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SGMA Requirements for Implementation
GSP Implementation Costs
Special Stakeholder Meetings
Ag-Res Survey
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SGMA Regulations
▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

(d) The Department shall issue a written assessment of the review of the Plan, which shall be posted on the
Department's website. The assessment shall include a determination of the status of the Plan, as follows:
(1) Approved. The Department shall approve the implementation of a Plan that remains in conformance with the
requirements of the Act and is in substantial compliance with this Subchapter, based on the criteria described in
this Section.
(2) Incomplete. The Department has determined that the Plan as implemented has one or more deficiencies that
preclude approval, but which may be capable of being corrected by the Agency in a timely manner. An
incomplete Plan may be completed and resubmitted to the Department for evaluation as follows:
(A) The Department shall identify deficiencies in the Plan as implemented, and may recommend corrective actions
to address those deficiencies.
(B) The Department may consult with the Agency to determine the amount of time needed by the Agency to
propose projects or management actions to address any deficiencies, not to exceed 180 days from the date the
Department issues its assessment.
(3) Inadequate. The Department shall disapprove the implementation of a Plan if the Department, after
consultation with the board, determines that a Plan is inadequate in accordance with Section 355.2.
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SGMA Regulations
23 CCR 356.2 – Annual Reports
Each Agency shall submit an annual report to the Department by April 1 of
each year following the adoption of the Plan. The annual report shall
include the following components for the preceding water year:
(a) General information, including an executive summary and a location map depicting the basin covered by the
report.
(b) A detailed description and graphical representation of the following conditions of the basin managed in the Plan:
(1) Groundwater elevation data from monitoring wells identified in the monitoring network shall be analyzed and
displayed as follows:
(A) Groundwater elevation contour maps for each principal aquifer in the basin illustrating, at a minimum, the
seasonal high and seasonal low groundwater conditions.
(B) Hydrographs of groundwater elevations and water year type using historical data to the greatest extent
available, including from January 1, 2015, to current reporting year.
(2) Groundwater extraction for the preceding water year. Data shall be collected using the best available
measurement methods and shall be presented in a table that summarizes groundwater extractions by water use
sector, and identifies the method of measurement (direct or estimate) and accuracy of measurements, and a map that
illustrates the general location and volume of groundwater extractions.
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Continued
(3) Surface water supply used or available for use, for groundwater recharge or in-lieu use shall be
reported based on quantitative data that describes the annual volume and sources for the preceding
water year.
(4) Total water use shall be collected using the best available measurement methods and shall be
reported in a table that summarizes total water use by water use sector, water source type, and identifies
the method of measurement (direct or estimate) and accuracy of measurements. Existing water use data
from the most recent Urban Water Management Plans or Agricultural Water Management Plans within the
basin may be used, as long as the data are reported by water year.
(5) Change in groundwater in storage shall include the following:
(A) Change in groundwater in storage maps for each principal aquifer in the basin.
(B) A graph depicting water year type, groundwater use, the annual change in groundwater in storage,
and the cumulative change in groundwater in storage for the basin based on historical data to the
greatest extent available, including from January 1, 2015, to the current reporting year.
(c) A description of progress towards implementing the Plan, including achieving interim milestones, and
implementation of projects or management actions since the previous annual report.
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SGMA Regulations
23 CCR 356.4 – Periodic Evaluation
Each Agency shall evaluate its Plan at least every five years and whenever the Plan is
amended, and provide a written assessment to the Department. The assessment shall describe
whether the Plan implementation, including implementation of projects and management actions,
are meeting the sustainability goal in the basin, and shall include the following:
(a) A description of current groundwater conditions for each applicable sustainability indicator
relative to measurable objectives, interim milestones and minimum thresholds.
(b) A description of the implementation of any projects or management actions, and the effect
on groundwater conditions resulting from those projects or management actions.
(c) Elements of the Plan, including the basin setting, management areas, or the identification of
undesirable results and the setting of minimum thresholds and measurable objectives, shall be
reconsidered and revisions proposed, if necessary.
(d) An evaluation of the basin setting in light of significant new information or changes in water
use, and an explanation of any significant changes. If the Agency's evaluation shows that the
basin is experiencing overdraft conditions, the Agency shall include an assessment of measures
to mitigate that overdraft.
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Continued
(e) A description of the monitoring network within the basin, including whether data gaps exist, or any areas within the basin are
represented by data that does not satisfy the requirements of Sections 352.4 and 354.34(c). The description shall include the
following:
(1) An assessment of monitoring network function with an analysis of data collected to date, identification of data gaps, and the
actions necessary to improve the monitoring network, consistent with the requirements of Section 354.38.
(2) If the Agency identifies data gaps, the Plan shall describe a program for the acquisition of additional data sources, including an
estimate of the timing of that acquisition, and for incorporation of newly obtained information into the Plan.
(3) The Plan shall prioritize the installation of new data collection facilities and analysis of new data based on the needs of the
basin.
(f) A description of significant new information that has been made available since Plan adoption or amendment, or the last fiveyear assessment. The description shall also include whether new information warrants changes to any aspect of the Plan, including
the evaluation of the basin setting, measurable objectives, minimum thresholds, or the criteria defining undesirable results.
(g) A description of relevant actions taken by the Agency, including a summary of regulations or ordinances related to the Plan.
(h) Information describing any enforcement or legal actions taken by the Agency in furtherance of the sustainability goal for the
basin.
(i) A description of completed or proposed Plan amendments.
(j) Where appropriate, a summary of coordination that occurred between multiple Agencies in a single basin, Agencies in
hydrologically connected basins, and land use agencies.
(k) Other information the Agency deems appropriate, along with any information required by the Department to conduct a periodic
review as required by Water Code Section 10733.
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Implementation Timeline
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Implementation Costs
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

Database Management System
Monitoring and Monitoring Network
Annual Reporting
Evaluation and Assessment
Response to DWR Review
Public Outreach
GSA Administration
Project Implementation
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Estimated Costs – Eastern San Joaquin
• Annual Costs
• As high as $1.1 million
• Five-year Evaluation
• $800K - $2 million
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Estimated Costs – Yuba
•
•
•
•

< $50,000 – 14 elements
$50,000 - $100,000 – 8 elements
$100,000 - $500,000 – 7 elements
> $500,000 – 3 elements
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SCGA Rate Study
• Applies only to SCGA Area
• Assumes a budget of $1.1 million
annually
• Allocates SGMA costs based on
DWR basin prioritization
characteristics
• Parcel fee to all lands overlying
SCGA area of the basin
• Groundwater pumping charge
• Applies only to regulatory
compliance costs – not projects
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Overview of the Rate Study approach
▪

▪
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Allocated budget based on a combined approach
▪ Costs benefiting all parcels allocated to all on a per parcel basis
▪ Costs related to groundwater use allocated using estimated pumping based
on land use
Maintaining the “hybrid” billing approach
▪ Water purveyor contributions based on parcels and groundwater use
▪ All others charged through property tax bill for each parcel and estimated
groundwater use

Overview of the Rate Study approach (Cont’d)
▪

Groundwater use estimated based on USDA* crop information
▪
▪
▪

Ag interest’s groundwater use estimate is based on five-year rolling average
Ag res and other non-Ag parcels assigned de-minimis at 2 AF per year
Ag interests are billed on 75% of estimated groundwater use
▪

▪
▪
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IDC Model Report and Results

Rate program avoids state intervention and fee program
Rate study calculates the maximum rate for SCGA program
implementation under Proposition 218
* United States Department of Agriculture <https://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/>

Cost of Non-Compliance and State Intervention
▪

State Board NonCompliance Costs
Estimated at $4.4M
annually for probationary
subbasin allocated solely
to groundwater pumpers
Participation is necessary to
avoid penalties
All parcels in subbasin
receive benefit in
maintaining compliance
Meters required
o

▪
▪

▪
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Projection of preliminary draft rates
Draft Parcel and Groundwater Charges
$4.50

$4.00

$3.50

$3.00
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$1.50

$1.00

$0.50

$0.00
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FY 22/23

FY 23/24

FY 24/25

FY 25/26

$/Parcel/Year

$2.68

$2.73

$2.79

$2.85

$/AF

$3.90

$3.96

$4.02

$4.09

Rural Residential (Ag-Res)
Example rate comparison
•
•
•
•

Parcel Charge - $2.68
De-minimis Groundwater Usage* – 2 acre-feet
De-minimis Groundwater Fee – 2 acre-feet x $3.90 per acre-foot = $7.80
Total - $10.48 annually

Potential State Intervention Fee
$300 one-time registration + $100 annually
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*Simplified Approach sets de-minimis pumping to 2 acre-feet

Ag Parcels GW Use

Irrigated Agriculture example rate comparison
• Parcel Charge - $2.68
• Groundwater Fee = Crop water demand (applied water) x 0.75 x $3.90 per acre-foot
• Net Water Use depends on crop type and acreage
• Total Charge (for 2.1 feet water use) $2.68 + $8.19 per acre
• Potential State Intervention Fee = $300 one-time registration + $120-$194 per acre
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SCGA Member Purveyors
Example rate comparison
• Parcel Charge - $2.68
• Groundwater Fee – $3.90 per acre-foot
• Paid directly by municipal water provider based on # parcels and metered groundwater use
Applies to:
City of Sacramento
Sacramento County Water Agency
City of Folsom
Elk Grove Water District
California American Water
Golden State Water
7

Other Urban, Native, and Riparian Parcels
Example rate comparison
•
•
•
•

7

Parcel Charge - $2.68
De-minimis groundwater usage – 2 acre-feet
De-minimis groundwater Fee – 2 acre-feet x $3.90 per acre-foot = $7.80
Total - $10.48 annually

*Simplified Approach sets de-minimis pumping to 2 acre-feet

Water Purveyor annual revenue contribution
FY 22/23 Example Rate Summary
$300,000

70 % urban/30% ag and ag-res

$250,000

$200,000

$150,000

$100,000

$50,000

$City of Folsom
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City of Sacramento

County of Sacramento/
SCWA

FRCD/Elk Grove Water
District
Ann. Parcel Charge

Cal-Am Water Company
Annual GW Charge

Golden State Water
Company

Ag

Ag-Res

Rate study timeline

Finalize
report and
Final Legal
Review

March 10
– Board
Input

March 25
– Begin
Public
Outreach
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July 14 –
Board
Adopt
20222023 Rate

April
Mail
Notices

April 14 –
Board
Accept
Study and
Set 218
Hearing

June Hold
Public
Hearing to
Adopt
Rates if No
Majority
Protest

August 12
– Provide
Fee
Information
to County
Auditor

Rate Considerations
▪

▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

Sustainable financing supports local control
GSP supports continued land uses without significant restrictions
Local approach mitigates the need for agricultural and rural metering
Local approach less than 10% of state intervention cost
Simplified approach reduces administrative cost
Appeal process will be available for GW charge

Additional Outreach Opportunities
▪
▪

Ag and Ag-Res Stakeholder Workshops
Survey
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Comments and Questions
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