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(or immediately following the Root Creek Water District Board of Directors meeting) 

 
 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA 

(The Board may add an item to the agenda if, upon a two-thirds vote, the Board finds 
that there is a need for immediate action on the matter and the need came to the 
attention of the District after the posting of this Agenda.) 
 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Members of the public may address the Board on any matter related to the District that is 
not included on the Agenda. Comments are limited to five (5) minutes per person. 
 

4. POTENTIAL CONFLICT(S) OF INTEREST 
 

(Any Board member who has a potential conflict of interest may now identify the item 
and recuse himself or herself from discussing and voting on the matter.) 
 

5. APPROVAL OF GSA MEETING MINUTES – review and take action to approve minutes  
 

a. RCWD GSA Minutes from May 13, 2019 
 

6. CORRESPONDENCE 

(Members of the Board or Staff may provide comment on any timely matter related to the 
District that is not included on the agenda.) 

7. SGMA UPDATE – MADERA SUBBASIN – The Board may take action on any of the 
following items 



 

 

 
a. GSP Update – District Engineer 
b. SGMA Update – General Manager 

i. May 20, 2019 Response from GSAs in the Madera Subbasin to Root 
Creek Water District  

 
 

8. ADJOURN 
 

▪ Items on the Agenda may be taken in any order. 
▪ Action may be taken on any item listed on the Agenda. 
▪ Writings relating to open session Agenda items that are distributed to members of the Board of Directors 
will be available for inspection at the District office, excluding writings that are not public records or are 
exempt from disclosure under the California Public Records Acts. 
▪ ACCOMMODATIONS FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 
A person with a qualifying disability under the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990 may request the 
District to provide a disability-related modification or accommodation in order to participate in any public 
meeting of the District. Such assistance includes appropriate alternative formats for the agendas and 
agenda packets used for any public meetings of the District. Requests for such assistance and for 
agendas and agenda packets shall be made in person, by telephone, or by written correspondence to the 
District at (559) 970-8778 or P.O. Box 27950, Fresno, California 93729, at least 48 hours before a District 
meeting.   
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 MEETING OF THE 
ROOT CREEK WATER DISTRICT 

 GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY  
The Lodge at Riverstone 
370 Lodge Road South 

Madera, California 93636 
 

May 13, 2019 at 11:00 A.M. 
(or immediately following the Root Creek Water District Board of Directors meeting) 

 
 

Minutes 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

a. President Bruno called the meeting to order at 12:43 p.m. 

b. Board Members present: Nick Bruno, Jeff Coulthard, Brian Partridge, Lynn 
Hoffman, Amber Mendoza, Dan Hoffman, Toni Scarborough 
 

c. Board Members absent:  none 

d. Others present: Brian Ehlers, Provost & Pritchard; Lauren Layne, Legal Counsel, 
Baker Manock & Jensen; Julia Berry, General Manager/Secretary; Al Solis, Don 
Wright, Shay Bakman, Stephanie Anagnoson 
 

2. ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA 

There were no additions to the agenda. 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

4. POTENTIAL CONFLICT(S) OF INTEREST 
 
 There were no conflicts identified.  

5. APPROVAL OF GSA MEETING MINUTES  
 

a. RCWD GSA Minutes from April 8, 2019 
 



 

 

Director Scarborough motioned to approve Item 5a, and seconded by Director L. 
Hoffman, and passed unanimously. 

 
6. SGMA UPDATE – MADERA SUBBASIN 

 
a. Staff was directed to distribute a hard copy of the draft Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan (GSP) to Director Scarborough, and electronically to Director 
Bruno and Director Mendoza 

b. GM Berry reported that written correspondence was sent to the other 5 
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in the Subbasin by Root Creek and 
New Stone Water District regarding coordination. 

 
 

7. ADJOURN 

Director Scarborough made a motion to adjourn.  The motion was seconded by Director 
L. Hoffman and passed unanimously.   

 The meeting was adjourned at 1:03 pm.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

May 20, 2019 

 

Dear Root Creek and New Stone Water District GSA: 

 

Thank you for continuing the dialogue about important groundwater management issues. Please find 

these responses to your letter dated April 25, 2019. 

 

Paragraph 3: “Time is of the essence in finalizing a Coordination Agreement, as the ability to make 

decisions involving the seven GSAs is impeded until a formal structure is in place.” 

 

While we agree time is of the essence, coordination can occur without a coordination agreement. The 

coordination agreement is required by the Department of Water Resources of basins with multiple GSPs, 

but lack of a coordination agreement does not mean we are paralyzed, nor impeded, and cannot 

coordinate. In fact, many meetings and coordinating activities have occurred in the past year. A 

coordination agreement draft is currently being circulated and the Joint Madera Subbasin GSP 

participating agencies continue to welcome your attendance and involvement at meetings to discuss 

these topics so that coordination can, in fact, occur.   

 

Paragraph 4: “Technical meetings should be limited to technical discussions only, and policy 

discussions amongst board members and district managers that are subject to the Brown Act should only 

occur in a public setting.” 

 

Yes, we are very aware and cognizant of the Brown Act. Boards make policy decisions, but often 

technical experts have to discuss the choices and analyze, from a technical perspective, the impacts of 

the various options. These are legitimate discussions to occur in a Technical Ad Hoc format. 

 

Paragraph 5: “Nonetheless, the Signers are opposed to any agreement that would permit another GSA 

to require a GSA to manage its district in a particular manner, to enforce elements of the GSP for 

another GSA, or to object because another GSA has fallen behind in implementing its GSP or modified 

or decided not to implement one or more elements of its GSP.” 

 

Are you suggesting that we are not allowed to comment on each other’s implementation progress or hold 

each other accountable?  

 

Paragraph 9: “While we recognize that SGMA specifies that the total volume of sustainable yield is 

one of the items to be determined for the Madera Subbasin as whole, we do not see value in determining 

a per acre allotment of groundwater for the entire Subbasin. In other words, we do not agree with, or 

support the notion of, a single groundwater allocation per acre across the entire Subbasin.”   

As noted previously in your letter, we have all been meeting regularly to discuss technical items for 

nearly a year.  Last summer, Davids Engineering (DE) presented to our technical workgroup and 



subsequently at public technical workshops, the estimated water budget for the entire subbasin.  A 

component of that budget was the water that percolates into the groundwater from precipitation and 

from natural flows in rivers and streams.  The DE budget estimated these values for each year between 

1989 and 2014, presenting the range and the average value.  We have been referring to this portion of 

the budget as the “native groundwater” where native groundwater represents water available to all 

overlying users throughout the entire Madera Subbasin.  Native groundwater is the water that would be 

available absent any entitlement to surface water via contract or right – essentially what we would have 

from the ground if no man-made projects existed to capture, store or divert surface water. 

 

While useful for the subbasin budget, the subbasin-wide value was difficult for folks to understand from 

a user perspective.  Thus, at the request of both the public and the technical experts, the DE team 

determined native groundwater per acre in order to have a discussion about preliminary sustainable 

yield.  This was simply a proportional division of the subbasin value, the result is the per-acre-foot value 

that has been discussed elsewhere.  However, there is not a subbasin-wide allocation per acre. Each 

GSA decides how to manage its proportional share of the subbasin’s native groundwater.   

 

The Madera County GSA – and only the Madera County GSA – currently is pursuing a recommendation 

from its Advisory Committee that the native groundwater value truly be allocated equally by acre.  We 

understand the MID GSA and others are approaching the management differently.  Your GSAs may 

choose a different approach to management and accounting also, per your discretion.  However, the total 

native groundwater available to the subbasin is a shared resource and, by 2040, each GSA will need to 

be managing within its proportional share of the subbasin’s native groundwater.  SGMA specifically 

states: “Nothing in this part, or in any groundwater management plan adopted pursuant to this part, 

determines or alters surface water rights or groundwater rights under common law or any provision of 

law that determines or grants surface water rights.” [CWC Section 10720.5(b)]  

 

Paragraph 9: “Instead, the water budget for each GSA within the Subbasin should be based on that 

GSA’s existing groundwater usage less the associated overdraft within that GSA, as measured by 

groundwater levels within that GSA.”   

 

The code and BMPs are clear on the process for creating a water budget. First, the SGMA regulations 

require that each GSP shall include a water budget “for the basin that provides an accounting and 

assessment of the total annual volume of groundwater and surface water entering and leaving the 

basin,…” [CCR Section 354.18(a)] The regulations require the budgets to be prepared for the “basin,” 

not for a GSA boundary. 

  

Additionally, the SGMA regulations state the water budget shall quantify, among other things: “Inflow 

to the groundwater system by water source type, including subsurface groundwater inflow and 

infiltration of precipitation, applied water, and surface water systems, such as lakes, streams, rivers, 

canals, springs and conveyance systems.” [CCR Section 354.18(b)(2)] 

 

The DE team followed these requirements, and the DWR BMPs to prepare the water budget for the 

entire Madera Subbasin – including the portion of the budget reflecting the native groundwater portion 

discussed above.  This is also why coordination needs to occur with many aspects of the GSPs including 

monitoring, Measurable Objectives, and Minimum Thresholds.   

 



Your suggested methodology seems to isolate each of your GSAs from the basin and from other GSAs 

and advocates ignoring any connectivity between the GSAs, which, as a reminder, were created based 

solely on jurisdictional boundaries.  We believe this methodology is inconsistent with the SGMA 

regulations and physical reality. 

 

Paragraph 9: “In keeping with the right of each GSA to develop its own GSP under SGMA, it should 

be left up to each GSA in developing its GSP to determine how to allocate such available groundwater 

to the land within its district and to develop projects or otherwise manage groundwater to address any 

resulting shortfall and to meet the sustainability objectives it establishes in its GSP.” 

 

We agree. 

 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

Sincerely, 
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NEW STONE WATER DISTRICT  ROOT CREEK WATER DISTRICT 
P.O. BOX 1350   P.O. BOX 27950  
SELMA, CA 93662  FRESNO, CA 93729 
 
 
 
April 25, 2019 
 
 
 
County of Madera GSA City of Madera GSA 
Brett Frazier, Chairman Andy Medellin, Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 205 W. Fourth Street 
200 W. Fourth Street  Madera, CA 93637 
Madera, CA 93637 
  
Madera Irrigation District GSA Madera Water District GSA 
Jim Erickson, President  John Gies, General Manager 
12152 Rd 28 l/4 16943 Road 26 
Madera, CA 93637 Madera, CA 93637 
 
Gravelly Ford Water District GSA 
Don Roberts, General Manager 
25176 Avenue 5 1/2  
Madera, CA 93637 
  
Dear Madera Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies: 
 
The Groundwater Sustainability Agencies of the New Stone Water District and the Root Creek Water 
District have already informed you that they will be submitting individual Groundwater Sustainability 
Plans (GSPs) to cover their respective districts.  These agencies are signers to this communication (“the 
Signers”).  
 
As a result, four separate GSPs will be written for the Madera Subbasin. One joint GSP will be written by 
the County of Madera GSA, the City of Madera GSA, the Madera Irrigation District GSA and the Madera 
Water District GSA. That GSP will cover nearly the entire Subbasin.  Gravelly Ford Water District will 
submit an individual GSP. New Stone Water District (4,800 acres) and Root Creek Water District (9,550 
acres) will submit individual GSPs and account for a small portion (4%) of the Madera Subbasin.  As part 
of the ongoing efforts to coordinate, we offer our comments jointly on various issues facing the Subbasin. 
 
A Coordination Agreement will be signed by the seven GSAs in the basin, and presently a draft of that 
document is circulating.  Time is of the essence in finalizing a Coordination Agreement, as the ability to 
make decisions involving the seven GSAs is impeded until a formal structure is in place. 
 
On July 16, 2018, staff representatives for the seven GSAs in the basin began meeting regularly to discuss 
technical items.  The Signers have continued to attend technical meetings while developing their own 
GSPs and will continue to attend these meetings in the future.   Technical meetings should be limited to 
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technical discussions only, and policy discussions amongst board members and district managers that are 
subject to the Brown Act should only occur in a public setting.   
 
  The Signers recognize that due to the relatively small size of their districts, the groundwater 
management practices of other GSAs, particularly on land near the boundaries of the Signer’s districts, 
have the potential to adversely affect the progress of each Signer in reaching the sustainability goals of 
the Signer’s GSP.  Nonetheless, the Signers are opposed to any agreement that would permit another 
GSA to require a GSA to manage its district in a particular manner, to enforce elements of the GSP for 
another GSA, or to object because another GSA has fallen behind in implementing its GSP or modified or 
decided not to implement one or more elements of its GSP.  The Signers would welcome any suggestions 
the other GSAs may have for addressing this issue. 
  
California Water Code Section 10727.6 prescribes the requirements for coordinated plans when multiple 
plans cover a basin. Groundwater sustainability agencies intending to develop and implement multiple 
groundwater sustainability plans pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 10727 shall 
coordinate with other agencies preparing a groundwater sustainability plan within the basin to ensure that 
the plans utilize the same data and methodologies for the following assumptions in developing the plan: 
 
 (a) Groundwater elevation data.  

(b) Groundwater extraction data.  
(c) Surface water supply.  
(d) Total water use.  
(e) Change in groundwater storage.  
(f) Water budget.  
(g) Sustainable yield. 

 
It is the common goal of the parties in the Madera Subbasin to comply with SGMA.  To that end, the 
Signers prefer to address the items listed above in the coordination process, and not to introduce 
additional items not required by SGMA. 
 
The Signers generally agree with the data and methodology used to draft the water budget for the 
Subbasin. Additionally, we believe that we will come to agreement on the sustainable yield, undesirable 
results, minimum thresholds and measurable objectives.  We will manage undesirable results within our 
boundaries as to overdraft.    
 
While we recognize that SGMA specifies that the total volume of sustainable yield is one of the items to 
be determined for the Madera Subbasin as whole, we do not see value in determining a  per acre allotment 
of groundwater for the entire Subbasin. In other words, we do not agree with, or support the notion of, a 
single groundwater allocation per acre across the entire Subbasin.  Instead, the water budget for each GSA 
within the Subbasin should be based on that GSA’s existing groundwater usage less the associated 
overdraft within that GSA, as measured by groundwater levels within that GSA.  In keeping with the right 
of each GSA to develop its own GSP under SGMA, it should be left up to each GSA in developing its 
GSP to determine how to allocate such available groundwater to the land within its district and to develop 
projects or otherwise manage groundwater to address any resulting shortfall and to meet the sustainability 
objectives it establishes in its GSP.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



JULIA BERRY, General Manager
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