder the scope of this Agresment shall be brought and majntained to the extent
allowed by law in the County of Colusa, California.

e. Assignment. This Agreenent may not be assigned by eithef party without the
written consent of the other party.

f. Partial Invalidity. If, after the date of execution of this Agreement, any provision
of this Agreement is held io be illegal, invalid, or unenforceable under present or future laws effective
during the term of this Agreement, such ptovision shall be fully severable. Howewer, in lieu thereof,
there shall be added a provision as similar in teroos to such illegal, invalid or unenforceable provision as
may be possible and be legal, valid and enforceable.

17180673 Pagc 4 of 9
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g Notices. All notices, demands, approvals, and other commupications provided for
in this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be effective: (i) when personally ddlivered ta the recipient
at the recipient's address set forth below; (ii) five business days after deposit in a sealed envelope in the
United States mail, postage prepaid, by registered or certified mail, return receipt fequested, addressed to
the recipient as set forth below; or (iii) one business day after deposit with a recognized overnight
courier or delivery service, addressed to the recipient as set forth below, whichever is earlier, The

addresses for notice are;

(‘m—-“__ T r——
Well Owner: __/ 741{5 s T Receiving Owner: [ AR D
CCWD: Colusa County Water District
Attention: Shelly Murphy, General Manager
P.O. Box 337
Asbuckle, CA 95912

Either party may change its addvess by written notice to the other given in the maguer set forth above.
Telephone and facsimile numbsrs, 2nd e-mail addresses are given for the convenignce of the parties, but

none of those methods shall consiitate notice for purposcs of this Agreement.

Page50f9
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IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of ¢

above written,

COLUSA COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

y. m‘ﬁ?}%
Name/Title: %}Lu’{ (N / 6m

Date: g * [DQD&Q .

RECIPIENT
By:

Name/Title:

Date:

For (Corporate Name, if any):

VTTR06TV3

WELL OWNER

By: /7‘}@ Farems

Name/Title: JQ,r?la e

Date:g‘—‘—)’:/ / / 2 "R

For (Corporate Name, if any):

he day and year first

RECEIVING OWNER
By, A REG - a~>

Name/Title: Wq —t el

Date: .3 // / / 22

For (Corporate Name, if any):

Pages 6 of 9
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Attachment A

2022 Warren Act Charges
CBOR BOR TC
onti'act Power Conveyance
Rate @ Estm. 4
16.67 26.00% 562.83%%

‘Total Cost per AF = § 105.50

*(lost will be reconciled after BOR completes Power analysis at gnd of water year.

++T( conveyance price is dependent on total AF District is able to deliver this includes
Burean Allocation, Transfer water and WA water.

Int. 2 L
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Attachment A-1

Warren Act Pumpers:

The District’s current Warren Act Contract is for 2 term of § years ending February 28, 2023, The
Bureau requires well tests every 2 years and a monthly estimate of acre-feet to pumped.

The District has clected to have the Bureau quality assurance plan (QAPP) met by utilizing BOR staff to
perform water quality tests. Estimated lab and technician costs are $800-$1000 pef test and will be

billed to the individual well owners requesting use.

Below is the 2022 Bureau Warren Act Rate and an estimated cost for Non-Project

power. The power

component will have a “true-up” a year after the Bureau Water year is complete. Any additional power

costs will be billed sometime after October of the following year.

2021 Warren Act rate (Buzreau only) $ 16.67
Estimated power cost (Bureau requirement) $ 2600
TC Canal Conveyance (10,000af -WA) $ 6283

Estimated WA charge per acre foot: $ 105.50

The above acre-foot charge may be less depending on how much water is actually delivered. Greater

deliveries will reduce Canal Conveyance charge and will be “trued up” at the end
if not before.

of the 2021 water year

Finally, due to Bureau prepayment requirements, the District is requiring a Warren Act deposit be made

in the amount of one-half of your estimated yearly pumping due by April 15,

1778067v3 Page 8of9
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Attachment B

Warren Act Worksheet

Coniractor:

Discharge Location: A 2R " (]LJSD‘, q[/ : gg/j' Q6' ZZ}‘ qg‘%
|OlZ

Information District will need to help TC operations to manage canal levels. Discharges and actual
deliveries may need to be on a 1:1 but will be evaluated daily. TC prefers outtake to begin 24 hrs in
advance of pumping.

GPM___ . Hours per Day
AF per day AF permo.
(available) (available)
Energy source: Electric Diesel

Locations diverting:

Meter # GPM taken Meter # GPM taken

Total AF pumped:  per day . perweek per year |

Page 9 of 9 Imt,
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Brow/nstein

Brownstein

805.882.142]
D3
L

1021 Anacay
Santa Barba

August 1, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority
P.O. Box 475
Colusa, CA 95932-9804

RE:

015070111000 and 015070141000) to Colusa Groundwater Authority
SGMA Operational Assessment

To the Colusa Groundwater Authority:

On behalf of our clients, Benjamin and Laura King, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Sqg
the below objections (“Written Objections”) in advance of the August 2, 2025
Colusa Groundwater Authority’s {“CGA”) proposed 2025-26 SGMA Operationg
Assessment”).! Pursuant to AB 2257, these Written Objections specify the gro
allege noncompliance with Article X1l D of the California Constitution. In the e
the Proposed Assessment, our clients preserve their right to bring a subsequ
on the entire administrative record and do not limit their arguments to those

Specifically, our clients allege that the Proposed Assessment fails to comply

and substantive requirements of Article Xili D, § 4 of the California Const]

grounds:

1. the Proposed Assessment, as calculated in the Engineer’s Report, d

the proportional special benefit conferred on each parcel as require

although reclassification of the desighated “land use group” of
required for the CGA to comply with the substantive reguirement
any reclassification that increases the amount chargeable to an

parcel would require additional Prop 218 notice and public hearin

D, § 4(c)-(e);

! These Written Objections comply with both the exhaustion of remedies requirements in Goy.
instructions for submitting Written Objections provided in the CGA's written notice of the Pro

Code § 53759.1(b}; Ballot Information Guide, p, 4 {"Written Cbjections”).
*See Gov. Code § 53759.2(b)(1)-{2) (defining scope of judicial review).
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3. the total costs of the Proposed Assessment likely overestimate t
to provide the specified services and are unreasonable; gnd

4, APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000, being parcels on the Ea
River with distinct hydrological features, likely receive no benefit
Groundwater Sustainability Services and should not pay for those

h

5

LLC {APNs 015070111000

e capital costs necessary

b Side of the Sacramento
rom the CGA’s proposed
ervices

f
5

1. The Proposed Assessment does not accurately reflect the propprtional special benefits

conferred on each parcel

Article Xill D, § 4(a) of the California Canstitution requires that “[n]o assessm
any parcel which exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special g

parcel.” In order to measure the “proportional special benefit conferred” on
assessment, the agency must prepare an engineer’s report which calculates tH
by each identified parcel . . . in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost

the maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the co
service being provided.”?

The CGA’s Proposed Assessment and corresponding Engineer’s Report fail
proportionality because they do not accurately calculate the “proportional sy
on each individual parcel being assessed. Instead, the CGA relies on an individd
a particular irrigation district as a proxy to estimate each parcel’s level of grd
of the parcel’s actual reliance on groundwater, Since the Engineer’s Report
degree of special benefit conferred on each parcel as a function of the parcel’s

(as estimated by the parcel’s designated “land use group”}, this lack of parc
accounting proves fatal to the Proposed Assessment.

To illustrate, the Engineer’s Report calculates the degree of proportional speg
parcels into four “land use groups,” which generaily correspond to estimated
(1) “non-irrigable land,” such as rangeland, {2} “land that relies exciusively o
to as “Groundwater Only,” (3} land where “both surface water and groundwa

as “Conjunctive Use,” and (4} land “where surface water is used as the primary

to as “Surface Water.”* In order to quantify each parcel’s proportional spec

“Service Categories” in the Proposed Assessment, the Engineer’s Report assig

each of these land use groups, with “Reliance on Groundwater” being the sin

* Cal Const., art. X111 D, § 4(a)-(b).

4 Engineer’s Report, Colusa Groundwater Authority SGMA Operational Assessment (June 202%

14,

al
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determine the proportional special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwat

al
b

LLC (APNs 015070111000

r Sustainability Services.5

This results in “Groundwater Only” designations paying the highest share pf the costs of the CGA’s

proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services, at 60.9%, with “Conjunctive
paying 31.5% of the costs and “Surface Water” designated parcels paying 7.6

“Groundwater Only” “bear the highest total rate,” $11.19 per acre.” The Engih

justify this high rate by concluding that “Groundwater Only” designated p4
benefit from all Service Categories, governance, strategic planning, and groli
are appropriately assigned the largest cost share.”8

Setting aside whether “Reliance on Groundwater” is an appropriate basis to ¢4
special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services)
methodology is that the CGA’s “land use group” designations are not based |d
even estimated) reliance on groundwater. Instead, the “land use group” d

historical water use of the water agency or irrigation district in which
contained.®

»

t

D

The CGA's method of apportioning the total costs of the CGA’s proposed servic
Article XIll D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution because it does not provide
of the benefit factor—e.g,, Reliance on Groundwater—that the CGA is usingit
special benefit.’® This means that, regardless of an individual parcel’s relian
individual parcel’s calculated proportional special benefit is based on the avelr
entire irrigation district in which the parcel is located. Calculating proportiond
Article Xl D, § 4{a) of the California Constitution does not allow detén

® Engineer’s Report, p, 36, Tabie £; p, 37 {explaining that “{tlhe Reliance on Groundwater fact
in a way that reflects the level of dependency [on groundwater], assigning a greater share of
highest need for sustained and secure groundwater access.”).

® Engineer’s Report, p. 36, Table 6.

7 Engineer’s Report, p. 38.

8 Engineer’s Report, p. 38.

® “Surface Water” designations are given to parcels “within a water agency where the historica
pumping is less than 0.15 AF per acre”; “Conjunciive Use” designations are given to parcels "
groundwater pumping on an aggregate basis is between 0.15 AF per acre and 1.3 AF per acre’
designations are given to parcels within a water agency where groundwater pumping “on an 2
than 1.3 AF per acre.” See Engineer’s Report, p. 29.
19 The CGA appears to be aware that it does not have the parcel-specific data necessary to im
assessment that allocates proportional spectal benafit according to groundwater use, noting t
Accounting Program wili address the lack of parcel-scale groundwater use data in the Colusa 8y
Asked Questions, Colusa Groundwater Authority Proposed SGMA Operational Assessment, p. 2
Groundwater Accaunting Program through a special benefit assessment, the CGA appears to by
parcel-specific analysls it needs to pass the assessment in the first Instance.

3]
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“neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis”; instead, the CGA must calculate pr:
based on the degree to which the parcel receives the special benefit,

The effect of this methodology is that parcels within a “Groundwater Only”
highest share of proportional costs even if individual parcels primarily rely on
of groundwater and surface water, whereas parcels within a “Surface Wates

LLC (APNs 015070111000

bportional special benefit

rrigation district bear the
Hurface water or use a mix
irrigation district bear a

significantly lower share of the proportional costs even if the individual
groundwater, This lack of parcel-by-parcel specificity means that certain paj
groundwater-intensive irrigation district that primarily rely on surface wat
likely subsidizing the cost of service io parcels that primarily use groundwater
in an irrigation district that uses groundwater to a lesser degree (on an ag
Subsidizing costs in this way fails to meet the strict proportionality standards

Specifically, we have identified several instances where the CGA’s designatior
likely fail to accurately reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on in

® Inconsistent dasignation of the boundaries of the Colusa Drain

(“CDMWC”), The CGA’s “Assessment Diagram”™? is inconsistent with tH
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“GSP”) used to determine which
COMWC,* This results in parcels on the westside of the CDMWC bot
designated as “Groundwater Only” parcels and therefore likely overest
special benefit.

Inconsistent designation of ouly certain riparian parcels as “Surface

arcels primarily rely on
iels (i.e., parcels within a
[ or conjunctive use} are
hut are physically located
sregate, historical basis).
h Article XIll D, § 4(a).12

;
i

of the “land use groups”
dividual parcels:

Viutual Water Company
E maps used in the CGA’s
parcels are within the
dary being inaccurately
imates their proportional

Water.” As noted in the

Engineer’s Repaort, “parcais within Sacramento River Settlement Cont
were assigined to ‘Surface Water’ and . . . [ojther parcels likely to ha
rights along the Sacramento River were identified using DWR’s 2014
Survey” and designated as “Surface Water.” Although this approac
parcels as "Surface Water” is likely reasonable, it should not be limited
the Sacramento River. Specifically, the Engineer’s Report fails to design
riparian parcels along the Colusa Basin Drain, the City of Colusa, and p
the Colusa Subbasin, several of which are likely riparian parcels
designated as “Surface Water.” These parcels are inappropriately desi
Only.”8 Additionally, Table B.3 of the Engineer’s Report creates subare

! Town of Tiburon (2009) 1.30 Cal. App. 4th at 1068, 1083,

'2 Town of Tiburon (2009) 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068,

13 See Engineer’s Report, . 44, Figure 3.

' Compare Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3 with GSP Figures 2-3 and 2-4; GSP Appendix 3F.
15 Engineer’s Report, p. 47, Appendix B, Tables B.2-B.3.

18 Engineer’s Report, pp. 47-48, Agpendix B, Table 6.3.

actor (SRSC) boundaries
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te (or attempt to assess)
rcels on the east side of
and  thus appropriately
nated as “Groundwater
s which are inconsistent

2
z]




Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura Kin

g, King Golden State Orchards,
and 015070141000)

August 1, 2025
Page 5

with the subareas of Appendix 3F of the GSP and result in a quest

designation for those new subareas,

Inconsistent redesignations of jand use groups from the GSP: As

Maxwell trrigation District, and Pravident irrigation District from “Con

LLC (APNs 015070111000

iohable “Surface Water”

Eted in Table B.1 of the
Engineer’'s Repori, the CGA has changed the GSP subarea designatl

n of Sycamore Mutual,
junctive Use” to “Surface

Water” since “[t]he GSP subares water budgets do not accurately account for drain water reuse

which may significantly overestimate groundwater pumping for
Engineer’s Report provides no data for the redesignation, and fails 1

l{

these subareas.”* The
b explain why only these

irrigation districts were changed based on drain water reuse, if drain Water reuse is a criteria for

redesignation, all diverters on the Colusa Basin Drain should be app

“Surface Water” parcels,

Reclassification of land use designations of individual parcels would
provide acidition Prop 218 notics and hzaring to property owners

Recognizing that the designated “land use groups” in the Engineer’s Report m|

an individual parcel’s refiance on groundwater, the CGA passed Resolution 2
allowing property owners to submit evidence that their “land use” designs
Although we agree that the “land use group” designations need to be revis
reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on each individual parcel,

calculations in the middie of the CGA's Prop 218 process would violate the pro

Article X D, § 4(c)-(e).

Specifically, before adopting a special benefit assessment, the CGA must pro
proposed assessment that specifies “the amount chargeable to the owner’s pg

conduct a public hearing on the proposed assessment based on the amo
contained in that notice “not less than 45 days after mailing the notice of the p

Since “proportional special benefits” are “determinad in relationship to th
costs™® of the proposed services, any redesignation that diverges from
Engineer’s Report will necessarily change the amount owed by each prope
adjustments are instead funded through general funds),2® and therefore may |
cost paid by property owners who remain designated as “Groundwater Only.”

¥ Engineer’s Report, pp. 46-47, Table B.1, fn. 2,
18 Cal Const., art. X1 D, § 4{c), (e).
19 Cal Const., art. Xl D, § 4(a) (emphasis zdded).

* Notably, however, the Engineer’s Report states that no reserves are avaifable for the Propo
Engineer's Report, pp. 22, 42.
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Article Xill D, § 4(c) requires the notice to include the amount of the assess
owner’s particular parcel,” which may not change before adoption of the sg
The change to the proportional special benefit that may result from the CGA’s i
at this time therefore would require the CGA to provide renewed notice ofj

and provide an additional 45 days before holding a public hearing base
Additionally, relying on the redesignation process in Resolution 2025-02 n

reflecting the updated cost to each parcel.

required to submit new svidence of their access 1o surface water while
currently designated as “Surface Water” have no incentive to correct their
certain “Surface Water” parcels likely rely primarily on groundwater.

Hl.  The caleulation of capital costs needed to provide the CGA’s proj
overestimated and excead the reasonable cost of providing service

Special benefit assessments cannot “exceed] | the reasonable cost of the I
conferred” on each parcel. 2 The “reasonable cost” of proposed services can
projected annual budget, but rather must be basad on an estimation of the cos

the particular pubiic improvement being financed by the assessment.?2 In th

s
lej

calculating the “reasonable cost” of a proposed special benefit assessment
receiving a special benefit from the public improvements to pay for them,

ongoing budget.

The Engineer’s Report calculates the total annual costs of the Proposed Asses

with no contribution from other sources and no inclusion of net reserves avai

)]
h

LC {APNs 015070111000

ment “chargeable to the
bcial benefit assessment.
ttempted reclassification
te Proposed Assessment
oh the renewed notice

ay result in a prejudicial
impact to property owners that are currently designated as “Groundwati
f
¢

r Only,” since they are
operty owners that are
esignation even though

yosed services are likely

portional special benefit
ot be based merely on a
- to the agency proposed
s sense, the purpose of
is to require properties
not to fund an agency’s

1

[x

ment to be $1,991,000,
lable to the CGA.2* This

failure to Include net reserves available may prove fatal to the Proposed Assessment because it appears

that the CGA is seeking to fund its ongoing budget through special benefit a:

calculate the actual cost of providing the proportional special benefit of a put
parcel as required by Article XIII D, § 4(a).®® As noted in the annual budget, the
in unrestricted net assets for FY 2025-26 and seeks to fund the entirety of
Proposed Assessment.*® However, our clients believe that the CGA has over S
excluding the $250,000 Legal Reserve going into FY 2025-26 that should be con

*1 Cal Const., art. X)I! D, § 4(z) (emphasis added).
%2 Silicon Valley Taxpoyers’ Ass'n v. Santa Clara Caly. Open Spuace Auth. (2008) 44 Cal. 4th 431,
& Silicon Yalley Taxpuyers’ Ass’n (2008) 44 Cal. 4th at 457,
4 Engineer’s Report, pp. 22, 472.

% See Engineer's Repori, p. 15 (“The proposed Assessment will fund CGA’s cperational budget |

needs, CGA must generate approximately $1,931,000 in £y 2025-26.").
® Engineer's Repert, pp. 22, 42.

ssessments, rather than
lic improvement to each
CGA claims that it has $0
tts services through the
1| million in cash reserves
sidered when caiculating
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155-58.
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the annual budget. Considering these reserves, the Proposed Assessment is likely grossly

overcalculated,

Additionally, various aspects of the annual budget may be wrongly allocat
“Services Categories” that the CGA is proposing and are likely unreasonable.
allocates $200,000 annually for “setup” costs for the Groundwater Accol
provision to sunset these costs after “setup” has occurred.?’ The annual budgg
annually for “satellite imagery input,” which appears to be unnecessary it

services since open source data could instead be used for a more modest ¢

$10,000-50,000 annuaily.

Both of these costs, the Groundwater Accounting Program and Satellite Imagy

Groundwater Sustainahility Service
parcels, which would pay 50.9% of the budget for these services. However, it

are wrongly allocated to the Groundwater Sustainability Services category sinc

and satellite data system would benefit the basin 25 a whole and does not hay
solve the domestic well mitigation or subsidence issues addressed by the CGA]’
Sustainability Services. If these services benefit non-"Groundwater Only” pa

this misallocation would violate the parcel-by-parcel proportionality requirenﬂ
It may be more approoriate to includes these budget items in the Planning Se

s that are primarily imposed on designft

r

ed between the various
For example, the budget
nting Program, with no
t also allocates $250,000
0 provide the proposed
nsulting fee of between

2ry Input, are part of the
ed “Groundwater Only”
appears that these costs
e the accounting system
2 any targeted benefit to
s proposed Groundwater
cels to a greater degree,
ents of Article Xill D, § 4.
vices Budget category.

Iv. Parcels focated on the Fast Side of the Sacramento River with disti

likely receive no benefit from the CEA's nroposed Groundwater Sus

Finally, our clients objaect to the inclusion of APNs 015070111000 and 01507
Sustainability Services category of the Proposed Assessment hecause those

benefit from those proposea Groundwarer Sustainability Services due to [iL
features of parceis un ine East Side of the Sacramenio River and separate fro

Colusa Subbasin,?® in addition to the lack of monitoring wells and subsider,
parcels.

pgt hydrological features
tainability Services

3h41000 in Groundwater

| . .
r[>arce!s likely receive no

eir distinct hydrological
m the remainder of the

I

ice monitoring on those
E

¥ Engineer’s Report, p. 45, Anpendix A, Taklp S, sez aleo Engineer's Report, p. 15 {“To meet it
must generate approximately 51,891,000 in FY 2025-26. In future years, the budpet will be ev
the Board but is expected to remaln relatively stable.”)

* The Colusa County portion that lies on the Fast Side of the Sacramento River has always beer
West Butte Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 118 and has always hean hydrologically connected to the

geomorphology of the Sutter Buites and the aquifer located west of the Willows Fault. This a

the historical Colusa Subbasin by a Basin Boundary Modification that was approved on an “ad
unique hydrology of the Fast Side of the Sacramento River is widely understood, Please note t

which lies on the east side of the Sacramento River remalned connected with the established

£
E
!
5
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operational needs, CGA
uated and determined by
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unigue hydrology and
r:;a only was included with

inistrative basis” since the
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As described in the Engineer’s Report, the CGA’s proposed Groundwaiar Sustainability Services
“include( ] focusad efforts to ensure that the basin remains sustainable” and consist of (1) the Domestic
Well Mitigaiion Program and (2) the Demand Management/Grounmezter Accounting System
Program.?® These services likely provide little or no benefit to the parcels east of the Sacramento River
that are included in the Colusa Subbasin because (1) there are no current or proposed monitoring wells
for groundwater sustainability indicators or subsidence monitoring on the e{a&t side, so the CGA is not
providing these services to these parcels, and (2) these parcels are hydrologically distinct from the
remainder of the Colusa Subbasin since they are bounded by the Willows Fg‘nult, and therefore do not
contribute to the undesirable resulis that the CGA is trying to address with its Groundwater
Sustainability Services,

As noted in the Engineer's Report, aithough parceis to the east of the CGA, jreferred to as “proximate
parcels,” may recaive some degree of benefit from the Proposed Assessment;, those “general benefits”
are minimal and therefore not subiracted from the Proposed Assessment,30 The reason that our clients’
parcels are included in the Colusa Subbasin, rather than the neighboring Bltte Subbasin, is purely a
jurisdictional decision, rather than one based on the actual boundaries of the §ubbasins.

Agreement with Glenn

|
As noted in the Inint Power Agreement for the CGA and the Mermorandum o
County:

Groundwater conditions throughout the County and Subbasji are not
uniform.  Conditions vary by location, surface water conditions,
precipitation and water year type. While all Beneficial Uses anc Users will
shars tha obligation to achieve su stainahility. solutions will need|to reflect
these geographic and hydrogeographic differences.?!

|

The CGA has failed to incorporate these considerations of hiydrology as rethired by the Joint Power
Agreement by imposing the highest fees on our clients’ east side parcels (des'ﬁ nated as “Groundwater
Only”) without considering whether this differing hydrology impacts the prqportional special benefit
that these parcels recaive from the proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services. We respectfully
request that this dacision be reconsidered. i

portion of the aquifar and now & part of the Buite Subhasin as is the portion of the area of Colusa County on the East Side
of the Sacramento River that comprises RD 1004.

* Engineer’s Report, pp. 20-21.

* Engineet's Report, pp. 25-26.

3 Joint Powers Agreement, Exiibit A, Memarandum of Agreement, Section 5.2.2.
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in conclusion, we submit these Written Objections to state the grounds ys
Assessment violates Article XIIi D of the California Constitution and respectfull
these concerns before considering adoption of the Proposed Assessment,

Please submit in writing any responses to these Written Objections at the follo

Benjamin King

King Golden State Orchards, LLC
P.O. Box 29

Colusa, California 95932

Jena Shoaf Acos

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1021 Anacapa Streel, 2nd Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Respectfully submitred,

d \\

! f AR S S
i
Cod

oo Lo
Jena Shoaf Acos

on which the Proposed

request that you address

wing addresses:




Brov/nstein

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP

805.882.1427 main
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

August 1, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority
P.O. Box 475
Colusa, CA 95932-9804

RE:  Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, LLC (APNs
015070111000 and 015070141000) to Colusa Groundwater Authority’s Proposed 2025-26
SGMA Ogperational Assessment

To the Colusa Groundwater Authority:

On behalf of our clients, Benjamin and Laura King, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP timely submits
the below objections {“Written Objections”) in advance of the August 2, 2025 deadline to object to the
Colusa Groundwater Authority’s (“CGA”) proposed 2025-26 SGMA Operational Assessment (“Proposed
Assessment” ).t Pursuant to AB 2257, these Written Objections specify the grounds on which our clients
allege noncompliance with Article XHI D of the California Constitution. In the event that the CGA adopts
the Proposed Assessment, our clients preserve their right to bring a subsequent legal challenge based
on the entire administrative record and do not limit their arguments to those contained herein.?

Specifically, our clients allege that the Proposed Assessment fails to comply with both the procedural
and substantive requirements of Article X!l D, § 4 of the California Constitution on the following
grounds:

1. the Proposed Assessment, as calculated in the Engineer’s Report, does not accurately reflect
the proportional special benefit conferred on each parcel as required by Article XIlI D, § 4(a);

2. although reclassification of the designated “land use group” of certain parcels is likely
required for the CGA to comply with the substantive requirements of Article XIil D, § 4{a),
any reclassification that increases the amount chargeable to another owner’s particular
parcel would require additional Prop 218 notice and public hearing pursuant to Article Xl
D, § 4{c)-(e);

1 These Written Objections comply with both the exhaustion of remedies reguirements in Gov. Code § 53759.1 and the
instructions for submitting Written Objections provided in the CGA's written notice of the Proposed Assessments. See Gov.
Code § 53759.1({b); Ballot Information Guide, p. 4 {(“Written Objections”).

2 See Gov. Code § 53759.2{b}{1)-(2) (defining scope of judicial review).

www . Bhifs.com
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3. the total costs of the Proposed Assessment likely overestimate the capital costs necessary
to provide the specified services and are unreasonable; and

4. APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000, being parcels on the East Side of the Sacramento
River with distinct hydrological features, likely receive no benefit from the CGA's proposed
Groundwater Sustainability Services and should not pay for those services

1. The Proposed Assessment does not accurately reflect the proportional special benefits
conferred on each parcel

Article X1l D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution requires that “[n}o assessment shall be imposed on
any parcel which exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that
parcel.” in order to measure the “proportional special benefit conferred” on each parcel subject to the
assessment, the agency must prepare an engineer’s report which calculates the “special benefit derived
by each identified parcel . . . in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost of a public improvement,
the maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the cost of the property related
service being provided.”3

The CGA’s Proposed Assessment and corresponding Engineer’s Report fail to meet this standard of
proportionality because they do not accurately calculate the “proportional special benefits conferred”
on each individual parcel being assessed. Instead, the CGA relies on an individual parcel’s location within
a particular irrigation district as a proxy to estimate each parcel’s level of groundwater use regardiess
of the parcel’s actual reliance on groundwater. Since the Engineer’s Report purports to calculate the
degree of special benefit conferred on each parce! as a function of the parcel’s reliance on groundwater
(as estimated by the parcel’s designated “land use group”), this lack of parcel-by-parcel groundwater
accounting proves fatal to the Proposed Assessment.

To illustrate, the Engineet’s Report calculates the degree of proportional special benefit by designating
parcels into four “land use groups,” which generally correspond to estimated reliance on groundwater:
(1) “non-irrigable land,” such as rangeland, (2} “land that relies exclusively on groundwater,” referred
to as “Groundwater Only,” (3) land where “both surface water and groundwater are used,” referred to
as “Conjunctive Use,” and (4) land “where surface water is used as the primary or only source,” referred
to as “Surface Water.”® In order to quantify each parcel’s proportional special benefit of each of the
“Service Categories” in the Proposed Assessment, the Engineer’s Report assigns a “benefit factor” to
each of these land use groups, with “Reliance on Groundwater” being the single benefit factor used to

3 Cal Const., art. X]II D, § 4{a)-(b).
4 Engineer’s Report, Colusa Groundwater Authority SGMA Operational Assessment {June 2025) (“Engineer’s Report”), p.
14.
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determine the proportional special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services.’
This results in “Groundwater Only” designations paying the highest share of the costs of the CGA’s
proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services, at 60.9%, with “Conjunctive Use” designated parcels
paying 31.5% of the costs and “Surface Water” designated parcels paying 7.6%.° Parcels designated at
“Groundwater Only” “bear the highest total rate,” $11.19 per acre.” The Engineer’s Report attempts to
justify this high rate by concluding that “Groundwater Only” designated parcels “receive substantial
benefit from all Service Categories, governance, strategic planning, and groundwater protection, and
are appropriately assigned the largest cost share.”®

Setting aside whether “Reliance on Groundwater” is an appropriate basis to calculate the proportional
special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services, the problem with this
methodology is that the CGA’s “land use group” designations are not based on the parcel’s actual (or
even estimated) reliance on groundwater. Instead, the “land use group” designations are based on
historical water use of the water agency or irrigation district in which each individual parcel is
contained.®

The CGA’s method of apportioning the total costs of the CGA’s proposed services does not comply with
Article XIll D, § 4{a) of the California Constitution because it does not provide a parcel-specific analysis
of the benefit factor—e.g., Reliance on Groundwater—that the CGA is using to calculate proportional
special benefit.}® This means that, regardless of an individual parcel’s reliance on groundwater, the
individual parcel’s calculated proportional special benefit is based on the average historical use of the
entire irrigation district in which the parcel is located. Calculating proportional special benefits under
Article XHI D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution does not allow determinations based on a

5 Engineer’s Report, p. 36, Table 6; p. 37 (explaining that “[t]he Reliance on Groundwater factor is used to apportion costs
in a way that reflects the level of dependency [on groundwater], assigning a greater share of costs to parcels with the
highest need for sustained and secure groundwater access.”).

& Engineer's Report, p. 36, Table 6.

7 Engineer's Report, p. 38.

8 Engineer’s Report, p. 38.

9 “gyrface Water” designations are given to parcels “within a water agency where the historical aggregate groundwater
pumping is less than 0.15 AF per acre”; “Conjunctive Use” designations are given to parcels “within a water agency where
groundwater pumping on an aggregate basis is between 0.15 AF per acre and 1.3 AF per acre”; and “Groundwater Only”
designations are given to parcels within a water agency where groundwater pumping “on an aggregate basis [is] greater
than 1.3 AF per acre.” See Engineer’s Report, p. 29.

10 The CGA appears to be aware that it does not have the parcel-specific data necessary to impose a special benefit
assessment that allocates proportional special benefit according to groundwater use, noting that “the Groundwater
Accounting Program will address the lack of parcel-scale groundwater use data in the Colusa Subbasin.” See Frequently
Asked Questions, Colusa Groundwater Authority Proposed SGMA Operational Assessment, p. 2. By imposing fees for the
Groundwater Accounting Program through a special benefit assessment, the CGA appears to be reverse engineering the
parcel-specific analysis it needs to pass the assessment in the first instance.
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“neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis”; instead, the CGA must calculate proportional special benefit
based on the degree to which the parcel receives the special benefit. 11

The effect of this methodology is that parcels within a “Groundwater Only” irrigation district bear the
highest share of proportional costs even if individual parcels primarily rely on surface water or use a mix
of groundwater and surface water, whereas parcels within a “Surface Water” irrigation district bear a
significantly lower share of the proportional costs even if the individual parcels primarily rely on
groundwater. This lack of parcel-by-parcel specificity means that certain parcels (i.e., parcels within a
groundwater-intensive irrigation district that primarily rely on surface water or conjunctive use) are
likely subsidizing the cost of service to parcels that primarily use groundwater but are physically located
in an irrigation district that uses groundwater to a lesser degree (on an aggregate, historical basis).
Subsidizing costs in this way fails to meet the strict proportionality standards in Article XIll D, § 4(a).12

Specifically, we have identified several instances where the CGA’s designation of the “land use groups”
likely fail to accurately reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on individual parcels:

¢ Inconsistent designation of the boundaries of the Colusa Drain Mutual Water Company
{(“CDMWC"). The CGA’s “Assessment Diagram”? is inconsistent with the maps used in the CGA’s
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“GSP”) used to determine which parcels are within the
CDMWC.' This results in parcels on the westside of the CDMWC boundary being inaccurately
designated as “Groundwater Only” parcels and therefore likely overestimates their proportional
special benefit.

s Inconsistent designation of only certain riparian parcels as “Surface Water.” As noted in the
Engineer’s Report, “parcels within Sacramento River Settlement Contractor {SRSC) boundaries
were assigned to ‘Surface Water’ and . . . [o]ther parcels likely to have riparian surface water
rights along the Sacramento River were identified using DWR'’s 2014 Colusa County Land Use
Survey” and designated as “Surface Water.”!> Although this approach of designating riparian
parcels as “Surface Water” is likely reasonable, it should not be limited to riparian parcels along
the Sacramento River. Specifically, the Engineer’s Report fails to designate {or attempt to assess)
riparian parcels along the Colusa Basin Drain, the City of Colusa, and parcels on the east side of
the Colusa Subbasin, several of which are likely riparian parcels and thus appropriately
designated as “Surface Water.” These parcels are inappropriately designated as “Groundwater
Only.”*¢ Additionally, Table B.3 of the Engineer’s Report creates subareas which are inconsistent

1 Tawn of Tiburon (2009} 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068, 1083.

12 Town of Tiburon (2009} 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068.

13 See Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3.

4 Compare Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3 with GSP Figures 2-3 and 2-4; GSP Appendix 3F.
3 Engineer's Report, p. 47, Appendix B, Tables 8.2-B.3.

1¢ Engineer’s Report, pp. 47-48, Appendix B, Table B.3.
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with the subareas of Appendix 3F of the GSP and result in a questionable “Surface Water”
designation for those new subareas.

e Inconsistent redesignations of land use groups from the GSP: As noted in Table B.1 of the
Engineer’s Report, the CGA has changed the GSP subarea designation of Sycamore Mutual,
Maxwell Irrigation District, and Provident Irrigation District from “Conjunctive Use” to “Surface
Water” since “[t]he GSP subarea water budgets do not accurately account for drain water reuse
which may significantly overestimate groundwater pumping for these subareas.”'’ The
Engineer’s Report provides no data for the redesignation, and fails to explain why only these
irrigation districts were changed based on drain water reuse. If drain water reuse is a criteria for
redesignation, all diverters on the Colusa Basin Drain should be appropriately designated as
“Surface Water” parcels,

Il.  Reclassification of land use designations of individual parcels would likely require the CGA to
provide addition Prop 218 notice and hearing to property owners

Recognizing that the designated “land use groups” in the Engineer’s Report may not accurately reflect
an individual parcel’s reliance on groundwater, the CGA passed Resolution 2025-02 on july 11, 2025,
allowing property owners to submit evidence that their “land use” designation should be changed.
Although we agree that the “land use group” designations need to be revised in order to accurately
reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on each individual parcel, changing proportionality
calculations in the middle of the CGA’s Prop 218 process would violate the procedural requirements of
Article XIii D, § 4(c)-{e}.

Specifically, befare adopting a special benefit assessment, the CGA must provide notice by mail of the
proposed assessment that specifies “the amount chargeable to the owner’s particular parcel” and must
conduct a public hearing on the proposed assessment based on the amount of the assessment
contained in that notice “not less than 45 days after mailing the notice of the proposed assessment "
Since “proportional special benefits” are “determined in relationship to the entirety of the capital
costs”'9 of the proposed services, any redesignation that diverges from those contained in the
Engineer’'s Report will necessarily change the amount owed by each property owner {(unless those
adjustments are instead funded through general funds),?® and therefore may increase the proportional
cost paid by property owners who remain designated as “Groundwater Only.”

Y Engineer’s Report, pp. 46-47, Table B.1, fn. 2.

18 Cal Const., art. XHi D, § 4{c), (e).

1 cal Const., art. XIil D, § 4{a} {emphasis added).

2 Notably, however, the Engineer's Report states that no reserves are available for the Proposed Assessment. See
Engineer's Report, pp. 22, 42.
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Article Xl D, § 4{(c) requires the notice to include the amount of the assessment “chargeable to the
owner’s particular parcel,” which may not change before adoption of the special benefit assessment.
The change to the proportional special benefit that may result from the CGA’s attempted reclassification
at this time therefore would require the CGA to provide renewed notice of the Proposed Assessment
and provide an additional 45 days before holding a public hearing based on the renewed notice
reflecting the updated cost to each parcel.

Additionally, relying on the redesignation process in Resolution 2025-02 may result in a prejudicial
impact to property owners that are currently designated as “Groundwater Only,” since they are
required to submit new evidence of their access to surface water while property owners that are
currently designated as “Surface Water” have no incentive to correct their designation even though
certain “Surface Water” parcels likely rely primarily on groundwater.

Hl. The calculation of capital costs needed to provide the CGA’s proposed services are likely
overestimated and exceed the reasonable cost of providing service

Special benefit assessments cannot “exceed] ] the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit
conferred” on each parcel.?! The “reasonable cost” of proposed services cannot be based merely on a
projected annual budget, but rather must be based on an estimation of the cost to the agency proposed
the particular public improvement being financed by the assessment.?? In this sense, the purpose of
calculating the “reasonable cost” of a proposed special benefit assessment is to require properties
receiving a special benefit from the public improvements to pay for them, not to fund an agency’s
ongoing budget.®

The Engineer’s Report calculates the total annual costs of the Proposed Assessment to be $1,991,000,
with no contribution from other sources and no inclusion of net reserves available to the CGA.2* This
failure to include net reserves available may prove fatal to the Proposed Assessment because it appears
that the CGA is seeking to fund its ongoing budget through special benefit assessments, rather than
calculate the actual cost of providing the proportional special benefit of a public improvement to each
parcel as required by Article XIIl D, § 4(a).?® As noted in the annual budget, the CGA claims that it has $0
in unrestricted net assets for FY 2025-26 and seeks to fund the entirety of its services through the
Proposed Assessment.?® However, our clients believe that the CGA has over S1 million in cash reserves
excluding the $250,000 Legal Reserve going into FY 2025-26 that should be considered when calculating

21 cal Const., art, Xl D, § 4(a) (emphasis added).

2 sificon Valley Taxpayers’ Ass’n v. Santa Clara Cnty. Open Space Auth. (2008) 44 Cal. 4th 431, 455-58.

B silicon Valley Taxpayers’ Ass’n (2008) 44 Cal. 4th at 457.

22 Engineer’s Report, pp. 22, 42.

% See Engineer’s Report, p. 15 {“The proposed Assessment wilt fund CGA’s operational budget . . . {tlo meet its operational
needs, CGA must generate approximately $1,991,000 in FY 2025-26.").

% gngineer’s Report, pp. 22, 42.




Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, LLC (APNs 015070111000
and 015070141000)

August 1, 2025
Page7

the annual budget. Considering these reserves, the Proposed Assessment is likely grossly
overcalculated.

Additionally, various aspects of the annual budget may be wrongly allocated between the various
“Services Categories” that the CGA is proposing and are likely unreasonable. For example, the budget
allocates $200,000 annually for “setup” costs for the Groundwater Accounting Program, with no
provision to sunset these costs after “setup” has occurred.?” The annual budget also allocates $250,000
annually for “satellite imagery input,” which appears to be unnecessary to provide the proposed
services since open source data could instead be used for a more modest consulting fee of between
$10,000-50,000 annually.

Both of these costs, the Groundwater Accounting Program and Satellite Imagery Input, are part of the
Groundwater Sustainability Services that are primarily imposed on designated “Groundwater Only”
parcels, which would pay 60.9% of the budget for these services. However, it appears that these costs
are wrongly allocated to the Groundwater Sustainability Services category since the accounting system
and satellite data system would benefit the basin as a whole and does not have any targeted benefit to
solve the domestic well mitigation or subsidence issues addressed by the CGA’s proposed Groundwater
Sustainability Services. If these services benefit non-“Groundwater Only” parcels to a greater degree,
this misallocation would violate the parcel-by-parcel proportionality requirements of Article XIll D, § 4.
It may be more appropriate to includes these budget items in the Planning Services Budget category.

IV.  Parcels located on the East Side of the Sacramento River with distinct hydrological features
likely receive no benefit from the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services

Finally, our clients object to the inclusion of APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000 in Groundwater
Sustainability Services category of the Proposed Assessment because those parcels likely receive no
benefit from those proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services due to their distinct hydrological
features of parcels on the East Side of the Sacramento River and separate from the remainder of the
Colusa Subbasin,?® in addition to the lack of monitoring wells and subsidence monitoring on those
parcels.

7 Engineer’s Report, p. 45, Appendix A, Table 9; see also Engineer’s Report, p. 15 {“To meet its operational needs, CGA
must generate approximately 51,991,000 in FY 2025-26. In future years, the budget will be evaluated and determined by
the Board but is expected to remain relatively stable.”).

28 The Colusa County portion that lies on the East Side of the Sacramento River has always been historically part of the
West Butte Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 118 and has always been hydrologically connected to the unigue hydrology and
geomorphology of the Sutter Buttes and the aquifer located west of the Willows Fault. This area only was included with
the historical Colusa Subbasin by a Basin Boundary Medification that was approved on an “administrative basis” since the
unique hydrology of the East Side of the Sacramento River is widely understood. Please note that the area of Glenn County
which lies on the east side of the Sacramento River remained connected with the established unique hydrology of this
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As described in the Engineer’s Report, the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services
“include] ] focused efforts to ensure that the basin remains sustainable” and consist of (1) the Domestic
Well Mitigation Program and (2) the Demand Management/Groundwater Accounting System
Program.? These services likely provide little or no benefit to the parcels east of the Sacramento River
that are included in the Colusa Subbasin because (1) there are no current or proposed monitoring wells
for groundwater sustainability indicators or subsidence monitoring on the east side, so the CGA is not
providing these services to these parcels, and (2) these parcels are hydrologically distinct from the
remainder of the Colusa Subbasin since they are bounded by the Willows Fault, and therefore do not
contribute to the undesirable results that the CGA is trying to address with its Groundwater
Sustainability Services.

As noted in the Engineer’s Report, although parcels to the east of the CGA, referred to as “proximate
parcels,” may receive some degree of benefit from the Proposed Assessment, those “general benefits”
are minimal and therefore not subtracted from the Proposed Assessment.?° The reason that our clients’
parcels are included in the Colusa Subbasin, rather than the neighboring Butte Subbasin, is purely a
jurisdictional decision, rather than one based on the actual boundaries of the subbasins.

As noted in the Joint Power Agreement for the CGA and the Memorandum of Agreement with Glenn
County:

Groundwater conditions throughout the County and Subbasin are not
uniform. Conditions vary by location, surface water conditions,
precipitation and water year type. While all Beneficial Uses and Users will
share the obligation to achieve sustainability, solutions will need to reflect
these geographic and hydrogeographic differences.?!

The CGA has failed to incorporate these considerations of hydrology as required by the Joint Power
Agreement by imposing the highest fees on our clients’ east side parcels (designated as “Groundwater
Only”) without considering whether this differing hydrology impacts the proportional special benefit
that these parcels receive from the proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services. We respectfully
request that this decision be reconsidered.

portion of the aquifer and now is part of the Butte Subbasin as is the portion of the area of Colusa County on the East Side
of the Sacramento River that comprises RD 1004.

# Engineer’s Report, pp. 20-21.

0 Engineer's Report, pp. 25-26.

3 Joint Powers Agreement, Exhibit A, Memorandum of Agreement, Section 5.2.2.
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In conclusion, we submit these Written Objections to state the grounds upon which the Proposed
Assessment violates Article X1l D of the California Constitution and respectfully request that you address
these concerns before considering adoption of the Proposed Assessment.

Please submit in writing any responses to these Written Objections at the following addresses:

Benjamin King

King Golden State Orchards, LLC
P.O. Box 29

Colusa, California 95932

Jena Shoaf Acos

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Respectfully submitted,
/
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(J,ena Shoaf Acos




Brov/nstein

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP

805.882.1427 main
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

August 1, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority
P.O. Box 475
Colusa, CA 95932-9804

RE:  Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, LLC (APNs
015070111000 and 015070141000) to Colusa Groundwater Authority’s Proposed 2025-26
SGMA Ogperational Assessment

To the Colusa Groundwater Authority:

On behalf of our clients, Benjamin and Laura King, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP timely submits
the below objections {“Written Objections”) in advance of the August 2, 2025 deadline to object to the
Colusa Groundwater Authority’s (“CGA”) proposed 2025-26 SGMA Operational Assessment (“Proposed
Assessment” ).t Pursuant to AB 2257, these Written Objections specify the grounds on which our clients
allege noncompliance with Article XHI D of the California Constitution. In the event that the CGA adopts
the Proposed Assessment, our clients preserve their right to bring a subsequent legal challenge based
on the entire administrative record and do not limit their arguments to those contained herein.?

Specifically, our clients allege that the Proposed Assessment fails to comply with both the procedural
and substantive requirements of Article X!l D, § 4 of the California Constitution on the following
grounds:

1. the Proposed Assessment, as calculated in the Engineer’s Report, does not accurately reflect
the proportional special benefit conferred on each parcel as required by Article XIlI D, § 4(a);

2. although reclassification of the designated “land use group” of certain parcels is likely
required for the CGA to comply with the substantive requirements of Article XIil D, § 4{a),
any reclassification that increases the amount chargeable to another owner’s particular
parcel would require additional Prop 218 notice and public hearing pursuant to Article Xl
D, § 4{c)-(e);

1 These Written Objections comply with both the exhaustion of remedies reguirements in Gov. Code § 53759.1 and the
instructions for submitting Written Objections provided in the CGA's written notice of the Proposed Assessments. See Gov.
Code § 53759.1({b); Ballot Information Guide, p. 4 {(“Written Objections”).

2 See Gov. Code § 53759.2{b}{1)-(2) (defining scope of judicial review).

www . Bhifs.com
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3. the total costs of the Proposed Assessment likely overestimate the capital costs necessary
to provide the specified services and are unreasonable; and

4. APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000, being parcels on the East Side of the Sacramento
River with distinct hydrological features, likely receive no benefit from the CGA's proposed
Groundwater Sustainability Services and should not pay for those services

1. The Proposed Assessment does not accurately reflect the proportional special benefits
conferred on each parcel

Article X1l D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution requires that “[n}o assessment shall be imposed on
any parcel which exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that
parcel.” in order to measure the “proportional special benefit conferred” on each parcel subject to the
assessment, the agency must prepare an engineer’s report which calculates the “special benefit derived
by each identified parcel . . . in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost of a public improvement,
the maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the cost of the property related
service being provided.”3

The CGA’s Proposed Assessment and corresponding Engineer’s Report fail to meet this standard of
proportionality because they do not accurately calculate the “proportional special benefits conferred”
on each individual parcel being assessed. Instead, the CGA relies on an individual parcel’s location within
a particular irrigation district as a proxy to estimate each parcel’s level of groundwater use regardiess
of the parcel’s actual reliance on groundwater. Since the Engineer’s Report purports to calculate the
degree of special benefit conferred on each parce! as a function of the parcel’s reliance on groundwater
(as estimated by the parcel’s designated “land use group”), this lack of parcel-by-parcel groundwater
accounting proves fatal to the Proposed Assessment.

To illustrate, the Engineet’s Report calculates the degree of proportional special benefit by designating
parcels into four “land use groups,” which generally correspond to estimated reliance on groundwater:
(1) “non-irrigable land,” such as rangeland, (2} “land that relies exclusively on groundwater,” referred
to as “Groundwater Only,” (3) land where “both surface water and groundwater are used,” referred to
as “Conjunctive Use,” and (4) land “where surface water is used as the primary or only source,” referred
to as “Surface Water.”® In order to quantify each parcel’s proportional special benefit of each of the
“Service Categories” in the Proposed Assessment, the Engineer’s Report assigns a “benefit factor” to
each of these land use groups, with “Reliance on Groundwater” being the single benefit factor used to

3 Cal Const., art. X]II D, § 4{a)-(b).
4 Engineer’s Report, Colusa Groundwater Authority SGMA Operational Assessment {June 2025) (“Engineer’s Report”), p.
14.
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determine the proportional special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services.’
This results in “Groundwater Only” designations paying the highest share of the costs of the CGA’s
proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services, at 60.9%, with “Conjunctive Use” designated parcels
paying 31.5% of the costs and “Surface Water” designated parcels paying 7.6%.° Parcels designated at
“Groundwater Only” “bear the highest total rate,” $11.19 per acre.” The Engineer’s Report attempts to
justify this high rate by concluding that “Groundwater Only” designated parcels “receive substantial
benefit from all Service Categories, governance, strategic planning, and groundwater protection, and
are appropriately assigned the largest cost share.”®

Setting aside whether “Reliance on Groundwater” is an appropriate basis to calculate the proportional
special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services, the problem with this
methodology is that the CGA’s “land use group” designations are not based on the parcel’s actual (or
even estimated) reliance on groundwater. Instead, the “land use group” designations are based on
historical water use of the water agency or irrigation district in which each individual parcel is
contained.®

The CGA’s method of apportioning the total costs of the CGA’s proposed services does not comply with
Article XIll D, § 4{a) of the California Constitution because it does not provide a parcel-specific analysis
of the benefit factor—e.g., Reliance on Groundwater—that the CGA is using to calculate proportional
special benefit.}® This means that, regardless of an individual parcel’s reliance on groundwater, the
individual parcel’s calculated proportional special benefit is based on the average historical use of the
entire irrigation district in which the parcel is located. Calculating proportional special benefits under
Article XHI D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution does not allow determinations based on a

5 Engineer’s Report, p. 36, Table 6; p. 37 (explaining that “[t]he Reliance on Groundwater factor is used to apportion costs
in a way that reflects the level of dependency [on groundwater], assigning a greater share of costs to parcels with the
highest need for sustained and secure groundwater access.”).

& Engineer's Report, p. 36, Table 6.

7 Engineer's Report, p. 38.

8 Engineer’s Report, p. 38.

9 “gyrface Water” designations are given to parcels “within a water agency where the historical aggregate groundwater
pumping is less than 0.15 AF per acre”; “Conjunctive Use” designations are given to parcels “within a water agency where
groundwater pumping on an aggregate basis is between 0.15 AF per acre and 1.3 AF per acre”; and “Groundwater Only”
designations are given to parcels within a water agency where groundwater pumping “on an aggregate basis [is] greater
than 1.3 AF per acre.” See Engineer’s Report, p. 29.

10 The CGA appears to be aware that it does not have the parcel-specific data necessary to impose a special benefit
assessment that allocates proportional special benefit according to groundwater use, noting that “the Groundwater
Accounting Program will address the lack of parcel-scale groundwater use data in the Colusa Subbasin.” See Frequently
Asked Questions, Colusa Groundwater Authority Proposed SGMA Operational Assessment, p. 2. By imposing fees for the
Groundwater Accounting Program through a special benefit assessment, the CGA appears to be reverse engineering the
parcel-specific analysis it needs to pass the assessment in the first instance.
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“neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis”; instead, the CGA must calculate proportional special benefit
based on the degree to which the parcel receives the special benefit. 11

The effect of this methodology is that parcels within a “Groundwater Only” irrigation district bear the
highest share of proportional costs even if individual parcels primarily rely on surface water or use a mix
of groundwater and surface water, whereas parcels within a “Surface Water” irrigation district bear a
significantly lower share of the proportional costs even if the individual parcels primarily rely on
groundwater. This lack of parcel-by-parcel specificity means that certain parcels (i.e., parcels within a
groundwater-intensive irrigation district that primarily rely on surface water or conjunctive use) are
likely subsidizing the cost of service to parcels that primarily use groundwater but are physically located
in an irrigation district that uses groundwater to a lesser degree (on an aggregate, historical basis).
Subsidizing costs in this way fails to meet the strict proportionality standards in Article XIll D, § 4(a).12

Specifically, we have identified several instances where the CGA’s designation of the “land use groups”
likely fail to accurately reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on individual parcels:

¢ Inconsistent designation of the boundaries of the Colusa Drain Mutual Water Company
{(“CDMWC"). The CGA’s “Assessment Diagram”? is inconsistent with the maps used in the CGA’s
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“GSP”) used to determine which parcels are within the
CDMWC.' This results in parcels on the westside of the CDMWC boundary being inaccurately
designated as “Groundwater Only” parcels and therefore likely overestimates their proportional
special benefit.

s Inconsistent designation of only certain riparian parcels as “Surface Water.” As noted in the
Engineer’s Report, “parcels within Sacramento River Settlement Contractor {SRSC) boundaries
were assigned to ‘Surface Water’ and . . . [o]ther parcels likely to have riparian surface water
rights along the Sacramento River were identified using DWR'’s 2014 Colusa County Land Use
Survey” and designated as “Surface Water.”!> Although this approach of designating riparian
parcels as “Surface Water” is likely reasonable, it should not be limited to riparian parcels along
the Sacramento River. Specifically, the Engineer’s Report fails to designate {or attempt to assess)
riparian parcels along the Colusa Basin Drain, the City of Colusa, and parcels on the east side of
the Colusa Subbasin, several of which are likely riparian parcels and thus appropriately
designated as “Surface Water.” These parcels are inappropriately designated as “Groundwater
Only.”*¢ Additionally, Table B.3 of the Engineer’s Report creates subareas which are inconsistent

1 Tawn of Tiburon (2009} 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068, 1083.

12 Town of Tiburon (2009} 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068.

13 See Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3.

4 Compare Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3 with GSP Figures 2-3 and 2-4; GSP Appendix 3F.
3 Engineer's Report, p. 47, Appendix B, Tables 8.2-B.3.

1¢ Engineer’s Report, pp. 47-48, Appendix B, Table B.3.
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with the subareas of Appendix 3F of the GSP and result in a questionable “Surface Water”
designation for those new subareas.

e Inconsistent redesignations of land use groups from the GSP: As noted in Table B.1 of the
Engineer’s Report, the CGA has changed the GSP subarea designation of Sycamore Mutual,
Maxwell Irrigation District, and Provident Irrigation District from “Conjunctive Use” to “Surface
Water” since “[t]he GSP subarea water budgets do not accurately account for drain water reuse
which may significantly overestimate groundwater pumping for these subareas.”'’ The
Engineer’s Report provides no data for the redesignation, and fails to explain why only these
irrigation districts were changed based on drain water reuse. If drain water reuse is a criteria for
redesignation, all diverters on the Colusa Basin Drain should be appropriately designated as
“Surface Water” parcels,

Il.  Reclassification of land use designations of individual parcels would likely require the CGA to
provide addition Prop 218 notice and hearing to property owners

Recognizing that the designated “land use groups” in the Engineer’s Report may not accurately reflect
an individual parcel’s reliance on groundwater, the CGA passed Resolution 2025-02 on july 11, 2025,
allowing property owners to submit evidence that their “land use” designation should be changed.
Although we agree that the “land use group” designations need to be revised in order to accurately
reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on each individual parcel, changing proportionality
calculations in the middle of the CGA’s Prop 218 process would violate the procedural requirements of
Article XIii D, § 4(c)-{e}.

Specifically, befare adopting a special benefit assessment, the CGA must provide notice by mail of the
proposed assessment that specifies “the amount chargeable to the owner’s particular parcel” and must
conduct a public hearing on the proposed assessment based on the amount of the assessment
contained in that notice “not less than 45 days after mailing the notice of the proposed assessment "
Since “proportional special benefits” are “determined in relationship to the entirety of the capital
costs”'9 of the proposed services, any redesignation that diverges from those contained in the
Engineer’'s Report will necessarily change the amount owed by each property owner {(unless those
adjustments are instead funded through general funds),?® and therefore may increase the proportional
cost paid by property owners who remain designated as “Groundwater Only.”

Y Engineer’s Report, pp. 46-47, Table B.1, fn. 2.

18 Cal Const., art. XHi D, § 4{c), (e).

1 cal Const., art. XIil D, § 4{a} {emphasis added).

2 Notably, however, the Engineer's Report states that no reserves are available for the Proposed Assessment. See
Engineer's Report, pp. 22, 42.
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Article Xl D, § 4{(c) requires the notice to include the amount of the assessment “chargeable to the
owner’s particular parcel,” which may not change before adoption of the special benefit assessment.
The change to the proportional special benefit that may result from the CGA’s attempted reclassification
at this time therefore would require the CGA to provide renewed notice of the Proposed Assessment
and provide an additional 45 days before holding a public hearing based on the renewed notice
reflecting the updated cost to each parcel.

Additionally, relying on the redesignation process in Resolution 2025-02 may result in a prejudicial
impact to property owners that are currently designated as “Groundwater Only,” since they are
required to submit new evidence of their access to surface water while property owners that are
currently designated as “Surface Water” have no incentive to correct their designation even though
certain “Surface Water” parcels likely rely primarily on groundwater.

Hl. The calculation of capital costs needed to provide the CGA’s proposed services are likely
overestimated and exceed the reasonable cost of providing service

Special benefit assessments cannot “exceed] ] the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit
conferred” on each parcel.?! The “reasonable cost” of proposed services cannot be based merely on a
projected annual budget, but rather must be based on an estimation of the cost to the agency proposed
the particular public improvement being financed by the assessment.?? In this sense, the purpose of
calculating the “reasonable cost” of a proposed special benefit assessment is to require properties
receiving a special benefit from the public improvements to pay for them, not to fund an agency’s
ongoing budget.®

The Engineer’s Report calculates the total annual costs of the Proposed Assessment to be $1,991,000,
with no contribution from other sources and no inclusion of net reserves available to the CGA.2* This
failure to include net reserves available may prove fatal to the Proposed Assessment because it appears
that the CGA is seeking to fund its ongoing budget through special benefit assessments, rather than
calculate the actual cost of providing the proportional special benefit of a public improvement to each
parcel as required by Article XIIl D, § 4(a).?® As noted in the annual budget, the CGA claims that it has $0
in unrestricted net assets for FY 2025-26 and seeks to fund the entirety of its services through the
Proposed Assessment.?® However, our clients believe that the CGA has over S1 million in cash reserves
excluding the $250,000 Legal Reserve going into FY 2025-26 that should be considered when calculating

21 cal Const., art, Xl D, § 4(a) (emphasis added).

2 sificon Valley Taxpayers’ Ass’n v. Santa Clara Cnty. Open Space Auth. (2008) 44 Cal. 4th 431, 455-58.

B silicon Valley Taxpayers’ Ass’n (2008) 44 Cal. 4th at 457.

22 Engineer’s Report, pp. 22, 42.

% See Engineer’s Report, p. 15 {“The proposed Assessment wilt fund CGA’s operational budget . . . {tlo meet its operational
needs, CGA must generate approximately $1,991,000 in FY 2025-26.").

% gngineer’s Report, pp. 22, 42.
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the annual budget. Considering these reserves, the Proposed Assessment is likely grossly
overcalculated.

Additionally, various aspects of the annual budget may be wrongly allocated between the various
“Services Categories” that the CGA is proposing and are likely unreasonable. For example, the budget
allocates $200,000 annually for “setup” costs for the Groundwater Accounting Program, with no
provision to sunset these costs after “setup” has occurred.?” The annual budget also allocates $250,000
annually for “satellite imagery input,” which appears to be unnecessary to provide the proposed
services since open source data could instead be used for a more modest consulting fee of between
$10,000-50,000 annually.

Both of these costs, the Groundwater Accounting Program and Satellite Imagery Input, are part of the
Groundwater Sustainability Services that are primarily imposed on designated “Groundwater Only”
parcels, which would pay 60.9% of the budget for these services. However, it appears that these costs
are wrongly allocated to the Groundwater Sustainability Services category since the accounting system
and satellite data system would benefit the basin as a whole and does not have any targeted benefit to
solve the domestic well mitigation or subsidence issues addressed by the CGA’s proposed Groundwater
Sustainability Services. If these services benefit non-“Groundwater Only” parcels to a greater degree,
this misallocation would violate the parcel-by-parcel proportionality requirements of Article XIll D, § 4.
It may be more appropriate to includes these budget items in the Planning Services Budget category.

IV.  Parcels located on the East Side of the Sacramento River with distinct hydrological features
likely receive no benefit from the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services

Finally, our clients object to the inclusion of APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000 in Groundwater
Sustainability Services category of the Proposed Assessment because those parcels likely receive no
benefit from those proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services due to their distinct hydrological
features of parcels on the East Side of the Sacramento River and separate from the remainder of the
Colusa Subbasin,?® in addition to the lack of monitoring wells and subsidence monitoring on those
parcels.

7 Engineer’s Report, p. 45, Appendix A, Table 9; see also Engineer’s Report, p. 15 {“To meet its operational needs, CGA
must generate approximately 51,991,000 in FY 2025-26. In future years, the budget will be evaluated and determined by
the Board but is expected to remain relatively stable.”).

28 The Colusa County portion that lies on the East Side of the Sacramento River has always been historically part of the
West Butte Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 118 and has always been hydrologically connected to the unigue hydrology and
geomorphology of the Sutter Buttes and the aquifer located west of the Willows Fault. This area only was included with
the historical Colusa Subbasin by a Basin Boundary Medification that was approved on an “administrative basis” since the
unique hydrology of the East Side of the Sacramento River is widely understood. Please note that the area of Glenn County
which lies on the east side of the Sacramento River remained connected with the established unique hydrology of this
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As described in the Engineer’s Report, the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services
“include] ] focused efforts to ensure that the basin remains sustainable” and consist of (1) the Domestic
Well Mitigation Program and (2) the Demand Management/Groundwater Accounting System
Program.? These services likely provide little or no benefit to the parcels east of the Sacramento River
that are included in the Colusa Subbasin because (1) there are no current or proposed monitoring wells
for groundwater sustainability indicators or subsidence monitoring on the east side, so the CGA is not
providing these services to these parcels, and (2) these parcels are hydrologically distinct from the
remainder of the Colusa Subbasin since they are bounded by the Willows Fault, and therefore do not
contribute to the undesirable results that the CGA is trying to address with its Groundwater
Sustainability Services.

As noted in the Engineer’s Report, although parcels to the east of the CGA, referred to as “proximate
parcels,” may receive some degree of benefit from the Proposed Assessment, those “general benefits”
are minimal and therefore not subtracted from the Proposed Assessment.?° The reason that our clients’
parcels are included in the Colusa Subbasin, rather than the neighboring Butte Subbasin, is purely a
jurisdictional decision, rather than one based on the actual boundaries of the subbasins.

As noted in the Joint Power Agreement for the CGA and the Memorandum of Agreement with Glenn
County:

Groundwater conditions throughout the County and Subbasin are not
uniform. Conditions vary by location, surface water conditions,
precipitation and water year type. While all Beneficial Uses and Users will
share the obligation to achieve sustainability, solutions will need to reflect
these geographic and hydrogeographic differences.?!

The CGA has failed to incorporate these considerations of hydrology as required by the Joint Power
Agreement by imposing the highest fees on our clients’ east side parcels (designated as “Groundwater
Only”) without considering whether this differing hydrology impacts the proportional special benefit
that these parcels receive from the proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services. We respectfully
request that this decision be reconsidered.

portion of the aquifer and now is part of the Butte Subbasin as is the portion of the area of Colusa County on the East Side
of the Sacramento River that comprises RD 1004.

# Engineer’s Report, pp. 20-21.

0 Engineer's Report, pp. 25-26.

3 Joint Powers Agreement, Exhibit A, Memorandum of Agreement, Section 5.2.2.
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In conclusion, we submit these Written Objections to state the grounds upon which the Proposed
Assessment violates Article X1l D of the California Constitution and respectfully request that you address
these concerns before considering adoption of the Proposed Assessment.

Please submit in writing any responses to these Written Objections at the following addresses:

Benjamin King

King Golden State Orchards, LLC
P.O. Box 29

Colusa, California 95932

Jena Shoaf Acos

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Respectfully submitted,
/
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(J,ena Shoaf Acos




July 31, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority
PO Box 475
Colusa California 95932

RE: Objection Letter to Proposed Prop 218 Assessment For Parcels 015-070-078-000 & 015-070-124-000

Dear CGA,

Benjamin and Laura King 2020 Trust hereby submits its objection to the Proposed Assessment for the two
parcels reference above. We believe that the Proposed Assessment is unconstitutional and in
contravention of the Joint Powers Agreement (“JPA”) that formed the CGA and therefore the CGA lacks
the authority to assess these two parcels.

A. The CGA Does Not Have Authority to Disproportionally Assess Parcels on the East Side of the
Sacramento River under the CGA JPA

We will address the unconstitutionality of the Proposed Assessment as it relates 1o these two parcels but
first will address why the Proposed Assessment is in contravention of the CGA JPA and therefore the CGA
does not have authority to impose the Proposed Assessment and collect such assessment on the tax rolls
of Colusa County.

In Section 2.1 of the JPA, its Members covenanted to “develop and implement a GSP for the Basin in
compliance with SGMA, consistent with the general principles set forth in that certain unexecuted
Memorandum of Agreement... attached hereto as Exhibit C”. In Section 5.2.2 of the Memorandum of
Agreement it states:

“Groundwater conditions throughout the County and Subbasin are not uniform. Conditions vary by
location, surface water conditions, precipitation, and water year type. While all Beneficial Uses and
Users will share the obligation to achieve sustainability, solutions will need to reflect these geographic
and hydrogeographic differences.”

We believe that the groundwater conditions on the east side of the Sacramento River { “East Side”) are
uniquely distinct from the remaining portion of the Colusa Subbasin located on the west side of the
Sacramento River and that the implementation of the GSP via collection of assessments should reflect the
unique “hydrogeographic differences “ of the East Side. While the East Side parcels should share in their
“obligation to achieve sustainability” for the basin as a whole, the proportional costs should only be an
allocation of the administrative costs and not for the portion of the Proposed Assessment that is for
Groundwater Sustainability Services. We believe that at most the East Side parcels should be assessed is




$ 2.66 per acre since that is what the Surface Water designated parcels on the East Side are being
assessed.

All Parcels in the distinct hydrographicaily area of the East Side should have the same proportional
responsibility for the Colusa Subbasin and be assessed the same rate of $ 2.66 per acre.

B. The Constitution Does Not Allow for a Disproportionate Assessment of Groundwater Parceis on the
East Side Because there is East Side Parcels Do Not Receive Any Benefit from the Planning and
Groundwater Sustainability Services included in the Proposed Assessment. All East Side Parcels
Only Receive Professional Services and should be Assessed Equally.

The proposed assessment is also unconstitutional because it is disproportionally assessing groundwater
parcels on the East Side the proposed costs for Planning Services and Groundwater Sustainability Services
for no potential benefit since the East Side parcels are hydrologically distinct as evidenced by the
background for the Basin Boundary Modification annexing part of the historical West Butte Subbasin with
the historical Colusa Subbasin in 2018 and as set forth in Chapter 3 of the Colusa Subbasin GSP.

1. The 2018 Basin Boundary Modification Which Annexed a Portion of the Historical West Butte Basin
was only Jurisdictional and was only done to “make sustainable groundwater management more
efficient and cost-effective”

As attached the Basin Boundary Modification {see Exhibit A} which annexed a portion of the east side of
Colusa County was only Jurisdictional and not done for any hydrological reasons. See Section B.3 of the
attached BBM

The CGA “is requesting a jurisdictional basin boundary modification to bring the Colusa County portion
of the West Butte Subbasin {5-21.58]) that lies on the west side of the legal LAFCO-defined service area
boundary of Reclamation District 1004 into the Colusa Subbasin (5-21-.52). The proposed boundary
modification will promote sustainable groundwater management by streamlining efficiencies and costs
related to SGMA implementation under the CGA’s Jurisdiction.”

As stated, the annexation was done only for Jurisdictional purposes and cost efficiencies. There is no basis
to no basis to disproportionally penalize some East Side parcels from the intended cost efficiencies of the
BBM and disproportionally assess the cost for Planning and Groundwater Sustainability Services to some
East Side Parcels and not others. All East Side Parcels should be assessed the same rate.

Furthermore, and consistent with the Jurisdictional nature of the BBM, the need for a Hydrogeologic
Concéptual Model was requested to be waived since the BBM was only Jurisdictional and was for the
purpose of streamlining governance and gaining cost efficiencies. See Page Section | — Page 7 of the
BBM Attachment,

“It is requested that a full Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model requirement be waived for this internal
boundary modification.”




The final points regarding the Jurisdictional intent of the BBM is that Glenn County chose to go down a
different administrative path and allowed parcels on the portion of Glenn County of the east side of the
Sacramento River to be included in the newly formed Butte Basin which is a subset of the historical West
Butte Basin. Similarly, the portion of Colusa County that lies within the jurisdictional boundaries of
RD1004 and a small parce! just east of RD1004 are also included in the Butte Subbasin. All the portion
of Glenn County east of the Sacramento River is now part of the Butte Subbasin and most of the portion
of Colusa County east of the Sacramento River is now part of the Butte Subbasin.

2. The Disproportional Assessment of Groundwater Parcels on the East Side is in contravention of
the Scientific Assessment of the Hydrology of the East Side as Set Out in Chapter 3 of the Colusa
Subbasin GSP.

The East Side of the Sacramento River is one of the most distinct geologic and hydrologic portions of the
Sacramento Valley aquifer because it is dominated by the presence of the Sutter Buttes which is a
unique geomorphic unit as designated by the USGS (see the 1984 USGS Professional Paper 1401-8,
Geochemistry of Groundwater in the Sacramento Valley, California — as cited in the GSP) and because
the Willows Fault generally runs north south along the Sacramento River from Princeton to Grimes just
west of the Colusa Dome. All of these geologic and geomorphic features separate groundwater
movement between from the parcels on the East Side and the West Side of the Sacramento River and
definitely separates any groundwater conditions on the East Side from the problem areas near Arbuckle
on the west side of the Sacramento River.

The Willows Fault as described in Section 3-33 of the GSP has a slip rate of 0.00055 inches a year and
acts as a hydrological barrier offsetting permeable aquifer fayer against impermeable aquifer layers
limiting east-west groundwater flow. The Willows Fault is set out in the Geologic Map of Figures 3-10
the Cross Sections of Figures 3-12 and 3-13. It is also presented in Figures 3-16 and 3-17 of the GSP (all
Figures and descriptions are in Exhibit A)

Another geologic feature just west of our parcels is the presence of the Colusa Dome. The Colusa
Dome’s anticlinal structure elevates impermeable layers of the aquifer creating a subsurface ridge that
restricts groundwater flow across the Willows fault. Groundwater levels are elevated for our parcels
and are as high as 10 ft below surface most likely because of the recharge from flood flows and the
Sacramento River but also because groundwater flows face resistance from the folded layers of the
Colusa Dome. The Colusa Dome is described in Section 3-35 of the GSP and set out in Figures 3-16 and
3-17 of the GSP,

In summary the is no basis to disproportionally assess costs among parcels on the East Side since the
groundwater aquifer on the East Side is disconnected by the unique geological and geomorphic features
of the Sutter Buttes, Willows Fault and Colusa Dome as set forth in Chapter 3 of the GSP. If thereisa
benefit is only for Professional Services and otherwise the Planning and Groundwater Sustainability
Services could not benefit East Side parcels due to these distinctions set out in Chapter 3.




3. The Monitoring Network in Chapter 4 of the GSP reflect the Distinct Hydrologic, Geomorphic and
Geologic Differences for East Side Parcels and Do not Provide for Any Monitoring of East Side
Parcels. Since there is No Monitoring Network on the East Side there is No Possibility that East
side Parcels Could Receive a Benefit from Planning Services or Groundwater Sustainability
Services as Included in the Proposed Assessment.

There has been no effort to provide any sustainability programs for the East Side Parcels because there
is no Monitoring Network as set out in Chapter 4 of the GSP on the East Side.

- Figure 4.2 — No Groundwater Monitoring Wells on East Side — how can there be a benefit if
there is no way to measure the benefit?

- Figure 4.3 — No Groundwater Quality Monitoring Wells on East Side — Ditto - No benefit could
be measured or expected.

- Figure 4.6 - No Representive Groundwater Level Monitoring Network wells on East Side. — No
benefit expected because no way to measure it.

The only possibie benefit for East Side parcels is for the costs associated for Professional Services and if
there is a cost allocated to East Side parcels it should be the same $ 2.66 per acre for ALL East Side
Parcels. The CGA has never planned to provide any specific benefit to the East Side Parcels and has not
invested in any Monitoring Network on the East Side so there can be no basis to allocate Planning
Services or Groundwater Sustainability Service costs on ANY East Side Parcel.

C. The Proposed Prop 218 Assessment by the CGA Is Unconstitutional Because the Engineering
Report Intentionally Misrepresents the Current Financial Condition of the CGA and |s Based on
Conflicting and Outdated Data.

1. The Engineers Report Intentionally Presents a Dire Financial Condition for the CGA that is
Untrue

On Page 42 of the Engineers Report, the Line item for “Beginning Unrestricted Net Assets is“$ 0. This
is an intentional misrepresentation because the CGA had $ 1,309,800 in Beginning Unrestricted Net
Assets as of June 30, 2025, and more at the time of adoption on June 10, 2025. Since annual current
assessments are approximately $ 480,000 per year and will continue the CGA could continue to operate
as it currently is operating for several years and prudently spend on projects necessary to meet DWR
conditions. See Exhibit 3 for Page 42 of the Engineers Report certified by John Bliss and the CGA Cash
Balance and Financial Excerpts for the full year period ending June 30, 2025,

2. The Historical Subarea Water Budgets for Parcel Grouping were Based on a Data Set Rejected
by the DWR when the Initial GSP Filing was Not Accepted. The Engineer’s Report parcel
groupings should be based on the same 2016 — 2021 Data Set that Were Included in the
Approved GSP. The Parce! Groupings are Based on Irrelevant Out of Date Data that Do Not
Reflect Current Groundwater Use By Parcel Groups




On Page 46 of the Engineers Report there is a reference to Appendix 3F

“Historical subarea water budgets from Appendix 3F of the Colusa GSP were used to estimate
groundwater pumping by subarea.”

Appendix 3F incorporates a data set from 1990 to 2015 which is not representative of current
groundwater use in the Colusa Subbasin. The DWR in its Letter that deemed the GSP Submittal on
January 28, 2022, as Incomplete — stated on Page 8 that the 1990 to 2015 Data Set included conflicting
information and was not representative of the overdraft of approximately 1-million-acre feet that had
occurred from 2006 to 2015. Consequently, the DWR requested a Corrective Action requiring that the
GSP be based on a relevant time series. {See Exhibit B for Letter Excerpt). In the Cover Letter from the
CGA to the DWR dated April 23, 2024, for the version of the GSP that was actually approved an updated
relevant time period of 2016 — 2021 was used resulting in an annual overdraft of 62,000 per year.

The same relevant and current time-period used for the only version of the GSP approved by the DWR
should have been used by the Engineer to calculate the groundwater use by Budget Subarea. The 1990
to 2015 period is irrelevant and not representative of current groundwater conditions or relevant
groundwater use by any parcel in the subbasin. On average this data set used is over 22 years old and
totally irrelevant. Furthermore, it is not based on the GSP because the GSP Budget was revised to be
based on the 2016 — 2021 time-period.

3. The Proposed Costs for the Water Accounting System and Satellite Imagery Data should Have
Been Allocated fo Planning Services Rather Than Groundwater Sustainability Surfaces Since It
will Benefit the Whole Subbasin And Done in Conjunction With the Glenn Groundwater
Authority To Be Used on the Glenn County Portion of the Subbasin Also.

The $850,000 per year budgeted for the Water Accounting System and Satellite Imagery System is
intended for the benefit of the whole of Colusa County and Glenn County portions of the Colusa
Subbasin located on the west side of the Sacramento River. This Costs should be considered part of
Planning Services and allocated across all the parcels west of the Sacramento River where this data
could possibly be a benefit.

It is clear from the Frequently Asked Questions that were sent out by the CGA Administrator that these
costs is for the benefit of the whole of the Basin west of the Sacramento River since it references the
benefit of the whole Subbasin including Glenn County. It will not include the east side of Glenn County
because that area is in the Butte Subbasin, and it should not include the East Side of Colusa County
because there is no Monitoring Network infrastructure on the East Side. ‘




4. We also incorporate the Constitutional Objections contained in the Letter by Brownstein Hyatt
of August 1, 2025, as attached in Exhibit C. The parcels which are the subject of this Objection
Letter are adjacent to the parcels owned by King Golden State Orchards, LLC.

We look forward to your response to our Objections. Please email us at bking@pacgoldag.com . Our
mailing address is PO Box 29, Colusa California 95932

Sincerely,

(~ M~

Ben King

On behalf of Benjamin and Laura King 2020 Trust
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6/2/25, 8:36 AM Basin Boundary Modification Request System

Colusa Groundwater Authority - 5-021.52 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - COLUSA, 5-021.58 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - WEST

BUTTE
A. Applicant Information
Requesting Agency Information
Agency Name: Colusa Groundwater Authority
Address: 100 Sunrise Bivd., Suite A
City: Colusa Zip: 95932
Work Phone: (530) 458-0719 Cell Phone:
Email: mfahey@countyofcolusa.org Fax:
Revision Request Manager Information
Person Name: Mary Fahey
Address: 100 Sunrise Boulevard
City: Colusa Zip: 95932
Waork Phone: 630-458-0719 Cell Phone:
Emalk: mfahey@countyofcolusa.org Fax:
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6/2/25, 8:36 AM Basin Boundary Modification Request System

B. Description of Proposed Boundary Modification

1. Short Description

Jurisdictionai, internai modiication te bring a portion of the West Butte Subbasin {5-21.58) into the Colusa subbasin (5-21.52).

2, Type of basit boundary revision

Jurisdiction internal

3. Provide a narrative overview of the boundary modification request and how the resulting modification wauld affect likellhood of

sustainable management.

The Colusa Groundwater Authority (CGA) Is requesting a jurisdictional basin boundary modification to bring the

differing governance structures, and potentially twice the amaunt of meetings to attend, The proposed BBM will

menitoring programs, and various groundwater studies, It will also enhance the CGA's ability to coordinate with
and existing General Plans. The CGA has GSA jurisdiction over a smail area of fand to the east of Reclamation
Subbasin and under the proposed BBM, plans to enter into an MOU with Butte County for generat oversight of
decision-making authority for any potentiai management actions under SGMA. The CGA wilt remain dedicated

Coordination Agreements with the agencies in basins adjacent to the Colusa Subbasin. You will note on the GIg
boundarles along the western edge of RD 1004 do not match the current RD 1004 GSA boundary. It was recen

Colusa County portion of the

West Butte Subbasin (5-21.58) that ftes on the west side of the legal LAFCO-defined service area boundary of Reclamation District 1004 into
the Colusa Subbasin (5-21.52). This proposed boundary modification will promote sustainable groundwater mahagement by streamlining
efficiencles and costs related to SGMA implementation under the CGA's jurisdiction. The current basin boundaries place the Colusa
Groundwater Authorlty in two subbasins {Colusa and West Butte), and will require the CGA to participate in theldevelopment and
imptementation of two separate Gioundwater Sustainability Plans. The current basin bourdaries will also requite the CGA to participate in
duplicative governance formation in the West Butte Subbasin (or Butte Subbasin, pending Butte County's BBM|proposal outcome). The CGA
formed its multi-agency Joint Powers Authority GSA more than a year ago, after two years of public coordinatioh meetings among GSA-eligible
agencies and private pumpers in Celusa County. Similar governance formation efforts are currently taking placé among the agencles In the
West Butte and East Butte Subbasins. It will be disruptive for the CGA to interrupt their current momentum to participate In formation of
another governance structure In a second basin. The proposed modification will allow the CGA to implement SGMA in one groundwater basin,
under one GSP which will create much greater efficlencies and cost savings compared to operating in two sublasins, under two GSPs with

alsc allow the CGA to bulld on

existing county-wide planning efforts, Including Groundwater Management Plans, Agricultural Water Managemant Plans, groundwater

local land use planning efforts
District 1004 in the West Butte
his area, while maintaining

0 maintaining close

coordination with the GSA's in the West Bulte {or Butle} Subbasin, as well as other surrounding basins, and plans to initiate voluntary

maps that the proposed BBM
ly discovered that Reclamation

District 1004 has filed their GSA cutside of their LAFCO-designated service area boundaries, and those areas gre considered unmanaged
under SGMA according to conversations with Staff at the State Water Resources Control Board. The proposed poundary medification will bring
those unmanaged areas into the Colusa Subbasin. The CGA plans to madify thelr GSA to cover the unmanaged areas to ensure compliance
with SGMA. If in the future RD 1004 annexes those lands into their district, the CGA will fully cooperate to adjudt GSA boundaries and work
with DWR on any minor basin boundary modifications that would allow RD 10047s GSA to be in one subbasin,

Attachment{s):
4. List of the existing basin(s)/subbasin(s) to be modified by this reguest

5-021.62 SACRAMENTC VALLEY - COLUSA
5-021.68 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - WEST BUTTE

5. Provide the proposed name for the new basin(s) or subbasin(s)

N/A

C. Initial Notification and Combination of Reguests

1. Was an initial notification submitted to the Department?

Yes
List of submitted initial notification for the selected basin(s)/subbasin{s).
Potential Basin(s)/Subbasin(s)

Local Agency

Tehama Counly Flood Confrol & Water  5-021.52 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - COLUSA,, 5-021.51 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - CORNING

Conservation District

hitps://sgma.water.ca.govibasinmed/madrequest/ipreview/243
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Local Agency Potential Basin{s)/Subbasin(s)

Yolo County Flood Control And Water £-021,62 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - GOLUSA , 5-021.67 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - YOLO , 5-
Conservation District 021.66 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - SOLANO

Tehama County Flood Control & Water  5-006.01 REDDING AREA - BOWMAN , 5-006.06 REDDING AREA - SOUTH BATTLE CREEK,
Conservation District 5-021.53 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - BEND , 5-021.54 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - ANTELOPE |, 5-

021.56 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - LOS MOLINOS , 5-021.57 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - VINA , 5-
021,51 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - CORNING , 5-021.52 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - COLUSA | 5-
021.50 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - RED BLUFF

5-021.62 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - COLUSA
Butte County 5-021.57 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - VINA , 5-021.60 SACRAMENT|O VALLEY - NORTH YUBA
Reclamation District No, 1004

5-021.57 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - VINA

§5-021.57 SACRAMENTO VALLEY - VINA

2. Does this application inciude a combination of requests?

No

D. Required Documents for All Modifications

1. A copy of the statutory or other legal authority under which the requesting agency was created with specfic citations to the provisions
satting forth the dutles and responsibilities of the agency.

Attachment(s):
= size:
Final JPA {00397890xBABE1}_With Signatuves.pdf (3.3MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 11:52AM

2. A copy of the signed resolution adopted by the requesting agency formally initfating the boundary modification request process.

Attachment(s):
= size: 1
2018-04_CGA Resolution BBM FINAL SIGNED.pdf (1.7MB} Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 11:53AM

3. Amap of adequate scale (no greater than 1:24,000; e.g., 1:10,000 is not acceptable) showing the proposed modified basin boundary In
relation to the existing Bulletin-118 hasin boundary and the local agencies that are within or bordering the existing and proposed basin,

Attachment{s):
o size: 1
c.52018_06_14_8_118 BASINS_Mod_Agencies.jpg (565.7kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 11:55AM

4. A GIS shapefile of the proposed motdified groundwater basin boundaries. Download Existing B118 basin shape file | DWR Spatial Data
Standards

Attachment{s):
o size:q
Sacramento_Valley-Colusa_Subbasin_Modified_10-24-2018.zip (144.1kB) Uploaded on 10/24/2018 at 07:44AM

5. A GIS shapefile of the polifical boundaries of any affected or adjacent local agency. Downtoad water agenky shape file

Attachment(s):
o size: ]
RD 1004 LAFCO 2018.zip (976.5kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 01:27PM

6. Any information, if necessary, to enable DWR to satisfy the requirements of a responsible agency pursuapt to the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Please see attached.

Attachment({s):
o size: 1
CGA BBM NOI FINAL SIGNED.pdf {(1.5MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:051M

hitps://sgma.water.ca.gov/basinmodimodrequest/preview/243 3/8
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E. General Information

1. Describe the lateral boundaries of the alluvial aquifer or aquifers that form the groundwater basin and the definable bottom of the basin.
The description must be in terms that are clear, definite, and sufficiently detalled to allow an authoritativg map of the proposed basin

boundaries to be plotted using the given description.

Colusa Subbasln The existing Colusa subbasin is bounded on the rorth by the Corning Subbasin and on the s
fine, also including the portion of the Colusa County Water District service area in Yolo County. The Colusa sub
by the Coast Range and foothills and on the east by the Sacramento River. The proposed modified Colusa Suy
of the West Butte Subbasin within Colusa County that lies to the wast of the RD 1004 LAFCO-defined service 3
the eastern boundary of the Colusa Subbasin, This adjustment aligns with Butte County?s proposed Basin Boy
Woest Bulte Subbasin As defined in Bulletin 118, The West Butte Subbasin is bounded on the west and south by
norih by Big Chico Craek, on the northeast by the Chico Monocline, and on the east by Butte Creek. Big Chico
subbasin boundaries in e near surface. The subbasin is hydrologlcally contiguous with the Vina and East Bul
proposed modified West Bulle Subbasin would remove the portion of the West Butte Subbasin within Colusa C
RD 1004 LAFCO-defined service area, hus adjusting the Colusa County portion of the western boundary af the
with the western boundary of the LAFCQ-defined service area of RD 1004, The definable bottom of the Colusa
remain unchanged from what was defined in the Bulletin-118 process, Please see attached for more informatiol

Attachmentis):
size: 3

WEST BUTTE B118_2003_BasinDescription_5_021_58.pd.pdf {42.7k8) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:1
COLUSA B118_2003_BasinDescription_5_021_52.pd.pdf (139.7kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:10PM

I-. Notice and Consultation

1. List all local agencies and public water systems affected by the basin(s) modification request,

The following agencies are most directly aifected by the proposed BBM: Calusa Groundwater Authority, Glenn
Reclamation Bistrict 1004, A list of all of the local agencles and public water agencies that have been identified
Subbasins, and howfif each was contacted regarding the CGA's proposed BBM is provided under F.3.

2. Explain the methods used to identify interested local agencies and public water systems in the affected b

Prior to the onset of SGMA, Colusa County Water Rasources Staff had developed a list of local agencies and i
purpose of disseminating information relevant to local and regional water-related Issues. Thess efforts formed 4
communication related to SGMA planning and implementation which began in early 20%5. The first step for SG
all of the local agencies and public water systems within the Colusa and West Butte Subbasins were Identified

order to begin governance discussions, Agencies have been identified through review of the Colusa County Gr

determine the applicable agencies.

3. Provide information regarding the nature of consultations with affected or interested agencies. Aftach an

to solicit feedback. Staff attended and presented information at several meetings where the proposed modificat

Sacramento Valley IRWMP TAC and Board mestings, West Butte Subbasin Workgroup meetings, and others. |

engagemant in locai SGMA planning and implementation, including the BBM process, CGA Staff disseminated
Colusa County newspapers, an extensive email list of agencies and landowners, the Colusa County Resource

2018 and the Colusa Groundwater Authority Beard Inciuded a presentation and opportunity for public comrment
an fthe agenda at their September 25, 2018 Meeting. The CGA has received letters of support for the proposed
The Glenn Groundwater Authority, and Reclamation District 2106. Please see attached for relevant decuments,

hitps:/isgma.water.ca.govbasinmodimodrequest/preview/243

buth by the Colusa/Yolo County
basin is bounded on the west
basin would include the portion
rea, thus adjusting a portion of
ndary Modification reqguest.

the Sacramento River, on the
and Bulle Creeks serve as
e Subbasins at depth. The
hunfy that lies to the west of the
: West Butte Subbasin to align
and West Butte Subbasins
.

COLUSA B118-Basin-Boundary-Description-2016---5_021_52.pdf (1,000.5kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 dt 12:10PM

P

Sroundwater Aulhority,
in the Colusa and West Butte

asin{s):

terasted pariias for the
foundation for outreach and
A planning was to ensure that
hased on hest available data, in
pundwater Management Plan,

DWR?s Water Management Planning Tool, and County GIS files. Agency focations and Bulletin 118 basin boundaries were examined in GIS fo

i cite any copies of

correspondences with local agencies and public water systems andfor any other persons or entities conguited.

Since 2015, CGA Staff and Member agencies hava provided ongoing SGMA cutreach to the agencies and intefested parties within the Colusa
and West Butte Subbasins via email, newsletters, websites and public meefings. Staff has contacted the affestqd agencies, other local
agencies, and an extensive list of interested parties on several occaslons to Inform them about the proposed basin baundary madification and

on, and other proposed basin

boundary modifications were discussed, including public CGA Board meetings, Colusa County Farm Bureau Bdard meetings, Norihem

addition, CGA Staff met

directly with Board Members and Staff at Reclamation Dislrict 1004 to discuss the proposed BBM, including a public meeting of the RD 1004
Board on May 9, 2018. An Initial Notification was posted on the DWR SGMA Portal an May 3, 2018, and informption was posted on the CGA?s
website {colusagroundwater.arg) and on the Colusa Groundwater facebook page. In May, 2018, in an effort to golicit greater public

press release to the two
Conservation District?s mailing

list, the Colusa County Farm Bureau, the Family Water Alliance, the Colusa County Farm Service Agency (FSAD, Colusa County Cooperative
Extenslon, and the Colusa Glenn Subwatershad Program. A ?Special BBM Edition? of the CGA%?s Newsletter was distributed on September 4,

regarding the proposed BBM
BBM from The County of Bulls,

4/8
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4. Provide a summary of alf public meatings at which the proposed boundary modification was discussed of
agency. Aftach and cite any coples of agendas and notices published.

5. Attach a copy of all comments regarding the proposed boundary modification received by the requesting
responses made by the requesting agency.

G.

All requests for jurisdictional modification pursuant to Section 342.4 MUST Include responses to the following guestion

1. Explain how sustainable groundwater management exists or could likely be achieved in the basin:

2. Explain how the proposed boundary modification would affect the ability of adjacent groundwater basins!
groundwater in those groundwater basins.

https:/fsgma.waler.ca.gov/basinmod/modrequest/preview/243

Basin Boundary Modiflcation Request System
Attachment(s):
size: B
CGA BB Mod Outreach Letter 2018.pdf (708.9kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2048 at 12:25PM
2018_04_09 GSP Press Release FINAL.pdf (205.6kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:25PM
2018_October Sodbuster_Colusa Farm Bureau.pdf {(322kB) Upioaded on 09/27/208 at 12:26PM
2018_08_CGA_Newslettor_BBM Special Editlon_FINAL.pdf {1.4MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:26PM
6.12.18 - BBM Colusa_Butte Support Letter.pdf (447.4kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:31PM
GGA_LOS_CGA_BBM_2018Jun22_Signed.pdf (51.8kB) Uploaded on 08/27/2018 at 12:31PM
RD 2196_FINAL.pdf (64.2kB) Uploaded on 00/27/2018 at 12:31PM
Water Management Agencies Colusa and West Butte.pdf {210.1kB} Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:32PM

Please see attached

Attachment(s):
size: 8
F.4 Notico and Communication CGA.pdf (73.9kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:40PM
2018_03_28_CGA Meeting Agenda_FINAL.pdf (429.3kB} Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:40PM
2018_4_24_CGA Meeting Agenda_FINAL.pdf (92,9kB} Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:40PM
2018_05_22_CGA Meating Agenda_FINAL.pdf {458.6kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:41PM
2018_07_24_CGA Meeting Agenda_FINAL.pdf {547.9kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:41PM
2018_08_25 CGA Meeting Agenda_FINALZ.pdf (546.6kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:41PM
2018_09_25_BBW Presentation_Fahey.pdf {2.5MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:42PM
2018_09_10_NCWA GW Task Force ppt.pdf (1.1MB)} Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:42PM

Please see altached comments and responses.

Attachment(s):
size: 2

considered by the requesting

!

agency and a summary of any

2018_10_29 CGA Response to Pubiic Comments submitted by B. King_FINAL.pdf {344.4kB) Uploadedion 11/01/2018 at 11:45AM

2018_039_12_BBM Public Comments Gomplled.pdf (322.6kB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:47PM

General Existing Groundwater Management

oy

The Colusa Groundwater Authority (CGA) and Glenn Groundwater Authority (GGA) are the exclusive GSAs in the Colusa Subbasin. Both are
multi-agency Joint Powars Authorities, and they have developed an excellent cooperative working refationship nelated to SGMA planning and
Implementation in the basin. The CGA and GGA will develop a single Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Cblusa Subbasin. The proposed

Basin Boundary modification will maintain and enhance sustalnable groundwater management by consolidating
Colusa Subbasin to benefit from the following advantages: 1) a strong working refationship between the CGA a

the CGAT?s jurisdiction into the
d GGA, 2) the CGAand GGA

both have county and city representatives on their boards which will enhance coordination between land use arjd SGMA Implementation; 3)
the CGA and GGA bolh have surface water supply district representatives on their boards with a history of surfdce and groundwater
management; 4) the CGA has two private groundwater pumpers on thelr board which will ensure thal private well owners in the expanded
basin area are represented; 5) the Counties of Colusa and Glenn both manage the CASGEM program In their respective counties, and both

counties have a history of groundwater management and groundwater leve moniforing; 6) The varlous agencie

on the CGA and GGA Boards

bring fo the table a varisty of skills and knowledge related to different areas of groundwater and surface water managemendt, 7) The County of
Colusa adopted a Groundwaler Management Flan in 2008, and Glenn Gounty adopted County Code Title 20 Cpapter 30: Groundwater

Coordinated Resource Management Plan in 2012, and several Member Agencles on the CGA and GGA Board

have also adopted

Groundwater Management Plans and Agricultural Water Management Plans. Many aspects of these plans can pe integrated into the Colusa
Subbasin GSP. The proposed jurisdictional Basin Boundary Modification will create a Colusa Subbasin that betler aligns with existing water

management and land use planning efforts in the CGA?s jurisdiction,

to sustainably manage

The Colusa and Waest Butte Subbasins are the only basins that may be affected by this basin boundary modificgtion. Through numerous
discussions and presentations of the proposed modifications, none of the affected agencies have expressed concerns that the modification
would affect their ability to sustainably manage groundwater. Staff from the six counties that make up the Northprn Sacramenta Valley
Integrated Regional Water Management group (Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Shasta, Sutter, Tehama) have had ongoltig discussions about how they
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3

4,

H.

All requests for boundary modification must includs the following;

- Provide a historical summary of the sustainable management of groundwater levels in the proposed bas

Basin Boundary Modification Request System
will coordinate during GSP development. This coordination effort will include studies, data collection and shar

intends to enter into an Agreement with Bute County to oversea this area, while maintaining decislan-making
actions. The County of Colusa is a CGA Board Member, and will ensure that stakeholders county-wide are we

Glenn Groundwater Autharity.

Agriculturs is the dominant industry in the Colusa and West Bulte Subbasins and groundwater is an essential
of drought. Water managers, local governmenits and fandowners all understand the importance of sustainable
The County of Colusa adopted a Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) In 2008, The County of Glenn Adopl4
30: Groundwater Coordinated Resource Management Plan in 2012, and Butte County adopted a GMP in 2001

throughout the basins. Groundwater levels are monitored by DWR, local water agencies, landowners, and Col
Each county is compliant with the CASGEM program. There Is a good understanding of groundwater level trer
subbasins. In 2016, the County of Colusa contracted with Davids Engineering, Inc. fo Investigate declining gro

conditions were the major factor contributing to observed declining groundwater levels in a porfien of the basi
monitoring and management will be addressed during GSP development, and we will utilize past Plans, studi
Please find attached the Celusa County Groundwater Management Plan, and the Executive Summary from th
compleled by Davids Engineering, inc.

Attachment(s):

s size: 2

ColusaCo_GMP_Volume-1_8-10-08_lo.pdf (1 4MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:53PM
Executive Summary__Final.pdf (715.8kB) Upfoaded on 09/27/2018 at 12:53P

ng, and groundwater

management methodalogies that cross basin boundaries. The CGA will continue to have a stake in SGMA implementation in the West Butte
{or Butte) Subbasin, as the CGA?s jurisdiction includes the small northeast corner of the West Butte Subbaslh in Colusa GCounty. The CGA

authority for any management
I! represented under SGMA. The

CGA has received letters of support far this proposed basin boundary modification from: Reclamation District 2108, Butte County, and the

in{s) or subbasin(s).

resource, especially during times
management of groundwater.

2d County Code Title 20 Chapter
t. Several of the water districls in

both subbasins have also adopted 3MPs and Agricultural Water Management Plans. Other groundwater studips have been ongoing

nty Water Resources Staff.
ds In the proposed madified
undwater levels in & portion of

. Ongolng groundwater lavel
and data as a foundation,
b Groundwater Assessment

the Colusa Subbasin. A county-wide groundwater assessment was completed and through that study, it was cj:[termined that drought

Discuss potential impacts to state programs resulting from the proposed boundary modification, includ‘i’tg, but not limited to, the

California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM), Groundwater Management Plans de

loped pursuant to AB 3030,

Groundwater Sustainability Plans developed pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act,|any applicable state or

regional board plans, and other water management and land use pregrams.

Management Plan will be replaced by the basin-wide GSPs in the Colusa and West Sutte {or Butte} Subbasin

management by consalidating the CGA?s SGMA implementation responsibilities into ohe subbasin undar one
cocrdinate with these county-wide programs.

Local Support

Irigated Lands Regutatary Program. The proposed BBM wiil actually simplify coordination efforts with the Colu
Program related to Water Quality monitering and reporting under SGMA. The proposed Basin Boundary modifitation will enhance groundwater

There will be no impacts to any state programs. The proposed BBM Is entirely within Colusa County. The Courlly of Colusa will continue to
comply with the CASGEM program in the County porticns of the Colusa and West Buite Subbasins, The CoIU{ County Groundwater

There will be na impacts to the
a Glenn Subwatershed

[33F, allowing the CGA to better

1. Provide any evidence that sufficient information was provided to affacted agencies and systems regardirlg the proposed boundary

madification.

As described above, the CGA provided a great amount of outreach to Jocal agencies and landowners vla severdl msthods, including, public
meetings, emalil notifications, participation In West Butte Subbasin Werkgrotp meetings, preseniations to agengy boards, discussions at

Northern Sacramento Valley IRWMP meetings, newslatters, direct conversations, and posting of the proposed
the SGMA Poartal and the CGA website (www. colusagroundwater.org).

asin boundary modification on

2, Provide a list of all affected agencies and affected systems that submitted comments and/or documents i support or opposition to the
proposed boundary. The agency submitting their support or opposition for a boundary modification must provide a copy of a resolution

3.
hitps:/fsgma.water.ca.gov/basinmodfinodrequest/ipreview/243

formally adopted by the decislon-making body of the affected agency or system or a letter signed by an_

epecuilve officer or other

official with appropriate delagated authority who represents the agency or system. Attach copies of the résolution andfor signed letter

detailing the support or opposition submitted.

The CGA received letters of support from the following agencies: Reclamation District 2108, County of Bulte, Glenn Groundwater Authority.
None of the affected agencies expressad ahy negative comments, or provided any documentation of opposition. The letters of support were

uploaded previously under Category F, #3.

Provide any evidence that rebuts any epposition to the proposed boundary modification.
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No opposition was submitted from any local agencies. Public comments received and responses were uploade

|. Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model

Requests for boundary modification, must include a documant or text to a clearly deflned hydrogeologic concepiual mg
following:

1. Principal aquifer units within requested basin.
2. Lateral houndaries of the proposed basin, including:
A. Geologic features that significantly impede or impact groundwater flow.
B. Aquifer characteristics that significantly impede or impact groundwater flow.

C. Significant geologic and hydrologic features and condliions of the principle aquifer units, as approp
regarding the confined or unconfined nature of the aguifer, facies changes, truncation of units, the p
impede groundwater flow, or other groundwater flow restricting features.

b, Key surface water bodies, groundwater divides and significant recharge sources.
3. Recharge and discharge areas within the basin.

4. Definable bottom of the basin or subbasin.

i under Category F, #5.

del demonstrating each of the

iate, including information
resence of faults or folds that

The department may walve this requirement for an internal boundary modification if the requesting agency Is able to demonstrate that the

proposed boundary modification is unlikely to affect sustainable groundwater management.

It is requested that a full Hydrogeologic Conceptual Mode! requirement be waived for this internal boundary modifica
introduce any factors that would impact sustainable groundwater management in elther of the affected basins. Cons

basins. A general HCM was completed for the Colusa Subbasin under the Proposition 1 Counties with Siressed Ba

Setting element of the GSPs in the Colusa and West Butte Subbasins. This work is just getting underway and these
coordinated across the Colusa and West Butte Subbasin boundary lines,

Attachment(s):
= size: 3
Figures Part 2.pdf (20.7MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 01:08PM
$22318 ac1 Colusa Glenn HCM_text_tab.pdf {1.1MB) Uploaded on 08/27/2018 at 01:06PiM
Figures Part 1.pdf (19.5MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 01:07PM

L. Technical Studies for All Jurisdictional Modificatior

Requests for a jurlsdictional boundary must attach or provide a URL or upload a file for the following:

1. A water management plan that covers or is In the immediate vicinity of the proposed basin or portion of t
satisfies the requirement of Water Code sections 10753.7{a) or 10727 by attaching one of the following:

A, An adopted groundwater management pian, a basin wide management plan, or other integrated regig

program or plan.
B. Management pursuant to an adjudication action.

C. One or more technical studies that cover the relevant portion of a basin or subbasin and adjacent arg

URL.: https:ﬂwww.water.ca.gowLegacy#ilesigroundwaterldocs.‘GWMP!SR-SﬂColusaCounty“GMP__VqurT

Attachment(s):
o size: 1
CotusaGo_GMP_Volume-1_8-10-08_lo.pdf {14MB) Uploaded on 09/27/2018 at 01:1 0PRE

2. A statement of the existing and planned coordination of sustainable groundwater management aciivities
required.

Glenn Groundwater Authority Board. The CGA and GGA will develap a sipgle GSP for the Colusa Subbasin. A

provide input where applicable. The CGA and GGA are warking on a voluntary Coordination Ag
Groundwater Management is implemented in a coordinated and cooperative fashion. Voluntary Cool
betweeh the CGA and the GSA(s} in the West Butte (or Bulte) Subbasin, Reglonal coordination actlv

https:flsgma.water.ca.gov/basinmod/mod request/preview/243

jurisdiction Into one subbasln is belng requested in order to make sustainable groundwater management more efficig

The Celusa Groundwater Authorily Is a twelve-member Joint Powers Authority. Three members of the CGA Bog

ion. This modification does not
fidation of the CGA's

nt and cost effective in these

s grant program, That

S
document is attached. This initial HCM is being built upon through development of a more detailed Hydrogeologic C{:meptual Model! for the Basin

fforts are being highly

15

e proposed basin and

nal water management

as.

e-1_2008,pdf

and responsibilities where

rd are also members of the

the West Butte (or Butte) Subbasin, The CGA Board will remain informed about GSP development in the West Butte
reement to ensure that Sustainable

rdinalion Adreements are also planned
ities are alteady established through the

six-county Northern Sacramento Valley IRWM group. Addttionally, the Colusa Groundwater Authority, County of|Butte, and other GSAs inthe

ingle GSP is also planned for
{or Butte) Subbasin and
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West Butle Subbasin have been actively coordinating on SGMA planning and implementation efforts, Including
Setting portions of the GSPs In the Colusa and West Butte {or Butte) Subbasins.

Created on 09/27/2018 at 11:47AM, last modified on 11/07/2018 at 12:00PM and page g

development of the Basin

enerated on 06/02/2025 at 8:304M

htlps://sgma.water.ca.gov/basinmod/modrequest/preview/243
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2018 Draft Basin Boundary Modification Decision

Basin(s): 5-021.52 SACRAMENTO VALLEY — COLUSA; 5-021.58 SACRAMENTO
VALLEY - WEST BUTTE

equesting
gency: Colusa
roundwater
uthority

odification
ategory:
urisdictional
Internal

gency
escription:
odification to
ring a portion of
the West Butte
ubbasin into the
(olusa subbasin.

.} B118 Basin
i Boundary

 Selected Basin{s}/ o
. subbasin{s) “

By Proposed Basin
Boundary

—_—

¢ i —
TBSIAAE S ST 20m

Other Affected Basins: None

DWR Draft Decision: Approve

Basis for Decision: The basin boundary modification revises the central-easterly
boundary of the Colusa and West Butte subbasins to extend easterly 1o follow the
western boundary of Reclamation District 1004. The revision places the Colusa
Groundwater Authority wholly within the Colusa subbasin. Three lettefs of support are
associated with this request. The request meets regulatory requirements.

A3-20




Chapter 3
Basin Setiing

permeable gravels, sands, and silts. The Riverbank Farmation is distinguished from the Medesto
Formation by Interbedded clay layers. These formations contaln fresh water (DWR, 2006a; Harwood and
Helley, 1987},

Wells penetrating the sand and gravel units of the Riverbank and Modesto Formations produce up to
about 1,000 gpm; howaver, the production varies depending on local formation thickness (DWR, 2006a).
Wells screened in the Riverbank and Modesto Formations are generally domestic and shallow irrigation
wells (DWR, 2006a).

Strearm Channel and Basin Deposits

Holocene stream channel and basin deposits are the youngest sediments in Subbasin, with ages of roeughly
10,000 years or younger (Hefley and Harwood, 1985). The stream channel and basin deposits consist of
up to 80-foot sections of unconsolidated clay, silt, sand, and gravet reworked from older formations by
streams, According to DWR (2006a), which also refers to these deposits as younger alluvium, these
deposits form a shailow, unconfined aquifer of moderate to high permeabllity, but with fimited capacity
due to the relatively restricted lateral and vertical extents of the deposits.

Holocene flood basin deposits are very young surficial deposits formed during flood events when streams
overtopped their natural levees, floeding the surrounding area. As the flood water spread, the current
velocity and stream competency decreased, resulting in deposition of silts, clays, and fine sands. Flood
basin deposits reach thicknesses of up to 150 feet and may be interbedded with stream channel deposits
(DWR, 2006a), Because of their low permeability, Imited extent, and generally poor water quality, flood
basin deposits are typically not used for groundwater production (DWR, 2006a).

3.1.7.3 Geologic Structures

Figure 3-16, from Harwood and Hellay {1987), shows the structural contours in meters delineating the top
of the Cretaceous marine sedimentary rocks in the vicinity of the Subbasin, The shaded color intervals on
Figure 3-16 conform to the structural contours of the top of the Cretaceous rocks. The structural contours
were based on the Cretaceous rocks because the resulting surface produces a single structural datum
throughout the western Sacramento Valley, This datum heips reveal some of the geologjc structures (folds
and faults) that affect the Subbasin.

Figure 3-10 shows the significant structural features near the Subbasin, including, but not limited to the
willows Fault, Corning Fault, Glenn Syncline, and the Zamora Syncline In addition to other smaller
unnamed geologic structures. These structural features affect geologic units at least as young as the Red
Biuff Formation, which indicates that structural deformation was occurring as recently as 0.45 Ma ~ the

oldest potential age of the overlying Riverbank Formatlon —and may he continuing at present {Harwood
and Helley, 1987).

Faults

Faults may affect groundwater flow by bringing geologic materials with different hydraulic properties inte
contact across the fault plane or by fracturing the materl high cou d}either increase or decrease

permeability, depending on the degree of fracturing and ofher geologic procetses, such as mineralization,
active within the fault zone. The fault might, therefore, act 3s a boundary or bagtier affecting the lateral flow
of groundwater between adjacent areas and might act as a Seaduit allowing vertical or laterat flow within
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Chapter 2
Basin Setting

by the Corning Fault [Helley and Harwood, 1985). It Is believed that the Greenwood Anticline and the
unnamed syncline coinclded with the formation of the Carning Fault, under the same tectonic stress
regimes [DWR, 2014a). Comparing Flgure 3-10 and Figwe 3-18, highs In the top of the Cretaceous
formatlons are associated with the locations of the anticlines.

Crland Buttes

The Orland Buttes are located along the eastern shore of Black Butte Lake in Glean County. The buttes
are composed of Cretaceous rocks capped by Lovejoy Basait, which were thought to have been uplifted
dué to movement along the Black Butte Fault {Russell, 1931} Salsmic rafractlon data and 3 recent sty oy
by Willlams Lettls and Associates (2002), however, suggest that the Orland Buttes were exposed via uplift
and subsequent eastward tilting along 2 blind west-dipping thrust fault,

Sutter Buttes

The Sutter Buttes rise about 2,080 feet above the Sacramento Valley floor east of Colusa and are composed
of igneous, metasedimentary and metavelcanic rocks about 2.4 16 1.4 Ma in age {Harwood and Helley,
1987}, The formation of the Sutter Buttes agourred In two phases. The first phasa caused Uppar Crataceous
and Lawer Paleogene formations 10 be arched into a dome rising above land surface durlng 2 period of
ragma injection. This was follewed by rapid arosion and heavy faulting of the dome structure, causing the
relatively clder formations to be exposed prior 1o the secend phase. The second phase consisted of explosive
voleanism, produciog the rampart tuffs and breceias surrounding the Sutter Buttes, tike many of the other
geologic structures of the region, the Sulter Buttes express characterlstlcs representative of the stress
regime produced by the Mendocino Triple Junction (Harwood and Helley, 1987).

Colusa Dome

The Colusa Dome is a subsurface strutture located approximataly six miles west-southwest of the Sutter
Buttes (Harwond and Helley, 1587). The dome Is ebleng in shape, approximataly 12 miles long in the
north-south direction and approximately 2 miles wide, Formation of the Colusa Dome, proposed by
Harwood and Helley (198?), is due to both drag on the Willows Fault and/or 3 related south-trending fault
splay and locallzed magmatlc Intrusion, potentially during the same period as the formatian of the Sutter
Buttes, The Colusa Dome is assocfated with uplift of Crataceous to Eocene formations. Uplift of the
Cretaceous racks can be seen on Figure 3-16. The Cretaceous racks have been uplifted to approximately

1,500 feet below ground surface (bgs) while the younger Eocene deposits have been uplifted to
approximately 500 feet bgs {Springhom, 2008; Williams and Curtis, 1977},

3.1.8 Basin Boundaries

Per the BMPs {DWR, 2016a) and 23 CCR §354.14(b), the lateral basin houndaries can ke defined as
geologic, hydrologie, or steuctural features that sigaificantly affect groundwater flow. The lower boundary
of the basin can be defined based on physical properties (such 3s depth to bedrock) or geochemical
properties [such as base of fresh water),

3.1.8.1 Lateral Boundaries

Histericzlly, the lateral boundaries of the Subbasin were defined hydrologically and consisted of Stony
CreeX to the north, the Sacramento River to the east, Cache Creek to the south, and the foothllls of the
North Coast Ranges to tha wast, The hydralogic rationale for these boundarles is that the streams are, or
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Page 42

Assessment

The amount to be paid for said CGA Administration and GSP Implementation Services and the
expense incidental thereto, to be pald by the parcels in CGA for the FY 2025-26 is generally as

follows:
Costs '
Beginning Unrestricted Net Assats e B 1,209 , Fod?
Total Annual Costs $1,991,000
Less Contribufion from other Sources $0

$1,891,000

Nef Amount to Assessment | $1,991,000

The Assessment is subject to an annual adjustment tied to the annual change in the Consumer
Price Index for the Western Region as of January of each succeeding yeaf, with the maximum
annual adjustment not to exceed 3% for each of the four (4) years foflowing its adoption.
Thereafter, the Assessment cannot be increased without approval from| property owners in
another assessment ballot proceeding. In the event that the actual assessmgnt rate for any given
year is not increased by an amount equal to the maximum of 3% or the yearly CPi change plus any
CPI change in previous years that was in excess of 3%, the maximum authorjized assessment shall
increase by this amount. In such an event, the maximum authorized assessment shall be equal to
the base year assessment as adjusted by the increase to the CPl, plus any and all CPl adjustments
deferred in any and all prior years. The CPI change above 3% can be used in a future year when
the CPl adjustment is below 3%.

The Assessment Diagram attached hereto and incorporated by referene herein shows the
exterior boundaries of CGA. The distinctive number of each parcel or lot|of land in CGA Is its
County Assessor’s Parcel Number appearing on the Assessment Roll.

Each parcel or lot of land is described in the Assessment Roll by reference t¢ its parcel number as
shown on the Assessor’s Maps of the Counties of Colusa and Yolo for the figcal year 2025-26. For
a more particular description of said property, reference is hereby made tq the deeds and maps
on file and of record In the office of the County Recorders of Colusa and Yolp County.

Engineer of Work

By /

John Bliss, License No. C052019

. + LEa "";WMW
Colusa Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency SoGonaulingGrous

SGMA Operational Assessment
Engineet’s Report, FY 2025-2026
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CASH BALANCE

June 2025 Activity

Cash Receipts

Operations Flat Fee 1,409.85
Total Cash Receipts 7,409,85
Cash Dishursements
Warrants - May 8,839.74
Warrants - April 33,172.40
Total Cash Dishursements 41,012.14
Cash Balance
Prior Month to Current Month Ending Balance Reconciliation
May Cash Balance By Investment
Umqua Checking 361,608.61
Umqgua Money Market 874,736.61
Umaqua Savings 33,007.81

Total Cash Balance

June Activity

1,270,353.03

Cash Receipts

Cash Dishursements

Interest Earnings Checking

Interest Earnings Savings {Pending Qtly Statement)
Shart Pay to be Adj

Total Activity

Ending Cash Balance
Less: Outstanding Warrants.

71,409.85
(4]

1,012.14)
7.20
0.82

90.00

{3

3,504.27)

1,236,848.76

Warrants - April {9,675.49)

Warrants - May (36,746,05}

Warrants - June {48,120.26)
Total Available Cash By Activity 1,142,306.96
June Cash Balance by Investment
Umaua Checking 323,096.32
Umagua Money Market 875,743,81
Umqua Savings 33,008.63
Total Balance 1,236,848.76
Less: Qutstanding Warrants {94,541.80)
Total Available Cash by Investment 1,142,306.96

Outstanding Warrants are vendor invoices received and not yet paid or in transit,

2-Cash Balance-June 25
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State of California
Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Pr
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Assessi
Staff Report

Groundwater Basin Name:  Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin

bgram
ment

(No. 5-021.52)

Colusa Groundwater Authority Groundwater

Submitting Agency:. Sustainability Agency and Glenn Groun
Groundwater Sustainability Agency
Initial GSP Submission

January 28, 2022

Incomplete

October 26, 2023

Submittal Type:
Submittal Date:
Recommendation:
Date;

dwater Authority

The Colusa Groundwater Authority Groundwater Sustainability A
Groundwater Authority Groundwater Sustainability Agency (collec
submitted the Colusa Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (G
Department of Water Resources (Pepartment) for evaluation and asses
by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)* and the (
The GSP covers the entire Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin

implementation of SGMA. As presented in this staff report, a single
entire basin was adopted and submitted to the Department for review

Evaluation and assessment by the Department is based on whethe
submitted GSP, either individually or in coordination with other adop
GSPs, complies with SGMA and substantially complies with the

Department staff base its assessment on information submitted as {
GSP, public comments submitted to the Department, and other mg
reports that are relevant to conducting a thorough assessment. Dep
evaluated the GSP and have identified deficiencies that staff recommer
its approval.4 In addition, consistent with the GSP Regulations, Dep
provided required corrective actions® that the GSAs should review whi
and whether to address the deficiencies. The deficiencies and requireg
are explained in greater detail in Section 3 of this staff report and are ¢

T Water Code § 10720 ef seq.

223 CCR § 350 et seq.

3 Water Code §§ 10727(b){1), 10733.4; 23 CCR § 355.2,
423 CCR §355.2(e)(2).

523 CCR §355.2(e)(2}(B).

California Department of Water Resources
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program
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GSP Assessment Staff Report

Sacramento Valley — Colusa Subbasin (No. 5-021.52) October 26, 2023

mitigate overdraft.*' While the GSP presents information about overdraft, it is unclear
whether this assessment is reasonable or uses the best available information, because
the GSP'’s reported overdraft varies greatly from recent change in gioundwater storage
data. Furthermore, the projects and management actions proposed|in the GSP, which
have been developed to address the projected overdraft conditions, do not appear to be
sufficient to mitigate the actual overdraft conditions in the Subbasin. Department staff
have identified this as a deficiency that should preclude plan approval at this time. The
following section describes specific details about the deficiency and oltlines one or more
corrective actions the GSAs must take to address to correct it,

The GSP presents conflicting information about overdraft occurring in the Subbasin.
While the Plan acknowledges overdraft is observed in the Subbasin ip the historical and
projected water budgets, the current water budget shows a positive [change in storage.
The historical water budget, which reflects the period from 1990 to 2015, estimates an
average negative change in groundwater storage (overdraft) of 28,000 acre-feet per year
(AFY).#2 The change in storage figure provided in the GSP shows afnual overdraft has
increased recently resulting in an overdraft of approximately 1,000,000 acre-feet from
2006 to 2015.%® However, the Plan’s current water budget shows an {ncrease in storage
of 1,000 AFY. The projected water budget with future land use apd climate change
anticipates an increase in groundwater pumping by 58,000 AFY vyelt presents a lower
value of overdraft of 7,300 AFY (cumulative change in groundwater storage of -365,000
acre-feet) over the 50-year implementation horizon.44

nent demonstrates
sed, deviating from

Since the GSP submittal, annual report data submitted to the Departr
that groundwater storage within the Subbasin has dramatically decrea

the values reported in the GSP for the historical and projected water by
the overdraft reported for water year (WY) 2021 (which represents
October 1, 2020, and September 30, 2021) was -418,000 acre-feet ¢
feet for WY 2022.4% Combined, these values represent a loss of stora
acre-feet in just a two-year period, which is more than double the ar
predicted over the 50-year implementation horizon. Department staff r¢
and WY 2022 were critically dry years; however, the magnitude of t
observed during these two years is significantly greater than the avers
in the historical water budget of -166,000 acre-feet for the previous

year types, indicating that overdraft is increasing.*® Based on a review
included in the GSP and annual reports, and the discrepancies in the re

of overdraft, Department staff are unable fo conclude the GSAs

4123 CCR § 355.4(b)(B).

42 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Table 3-12, p. 215.

43 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Figure 3-29, p. 184.
4 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Section 3.3.8, p, 229,
45 Department of Water Resources, SGMA Portal, Annual Report Module, WY 202
Reported Overdraft, Colusa Subbasin,

48 Colusa Subbasin GSP, Table 3-13, p. 218.

California Department of Water Resaurces
Sustainable Groundwater Management Program

dgets. Specifically,
change between
ind -377,170 acre-
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COLUSA

SUBBASIN
April 23, 2024
Paul Gosselin
Deputy Director for Sustainable Groundwater Management
California Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236-0001 t Electronicall

RE: Revisions to the 2022 Colusa Subbasin Groundwater Sustainabitity Plan

Dear Mr. Gosselin;

In January 2022, the Colusa Groundwater Authority (CGA) Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA)
and the Glenn Groundwater Authority (GGA) GSA jointly submitted an initial Groundwater
Sustainability Plan {Initial GSP) for the Colusa Subbasin (Subbasin) to the Califprnia Department of
Water Resources (DWR). The Initial GSP outlined the CGA's and GGA’s (jointly referred to as the
(GSAs) plan to achieve and maintain sustainable groundwater conditions in thea Subbasin by 2042,
consistent with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Developpment of the Initiat
GSP was completed through extensive technical efforts and stakeholder engagement processes
spanning more than two years. Subsequent GSP revisions in 2023-2024, Leadiqg to this Revised
GSP, have likewise been made through a public-facing process with considaration of stakeholder
comments at public GSA governing body meetings, GSA Technical Advisory Committee {TAC)
meetings, and public hearings. The Initial GSP su bmitted in January 2022 and this Revised GSP are
the product of these public processes and reflect a balance of local interests gcross a broad and
diverse cross-section of stakeholders and beneficial uses and users of groundivater in the
Subbasin.

The GSAs pursued development of the
Initial GSP utilizing the best avaitable
science, data, and credibie information
for making decisions leading up to
2022. Unfortunately, drought conditions
in 2020-2022 coincided with the
development, and subsequent
approval, of the Initial GSP, a timing that
did not permit complete evaluation and
inclusion of data from those years in the
Initial GSP. The circumstances of that
period — inciuding historic reductions in
surface water supply atlocations ~
contributed to groundwater conditions
that differed vastly from those observed
in the historical and current periods
evaluated in the Initial GSP. Sustained




Colusa Subbasin GSP Revisions

while the GSAs implament other projects and management actions {PMAS)
sustainability. See Section 6.3.7 and Appendix 6F of the Revised GSP for de

Updates to other GSP projects to include new, available details regarding ti
and benefits of planned and proposed projects that would help to mitigate
and bolster groundwater levels, and reduce subsidence.

Revision of the Subbasin overdraft estimate through analysis of ampirical g

elevation data from representative monitoring site (RMS) wells in the Subb4
recent, current period from 2016-2021, This analysis resulted in a revised O
62,000 acre-feet per year. The revision is consistent with the approach use
groundwater storage changes in the Colusa GSP Annual Reports.

Provision for recurring evaluation of overdraft In the Subbasin each yearin|
based on newly available data from RMS wells, and use of this information
management of the Subbasin through adaptive implementation of PMAs.

Revision and clarification of what constitutes undesirable results (URs) rel
levels, particularty in regard to drinking water well users, subsidence, and

and users of groundwater, Revisions include quantitative supporting inforn
justification, including analysis of conditions in the Subbasin during the 20
period,

Revision of the groundwater level SMC (Table 2) to provide for:
o Clear representation and evaluation of local conditions in different are
distinguishing between:
“Focus RMS wells” (18 of 48 total): RMS wells in areas where URs ¥
already, as observed by nearby subsidence and/or domestic wells
2020-2022 drought period. _
“Non-Focus RMS wells” (30 of 48 total): RMS wells in areas where
oceurred, as observed by the same metrics.

Focus RMS wells; MTs set to 2020-2022 lows, when URs ocourred
Non-focus RMS wells: MTs set to 2020-2022 lows, minus a 15-25f
tocal analyses of potential well impacts and subsidence risk to de
beyond which URs may ocCur.

Subbasin-wide URs occur when 12.5% (8 of 48) RMS wells in the Subh
for two consecutive fall minimum values.

[72]

Minimum thresholds (MTs) that are clearly related to and will avoid URs:

rermine a threshold

COLUSA
SUBBASIN

to achieve

tails.

e scope, timeline,
hverdraft, stabilize

roundwater

sin over a morea
verdraft estimate of
1 to quantify

he Annual Report,
to infarm adaptive

ated to groundwater
hvther beneficial uses
nation and

20-2022 drought

as of the Subbasin,

ave occurred
impacts during the

LIRS have not

margin set based on

asin exceed their MTs

April 23, 2024
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Bro'/nstein

Brownstein

805.882.1427
1021 Anacapg

Santa Barbarg

August 1, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority
P.O. Box 475

Colusa, CA 95932-9804

RE:

SGMA Operational Assessment

To the Colusa Groundwater Authority:

On behalf of our clients, Benjamin and Laura King, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Sc

the below objections (“Written Objections”) in advance of the August 2, 2025

Colusa Groundwater Authority’s (“CGA”) proposed 2025-26 SGMA Operation

Assessment”).! Pursuant to AB 2257, these Written Objections specify the gro

aliege noncompliance with Article Xl D of the California Constitution. In the ¢

the Proposed Assessment, our clients preserve their right to bring a subsequ
on the entire administrative record and do not limit their arguments to those

Specifically, our clients allege that the Proposed Assessment fails to comply

and substantive requirements of Article XIll D, § 4 of the California Cons?

grounds:

Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State O
015070111000 and 015070141000) to Colusa Groundwater Authority;

Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP

main
Street, 2nd Floor
1, California 93101

chards, LLC (APNs
's Proposed 2025-26

hreck, LLP timely submits
deadline to object to the
| Assessment (“Proposed
inds on which our clients
vent that the CGA adopts
ent legal challenge based
contained herein.?

with both the procedural
itution on the following

1. the Proposed Assessment, as calculated in the Engineer’s Report, does not accurately reflect

the proportional special benefit conferred on each parcel as requir

required for the CGA to comply with the substantive requiremen

any reclassification that increases the amount chargeable to an
parcel would require additional Prop 218 notice and public hearir

D, § 4{c)-{e);

1 These Written Objections comply with both the exhaustion of remedies requirements in Go

instructions for submitting Written Objections provided in the CGA’s written notice of the Pr
Code § 53759.1(b); Ballot Information Guide, p. 4 (“Written Objections”).
2 Spg Gov, Code § 53759.2(b)(1)-(2} {defining scope of judicial review).

wiww . bhifs.co

although reclassification of the designated “land use group” of

ad by Article XI!I D, § 4{a);

certain parcels is likely
s of Article Xill D, § 4(a),
other owner’s particular
g pursuant to Article X}l

v. Code § 53759.1 and the
bposed Assessments, See Gov.

1]




Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, L

and 015070141000)

August 1, 2025
Page 2

3. the total costs of the Proposed Assessment likely overestimate th

to provide the specified services and are unreasonable; and

4, APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000, being parcels on the Eas

River with distinct hydrological features, likely receive no benefit
Groundwater Sustainability Services and should not pay for those

1. The Proposed Assessment does not accurately reflect the propg

conferred on each parcel

Article XIli D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution requires that “[n]o assessn
any parcel which exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special b
parcel.” In order to measure the “proportional special benefit conferred” on ¢
assessment, the agency must prepare an engineer’s report which calculates th

by each identified parcel . . . in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost
the maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the co
service being provided.”

The CGA’s Proposed Assessment and corresponding Engineer’s Report fail

proportionality because they do not accurately calculate the “proportional sp
on each individual parcel being assessed. Instead, the CGA relies on an individu
a particular irrigation district as a proxy to estimate each parcel’s level of gro

of the parcel’s actual reliance on groundwater. Since the Engineer’s Report

degree of special benefit conferred on each parcel as a function of the parcel’s

(as estimated by the parcel’s designated “land use group”), this lack of parc
accounting proves fatal to the Proposed Assessment.

To illustrate, the Engineer’s Report calculates the degree of proportional spec

parcels into four “land use groups,” which generally correspond to estimated

(1) “non-irrigabie land,” such as rangeland, (2) “land that relies exclusively ol
to as “Groundwater Only,” (3) land where “both surface water and groundwa
as “Conjunctive Use,” and (4) land “where surface water is used as the primary
to as “Surface Water.”* In order to quantify each parcel’s proportional spec
“Service Categories” in the Proposed Assessment, the Engineer’s Report ass
each of these land use groups, with “Reliance on Groundwater” being the sin

3 Cal Const., art, XHi D, § 4(a)-(b).

4 Engineer's Report, Colusa Groundwater Authority SGMA Operational Assessment {(June 202

14.

|L.C (APNs 015070111000

e capital costs necessary

t Side of the Sacramento
rom the CGA’s proposed
ervices

f
S

rtional special benefits

ent shall be imposed on
enefit conferred on that
ach parcel subject to the
> “special benefit derived
of a public improvement,
t of the property related

q

o meet this standard of
acial benefits conferred”
al parcel’s location within
undwater use regardless
purports to calculate the
reliance on groundwater
h|-by-parcel groundwater

1

[

al benefit by designating
reliance on groundwater:
1 groundwater,” referred
ter are used,” referred to
or only source,” referred
al benefit of each of the
gns a “benefit factor” to
zle benefit factor used to

L) (“Engineer’s Report”}, p.




Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, L

and 015070141000)

August 1, 2025
Page 3

determine the proportional special benefit of the CGA's proposed Groundwate

LC (APNs 015070111000

r Sustainability Services.®

This results in “Groundwater Only” designations paying the highest share of the costs of the CGA’s

proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services, at 60.9%, with “Conjunctive

Use” designated parcels

paying 31.5% of the costs and “Surface Water” designated parcels paying 7.6%.% Parcels designated at

“Groundwater Only” “bear the highest total rate,” $11.19 per acre.” The Engin
justify this high rate by concluding that “Groundwater Only” designated paf
benefit from all Service Categories, governance, strategic planning, and grou

are appropriately assigned the largest cost share.”®

Setting aside whether “Reliance on Groundwater” is an appropriate basisto ¢

special benefit of the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services

methodology is that the CGA’s “land use group” designations are not based

even estimated) reliance on groundwater. Instead, the “land use group” de
historical water use of the water agency or irrigation district in which ¢

contained.’

The CGA’s method of apportioning the total costs of the CGA’s proposed servi
Article XIli D, § 4{a) of the California Constitution because It does not provide
of the benefit factor—e.g., Reliance on Groundwater—that the CGA is using

special benefit.’® This means that, regardless of an individual parcel’s reliay

individual parcel’s calculated proportional special benefit is based on the ave

entire irrigation district in which the parcel is located. Calculating proportion
Articie XIll D, § 4(a) of the California Constitution does not allow dets

% Engineer's Report, p. 36, Table 6; p. 37 (explaining that “[t]he Reliance on Groundwater fact
in a way that reflacts the level of dependency [on groundwater], assigning a greater share of
highest need for sustained and secure groundwater access.”).

¢ Engineer’s Report, p. 36, Table 6.

7 Engineer’'s Report, p. 38.

& Engineer’s Report, p. 38.

® "surface Water” designations are given to parcels “within a water agency where the historig
pumping is less than 0.15 AF per acre”; “Conjunctive Use” designations are given to parcels "\

groundwater pumping on an ageregate basis is between 0.15 AF per acre and 1.3 AF per acre
designations are given to parcels within a water agency where groundwater pumping “on an

than 1.3 AF per acre.” See Engineer’s Report, p. 28,

10 The CGA appears to be aware that It does not have the parcel-specific data necessary to im
assessment that allocates proportional special benefit according to groundwater use, noting

Accounting Program will address the lack of parcel-scale groundwater use data in the Colusa

Asked Questions, Colusa Groundwater Authorlty Proposed SGMA Operational Assessment, p
Groundwater Accounting Program through a special benefit assessment, the CGA appears to
parcel-specific analysis it needs to pass the assessment in the first instance.

eer’s Report attempts to
cels “receive substantial
ndwater protection, and

alculate the proportional
, the problem with this
bn the parcel’s actual {or
signations are based on
ach individual parcei is

ces does not comply with
a parcel-specific analysis
to calculate proportional
ce on groundwater, the
rage historical use of the
al special benefits under
:rminations based on a

or is used to apportion costs
rosts to parcels with the

al aggregate groundwater
vithin a water agency where
' and “Groundwater Only”
ngeregate basis [is] greater

nose a special benefit

hat “the Groundwater
bubbasin.” See Frequently
2, By imposing fees for the
be reverse engineering the




Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, LLC {APNs 015070111000
and 015070141000)

August 1, 2025
Page 4

“neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis”; instead, the CGA must calculate praportional special benefit
based on the degree to which the parcef receives the special benefit.!

The effect of this methodology is that parcels within a “Groundwater Only” ifrigation district bear the
highest share of proportional costs even if individual parcels primarily rely on slirface water or use a mix
of groundwater and surface water, whereas parcels within a “Surface Water’| irrigation district bear a
significantly lower share of the proportional costs even if the individual parcels primarily rely on
groundwater. This lack of parcel-by-parcel specificity means that certain pargels (i.e., parcels within a
groundwater-intensive irrigation district that primarily rely on surface watef or conjunctive use) are
likely subsidizing the cost of service to parcels that primarily use groundwater but are physically located
in an irrigation district that uses groundwater to a lesser degree {on an aggregate, historical basis).
Subsidizing costs in this way fails to meet the strict proportionality standards in Article XIHl D, § 4(a).*?

Specifically, we have identified several instances where the CGA’s designation| of the “land use groups”
likely fail to accurately reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on individual parcels:

e Inconsistent designation of the boundaries of the Colusa Drain Mutual Water Company
(“COMWC”). The CGA’s “Assessment Diagram”®3 is inconsistent with the maps used in the CGA’s
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (“GSP”) used to determine which parcels are within the
CDMWC.* This results in parcels on the westside of the CDMWC boundary being inaccurately
designated as “Groundwater Only” parcels and therefore likely overestimates their proportional
special benefit.

¢ Inconsistent designation of only certain riparian parcels as “Surface| Water.” As noted in the
Engineer’s Report, “parcels within Sacramento River Settlement Contractor (SRSC} boundaries
were assigned to ‘Surface Water’ and . . . [o]ther parcels likely to haye riparian surface water
rights along the Sacramento River were identified using DWR’s 2014| Colusa County Land Use
Survey” and designated as “Surface Water.”*> Although this approagh of designating riparian
parcels as “Surface Water” is likely reasonable, it should not be limited to riparian parcels along
the Sacramento River. Specifically, the Engineer’s Report fails to designate (or attempt to assess)
riparian parcels along the Colusa Basin Drain, the City of Colusa, and parcels on the east side of
the Colusa Subbasin, several of which are likely riparian parcels| and thus appropriately
designated as “Surface Water.” These parcels are inappropriately desjgnated as “Groundwater
Only.”1¢ Additionally, Table B.3 of the Engineer’s Report creates subargas which are inconsistent

Y1 own of Tiburon {2009) 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068, 1083.

22 Town of Tiburon {2009} 180 Cal. App. 4th at 1068.

13 See Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3.

14 compare Engineer’s Report, p. 44, Figure 3 with GSP Figures 2-3 and 2-4; GSP Appendix 3F
15 Engineer’'s Report, p. 47, Appendix B, Tables B.2-B.3.

1% Engineer’s Report, pp. 47-48, Appendix B, Table B.3.




Written Objections of Benjamin and Laura King, King Golden State Orchards, U

and 015070141000)

August 1, 2025
Page 5

with the subareas of Appendix 3F of the GSP and result in a quest
designation for those new subareas.

Inconsistent redesignations of land use groups from the GSP: As n
Engineer’s Report, the CGA has changed the GSP subarea designati
Maxwell Irrigation District, and Provident lrrigation District from “Con
Water” since “[t]he GSP subarea water budgets do not accurately acco
which may significantly overestimate groundwater pumping for
Engineer's Report provides no data for the redesignation, and fails t¢
irrigation districts were changed based on drain water reuse. If drain w
redesignation, all diverters on the Colusa Basin Drain should be apy
“Surface Water” parcels.
Il. Reclassification of land use designations of individual parcels would
provide addition Prop 218 notice and hearing to property owners

L.C (APNs 015070111000

onable “Surface Water”

oted in Table B.1 of the
on of Sycamore Mutual,
unctive Use” to “Surface
unt for drain water reuse
these subareas.”*” The
n explain why only these
ater reuse is a criteria for
ropriately designated as

ikely require the CGA to

Recognizing that the designated “land use groups” in the Engineer’s Report may not accurately reflect

an individual parcel’s reliance on groundwater, the CGA passed Resolution 2
allowing property owners to submit evidence that their “land use” designg
Although we agree that the “land use group” designations need to be revis
reflect the proportional special benefit conferred on each individual parcel,
calculations in the middie of the CGA’s Prop 218 process would violate the pr
Article XIII D, § 4{c)-(e).

Specifically, before adopting a special benefit assessment, the CGA must pro

roposed assessment that specifies “the amount chargeable to the owner’s particular parce
prop P

conduct a public hearing on the proposed assessment based on the am
contained in that notice “not less than 45 days after mailing the notice of the
Since “proportional special benefits” are “determined in relationship to th
costs”™® of the proposed services, any redesignation that diverges from
Engineer’s Report will necessarily change the amount owed by each prop;
adjustments are instead funded through general funds),”® and therefore may
cost paid by property owners who remain designated as “Groundwater Only.

7 Engineer’s Report, pp. 46-47, Table B.1, fn. 2.
18 Cal Const., art. XUl D, § 4{c}, ().
19 Cal Const., art. XUt D, § 4{a) {emphasis added).

025-02 on July 11, 2025,
tion should be changed.
bd in order to accurately
changing proportionality
nhcedural requirements of

yide notice by mail of the
¥ and must
ount of the assessment
broposed assessment .18
e entirety of the capital
those contained in the
orty owner (unless those

increase the proportional

W

20 notably, however, the Engineer’s Report states that no reserves are available for the Proppsed Assessment. See

Engineer's Report, pp. 22, 42.
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Article XIll D, § 4(c) requires the notice to include the amount of the assessment “chargeable to the
owner’s particular parcel,” which may not change before adoption of the special benefit assessment.
The change to the proportional special benefit that may result from the CGA’s attempted reclassification
at this time therefore would require the CGA to provide renewed notice of the Proposed Assessment
and provide an additional 45 days before holding a public hearing based;on the renewed notice
reflecting the updated cost to each parcel.

Additionally, relying on the redesignation process in Resolution 2025-02 mpy result in a prejudicial
impact to property owners that are currently designated as “Groundwater Only,” since they are
required to submit new evidence of their access to surface water while property owners that are
currently designated as “Surface Water” have no incentive to correct their fesignation even though
certain “Surface Water” parcels likely rely primarily on groundwater.

. The calculation of capital costs needed to provide the CGA’s progosed services are likely
overestimated and exceed the reasonable cost of providing service

Special benefit assessments cannot “exceed| ] the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit
conferred” on each parcel.2! The “reasonable cost” of proposed services cannot be based merely on a
projected annual budget, but rather must be based on an estimation of the cost to the agency proposed
the particular public improvement being financed by the assessment.?? In this sense, the purpose of
calculating the “reasonable cost” of a proposed special benefit assessmen{ is to require properties
receiving a special benefit from the public improvements to pay for them,|not to fund an agency’s
ongoing budget.®

The Engineer’s Report calculates the total annual costs of the Proposed Assessment to be $1,991,000,
with no contribution from other sources and no inclusion of net reserves avpilable to the CGA.2* This
failure to include net reserves available may prove fatal to the Proposed Assessment because it appears
that the CGA is seeking to fund its ongoing budget through special benefit pssessments, rather than
calculate the actual cost of providing the proportional special benefit of a public improvement to each
parcel as required by Article XIII D, § 4{a).?5 As noted in the annual budget, the CGA claims that it has SO
in unrestricted net assets for FY 2025-26 and seeks to fund the entirety of its services through the
Proposed Assessment.2s However, our clients believe that the CGA has over 41 million in cash reserves
excluding the $250,000 Legal Reserve going into FY 2025-26 that should be considered when calculating

2t cal Const., art. X!l D, § 4(a) (emphasis added).
2 silicon Valfey Taxpayers’ Ass’n v. Santa Clara Cnty. Open Space Auth. (2008) 44 Cal. 4th 431, 455-58.
3 silicon Valley Taxpayers’ Ass’n (2008) 44 Cal, 4th at 457.
% Engineer’s Report, pp. 22, 42,

25 Spe Engineer’s Report, p. 15 (“The proposed Assessment will fund CGA’s operational budget . . . [tlo meet its operational
needs, CGA must generate approximately $1,991,000 in FY 2025-26.").
6 Engineer’s Report, pp. 22, 42
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the annual budget. Considering these reserves, the Proposed Assesyment is likely grossly
overcalculated.

Additionally, various aspects of the annual budget may be wrongly allocated between the various
“Services Categories” that the CGA is proposing and are likely unreasonable. For example, the budget
allocates $200,000 annually for “setup” costs for the Groundwater Accounting Program, with no
provision to sunset these costs after “setup” has occurred.?” The annual budget also allocates $250,000
annually for “satellite imagery input,” which appears to be unnecessary to provide the proposed
services since open source data couid instead be used for a more modest consulting fee of between
$10,000-50,000 annually.

Both of these costs, the Groundwater Accounting Program and Satellite Imagery Input, are part of the
Groundwater Sustainability Services that are primarily imposed on designated “Groundwater Only”
parcels, which would pay 60.9% of the budget for these services. However, itf appears that these costs
are wrongly allocated to the Groundwater Sustainability Services category since the accounting system
and satellite data system would benefit the basin as a whole and does not have any targeted benefit to
solve the domestic well mitigation or subsidence issues addressed by the CGAls proposed Groundwater
Sustainability Services. If these services benefit non-“Groundwater Only” pafcels to a greater degree,
this misaliocation would violate the parcel-by-parcel proportionality requirements of Article XIIl D, § 4.
It may be more appropriate to includes these budget items in the Planning Sefrvices Budget category.

IV. Parcels located on the East Side of the Sacramento River with distinct hydrological features
likely receive no benefit from the CGA’s proposed Groundwater Sustiainability Services

Finally, our clients object to the inclusion of APNs 015070111000 and 015070141000 in Groundwater
Sustainability Services category of the Proposed Assessment because thosd parcels likely receive no
benefit from those proposed Groundwater Sustainability Services due to their distinct hydrological
features of parcels on the East Side of the Sacramento River and separate ffom the remainder of the
Colusa Subbasin,?® in addition to the lack of monitoring wells and subsidence monitoring on those
parcels.

27 ngineer’s Report, p. 45, Appendix A, Table 9; see also Engineer’s Report, p. 15 (“To meet {ts operational needs, CGA
must generate approximately $1,991,000 in FY 2025-26, In future years, the budget will be evaluated and determined by
the Board but is expected to remain relatively stable.”).
28 The Colusa County portion that lies on the East Side of the Sacramento River has always been historically part of the
Waest Butte Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 118 and has always been hydrologically connected to the unique hydrology and
geomorphology of the Sutter Buttes and the aquifer located west of the Willows Fault. This grea only was included with
the historical Colusa Subbasin by a Basin Boundary Modification that was approved on an “aministrative basis” since the
unique hydrology of the East Side of the Sacramento River is widely understood, Please notd that the area of Glenn County
which lies on the east side of the Sacramento River remained connected with the established unigue hydreiogy of this
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As described in the Engineer’s Report, the CGA’s proposed Groundwate

“include| ] focused efforts to ensure that the basin remains sustainable” and ¢

Well Mitigation Program and (2) the Demand Management/Groundwa
Program.? These services likely provide little or no benefit to the parcels east

that are included in the Colusa Subbasin because (1) there are no current or p

for groundwater sustainability indicators or subsidence monitoring on the ea
providing these services to these parcels, and (2} these parcels are hydrolg
remainder of the Colusa Subbasin since they are bounded by the Willows Fa
contribute to the undesirable results that the CGA is trying to addres

Sustainability Services.

As noted in the Engineer’s Report, although parcels to the east of the CGA,
parcels,” may receive some degree of benefit from the Proposed Assessment

are minimal and therefore not subtracted from the Proposed Assessment.*® Th
parcels are included in the Colusa Subbasin, rather than the neighboring B
jurisdictional decision, rather than one based on the actual boundaries of the

As noted in the Joint Power Agreement for the CGA and the Memorandum
County:

Groundwater conditions throughout the County and Subbas

uniform. Conditions vary by location, surface water

precipitation and water year type. While all Beneficial Uses ang
share the obligation to achieve sustainability, solutions will nee

these geographic and hydrogeographic differences.

The CGA has failed to incorporate these considerations of hydrology as req
Agreement by imposing the highest fees on our dients’ east side parcels (des

Only”) without considering whether this differing hydrology impacts the pr.
that these parcels receive from the proposed Groundwater Sustainability
request that this decision be reconsidered.

portion of the aquifer and now Is part of the Butte Subbasin as is the partion of the area of C

of the Sacramento River that comprises RD 1004,

% Engineer’s Report, pp. 20-21.

% Engineer’s Report, pp. 25-26.

3 Joint Powers Agreement, Exhibit A, Memorandum of Agreement, Section 5.2.2.
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In conclusion, we submit these Written Objections to state the grounds ug
Assessment violates Article X1l D of the California Constitution and respectfully
these concerns hefore considering adoption of the Proposed Assessment,

Please submit in writing any responses to these Written Objections at the follg

Benjamin King

King Golden State Orchards, LLC
P.O. Box 29

Colusa, California 95932

Jena Shoaf Acos

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1021 Anacapa Street, 2nd Floor
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Respectfully submitted,

] {
Qe’na Shoaf Acos

| C (APNs 015070111000

on which the Proposed
request that you address

wing addresses:
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