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AGENDA 

 

MEETING DATE: Wednesday, April 23, 2014 

TIME:   1:30 P.M. 

PLACE:  Glenn County Department of Agriculture 

720 N. Colusa Street, Willows, CA 95988 

 

I. INTRODUCTIONS: 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Any person wanting to address the Technical Advisory Committee on any item NOT ON 

TODAY’S AGENDA may do so at this time.  The Technical Advisory Committee will not be 

making decisions or determinations on items brought up during Public Comment. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

a. Consider approval of the minutes of the August 6, 2014 meeting. 

IV. DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION ITEMS:  

a. WAC report 

b. Review and discuss spring 2014 groundwater level measurements 

c. Review and discuss potential 2014 water transfers 

d. Draft Ad Hoc Committee Report 

1. Discuss and consider water well permit updates 

2. Discuss and consider BMO revisions 

3. Discuss Voluntary Groundwater Users Cooperative 

e. Discuss increased coordination with other Counties/agencies for groundwater 

management 

f. Other topics of interest 

V. COMMUNICATIONS: 

VI. NEXT MEETING: 

a. The next TAC meeting will tentatively be scheduled at today’s meeting. 

b. The next WAC meeting has been tentatively scheduled for May 6, 2014 at 1:30 pm at the 

Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District conference room at 344 East Laurel St, Willows, 

California 95988. 

VII. ADJOURN  

 

Any documents related to agenda items that are made available to the Technical Advisory Committee before the 

meeting shall be available for review by the public at 720 North Colusa Street, Willows, California 95988. 

 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance or accommodations to 

participate in this meeting, please contact Lisa Hunter at the Glenn County Department of Agriculture at 530-934-

6501. Notification at least 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Glenn County Water Advisory Committee to 

make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. (28 CFR 35.101-35.164 ADA Title II.) 

mailto:wateradv@countyofglenn.net
http://www.glenncountywater.org/
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GLENN COUNTY 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

For the Water Advisory Committee 
Glenn County Department of Agriculture 

720 North Colusa St., Willows, CA 95988 
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Email: wateradv@countyofglenn.net Web Page: http://www.glenncountywater.org/ 

 

Minutes 
 

Meeting Date: August 6, 2013 

 

Time:  2:00 pm  

 

Place:  Glenn County Agriculture Department 

  720 N. Colusa Street 

  Willows, CA 95988 

 

 

TAC Members Present:    

Kevin Backus Glenn Co. Environmental Health 

Jim Donnelly  Glenn Co. Ag Dept.  

Allan Fulton  UCCE 

Roy Hull  DWR 

Anjanette Shadley Martin WCWD 

Leigh McDaniel  Glenn Co. BOS 

George Wilson  North Area 

Lance Boyd  South Area 

 

TAC Members Absent: 

Ben Pennock  Central Area 

 

     

 

 

Others in Attendance:      
Lisa Hunter Glenn Co. Ag Dept.  

Zac Dickens GCID 

Chris Privitera GCID 

John Brooks 

Doug Ross  Valley Mirror 

Vickie Newlin  Butte County 

Lester Messina 

Larry Dominighini WAC-GCFB 

Rob Vlach  NRCS 

Del Reimers  

Julie Smith  Wood Rodgers 

Mardy Thomas  PPWA  

Trish Saint-Evens  SOWR 

Carol Perkins  BEC 

Jim Brobeck  Aqualliance

  

 

I. INTRODUCTIONS: Those in attendance introduced themselves.   
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes from the May 28, 2013 meeting were approved as mailed. 

 

III. DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION ITEMS: 

 

1. WAC Report- At the last WAC meeting, an ad hoc committee was appointed for the west 

side groundwater level declines.  See item 2.  Larry Domenighini and Lisa Hunter will 

provide a report to the Board of Supervisors on WAC activities August 20.  Donnan 

Arbuckle sent a notice that he has resigned from the Resource Conservation District, and 

thereby will not be serving as their representative on the WAC.   

  

2. Westside ad hoc committee report- The committee met July 18 and developed a “to do” list 

with assignments for members to work on.  Some ideas include modeling, recharge on the 

west side, well mapping, try to define “problem area”, cost study for groundwater/surface 

water including capital costs, bring in additional surface water, and partnerships with others.  

file:///C:/Users/TEMP.GCAG/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/ERGVLMVM/wateradv@countyofglenn.net
http://www.glenncountywater.org/
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Committee is anticipating meeting again in October and will continue to work together in 

the meantime via email, phone calls, fax, etc. 

 

3. Review and discuss summer 2013 water quality measurements-  Water quality 

measurements are complete for the summer 2013 season.  Twenty-four wells were sampled.  

pH for all wells is within the normal range (6.5-8.5).  One well exceeds the agricultural and 

drinking water standards for electrical conductivity (700 and 900 µS/cm respectively).  

Summary sheets were handed out. 

 

4. Discuss and consider action regarding Report of Abnormal Groundwater Level reports- An 

overview of Glenn Colusa Irrigation District’s (GCID) transfer program and associated 

forecast modeling was given by Zac Dickens.  Between the Glenn County Department of 

Agriculture and GCID, 3 verbal Reports of Abnormal Groundwater Level have been 

received.  No written forms have been returned.  GCID, Glenn County, and DWR have 

worked cooperatively to collect and analyze data including additional monitoring of the 

reporting parties’ wells, downloading dedicated monitoring well data in the areas of 

question, compiling hydrographs, and analyzing additional data obtained from reporting 

parties.  At this time it does not appear that the pumping program is not having an effect on 

the reporting parties’ wells.  Additional monitoring and analysis will continue. 

 

5. Update on 2013 groundwater substitution transfers- Glenn County is continuing to receive 

information from both districts involved in groundwater substitution transfers for 2013.  See 

item 4 regarding information received from GCID as well as weekly groundwater reports.  

RD 1004 has three wells pumping in Glenn County.  Approximately 350 acre-feet of 

groundwater have been pumped in Glenn County so far.  RD 1004 has not received any 

complaints. 

 

6. Other topics of interest- Questions were answered regarding GCID’s transfer program.  Sites 

Reservoir was discussed.  The anticipated water bond was discussed.  Butte County and the 

Glenn County WAC are sponsoring a Bay Delta Conservation Plan workshop on August 21 

in Chico at the Masonic Center.  Lassen Land sold 2,100 acres of almonds in western Glenn 

County. 
  

IV. COMMUNICATIONS: 

 

Public Comments: None. 
 

  
NEXT MEETINGS: 

 

The next TAC meeting is tentatively planned for early October.    

 

The next WAC meeting is tentatively planned for November or December. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 pm. 
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Glenn County Water Advisory Committee-Ad hoc Committee 

Report on Groundwater Level Declines in  
Western Glenn County 

"It is the desire of the people of Glenn County that sufficient and affordable water of good quality be 

available on a sustainable basis to meet the needs of agricultural, industrial, recreational, 

environmental, residential and municipal users within the county, both now and in the future."—Goal 

of the Glenn County Water Advisory Committee 

The ad hoc committee was formed at the July 8, 2013 Water Advisory Committee (WAC)/Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC) joint meeting.  The committee met July 18, 2013, November 7, 2013, January 

10, 2014, February 27, 2014, and April 17, 2014. The purpose of this committee is to: 

1. Research the declining groundwater levels observed on the west side of Glenn County. 

2. Develop potential solutions including stabilizing and/or reversing the downward groundwater 

level trend in that area. 

3. Develop a list of projects. 

4. Determine potential funding opportunities.  

5. Develop additional ideas to investigate. 

6. Make recommendations to the WAC. 

It is the intention that the committee will develop an “Action List” to present to the Water Advisory 

Committee.  The committee’s expectation is to develop potential solutions, actions, and additional ideas 

to investigate that will help maintain a reliable water source for the people in Glenn County (County).      

The committee has discussed many topics that have been broken down into eight general categories in 

relation to the groundwater levels in western Glenn County.  The general topics are as follows: 

1. Groundwater and Surface Water Modeling 

2. Cost Study Analysis 

3. Recharge Activities 

4. Surface Water Use 

5. Coordination, Outreach, and Education 

6. Mapping 

7. Basin Management Objectives 

8. County Governance Options 

Recommendations and work completed by the committee under these general topics are discussed 

below. 
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Modeling 
Use of groundwater and surface water modeling is suggested for Glenn County.  It would also be 

reasonable to include Tehama and/or Colusa Counties if funding is available due to the similarities in 

hydrology and location.   

It is this committee’s opinion that surface and groundwater modeling that is coupled with other types of 

field monitoring is one element of a cost-effective approach to managing water supplies in Glenn 

County. It is the recommendation of this committee that the WAC and TAC seek funding for this item.  

While funding is being sought, the committees should research and investigate the types of models 

available, the extent of field calibration that has already been completed, and the appropriateness of 

their application to Glenn County and the surrounding northern Sacramento Valley area.   A summary 

report should be encouraged.  In addition, the committees must determine the criteria to be used and 

what questions the model should seek to answer (e.g. best places for recharge, water flow, 

sustainability at current use).  This should be considered a foundational item. 

Cost Study Analysis 
A cost study analysis to determine the cost of groundwater use versus the cost of surface water use 

would help understand incentives and constraints to improving coordinated use of surface and 

groundwater resources.  This would entail total costs of groundwater use including fixed capital costs 

and variable operating costs.  Capital costs would include the cost of drilling, well construction, well 

development, power transmission costs, and costs for the pumping plant.  Variable operating costs 

would include energy costs giving consideration to Time of Use (TOU) rates for electric motors and 

alternative fuels for engines, maintenance, and filtration.  In a similar way, total costs of surface water 

will be evaluated to include operation, maintenance, wheeling charges, and water charges.  Additional 

costs of filtration and treatment so water is of suitable quality for use in drip and microsprinkler 

irrigation will be included. 

It is the recommendation of this committee to further improve the concept of this study and develop a 

plan to implement the study.  Funding options should also be evaluated.  Statewide specialists from 

University of California should be engaged in the development and execution of this study with Allan 

Fulton, TAC representative for the UC Cooperative Extension, being the lead for the TAC.  The cost study 

would be designed upfront with direction from the TAC so that it would produce a cost range 

recognizing that each area would be different based on a variety of inputs such as groundwater levels, 

desired pumping capacity, well and pumping plant design, etc.  A preliminary estimate of groundwater 

costs is $60-120 per acre-foot which would be confirmed and further refined from this study. 

Previous cost studies should also be researched in conjunction with this project such as the study used 

for the cost analysis presented in the Department of Water Resources, California Water Plan. 
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Recharge Activities 
The committee recommends continued investigation of potential recharge activities including in-lieu 

recharge, active recharge, and detention basins.  It is this committee’s opinion that active or in-lieu 

recharge with surface water is a critical piece of stabilizing groundwater levels and improving the overall 

water supply reliability in the area of concern.  If successful, it could lessen the need for some of the 

measures described in the “County Governance Options”.  

A summary report of previous local studies should be developed.  This report would include studies by 

the Colusa Basin Drainage District, the WAC’s Stony Creek Pulse Flow study, the Stony Creek Fan Project 

Recharge study that was done by GCID, OAWD, AND OUWUA, and others.  Areas summarized would 

include Wilson Creek, Walker Creek, gravel pits, ponding areas, and Stony Creek.  Funding opportunities 

for project implementation would be researched. 

New potential studies and sites should also be evaluated and funding researched.   This would also 

include incorporating the possible reoperation of the T-C project to potentially make more water 

available for recharge.  This would require coordination with water districts and water users in the areas 

being researched.  In addition, naturally occurring groundwater recharge areas in the County should be 

identified and steps taken to protect them from future threats. 

Surface Water Use 
 A fundamental objective is to use all available surface water supplies for beneficial uses within our area.  

By doing this, there is potential to lessen demand on groundwater during wet and normal hydrologic 

years and reserve groundwater for when surface water is critically short in supply.  Although this may 

have a higher up-front cost to the water users, it will help ensure long-term sustainability of the 

groundwater supplies.  The committee recommends continuing to investigate the ways in which all the 

available supplies can be utilized in an efficient manner.  This includes a vast amount of outreach and 

coordination with both districts and landowners, which is also included in the outreach section. 

Many of these tasks include coordination and cooperation with other agencies, water districts, and 

water managers.  This could include inter-district transfers locally within the basin, potential transfer 

from a district to local groundwater-dependent landowners outside of the district, possible expansion of 

a current water district, or formation of a new district. 

A list of possible water sources should be developed.  It could include Orland-Unit Water Users, Orland-

Artois Water District, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, regional or out-of-area suppliers, and others.  

Types of water must also be considered such as Central Valley Project contract water, base supplies, 

winter water, etc.  Obstacles should be researched and noted as well.  This could include water 

availability, infrastructure capacity, legal and political hurdles including state-wide actions, 

environmental interests, cost, district policies, timing, as well as others.  A list of water uses (irrigation, 

domestic, recharge, etc.) should accompany these items as well.  A report detailing these items is 

recommended. 
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One example of these types of surface water use and recharge activities was the Glenn County 

Groundwater Reliability and Recharge Pilot Project.  Developed as a response to public concern, the 

County applied for and obtained a grant to investigate the opportunity for in-lieu recharge in the 

groundwater dependent area in the Capay region in North-eastern Glenn County.  This study 

investigated the potential to purchase surface water to irrigate the area’s crops leaving the groundwater 

available for years in which the surface water was not available.  This would create a more reliable water 

system that could use both surface water and groundwater as needed.  The end result indicated that it 

is not currently feasible to move forward with the project due to cost, but now there is a plan that can 

be built upon in the future if some hurdles are minimized or removed to bring the cost down.  It also 

provided an excellent opportunity for outreach in that area.   

Coordination, Outreach, and Education 
It is essential for water management throughout the County to include a robust coordination, outreach, 

and education program.  Partnerships need to be developed and maintained for the ultimate good of 

the citizens in this County.  These partnerships should be considered a long-term investment in the 

resources as the partnerships created should be maintained indefinitely.  It is recommended that a 

coordination, outreach, and education program be formulated and implemented. 

A list of potential partners should be developed including state agencies, local agencies, regional 

partners, and potentially other counties with similar resources and challenges.  Examples are the Glenn 

County Farm Bureau, the Cities of Willows and Orland, local and regional water districts, managers, and 

users, the general public, the Glenn County Resource Conservation District, neighboring counties, the 

University of California and other academia, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the U.S. 

Bureau of Reclamation, the USDA’s Natural Resource Conservation Service, and others.  This could 

provide for increased coordination in a multi-faceted approach to locally managing our precious water 

resources.  The knowledge base and understanding between the groups would grow and also provide an 

increased level of outreach. 

In addition to creating a list of partners, it should be considered fundamental to provide more 

information and ask for increased participation from our partners.  This would also include more 

informational reports given by the WAC to groups such as the Glenn County Board of Supervisors, local 

City Councils, Farm Bureau, and other interested groups.  It would also include creating more outreach 

materials in the form of articles in existing newsletters, such as Farm Bureau newsletters, and local 

newspapers.  Additionally, the WAC website should also be updated on a regular basis.  Examples of 

some topics could include efficiency versus conservation, encouraging surface water use to the extent 

possible in order to reserve groundwater use in areas with surface water availability for times in which 

surface water is not available, and the WAC and its role and the public’s ability to participate. 

Some additional areas of coordination include working with the University of California to develop 

potential studies that would benefit the management of water resources in the County.  An example of 

a potential study is discussed previously under the Cost Study Analysis section. 
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Outreach to the groundwater-dependent, private pumper areas should include information regarding 

protection of the groundwater, coordination throughout the area and the County, potential district 

formation or other formal organization, the idea of a water users’ cooperative in which there could be a 

voluntary cooperative pumping schedule to minimize the interference from one well to another, and 

other ideas as they become relevant. 

It may become necessary to coordinate with California’s Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regarding 

“time of use” incentives and the unintended consequences it has on other natural resources.  Due to 

people generally being conscious of spending, they tend to pump their water when the rates are less 

expensive.  Because everyone tends to pump at the same time, it seems to create a regional cone of 

depression causing some wells to operate inefficiently or cause them to dewater for a period of time.  It 

also increases pumping costs since the water table is lowered at those times.  Perhaps coordinating with 

the CPUC would lessen the impacts of the “time of use” issues. 

Mapping  
This section will address the importance of creating resource mapping.  It is essential to have the ability 

to manage the County, area by area, depending on the particular needs of that area recognizing that 

each is unique.  One task the committee completed was a draft map of the County indicating areas that 

have reached historic lows in groundwater levels.  It is the recommendation of this committee that 

mapping of wells and associated data continue and expand.  The following will summarize the efforts 

that have taken place so far. 

Data in reference to groundwater levels has been collected from both private and dedicated monitoring 

wells located within Glenn County, in some cases dating as far back as the 1920’s. The lowest levels in 

these wells were most frequently associated with measurements from the 1976-77 monitoring period, 

which coincided with one of the more severe droughts in California’s history. In the years following the 

76-77 drought, groundwater levels often approached these historic lows but rarely fell below them. 

However, recent (2012-13) data indicate levels in many wells have declined below those historic 

thresholds and are now at the lowest levels observed since monitoring began.  It is important to note 

that the period of record for each well is different and not all wells include the previous drought years.  

Some of the newer monitoring wells may have less than ten years of data. 

Although these declining water levels have been observed to some extent throughout the county, the 

effect seems to be somewhat regionalized, with the highest density of low-level wells concentrated in 

the Orland and Artois areas. This clustering of low-level wells has led to the region being recognized as 

an “area of concern” that will be of particular interest for monitoring, and potential efficiency and 

management strategies. To more fully assess the extent and severity of the issue, a preliminary review 

of available data concerning the area was conducted. 

The area, as defined for the preliminary review, contains most of the area south of Orland and west of 

Road M, extending as far west as Road B, as far north as Wyo Road, and as far south as Road 48, with its 

southeastern portion between Roads 27 and 45 extending as far east as Road T (a map is included in the 
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attachments). These borders are not presented as conclusive, but are intended to encompass most of 

the affected area based on the initial review of the available well data. The County’s well database is a 

combined effort of the Department of Water Resources (DWR) well completion reports and County well 

drilling permit information.  The database shows over 1000 total wells in the area, mostly domestic or 

irrigation wells, and the most common depth being 100-200 feet.  

Readily available monitoring data obtained through DWR’s California Statewide Groundwater Elevation 

Monitoring (CASGEM) is available for 100 wells, and of those 100, 21 still show their lowest levels as 

occurring in 1977, while 21 had an all-time low water surface elevation level in 2013, and an additional 

15 wells reached their lowest point in 2009-2012. Therefore, one out of every five monitored wells in 

the area was at its lowest-ever recorded level in 2013, and one out of every three wells monitored in the 

area was at its lowest-ever recorded level between 2009 and 2013. Decade-by-decade comparisons 

using this data are problematic due to inconsistencies in monitoring records, depth, well design and 

timing. The data suggests that the area identified is suffering from a regional depression in groundwater 

levels. 

This scenario is not unexpected given the information provided by large-scale groundwater monitoring 

programs already underway within the state. Given the increased demand in the area, a general decline 

in groundwater levels in the absence of precipitation has been anticipated. However, area-specific 

information detailing the effects of the current water shortage on a regional or even individual level will 

identify the areas of greatest concern, and will be useful in developing and promoting local management 

strategies. It is the recommendation of this committee to produce a more thorough summary of 

available data and incorporate that information into a comprehensive and ongoing discussion of water 

resources in the county. 

Basin Management Objectives 
This section discusses the Basin Management Objectives (BMOs) set forth in Glenn County Ordinance 

1237 adopted in 2012, which replaces Ordinance 1115 adopted in 2000.  This ordinance is the Glenn 

County Groundwater Management Plan and stands as the backbone to managing our groundwater.  It is 

essential to continually review and update the plan as new information becomes available and new or 

unusual situations arise. 

It is the recommendation of this committee that the WAC direct the TAC to review the current BMOs 

and update if necessary.  It will be important for these levels to accurately represent the wells and 

conditions in the area to best manage the groundwater.   

New ways to view water management may become necessary to keep the aquifers of Glenn County 

healthy and sustainable.  Some ideas to further investigate while reviewing the BMOs could be: 

a. Are the current BMO groundwater levels set at the appropriate levels? 

b. How do we distinguish different aquifer zones (shallow, intermediate, deep)? 

c. Do we need BMO zones? 
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d. Should the BMOs be based on the current political boundaries or is it time to manage 

the groundwater more cooperatively with neighboring entities and “blur” the BMO lines 

to better reflect the conditions of the aquifer in that region? 

e. Are the wells selected for BMOs representative of the area?  Do they provide useful 

data?  

f. Should only dedicated monitoring wells be used rather than including irrigation and 

domestic wells? 

g. Consider using the cumulative frequency curve and well data to analyze the level of risk 

associated with BMO levels. 

County Governance Options 
The County has many potential opportunities to help ensure long-term sustainability of groundwater, 

the encouragement of using groundwater and surface water most efficiently, and has the ability to 

reach out broadly to the public and other entities.  This committee chose to look at many potential 

government actions that can be taken if it becomes necessary.  It is the committee’s desire that these 

ideas be thoroughly vetted at the WAC and the Board of Supervisors as well as through outreach to 

others while being more thoroughly developed. 

County Efforts in Other Regions  

San Luis Obispo County is currently dealing with severely declining groundwater levels in the Paso 

Robles Groundwater basin.  A summary of the challenges and the actions occurring in that county were 

presented to the committee.  It is this committee’s recommendation that the actions occurring in other 

counties be considered and evaluated informally while evaluating Glenn County’s position on 

groundwater management.  

San Luis Obispo’s management strategy for the Paso Robles groundwater basin presents an interesting 

case study for other primarily agricultural counties contemplating emergency water conservation 

measures. The basin is an 800 square mile area in San Luis Obispo County, which provides the sole 

source of water for a significant portion of the county’s residents and an estimated 40% of its 

agricultural production.  Monitoring data, modeling studies, and numerous reports of dry wells in the 

area all indicate that the basin is being drawn down beyond its ability to recharge. Faced with the 

prospect of a continually diminishing groundwater supply and no other major water source, the county 

was compelled to initiate a number of aggressive conservation and management strategies. 

 A Blue Ribbon Steering Committee, consisting of municipal water companies and governmental 

agencies along with several public organizations and landowner groups, was formed in 2011 to develop 

and implement the county’s basin management plan. As part of the development process, the 

committee collected and reviewed a number of proposed solutions, ranging from immediate emergency 

measures to long-term solutions, determining the best submissions by means of a weighted point 

system. The committee released a list of its top ranked solutions in August 2013 (see attachment). 
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 The county also adopted an urgency ordinance in August 2013. The ordinance is intended to 

minimize additional water use from the basin by prohibiting new or expanded crop production or the 

conversion of dry farmland into irrigated crop production, requiring all new wells to be metered, and 

requiring new development to be water neutral (via offset clearances issued by the department of 

planning). This ordinance provides for the immediate implementation of some of the adopted solutions, 

while others (such as the creation of a water district) are being phased in incrementally, with a large 

emphasis on education, outreach, and involvement of all affected parties. 

 While the effectiveness of these management efforts will not be apparent for some time, the 

process itself may be informative for other counties anticipating similar water issues. In the absence of 

existing emergency measures, outreach efforts and organizational structures, counties may find 

themselves inadequately prepared for severe water shortages. But pre-emptive discussion of such 

strategies, referencing the ones established in other areas but modified to reflect local needs, may 

minimize the damages if such shortages were to occur locally, and allow water use apportionment to 

occur cooperatively though defined parameters rather than through litigation. 

Glenn County Options 

While considering actions being taken in other regions, it is imperative that Glenn County actively 

engage in managing the resources that exist within our County.  This is a cooperative effort between 

other water managers, such as water districts and municipalities, as well as private well owners.  It is 

important that all involved are aware of the value of our resources and do what we can to protect them.  

While some of these ideas will not be popular and will be controversial, to benefit the citizens of this 

County, an open discussion should ensue.  The ideas presented in this section must be further 

developed and vetted through the WAC, the Glenn County Board of Supervisors, and the public.   

It is the intent of this committee to present a wide variety of potential ideas and solutions to the issues 

of declining groundwater levels.  Not all may be feasible in the short-term, but should be considered to 

more fully discuss the options.  Generally these options include changes to the County Ordinance 

governing water management, changes in well permitting, and addition of fees for management, 

coordination, and programs, or programs that could potentially be implemented.  In reality, it should be 

a combination of the above listed factors to most effectively manage the resource. 

The current County ordinance or a separate ordinance could be developed to include additional 

management strategies and clarify and update the adaptive management procedures.  The updated 

ordinance could also include “emergency measures” similar to those used in San Luis Obispo County.  It 

may become essential to stop using additional groundwater resources until some potential solutions can 

be implemented.  This could potentially include a moratorium on new wells drilled with specific 

exemptions. 

In conjunction with potential ordinance actions, well drilling permits issued by the Glenn County 

Environmental Health Department should be updated to include more information and potentially more 

requirements.  Additional information or requirements that should be collected through permitting 

could include pumping test data, water quality testing, including testing for saline water intrusion, 
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whether the well is a replacement well or new, and potential additional requirements if drilling is 

occurring in an area of concern or a BMO area that is in a Stage Alert status.  The permits should also 

include an updated mapping interface which builds upon the current mapping that the County has 

already developed.  This would provide for more easily collected and accurate data.   

Additional possible revisions in an updated well drilling permit in areas of concern could include such 

things as requiring meters on new wells, with data being submitted to the County, higher fees for 

monitoring, studying, and oversight of areas with groundwater decline and sustainability of water 

throughout the County, restrictions on well locations (well spacing), requiring mitigation plans, and/or 

additional monitoring requirements.  It is also suggested to consider types of use such as domestic wells 

versus production wells when determining potential requirements for each. 

Generating local revenues to support local water resource management is a concern.  Financial 

resources are necessary to support real-time monitoring and reporting of water resource conditions.  

Currently, Glenn County is under-funded to support the level of water resource management that is in 

the interest of the county as a whole.  Potential fees for water management should be considered.  It is 

crucial to the well-being of this County to provide funding to support the management of water county-

wide.  Fees could potentially include a county-wide water assessment for Water Protection per parcel, 

fees based on public benefit in areas of concern, revisit the water transfer fees in the Export Water 

Transfer Guidelines, in addition to well drilling permit fees.  These ideas would need to be vetted more 

fully to determine the potential for these or other fee types to be implemented. 

Monies collected through these venues should be used to fund a water coordinating department whose 

responsibilities would include data collection and management, implementation of the Groundwater 

Management Plan, and coordination of water programs.  Some of these programs are state mandated, 

while others may be voluntary.    

One potential program that could be implemented include the development of a mapping based Local 

Groundwater Users Program (Cooperative) for pumpers to voluntarily coordinate their pumping with 

others in the area.  Another might be to create a program to help water users control and coordinate 

their costs (energy costs) associated with water use, for both surface water and groundwater.  This 

could include projects to help fund alternative energy such as solar projects, or surface water filtration 

projects for micro and drip irrigation.   Another potential program could be outreach and organizational 

efforts in groundwater dependent areas.  This could initiate either informal or formal organization, such 

as a district, by the group.  This would give groundwater users a collective voice for their region allowing 

for more local control.   

Summary 
It is the hope of this committee that the ideas discussed in this report be a beginning point for an open 

discussion and potential updating of the management of water within Glenn County, especially in the 

western area exhibiting signs of groundwater decline.  This report summarized several general 

categories and will be used to create an “Action List” through the listed recommendations.  Many of the 
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ideas must be further developed and will need to be prioritized.  Most have restrictions on 

implementation due to funding constraints.  The committee introduced the draft report to the Water 

Advisory Committee on February 11, 2014.  It is the intent of this committee to present a final draft of 

this report to the Water Advisory Committee at the May 6, 2014 special meeting for additional 

discussion and potential approval. 
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E-1 Management Rural Residential Provide a potable water source for use in trucking water to homes for emergency purposes.

E-2 Management All areas Create a structure to achieve an equitable allocation of  safe yield for all Basin water users.  

ST-1 Management All areas

Create a Basin-wide groundwater management structure(s).   Create water districts or other 

management authorities to convey water to agricultural users and create small community systems 

for rural communities. 

ST-2 Conservation All areas Identify, implement, and make available appropriate Best Management Practices.

ST-3 Management
Rural Residential, Agriculture and 

Rural Non-Domestic
Encourage projects that detain or slow runoff to recharge the Basin.

ST-4 Conservation
Rural Residential and Rural Non-

Domestic
Maximize water use efficiency as appropriate to achieve water use reduction.

ST-5 Conservation All areas Meter all new and replacement wells and measure all well outputs and report.

ST-6 Conservation Urban - Templeton and San Miguel Participate in California Urban Water Conservation Council policies and practices as appropriate.

ST-7 Conservation
Rural Residential, Agriculture and 

Rural Non-Domestic
Conduct regular outreach activities.

ST-8 Management
Rural Residential, Agriculture and 

Rural Non-Domestic
Require new development to be water neutral.

ST-9 Management All areas Annually monitor status of Basin to determine whether solutions are effective.

ST-10 Management Rural Residential
Require disclosure when land  is sold that Basin is in decline and may not be suitable  to rely on for 

intensive use.

ST-11 Conservation
Urban – Paso Robles, Atascadero, 

Templeton, San Miguel
Reduce per capita consumption to offset growth in service area where appropriate.

ST-12 Supplemental All areas Exchange or bank Nacimiento water with Santa Margarita Lake to benefit Basin.

ST-13 Supplemental Paso Robles Structure operations to use alluvial water first,  Nacimiento water second and Basin last.

MLT-1 Supplemental All Areas

Implement water supply options associated with State Water and the Salinas River Corridor (may 

include use of Nacimiento & other areas of Basin & increasing the capacity of Santa Margarita 

Lake).

MLT-2 Supplemental Monterey County
Explore opportunities with Monterey County including Lake Nacimiento / Lake San Antonio intertie 

(tunnel).

MLT-3 Supplemental All areas Direct delivery of unsubscribed Nacimiento or State Water Project allocation water.

MLT-4 Management All areas Prohibit groundwater exports from the Basin.

MLT-5 Management All areas Establish mechanisms to protect recharge areas and maximize watersheds.

MLT-6 Recycling All areas Incentivize the installation of grey water reuse systems onsite.

C-1 Supplemental Atascadero Utilize the full allocation (2,000 AFY) by fully utilizing the existing percolation ponds.

C-2 Conservation Urban – Paso Robles and Atascadero Participate in California Urban Water Conservation Council policies and practices.

C-3 Conservation Agriculture – Irrigated Crops Conduct outreach for County's groundwater level monitoring program. 

C-4 Management Agriculture & Rural Residential Implement ordinances to prohibit subdivisions of land or General Plan Amendments in the Basin.

C-5 Management Rural Residential Implement landscaping ordinance.

C-6 Management All areas Establish baseline conditions of Basin through updated model.

C-7 Management All areas Implement landscaping ordinance (ag processing).

C-8 Management Rural Residential Implement Low Impact Development standards.

C-9 Supplemental Templeton Maximize or increase the use of the full Nacimiento allocation (250 AFY).

C-10 Supplemental Shandon Connect Shandon to State Water Project and set up distribution system (100 AFY).

Solution 

Number

Solution 

Category
Solution

Short Term Solutions (Implementation in 1 to 5 years)

Emergency Solutions

Completed or Already in Progress Solutions

Medium and Long Term Solutions (Implementation in 6-10 years (Medium) and greater than 10 years (Long Term)

Water User

1 of 1
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