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SGMA Governance Examples  
 
Of 134 basins: 

¶ 64 covered by a single management entity (5 of which are critically overdrafted) 
o In 29 basins, multiple agencies came together under a JPA or MOA to form a 

single, basinwide GSA  

¶ 70 managed by multiple entities (16 of which are critically overdrafted) 
o 49 basins with multiple GSAs 
o 8 basins covered by alternative plans submitted by multiple entities or where 

multiple GSAs have also formed 
o 13 basins covered by a combination of an adjudication, one or more GSAs, 

and/or unmanaged areas 
 
Examples of multiple GSAs working together to develop a single GSP 

Paso Robles Cooperative Committee 

Type MOA for 5 GSAs in SLO County (JPA + City + Counties + CSDs), single GSP 

¶ Vote and cost-share weighted by historical water usage. 

Link View MOA 

Mgmt Areas? Yes – each GSA as its own management area 

Members GSAs cover the portion of the Paso Basin within San Luis Obispo County: 

¶ City of Paso Robles 

¶ San Miguel Community Services District (SMCSD) 

¶ Heritage Ranch Community Services District (HRCSD) 

¶ Shandon-San Juan Water District (SSJWD) 

¶ County of San Luis Obispo 
 

Purpose/Charge The GSAs within the Paso Basin (except for Salinas Valley Basin GSA) 
collaboratively developed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the 
purpose of establishing the Paso Basin Cooperative Committee to develop 
a single GSP over the portion of the Paso Basin within San Luis Obispo 
County. The MOA is intended to serve as an efficient tool to guide the 
GSAs in completing a practical and acceptable GSP. The MOA will 
automatically terminate upon DWR’s approval of the GSP for the Basin. 
 

Voting 

Structure 

Weighted voting - The vote of each member is weighted to reflect 
historical proportional use of gw in the basin and represent proportional 
responsibility to take care of the gw resource. These percentages 
represent how much cost in money, time and effort each party must 
proportionally expend in creating an acceptable GSP and later in 
implementing that Plan: 

o City: 15% 
o SMCSD: 3% 

http://slocountywater.org/site/Water%20Resources/SGMA/paso/pdf/PRB-CC-Agenda-20171018.pdf
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o HRCSD: 1% 
o SSJWD: 20% 
o SLO County: 61% 

 
Voting Thresholds 

o Any action or recommendation requires affirmative vote of 67% 
o The following requires a 100% vote: 

o Adopt the GSP or adopt an amendment to the GSP 
o A recommendation that the Parties amend this MOA 

 
If there is a recusal, voting percentages are allocated pro rata to 
determine whether the requisite 67%/100% threshold is met. An absence 
does not result in pro rata distribution. 
 

Cost Share Per above %. Many conversations to come to agreement. Each party’s 
financial obligation (money, time, and effort) for GSP development and 
SGMA implementation reflects historical proportional use of gw in the 
basin (based on multiple factors, such as land use, equity, acreage, 
population, etc.) 
 
It is expected that each of the Parties will contribute in-kind staff support; 
therefore annual budgets will not include the staff or overhead costs of 
any Party associates with participation in the MOA. 

Contact  

Other Notes  

 

Chowchilla Subbasin 

Type MOU - Multiple GSAs, one GSP with management areas 

¶ Cost share based on acreage 

¶ Budget must be approved by all parties 

¶ Majority vote of parties to the MOU is required to develop 
recommendations (1 vote/party), which must then be approved 
by each GSA board in order to become effective 

Link View MOU 

Mgmt Areas? Yes 

Members ¶ Chowchilla Water District (CWD) 

¶ County of Madera 

¶ County of Merced 

¶ Triangle T Water District 

¶ Sierra Vista Mutual Water Company 

http://maderacountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=4&ID=5099&MeetingID=1158
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Purpose/Charge “WHEREAS, the Parties desire, through this MOU, to develop a process for 
development of a single GSP for the Chowchilla Subbasin, and for 
allocation of costs related to the preparation of that GSP.” 
 
The Parties intend that the process and procedures for implementation of 
the GSP will be defined in the GSP, or in a separate agreement which will 
supersede this MOU. 

The Parties intend to allow any individual GSA that is a party to this 
Agreement to implement the GSP within its boundaries, and intend to 
work together to coordinate such implementation in accordance with the 
requirements of SGMA. 

The Parties intend that nothing in this MOU will serve to limit, or 
otherwise interfere with a respective Party’s rights and authorities over its 
own internal matters as recognized by SGMA, including, but not limited to, 
a Party’s rights and powers as a GSA, its surface water supplies, 
groundwater supplies, facilities, operations, water management, water 
supply matters, or anything else limiting a Party’s police powers under any 
other authority. 

The Parties intend through this MOU to cooperate to obtain and share 
costs related to consulting, administrative, and management services 
needed to efficiently develop a GSP, to conduct outreach to other basin 
agencies and private parties, and to identify mechanisms for the 
management and funding commitments reasonably anticipated to be 
necessary for the purposes of this MOU.   

Voting 

Structure 

This MOU will be administered by the Parties through an Advisory 
Committee, consisting of one member and one alternate from each of the 
GSAs that are Parties to this Agreement and one non-voting member and 
one non-voting alternate from each of the Parties that are not a GSA.  
 
The Committee develops recommendations based on an agreement of 
the majority of the committee’s members; the governing bodies of each 
of the GSAs is then required to approve those recommendations prior to 
them becoming effective. 

The Parties will designate an administrative and fiscal agent(s) from 
among themselves to schedule meetings, prepare agendas, meeting notes, 
collect payments from the Parties, and pay obligations approved by the 
Parties. 
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Cost Share The Committee will develop a recommended budget for the creation of 
the GSP, and such budget must be approved by all of the Parties to 
become effective. 

Costs are allocated proportionately based on gross acreage of each 
tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΦ The gross acreage of Madera and Merced County shall 
not include the acreage of any other Party to this Agreement that lies 
within the jurisdictional borders of the respective county. 

Contact  

Other Notes Term: This MOU is effective until all GSAs have approved the GSP or 
separate agreement. 

Withdrawal: A Party may withdraw from the MOU with 90 days written 
notice to the other Parties, provided that the withdrawing Party will 
remain responsible for its proportionate share of any obligation or liability 
duly incurred under this MOU, and previously approved by the 
withdrawing Party. 

 
 

Turlock 

Type 2 GSAs developing a single GSP via MOU 

Link http://www.turlockgba.org (Garner to send Julia a copy of the MOU) 

Mgmt Areas?  

Duration This provision shall be revisited by the Parties upon completion of the GSP 
or 2022, whichever is earlier.  
 
This Agreement shall remain in place and all applicable provisions shall 
remain in effect, in the event the Parties determine it is not possible to 
develop a single GSP pursuant to this Agreement. In that instance, the 
Parties may develop separate, multiple GSPs and continue to collaborate 
and work together as necessary to comply with SGMA and develop a 
Coordination Agreement as required by SGMA.  
 

Members East Turlock Subbasin GSA + West Turlock Subbasin GSA 
 
About West Turlock Subbasin GSA: The West Turlock Subbasin GSA 
(WTSGSA) is a JPA. Member agencies include the cities of Turlock, Ceres, 
Hughson; Modesto, Stanislaus and Merced counties; Denair Community 
Services District, Delhi and Hilmar county water districts, and the Turlock 
Irrigation District. Associate members include the City of Waterford, 

http://www.turlockgba.org/
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/service/gsadocument/download/1337


SGMA governance research  |  April 13, 2018  | WORK IN PROGRESS 

Stevinson Water District and Keyes Community Services District. Each 
member pays a $10k annual fee to the GSA and each Associate Member 
pays $2k annual fee. 
 
The Agency is governed by a Governing Board consisting of one Board 
Member representing each Member. The Board may allow certain 
Members to participate in the Agency as Associate Members. Associate 
Members shall be entitled to participate in the meetings and discussions of 
the Governing Board but Associate Members shall not have the power to 
vote on any action to be taken by the Agency or to become an officer of 
the Agency. Any Member that is not able or chooses not to fund its 
proportional share of the budget shall be eligible to become an Associate 
Member. 
 
WTSGA Voting: Except for high threshold items (described below), action 
of the Board requires the affirmative vote of a majority of Board Members 
voting. Action of the Board on high threshold matters, which include the 
annual budget, approval of any bond or debt instrument, approval of a 
contract exceeding $100,000, approval of Membership, approval of a 
groundwater sustainability plan, involuntary termination, Exhibit D, and 
approval of extraction limitation for any Member or category of 
membership shall require the affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of the 
voting Members.  
 
Authority to Vacate Approval: The City of Turlock and Turlock ID have the 
authority to vacate the approval of any item approved. In order to vacate 
the approval of an item passed, the Member shall notify the Board that it 
is vacating the approval after such approval has been made, but prior to 
adjournment of the meeting in which the approval took place. The effect 
of such notice shall nullify the Board action and approval. When an 
approval is vacated pursuant to this section, the Members agree to further 
discuss the matter and work toward resolution of any outstanding 
difference of opinion.  
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About East Turlock Subbasin GSA: JPA with the following members -- 
Eastside WD, Ballico-Cortez WD, Merced Irrigation District, City of Turlock, 
Merced County, Stanislaus County. The Agency is governed by a Governing 
Board consisting of one Board Member representing each Member, except 
for Associate Members, which have no seat on the Governing Board. The 
Governing Board may accept associate members to the Agency; Associate 
Members must have a specific defined interest in SGMA within the 
boundaries of the ETS GSA acceptable and as determined by the Governing 
Board. Associate Members may participate in the meetings and 
discussions of the Governing Board but do not have the power to vote on 
any action to be taken by the Agency or to become an officer of the 
Agency. Any Member that is not able or chooses not to fund its 
proportional share of the budget may be eligible to become an Associate 
Member.  
 
Voting: Except as provided below, action of the Board requires the 
affirmative vote of a majority of Board Members voting.  
Approval of High Threshold Matters: Action of the Board on high 
threshold matters, which include the annual budget, approval of any bond 
or debt instrument, approval of a. contract exceeding $100,000, approval 
of Membership, approval of a GSP, involuntary termination, approval of 
extraction limitation for any Member or category of membership, 
imposition of fees and assessments, and revision of weighted voting 
proportions, shall require the affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of the 
voting Members.  
Option for Approval by Weighted Vote: Any Board Member counted as 
constituting a quorum may demand that approval of any matter be subject 
to additional approval by weighted voting. Such a demand may be made 
prior to or after the Board votes on an item. lf the demand is made after a 
majority vote of the Board, the demand must be made prior to 
adjournment of the meeting in which the vote took place. The effect of the 

http://www.stancounty.com/bos/agenda/2017/20170124/B12.pdf
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demand on the vote is to nullify the Board action and vote, until such time 
as the action is approved by weighted vote, if ever.  
 
Each Board Member's weighted vote is set forth in the table below, which 
will be reviewed and updated at the end of each calendar year, or when 
demanded by any voting Member. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Purpose/Charg

e 

“The Parties intend to mutually cooperate to the extent possible to jointly 
implement the GSP within the Basin. To the extent the Parties are not able 
to collaborate on a single GSP, each Party reserves the right to develop a 
GSP for the portion of the Basin the GSA is authorized to manage. To the 
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extent it is not possible to jointly implement the GSP within the Basin, the 
Parties reserve the right to implement the GSP within its boundaries, and 
work with all Parties to coordinate such implementation in accordance 
with the requirements of SGMA… The Parties further intend through this 
Agreement to collaborate in obtaining consulting, administrative and 
management services needed to efficiently and effectively develop a GSP, 
to conduct outreach to other Basin agencies and private parties, and to 
identify mechanisms for the management and funding commitments 
reasonably anticipated to be necessary for the purposes of this 
Agreement… it is the intent of the Parties to support flexibility in admitting 
additional Parties, accommodating voluntary withdrawals, coordinating 
with other multi-agency or individual GSAs, changing the form of their 
organizational documents, for example, or creating an independent 
agency through a Joint Powers Agreement, and making other types of 
adjustments required by the Parties to achieve efficient compliance with 
SGMA. ” 
 

Voting 

Structure 

The two GSAs set up a joint TAC that includes reps from each GSA and 
associated agencies and operates by consensus. To the extent the Joint 
TAC is unable to make a consensus-based recommendation on an issue for 
which their respective governing boards need to make a decision, the Joint 
TAC may convene an Ad Hoc committee comprised of the Parties’ 
governing board members in an attempt to resolve the impasse. Each GSA 
governing board has voting and nonvoting members. 
 

Cost Share Each of the Parties shall be responsible to fund its participation in this 
Agreement. The Parties agree to fund Basin-wide activities, including 
development of the GSP, in a manner consistent with how each of the 
Parties’ Members funded participation in the Turlock Groundwater Basin 
Association (“TGBAέύΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
allocated as 49.36 percent to the ETS GSA and 50.64 percent to the WTS 
GSA [based on land]. Funding for non-basin-wide activities or other 
activities that the Parties separately agree shall not be split 
proportionately, shall be through a separate Project Agreement. For the 
activities under Project Agreements, the Joint TAC shall develop a scope of 
work, proposed cost allocation, and separate Project Agreement that 
would need to be approved by each Party’s respective governing board 
before it is binding on such Parties. 

Contact Contact: Debbie Liebersbach, TGBA Chair 
Julia spoke with Garner [209.668.3459] who is a voting member of WTS 
GSA. 

Other Notes  
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Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority 

Type JPA among all 17 GSAs to develop a single GSP 
 
GSAs: MOU + MOA + County (2) + City (4) + WD (2) + SD + ID (2) + WCD (2) 
+ WA (2) 
 

Link View JPA 

Mgmt Areas?  

Members 1. Calaveras County Water District  
2. Central Delta Water Agency  
3. Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District  
4. City of Lathrop  
5. City of Lodi  
6. City of Manteca  
7. City of Stockton (pending)  
8. Linden County Water District  
9. Lockeford Community Services District  
10. North San Joaquin Water Conservation District  
11. Oakdale Irrigation District  
12. San Joaquin County  
13. South Delta Water Agency  
14. South San Joaquin Irrigation District  
15. Stockton East Water District  
16. Woodbridge Irrigation District 

Purpose/Charge  

Voting 

Structure 

Sum: 1 vote/GSA. Strive for Consensus, but majority rule on non-fiscal 
and 67% majority on fiscal issues 

The following actions will require two-thirds (2/3) vote by the directors 
present: 

¶ Approval or modification or amendment of the Authority’s annual 
budget 

¶ Decision related to the levying of taxes, assessments or property- 
related fees and charges;  

¶ Decisions related to the expenditure of funds by the Authority 
beyond expenditures approved in the Authority’s annual budget; 

¶ Adoption of rules, regulations, policies, bylaws and procedures 
related to the function of the Authority; 

http://www.gbawater.org/Portals/0/assets/docs/SGMA/Final%20JPA%20ESJ%20Groundwater%2002082017_clean.pdf?ver=2017-03-02-103823-790
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¶ Decisions related to the establishment of the Members’ 
percentage obligations for payment of the Authority’s operating 
and administrative costs as provided in Article 5.1 of the joint 
powers agreement; 

¶ Approval of any contracts over $250,000 or contracts for terms 
that exceed two (2) years; 

¶ Setting the amounts of any contributions or fees to be paid to the 
Authority by any Member;  

¶ Decisions regarding the acquisition by any means and the holding, 
use, sale, letting and disposal or real and personal property of 
every kind, including lands, water rights, structures, buildings, 
rights-of-way, easements, and privileges, and the construction, 
maintenance, alteration and operation of any and all works or 
improvements, within or outside the Authority, necessary or 
proper to carry out any of the purposes of the Authority; 

¶ Decisions related to the limitation or curtailment of groundwater 
pumping. 

¶ Approval of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan. 

Cost Share San Joaquin County pays 55% due to Zone 2 property tax; Remaining 45% 
divided into 17 shares (+/-).  Calaveras and Stanislaus Counties each pay  
1 share + small premium to approximate property tax. 

Contact  

Other Notes  

 

Modesto Subbasin 

Type 2 GSAs that cover the entire subbasin, developing a single GSP 
 
GSAs: 

¶ Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers Groundwater Basin Association 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (STRGBA GSA) – MOU 
described 

¶ Tuolumne GSA  

Link STRGBA GSA website | MSTRGBA GSA MOA 
 

Mgmt Areas? If needed, the Modesto Subbasin will be divided into Management Areas 
in compliance with Reg. § 354.20. The HCM, groundwater conditions, 
water budget, water supply sources and types, and water management 
institutional setting and practices will be considered when evaluating the 
Subbasin for Management Areas. Management Areas will be discussed 
and delineated through a public process involving the GSA, local agencies, 

http://www.strgba.org/news/
http://www.strgba.org/docs/association%20memorandum%20of%20understanding.pdf
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and stakeholders. Working together, the team will examine management 
strategies and impacts of defining various Management Areas.  
In compliance with the regulations, the basis for delineating any 
Management Areas will be described in a public process. The interaction 
among Management Areas in the Subbasin and with adjacent subbasins 
will be examined and discussed in the GSP. In particular, local agencies will 
ensure that undesirable results do not occur outside the Management 
Areas. Appropriate sustainability criteria including minimum thresholds 
and measurable objectives will be considered for each Management Area. 
 

Members MOU between the following parties to form the Stanislaus and Tuolumne 
Rivers Groundwater Basin Association GSA (STRGBA GSA): 

¶ Stanislaus County 

¶ Oakdale Irrigation District 

¶ City of Riverbank 

¶ City of Modesto 

¶ City of Waterford 

¶ Modesto Irrigation District 
 
STRGBA GSA voting: One vote per party, unless a matter has a 
disproportionate effect on the financial obligations of the Parties; in which 
case, vote is weighted in proportion to the financial obligation or benefit 
to the parties. MOU can be amended by simple majority vote of parties. 

STRGBA GSA Cost Share: Each party funds an equal amount (total cost 
divided by number of parties) 
 

Purpose/Charge  

Voting Struct.  

Cost Share  

Contact  

Other Notes  

 

Merced 

Type MOU among 3 GSAs (JPA, MOU, & WD) to develop 1 GSP 
 

Link www.mercedsgma.org 

Mgmt Areas?  

http://www.mercedsgma.org/
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Members Merced Irrigation-Urban GSA 
Merced Subbasin GSA 
Turner Island Water District GSA 

Purpose/Charge  

Voting 

Structure 

GSA Leadership 

¶ Overall authority for decision-making, GSP development and 
implementation (i.e. for "technical and substantive Basin-wide 
issues") 

¶ 4 reps from each GSA (12 members total) 

¶ Unanimous voting 
 

Steering/Coordinating Committee - Day-to-day plan development and 
recommendations to decision-makers. Works closely with consulting 
team; will keep GSA leadership up-to-date. 
 
Stakeholder Committee – input and engagement from diverse 
stakeholders to guide plan development 

¶ Multi-disciplinary group comprised of organizations representing 
interested parties  

¶ Forum for testing ideas and providing information Responsible for 
providing feedback and communicating to their constituencies  

¶ Recommendations considered by Coordinating Committee and 
GSA Leadership  

¶ Periodic in-person meetings (every one to two months) open to the 
public  
 

Public workshops – involvement by Councils and Boards, DACs, SDACs 

Cost Share For GSP only: Merced 59%, Merced IU 39%, Turner Island WD: 2% 

Based on average of acreage & pumping. 

Contact  

Other Notes  

 
Example of multiple entities forming a single GSA to develop a GSP over the entire subbasin: 

Colusa Groundwater Authority 

Type JPA by which multiple entities form one GSA to develop a single GSP 

Link  

Mgmt Areas?  
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Members Board Composition: 

¶ One member of the County Board of Supervisors, appointed by the 

County Board of Supervisors; Ο 

¶ One member of the Colusa City Council, appointed by the City of 

Colusa City Council; Ο 

¶ One member of the Williams City Council, appointed by the City of 

Williams City Council; Ο 

¶ One member of the Board of the Glenn Colusa Irrigation District, 

appointed by the Glenn Colusa Irrigation District; Ο 

¶ One member of the Board of the Maxwell Irrigation District or the 
Westside Water District, said appointment to alternate every two 
years beginning with an appointment by the Maxwell Irrigation 

District of one of its Board members; Ο 

¶ One member of the Board of the Princeton-Cordora-Glenn 
Irrigation District or the Provident Irrigation District, said 
appointment to alternate every two years beginning with an 
appointment by the Princeton-Cordora-Glenn Irrigation District of 

one of its Board members; Ο 

¶ One member of the Board of the Colusa County Water District, 

appointed by the Colusa County Water District; Ο 

¶ One member of the Board of Reclamation District 108, appointed 
by Reclamation District 108; 

¶ One member of the Board of Reclamation District 479, appointed 
by Reclamation District 479; 

¶ One member of the Board of the Colusa Drain Mutual Water 
Company, proposed by the Colusa Drain Mutual Water Company, 
which will be appointed by the Authority; 

¶ Two representatives of private groundwater pumpers, 
recommended by the Colusa County Groundwater Commission and 
appointed by the County Board of Supervisors, who are members 
of the Colusa County Groundwater Commission. 

 

Purpose/Charge The Members intend through this Agreement to take advantage of 
economies of scale to obtain the most cost-effective consulting, technical 
and professional services for the development and implementation of a 
GSP. As appropriate, the Authority shall cooperate with neighboring 
groundwater basins and neighboring GSAs to efficiently implement SGMA 
in the Basin. 
 

Voting 

Structure 

One vote per Director. Majority vote on some issues, super-majority on 
others. 
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Except for actions identified below, the Board of Directors will conduct all 
business by vote of a majority of the Directors present. Prior to voting, 
Board members shall endeavor in good faith to reach consensus on the 
matters to be determined such that any subsequent vote shall be to 
confirm the consensus of the Board. If any Board member or Member 
strongly objects to a consensus-based decision prior to a vote being cast, 
the Board shall work in good faith to reasonably resolve such strong 
objection, and, if the same is not resolved collaboratively, then the matter 
will proceed to a vote for final resolution. 
 
At the first Board meeting following the two-year anniversary of the 
Effective Date of this Agreement, the Board of Directors shall consider 
whether to recommend that the voting structure be modified in any 
respect. If the Board of Directors recommends such modification, the 
governing body of each Member will consider the recommended 
modification(s) and will report back to the Board of Directors regarding 
the Member’s position.  
 
Supermajority Vote Requirement for Certain Actions. The following 
actions will require a two-thirds (2/3) vote of the Directors present:  

¶ Approval of the Authority’s annual budget and amendments to the 

annual budget, consistent with Article 5 and Exhibit E; Ο 

¶ Decisions related to the levying of taxes, assessments, regulatory 

fees, or other fees and charges, and any amendments thereto; Ο 

¶ Decisions concerning property acquisition and ownership; Ο 

¶ Decisions related to the expenditure or reimbursement of funds by 
the Authority beyond expenditures approved in the Authority’s 
annual budget, and concerning contracts exceeding monetary 

thresholds determined by the Board; Ο 

¶ Issuance of bonds or other indebtedness; Ο 

¶ Adoption of rules, regulations, policies, ordinances, bylaws and 

procedures, and any amendments thereto; Ο 

¶ Decisions related to the establishment of the Members’ funding 
obligations for payment of the Authority’s operating and 
administrative costs as provided in Article 5.1 and Exhibit E, or any 

amendments or modifications of Members’ funding obligations; Ο 

¶ Adoption of a GSP and any amendments or modifications of a GSP; 

¶ Decisions related to Basin boundary adjustments; 

¶ Adoption of procedures for the appointment of Officers and 
alternate Board members, and for the voting rights of such 
alternates; and 

¶ Involuntary removal of any Member. 
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Cost Share  

Contact Mary Fahey, Water Resources Manager, 530.458.0719, 
mfahey@countyofcolusa.org 

Other Notes  

 
Example of multiple entities forming a single GSA to develop a GSP over a portion of a 
subbasin 

West Placer Groundwater Sustainability Agency (WPGSA) 

Type MOA forming a single, multi-agency GSA to develop a single GSP 

Link View MOA 

Mgmt Areas?  

Members ¶ Placer County 

¶ City of Lincoln 

¶ City of Roseville 

¶ Nevada Irrigation District 

¶ Placer County Water Agency. 
 

Purpose/Charge West Placer GSA covers a portion of the North American Subbasin. The 
West Placer GSA agencies agreed that forming the West Placer GSA 
through a MOA provides the most cost-effective and flexible option. 
 

Voting 

Structure 

Each member (agency) has one seat. 
 
Except for actions identified below, the Members and CA American Water 
Agency (CAWC /  Cal-Am), through their Member and CAWC 
Representatives, will conduct all business by majority vote of the total 
membership. Prior to voting, the Member and CAWC Representatives 
shall endeavor in good faith to reach consensus on the matters to be 
determined such that any subsequent vote shall be to confirm the 
consensus of the Member and CAWC Representatives. If any Member or 
CAWC Representative strongly objects to a consensus-based decision prior 
to a vote being cast, the Representative shall work in good faith to 
reasonably resolve such strong objection, and, if the same is not resolved 
collaboratively, then the matter will proceed to a vote for final resolution. 
 
Unanimous Vote Required for Certain Actions:  

1. Approval of the Agency’s annual budget.  
2. Decisions related to any recommendation to the individual 
Members with respect to levying assessments or imposing 

http://nidwater.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/04262017_BOD_Item_8.pdf
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property-related fees and charges for the purposes set forth in this 
Agreement. 

 
Vote and Approval Reserved for governing body of individual Members:  

1. Decisions to provide the funds developed in the Agency’s annual 
budget, as approved by the Member and CAWC Representatives.  
2. Decisions related to the expenditure of funds by the Agency 
beyond expenditures approved in the Agency’s annual budget.  
3. Decisions related to the establishment of the Members’ 
percentage obligations for payment of the Agency’s operating and 
administrative costs.  
4. Approval of a GSP. 
5. Decisions related to levying assessments or imposing property - 
related fees and charges.  
6. Decisions related to regulatory matters provided for in the GSP.  
7. Any other actions as may be determined appropriate by the 
Member and CAWC Representatives.  

 

Cost Share The MOA includes a process for establishing an annual fiscal year budget 
for the GSA that will run from July 1 to June 30 and sets forth the percent 
share for each participating agency (Exhibit B of MOA Attachment). For FY 
2017 - 2018, the total budget under the MOA is $275,000.  
 

 
Contact  

Other Notes  

 
Basins in Early Stages of Governance Discussions 

Santa Ynez River Valley Groundwater Basin 

Description Multiple GSAs developing a single GSP; three different management 
areas within the basin and a GSA for each management area. 
 
Contact: Bill Buelow, (805) 693-1156, BBuelow@syrwcd.com 

mailto:BBuelow@syrwcd.com
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Via Brian Moniz, DWR 
 

Vina Subbasin (split between Butte and Tehama Counties) 

Description GSAs developing a single GSP. 
GSAs: Butte County, City of Chico, Rock Creek Reclamation District 
 
Vina Subbasin MOU (old MOU developed to address GSA overlap; new 
governance document forthcoming – in early stages of governance 
discussions) 
 
Contact: Paul Gosselin, Director of Butte County Department of Water + 
Resource Conservation, (530) 552-3590, PGosselin@buttecounty.net 

 
Examples of multiple GSAs develop multiple GSPs 

Delta Mendota Subbsin 

Type 23 GSAs developing 6 GSPs in subbasin 
Coordinated via coordination committee, technical working group, policy 
subcommittee, communications working group and regional coordination 
committee. 
 
Coordination Committee: Composed of members representing the 
entities preparing the six Subbasin GSPs. The purpose of this committee is 
to provide overall guidance and resolve conflicts among the GSAs to 
ensure that the six GSPs are coordinated as required by SGMA. 
 
Technical Working Group: Formed to address and coordinate technical 
issues (including, but not limited to, data sharing and confirmation of use 
of same data and methods) in preparing the six Subbasin GSP 
 
Policy Subcommittee: Formed to coordinate projects, management 
actions, and policy development to ensure that SGMA GSP requirements 
are met and that policies among the GSAs are being coordinated to avoid 
conflicts and facilitate GSP implementation. 
 
Communications Working Group: Formed to coordinate messaging, 
education and outreach throughout the entire Subbasin relative to SGMA 
and GSP requirements. 
 
Regional Coordinating Committee: Composed of members of all 
subbasins within the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin, and is 
intended to address the SGMA requirement that the same data and 
methods are used in GSP preparation. This committee is primarily 

https://www.buttecounty.net/wrcdocs/planning/SGWMA/PublicMtgs/GSAElig/20160922_MOU_VINA_SUBBASIN_PARTNERS.pdf
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concerned about data, information and GSP preparation covering areas 
along the boundaries of the various subbasins. 
 

Link www.deltamendota.org 

Coordination 
Committee 
Members 

The Subbasin Coordination Committee has 8 GSP group representatives: 1 
per GSP with 2 representatives for the Northern & Central Delta Mendota 
GSP and for the SJREC GSP. These two GSPs get 2 representatives due to 
their size and number of agencies/GSAs covered. 
 
 

  
View the above image at this link, on page 5. 
 

Coordination 

Agreement - 

Purpose/Charge 

The Parties to the Coordination Agreement agree to work collaboratively 
to meet the objectives of SGMA and this Coordination Agreement. Each 
Party to this Coordination Agreement is a GSA and acknowledges that it is 
bound by the terms of this Coordination Agreement as an individual Party.  
 
Representation and Voting: Each Party also understands its participation, 
as more fully set forth in Section 5 of this Coordination Agreement, is 
based on representation through and by its GSP Group Representative(s). 
It is the responsibility and obligation of each Party under this Coordination 
Agreement to develop its own arrangements for how its respective GSP 
Group Representative and Alternate Representative are selected and how 
required actions of GSAs within the GSP Group under  
its respective GSP are identified and implemented.  
 
The Coordination Committee and its members shall have no  
requirement to recognize a voting status or other decisional authority of 
any Party to this Coordination Agreement other than through the 
designated GSP Group Representative(s). For purposes of this 
Coordination Agreement, it is assumed that GSP Group Representatives 

http://www.deltamendota.org/
http://www.deltamendota.org/assets/pdf/meeting-materials-archive/coord-working-group/coord-committee-mtg-prepacket_03222018.pdf
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have been authorized by the Parties in their GSP Groups to participate as 
described herein.  
 
Individuals serving as GSP Group Representatives and Alternate 
Representatives shall be selected by each respective GSP Group in the 
discretion of the respective GSP Group, and such appointments shall be 
effective upon providing written notice to the Secretary and to each Group 
Contact listed on Exhibit “A”  
 

Voting 
Structure ς 
Coordination 
Committee 
 

Each GSP Group Representative shall be entitled to one vote at the 
Coordination Committee. It shall be up to the Parties in each GSP Group to 
determine how the GSP Group vote(s) will be cast. 
 
Except as described below and for authorization to call meetings of the 
Coordination Committee, the unanimous vote of a quorum of the 
Coordination Committee is required on all items upon which the 
Coordination Committee is authorized to act as identified in Section 5.3.  
 
Quorum: The GSP Group Representative(s) or designated alternate from 
every GSP Group must attend to constitute a quorum of the Coordination 
Committee. If less than a quorum is present, the GSP Group 
Representatives and Alternate Representatives may hear reports and 
discuss items on the agenda, but no action may be taken. 
 
Voting Procedures to Address Lack of Unanimity: 
When it appears likely that the Coordination Committee will not be able to 
come to unanimous decision on any matter upon which it is authorized to 
act, upon a majority vote of a quorum of the Coordination Committee the 
matter may be subjected to the following additional procedures.  

a) Straw poll votes may be taken for the purpose of refining ideas 
and providing guidance to the Coordination Committee, 
subcommittees, or both.  

b) Provisional votes may occur prior to final votes. This will be done 
when an initial vote is needed to refine a proposal but the GSP 
Group Representatives wish to consult with their respective GSP 
Group(s) before making a final vote.  

c) A vote shall be delayed if any GSP Group Representative declares 
its intention to propose an alternative or modified recommended 
action, to be proposed at the next meeting, or as soon thereafter 
as the GSP Group Representative can obtain any further 
information or clarifying direction from its GSP Group or governing 
body, or both, as needed to proposed its alternative or modified 
recommended action.  
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d) If the process described immediately above (in c) fails to result in a 
unanimous vote, any GSP Group Representative not voting in favor 
of the recommended action may request that the vote be delayed 
so that the Coordination Committee can obtain further information 
on the recommended action (for example, by directing a 
subcommittee established under this Coordination Agreement), so 
the GSP Group Representative can obtain clarifying direction from 
its GSP Group or governing body, or both, as needed.  

e) Each of the Parties acknowledges the limited time provided by 
SGMA to complete the GSP preparation process, and agrees to 
make its best efforts to cooperate through the Coordinating 
Committee in coming to require a unanimous vote. 

 

Cost Share The Cost Sharing Agreement is between the 23 GSAs who are part of the 6 
different GSP Groups plus the San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority 
(SLDMWA). Each of the six GSP groups contributes 16.7%. 
 
“GSP Group” (depicted in tble below) means a grouping of Parties, 
stakeholders, and interested parties developing an individual GSP within 
the Subbasin, who are combined for purposes of representation and 
voting on the Coordination Committee and for purposes of sharing 
Coordinated Plan Expenses as set forth in the Coordination Agreement.  
 
SLDMWA has been assisting the GSP Groups with SGMA compliance, and 
will act as the initial Secretary of the Coordination Committee 
(“Secretary”) and the initial Plan Manager with respect to the 
Coordination Agreement (“Plan Manager”). As part of that effort, the 
SLDMWA and/or its agents agrees to undertake all activities required of it 
under the Coordination Agreement, so long as each GSP Group reimburses 
the SLDMWA for that GSP Group’s apportioned share of the Coordinated 
Plan Expenses, described below.  
  
Coordinated Plan Expenses incurred under the Coordination Agreement 
means any expenses incurred by the Secretary and Plan Manager at the 
direction of the Coordination Committee within approved annual cost 
estimates pursuant to Section 5 of this Cost Sharing Agreement for 
purposes of developing and implementing the Coordination Agreement, 
including actual expenses incurred in executing obligations under the 
Coordination Agreement for intrabasin and interbasin coordination 
beginning in August 2017. The GSA Parties agree to make payments for 
Coordinated Plan Expenses through their GSP Groups. 
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Data 
Coordination 

The Parties will develop and maintain a coordinated data management 
system that is capable of storing and reporting information relevant to the 
reporting requirements and/or implementation of the GSPs and 
monitoring network of the Subbasin. 
 
The Parties also will develop and maintain separate data management 
systems. Each separate data management system developed for each GSP 
will store information related to implementation of each individual GSP, 
monitoring network data and monitoring sites requirements, and water 
budget data requirements. Each system will be capable of reporting all 
pertinent information to the Coordination Committee. After providing the 
Coordination Committee with data from the individual GSPs, the 
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Coordination Committee will ensure the data is stored and managed in a 
coordinated manner throughout the Subbasin and reported to DWR 
annually as required  
 

Contact Lisa Beutler + Kirsten Pringle, StanTec 

Other Notes “These governance documents will soon have an addition related to the 
Brown Act that we think your group will want to be aware of. This next 
version will be available on the website as part of the next [April] meeting 
materials.  You can check the website later in the month and stay in touch 
with Kirsten on other developments.” 
 

 
 

Kern Subbsin 

Type Kern Subbasin is completing three GSPs.  
1. GSP: Kern Groundwater Authority (KGA), JPA lead agency composed of a 

majority of the GSAs and local agencies, is completing a majority of the 
GSP for the basin. KGA will develop a basin-wide, assumption setting 
chapter, and then each member will develop a chapter (at its own cost) 
that reflects its own particular situation (e.g. surface water deliveries). 

2. GSP: Kern River GSA – 3 independent water districts: ID4, Kern Delta, City 
of Bakersfield – will need to cover their own cost for their own plan. 

3. GSP: Olcese Water District – will need to cover their own cost for their 
own plan. 

 

Link http://www.kerngwa.com 

Policy 
Coordination 
Group 
Members 

 
The Policy Coordination Group consists of representatives from each of 
the GSAs. 

Coordination 
Agreement - 
Purpose/Charge 

 
Not yet published. 

Voting 
Structure ς 
Coordination 
Committee 
 

The Policy Coordination Group holds conversations and brings 
discussions/proposals back to their respective GSA boards that in turn 
affirm that they are in agreement (or areas in need of modification). 
Representatives then return to the Policy Coord. Group with agreement. 
 

Cost Share Cost share for basin-wide technical work (such as modeling) is based on 
GSA acreage. Examples: 

http://www.kerngwa.com/
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¶ One of the GSAs (Kern River GSA) signed the agreement with Todd, 
which is the modeler for the entire basin; Kern River GSA will divide 
invoices based on % of total acreage that a GSA covers. 

¶ Cal Poly conducted satellite imaging for entire basin (“special 
activity agreement #1”); split the cost based on acreage. KGA split 
the invoices. 

 

Data 
Coordination 

Technical Consultant Work Group for technical coordination + data 
sharing. 
 
The Coordination Committee of the Kern Groundwater Authority (KGA) is 
preparing a series of white papers addressing each of DWR’s required 
coordination elements. The information presented in each of the white 
papers provides suggested methodology and protocols for the topic at 
hand throughout the Kern Subbasin. 
 
The seven components are:  

1. Groundwater Elevation Data.  
2. Groundwater Extraction Data.  
3. Surface Water Supply.  
4. Total Water Use.  
5. Change in Groundwater Storage.  
6. Water Budget.  
7. Sustainable Yield.  

 
 

Contact Julia spoke with Patty Poire, Planning Manager @ (661) 479-7171, 
ppoire@kerngwa.com 
 
Eric Averett is the lead for the KGA but is very busy; he is the General Manager 
for the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District, eaverett@rrbwsd.com.  
 
You can also talk with Matt Owens, the DWR Point of Contact for the 
subbasin, matt.owens@water.ca.gov.  

 

Other Notes Patty will send draft legal document that outline governance. 

 
 

For Further Research: Kings Subbsin 

Type Kings subbasin is completing seven GSPs; one for each GSA. 
 
Their consultant, Provost and Pritchard, serves as the Plan Manager for the GSAs 
and is leading the development of the water budget and the basin setting. 
 

mailto:ppoire@kerngwa.com
mailto:eaverett@rrbwsd.com
mailto:matt.owens@water.ca.gov
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Each GSA is very unique and the way that they are drafting their GSPs is different 
(i.e. sub areas instead of management areas); GSP development will cost over $5 
million. The GSAs are coordinating well and things are moving along. The first 
draft of the GSPs is due Jan 2019 for this subbasin. 

 

Contact Julia left a message for Eric Oosterman @ Kings River Conservation District 
 – 559.237.5567 

 


